
A meeting of the STANDARDS COMMITTEE will be held in the CHIEF 
EXECUTIVE'S MEETING ROOM, FIRST FLOOR, PATHFINDER HOUSE, 
ST MARY'S STREET, HUNTINGDON PE29 3TN on THURSDAY, 7 
DECEMBER 2006 at 10:00 AM and you are requested to attend for the 
transaction of the following business:- 

  
 

A G E N D A 
 
 APOLOGIES 
 
 

 Contact 
 

1. MINUTES  (Pages 1 - 4) 
 

C Deller 
388007 

 To approve as a correct record the Minutes of the meeting held on 14th 
September 2006. 
 

 

 
2. MEMBERS' INTERESTS   
 

 

 To receive from Members declarations as to personal and/or prejudicial 
interests and the nature of those interests in relation to any Agenda Item.  
Please see notes 1 and 2 below. 
 

 

 
3. LITTLE PAXTON PARISH COUNCIL - ALLEGED BREACH OF CODE 

OF CONDUCT  (Pages 5 - 74) 
 

P Watkins 
388002 

 To consider a report by the Director of Central Services and Monitoring 
Officer regarding allegations made against a Parish Councillor serving on 
Little Paxton Parish Council and the recommendations of the Investigating 
Officer thereon.   
 

 

 
4. APPLICATION FOR DISPENSATION  (Pages 75 - 76) 
 

C Deller 
388007 

 To consider a report by the Director of Central Services and Monitoring 
Officer regarding an application received for dispensations on behalf of 
Broughton Parish Councillors. 
 

 

 
5. USE OF RESOURCES JUDGEMENTS 2005/6  (Pages 77 - 82) 
 

C Deller 
388007 

 To consider a report by the Director of Central Services and Monitoring 
Officer. 
 

 

 
6. CODE OF CONDUCT - STANDARDS BOARD NOTIFICATION  (Pages 

83 - 84) 
 

C Deller 
388007 

 To consider a report by the Director of Central Services and Monitoring  



 

Officer regarding a notification received from the Standards Board for 
England on a decision made in respect of an allegation of misconduct by a 
Godmanchester Town Councillor. 
 

 
7. CODE OF CONDUCT - UPDATE  (Pages 85 - 88) 
 

C Deller 
388007 

 To consider a report by the Director of Central Services and Monitoring 
Officer regarding the release of the new Code of Conduct. 
 

 

 
8. DATE OF NEXT MEETING   
 

 

 To note that the next ordinary meeting of the Committee will be held on 
Thursday 8th March 2007 at 4pm. 
 

 

 
   
 Dated this 29th day of November 2006  
 

 

 

 Chief Executive 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 

Notes 
 
1.  A personal interest exists where a decision on a matter would affect to 

a greater extent than other people in the District – 
 

(a) the well-being, financial position, employment or business of the 
Councillor, a partner, relatives or close friends; 

 
 (b) a body employing those persons, any firm in which they are a 

partner and any company of which they are directors; 
 
 (c) any corporate body in which those persons have a beneficial 

interest in a class of securities exceeding the nominal value of 
£5,000; or 

 
 (d) the Councillor’s registerable financial and other interests. 
 
2. A personal interest becomes a prejudicial interest where a member of 

the public (who has knowledge of the circumstances) would reasonably 
regard the Member’s personal interest as being so significant that it is 
likely to prejudice the Councillor’s judgement of the public interest. 

 

Please contact Ms C Deller, Democratic Services Manager, Tel No 01480 
388007/e-mail:  Christine.Deller@huntsdc.gov.  if you have a general query 
on any Agenda Item, wish to tender your apologies for absence from the 
meeting, or would like information on any decision taken by the Panel. 

Specific enquires with regard to items on the Agenda should be directed 
towards the Contact Officer. 

Members of the public are welcome to attend this meeting as observers 
except during consideration of confidential or exempt items of business. 

 
 

Agenda and enclosures can be viewed on the District Council’s website – 
www.huntingdonshire.gov.uk (under Councils and Democracy). 

 
 

If you would like a translation of 
Agenda/Minutes/Reports or would like a  

large text version or an audio version  
please contact the Democratic Services Manager and 

we will try to accommodate your needs.  
 
 

Emergency Procedure 

In the event of the fire alarm being sounded and on the instruction of the Meeting 
Administrator, all attendees are requested to vacate the building via the closest 
emergency exit and to make their way to the base of the flagpole in the car park 
at the front of Pathfinder House. 
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HUNTINGDONSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL 
 
 
 MINUTES of the meeting of the STANDARDS COMMITTEE held in 

Meeting Room, 1 Pathfinder House, St Mary's Street, Huntingdon 
PE29 3TN on Thursday, 14 September 2006. 

   
 PRESENT: Mr D H Bristow  - Chairman 
   
  Councillors Mrs B E Boddington, P J Downes, 

D L Hall, D MacPherson and Mr G Watkins. 
   
 APOLOGIES: Apologies for absence from the meeting were 

submitted on behalf of Councillors 
Mrs K P Gregory, I R Muir, T D Sanderson 
and J Taylor. 

   
 
 

18. MINUTES   
 
 Subject to an amendment to Minute No. 13 to reflect that 

Cambridgeshire County Council elections were held in 2001 and not 
2005, the Minutes of the meeting of the Committee held on 24th July 
2006 were approved as a correct record and signed by the Chairman. 
 
 

19. COUNCILLOR J A P EDDY   
 
 The Chairman paid tribute to Councillor J A P Eddy, who had passed 

away recently and acknowledged the help and advice that he had 
been given by Councillor Eddy when first elected to chair the Panel 
and the wealth of experience that Councillor Eddy had contributed to 
meetings as a long standing Member of the Committee. 
 
 

20. MEMBERS' INTERESTS   
 
 None were declared. 

 
 

21. CODE OF CONDUCT - STANDARDS BOARD NOTIFICATIONS   
 
 By way of a report by the Director of Central Services and Monitoring 

Officer (a copy of which is appended in the Minute Book) the 
Committee were notified of decisions taken by the Standards Board 
for England in respect of allegations made against two Members of 
the District Council and against three Councillors serving on Ramsey 
Town Council. 
 
The Monitoring Officer reported that the complainant in the case 
involving two District Councillors had requested a review of the 
decision of the Board not to refer the complaint for investigation but 
that following this process, the Board had concluded that the case 
had been handled correctly and that the final decision was 
reasonable. 
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The Committee also were informed that, as far as the Monitoring 
Officer was aware, no further information had yet been submitted to 
assist the Standards Board in determining whether further action 
would be required against two of the three Councillors serving on 
Ramsey Town Council against whom allegations had been made. 
 
