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DISCLOSABLE PECUNIARY INTERESTS 
 
 
1. A Member, present at a meeting of the Authority, or any committee, 

sub-committee, joint committee or joint sub-committee of the 
Authority, with a Disclosable Pecuniary Interest (DPI) in any matter to 
be considered or being considered at a meeting: 

 

 must not participate in any discussion of the matter at the 
meeting; 

 

 must not participate in any vote taken on the matter at the 
meeting; 

 

 must disclose the interest to the meeting, whether registered or 
not, subject to the provisions of section 32 of the Localism Act 
2011; 

 

 if the interest is not registered and is not the subject of a 
pending notification, must notify the Monitoring Officer of the 
interest within 28 days; 

 

 must leave the room while any discussion or voting takes place. 
 
 
2. A DPI is an interest of a Member or their partner (which means 

spouse or civil partner, a person with whom they are living as 
husband or wife, or a person with whom they are living as if they were 
civil partners) within the descriptions as defined in the Localism Act 
2011. 

 
 
3. The Authority may grant a Member dispensation, but only in limited 

circumstances, to enable him/her to participate and vote on a matter 
in which they have a DPI. 

 



 

 
4. It is a criminal offence to: 
 

 fail to disclose a disclosable pecuniary interest at a meeting if it 
is not on the register; 

 fail to notify the Monitoring Officer, within 28 days, of a DPI that 
is not on the register that a Member disclosed to a meeting; 

 participate in any discussion or vote on a matter in which a 
Member has a DPI; 

 knowingly or recklessly provide information that is false or 
misleading in notifying the Monitoring Officer of a DPI or in 
disclosing such interest to a meeting. 

 
(Note: The criminal penalties available to a court are to impose a 

fine not exceeding level 5 on the standard scale and 
disqualification from being a councillor for up to 5 years.)  

 
               
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Audio/Visual Recording of meetings 
 
 
Everyone is welcome to record meetings of the Council and its 
Committees using whatever, non-disruptive, methods you 
think are suitable, which may include social media of any kind, 
such as tweeting, blogging or Facebook.  However, oral 
reporting or commentary is prohibited.  If you have any 
questions about this please contact Democratic Services 
(members of the press should contact the Press Office).  
Please note that the Chairman of the meeting has the 
discretion to halt any recording for a number of reasons, 
including disruption caused by the filming or the nature of the 
business being conducted.  Anyone filming a meeting should 
focus only on those actively participating and be sensitive to 
the rights of minors, vulnerable adults and those members of 
the public who have not consented to being filmed.   
 



 

 
AGENDA 
 

1. Appointment of Chairman  
 

 To appoint a Chairman for this meeting. 
 

2. Apologies  
 

 To receive any apologies for absence. 
 

3. Chairman's Announcements  
 

 To receive any Chairman’s announcements. 
 

4. Declarations of Interest  
 

5. Minutes (Pages 7 - 16) 
 

 To approve the Minutes of the meeting held on 24 November 2016. 
 

6. Urgent Business  
 

 To consider such other business as, in the opinion of the Chairman of the 
meeting, is of sufficient urgency to warrant consideration and is not likely to 
involve the disclosure of exempt information. 
 

7. Exclusion of the Press and Public  
 

 To move that under Section 100 (A) (4) of the Local Government Act 1972 
the press and public be excluded from the meeting during the discussion of 
items 8 - 10 on the grounds that it involves the likely disclosure of exempt 
information as defined in Paragraph 1 of Part I of Schedule 12A of the said 
Act:  
 
It is for the Sub-Committee to determine whether or not these items 
should be considered in public and the reports made available for 
public information.  Until a decision is taken, please regard these 
reports as confidential.   
 



 

8. Complaint in respect of Brickendon Liberty Parish Councillors Kotting and 
Lambie (Pages 17 - 42) 

 

9. Complaint in respect of (Former) Much Hadham Parish Councillors 
Bannerman, Baxter and Key (Pages 43 - 82) 

 

10. Complaint in respect of District Councillor J Cartwright (Pages 83 - 122) 
 

11. Urgent Business  
 

 To consider such other business as, in the opinion of the Chairman of the 
meeting, is of sufficient urgency to warrant consideration. 
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  MINUTES OF A MEETING OF THE 
STANDARDS SUB-COMMITTEE HELD IN 
THE ROOM 27, WALLFIELDS, HERTFORD 
ON TUESDAY 24 NOVEMBER 2015, AT 
2.00 PM 

   
 PRESENT: Councillor B Deering (Chairman) 
  Councillors G McAndrew and C Woodward 
   
 ALSO PRESENT:  

 
  Councillors A Alder and K Crofton 
   
 OFFICERS IN ATTENDANCE: 
 
  Jeff Hughes - Head of 

Democratic and 
Legal Support 
Services 

 
 ALSO IN ATTENDANCE: 
 
  Philip Copland - Independent Person 

 
 
16   APPOINTMENT OF CHAIRMAN  

 
 

  RESOLVED – that Councillor B Deering be appointed 
Chairman for this meeting of the Standards Sub-
Committee. 

 

 

17   MINUTES  
 

 

  RESOLVED – that the Minutes of the meeting of the 
Standards Sub-Committee held on 24 November 2015 
be confirmed as a correct record and signed by the 
Chairman. 

 

 

18   EXCLUSION OF THE PRESS AND PUBLIC  
 

 

 The Sub-Committee considered whether or not to pass a 
resolution to exclude the press and public from the meeting 
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during the discussion of the items recorded at Minutes 19 to 
22 below on the grounds that they involved the likely 
disclosure of exempt information as defined in provisions of 
the Local Government Act 1972. 
 
The Sub-Committee also considered whether or not to make 
the associated reports publically available. 
 
The Sub-Committee determined not to exclude the press and 
public from the meeting during the discussion of the matters 
recorded at Minutes 19 to 22 below and to make the 
associated reports publically available. 
 
 RESOLVED – that the press and public be not 

excluded from the meeting during the discussion of the 
matters recorded at Minutes 19 to 22 below and the 
associated reports be made publically available. 

 
19   COMPLAINT IN RESPECT OF DISTRICT COUNCILLOR  

J CARTWRIGHT                                                                   
 

 

 The Sub-Committee considered a report by the Monitoring 
Officer on a complaint against Councillor J Cartwright alleging 
that he had breached the Authority‟s Code of Conduct. 
 
The Sub-Committee noted the detail of the complaint and the 
content of subsequent „e‟-mails submitted by the complainant 
regarding both the allegation, subsequent “twitter” activity by 
Councillor Cartwright and the need for openness in the 
complaints procedure.  The Sub-Committee also noted the 
content of an „e‟-mail message from one of the individuals 
identified by the complainant. 
 
The Monitoring Officer confirmed that, having consulted the 
Independent Person, he did not consider the complaint could 
be resolved informally. 
 
The Monitoring Officer invited the Sub-Committee to consider 
the complaint against the (published) assessment criteria of 
the Authority‟s Complaints Procedure. 
 
The Sub-Committee retired to a separate room to consider the 
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complaint. 
 
After careful consideration of the complaint in consultation 
with the Independent Person and taking into account the 
Council‟s assessment criteria, the Sub-Committee determined 
that the allegation made be referred to the Monitoring Officer 
for investigation – such investigation ideally to be completed 
as soon as possible (the Sub-Committee suggested two 
weeks). 
 
 RESOLVED – that after careful consideration of the 

complaint in consultation with the Independent Person 
and taking into account the Council‟s assessment 
criteria, the allegation made against Councillor J 
Cartwright be referred to the Monitoring Officer for 
investigation – such investigation ideally to be 
completed as soon as possible (the Sub-Committee 
suggested two weeks). 

