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  Hartlepool Bor ough Council 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Tuesday, 24 June 2008 
 

at 4.00 pm 
 

in Committee Room A 
 
 
MEMBERS:  STANDARDS COMMITTEE: 
 
Councillors Coward, Preece, Shaw, Sutheran, Wallace and Wright 
 
Co-opted Members:  Barry Gray, 2 vacancies 
 
Parish Councillor 1 vacancy 
 
 
 
 
 
1. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 
 
 
2. TO RECEIV E ANY DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST BY MEMBERS 
 
 
3. MINUTES 
 
 3.1 To confirm the minutes of the meeting held on 22 April 2008 
 
 
4. ITEMS FOR INFORMATION 
  
 4.1 Business Report - Chief Solicitor 

STANDARDS COMMITTEE AGENDA 
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The meeting commenced at 4.00 p.m. in the Civic Centre, Hartlepool. 

 
Present: 
 
Mr Barry Gray (In the Chair) 
 
Councillors  Rob Cook, Pauline Laffey, and Jane Shaw. 
 
Officers: Peter Devlin, Acting Chief Solicitor 
 David Cosgrove, Principal Democratic Services Officer. 
 
 
20. Apologies for Absence 
  
 Councillors Sheila Griffin and Arthur Preece and Parish Councillor Ray Gilbert. 
  
21. Declarations of interest by members 
  
 None. 
  
22. Confirmation of the minutes of the meeting held on 

19 February 2008 
  
 Confirmed. 
  
23. Setting High Ethical Standards – Audit 2007-08 (Acting 

Chief Solicitor) 
  
 The Acting Chief Solicitor submitted for the Committee’s consideration the 

draft Performance Summary Report initiated through the Audit Commission 
and titled “Setting High Ethical Standards – Hartlepool Borough Council (Audit 
2007-08)”.  The report contained an action plan which the Committee was 
asked to consider and endorse. 
 
Members considered the action plan in detail and discussed the various 
recommendations within.  Members were somewhat concerned at the 
comment that the committee had not been seen to be sufficiently proactive.  
The Chair commented that all Members were aware of the Code of Conduct 
and, by virtue of the very few complaints that had arisen, were obviously 
consciously abiding by it.  The report seemed to be suggesting further training 
for the purpose of compliance with the recommendation, rather than any 

STANDARDS COMMITTEE 
 

MINUTES AND DECISION RECORD 
 

22 April 2008 
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definable knowledge gap with Members.  Members commented that there was 
also the issue of the relatively poor attendance at all Councillor training 
events; unless Councillors were required to attend, they probably wouldn’t.  
One Member did highlight that the training provided in this area by IDeA was 
of a very high quality and the potential for a training event provided by them 
should be examined further.  The Chair and Members did acknowledge that 
the report was generally very positive.   
 
Specifically in relation to recommendation R6 on Members Register of 
Interests, the Acting Chief Solicitor commented that all Members had received 
a letter from him recently in this regard and a similar letter was to be sent to 
Parish Council representatives as well.  
 
Members did highlight that there was a general reluctance to utilise the 
whistle-blowing policy for fear of being stigmatised.  Perhaps some issues that 
may have warranted complaint were frequently ‘let pass’ by individual 
Councillors.  Members commented that some comments were made at 
meetings that were ‘out of order’ but these were seldom minuted.  A Member 
raised further concerns about the minuting of meetings and indicated that they 
had expected a more detailed ‘verbatim’ record of meetings in local 
government.  It was highlighted that minutes were required to accurately 
record the decisions made but only to ‘reflect’ the preceding debate.  In light of 
the Committee’s comments and debate, the Chair questioned if this was an 
issue in which the Committee should become more proactive.  Members 
suggested that some key meetings should be recorded as there was 
frequently a difference in recollection as to some of the comments made. 
 
Members considered that some of the remarks made by Members at meetings 
should be followed up, possibly through the issue of warning letters to 
Members of their future conduct.  There were felt to be specific problems in 
relation to Neighbourhood Forums that may need to be addressed. 
 
The Chair indicated that it was clear that action needed to be proactively taken 
to instigate training for Councillors on the Code of Conduct specifically in 
relation to their relationships with each other and officers.  The lack of an 
Officers Code of Conduct was also an issue for Members.  The Acting Chief 
Solicitor stated that this was still awaited from the Standards Board for 
England and the Government. 