 

22. TRAINING - ROUND-UP   
 
 A report by the Director of Central Services and Monitoring Officer (a 

copy of which is appended in the Minute Book) describing the 
activities undertaken to fulfil the Committee’s obligation in terms of 
training and advice on issues relating to the local ethical framework 
and code of conduct was received and noted. 
 
Members expressed their disappointment at the number of parish 
councillors who had attended training sessions over the summer but 
acknowledged that should a local parish council become involved in a 
case attracting media coverage it would encourage greater interest in 
pursuing an understanding of the Code of Conduct. 
 
Referring to the direction issued by the Standards Board for England 
to provide training and guidance to all Members of Sawtry Parish 
Council, the Monitoring Officer reported that he was not aware of any 
sanctions which could be imposed by the Board were he unable to 
comply with the direction. 
 
 

23. A NEW APPROACH – LOCAL INVESTIGATIONS   
 
 Further to Minute No. 27 of the meeting held on the 9th March 2006, 

the Committee received and noted a report by the Director of Central 
Services and Monitoring Officer (a copy of which is appended in the 
Minute Book) regarding details of a new approach, devised by the 
Standards Board for England, to monitor the progress of 
investigations being undertaken locally. 
 
Members were informed that as part of its new role as regulator, the 
Board would ensure that any concerns that might emerge during an 
investigation, in terms of process/timescale/interpretation could be 
dealt with in a timely and appropriate way.  The Committee also noted 
the Board’s recommendation in respect of the appointment of 
Investigators and the need for Monitoring Officers to satisfy 
themselves that the person appointed had the necessary skills and 
resources to undertake the investigation thoroughly. 
 
 

24. NEXT MEETING   
 
 RESOLVED 

 
 that the next ordinary meeting of the Committee be held at 

10am on Thursday 7th December 2006. 
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25. DVD   
 
 The Committee viewed a DVD prepared by the Standards Board for 

England on local investigations and the conduct of local hearings. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Chairman 
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STANDARDS COMMITTEE      7TH DECEMBER 2006 
 
 
 

 
LITTLE PAXTON PARISH COUNCIL – ALLEGED BREACH OF CODE OF CONDUCT 

(Report by the Director of Central Services and Monitoring Officer) 
 
 

 
 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 Members will be aware of a complaint which had been made to the Standards Board 

for England relating to the alleged conduct of a Councillor serving on Little Paxton 
Parish Council.  The allegation had been referred to an Ethical Standards Officer who 
had subsequently passed the matter to the Monitoring Officer for investigation locally.  

 
1.2 This procedure requires a report on the outcome of the investigation to be submitted to 

the Standards Committee. 
 
2.  INVESTIGATION 
 
2.1 In accordance with the guidance issued by the Standards Board for England, an 

investigation into the complaint has been undertaken.  This has involved the inspection 
of Parish records and individual interviews with the complainant, with the Councillor 
who was the subject of the allegation, with the Chairman of the Parish Council and with 
the Parish Clerk.   

 
2.2 The final report on the case is now enclosed.  Appended to it are the documents which 

the Investigating Officer has taken into account in reaching her conclusions. 
 
2.3 A copy of the Agenda for this meeting, including the final report has been sent to the 

complainant, to the Clerk to Little Paxton Parish Council and to the Ethical Standards 
Officer. 

 
2.4 The Monitoring Officer also has sent a copy of the final report to the Councillor against 

whom the allegation has been made.  The Councillor has been advised of the 
conclusion of the final report and that the report has been referred to the Standards 
Committee.  

 
3.  NEXT STEPS 
 
3.1  The Committee should consider making one of the following findings – 
 
 (i) that it accepts the Investigating Officer’s finding, that a Councillor has not failed to 

comply with the Code of Conduct for Members as set out in the allegations; or 
 
 (ii) that the matter should be considered at a hearing of the Standards Committee 

conducted in accordance with the District Council’s adopted procedure for local 
determination hearings. 
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3.2 Should the Standards Committee find that there has not been a failure to comply with 
the Code of Conduct, the Monitoring Officer is required, as soon as practicable 
thereafter, to send a written note of that finding and the reasons on which it was based 
together with a copy of the Investigating Officer’s report to the Councillor, to the Ethical 
Standards Officer, to the Parish Council and to the person who made the allegation.  
The Councillor should be asked whether he objects to the publication of a notice of the 
finding in the local newspaper and arrangements should be made for the publication of 
the Notice unless the Councillor so objects. 

 
3.3 If the Standards Committee decides that there is a case to answer, a hearing will be 

held to make a final determination on whether the Code of Conduct has been 
breached.  The Standards Committee’s decision to hold a hearing should be based on 
careful consideration of the information in the report of the Investigating Officer.  
Should the Committee wish to proceed, the Monitoring Officer is required to arrange for 
the matter to be considered at a hearing held in accordance with the adopted 
procedure.   

 
3.4 The Committee will recall that they authorised the Director of Central Services and 

Monitoring Officer, after consultation with the Chairman of the Committee, to appoint 
Members to hearings as necessary and suggested that five Members should comprise 
the Panel, charged with undertaking a determination hearing.  It was agreed that a 
minimum of 3 Members of the Standards Committee, including at least one 
Independent Member must be present.  If a case related to a Parish Councillor it was 
agreed that one of the Committee Members present must be a Parish Councillor. 

 
4. CONCLUSION 
 
4.1 The Committee is invited to consider the report of the Investigating Officer and to 

decide whether, based on the facts set out, that it agrees or otherwise with the findings 
and considers whether there is a case to answer. 

 
 
 
 
BACKGROUND PAPERS 
 
 
Local Investigations – Guidance for Monitoring Officers and Standards Committees – 
Standards Board for England. 
 
 
Contact Officer:  Peter Watkins, Director of Central Services and Monitoring Officer – 
(01480 388002). 
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FINAL REPORT  
 
SBE CASE NO: SBE 1533606 
MEMBER: Parish Councillor J Willcock 
 
AUTHORITY:  Little Paxton Parish Council  
 
ALLEGATIONS: It is alleged that the above-named Member acted 
contrary to paragraphs 3 (a), 7 (1), 8, 9 (1) and 10 (a) of the Parish 
Council’s Code of Conduct. 
 
DATE REFERRED TO DISTRICT COUNCIL’S MONITORING OFFICER:  In 
accordance with section 60 (2) of the Local Government Act 2000, the 
case was referred to the Monitoring Officer, Huntingdonshire District 
Council for investigation in a letter dated 20th July 2006.   
 
APPOINTMENT OF INVESTIGATING OFFICER:  On 26th July 2006 the 
Monitoring Officer appointed Ms Christine Deller, Democratic Services 
Manager, Huntingdonshire District Council to investigate the allegation. 
 