 
20   COMPLAINTS IN RESPECT OF MUCH HADHAM PARISH 

COUNCILLORS S BANNERMAN, A BAXTER AND I HUNT  
 

 

 The Sub-Committee considered a report by the Monitoring 
Officer on complaints received alleging that Much Hadham 
Parish Councillors S Bannerman, A Baxter and I Hunt had 
breached their Authority‟s Code of Conduct. 
 
The Monitoring Officer tabled a copy of Much Hadham Parish 
Council‟s Code of Conduct. 
 
The Sub-Committee noted the detail of each complaint and 
the evidence provided by each complainant in support of their 
allegations. 
 
The Monitoring Officer confirmed that, having consulted the 
Independent Person, he did not consider the complaints could 
be resolved informally. 
 
The Monitoring Officer invited the Sub-Committee to consider 
each complaint individually against the (published) 
assessment criteria of the Authority‟s Complaints Procedure. 
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The Sub-Committee retired to a separate room to consider 
each complaint. 
 
After careful consideration of the complaint made by Mrs S 
Wetherall against Parish Councillor S Bannerman, in 
consultation with the Independent Person and taking into 
account the Council‟s assessment criteria, the Sub-Committee 
determined that no further action be taken as the subject had 
already made an apology to the complainant.  The Sub-
Committee noted the complainant‟s suggested remedy.  It 
expressed a view that transparency in all forms of government 
was an important principle.  Insofar as it fell within the Sub-
Committee‟s remit, the Monitoring Officer was requested to 
notify Much Hadham Parish Council of its view that all 
concerned with the issue at the heart of the complaint (“the 
pavilion project”) should ensure full transparency in relation to 
the associated decision making processes and financial 
activities.  The Sub-Committee considered that the Clerk, as 
the proper officer of the parish council, had a particular 
responsibility to ensure that the activities of the Authority were 
fully transparent to all parishioners. 
 
After careful consideration of the complaint made by Mrs M 
O‟Neill against Parish Councillor S Bannerman, in 
consultation with the Independent Person and taking into 
account the Council‟s assessment criteria, the Sub-Committee 
determined that no further action be taken as the local 
resident identified had received an apology from the subject.  
The Sub-Committee noted the complainant‟s suggested 
remedy.  It expressed a view that transparency in all forms of 
government was an important principle.  Insofar as it fell within 
the Sub-Committee‟s remit, the Monitoring Officer was 
requested to notify Much Hadham Parish Council of its view 
that all concerned with the issue at the heart of the complaint 
(“the pavilion project”) should ensure full transparency in 
relation to the associated decision making processes and 
financial activities.  The Sub-Committee considered that the 
Clerk, as the proper officer of the parish council, had a 
particular responsibility to ensure that the activities of the 
Authority were fully transparent to all parishioners. 
 
After careful consideration of the complaint made by Mrs A 
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Farmer against Parish Councillors S Bannerman and A 
Baxter, in consultation with the Independent Person and 
taking into account the Council‟s assessment criteria, the Sub-
Committee determined that the allegations be referred to the 
Monitoring Officer for investigation. The Sub-Committee noted 
the evidence submitted regarding a meeting of the Parish 
Council held on 6 October 2015.  It was evident that the 
debate at this meeting became heated.  The Monitoring 
Officer was requested to notify the Parish Council that the 
Sub-Committee would encourage all persons involved with 
that Authority and the pavilion project to conduct meetings in a 
moderate and mutually respectful manner.  Whoever was 
chairing meetings should use that office to achieve this 
objective.  The Sub-Committee further noted the 
complainant‟s suggested remedy.  It expressed a view that 
transparency in all forms of government was an important 
principle.  Insofar as it fell within the Sub-Committee‟s remit, 
the Monitoring Officer was requested to notify Much Hadham 
Parish Council also of its view that all concerned with the 
issue at the heart of the complaint (“the pavilion project”) 
should ensure full transparency in relation to the associated 
decision making processes and financial activities.  The Sub-
Committee considered that the Clerk, as the proper officer of 
the parish council, had a particular responsibility to ensure 
that the activities of the Authority were fully transparent to all 
parishioners. 
 
After careful consideration of the complaint made by Dr A 
Baxter against Parish Councillor I Hunt, in consultation with 
the Independent Person and taking into account the Council‟s 
assessment criteria, the Sub-Committee determined that no 
further action be taken as insufficient detailed evidence was 
provided on the actual statement made by the subject 
member at the identified meeting of Much Hadham Parish 
Council.  The Sub-Committee noted the complainant‟s 
suggested remedy.  It expressed a view that transparency in 
all forms of government was an important principle and noted 
the entitlement of elected representatives to call for 
transparency and accountability in relation to the expenditure 
of the public‟s money.  Insofar as it fell within the Sub-
Committee‟s remit, the Monitoring Officer was requested to 
notify Much Hadham Parish Council of its view that all 
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concerned with the issue at the heart of the complaint (“the 
pavilion project”) should ensure full transparency in relation to 
the associated decision making processes and financial 
activities and be welcoming of questions, whether from 
residents or councillors, designed to elicit transparency.  The 
Sub-Committee considered that the Clerk, as the proper 
officer of the parish council, had a particular responsibility to 
ensure that the activities of the Authority were fully 
transparent to all parishioners.  Further, all members of an 
Authority should treat their fellow members with respect and, 
where meetings become heated, a Chairman‟s discretion be 
exercised to call for a temporary adjournment to facilitate 
further debate in a moderate and calm manner.  The Sub-
Committee agreed to request the Monitoring Officer to offer to 
provide training to Much Hadham Parish Councillors on the 
provisions of their code of conduct, particularly as they apply 
to debate at meetings of the Authority. 
 

 RESOLVED – that (A) no further action be taken, for the 
reasons now detailed; in respect of the complaints made 
by Mrs Wetherall and Mrs O‟Neill against Parish 
Councillor S Bannerman and Dr A Baxter against Parish 
Councillor I Hunt; 
 
(B) the complaint made by Mrs Farmer against Parish 
Councillors S Bannerman and A Baxter be referred to 
the Monitoring Officer for investigation, and 
 
(C) the Monitoring Officer be requested: 
 

(1) to offer to provide training to Much Hadham 
Parish Councillors on the provisions of their 
code of conduct, particularly as they apply 
to debate at meetings of the Authority, and 

(2) to notify Much Hadham Parish Council that 
the Sub-Committee considered that all 
concerned with the issue at the heart of the 
complaint (“the pavilion project”) should 
ensure full transparency in relation to the 
associated decision making processes and 
financial activities and be welcoming of 
questions, whether from residents or 
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councillors, designed to elicit transparency. 
 

21   COMPLAINT IN RESPECT OF DISTRICT COUNCILLOR  
D ANDREWS                                                                       
 

 

 The Monitoring Officer submitted a report reminding the Sub-
Committee that, at its meeting held on 10 September 2015, it 
had considered eight complaints against Councillor D 
Andrews alleging that he had breached the Authority‟s Code 
of Conduct. 
 
In respect of seven of the eight complaints, the Sub-
Committee had agreed that no further action be taken. 
 
The Monitoring Officer, in accordance with the Sub-
Committee‟s instructions, submitted information on any 
connection between Councillor Andrews and Riversmead 
Housing Association as identified in the remaining complaint. 
 
The Sub-Committee noted the evidence provided by the 
complainant to support the assertion of a relationship between 
the Association and Councillor D Andrews that included a 
statement from a third party. 
 
The Monitoring Officer reported that the Regional Director of 
Riversmead Housing Association had advised that, to the best 
of his knowledge, the only connection that Councillor Andrews 
had with the Association related to his role as a 
District/County Councillor in areas where his organisation 
owned/managed/developed homes.  The Sub-Committee 
noted the Regional Director‟s comments concerning a 
possible link between an officer of the Association and 
Councillor Andrews through their joint involvement with the 
Community Voluntary Body for East Hertfordshire (CVBEH). 
 
