
     

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. 
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applications will be granted. It is noted that the recommendation was to grant the 
application, and according to procedure, Councillor Bailey, as chair, would be bound 
to ensure that the planning officer’s views were put forward. Furthermore, chairs 
have considerable discretion over the conduct of meetings and rules for speaking at 
committee.   
 
With regard to Councillor Yeo and personal interests as defined by the Code of 
Conduct, no information has been provided to indicate that by virtue of being the lead 
member for land and property, the matter affects Councillor Yeo’s well-being or 
financial interest. Furthermore no information has been provided that any of his 
relatives or friends, are affected by the decision to a greater degree than other 
people in the ward, or that it was something that he would be required to register in 
the register of members’ interests. It is not considered that being lead member for 
land and property on the executive would automatically give rise to a personal 
interest at the planning committee when dealing with a proposed development on 
council-owned land. 
 
If Councillor Yeo considered that his role on the executive could give rise to concern 
at the planning committee, the right course of action would be to state it. It appears 
by the minutes that he did this. However, taking all things into account, it is not 
considered that Councillor Yeo’s prior participation in this matter would give rise to a 
personal interest which by extension, as a result of public perception, would amount 
to a prejudicial interest requiring him to withdraw. 
 
The complainants also object to aspects of the proposed development, the granting 
of planning permission and the way the meeting was minuted. 
 
It would not be the Standards Board for England’s role to adjudicate on the 
development brief or the correctness of members’ views, such as the opinion 
allegedly expressed by Councillor Malecka. Our role is only to adjudicate on their 
ethical conduct. Similarly, we cannot deal with allegations concerning the conduct of 
officers, aspects of the proposed development, or the way meetings are recorded. 
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Decision 
 
It is not unusual for local authorities to consider planning applications for 
development of land which they own, and it is noted from the council’s constitution 
that there are procedures for doing so. It is not apparent from the allegation that 
members failed to follow those procedures. Councils seek to safeguard their interests 
by obtaining the professional advice of officers, who would be entitled to point out the 
possible consequences of refusal, given the general presumption that planning 