 
DATE OF DRAFT REPORT:  17TH OCTOBER 2006 
 

SUMMARY 
 
The complainant, Mrs Susan Dean of 29 Lakefield Avenue, Little Paxton had 
alleged in a complaint sent to the Standards Board for England dated 19th 
June 2006 that Councillor J Willcock had failed to declare an interest in the 
matter of the erection of a fence adjoining the Parish Council’s playing field, 
that Councillor Willcock passed correspondence to the complainant’s 
neighbours, Mr and Mrs D Dring, without the knowledge of the Parish Council 
and without the neighbours making proper requests for the information and 
that Councillor Willcock was very good friends with the complainant’s 
neighbours.   
 
As a result of these actions, it has been alleged that Councillor Willcock failed 
to comply with Sections 3 (a), 7 (1), 8, 9 (1) and 10 (a) of Little Paxton Parish 
Council’s Code of Conduct adopted by the Council at its meeting held on 7th 
May 2002 which requires that - 
 
3 (a) - a Member must not disclose information given to him/her in confidence 
by anyone, or information acquired which she/he believes is of a confidential 
nature, without the consent of a person authorised to give it, or unless she/he 
is required by law to do so; 
 
7 (1) - a Member must regard him/herself as having a personal interest in any 
matter if the matter relates to an interest in respect of which notification must 
be given, or if a decision upon it might reasonably be regarded as affecting to 
a greater extent than other council tax payers, rate payers, or inhabitants of 
the authority’s area, the well being or financial position of him/herself, a 
relative or a friend; 
 
8 - a Member with a personal interest in a matter who attends a meeting of the 
authority at which the matter is considered, must disclose to that meeting the 
existence and nature of that interest at the commencement of that 
consideration, or when the interest becomes apparent; 
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9 (1) – a Member with a personal interest in the matter also has a prejudicial 
interest in that matter, if the interest is one in which a member of the public 
with knowledge of the relevant facts would reasonably regard as so significant 
that it is likely to prejudice the Member’s judgement of the public interest; and 
 
10 (a) – a Member with a prejudicial interest in any matter must withdraw from 
the room or chamber where a meeting is being held whenever it becomes 
apparent that the matter is being considered at that meeting, unless she/he 
has obtained dispensation from the Standards Committee of the responsible 
authority. 
 
RESPONSES TO ALLEGATIONS 
 
In a letter from the Standards Board for England dated 20th July 2006, the 
allegations were referred for investigation to the Monitoring Officer, 
Huntingdonshire District Council in accordance with Section 60 (2) of the Local 
Government Act 2000.   
 
In accordance with the procedure for the investigation of allegations, 
Councillor Willcock submitted a written statement in which he denied having 
breached the Code of Conduct.  No other written material has been submitted.   
 
INVESTIGATION:   
PROCEDURE 
 
Four interviews were conducted by the Investigating Officer:  one with Mrs 
Jenny Gallatly, Clerk to Little Paxton Parish Council on 29th September 2006, 
others separately with Councillor J Willcock, against whom the allegations had 
been made on 4th October 2006, with Councillor A Denison, Chairman of the 
Parish Council on 11th October 2006 and with Mrs S Dean, the complainant, 
on 12th October 2006.  In response to an approach from the Investigating 
Officer, Mr D Dring, the principal witness chose to respond to questions on his 
involvement in the case via e-mail.  This exchange took place over the period 
29th September – 12th October 2006.  On 29th September, the Investigating 
Officer accompanied Mrs Gellatly on a visit to the Playing Field and to the 
location of the fence involved in the case. 
 
A written note of the material points of the interviews conducted was sent to 
each party together with a request that one copy be returned, signed as a 
correct record with such corrections or amendments as the interviewees felt 
necessary.  Copies of the interview notes are appended together with other 
documents that are relevant to the investigation –  
 

♦ A location map of Lakefield Avenue, Little Paxton on which can be 
identified the home addresses of Councillor J Willcock, Mr and Mrs D 
Dring and Mrs S Dean and the juxtaposition of the playing field with the 
properties owned by these individuals; 

♦ A written statement produced by Councillor J Willcock in respect of the 
allegations made against him received by the Monitoring Officer on 
27th July 2006; 

♦ A copy of the original complaint made by Mrs S Dean to the Standards 
Board for England dated 19th June to which are attached Minutes of 
Little Paxton Parish Council and relevant letters relating to the case 
dated over the period 4th May 2005 – 23rd May 2006; 

♦ Also appended is a copy of a letter received from Mrs S Dean sent in 
response to the content of the draft report. 
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RELEVANT FACTUAL INFORMATION: 
 
Mrs Gellatly, Clerk to the Parish Council has confirmed that Councillor 
Willcock had first signed his declaration of acceptance of office on his co-
option to the office of Parish Councillor on 6th September 2001 and had 
agreed to observe the Parish Council’s Code of Conduct.  Councillor Willcock 
has subsequently reaffirmed his declaration and willingness to observe the 
Code of Conduct annually as this appears to be the practice of Little Paxton 
Parish Council.  Councillor Willcock could not recall having received a copy of 
the Code of Conduct when first co-opted but both the Parish Clerk and 
Councillor Willcock suggested that this would not have been overlooked by the 
previous Clerk.  Councillor Willcock had not participated in any training on the 
Code of Conduct despite the opportunity having been offered to him via 
sessions hosted by CALC and the District Council.  In common with all 
Members of the Parish Council, Councillor Willcock had received a copy of 
“The Good Councillors Guide” published by the National Training Strategy For 
Town and Parish Councils.  Councillor Willcock’s financial and other interests 
are registered with the District Council.  Councillor Willcock’s registered 
address is 45 Lakefield Avenue, Little Paxton.  When questioned, Councillor 
Willcock confirmed that, in his view, he understood the concept of personal 
and prejudicial interests as defined by the code of Conduct.  It was also the 
view of the Parish Clerk and Parish Chairman that Councillor Willcock had a 
good understanding of the code.  Neither the Clerk, Chairman nor Councillor 
Willcock’s colleague Members had suggested to him that it would have been 
prudent to declare an interest at the meetings at which the “fence on playing 
field” was raised. 
 
The background to the complaint relates to the erection of a fence on the rear 
garden boundary of No 31 Lakefield Avenue, Little Paxton occupied by Mr and 
Mrs Dring and that of Little Paxton playing field.  Those parties involved 
following the commencement of work by the fencing contractors at No 31 
Lakefield Avenue, have described the sequence of the events as they 
unfolded in detail in the interview notes.  These accounts are broadly similar 
and there appear to be no discrepancies in the facts as re-counted by the 
Parish Clerk, Mrs J Gellatly, the Chairman of the Parish Council, Mr  Denison, 
Mr and Mrs Dring and Mrs  Dean.  Whilst the dispute over the erection of the 
fence ultimately led to the submission of the complaint to the Standards Board 
for England, there is no suggestion that the Parish Council has acted 
improperly in their attempts to resolve the matter. 
 