 Decision 
 1. That the action plan set out in the Audit Commission report “Setting High 

Ethical Standards – Hartlepool Borough Council (Audit 2007-08)” be 
endorsed. 

2. That further training be arranged for Members in relation to the Code of 
Conduct taking on board the comments of Members raised in this 
meeting. 
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24. Seventh Annual Assembly of Standards Committees 
(Acting Chief Solicitor) 

  
 The Acting Chief Solicitor reported that the 7th Annual Assembly of Standards 

Committees was to be held on 13th-14th October 2008 at the International 
Convention Centre, Birmingham under the banner of “Delivering the Goods”.  
The primary focus will be upon meeting the challenges of the new local 
standards framework and the ability to deliver effective local assessment of 
allegations and the conduct of proper and robust investigations.  Members 
highlighted that past conferences had been excellent and provided significant 
background and information that could be shared amongst other members of 
the Committee. 

 Decision 
 That, subject to reappointment at Annual Meeting, Councillors R Cook and 

Shaw attend the conference. 
  
25. Standards Board for England – Bulletin 37 (Acting Chief 

Solicitor) 
  
 The Acting Chief Solicitor submitted for the Committee’s information Bulletin 

37 produced by the Standards Board for England. 
 Decision 
 That Bulletin 37 be noted. 
  
26. Local Assessment – The Revised Framework (Acting Chief 

Solicitor) (Acting Chief Solicitor) 
  
 The Acting Chief Solicitor reported at the meeting that the draft regulations 

relating to the revised framework for Standards had been laid before 
Parliament on 14 April 2008 with an expectation that they would come into 
force on 8 May.  These regulations would change the composition of the 
Committee by requiring that two Parish Councillors be made Members; 
currently there was only one Parish representative.  This change would 
require Council approval and it was reported that a report would be submitted 
to Council in May to make the required changes to the constitution. 
 
In relation to the appointment of independent Members, the acting Chief 
Solicitor reported that the two current independent Members’ term of office 
was reaching its end and the positions had been advertised appropriately.  It 
was reported that the advertisement had been undertaken in conjunction with 
the Fire Authority who were making similar changes.   It was highlighted that 
even if the two current independent members were reappointed, there was still 
an existing vacancy for an independent person.  Any new appointees would 
be subject to interview by the Committee and approval by full Council.   
 
The Acting Chief Solicitor indicated that he would produce a fuller report on 
the new regulations for Members next meeting. 
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 Decision 
 1. That the report be noted and that a further report be submitted to the next 

meeting of the Committee. 
 
2. That subject to both reapplying for appointment as independent Members 

of the Standards Committee, Mr Gray and Mr Fisher’s reappointment be 
recommended to Council. 

 
3. That the Acting Chief Solicitor pursue further enquiries in relation to the 

appointment of  Independent Members to achieve the full complement 
upon the Committee. 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
CHAIRMAN 
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Report of:  Chief Solicitor 
 
 
Subject:  BUSINESS PAPER 
 
 
 
 
1. LOCAL ASSESSMENT AND DETERMINATION 
 
1.1 Members will be aware of the changes brought about to the role and remit of 

local Standards Committees through the provisions of the Local Government 
and Public Involvement in Health Act, 2007 as well as applicable regulations 
and guidance issued through the Standards Board for England.  The Chief 
Solicitor in his capacity as Monitoring Officer has taken steps to publicise the 
procedure for “making a complaint” which also encompasses the Standards 
Committee for the Cleveland Fire Authority.  The advertisement which is to 
be circulated generally, is attached at Appendix 1 of this report, for 
information purposes.  There is also appended herewith at Appendix 2 the 
amended guidance as issued by the Borough Council as regards the 
process involved in making a complaint as to the alleged misconduct of a 
member or a co-opted member of the authority. 

 
1.2 A report was submitted to the extraordinary meeting of full Council on 29th 

May, 2008, which provided notification as to the change in the composition 
of the Standards Committee to incorporate an additional Parish Council 
Representative.  Following communication received from Hart Parish 
Council, a nomination of Councillor Alan Bell, has now been received.  
Further, at that meeting, the Council approved the appointment of Mr Barry 
Gray, as an Independent Member for a period of 4 years. 