After careful consideration of the complaint and 
supplementary information provided by the complainant and 
Monitoring Officer regarding an alleged relationship between 
the subject and Riversmead Housing Association and in 
consultation with the Independent Person and taking into 
account the Council‟s assessment criteria and the approved 
process for dealing with complaints, the Sub-Committee 
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agreed that no further action be taken as no evidence has 
been provided that supports the assertion of an inappropriate 
relationship nor bias on the part of the subject.  The Sub-
Committee commented that the role of a councillor was such 
that it was to be expected that they would know community 
stakeholders and would act appropriately. 
 

RESOLVED – that after careful consideration of the 
complaint and supplementary information provided by 
the complainant and Monitoring Officer regarding an 
alleged relationship between the subject (Councillor D 
Andrews) and Riversmead Housing Association and in 
consultation with the Independent Person and taking 
into account the Council‟s assessment criteria and the 
approved process for dealing with complaints, no further 
action be taken as no evidence has been provided that 
supports the assertion of an inappropriate relationship 
nor bias on the part of the subject.   

 
22   COMPLAINT IN RESPECT OF DISTRICT COUNCILLOR  

K CROFTON                                                                         
 

 

 The Monitoring Officer submitted a report reminding the Sub-
Committee that, at its meeting held on 30 June 2015, it had 
considered a complaint alleging that Councillor K Crofton had 
breached the Authority‟s Code of Conduct. 
 
The Sub-Committee had agreed to defer consideration of the 
complaint to allow the complainant to particularise their 
previous relationship with Councillor Crofton and that which 
he had had with an immediate family member in order for it to 
form a view on its relevance to the complaint. 
 
At its meeting held on 10 September 2015, the Sub-
Committee had considered the further information provided by 
the complainant regarding the family relationships identified.  
The Sub-Committee determined to obtain Councillor Crofton‟s 
comments on the latest information supplied by the complaint 
and, accordingly, deferred consideration of the complaint. 
 
The Sub-Committee viewed the (relevant element of the) 
webcast of the Development Management Committee 
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meeting that formed part of the complaint against Councillor 
Crofton. 
 
It considered the further points submitted by the complainant 
regarding his allegation against Councillor Crofton.  The 
complainant had also requested an opportunity to respond to 
any submission made by Councillor Crofton. 
 
The Sub-Committee noted the content of the Monitoring 
Officer‟s report now submitted. 
 
After careful consideration of the complaint and 
supplementary evidence provided by the complainant and the 
subject and having viewed the web cast of the meeting 
identified, and in consultation with the Independent Person 
and taking into account the Council‟s assessment criteria, the 
Sub-Committee determined that no further action be taken as 
the complaint was not considered sufficiently serious to 
warrant investigation. 
 
 RESOLVED – that after careful consideration of the 

complaint and supplementary evidence provided by the 
complainant and the subject and having viewed the 
web cast of the meeting identified, and in consultation 
with the Independent Person and taking into account 
the Council‟s assessment criteria, no further action be 
taken as the complaint is not considered sufficiently 
serious to warrant investigation. 

  
 

 
The meeting closed at 4.50 pm 
 

 
Chairman ............................................................ 
 
Date  ............................................................ 
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EAST HERTS COUNCIL 
 
STANDARDS SUB-COMMITTEE – 28 JANUARY 2016 
  
REPORT BY MONITORING OFFICER 
 
COMPLAINT IN RESPECT OF BRICKENDON LIBERTY PARISH 
COUNCILLORS S KOTTING AND LAMBIE                                       

WARD(S) AFFECTED:  NONE 
 

       
 
Purpose/Summary of Report 
 

 To consider a code of conduct complaint in respect of Brickendon 
Liberty Parish Councillors L Kotting and J Lambie. 

 
1.0 Background  
 
1.1 The Monitoring Officer has received a complaint alleging that 

Brickendon Liberty Parish Councillors Kotting and Lambie 
breached their Council’s Code of Conduct. 

 
2.0 Report 
 
2.1 Council has agreed a procedure for considering complaints. 
 
2.2 In accordance with that procedure, the Sub-Committee will 

consider the complaint and decide what action to take. 
 
2.3 In appropriate cases, the Monitoring Officer may seek to resolve 

the complaint informally, without the need for a formal 
investigation.  Having consulted the Independent Person, it is not 
considered that the complaint can be resolved informally. 

 
2.4 Complaints are considered in accordance with the Standards 

Complaints assessment criteria set out in Appendix 2 of the 
Complaints Procedure (Essential Reference Paper ‘B’) 
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3.0      The Complaints 
 
3.1      The complaint is set out in the complaint form and accompanying 

documents that form Essential Reference Papers ‘C’. 
 
4.0      Procedure 
 
4.1      A copy of the Council’s complaints procedure is contained in 

Essential Reference Paper ‘B’.   
 
3.0 Implications/Consultations 
 
3.1 Information on any corporate issues and consultation associated 

with this report can be found within Essential Reference Paper 
‘A’.   

 
Contact Officer: Jeff Hughes - Monitoring Officer - 01279 502170  
  jeff.hughes@eastherts.gov.uk 
 
 
Report Author: Jeff Hughes - Monitoring Officer 
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ESSENTIAL REFERENCE PAPER ‘A’ 

 

IMPLICATIONS/CONSULTATIONS 

 

Contribution to 

the Council’s 

Corporate 

Priorities/ 

Objectives 

(delete as 

appropriate): 

People 

This priority focuses on enhancing the quality of life, 

health and wellbeing of individuals, families and 

communities, particularly those who are vulnerable. 

 

Consultation: The Independent Person has been consulted. 

Legal: The procedures are in accordance with relevant 

legislation. 

Financial: None 

Human 

Resource: 

None 

Risk 

Management: 

The case should be determined in accordance with the 

legislation having regard to the relevant guidance. 

 

 

 

Page 19



This page is intentionally left blank



Complaints Procedure 

1.0 Context 

1.1 These “Arrangements” set out how you may make a complaint that an 
elected or co-opted Member of this authority (or of a Town or Parish 
council within its area) has failed to comply with the Councillors’ Code of 
Conduct, and sets out how the authority will deal with allegations of a 
failure to comply with the Councillors’ Code of Conduct. 

1.2 Under Section 28(6) and (7) of the Localism Act 2011, the Council must 
have in place “arrangements” under which allegations that a Member or 
co-opted Member of the authority (or of a Town or Parish council within 
the authority’s area), or of a Committee or Sub-Committee of the authority, 
has failed to comply with Code of Conduct can be investigated and 
decisions made on such allegations. 

1.3 Such arrangements must provide for the authority to appoint at least 1 
Independent Person, whose views must be sought by the authority before 
it takes a decision on an allegation which it has decided shall be 
investigated, and whose views can be sought by the authority at any other 
stage, or by a Member (or a Member or co-opted Member of a Town or 
Parish council) against whom an allegation has been made. 

2.0 The Code of Conduct 

2.1 The Council has adopted a Code of Conduct for Councillors, which is 
available for inspection on the authority’s website and on request from 
Reception at the Council Offices. 

2.2 Each Town and Parish Council is also required to adopt a Code of 
Conduct.  If you wish to inspect a Town or Parish Council’s Code of 
Conduct, you should inspect any website operated by the Town or Parish 
Council and request the Town or Parish Clerk to allow you to inspect the 
Town or Parish Council’s Code of Conduct. 

3.0 Making a complaint 

3.1 If you wish to make a complaint, please write or email to: 

 The Deputy Monitoring Officer - Jeff Hughes 
 East Herts Council 
 Council Offices 
 Wallfields 
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 Pegs Lane 
 Hertford 
 SG13 8EQ  

 Tel: 01279 655261 

3.2 The Monitoring Officer is a senior officer of the authority who has statutory 
responsibility for maintaining the register of Members’ interests and who is 
responsible for administering the system in respect of complaints of 
Member misconduct. 