The diary of events produced by the Clerk to Little Paxton Parish Council 
records that the item “fence on playing field” was considered at three meetings 
of the Parish Council on 4th May, 2nd June and 7th July 2005.  Copies of the 
Minutes of these meetings of the Parish Council accompanied the complaint to 
the Standards Board.  Councillor J Willcock was present at each of these 
meetings.  It is not recorded that Councillor Willcock declared an interest at 
these meetings nor did he challenge the accuracy of those minutes at 
subsequent meetings.   
 
At their meeting on 7th July 2005, the Parish Council concluded their business 
on the item “fence on playing field” and agreed to take no further action.  The 
vote on the item was not recorded.  Councillor Willcock had suggested that he 
had abstained from voting although this is not recorded formally in the 
Minutes.  The Parish Clerk has confirmed that Councillor Willcock had 
abstained from voting at the meeting on 7th July 2005 and that she had a 
record of his abstention in her hand written notes.  These have been copied to 
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the Investigating Officer.  Councillor Willcock’s abstention also was recalled by 
the Chairman to the Parish Council, Councillor Denison. 
 
A letter from Mrs Dean relating to the “fence on playing field” was circulated to 
all Members of the Parish Council present at their meeting held on 4th May 
2005.  Whilst the content of the letter was not read out to the meeting, the 
subject matter would have been apparent to those in the public gallery and the 
facts clearly accessible to the other parish councillors.  In her letters dated 
10th and 23rd May, the Parish Clerk states that the Parish Council had not 
received any requests from Mr and Mrs Dring to view any correspondence 
received from Mrs Dean nor had any such matter been released from the 
Parish Office. 
 
Using and comparing the evidence gathered during the interviews, it is 
possible to examine the various allegations made in the complaint.   
 
FAILURE TO DECLARE A PERSONAL INTEREST – 
 
“A member must regard him/her having a personal interest in any matter 
if the matter relates to an interest in respect of which notification must 
be given under paragraphs 12 and 13 (of the model code of conduct) or if 
a decision upon it might reasonably be regarded as affecting to a greater 
extent than other council tax payers, rate payer, or inhabitants with the 
authorities area, the well being or financial position of him/herself, a 
relative or a friend.  Paragraph 12 of the code requires that a member 
must register his/her financial interests – these interests include “the 
address or other description (sufficient to identify the location) of any 
land in which he has a beneficial interest and which is in the area of the 
authority”. (Paragraph 7(1)). 
 
Councillor Willcock has registered his interests with the Monitoring Officer.  
His declaration identifies his ownership of a property at 45 Lakefield Avenue in 
the parish of Little Paxton.  The item in respect of the “fence on playing field” 
considered by the Parish Council related to a property also located on 
Lakefield Avenue, Little Paxton.  By virtue of his property ownership it is 
suggested that Councillor Willcock should have considered declaring a 
personal interest at the meetings of the Parish Council held on 4th May, 2nd 
June and 7th July 2005.  Councillor Willcock’s property abuts the playing field 
on which the fence under discussion had been erected.  Whilst accepting that 
Councillor Willcock does not have a view of the rear boundary of number 31 
Lakefield Avenue from his own property and that No 31 is some distance from 
No 45, the fact that both properties share a common boundary with the parish 
council’s playing field is sufficient to constitute a personal interest.  
 
There are conflicting accounts of the extent of Councillor Willcock’s 
relationship with Mr and Mrs Dring.  Whilst there is insufficient evidence to 
suggest theirs is a close relationship, Councillor Willcock has acknowledged, 
at the very least, contact with Mr Dring over Parish Council business in the 
past, membership of the same gym, where they would occasionally exchange 
pleasantries and one visit to Mr Dring’s property to inspect the position of the 
fence.  Indeed Councillor Willcock had described their relationship as a “very 
passing acquaintance”.  The Parish Clerk has suggested that Councillor 
Willcock would have known Mr Dring, although she could not describe their 
relationship as close.  Similarly the Chairman of the Parish Council, Councillor  
Denison also has suggested that a casual friendship existed between the two 
men. Mr Dring also has used the phrase “acquaintance” to describe his 
relationship with Councillor Willcock although denies any other social contact 
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with him.  It is interesting to note that Councillor Willcock indicates in his 
statement that he made no secret of the fact that he was an acquaintance of 
Mr Dring at meetings of the Parish Council.  Both Councillor Willcock and Mr 
Dring admit to “chatting” outside Mr Dring’s house when Councillor Willcock 
had been en route to his close friend living at number 27 Lakefield Avenue.  It 
had also been suggested by Mr Dring that the two men had bumped into each 
other a few times.  
 
A Councillor has a personal interest in any matter which affects the well being 
or financial position of a friend.  The term “friend” has presented a variety of 
difficulties in terms of its definition for the purposes of the Code generally, but 
given that Councillor Willcock had had contact with Mr Dring over parish 
council business and has acknowledged some, although perhaps infrequent 
social contact with him, it might have been prudent for him to have disclosed 
his acquaintance with Mr Dring via the declaration of a personal interest.   
 
A Member with a personal interest in a matter who attends a meeting of 
the Authority at which the matter is considered must disclose to that 
meeting the existence and nature of that interest at the commencement 
of that consideration, or when the interest becomes apparent (paragraph 
8). 
 
There is no record in the Minutes of the meetings of Little Paxton Parish 
Council held on 4th May, 2nd June and 7th July 2005 that Councillor Willcock 
had declared a personal interest in the business relating to the “fence on 
playing field” by virtue of his ownership of 45 Lakefield Avenue, the location of 
the property on the common boundary of the playing field and his 
acquaintance with Mr Dring, owner of number 31 Lakefield Avenue at which 
location there was a dispute over the erection of a fence.  It is perhaps 
unfortunate that Councillor Willcock chose to indicate some association with 
Mr Dring during the Parish Council meetings but this was not considered to be 
a formal declaration and therefore not recorded in the Minutes.  There is also 
no indication that Councillor Willcock challenged the accuracy of the minutes 
at subsequent meetings.  
 
 A member with a personal interest in a matter also has a prejudicial 
interest in that matter if the interest is one which a Member of the public 
with knowledge of the relevant facts would reasonably regard as so 
significant that it is likely to prejudice the Members judgement of the 
public interest.  (Paragraph 9 (1)).  A Member with a prejudicial interest in 
any matter must withdraw from the room or chamber where the meeting 
is being held whenever it becomes apparent that the matter is being 
considered at that meeting, unless she/he has obtained dispensation 
from the Standards Committee of the responsible authority (paragraph 
10 (a) ).  
 
