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MAIDSTONE BOROUGH COUNCIL 
 

STANDARDS (HEARINGS AND DETERMINATION) SUB-COMMITTEE 
 

MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON 18 OCTOBER 2010 
 
Present:  Mr D Wright (Independent Member) (Chairman) 

 Councillor Mrs W Hinder  
 Councillor B Stead (Parish Representative) 

  Paul Fisher, Monitoring Officer  
 Donna Price, Investigating Officer  
 Debbie Snook, Democratic Services Officer 

 
 

1. DISCLOSURES BY MEMBERS AND OFFICERS  
 
There were no disclosures by Members or Officers. 

 
2. DISCLOSURES OF LOBBYING  

 
There were no disclosures of lobbying. 

 
3. EXEMPT ITEMS  

 

RESOLVED:  That the items on the agenda be taken in public as proposed, 
but the Committee’s deliberations as to its findings of fact, whether there 

has been a breach or breaches of the Code of Conduct and, if so, what 
sanction is to be imposed, if any, should be taken in private. 
 

4. MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON 20 NOVEMBER 2009  
 

RESOLVED:  That the Minutes of the meeting held on 20 November 2009 
be approved as a correct record and signed. 
 

5. HEARING INTO ALLEGATIONS THAT PARISH COUNCILLOR HANS 
REICHERT BREACHED THE LANGLEY PARISH COUNCIL'S CODE OF 

CONDUCT  
 
The Monitoring Officer submitted a report setting out the background to 

the hearing.  It was noted that the Standards (Assessment) Sub-
Committee, at its meeting held on 22 February 2010, considered 

allegations made by Mr Anthony Monk that Councillor Hans Reichert may 
have failed to comply with Langley Parish Council’s Code of Conduct.  
Specifically, it was alleged that Councillor Reichert used his position as a 

Member of Langley Parish Council to secure an advantage for himself 
(paragraph 6 (a) of the Code of Conduct) and that Councillor Reichert 

failed to disclose prejudicial interests and withdraw from meetings when 
matters relating to his company were discussed (paragraphs 9 and 12 of 
the Code of Conduct).  The Sub-Committee agreed to refer the allegations 

to the Monitoring Officer for investigation.  The Monitoring Officer 
appointed an Investigating Officer to look into the matter and her report 

was considered by the Standards (Consideration) Sub-Committee at its 

Agenda Item 4
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meeting held on 1 September 2010.  It was agreed that the report should 
be referred to a hearing by the Standards (Hearings and Determination) 

Sub-Committee. 
 

The Investigating Officer had considered whether Councillor Reichert failed 
to comply with paragraphs 6 (a), 9 and 12 of the Code of Conduct of 
Langley Parish Council.  She had concluded that Councillor Reichert did 

not fail to comply with paragraph 6 (a) of the Code of Conduct, but did fail 
to comply with paragraphs 9 and 12 of the Code of Conduct. 

 
It was now necessary for the Sub-Committee to hear the matter and 
decide whether or not there had been a breach, or breaches, of the Code 

of Conduct, and, if so, what sanction to impose, if any. 
 

The Hearing  
 
The Investigating Officer advised the Sub-Committee that she wished to 

add that Councillor Reichert’s failure to declare an interest at meetings of 
the Parish Council when the website was discussed happened on 

approximately twelve occasions. 
 

The Chairman reminded the Sub-Committee that at an earlier meeting it 
had agreed with the finding in the Investigating Officer’s report that there 
had been no breach of paragraph 6 (a) of the Code of Conduct.  The 

Chairman then formally asked Councillor Reichert if he admitted to having 
breached paragraphs 9 and 12 of the Code of Conduct.  Councillor 

Reichert admitted the breaches.  He stated that he now realised that he 
should have declared an interest at every meeting when the website was 
discussed.  In mitigation he explained that until his training on the Code 

of Conduct in January 2010 he did not fully understand what was required 
in terms of declaring interests, but he now declared a personal and/or 

prejudicial interest when the website was discussed.  He had been 
approached by the Parish Council due to his expertise in the area of 
website provision; in hindsight he had been naïve. 