3.3 In order to ensure that the Council has all the information which we need 
to be able to process your complaint, please complete and send us the 
complaint form, which can be downloaded from the authority’s website, 
next to the Code of Conduct, and is available on request from the 
Reception at the Council Offices. 

3.4 Please provide the Council with your name and a contact address or email 
address, so that we can acknowledge receipt of your complaint and keep 
you informed of its progress.  If you want to keep your name and address 
confidential, please indicate this in the space provided on the complaint 
form.  The Monitoring Officer will consider your request and if granted we 
will not disclosure your name and address to the Member against whom 
you make the complaint, without your prior consent.   

3.5 The authority does not normally investigate anonymous complaints, 
unless there is a clear public interest in doing so. 

3.6 The Monitoring Officer will acknowledge receipt of your complaint within 5 
working days of receiving it, and will keep you informed of the progress of 
your complaint. 

3.7 The Complaints Procedure Flowchart is annexed at Appendix 1 for your 
assistance. The Council will endeavour to deal with a complaint within 3 
months. 

4.0 Will your complaint be investigated? 

4.1 The Monitoring Officer will review every complaint received and, may 
 consult with the Independent Person before referring it to the Standards 
 Sub-Committee 

4.2 This decision will normally be taken within 28 working days of receipt of 
your complaint.  Your complaint will be considered in accordance with the 
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Assessment Criteria annexed at Appendix 2. The Standards Sub-
Committee will make a recommendation as to whether the complaint 
should be investigated.  Where the Sub-Committee requires additional 
information in order to come to a decision, the Monitoring Officer may 
come back to you for such information, and may request information from 
the Member against whom your complaint is directed.  Where your 
complaint relates to a Town or Parish Councillor, the Monitoring Officer 
may also inform the Parish Council of your complaint and seek the views 
of the Town or Parish Council before submitting it to the Sub-Committee. 

4.3 In appropriate cases, the Monitoring Officer may seek to resolve the 
complaint informally, without the need for a formal investigation.  Such 
informal resolution may involve the Member accepting that his/her conduct 
was unacceptable and offering an apology, or other remedial action by the 
authority.  Where the Member or the authority make a reasonable offer of 
informal resolution, but you are not willing to accept the offer, the Sub-
Commitee will take account of this in deciding whether the complaint 
merits further investigation. 

4.4 If your complaint identifies criminal conduct or breach of other regulation 
by any person, the Monitoring Officer has the power to call in the Police or 
other regulatory agencies. 

5.0 How is the investigation conducted? 

5.1 The Council has adopted a procedure for the investigation of misconduct 
complaints, which is attached as Appendix 3 to these arrangements. 

5.2 If the Council decides that a complaint merits further investigation, the 
Council may appoint an Investigating Officer, who may be another senior 
officer of the authority, an officer of another authority or an external 
investigator.  The Investigating Officer or Monitoring Officer will decide 
whether he/she needs to meet or speak to you to understand the nature of 
your complaint and so that you can explain your understanding of events 
and suggest what documents needs to seen, and who needs to be 
interviewed. 

5.3 The Investigating Officer or Monitoring Officer will normally write to the 
Member against whom you have complained and provide him/her with a 
copy of your complaint, and ask the Member to provide his/her 
explanation of events, and to identify what documents he needs to see 
and who he needs to interview.  In exceptional cases, where it is 
appropriate to keep your identity confidential or disclosure of details of the 
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complaint to the Member might prejudice the investigation, the Monitoring 
Officer can delete your name and from the papers given to the Member, or 
delay notifying the Member until the investigation has progressed 
sufficiently. 

5.4 At the end of his/her investigation, the Investigating Officer or Monitoring 
Officer will produce a draft report (“the Investigation Report”) and will send 
copies of that draft report, in confidence, to you and to the Member 
concerned, to give you both an opportunity to identify any matter in that 
draft report which you disagree with or which you consider requires more 
consideration. 

5.5 Having received and taken account of any comments which you may 
make on the draft Investigation Report.  Where an Investigating Officer 
has been appointed the Investigating Officer will send his/her final report 
to the Monitoring Officer. 

6.0 What happens if the Investigating Officer or Monitoring Officer 
concludes that there is no evidence of a failure to comply with the 
Code of Conduct? 

6.1 If an Investigating Officer has been appointed the Monitoring Officer will 
review the Investigating Officer’s report and, if he is satisfied that the 
Investigating Officer’s report is sufficient, the Monitoring Officer will write to 
you and to the Member concerned and to the Town or Parish Council, 
where your complaint relates to a Parish Councillor, notifying you that he 
is satisfied that no further action is required, and give you both a copy of 
the Investigation Final Report. The Monitoring Officer will then report to 
the Standards Sub-Committee which will make a decision based on the 
report. 

6.2 If an Investigating Officer has been appointed and if the Monitoring Officer 
is not satisfied that the investigation has been conducted properly, he may 
ask the Investigating Officer to reconsider his/her report. 

7.0 What happens if the Investigating Officer or Monitoring Officer 
concludes that there is evidence of a failure to comply with the Code 
of Conduct? 

7.1 If an Investigating Officer has been appointed the Monitoring Officer will 
review the Investigating Officer’s report and will then either send the 
matter for a hearing before the Standards Sub-Committee and in 
consultation with the Independent Person seek an informal resolution. 
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7.1.1 Informal Resolution 

The Monitoring Officer may consider that the matter can reasonably 
be resolved without the need for a hearing.  In such a case, he/she 
will consult with the Independent Person and with you as 
complainant and seek to agree what you may consider to be a fair 
resolution which also helps to ensure higher standards of conduct 
for the future.  Such resolution may include the Member accepting 
that his/her conduct was unacceptable and offering an apology, 
and/or other remedial action by the authority.  If the Member 
complies with the suggested resolution, the Monitoring Officer will 
report the matter to the Standards Committee and the Town or 
Parish Council for information, but will take no further action.    

7.1.2 Hearing 

If the Monitoring Officer considers that informal resolution is not 
appropriate, or the Councillor concerned is not prepared to 
undertake any proposed remedial action, such as giving an 
apology, then the Monitoring Officer will report the Investigation 
Report to the Sub-Committee which may conduct a hearing before 
deciding whether the Member has failed to comply with the Code of 
Conduct and, if so, whether to take any action in respect of the 
member. 

The Council has agreed a procedure for hearing complaints, which 
is attached as Appendix 4 to these arrangements. 

At the hearing, the Investigating Officer or the Monitoring Officer will 
present his/her report, call such witnesses as he/she considers 
necessary and make representations to substantiate his/her 
conclusion that the Member has failed to comply with the Code of 
Conduct.  For this purpose, the Investigating Officer or Monitoring 
Officer may ask you as the complainant to attend and give 
evidence to the Sub-Committee.  The Member will then have an 
opportunity to give his/her evidence, to call witnesses and to make 
representations to the Sub-Committee as to why he/she considers 
that he/she did not fail to comply with the Code of Conduct. 

The Sub-Committee, with the benefit of any advice from the 
Independent Person, may conclude that the Member did not fail to 
comply with the Code of Conduct, and dismiss the complaint.  If the 
Sub-Committee concludes that the Member did fail to comply with 
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the Code of Conduct, the Chairman will inform the Member of this 
finding and the Sub-Committee will then consider what action, if 
any, the Sub-Committee should recommend as a result of the 
Member’s failure to comply with the Code of Conduct.  In doing this, 
the Sub-Committee will give the Member an opportunity to make 
representations to the Sub-Committee and will consult the 
Independent Person, but will then decide what action, if any, to take 
in respect of the matter. 