 Although it can be established that Councillor Willcock had a personal interest 
by virtue of his property ownership in the item “fence on playing field”, it could 
be argued that, in itself, that interest would not be regarded as so significant 
as to prejudice his judgement of  the public interest. Similarly, there appears to 
be insufficient evidence to substantiate the view that Councillor Willcock’s 
relationship with Mr Dring was such that it would have affected his judgement 
of the Council’s business. 
 
Councillor Willcock only contributed to debate on the “fence on playing field” 
issue at the meeting held on 7th July 2005.  It is the view of the Parish Clerk 
that Councillor Willcock’s input had not influenced the Parish Council’s 
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decision on this item.  Similarly the Chairman of the Parish Council, Councillor 
Denison has confirmed, that in his view, Councillor Willcock had not influenced 
the decision of the Parish Council in this matter.  Councillor Willcock recalled 
that his comments on the item were based purely out of concern at the 
implications for the Parish Council should they pursue action against Mr Dring 
given the uncertainty relating to the position of the existing boundary, the 
action which similarly would have to be taken against other property owners 
and the effect any legal challenge might have had on the parish precept.  Both 
the Parish Clerk and Parish Chairman have indicated that Councillor Willcock 
had deliberately distanced himself from any involvement in the “fence” issue 
and had not participated in any site meetings with the Deans or Dring's in 
which the Parish Council might have been involved.  Both also have confirmed 
that Councillor Willcock’s contribution to the meeting was confined to advice 
about the consequences of a decision for the Parish Council.  Although 
Chairman of the Parish Council’s Finance Committee, and whilst Councillor 
Willcock has acknowledged an interest in the Council’s financial affairs, it was 
the full Council which made the final resolution in respect of the “fence item” 
and not the Finance Committee.  Although, that part of the meeting was held 
in private session, the Parish Clerk, Parish Chairman and Councillor Willcock 
have indicated that the vote had not been recorded but that Councillor 
Willcock chose not to vote.  Regrettably neither his abstentions, nor any 
others, have been recorded formally in the minutes although there is a 
handwritten record of Councillor Willcock’s abstention in the notes of the 
Parish Clerk.  As there is no suggestion that Councillor Willcock’s personal 
interests were so significant as to prejudice his judgement of the public 
interest, no evidence to suggest that his involvement in the debate prior to the 
decision on the matter had influenced the deliberations of the Parish Council 
and given his abstention from voting on the issue, it can be concluded that 
Councillor Willcock’s conduct did not involve a failure to declare a prejudicial 
interest, in which case he was not required to leave the meeting. 
 
During the course of the investigating officer’s interview with Mrs Dean, Mrs 
Dean alleged that Councillor Willcock had used his position as a Councillor to 
secure an advantage for Mr and Mrs Dring.  Given the statements made by 
the Parish Clerk and Parish Chairman that, in their view, Councillor Willcock 
did not influence meetings of the Parish Council at which the fence issue was 
discussed and had abstained from the vote taken on that matter, there is no 
evidence to support this allegation.   
 
A Member must not disclose information given to him/her in confidence 
by anyone, or information acquired which she/he believes is of a 
confidential nature, without the consent of a person authorised to give it, 
or unless required by law to do so (paragraph 3 (a)). 
 
At the meeting of the Parish Council held on 7th July 2005, a letter from Mrs 
Dean was distributed to all members of the parish council present.  Whilst the 
contents were not read out, the subject matter was identified during debate 
sufficiently well to encourage unsolicited input from the public gallery.  It is 
also worth noting that the public gallery at that meeting was larger than normal 
because of the presence on the agenda of another controversial item affecting 
the village.  It can be contended therefore, that the body of the meeting and all 
members of the parish council left that meeting with knowledge of Mrs Dean’s 
concerns regarding the “fence on the playing field” issue.  In the interim, whilst 
Councillor Willcock may have been aware that the Parish Council was 
engaged in ongoing correspondence with Mr and Mrs Dean, he would not 
have had sight of anything other than those items which might have been 
circulated to all parish councillors and, therefore, in the public domain.  The 
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Parish Clerk categorically denies releasing any correspondence on the case to 
Councillor Willcock and it would have been impossible for Councillor Willcock 
to access the files concerning the “fence issue” without the Parish Clerk’s 
knowledge.  There is no separate parish office.  Documents associated with 
the administration of the Parish Council are held in the home of the Parish 
Clerk.  The Chairman of the Parish Council, Councillor Denison endorses the 
submission of the Parish Clerk and has commented that even as Chairman he 
would only have access to that correspondence distributed to him in 
conjunction with his role as a parish councillor.  Councillor Willcock has stated 
that he has not seen any correspondence that Mr and Mrs Dean had written to 
the parish council other than that officially circulated and he denied passing on 
any correspondence to Mr and Mrs Dring.  Mr and Mrs Dring also deny 
receiving copies of any correspondence from Councillor Willcock.   
 
To support her allegation, Mrs Dean has produced a copy of a letter dated 4th 
May 2006 from Mr and Mrs Dring.  It is suggested in the first paragraph of the 
letter that Mr and Mrs Dring have had sight of Mrs Dean’s correspondence 
with the Parish Council over the last 12 months.  This wording is perhaps 
unfortunate.  Mrs Dean has interpreted these words to mean that someone 
associated with the Parish Council had released copies of her correspondence 
to Mr and Mrs Dring over a period.  In an e-mail dated 29th September 2006 
to the Investigating Officer, Mr Dring states that the parish council forwarded 
copies of responses sent to Mrs Dean to him and his wife and that it was 
through this avenue that he became aware of ongoing correspondence 
between Mrs Dean and the parish council.  There are also sufficient 
references in the diary of events produced by the Parish Clerk to indicate that 
Mr Dring had been involved in an exchange of correspondence with the Parish 
Council sufficient to inform him of the outstanding dispute with Mrs Dean.  In 
the absence of any other supporting evidence, it is difficult to substantiate the 
allegation that Councillor Willcock disclosed information to Mr and Mrs Dring 
given to him in confidence without consent.  It is notable that the information 
allegedly released to Mr and Mrs Dring was that which they would already 
have been aware because of their continuing exchange with the Parish 
Council. 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT 
 
I have found that Councillor Willcock had a personal interest in the item “fence 
on playing field” which was discussed at meetings of Little Paxton Parish 
Council on 4th May, 2nd June and 7th July 2005.  There is no record that this 
interest is declared.  There is no suggestion of further impropriety in that a 
member with a personal interest can continue to participate in the meeting and 
to vote.  It is regrettable that Councillor Willcock’s reference during the Parish 
Council’s meeting to an association with Mr Dring did not result in a formal 
declaration of a personal interest given also his reluctance to vote and his 
decision to abstain when the vote on the issue was taken by the Parish 
Council.  Disappointingly, this abstention also was not recorded in the 
Minutes.  By these actions, it could have been perceived that Councillor 
Willcock had an awareness that he had an interest.  It is regrettable that 
Councillor Willcock had not participated in any training on the code of conduct 
as this may have assisted in clarifying his thoughts on these issues. 
 