 
1.3 A report has also been tabled to the next ordinary meeting of Council 

scheduled for 19th June, 2008, seeking the approval of Mr Keith Fisher as 
an Independent Member of the Standards Committee again for a term of 
office for a period of 4 years.  A report also sought Members to acknowledge 
and approve, the change to Article 3 of the Council’s Constitution entitled 
“Local People and the Council” to indicate that complaints which surround  
alleged breaches of the  Code of Conduct was now to be made by way of a 
complaint to the local Standards Committee as opposed to the Standards 
Board for England. 

 
 

STANDARDS COMMITTEE 
 24th June 2008 
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2. TRAINING EXERCISE FOR ASSESSING NEW COMPLAINTS 
 
2.1 The Monitoring Officer together with his colleagues in the Tees Valley 

authorities has sought to commission a training exercise for all of the 
Standards Committees operating within the Tees Valley region and also 
incorporating those Standards Committees relating to the Cleveland Police 
and Cleveland Fire Authorities.  An outline of the presentations as submitted 
through the Improvement and Development Executive Agency (‘IDeA’) will 
be formally tabled for Members consideration at their meeting on 24th June, 
2008. 

 
2.2 The Standards Board for England as previously indicated, have developed a 

training exercise in order to assist Member development in their ability to 
assess the new complaints procedures.  The exercises were developed 
following the findings of local assessment pilots and therefore consist of a 
range of real, anonymised complaints that the Standards Board has 
investigated.  Each case includes a set of papers submitted by a 
complainant and a summary of each complaint to help the Standards 
Committee in arriving at its determination of the appropriate decision in each 
particular case.  Two appeal cases also give the Standards Committee 
practice at operating the appeal mechanism.  The overall aim is for the  
Standards Committee to decide what action, if any, they would take in 
relation to the complaint.  Accordingly, appended herewith (Appendix 3) is 
the various “complaints” as listed below; 

 
 Case A  - Hilton Borough Council – Councillor Peter Citrine 
 Case B  - Borough of Selchester – Councillor Julie Harty 
 Case C  - Marnham District Council – Councillor Davies 

 Case D  - Coketown District Council – Councillors Yeo, Bailey and Malecka 
 Case E  - Hook Parish Council – Councillor Dr Jon Rouse 
 Case F  - London Borough of Walford – Councillor Pat Rix 
 Case G  - Scawthorpe Borough Council – Councillor Lee Kreuz 
 Case H  - Wessex Council – Councillor Douglas 
 Case I  - Great Norton Parish Council – Councillor Jameson 
 Case J - Nettington Town Council – Councillor Gold 
 Case K  - Central Barton Urban Parish Council – Councillor Robert Paxton 
 Case L  - Ansty Metropolitan Borough Council – Councillor Mahmood 

Khan 
 
2.3 The decisions of the above mentioned cases, will be provided to Members of 

the Committee, following their initial assessments of the above mentioned 
cases.  In view of the number of cases provided, Members may decide to 
randomly choose a sample, to provide a representative basis, for training on 
the local assessment process. 
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HARTLEPOOL BOROUGH COUNCIL 
 

CLEVELAND FIRE AUTHORITY 
 

Local Code of Conduct 
Complaints Process 

Changes to the  
complaints procedure 

 
 
The responsibility for considering complaints that a member may have 
breached the Code of Conduct moved to the Standards Committees of 
Hartlepool Borough Council and Cleveland Fire Authority on 8 May 2008. 
 
What this means to you 
 
If you want to complain about the conduct of a member of any of the 
authorities detailed above you must submit your complaint to the Chair of the 
Standards Committee, c/o Peter Devlin, Monitoring Officer, Hartlepool 
Borough Council, Civic Centre, Victoria Road, Hartlepool TS24 8AY. 
 
The Standards Committees can only deal with complaints about the behaviour 
of a member and will not deal with complaints about things that are not 
covered by the members’ Code of Conduct.  Your complaint to the Standards 
Committee must specify why you think a member has not followed the Code 
of Conduct. 
 
For further information on the local assessment of complaints please visit the 
Standards Board website at www.standardsboard.gov.uk. 
 