8.0 What action can the Standards Sub-Committee take where a Member 
has failed to comply with the Code of Conduct? 

8.1 The Sub-Committee may decide to take action in respect of individual 
Members as may be necessary to promote and maintain high standards of 
conduct.   Accordingly the Sub-Committee may consider:- 

8.2 i.  A formal letter to the Councillor found to have breached the code; 
ii.  Formal censure by motion; 
iii.  Removal by the authority of the Member from Committee(s) subject 
 to statutory and constitutional requirements; 
iv.  Press release or other appropriate publicity; 

8.3 The Sub-Committee has no power to suspend or disqualify the Member or 
to withdraw Members’ or special responsibility allowances. 

9.0 What happens at the end of the hearing? 

9.1 At the end of the hearing, the Chairman will state the decision of the 
Standards Sub-Committee as to whether the Member failed to comply with 
the Code of Conduct and as to any actions which the Sub-Committee 
resolves to take. 

9.2 The Monitoring Officer will prepare a formal decision notice in consultation 
with the Chairman of the Sub Committee, and send a copy to you, to the 
Member and to the Town or Parish Council, making that decision notice 
available for public inspection. 

10.0 Who are the Standards Sub-Committee? 

10.1 It is a Sub-Committee comprising Independent Members. 

10.2  If the Councillor complained about is a member of a Town or Parish 
Council a Town or Parish Councillor who is a member of the Standards 
Committee will also be invited to attend the Sub-Committee. 
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10.3 The Independent Person is invited to attend all meetings of the Sub-
Committee and their views are sought and taken into consideration before 
the Sub-Committee takes any decision on whether the Member’s conduct 
constitutes a failure to comply with the Code of Conduct and as to any 
action to be taken following a finding of failure to comply with the Code of 
Conduct. 

11.0 Who is the Independent Person? 

11.1 The Independent Person is a person who has applied for the post 
following advertisement of a vacancy for the post, and is appointed by a 
positive vote from a majority of all the Members of Council. 

11.2 A person cannot be “independent” if he/she: 

11.2.1 Is, or has been within the past 5 years, a member, co-opted 
member or officer of the authority; 

11.2.2 (Is or has been within the past 5 years, a member, co-opted 
member or officer of a parish council within the authority’s area), or 

11.2.3 Is a relative or close friend, of a person within paragraph 11.2.1 or 
11.2.2 above.  For this purpose, a “relative” means: 

11.2.3.1 Spouse or civil partner; 

11.2.3.2 Living with the other person as husband and wife or 
as if they were civil partners; 

11.2.3.3 Grandparent of the other person; 

11.2.3.4 A lineal descendent of a grandparent of the other  
  person; 

11.2.3.5 A parent, sibling or child of a person within 
paragraphs 11.2.3.1 or 11.2.3.2; or 

11.2.3.6 A spouse or civil partner of a person within 
paragraphs 11.2.3.3, 11.2.3.4 or 11.2.3.5; or 

11.2.3.7 Living with a person within paragraphs 11.2.3.3, 
11.2.3.4 or 11.2.3.5 as husband and wife or as if they 
were civil partners. 

12.0 Revision of these arrangements 
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The Council may by resolution agree to amend these arrangements, and 
has delegated to the Chairman of the Sub-Committee the right to depart 
from these arrangements where he/she considers that it is expedient to do 
so in order to secure the effective and fair consideration of any matter. 

13.0 Appeals 

13.1 There is no right of appeal for you as complainant or for the Member 
against a decision of the Monitoring Officer or of the Sub-Committee. 

13.2 If you feel that the authority has failed to deal with your complaint properly, 
you can make a complaint to the Local Government Ombudsman. 
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Complaint received by 
Monitoring Officer

Preliminary review by Monitoring Officer who may seek additional 
information and / or consult with the Independent Person.  Issues a 

preliminary report to Standards
Sub Committee with recommendation 

Monitoring Officer:
Acknowledges complaint within 5 working 
days

In consultation with the 
Independent Person:
1. No further action
2. Formal Decision/
action

Full Report referred to 
Standards Sub-

Committee or Informal 
Resolution

No further action Informal Resolution
(Mediation, apology etc)

Full Investigation Report to include:
-Agreed facts;
-Facts not agreed and corresponding 
conflicting evidence
-Conclusion whether a breach of the code of 
not.

Instructs Monitoring 
Officer to investigate or 
appoints investigating 

officer. 
Full report produced

Standards Committee arbitrates on facts and 
concluded whether a breach of the Code of 
Conduct has occurred. Any decision is made 
in consultation with the independent Person.

Complaints Procedure Flowchart

APPENDIX 1

Preliminary tests:
Potential breach of the code?
What to do with it?
Assessment of public interest?
Decision within 28 working days of receipt
Or seek additional information as required prior to making a decision.
Independent Persons is consulted

Complaints which would not normally be referred for investigation:
1.    The complaint is not considered sufficiently serious to warrant investigation; or
2.    The complaint appears to be simply motivated by malice or is “tit-for-tat” or
3 The complaint appears to be politically motivated; or
4.     It appears that there can be no breach of the Code of Conduct; for example, that it relates to the Councillor’s  private  life or is about 
        dissatisfaction with a Council decision; or
5 It is about someone who is no longer a Councillor
6 There is insufficient information available for referral; or
7 The complaint has not been received within 3 months of the alleged misconduct unless there are exceptional circumstances e.g. allegation 
        of bullying, harassment etc.
8.     The matter occurred so long ago that it would be difficult for a fair investigation to be carried out; or
9.     The same, or similar, complaint has already been investigated and there is nothing further to be gained by seeking  the sanctions available  
        to the Council; or
10 It is an anonymous complaint, unless it includes sufficient documentary evidence to show a significant breach of the Code of Conduct. 
11.   Where the Member complained of has apologised and/or admitted making an error and the matter would not warrant a more serious 
        sanction.

Standards Sub 
committee considers 

preliminary report and 
decides course of action
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APPENDIX 2 

STANDARDS COMPLAINTS ASSESSMENT CRITERIA 

 
Complaints which would not normally be referred for investigation  
 
1.  The complaint is not considered sufficiently serious to warrant 
 investigation; or 
 
2. The complaint appears to be simply motivated by malice or is “tit-for-tat”; 
 or 
 
3.  The complaint appears to be politically motivated; or 
 
4.   It appears that there can be no breach of the Code of Conduct; for 

 example, that it relates to the Councillor’s private life or is about 
 dissatisfaction with a Council decision; or 

 
5.  it is about someone who is no longer a Councillor 
 
5.  There is insufficient information available for a referral; or 
 
6.  The complaint has not been received within 3 months of the alleged 
 misconduct unless there are exceptional circumstances e.g. allegation of 
 bullying, harassment etc. 
 
7.  The matter occurred so long ago that it would be difficult for a fair 
 investigation to be carried out; or 
 
8.  The same, or similar, complaint has already been investigated and there is 
 nothing further to be gained by seeking the sanctions available to the 
 Council; or 
 
9.  It is an anonymous complaint, unless it includes sufficient documentary 
 evidence to show a significant breach of the Code of Conduct. 
 
10.  Where the Member complained of has apologised and/or admitted making 
 an error and the matter would not warrant a more serious sanction 
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You should maintain a written record to demonstrate what was considered at the start of each 
investigation and plan how you intend to carry out the investigation, the paragraphs of the code 
that may have been breached, the facts you need to determine to establish, the evidence you 
will need, how you plan to gather the evidence and how long it will take to conclude your 
investigation. Remember there is no provision in the Localism Act 2011 for co -operation with 
your investigation.

A written Investigation Report will need to be prepared for consideration by the Council’s 
Monitoring Officer.