 
The Sub-Committee then heard briefly from the Investigating Officer as to 

the way forward.  She explained that:-  
 

• During the period May 2007 to November 2008, Councillor Reichert 

failed to declare an interest at Council meetings when the website 
was discussed on approximately twelve occasions.  At this stage he 

had not received training on the Code of Conduct and did not have 
a full understanding of the Code at the time.  He believed that the 
fact that he had declared an interest in relation to his position as a 

Director of HDR Visual Communications Ltd at the meeting in April 
2007 and in the Register of Members’ Personal Interests was 

sufficient to meet the requirements of the Code of Conduct. 
 

• Having considered all of the evidence she did not believe that 

Councillor Reichert intentionally or maliciously withheld his interest 
in the company and the website provision at Council meetings. 
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• In January 2010 Councillor Reichert underwent training on the Code 
of Conduct and it was clear from his interview and subsequent 

Minutes that he had learned from the training. 
 

• In the light of this she would recommend that a censure was 
sufficient sanction in the circumstances. 
 

The Sub-Committee then agreed to exclude the public pursuant to 
paragraph 7C of Part I of Schedule 12A to the Local Government Act 

1972, having applied the Public Interest Test, in order that it could 
deliberate and reach its conclusions in private as to whether Councillor 
Reichert had failed to follow the Code of Conduct and, if so, the sanction 

to be imposed if any. 
 

The Sub-Committee then left the room accompanied by the Monitoring 
Officer and the Committee Administrator.  
 

Upon the return of the Sub-Committee, the Chairman announced that:- 
 

• The Sub-Committee agreed with the findings of fact as set out in 
the Investigating Officer’s report for the reasons set out in that 

report. 
 

• The Sub-Committee agreed that there had been no breach of 

paragraph 6 (a) of the Code, but paragraphs 9 and 12 had been 
breached, for the reasons set out in the Investigating Officer’s 

report. 
 

• The Sub-Committee had determined that the sanction imposed for 

the breaches of paragraphs 9 and 12 of the Code of Conduct be 
that Councillor Reichert be censured. 

 
• The Sub-Committee believed that at the time of the breaches there 

was a lack of understanding of the Code of Conduct generally within 

the Parish Council, and usually in such circumstances it would 
impose a training sanction, but it recognised that Councillor 

Reichert had taken the initiative to attend training as had other 
Members of the Parish Council.  The Sub-Committee had listened to 
the advice of the Investigating Officer and had taken into account 

the guidance on sanctions issued by Standards for England.  It 
considered that there was no intention to breach the Code, that 

Councillor Reichert had been naïve but not dishonest. 
 
A copy of the Decision Notice is attached as an Appendix to these Minutes. 

 
6. DURATION OF MEETING  

 
10.00 a.m. to 11.00 a.m. 
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MAIDSTONE BOROUGH COUNCIL 

Standards (Hearing) Sub-Committee 

26 April 2012 

 

Report of the Monitoring Officer – Hearing into allegations that former Parish 

Councillor Chris Dyke breached Bearsted Parish Council’s Code of Conduct 

 

Introduction and Background 

On the 19 September 2011 the Standards (Assessment) Sub-Committee 

considered 2 complaints concerning the alleged conduct of Mr Chris Dyke, 

formerly of Bearsted Parish Council.  The decision of the Standards Sub-

Committee was to refer the complaints for investigation. 

On the 29 February 2012 the Standards (Consideration) Sub-Committee 

considered the Investigating Officer’s report and decided that it should be referred 

to a hearing.  It therefore now falls to the Standards Sub-Committee to hear the 

matter and decide whether or not there has been a breach, or breaches, of the 

Code of Conduct, and if so, what sanction to impose, if any. 

Although the Investigating Officer found that there had been no breach of the 

Code by Mr Dyke, the Sub-Committee referred the matter to a hearing in relation 

to the allegations that Mr Dyke had brought his office or authority into disrepute; 

that he had failed to treat others with respect; and that he had compromised the 

impartiality of those who work for the authority.  The Sub-Committee agreed with 

all of his other findings of no breach. 