 
 
 

Peter Devlin 
Monitoring Officer 

Hartlepool Borough Council 
and Cleveland Fire Authority 
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Complaints about Elected Members, including the Mayor 
 
(a) Complaints of Breach of the Code of Conduct 
 
Anyone who considers that a Member of the Council may have breached the 
Code of Conduct may make a complaint through the Standards Committee.  
In turn, the Standards Committee are required to establish sub-committees to 
carry out the separate functions involved in the handling of such cases, as 
follows; 
 
(i) The initial assessment of the complaint. 
 
(ii) Any request from a complainant to review a decision to take no action 

in relation to a complaint. 
 
(iii) Any subsequent hearing of the Standards Committee to determine 

whether a member has breached the code and, where appropriate, to 
impose a sanction on that Member. 

 
Consequently, a complaint should initially be directed to the Chair of the 
Assessments Sub-Committee who will determine whether or not to refer the 
matter for investigation or whether other action (for example, training, 
conciliation, instituting changes to procedures) should be taken or that no 
action should be taken. The aim is to complete the initial review within an 
average of 20 working days.  
  
Where it is determined that no action should be taken, then a complainant has 
a right to request a review of that decision.  It should be noted that the 
Standards Committee can only deal with complaints about the behaviour of a 
Member in relation to the Code of Conduct.  A complainant has a right to 
request a review within 30 days from the date of the decision.  As indicated 
above, a differently constituted sub-committee to that involved in the original 
decision will undertake a review and the sub-committee must carry out its 
review within a maximum of three months of receiving the request.  It will then 
be for the Review sub- committee to determine whether the complaint should 
be referred to the Council’s Monitoring Officer for the purposes of 
investigation or should be referred to the Standards Board for England. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
LOCAL  
ASSESSMENT 
 
Training exercise for standards 
committees 
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Introduction 
 
The Local Government and Public Involvement in Health Act 2007 has 
created a change in the Standards Board for England’s role. In future, our 
focus will be on ensuring that members adhere to the Code of Conduct, and 
that there are adequate arrangements in place at local level for handling 
cases and preventing misconduct. 
 
One of the main changes to the standards framework is that local authority 
standards committees will be responsible for receiving complaints about 
members and deciding whether any action needs to be taken. The Standards 
Board is planning for its strategic role by preparing local government for taking 
on this local assessment function. 
 
There is to be a greater focus on training and support. With this in mind, the 
Standards Board has created a training exercise to help standards 
committees develop their ability to assess new complaints. The exercise is 
based on a pilot that the Standards Board ran in 2007 with approximately 50 
participating local authorities. 
 
 
Benefits of the exercise 
 
The benefits of the exercise for standards committees are: 
 

 Training and preparation to ease the transition from a central to a local 
assessment process. 

 
 Practice at operating the appeal mechanism. 

 
 Helping familiarise members with the operation of the revised Code of 

Conduct (available to download from our website). 
 
 
The exercise – your preparation 
 
In this section of the website is a set of 12 cases, A-L, which the 
Standards Board has already assessed. These cases concern real members 
and are genuine. They have been anonymised as far as possible. However,  
in the unlikely event that a committee member recognises a case from the  
circumstances, we expect that confidentiality will be respected for  
the integrity of the exercise and the sake of those involved. 
 
The cases have been compiled in consultation with the Standards Board’s 
Referrals Unit. 
 
It would be very difficult to pick a truly representative batch from the 
thousands of complaints the Standards Board has received. Yet, the chosen 
sample 
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aims to provide a spread of the main issues which the Standards Board’s 
referrals officers take into account when assessing a case. In the 12 cases: 
 

 We have provided the raw complaint, as it reached our office, and also 
the summary prepared by officers as it would appear in the decision 
notice. 

 
 The allegations come from a range of sources – the public, other 

members, and officers. 
 

 They cover the main paragraphs of the revised Code of Conduct and 
may disclose a number of potential breaches of the Code. 

 
 There are complaints which are both rural and urban in nature due to the 

diverse areas committees cover. 
 

 There are also some complaints concerning parish councils. We 
appreciate that not all standards committees have responsibility for 
parish councils. However, the Act envisages new community, 
neighbourhood and village councils in areas without parishes so far. 
Coupled with the likely increase in unitary authorities, more and more 
members will need to gain knowledge of this tier of government. 