On receipt of instructions to carry out an 
investigation from the MO ensure sufficient 

detail is received to commence an investigation
Acknowledge receipt

-Contact complaint and request any 
supporting or further documentary evidence 
relating to the complaint
-Contact subject Member with details of the 
complaint and seek explanation

Request any further documentary evidence

Draft report and submit to MO for 
consideration. Report to contain: 

-Agreed facts
Facts not agreed and corresponding 

conflicting evidence
Conclusion as to whether there is a breach 

of the code or not

MO either accepts or asks you to reconsider 
your report

Identify:
Whether further information from the 
complainant is required
What paragraphs of the code alleged to have 
breached
The facts which need to be determined to 
establish if the Member has breached the 
code
The evidence you need to determine the 
issues
How long you plan to gather the evidence
How long it is likely to take to undertake the 
investigation.

Identify witnesses and arrange interview (s)

Interview subject Member

APPENDIX 3

STANDARDS COMPLAINTS INVESTIGATION 
PROCEDURE
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Appendix 4 

Complaints Standards Sub-Committee Procedure 

Item 
No. 

Procedure 

1 Quorum 

1.1. Three Members must be present throughout the hearing to 
form a quorum. 

 
1.2. The Sub-Committee shall elect a Chairman for the meeting  

 

2 Opening 

2.1        The Chairman explains the procedure for the hearing and 
reminds all parties to turn off mobile phones. 

2.2 The Chairman asks all present to introduce themselves 
 
2.3 The Councillor will be asked whether they wish to briefly 

outline their position  
3 The Complaint 

3.1   The Investigating Officer shall be invited to present their report 
including any documentary evidence or other material (and to 
call witnesses as required by the Investigating Officer).  This 
report and documentary evidence must be based on the 
complaint made to the Council – no new points will be 
allowed. 

 
3.2 The Councillor against whom the complaint has been made 

(or their representative) may question the Investigating Officer 
upon the content of their report and any witnesses called by 
the Investigating Officer. (This is the Councillor’s opportunity 
to ask questions arising from the Investigator's report and not to 
make a statement) 

 

3.3 Members of the Sub-Committee may question the 
Investigating Officer upon the content of their report and/or 
any witnesses called by the Investigating Officer 

4 The Councillor’s case 

4.1 The Councillor against whom the complaint has been made (or 
their representative) may present their case (and call any 
witnesses as required by the Councillor or their representative) 
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4.2 The Investigating Officer may question the Councillor and/or 
any witnesses 

 
4.3 Members of the Sub-Committee may question the Member  

and/or any witnesses 
5 Summing Up 

5.1 The Investigating Officer may sum up the Complaint 
 
5.2 The Member (or their representative) may sum up their case.   

6 Decision 

6.1 Members of the Sub-Committee will deliberate in private to 
consider the complaint in consultation with the Independent 
Person prior to reaching a decision 

 
6.2 Upon the Sub-Committee’s return the Chairman will announce 

the Sub-Committee’s decision in the following terms:- 
 
6.2.1   The Sub-Committee decides that the Member has failed to 

follow the Code of Conduct or 

6.2.2 The Sub-Committee decides that the Member has not failed to 
follow the Code of Conduct 

 
6.2.3 The Sub-Committee will give reasons for their decision  
 
6.3 If the Sub-Committee decides that the Member has failed to 

follow the Code of Conduct the Panel will consider any 
representations from the Investigator and/or the Member as to: 

 
6.3.1 Whether any action should be taken and 
 
6.3.2 What form any action should take 
 
6.4 The Sub-Committee will then deliberate in private to consider 

what action if any should be taken in consultation with the 
Independent Person  

 
6.5 On the Sub-Committee’s return the Chairman will announce the 

Sub-Committee’s decision (in relation to a Parish Councillor 
            a recommendation to the Parish Council)  

 
           6.6 The Sub-Committee will consider whether it should make any 

           recommendations to the Council or in relation to a Parish 
           Councillor to the Parish Council with a view to promoting high 
           standards of conduct among Members. 
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EAST HERTS COUNCIL 
 
STANDARDS SUB-COMMITTEE – 28 JANUARY 2016 
  
REPORT BY MONITORING OFFICER 
 
COMPLAINT IN RESPECT OF FORMER MUCH HADHAM PARISH 
COUNCILLORS S BANNERMAN, A BAXTER AND R KEY  

WARD(S) AFFECTED:  NONE 
 

       
 
Purpose/Summary of Report 
 

 To consider code of conduct complaint in respect of former Much 
Hadham Parish Councillors Anthony Baxter, Selina Bannerman 
and Richard Key. 

 
1.0 Background  
 
1.1 The Monitoring Officer has received a complaint alleging that 

former Much Hadham Parish Councillors Baxter, Bannerman and 
Key breached their Council’s Code of Conduct. 

 
2.0 Report 
 
2.1 Council has agreed a procedure for considering complaints. 
 
2.2 In accordance with that procedure, the Sub-Committee will 

consider the complaint and decide what action to take. 
 
2.3 In appropriate cases, the Monitoring Officer may seek to resolve 

the complaint informally, without the need for a formal 
investigation.  Having consulted the Independent Person, it is not 
considered that the complaint can be resolved informally. 

 
2.4 Complaints are considered in accordance with the Standards 

Complaints assessment criteria set out in Appendix 2 of the 
Complaints Procedure (Essential Reference Paper ‘B’ in 
previous agenda item). 
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3.0      The Complaint 
 
3.1      The complaint is set out in the complaint form and accompanying 

documents that form Essential Reference Paper ‘C’. 
 
4.0      Procedure 
 
4.1      A copy of the Council’s complaints procedure is contained in 

Essential Reference Paper ‘B’ in the previous agenda item.   
 
3.0 Implications/Consultations 
 
3.1 Information on any corporate issues and consultation associated 

with this report can be found within Essential Reference Paper 
‘A’.   

 
Contact Officer: Jeff Hughes - Monitoring Officer - 01279 502170  
  jeff.hughes@eastherts.gov.uk 
 
 
Report Author: Jeff Hughes - Monitoring Officer 
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ESSENTIAL REFERENCE PAPER ‘A’ 

 

IMPLICATIONS/CONSULTATIONS 

 

Contribution to 

the Council’s 

Corporate 

Priorities/ 

Objectives 

(delete as 

appropriate): 

People 

This priority focuses on enhancing the quality of life, 

health and wellbeing of individuals, families and 

communities, particularly those who are vulnerable. 

 

Consultation: The Independent Person has been consulted. 

Legal: The procedures are in accordance with relevant 

legislation. 

Financial: None 

Human 

Resource: 

None 

Risk 

Management: 

The case should be determined in accordance with the 

legislation having regard to the relevant guidance. 
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EAST HERTS COUNCIL 
 
STANDARDS SUB-COMMITTEE – 28 JANUARY 2016 
  
REPORT BY MONITORING OFFICER 
 
COMPLAINT IN RESPECT OF DISTRICT COUNCILLOR  
J CARTWRIGHT                                                                    

WARD(S) AFFECTED:  PUCKERIDGE 
       

 
Purpose/Summary of Report 
 

 To consider a code of conduct complaint in respect of District 
Councillor J Cartwright. 

 
1.0 Background  
 
1.1 The Monitoring Officer received a complaint alleging that District 

Councillor J Cartwright breached the Council’s Code of Conduct. 
 
2.0 Report 
 
2.1 Council has agreed a procedure for considering complaints. 
 
2.2 In accordance with that procedure, the Sub-Committee, at its 

meeting held on 24 November 2015, considered the complaint 
and determined to refer it for investigation. 

 
2.3 The Monitoring Officer appointed an Investigating Officer. 
 
2.4 The Investigating Officer’s report can be found at Essential 

Reference Paper ‘C’.  A copy of this report has been sent to both 
the subject member and the complainant. 