Following the issue of the Decision Notices, Mr Dyke resigned from the Parish 

Council on 19 March.  

Details of the allegations and the relevant sections of the Code of Conduct are set 

out in the Pre-Hearing Process Summary attached as Appendix A.  The 

Investigating Officer’s Reports are attached at Appendix B.  The Hearing 

Procedures for the Standards Sub-Committee are attached as Appendix C.  Mr 

Dyke has not responded to requests to complete the hearing documentation 

setting out which parts of the Investigating Officer’s report he agrees and 

disagrees with.  He has not advised whether he intends to attend the hearing.  

However, he has advised Maidstone Borough Council’s Chief Executive that he has 

opted not to be involved in the hearing process, and has requested that the 

hearing be cancelled whilst investigations are carried out into alleged leaks of the 

Investigating Officer’s report(s) which he claims will prejudice the hearing 

process.  I have discussed this with the Chairman, and we see no need to 

postpone the hearing.  

Agenda Item 5

10



Recommendations 

That: - 

1. The Standards Sub-Committee conduct the hearing in accordance with the 

Hearing Procedures for the Standards Sub-Committee and the legislation  

2. The Standards Sub-Committee consider the evidence and determine 

whether there has been any breach, or breaches, of the Code of Conduct by 

Mr Dyke. 

3. If the Standards Sub-Committee find that there has been a breach, or 

breaches, of the Code of Conduct, it should determine whether to impose 

the sanction of censure, this being the only remaining available sanction as 

a result of Mr Dyke no longer holding the position of Parish Councillor. 
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APPENDIX A 

 

Maidstone Borough Council Standards Committee 

Pre-Hearing Process Summary 

 

 

Name of Authority:  Bearsted Parish Council 

Subject Member:  Mr Chris Dyke (former Councillor) 

Complainants:  Mr G Licence and Mrs W Licence 

Case Reference Numbers:  MBC/11/4 and MB/11/5 

 

Chairman:  Mr Don Wright 

Monitoring Officer:  Mr Paul Fisher 

Investigating Officer:  Mr Keith Trowell 

Committee Administrator:  Mrs Debbie Snook 

 

 

Time, Date, Place of Hearing:  10:00am on Thursday 26 April 2012 at the Town 

Hall, Maidstone 
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 APPENDIX A 

Summary of Allegations (with reference to relevant section of the Code of 

Conduct) 

That, whilst in the position of Parish Council Chairman, former Councillor Dyke 

asked Mrs Licence, in her capacity as relief Parish Clerk, to deal with the 

appointment process of the Parish Handyman as one of the candidates was 

married to the Parish Clerk.  He then bypassed Mrs Licence and continued to 

deal with the Parish Clerk thus compromising her impartiality.  He failed to meet 

Mrs Licence to consider her allegations about the process, but then summoned 

her to a meeting with him, refusing to tell her what it was about.  He also made 

comments at the Parish Council’s Finance and General Policy Committee on 19 

July 2011 in public contrary to Standing Orders which implied wrongdoing by Mrs 

Licence. 

Relevant Sections of the Code of Conduct 

Paragraph 3 

 3(1) -You must treat others with respect. 

 3(2)(d) – You must not do anything that compromises or is likely to 

compromise the impartiality of those who work for your authority. 

Paragraph 5  

You must not conduct yourself in a manner which could reasonably be 

regarded as bringing your office or authority into disrepute. 

Findings of Fact in the Investigation Report that are agreed 

Mr Dyke has not responded. 

Findings of Fact in the Investigation Report that are not agreed 

Mr Dyke has not responded. 

Attendance at the Hearing 

The Investigator (Mr Keith Trowell) has indicated that he will be attending the 

hearing but former Councillor Dyke has indicated to the Chief Executive that he 

will not be involved in the hearing process. 