There is no suggestion that Councillor Willcock’s personal interest was such 
that it was likely to prejudice his judgement of the public interest nor any 
evidence to support the assertion that Councillor Willcock’s contributions to 
debate at meetings of the parish council when the “fence issue” was 
discussed improperly influenced the decision making process.  Although, there 
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is sufficient information to suggest that Councillor Willcock was an 
acquaintance of Mr and Mrs Dring there is no evidence to support the 
allegation that a close friendship existed between the two men nor that a 
relationship existed which might have induced Councillor Willcock to use his 
position as a Member improperly to confer on or secure any advantage for 
another person.  
 
In relation to the suggestion that Councillor Willcock may have disclosed 
information given to him in confidence without permission, it is apparent that 
Councillor Willcock only had access to correspondence which was already in 
the public domain having been circulated at parish council meetings or 
distributed to Members as part of their official role of councillor.  Councillor 
Willcock could not access parish council documents without the knowledge of 
the Parish Clerk, neither has the Parish Clerk released information to 
Councillor Willcock.  All Councillors would have had access to the same level 
of information in respect of Mrs Dean’s correspondence with the Parish 
Council.  Councillor Willcock had no additional advantage in this respect.  The 
terminology used by Mr and Mrs Dring in their letter to Mr and Mrs Dean dated 
4th May 2006 is unfortunate.  There is, however, no evidence to suggest that 
Councillor Willcock passed the correspondence directly onto Mr and Mrs Dring 
but sufficient to suggest that Mr and Mrs Dring had sight of documents copied 
to them, quite properly, in exchanges with the Parish Council.  Therefore, I 
believe that the allegation in respect of the disclosure of information is not 
proven. 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Having concluded that Councillor Willcock has breached the Little Paxton 
Parish Council’s Code of Conduct by failing to declare a personal interest by 
virtue of his property ownership and association with Mr D Dring, and given 
that these omissions may not have occurred had Councillor Willcock received 
training on the Code of Conduct, the Investigating Officer recommends that  
 
 (a) arrangements be made by the Monitoring Officer for Councillor 

J Willcock to receive training on ethical standards and the Code 
of Conduct; and 

 
 (b) the Monitoring Officer offer Little Paxton Parish Council the 

opportunity to receive further training on the Code of Conduct 
given the uncertainty, expressed during the course of the 
investigation, as to whether Councillor Willcock’s interests were 
sufficient to constitute a personal interest. 

 
 
Christine Deller 
Investigating Officer 
23rd November 2006 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Z:\Standards\Code of Conduct\Investigations\2006\Little Paxton PC\REPORT - SBE CASE NO SBE1533606 - WILLCOCK LITTLE PAXTON.doc 
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STANDARDS COMMITTEE    7th DECEMBER 2006 
 
 

APPLICATION FOR DISPENSATION 
(Report by the Director of Central Services and Monitoring Officer) 

 
 
 

1. INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 An application has been received from Broughton Parish Council 

requesting the Standards Committee to grant dispensations to enable 
four of their Councillors to speak and vote on matters associated with 
proposed changes by Cambridgeshire County Council to footpath 
stiles in Broughton. 

 
 
2. LEGISLATIVE BACKGROUND  
 
2.1 The Committee are reminded that the circumstances in which a 

Standards Committee may grant dispensations to 
Town/Parish/District Councillors are prescribed in the Relevant 
Authorities (Standards Committee)(Dispensations) Regulations 2002.  
These are restricted to cases where the transaction of business of the 
Authority would otherwise be impeded because –  

 
(i) the number of Members of the Authority that are prohibited from 

participating exceeds 50% of those Members that are entitled or are 
required to so participate; or 

(ii) the Authority is not able to comply with any duty which applies to it 
under Section 15(4) of the Local Government and Housing Act 1989 

 
2.2 The reference in the foregoing paragraph to the duty under the 1989 

Act relates to the requirement for principal Councils, i.e. not 
Town/Parish Councils, to allocate seats on Committees etc. 
proportionately according to the representation of political groups in 
full Council.   

 
2.3 Having regard to the circumstances of an application, Standards 

Committees are required to consider whether it is appropriate to grant 
dispensations and their extent, i.e. whether it is appropriate that the 
dispensation allows Members to either speak and not vote or to fully 
participate and vote.  The dispensations cannot apply for a period 
longer than four years. 

 
2.4 Where dispensations are granted, Standards Committees must 

ensure that their nature and duration are recorded. 
 
 
3. APPLICATION RECEIVED  
 
3.1 Broughton Parish Council has been advised by Cambridgeshire 

County Council’s Rights of Way Officer (Huntingdonshire Area) that 
the County has initiated a programme to improve access to footpaths 
in Broughton Parish involving the replacement of stiles by “kissing” or 
other types of gates.  This conversion would be optional and funding 
may be available from the County Council for the works.  
Maintenance of the gates would fall to the land owners.  
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3.2 Currently there are seven Members serving on Broughton Parish 

Council.  Of these, four would be required to declare a prejudicial 
interest when the business relating to the footpaths scheme appears 
on their agenda by virtue of their or their partners’ land ownership.  
The quorum of a meeting of the Parish Council is three Members.   

 
3.3 Although there would be sufficient Members remaining in the meeting 

to be able to take any decision on the footpath issues, the Parish 
Council has requested dispensation to enable discussion to involve 
all Members of the Parish Council.   

 
3.4 The Committee are reminded that under the Regulations, 

dispensations are granted when the number of Members of the 
Parish Council that would be prohibited from participating in meetings 
exceeds 50% of those entitled or required to participate.   

 
 
4. CONCLUSION  
 
4.1 Given the circumstances described above, the Committee are 

requested to consider the application received for dispensation by 
Broughton Parish Council.   