 
3.0 Investigating Officer’s Report 
 
3.1 The Investigating Officer has concluded that, in all the 

circumstances of this case, there has been a failure to comply 
with the Members’ Code of Conduct. 

 
3.2 The Investigating Officer highlights that the facts of the case were 

not disputed.  They centred on twitter comments by Councillor 
Cartwright directed at two individuals. 
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3.3 The Investigating Officer took account of Councillor Cartwright’s 

mitigating comments – as detailed in paragraph 5.3 of his report. 
 
3.4 The allegation falls within the Code of Conduct, the relevant terms 

of which are noted at paragraph 3 as follows: 
 
 Always treating people with respect, including the organisations 

and public I engage with and those I work alongside. 
 

3.5 The Investigation officer concludes that Cllr Cartwright’s conduct 
failed to comply with the Members’ Code of Conduct in that the 
comment he made on twitter on 29 October 2015 failed to treat 
those involved in the twitter exchange with respect.  

 
4.0 Recommended action 
 
4.1 In relation to the finding of a breach the Sub-committee must  hold 

a hearing (see Essential Reference Paper ‘B’ in preceding 
agenda item for hearing procedure).  The Investigating Officer will 
be in attendance at this meeting to present his report and the 
subject member will have the opportunity to present his case. 

 
4.1 In so far the report makes a finding of breach, if, after a hearing, 

that finding is upheld by the Standards Sub-Committee, it will 
consider the following actions: 

 

 A formal letter to the Councillor found to have breached the 
code; 

 Formal censure by motion; 

 Removal by the authority of the Member from Committee(s) 
subject to statutory and constitutional requirements; 

 Press release or other appropriate publicity; 

 Request an apology by the Member 
 
5.0 Implications/Consultations 
 
5.1 Information on any corporate issues and consultation associated 

with this report can be found within Essential Reference Paper 
‘A’.   

 
Contact Officer: Jeff Hughes – Monitoring Officer – 01279 655261 
 jeff.hughes@eastherts.gov.uk 
 
Report Author: Jeff Hughes 
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ESSENTIAL REFERENCE PAPER ‘A’ 

 

IMPLICATIONS/CONSULTATIONS 

 

Contribution to 

the Council’s 

Corporate 

Priorities/ 

Objectives 

(delete as 

appropriate): 

People 

This priority focuses on enhancing the quality of life, 

health and wellbeing of individuals, families and 

communities, particularly those who are vulnerable. 

 

Consultation: The Independent Person has been consulted. 

Legal: The procedures are in accordance with relevant 

legislation. 

Financial: None 

Human 

Resource: 

None 

Risk 

Management: 

The case should be determined in accordance with the 

legislation having regard to the relevant guidance. 

 

 

 

Page 85



This page is intentionally left blank



PRIVATE AND CONFIDENTIAL              Final Report  
 
 

 
 

East Hertfordshire District Council 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
REPORT OF AN INVESTIGATION INTO Alleged Breach of the Members 
Code of Conduct by George Robertson appointed by Monitoring Officer 
for East Hertfordshire District Council INTO ALLEGATIONS 
CONCERNING COUNCILLOR J CARTWRIGHT 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DATE:  12 January 2016 
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1 Executive summary 
 
1.1 Allegations 
 
 The complaint is that that Councillor J Cartwright breached the 

Members Code when making comments on his twitter account on the 
29th October 2015 referring to a number of individuals as ‘ thick’ and 
‘illiterate’.  It is alleged that the Councillors behaviour breached the 
requirement to ’always treat people with respect’. 

 
 I have investigated the complaint made and in doing so have reviewed 

the evidence produced by the complainant and the responses provided 
by Councillor Cartwright. 

 
1.2 Finding 
 
 My finding is that there has been a breach of the Members Code of 

Conduct. 
 
 
2 Councillor J Cartwright’s official details 
 
2.1 Elected to District Council in May 2015.Chairman of Standon Parish 

Council 
2.2 Serves on Corporate Business Scrutiny and Audit Committees. 
 
 
3. The relevant legislation and protocols 
 

The relevant clause in the Members Code is contained in  
Clause 3 Other – ‘Always treating people with respect, including the 
organisations and public I engage with and those I work alongside.’       

            
 
 
4. The evidence gathered  

 
4.1 I have taken account of the written evidence of the complainant Adrian 

McNeece and the responses from Councillor Cartwright   
 
 
 
5. Summary of the material facts 
 
5.1   The facts forming the background to the complaint are to a large extent        
not in dispute. The complainant refers to comments made by Councillor 
James Cartwright on his twitter account made at 15.19 hrs on 29 October 
2015 namely‘ @davebromage@ScotRamsay@StortSkeptic@galdam 27% no 
religion,#thick and # illiterate “. 
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5.2     The comment was made during exchanges on twitter following 
consideration of a motion proposed by the complainant and former 
Councillor Adrian McNeece to discontinue Christian prayers prior to 
meetings of the District Council. The comment appears to be aimed at 
a number of individuals including journalist Mr Dave Bromage, and Mr 
Scot Ramsey. 

 
5.3    Councillor Cartwright does not dispute the content of the tweet nor that it 

was aimed at Mr Bromage and Mr Ramsey nor indeed that he intended 
to accuse them of being ‘thick’ and ‘illiterate’. In his defence Councillor 
Cartwright points to a stream of abusive comment directed at local 
members following the defeat of the motion to end prayers. He claims;  

           
‘ My comments were directed at three members of the public (only) who     
were    providing deeply offensive remarks aimed at myself and ALL EH 
councillors involved in the vote regarding prayers . 
 
In defending the words used he claims; 
 
 ‘ I have apologised to any other person / member of the public who were 
mislead by these three trouble makers in making it appear as if the hash-tags 
I used (#Pathetic #Illiterate and #Thick) were directed at atheists in general. 
They were clearly not, but at these three individuals only. 
  
In the context of these exchanges, these three descriptions were factually 
accurate and appropriate descriptions of these individuals. 
  
#Pathetic - dictionary definition - miserably inadequate (or feeble, woeful, 
sorry, poor, pitiful, lamentable, deplorable, miserable, wretched, contemptible, 
despicable, inadequate, meagre, paltry, insufficient, negligible, insubstantial, 
unsatisfactory, worthless ) 
  
I maintain many of these attributes were accurate when considering the 
attitude of these three people towards myself and fellow councillors, especially 
the ones highlighted by myself above 
  
#Illiterate - you will notice in one of the tweets they used the word "there" 
meaning "they are" and they failed to acknowledge many of the arguments I 
put forward, dictionary definition is "unable to read or write" 
  
#Thick (in this context) meaning "of low intelligence, stupid" - when presented 
some factual statistics they repeatedly added up the numbers incorrectly to 
augment their case.” 
 
 
 
5.4     I have attempted to discover in the interest of fairness the abusive 

tweets referred to by Councillor Cartwright and confirmed with him that 
he has no record of any such abusive material originating from those 
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individuals which he has characterised as ;thick’, ‘illiterate’ and 
‘pathetic’. 

 
6     Reasoning as to whether there have been failures or not to comply 
with the Code of Conduct 
 
6.1 I must now consider whether by his actions Councillor Cartwright        
failed to comply with the Members Code of Conduct.  

 
6.2      The term Cllr used by Councillor Cartwright on his twitter account when 

describing himself and the nature of the twitter discussion make it clear 
that Councillor Cartwright was acting as a representative of the Council 
when using twitter in these exchanges. The Member Code of Conduct and 
in particular the requirement to ‘treat people with respect’ applies to the 
exchanges that took place following the vote on the motion to cease 
prayers. For disrespect to be shown the comments made have to be such 
that, when viewed objectively they are considered to be a personal attack 
or slight on an individual, or individuals. 