Witnesses Attending 

Cllr R Ash 

Cllr Mrs P Marshall 

Mr G Licence 

Mrs W Licence 
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Hearing Procedure 

See separate document attached. 

 

 

Date Pre-hearing Summary completed:  13 April 2012 

Signed:  Paul Fisher 
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APPENDIX C 

 

Hearing Procedures for the Standards Sub Committee 
 

1. Application 
 

1.1. This procedure applies to hearings of the Sub Committee of the 
Standards Committee about alleged breaches of the Member Code of 
Conduct by Borough or Parish Members.  

 

2. Interpretation 

 
2.1. “Code” means the code referred to in paragraph 1. 
 

2.2. “Investigator” means either or the Monitoring Officer or other 
investigating officer, and his or her nominated representative. 

 

2.3. “Legal advisor” means the officer responsible for providing legal advice to 
the Sub-Committee. This may be the Monitoring Officer, another legally 
qualified officer of the authority, or someone appointed for this purpose 

from outside the Council. 
 

2.4. “Member” means the member of Council or voting co-opted member or 
member of a parish council who is the subject of the allegation being 
considered by the Sub-Committee, unless stated otherwise. It also 

includes the member’s nominated representative. 
 

2.5. “The Chairman” refers to the person presiding at the hearing. 
 

2.3 “The Matter” is the subject matter of the Investigator’s report. 

 
2.4 “The Sub-Committee Support Officer” means an officer of the Council 

responsible for supporting the Sub-Committee’s discharge of its functions 

and recording the decisions of the Sub-Committee. 
 

 

3. Modification of Procedure 
 

3.1. The Sub-Committee may vary this procedure where it is appropriate to 
do so in the interests of fairness. 

 

4. Representation 
 

4.1. The Member may be represented or accompanied during the meeting by 
a solicitor, counsel or, with the permission of the Sub-Committee, 
another person. 
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5. Legal advice 
 

5.1. The Sub-Committee may take legal advice from its legal advisor at any 
time during the hearing or its deliberations.  The substance of any legal 

advice given to the Sub-Committee should be shared with the Member 
and the Investigator if they are present. 

 

6. Preliminary and Procedural issues 
  

6.1. At the start of the hearing, the Chairman shall invite all participants to 
introduce themselves and indicate their role at the hearing, clarify that 
they are aware of this procedure and deal with the following: 

 
6.1.1. Disclosures of interest 

 
6.1.2. Confirm that the Sub-committee is quorate 
 

6.1.3. Explain any proposed change to the procedure arising from the 
pre-hearing process 

 
6.1.4. Decide whether to proceed in the absence of the Member  
 If the Member is not present at the start of the hearing the Sub-

Committee shall consider any reasons which the Member has 
provided for not attending the hearing and shall decide whether 

to proceed in the absence of the Member or adjourn the hearing; 
 
6.1.5. Exclusion of Press and Public 

 The Sub-Committee shall normally meet in public but may 
determine whether to exclude the Press or public from all or any 

part of the hearing and shall consider and determine any request 
to do so after hearing the reasons in support of the request. 

6.1.6. Clarify matters arising from the pre-hearing process as to what 
evidence is agreed and what points of difference there are for the 
Sub-Committee to determine. 

 

7. Admission of breach 

 
7.1 If the Member admits that he/she has failed to comply with the Code in 

the manner described in the Investigator’s report, the Sub-Committee 

may make a determination that the Member has failed to comply with 

the Code and proceed directly to consider whether any penalty should be 

applied under paragraph 9. 
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8. Hearing evidence  

 
8.1. Where there are points of difference in the evidence, the Sub-Committee 

shall hear the evidence of the Investigator and the Member in the 
following order: 

 

8.1.1. The Investigator shall present his/her report, having particular 
regard to any points of difference identified by the Member and 

why he/she concluded, on the basis of his/her findings of fact that 
the Member had/had not failed to comply with the Code. The 

Investigator may call witnesses to give evidence on the points of 
difference.  

 

8.1.2. The Member may ask questions of these witnesses and of the 
Investigator. 

 
8.1.3. At any time the members of the Sub-Committee may question the 

Investigator and witnesses. 