 
Your committee’s task is to decide which cases should be referred for further 
action. The committee will need to provide reasons for those which are not 
referred. 
 
It is expected that the exercise should take no more than half a day or an 
evening, in other words, a three-hour mock session of your committee. 
 
 
Appeal cases 
 
In two cases (K and L), we will assume that the decision not to refer the 
matter for investigation has already been made, and it is set out in the 
decision notice with the reasons. However, the complainants have asked for 
these decisions to be reviewed as the law allows, and their letter is enclosed. 
In these instances, therefore, you are sitting as an appeals committee rather 
than an assessment committee. 
 
Do not worry about you or officers being hypothetically conflicted out by 
previous involvement. Simply look at the allegation and summary, and then 
review the request afresh as if you were dealing with a real appeal. In general 
the grounds for overturning a decision on appeal are: 
 

 That the original decision is considered to be a flawed judgement 
because it is unreasonable in law or because the correct procedures 
were not followed. 
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 The complainant has provided compelling new information in their 
review request. 

 
 
Criteria 
 
At present, the Standards Board’s referrals officers take account of agreed 
criteria when assessing a case. The criteria were developed at national level 
and reflect the priorities of the Standards Board for England. Your committee 
is therefore not expected to abide by them, as this is a local assessment, and 
we anticipate that the ethical regime will evolve locally. 
 
Local priorities may not always be the same as the Standards Board’s. For 
example, the Standards Board may have decided that a case disclosed a 
potential breach of the Code but was not sufficiently serious within the 
national context to warrant a publicly-funded investigation. A local standards 
committee, on the other hand, may decide that they can only determine how 
true or serious the alleged breach was after investigation. 
 
The old system was also based on the idea of an investigation followed by a 
sanction if appropriate. The new system allows greater scope for mediation 
and other remedies. Unlike before, standards committees may now wish to 
take other action in certain instances where a sanction might have been 
unlikely or unhelpful. The recommended approach can be summed up in the 
two key tests which members should apply to new complaints: 
 

 Does this allegation disclose a potential breach of the Code of Conduct? 
 

 If it does disclose a potential breach of the Code, should anything be 
done about it? 

 
This approach is demonstrated in the flowchart at the end of this document. 
The flowchart also points to the kind of allegations that standards committees 
might consider suitable for referral to the Standards Board for England. 
Please note, this is notwithstanding the Standards Board’s stated position that 
it will not automatically accept every case referred to it. It is impossible to 
accurately predict the sort of cases in this category, and it would be wrong to 
prescribe them. 
 
Typically though, we expect that they will be: 
 

 Complaints concerning the leadership of the council or in some cases 
the opposition.  

 
 Complaints from chief executives and monitoring officers.  

 
 Instances where a large number of key people are conflicted out and 

there is a risk of successful judicial review.  
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There may be other instances where there has been national attention, or 
where the standards committee feels that the matter turns on an important 
point of interpretation of the Code. 
 
It is important to underline that where no breach of the Code is disclosed by 
the allegation, no matter what its source or whoever the subject member, the 
case falls at the first hurdle. The matter of referral to the monitoring officer or 
the Standards Board consequently does not arise. Clearly, where no potential 
breach is disclosed, the matter is at an end, and it is for the committee to 
provide robust reasons why. 
 
Members may also consider that there are cases which disclose a clear 
potential breach of the Code. Your committee need not dwell on these too 
long, provided there is agreement. The same goes for overturning a decision 
on appeal. On the other hand, there are a number of borderline cases in your 
pack which come down to a matter of judgement and justification. As long as 
the justification is sound, there is really no right or wrong answer in these 
instances. This is because it will depend on local circumstances. Please also 
bear in mind that a right of appeal exists against a decision not to refer. 
 
 
Carrying out the exercise 
 
There ought to be a broad set of common expectations for the exercise to 
succeed: 
 

 A situation as near to reality as possible with your normal rules of 
committee procedure, such as for seating arrangements. 

 
 The comfortable degree of formality or informality according to custom. 

 
 Your independent chair or chairperson presiding. 

 
 You should follow your customary means of decision making according 

to the culture of the authority.  For example, the chair taking the mood of 
the meeting, voting by show of hands, or the clerk drafting a resolution 
for approval.  

 
 The chair, the monitoring officer or the clerk if present should record the 

decision and the reasons for it. This is essential in the case of decisions 
not to refer, and will be a legal requirement in future. 