 
4.2 Should the Committee look favourably on this application, it is 

suggested that consideration should be given to granting the 
dispensation to speak and to vote to four Members of the Parish 
Council for the period ending 30th April 2008 after which time fresh 
applications would need to be submitted. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
BACKGROUND PAPERS 
 
The Parish Councils Model Code of Conduct 2001 
The Relevant Authorities (Standards Committee)(Dispensations) Regulations 
2002 
Letter received from the Parish Clerk to Brought Parish Council 
 
 
Contact Officer: Christine Deller, Democratic Services Manager - 
   Tel:  (01480) 388007. 
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STANDARDS COMMITTEE    7th DECEMBER 2006 
 
 

USE OF RESOURCES JUDGEMENTS 2005/06 
(Report by the Director of Central Services and Monitoring Officer) 

 
 
 

1. INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 The Use of Resources Judgement, designed by the Audit 

Commission, assesses how well Councils manage and use their 
financial resources.  The assessment focuses on the importance of 
having sound and strategic financial management to ensure that 
resources are available to support the Council’s priorities and improve 
services.   

 
1.2 Specifically, the assessment covers five themes, as follows; 
 

♦ Financial reporting 
♦ Financial management 
♦ Financial standing 
♦ Internal controls; and  
♦ Value for money. 

 
1.3 Each of the above themes is scored by the District Council, in the first 

instance, on a 1-4 basis, 1 equating to inadequate performance, 2 
representing adequate performance, 3 good performance and 4 
innovative practice.  In March 2006, the Audit Commission released 
the overall judgement to the Council which although subject to some 
final tinkering will require follow up action in preparation for next years 
judgements.   

 
1.4 Overall the Council achieved a score of 3 for the 2005/06 

judgements, which represents an assessment of good performance 
on the Audit Commission’s scoring system.  Although there were no 
areas where the Council failed to achieve level 2 performance there 
were various level 3 requirements which were not met and the 
Council has been advised to consider the potential benefit to the 
organisation of strengthening its original arrangements with regard to 
internal control.  Under the theme – Internal Control sits the key line 
of enquiry (KLOE 4.3) which requires the Council to have 
arrangements in place that promote and ensure probity and propriety 
in the conduct of its business.  In particular, the Audit Commission 
has recommended that the Council undertake “an assessment of the 
standards of ethical conduct across the organisation”.  

 
1.5 Taking advice on what action needs to be taken to comply with this 

request, it is understood that an annual survey of complaints by type, 
locality and outcome and of training undertaken by Councillors (both 
District and Parish) would need to be undertaken and the outcomes  
reported to the Standards Committee.  The training programme for 
the following year would then need to be designed and targeted to 
meet any emerging trends and needs. 

 
1.6 To fulfil this requirement, it is proposed that a report be submitted to 

the December meeting of the Committee on an annual basis. 
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2. ANNUAL SURVEY  
 
2.1 In accordance with the procedure adopted by the Standards Board for 

England, the Monitoring Officer has been notified of decisions taken 
by the Board in eight cases during 2006, details of which are reflected 
in the appendix hereto. 

 
2.2 In all but one case, the Board agreed not to take any further action in 

relation to the allegations made and in the other case the Standards 
Committee found that there was no case to answer. 

 
2.3 Looking at the paragraphs of the model Code of Conduct which were 

alleged to have been breached, five complaints involved (potentially) 
paragraph 4 – “a Member must not in his official capacity or any other 
circumstance, conduct himself in a manner which could reasonably 
be regarded as bringing his office or authority into disrepute”.  This is 
a broad area of the Code and therefore it could not be inferred that 
any trend was emerging because this paragraph featured more 
frequently in complaints than any other. 

 
2.4 There do not appear to be any other commonalities, in the cases 

which have been considered by the Board, which require to be 
addressed by the Committee. 

 
 
3. TRAINING TARGETS 
 
3.1 Members will recall the report of the Director of Central Services and 

Monitoring Officer to the last meeting (Minute No. 22 refers).  In this 
report, the Monitoring Officer described the training activity he had 
undertaken or had planned for the autumn/winter.   

 
3.2 Two newly elected Members of the Stukeleys Parish Council had 

attended the general training event in July.  The occurrence of a 
formal complaint in the Parish had encouraged the Parish Clerk to 
offer the training opportunity to his newly elected Councillors. 

 
3.3 As several Members of Ramsey Town Council have been involved in 

recent complaints made to the Board and whilst these had not been 
pursued, the Monitoring Officer led a training session at a meeting of 
the Town Council in September.  Similar arrangements have been 
made with Grafham Parish Council and the Monitoring Officer will 
attend a future meeting of that Parish in the New Year. An approach 
also has been made to Earith Parish Council. 

 
3.4 Members are reminded that an allegation had been made against a 

Member serving on Sawtry Parish Council.  Following assessment by 
an Ethical Standards Officer and representations by the Monitoring 
Officer, the Board issued a direction to the Monitoring Officer to 
provide training and guidance to all Members of the Parish Council on 
the Code of Conduct with particular reference to the obligations 
imposed in respect of personal and prejudicial interests.  As Sawtry 
Parish Council have declined to receive training and guidance from 
the Monitoring Officer on the Code of Conduct the matter remains 
with the Standards Board for England to resolve.   
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4. CONCLUSION  
 
4.1 The Monitoring Officer continues to target and respond to Parish 

Councils in terms of their compliance with the Code of Conduct as 
circumstances evolve and a need for training is identified.  Indeed, 
further training for Little Paxton Parish Council has been 
recommended by the Investigating Officer as a result of the formal 
complaint made in that Parish.  Targeting of individual Councils 
together with open sessions has resulted in a total of 239 Councillors 
being trained since the inception of the model Code of Conduct and it 
is suggested that this approach be continued. 

 
4.2 The Committee is invited to note this report and in particular, the 

proposal to report annually on the issues referred to in paragraph 1.5. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
BACKGROUND PAPERS 
 
Huntingdonshire District Council – Use of Resources Judgements 2005/06 
Previous Standards Committee report and minutes 
 
 
Contact Officer: Christine Deller, Democratic Services Manager - 
   Tel:  (01480) 388007. 
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STANDARDS COMMITTEE    7th DECEMBER 2006 
 
 

CODE OF CONDUCT:  STANDARDS BOARD NOTIFICATION 
(Report by the Director of Central Services and Monitoring Officer) 

 
 
 

1. INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 In accordance with the procedure adopted by the Standards Board for 

England for the investigation of allegations, the Monitoring Officer has 
been notified of the Board’s decision in respect of an allegation made 
against a Councillor serving on Godmanchester Town Council. 