 
8.1.4. The Member may respond to the Investigator’s report and may call 

any witnesses to give evidence on the points of difference. 
 
8.1.5. The Investigator may ask questions of the Member and these 

witnesses. 
 

8.1.6. At any time the members of the Sub-Committee may question the 
Member and witnesses. 

 

8.1.7. If the Member disagrees with any relevant fact in the 
Investigator’s report, without having given prior notice of the 

disagreement, he or she must give good reasons for not 
mentioning it before the hearing. If the Investigator is not present, 
the Sub-Committee will consider whether or not it would be in the 

public interest to continue in his or her absence. After considering 
the Member’s explanation for not raising the issue at an earlier 

stage, the Sub-Committee may then: 
 

8.1.7.1. continue with the hearing, relying on the information in 

the Investigator’s report; 
 

8.1.7.2. allow the Member to make representations about the 
issue, and invite the Investigator to respond and call any 
witnesses, as necessary; or 

 
8.1.7.3. postpone the hearing to arrange for appropriate 

witnesses to be present, or for the Investigator to be 
present if he or she is not already. 
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8.1.8. The Sub Committee may invite the Investigator and the Member 

to summarise their representations on the points of difference, 
with reference to the evidence of the witnesses. 

 
8.1.9. The Sub Committee may adjourn and resume the hearing if it 

needs to hear evidence from any person not present. 

 
8.1.10. The Sub Committee shall require the room to be vacated (or 

move to another room) to enable it to deliberate on the 
representations and evidence and to make its findings of fact and 

decision as to whether there was a breach of the code. 
 
8.1.11. The Sub Committee may require the hearing to be resumed if it 

needs to hear further evidence. 
 

8.1.12. The Sub Committee shall resume the hearing to announce its 
decision or give all parties notice of the date and time on which it 
shall be resumed. 

 
8.1.13. The Sub Committee may, prior to deliberating on whether there 

was a breach of the code, if it considers appropriate, announce 
its findings of fact and hear further representations on whether 
the findings amount to a breach of the code. 

 
8.1.14. If the Sub Committee considers that it requires additional 

evidence not available at the hearing in order to come to a 
finding, it may (on not more than one occasion) adjourn the 
hearing and require the Monitoring Officer to seek further 

information or undertake further investigation on points specified 
by the Sub-Committee. 

 

9. Decision and Penalty 
 

9.1. If the Sub-Committee decides that the Member has not failed to follow 
the Code of Conduct, the Sub-Committee can move on to consider 

whether it should make any recommendations to the Standards 
Committee. 

 

9.2. If the Sub-Committee decides that the Member has failed to follow the 
Code, it will consider any oral or written representations from the 

Investigator and the Member as to: 
 

9.2.1. whether or not the Sub-Committee should set a penalty; and 
 
9.2.2. what form any penalty should take. 

 

 

170



APPENDIX C 

9.3. The Sub-Committee may question the Investigator and Member, and 

take legal advice, to make sure they have the information they need in 
order to make an informed decision. 

 
9.4. The Sub-Committee shall then require the room to be vacated (or move 

to another room) to enable it to decide whether a penalty is to be applied 

and in what form. 
 

9.5. The Sub-Committee shall resume the hearing to announce its decision or 
give all parties notice of the date and time on which it shall be resumed. 

 
9.6. The Sub-Committee may apply the penalties, as applicable and as 

appropriate, that are indicated in “Standards Sub-Committee 

Decision-Making Process”.  
 

 
10. The Close of the Hearing 
 

10.1. The Chairman will indicate when the written form of the Sub-
Committee’s decision is likely to be available and arrangements for 

providing this to the Member [Please see “Standards Sub-Committee 
Decision-Making Process”]. 