 
 Officer advice may be available, but given sparingly enough for the 

committee to gain experience from the exercise. 
 

 You will need approximately three hours of time. It is quite acceptable for 
the session to be on the same day as a scheduled meeting of the 
standards committee, although it is recommended that the training 
session be conducted separately from an open meeting. However, if the 
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committee’s regular business is likely to be onerous, this session might 
better be held another day. 

 
 A good spirit of mature role play and an agreeable atmosphere for 

learning. 
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Contact us 
If you have any questions about the exercise please contact our enquiries line 
on 0845 078 8181 or email enquiries@standardsboard.gov.uk.  
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CASE A 
 
 
HILTON BOROUGH COUNCIL - COUNCILLOR PETER CITRINE  
 
Summary  
 
It was alleged that Councillor Peter Citrine published a political leaflet on behalf of the 
local Liberal Democrats suggesting that people should boycott the shops in the high 
street belonging to Councillor Leo Hall, the Conservative council leader. This was in 
response to the council’s decision to introduce car-parking charges in the town 
centre, which the Liberal Democrats were campaigning against. The complainant is 
an employee of Councillor Hall. She works in a pet shop and alleges that Councillor 
Citrine is jeopardising her livelihood by effectively encouraging people to patronise 
another pet shop 200 yards away. 
 











     

CASE B 
 

BOROUGH OF SELCHESTER – COUNCILLOR JULIA HARTY 
 
Summary  
 
It is alleged that Councillor Julia Harty lied at council meetings about her decision to 
require Local Education Authority appointed school governors to pay the £36 cost of 
their own Criminal Records Bureau (CRB) checks. This is a process which she had 
approved while cabinet member for education. The complainant, who is the 
opposition chief whip, said that Labour councillors received complaints during August 
2006 that new governors would have to have a CRB check at their own expense. He 
also said there were letters in the press criticising the policy. It is alleged that at this 
stage, Councillor Harty suggested a bursary scheme for those who could not afford 
to pay. A newspaper article quoted the council as saying that the fee may be waived 
by those not able to pay. It is alleged that at a scrutiny committee on 12 September 
2006, Councillor Harty, replying to a question, said that it had always been the policy 
to reimburse governors their CRB expenses. This is not what she had in fact agreed. 
 
The opposition put down a motion in council on 20 September 2006 on the matter. 
And it is reported that Councillor Harty again claimed that it was always the policy to 
reimburse governors for CRB expenses. 
 













































     

CASE C 
 

MARNHAM DISTRICT COUNCIL – COUNCILLOR DAVIES 
 
Summary 
 
The complainant is the leader of the council. It is alleged: 
 

 Councillor Davies sent a number of disparaging emails to the council’s IT staff, 
criticising their work and mocking their capabilities and copied them to third 
parties. 

 
 Councillor Davies sent unfair and derogatory emails about the chief executive, 

the council’s solicitor and the complainant, copying them in to third parties, as 
well as inappropriate emails to other councillors. 

 
 Councillor Davies became involved in support of a local IT company in a 

dispute with the council, and was confrontational when officers reminded him 
about possible conflicts of interest 

 
 Councillor Davies was hectoring and overbearing towards technical officers in 

the presence of the chief executive and two other members at a meeting held 
on 23 April 2005. 

 
 
The Chief Executive asked the junior officers to leave after 20 minutes on account of 
Councillor Davies’s behaviour, and because they were upset at the untimely death of 
a close colleague the previous Saturday. It is reported that when Councillor Davies 
was told of this, he retorted, “I suppose you’re going to blame him!” It is alleged that 
Councillor Davies has been warned about his conduct, including formal warnings, but 
that it has continued. 
 















































     

CASE D 
 

COKETOWN DISTRICT COUNCIL – COUNCILLORS YEO, BAILEY 
AND MALECKA 
 
Summary 
 
The complainants refer to the proposed development of a council-owned allotment 
site at Coketown, for 217 dwellings and associated infrastructure, considered by the 
planning committee on 21 September 2006. It is reported that Councillor Yeo, the 
executive member for land and property, had been involved in discussion with the 
developers and council decisions over the sale of the site. It is also reported that the 
proceeds of the site would be used by the council to pay for a new leisure centre 
elsewhere in the borough. Having declared a personal interest in the matter at the 
planning committee, it is alleged that he failed to declare a prejudicial interest and 
withdraw from the meeting. 
 