 
 
2. DETAILS OF THE CASE  
 
2.1 It had been alleged that the Town Councillor had failed to treat others 

with respect, brought her authority into disrepute and potentially 
revealed information that was given to her in confidence.  It was 
alleged that the Town Councillor excluded another Councillor from 
selected e-mail correspondence and thereby failed to treat others with 
respect.  The complainant also believes that the Town Councillor tape 
recorded the proceedings of a public meeting without the permission 
of those concerned.  In so doing, it was alleged that the Town 
Councillor showed lack of respect and consideration for others 
involved in the meeting and this also allegedly had implications in 
relation to confidentiality and the use of the recorded information.  
The complainant had stated that such behaviour is contrary to the 
principles of openness and transparency and that such illicit 
behaviour if proven could bring the Authority and Office into 
disrepute.   

 
2.2 The Standards Board for England has decided that the allegation 

should not be referred to an Ethical Standards Officer for investigation 
having concluded that a potential breach of the Code of Conduct was 
not disclosed. 

 
2.3 In reaching this conclusion, the Board has noted that the e-mail 

correspondence referred to explained that the Town Councillor had 
excluded the complainant and other Councillors from the e-mail list on 
the basis that they had already received copies of a set of minutes as 
group members.  In addition, it was not considered from the 
information provided that the Councillor had persistently excluded the 
Member concerned from receiving e-mail correspondence on other 
occasions.  In respect of the allegation concerning the tape recording, 
it was noted from a witness statement that the Councillors behaviour 
was allegedly suspicious during the meeting and that she was 
rummaging through her handbag several times during the meeting.  
However, it was not suggested that any recordings were obtained by 
the Councillor or that the information had been shared with a third 
party who was not present at the meeting to indicate that the 
Councillor had indeed recorded the meeting and shared that 
information as alleged.  On the basis of the information provided, the 
Board concluded therefore that the alleged conduct did not disclose a 
potential failure to comply with the Code of Conduct.    
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3. CONCLUSION 
 
3.1 The Committee is invited to note that the Standards Board for 

England has agreed not to take any further action in relation to an 
allegation made against a Councillor serving on Godmanchester 
Town Council. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
BACKGROUND PAPERS 
 
Letter received from the Standards Board for England dated 23rd October 
2006. 
 
 
Contact Officer: Christine Deller, Democratic Services Manager - 
   Tel:  (01480) 388007. 
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STANDARDS COMMITTEE    7TH DECEMBER 2006 

 

 

CODE OF CONDUCT – UPDATE 

(Report by the Director of Central Services and Monitoring Officer) 

 
 

1. INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 Members will recall that they responded to consultation undertaken 

by the Standards Board for England on the review of the Code of 
Conduct (Minute No. 27 – meeting of the Committee held on 9th 
March 2006 refers). 

 
1.2 Bulletins from the Board suggest that a revised Model Code of 

Conduct will be released by the Department for Communities and 
Local Government (DCLG) for public consultation before Christmas 
with a view to its introduction in time for local elections in May 2007. 

 
1.3 The Board has begun to prepare for the introduction of the revised 

code with the preparation of guidance and training materials to assist 
Monitoring Officers and Standards Committees in its implementation.  
A series of eleven road shows also will be held.  

 
1.4 Although details are still sketchy, this report summarises the 

timescales for implementation, key changes envisaged in the revised 
Code and arrangements for the road show events being organised by 
the Board. 

 
1.5 In addition, the Board has recently varied the criteria for deciding 

which complaints should be referred for investigation and an 
explanation of this change is also discussed. 

 
 
2. TIMESCALE FOR CHANGES 
 
2.1 Although the timescale for the introduction of the revised Code will be 

determined by the DCLG, the Board anticipate the following – 
 
 Next Few Weeks:  the Board anticipates that the draft Code will be 

issued for consultation by the Department for Communities and Local 
Government (DCLG); 

 
 End of December:  Consultation should end; 
 
 Late January/Early February: Parliamentary approval is expected; 

and  
 
 May 2007:  Revised Code of Conduct should come into effect. 
 
2.2 The intention is to allow for training to take place before this time and 

the Board is encouraging authorities to adopt the revised Code as 
soon as is practical, preferably at their Annual Meetings in May 2007. 
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3. REVISED CODE OF CONDUCT 
 
3.1 Whilst the final content of the revised Code will be determined by the 

DCLG, the Board has anticipated that the main areas of change will 
relate to:- 

 
♦  the definition of personal interest; 
♦  the creation of a new category of interest called ‘public service 

interest’; 
♦  disclosure of confidential information in the public interest; 
♦  disrepute; 
♦      bullying; and 
♦  abolition of the duty to report breaches of the Code by other 

Members. 
 
 
4. ROADSHOW EVENTS 
 
4.1 The Standards Board is planning to host a series of roadshows 

across the country in June 2007 to coincide with the proposed launch 
of the revised Code of Conduct and local election results.  The 
current proposals involve a visit to 11 cities across the country. 

 
4.2 The roadshows will focus on the revised Code as well as preparations 

for the proposed introduction of the local filter system for complaints 
in 2008.  As in previous years, the sessions will take the format of 
presentations and discussions and delegates will be encouraged to 
contribute.  Board Members and the Chief Executive of the Standards 
Board will also be on hand to answer any questions. 

 
4.3 These roadshows will be aimed at Members from local Standards 

Committees and Monitoring Officers.  Further details will be available 
nearer the time.   

 
 
5. CHANGE TO REFERRALS CRITERIA 
 
5.1 The Standards Board for England has recently added to the criteria 

which are used to decide which complaints are referred for 
investigation.  The Board now take into account the time that has 
passed since the conduct allegedly occurred.  This is in addition to 
the general criteria – that a matter should be investigated when it is 
believed it is:- 

 
♦  serious enough, if proven, to justify the range of sanctions 

available to the Adjudication Panel for England or local 
Standards Committees; and 

♦  part of a continuing pattern of less serious misconduct that is 
unreasonably disrupting the business of the authority and there 
is no other avenue left to deal with it, short of investigation.   

 
5.2 The Standards Board has decided to make this change because 

many complaints about matters that occurred a long time ago were 
seemingly resulting from political considerations or personal disputes.  
The Board wished to address the situation, whilst still retaining the 
ability to investigate serious complaints.  This approach is consistent 
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with that of many other regulatory bodies which take into account the 
time that has passed when considering new complaints.   

 
5.3 This change does not prevent the Standards Board from investigating 

serious matters that have only just come to light.  The Board 
recognises that serious misconduct can be uncovered through an 
audit, review or change of administration and they would not wish to 
limit their ability to look into these matters.  As always, the Board 
continued to assess each case on its merits, with serious cases being 
referred for investigation regardless of the length of time that has 
passed. 

 
 
6. CONCLUSION 
 
6.1 Members are invited to note the content of the report and the 

possibility, given the indication of the timescale for responding to 
consultation on a revised Code of Conduct, that a special meeting of 
the Committee might need to be convened at short notice. 
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