 

10.2 Following the close of the hearing, the Sub-Committee’s Support Officer 
will agree a formal written notice of the Sub-Committee’s decision and 

the Monitoring Officer shall arrange for the distribution and publication of 
that notice (or a summary of that notice, where required) in accordance 
with Regulation 20 of the Standards Committee (England) Regulations 

2008. 
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Excluding the public from hearings 

Standards for England recommends that hearings should be held in 
public where possible to make sure that the hearing process is open and 

fair. However, there may be some circumstances where parts of the 
hearing should be held in private: 

 
1. At the hearing, the Sub-Committee will consider whether or not the public 

should be excluded from any part of the hearing, in line with Part VA of the 

Local Government Act 1972 (as modified in relation to local determinations 
by Standards Committees). If the Sub-Committee considers that ‘confidential 

information’ is likely to be revealed during the hearing, the Sub-Committee 
must exclude the public by law. ‘Confidential information’ is defined for these 
purposes to mean information that has been provided by a Government 

department under the condition that it must not be revealed, and information 
that the law or a court order says cannot be revealed. 

 
2. The Sub-Committee also has the power to exclude the public if it considers 

that ‘exempt information’ is likely to be revealed during the hearing. The 

Sub-Committee should act in line with Article 6 of the European Convention 

on Human Rights, which gives people the right to a fair trial and public 

hearing by an independent and unbiased tribunal. The Sub-Committee also 
has a duty to act fairly and in line with the rules of natural justice. 

 

3. Article 6 says that the public may be excluded from all or part of the hearing 
if it is in the interests of: 

 
3.1. morals; 

3.2. public order; 

3.3. justice; 

3.4. national security in a democratic society; or 

3.5. protecting young people under 18 and the private lives of anyone 
involved. 

4. There should be a public hearing unless the Sub-Committee decides that 

there is good reason, which falls within one of the five categories above (3.1 
to 3.5), for the public to be excluded. 
 

5. The Sub-Committee must also act in line with Article 10 of the European 

Convention on Human Rights, which sets out the right for people to ‘receive 

and impart information and ideas without interference by public authority’. 
Any restrictions on this right must be ‘prescribed by law and…necessary in a 
democratic society, in the interests of national security, territorial integrity or 

public safety, for the prevention of disorder or crime, for the protection of 
health or morals, for the protection of the reputation or rights of others, for  
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preventing the disclosure of information received in confidence, or for 
maintaining the authority and impartiality of the judiciary’. 

 
6. Conflicting rights often have to be balanced against each other. The 

committee must act in line with Article 8 of the European Convention on 

Human Rights. Article 8 says that everyone has the right to respect for their 
private and family life, home and correspondence. It says that no public 

authority (such as the Sub-Committee) may interfere with this right unless it 
is: 

 

6.1. in line with the law; and 
 

6.2. necessary in a democratic society in the interests of: 
 

6.2.1. national security; 

 
6.2.2. public safety; 

 
6.2.3. the economic wellbeing of the country; 

 
6.2.4. preventing crime or disorder; 
 

6.2.5. protecting people’s health and morals (which would include 
protecting standards of behaviour in public life); or 

 
6.2.6. protecting people’s rights and freedoms. 

 

There is a clear public interest in promoting the probity (integrity and 

honesty) of public authorities and public confidence in them. For these 

reasons the hearing should be held in public unless the Sub-Committee 

decides that protecting the privacy of anyone involved is more 

important than the need for a public hearing. 

7. In relation to people’s rights under both Articles 8 and 10 of the European 

Convention on Human Rights, it should be remembered that any interference 
with or restriction of those rights must be ‘necessary in a democratic society’. 

A measure will only be ‘necessary’ if it meets ‘a pressing social need’, and 
any restriction on people’s rights must be ‘proportionate’. 

 
8. Standards for England recommends that a Standards Committee should 

move to a private room when considering its decisions. We do not consider 
that this will conflict with the rights under the European Convention on 

Human Rights or the duty to act fairly. 
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Categories of exempt information under Schedule 12A of the 

Local Government Act 1972 (as modified in relation to local 

determination by Standards Committee) 

1. Information relating to any individual. 

 

2. Information which is likely to reveal the identity of an individual. 
 

3. Information relating to the financial or business affairs of any particular 
person (including the authority holding that information. 