It is alleged: 
 

 Councillor Bailey, the chairman, did not ensure that the meeting was 
conducted impartially due to confusion of members’ and officers’ roles. 

 
 That the planning officer, as an employee of the council, was not able to give 

the committee the impartial advice they needed. 
 

 Councillor Bailey refused to allow a local member to speak until the very last 
moment, and then cut him short before hastily moving to the vote. 

 
 That by allowing the planning officer to warn members that refusal of the 

application could lead to an expensive appeal, Councillor Bailey thereby 
allowed undue influence to be put on the committee.  

 
 That when Councillor Malecka asked the chairman and the planning officer if 

the terms of the development brief had been complied with, the member was 
given an affirmative answer. The complainants dispute this and say there were 
breaches of the development brief. 

 
The complainants also object to aspects of the proposed development, the granting 
of planning permission and the way the meeting was minuted. 
 

















     

CASE E 
 

HOOK PARISH COUNCIL - COUNCILLOR DR JON ROUSE 
 
Summary 
 
It was alleged that Councillor Rouse, the chairman of the parish council, 
accompanied by the vice-chairman, visited a member of the public at home. Here he 
made allegations that a group of seven parish councillors, including the complainant, 
would be pressing for an injunction to prevent the member of the public, a 
parishioner, speaking at meetings. The parishioner then wrote to each of the seven 
councillors repeating this allegation and another allegation that he had orchestrated a 
public protest against the siting of a youth shelter. He enclosed a stamped envelope 
for them to reply and asked for them to let him know whether the allegations were 
true or false. He said that if they did not reply he would assume that the claim was 
true. In this case, he asked them to go ahead and seek the injunction. 
 
The complainant was one of two councillors who replied direct to the parishioner, to 
say that she was not aware of the actions he referred to being taken, or of a group of 
seven working in co-operation on the council, and that the allegations were false. The 
clerk also wrote to the member of the public to say that six of the councillors (one 
was away) had asked him to reply to say that the allegations were false. The 
parishioner was not satisfied, wrote to the councillors again to say that the two who 
had replied personally had not asked the clerk to write on their behalf, and that he 
would regard the remaining five as having taken the actions originally alleged unless 
he heard from them by a given deadline. 
 
It is alleged that on 18 April 2005 during public questions, a member of the public 
made a statement concerning a pre-arranged visit to his house by two senior 
councillors. The complainant wrote to Councillor Rouse on 20 April asking him: 
 

 If he knew the identity of the two councillors who allegedly paid the visit. 
 

 To name the two councillors allegedly involved and to ask them to explain why 
they used her name without her knowledge. 

 
 To clear her of any complicity in the alleged actions. 

 
 If he was unable to clear her good name, then to assure her that the exercise 

was designed simply as character assassination. 
 
The complainant states that she received no response to the letter, and that she put 
down questions in council on 16 May 2005. She wrote to Councillor Rouse again on 
20 May 2005 to convey her disappointment with his handling of her questions. The 
minutes of the meeting state: 
 



     

“The Chairman said he had received letters from two Councillors concerning alleged 
actions of Councillors at an informal meeting. As these letters did not relate to 
discuss them with individuals outside the meeting.” 
 
On 23 May Councillor Rouse wrote to the complainant to say he regarded the matter 
as closed. The complainant reports that the member of the public has now told her 
that Councillor Rouse was one of the two councillors who visited him. 
 































     

CASE F 
 

LONDON BOROUGH OF WALFORD – COUNCILLOR PAT RIX 
 
Summary 
 
The complainant alleges that Councillor Pat Rix has subjected her to unfair treatment 
on the grounds of religion and race, bullying, victimisation and racial harassment. 
 
It is reported that Councillor Rix was on the interview panel which appointed her, but 
did not want her for the job and preferred a white woman who did not perform as well 
as the complainant. It is alleged that Councillor Rix called her a liar when she advised 
her that a community film had a racist remark in it which would offend and embarrass 
the complainant. It is reported that Councillor Rix has micromanaged her and set her 
unrealistic targets to make her look a failure, that she has been publicly humiliated at 
meetings and verbally abused. She reports that her position as a manager has been 
undermined, that she has had a meeting with her staff and managers, and been 
excluded from the meetings. 
 
