
 
 
 

MINUTES 
 

STANDARDS COMMITTEE 
 
 
10:05 – 11:00 2 July 2019 
 
 
Present: 
 
 

Councillors Driver (chair following election), Sands (M) (vice chair 
following election), Grahame and Lubbock; Mr P Franzen (co-opted 
member) and Mr C Thrower (co-opted member); Rachel Crosbie, 
monitoring officer  

Apologies: Councillors Fulton-McAlister (M) and Oliver 
 
 
1. Appointment of chair 
 
RESOLVED to appoint Councillor Keith Driver as the chair for the ensuing civic year. 
 
2. Appointment of vice chair 
 
RESOLVED to appoint Councillor Sands (M) as the vice chair for the ensuing civic 
year. 
 
3. Declaration of interests 
 
There were no declarations of interest. 
 
4. Minutes 
 
RESOLVED to approve the accuracy of the minutes of the meeting held on 3 July 
2018. 
 
5. Report of the monitoring officer 
 
The monitoring officer presented the report.  She provided an update on outstanding 
training for members; training was being procured by HR on conflicts of interests in 
relation to directorships of companies and roles and responsibilities.  This had been 
identified as a training need for staff too.  Improved guidance on gifts and hospitality 
and social media were in the process of being drafted.  It was noted that Norfolk 
County Council’s remuneration scheme was very clearly drafted and the monitoring 
officer confirmed that this was the standard she would be aiming for. 
 
The monitoring officer had requested revisions to be made to the council’s 
whistleblowing policy to recognise the change in the external agency available for 
individuals to report issues through to. 
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Peter Franzen requested that actions identified be highlighted on an action tracker.  
It was agreed that the committee officer would circulate an activity tracker with the 
next agenda. 
 
Debate ensued on the role of the monitoring officer, Peter Franzen questioned which 
independent body audited the monitoring officer’s report.  The monitoring officer 
confirmed that her post was a statutory role and the responsibility to oversee that 
area of work sat with her.  The annual report of the monitoring officer was provided 
to all members of the corporate leadership team including the chief executive officer 
and was available as a public document on the committee section of the council’s 
website. 
 
The monitoring officer noted that she had a period of absence this year.  The need 
for deputy monitoring officers had been identified in her absence and also to assist 
where conflicts of interest arose.  Four directors of the council had been designated 
as deputy monitoring officers and could access legal support from nplaw if required.  
If a conflict of interest with nplaw arose there was provision for support to be 
accessed from an independent legal firm.  No specific deputy existed at nplaw but a 
lawyer was allocated if needed in the monitoring officer’s absence. 
 
The monitoring officer advised that six members had been referred to her for 
standards matters, advice was given in all cases and no item was significant enough 
to warrant a referral to the standards committee.  One complaint was outstanding.  
The monitoring officer advised that she referred to case law, legislation and the 
independent person for advice when assessing standards matters.  In relation to 
complaints pertaining to member’s behaviour on social media she noted that it was 
key to determine if the member in question was acting in their public role as a 
councillor or in a private capacity. 
 
In relation to referrals pertaining to member’s behaviour on social media, the 
monitoring officer confirmed she had received two referrals in an approximate 14 
month period.  In the first case a member removed the item the complaint related to 
after advice and on the second referral advice was given and the member 
recognised the need to be more careful in their social media posting. 
 
A further referral related to a case where confidentiality had been breached.  The 
monitoring officer concluded this was a misunderstanding, the councillor had spoken 
to the press in relation to an issue they had perceived was in the public domain but 
which was not.  It was not deemed to be a breach of the code and advice was given 
to the member.  The new member induction training programme was updated to 
include advice on avoiding similar situations. 
 
A further referral related to a councillor who had refused to move off private property 
because they believed it was public land.  The monitoring officer had to determine in 
this case whether the member was acting in their public role as a councillor or in a 
private capacity.  The outcome was that the councillor apologised to the member of 
the public, paid monies to cover costs incurred due to the trespass and subsequently 
the complaint was withdrawn.   
 
(Councillor Lubbock left the meeting at this point) 
 
Another referral related to a councillor undermining officers at a committee meeting, 
the monitoring officer spoke with the councillor who offered to apologise in a public 
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meeting to the individual officer.  The officer felt this was not required and the matter 
was closed. 
 
Committee members discussed having more data on referrals, what kinds of issues 
members were being referred for and how they were being dealt with in order that 
trends could be analysed. 
 
A member raised the question of what was deemed acceptable behaviour in terms of 
debating.  The monitoring officer emphasised that she was only able to challenge 
inappropriate member behaviour in cases where she had received a referral and if 
members considered a breach of the code had occurred they should seek advice 
from her. 
 
In response to a member question, the monitoring officer clarified that she was 
involved with cases of complaint against members and not officers, although an 
officer might seek her advice at dismissal stage.  Complaints in relation to members 
should be directed to democratic services and the monitoring officer.   
 
The monitoring officer reported that the committee for standards in public life had 
recommended that councils did not have the ability to take sufficient sanctions 
against councillors and should have the power to suspend councillors without 
allowances for up to six months.  Members discussed standards training for 
councillors; the monitoring officer confirmed that all new councillors received training 
on standards as part of the new councillor’s induction programme. 
 
RESOLVED to: 
 

(1) note the update from the monitoring officer;  
 

(2) ask the monitoring officer to provide more data on referrals and on activities 
identified to action; and 
 

(3) ask the committee officer to include an activity tracker with each agenda. 
 
 
 
 
CHAIR 
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