 

4. Information relating to any consultations or negotiations, or contemplated 

consultations or negotiations, in connection with any labour relations matter 
arising between the authority or a minister of the Crown and employees of, 
or office holders under, the authority. 

 

5. Information in respect of which a claim to legal professional privilege could be 

maintained in legal proceedings. 
 

6. Information which reveals that the authority proposes: 
 

• To give notice under or by virtue of which requirements are imposed on 

a person. 
• To make an order or direction under any enactment. 

 

7. Information relating to any action taken or to be taken in connection with 

the prevention, investigation or prosecution of crime. 
 

7(a) Information which is subject to any obligation of confidentiality. 

7(b) Information which relates in any way to matters concerning  national 

security. 

7(c) Information presented to a Standards Committee, or to a sub-

committee, set up to consider any matter under Regulations 13 or 16 to 

20 of the Standards Committee (England) Regulations 2008, or referred 

under section 58(1)(c) of the Local Government Act 2000. 
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Standards Sub-Committee Decision-Making Process 
 

The finding of the Sub-Committee 

1. Following its hearing, the Sub-Committee can make one of the following 

findings: 
 

1.1. the Member has not failed to follow the authority’s Code of Conduct; 

 
1.2. the Member has failed to follow the authority’s Code of Conduct, but 

no action needs to be taken; or  
 
1.3. the Member has failed to follow the authority’s Code of Conduct and 

should be penalised. 
 

Penalties 
 

2. If the Sub-Committee finds that a Member has failed to follow the Code of 
Conduct and that he or she should be penalised, it may do any one or a 
combination of the following: 

 
2.1. censure the Member. This is the only form of penalty available when 

dealing with a person who is no longer a Member of the authority; 
 
2.2. restrict the Member’s access to the premises or their use of the  

resources of the relevant authority for up to six months, provided that 
any such restrictions imposed upon the member: 

 
2.2.1. are reasonable and proportionate to the nature of the breach; 

and 

 
2.2.2. do not unduly restrict the member’s ability to perform his 

functions as a member 
 

2.3. Partial suspension of that member for a period up to a maximum of six 

months. 
 

2.4. Suspension of that member for a period up to a maximum of six 
months. 

 

2.5. A requirement that that member submit a written apology in a form 
specified by the Standards Sub-Committee. 

 
2.6. A requirement that that member undertake training as specified by 

the Sub-Committee 
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2.7. A requirement that that member participates in such conciliation as 

specified by the Sub-Committee 
 

2.8. Partial suspension of that member for a period up to a maximum of six 
months or until such time as he submits a written apology in a form 
specified by the Sub-Committee 

 
2.9. Partial suspension of that member for a period up to a maximum of six 

months or until such time as he undertakes such training or 
participates in such conciliation as the Sub-Committee may specify 

 
2.10. Suspension of that member for a period up to a maximum of six 

months or until such time as he submits a written apology in a form 

specified by the Sub-Committee 
 

2.11. Suspension of that member for a period up to a maximum of six 
months or until such time as he undertakes such training or 
participates in such conciliation as the Sub-Committee may specify. 

 
3. Subject to paragraph 4, any sanction imposed shall commence immediately 

following its imposition by the Sub-Committee. 
 
4. The Sub-Committee may direct that a sanction imposed under any of sub-

paragraphs 2.2 to 2.11 of paragraph 2 shall commence on such date, within a 
period of six months after the imposition of that sanction, as the sub-

committee may specify in their direction. 
 

Deciding a Penalty 

 
5. When deciding a penalty, the Sub-Committee should make sure that it is 

reasonable and in proportion to the member’s behaviour. Before deciding 
what penalty to set, the Sub-Committee should consider the following 
questions, along with any other relevant circumstances. 

 
5.1. What was the member’s intention? Did the member know that he or 

she was failing to follow the Code of Conduct? 
 
5.2. Did the member get advice from officers before the incident? Was that 

advice acted on in good faith? 
 