It is reported that Councillor Rix was unhappy when managers asked the 
complainant to work on assignments including a petition by the Punjabi Sikh 
community for a community centre. It is alleged that Councillor Rix tried to stop her 
being involved in this work, told her that she did not want Pakistanis or Muslims 
asking for a community centre and made derogatory comments about the various 
ethnic groups within the Muslim community. The complainant found these remarks 
offensive as a Pakistani Muslim herself. 
 
The complainant says that her managers failed to manage the situation or to protect 
her, and that she was unfairly and wrongly dismissed. It is alleged that Councillor Rix 
has referred to the protocol for officer and member relations as “bollocks” and failed 
to respond to a questionnaire sent to her under the Race Relations Act. 
 



























     

CASE G 
  

SCAWTHORPE BOROUGH COUNCIL - COUNCILLOR LEE KREUZ 
 
Summary 
 
The complainant is the clerk to Nith parish council. He refers to a meeting of the 
council on 19 September 2006 where members discussed financial irregularities 
arising from the alleged misconduct of the council’s groundsmen. It is reported that 
Councillor Kreuz, the local member of the borough council, attended the open part of 
the meeting but left with the public before the closed part where this matter was 
discussed. 
 
It is alleged that a member of the parish council gave Councillor Kreuz a confidential 
note, which he then showed to the groundsmen two days later. It is also alleged that 
he told them that they had been the main topic of discussion at the meeting, giving 
them the impression that he had been present, the matter had been discussed in 
public, and that the clerk had accused them of stealing money. 
 
It is reported that the note had the top of the page folded over, which one member of 
staff believed was to conceal a fax number. It is also alleged that he doctored a note 
headed “To all Parish Council Staff”, cutting off the heading to make it look as if it 
only applied to the staff at the park. 
 
The complainant adds that it is common knowledge that Councillor Kreuz intends to 
stand for the parish council. 
 



























     

CASE H 
  

WESSEX COUNCIL - COUNCILLOR DOUGLAS 
 
Summary 
 
The East Wessex Community Area Forum covers three wards of the borough: 
Whapton, Box and Friary. The complainant is a Progressive councillor for Whapton 
and he and two other Progressives won the ward from Labour in 2004. The council is 
Labour-run: Councillor Douglas is deputy leader and also chairman of the area 
forum, which has the power to spend the Housing Investment Programme (HIP) 
monies allocated to it. Part of the allocation is budgeted to replace old wooden doors 
on council houses with PVCu doors. 
 
The Progressive councillors for Whapton asked repeatedly for HIP funding for their 
ward. Each time they were told that it had already been committed for new doors in 
Councillor Douglas’s ward (Box), and the vice-chairman’s ward (Friary) with nothing 
for Whapton, even though there was a street there where doors were in urgent need 
of replacement (June Avenue). The complainant discovered that the chairman and 
vice-chairman of the forum have private business meetings in advance of the public 
forum. The complainant also discovered that Councillor Douglas had allegedly 
arranged matters so that all the spend on the new doors went to his ward. 
 
It is alleged that at such a business meeting on 24 June 2005, Councillor Douglas 
and the vice-chairman privately approved the allocation of £14,404 to June Avenue. 
One of the defeated Whapton Labour councillors, who the complainant says plans to 
stand again in 2006 and is a friend of Councillor Douglas, then organised a petition 
along June Avenue asking the council to consider installing new doors. This was 
presented to the council by a resident on 29 June 2005 and then received by 
Councillor Douglas at a press call in advance of the formal meeting of the forum. The 
complainant believes that Labour has orchestrated the petition in the knowledge that 
the money had already been agreed. The complainant also believes that Councillor 
Douglas has used and abused his position as chairman of the forum, deputy leader, 
and as a member of the standards committee to manipulate the allocation of funding 
to his political advantage. The former Whapton councillor subsequently wrote to the 
newspaper to take credit for the decision and to criticise the Progressive councillors 
in Whapton Ward. 
 




































	24.06.08 - Standards Committee Agenda
	3.1 - 22.04.08 - Standards Committee Minutes and Decision Record
	4.1 - Business Paper