 
 6.3       Provocation which might explain the use of language such as ‘thick’ or    
illiterate’ in exchanges between members of the public cannot excuse such 
use by Councillors. The Members Code requires a higher standard of 
behavior on the part of Councillors. 

 
6.4 The attempt to justify the use of such language by reference to dictionary 
definitions is not helpful. Even if the language used were accurate it can 
nevertheless be disrespectful. 

 
6.5 I understand that Councillor Cartwright did not attend the Members 
training session on social media. This is regrettable. A brief review of 
examples of Guidance to Members on line on the subject of the  dangers of 
social media discloses warnings such as ‘Don’t enter in to unhelpful online 
arguments; remember all of your followers and friends will be witnessing this 
on line .Ignore people or block them if they persist in vexatious comment’. 

 
 One mans vexatious comment is another’s reasonable comment and 
Members need to avoid being drawn in to heated exchanges on social 
media  during which the quality of comment deteriorates. 

       
        
7 Finding 
 
7.1 My finding in all the circumstances of this case is that there has been a 

failure to comply with the Members Code in that the comment made on 
twitter on the 29 October 2015 failed to treat those involved in the 
twitter exchange with respect.                       

  . 
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Appendix A 

 

Schedule of evidence taken into account 
 

 
Case No:  
 

Core documents 

Doc No Description  

 1 Allegation   

    

 2              Relevant E mails 

 3               Members Code 

        

 
 
 
 
 

Page 92



ESSENTIAL REFERENCE PAPER 'C'

Page 93



Page 94



Page 95



Page 96



Page 97



Page 98



Page 99



Page 100



Page 101



Page 102



Page 103



Page 104



Page 105



Page 106



Page 107



Page 108



Indeed, and that is why I apologised to those people, stating who and why the words I used were 

directed to, but please include the incessant harassment by those others who failed to accept my 

basic arguments using factual information from the UK Census which is why I made the hashtag 

comments I did.  

  

I hope this helps 

  

James 

  

Cllr James Cartwright 

Member for Puckeridge 

East Herts District Council. 

 

From: Robertson George 

Sent: 08 December 2015 13:14 

To: Councillor Cartwright (James) 

Subject: RE: Standards investigation 

Councillor cartwright 

Thank you for this –It does not appear that those posting the bad language were those to whom 

your comments were directed or am I misreading. 

  

From: Councillor Cartwright (James)  

Sent: 07 December 2015 12:38 

To: Robertson George 

Cc: Hughes Jeff 

Subject: RE: Standards investigation 

  

Dear Mr Robertson 

  

Please find screenshots of two of the tweets referred to.  

  

Despite much searching over the weekend, I cannot find a third, and the most serious (use of the "C" 

word). After contacting Twitter, it appears someone reported that particular tweet as "offensive" and 

as per Twitter's terms of service they then deleted that specific tweet. Unfortunately I had not taken 

a screenshot but I am aware from feedback from other councillors that I was not the only one to see 

it and be offended by it. I can, if required, see if anyone will back me up on this. 
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What happens when I report a Tweet or Direct Message? 

 Reported Tweets will disappear from your timeline.  
 Reporting a Tweet does not automatically result in the user being suspended.  
 Reported Messages will disappear from your inbox and cannot be recovered. 

If I can be of any further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

  

kind regards 

  

James 

  
  

 

From: Robertson George 

Sent: 03 December 2015 10:18 

To: Councillor Cartwright (James) 

Cc: Hughes Jeff 

Subject: RE: Standards investigation 

Councillor Cartwright 

Our communications team have been unable to find any record of the abusive language you refer to 

and I wondered if you have any record of these tweets from the individuals concerned. 

  

From: Councillor Cartwright (James)  

Sent: 01 December 2015 15:51 

To: Robertson George 

Subject: Re: Standards investigation 

  

Thank you - that is fair. 

 

Sent from my iPhone 

 

On 1 Dec 2015, at 15:24, Robertson George <George.Robertson@eastherts.gov.uk> wrote: 

Thank you for the prompt response. I am seeking the full twitter trail in light of your comments and 

the omission from the papers submitted to the Sub committee. 

  

From: Councillor Cartwright (James)  

Sent: 01 December 2015 12:29 
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To: Robertson George 

Cc: Hughes Jeff; Councillor Jones (Gary); Councillor Haysey (Linda) 

Subject: RE: Standards investigation 

  

Dear Mr Robertson, 

  

Thank you for the opportunity at being able to provide some context around this matter. 

  

My comments were directed at three members of the public (only) who were providing deeply 

offensive remarks aimed at myself and ALL EH councillors involved in the vote regarding prayers. 

  

Specifically, all the EH Councillors were called "Ars*hol*s" and "C*nts" by these three tweeters and 

other remarks such as "I can't believe they f*cking clapped" referring to the reaction of the 

Councillors to a speech made by the Deputy Leader of the Council, Cllr Gary Jones. - Please note, I 

have replaced some letters of these words with asterisks, but these were not replaced in the original 

tweets which can be seen if you follow the Tweet trail - but interestingly not included in the selection 

of tweets included within the complaint submitted by former Councillor Adrian McNeese. 

  

I have apologised to any other person / member of the public who were mislead by these three 

trouble makers in making it appear as if the hash-tags I used (#Pathetic #Illiterate and #Thick) were 

directed at atheists in general. They were clearly not, but at these three individuals only. 

  

In the context of these exchanges, these three descriptions were factually accurate and appropriate 

descriptions of these individuals. 

  

#Pathetic - dictionary definition - miserably inadequate (or feeble, woeful, sorry, poor, pitiful, 

lamentable, deplorable, miserable, wretched, contemptible, despicable, inadequate, meagre, paltry, 

insufficient, negligible, insubstantial, unsatisfactory, worthless ) 

  

I maintain many of these attributes were accurate when considering the attitude of these three 

people towards myself and fellow councillors, especially the ones highlighted by myself above 

  

#Illiterate - you will notice in one of the tweets they used the word "there" meaning "they are" and 

they failed to acknowledge many of the arguments I put forward, dictionary definition is "unable to 

read or write" 
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#Thick (in this context) meaning "of low intelligence, stupid" - when presented some factual statistics 

they repeatedly added up the numbers incorrectly to augment their case. 

  

On that basis, I feel entirely justified in using these words towards these three individuals (only) 

as they are accurate and well deserved. Any inference that I meant atheists in general was not 

intended and I have already apologised for this misinterpretation. 

  

I hope this helps. 

  

kind regards 

  

James 

  

  

  

Cllr James Cartwright 

Member for Puckeridge 

East Herts District Council. 

 

From: Robertson George 

Sent: 01 December 2015 09:47 

To: Councillor Cartwright (James) 

Cc: Hughes Jeff 

Subject: Standards investigation 

Councillor Cartwright 

  

The Standards sub committee has required me to investigate on behalf of the Monitoring Officer 

 the complaint made by Mr Adrian McNeece relating to comments made on your twitter account on 

the 29 October 2015. 

Specifically the complaint refers to a tweet stating ‘ 

@davebromage@ScotRamsay@StortSkeptic@galdam 27% no religion,#thick and # illiterate.  
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 The complaint alleges that such comment was inappropriateand disrespectful in suggesting that non 

religious members of the public were both thick and illiterate. 

I note that in your follow up tweets you seek to limit the comment to Mr Scot Ramsey with whom 

you were communicating though I note from the summary presented to the sub committee that the 

initial comment appears to be made to a Mr Dave Bromage. 

I would appreciate your comment on the complaint as soon as you are able as the subcommittee 

requested that a report be submitted as soon as possible. 

  

Legal manager 

Tel no 01279502193 

My working days are Tuesday,Wednesday and Thursday 
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