5.3. Has there been a breach of trust? 
 

5.4. Has there been financial impropriety (for example, improper expense 
claims or procedural irregularities)? 

 

5.5. What was the result of failing to follow the Code of Conduct? 
 

5.6. How serious was the incident? 
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5.7. Does the member accept he or she was at fault? 

 
5.8. Did the member apologise to the relevant people? 

 
5.9. Has the member previously been warned or reprimanded for similar 

misconduct? 

 
5.10. Has the member failed to follow the Code of Conduct before? 

 
5.11. Is the member likely to do the same thing again? 

 
5.12. How will the sanction be carried out? 

 

5.13. Are there any resource or funding implications? For example , if a 
subject member has repeatedly or blatantly misused the authority’s IT 

resources, the sub-committee may consider withdrawing those 
resources 

 

Notice of the Sub-Committee’s Findings 
 

6. The Sub-Committee should announce its decision at the end of the hearing. It 
is good practice to make a short written decision available on the day of the 
hearing, and to prepare the full written decision in draft on that day. The 

officer providing administrative support to the Sub-Committee will normally 
also draft minutes of the meeting. 

 
7. As soon as possible after the hearing, the Sub-Committee must give its full 

written decision to the relevant people.  Ideally the Sub-Committee will give 

its full written decision to those people within two weeks. The relevant people 
are: 

 
7.1. the member who is the subject of the finding; 
 

7.2. the complainant 
 

7.3. the Standards Committees of any other authorities concerned; 
 
7.4. any parish/town councils concerned; and 

 
 

Full Written Decision Format 
 

8. The front cover of the Sub-Committee’s full written decision should include: 
 

8.1. the name of the authority; 

 
8.2. the name of the member who the allegation has been made about; 
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8.3. the name of the person who made the original allegation (unless there 
are good reasons for keeping his or her identity confidential); 

 
8.4. case reference numbers of the principal; 

 
8.5. the name of the Sub-Committee member who chaired the hearing; 
 

8.6. the names of the Sub-Committee members who took part in the 
hearing; 

 
8.7. the name of the Monitoring Officer; 
 

8.8. the name of the IO who investigated the matter (where applicable); 
 

8.9. the name of the clerk of the hearing or other administrative officer; 
 
8.10. the date of the hearing; and 

 
8.11. the date of the report. 

 
9. The Sub-Committee’s full written decision should include: 
 

9.1. a summary of the allegation; 
 

9.2. the relevant section or sections of the Code of Conduct; 
 
9.3. a summary of the evidence considered and representations made; 

 
9.4. the findings of fact, including the reasons for them; 

 
9.5. the finding as to whether or not the member failed to follow the Code 

of Conduct, including the reasons for that finding; 

 
9.6. the penalties applied, if any, including the reasons for any penalties; 

and 
 
9.7. the right to appeal 

 

Making the Findings Public 

 
10.The Sub-Committee must also arrange for a summary of the decision and 

reasons for that decision to be published in one or more newspapers that are 
independent of the authorities concerned and circulating in the area of those 
authorities. 
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11.If the Sub-Committee finds that a member did not fail to follow the 

authority’s Code of Conduct, the public summary must say this, and give 
reasons for this finding. In these cases, the member involved is also entitled 

to ask that no summary of the decision should be passed to local 
newspapers. 

 

12.If the Sub-Committee finds that a member failed to follow the Code of 
Conduct, but that no action is needed, the public summary must say that the 

member failed to follow the Code, outline what happened and give reasons 
for the Sub-Committee’s decision not to take any action. 

 

13.If the Sub-Committee finds that a member failed to follow the Code and it 
sets a penalty, the public summary must say that the member failed to follow 

the Code of Conduct, outline what happened, explain what penalty has been 
set and give reasons for the decision made by the Sub-Committee. 

 

14.The Sub-Committee’s reports and minutes should be available for public 
inspection for six years after the hearing.  However, sections of documents 

relating to parts of the hearing that were held in private will not have to be 
made available for public inspection. 
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