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BASINGSTOKE AND DEANE BOROUGH COUNCIL 
DECISION NOTICE  

DECISION NOTICE: NO FURTHER ACTION 

Reference  040538/GC 

Complaint   John Darker 

The Deputy Monitoring Officer has considered a complaint from Mr John 
Darker concerning the alleged conduct of Councillor (Mrs) Sally Hennessey, 
Vice chairman, Chairman of the Sherfield on Loddon Planning Committee and 
a member of Sherfield – on- Loddon Parish Council.    

Background- Neighbourhood Plan working Party (NPWP 

Sherfield on Loddon Parish Council (SOL) set up a Neighbourhood Plan 
Working Party (NPWP) formerly known as the Planning Sub-Committee for 
the Neighbourhood Plan (PSCNP). The NPWP was set up to manage the 
detailed work and consultation for the Neighbourhood Plan, reporting to the 
Parish Council Planning Committee and, to act as an interface between the 
Parish Council and the Neighborhood Plan Forum. This was agreed by SOL 
Parish Council on 11 March 2015.  

A general summary of the complaint is set out below: 

The Complainant has alleged that the on the 24 June 2014, at Sherfield on 
Loddon Planning Committee Meeting, the Subject Member’s behaviour was 
disrespectful and bullying towards the Complainant.  At the time the 
Complainant was the Chairman of the Neighbourhood Plan Working Party 
(NPWP) for the Parish of Sherfield on Loddon. 

 The Complainant says that: 

a) The Subject Member  began a long complaint about the involvement  of
a guest attendee at the NPWP, who had taken part in meetings and
visiting user groups and who had not been authorised by the Planning
committee to be involved;
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b) the Subject Member became increasingly hostile in a series of 
questions to the Complainant about the work of the NPWP; she made 
reference to an outdated Neighbourhood Borough Protocol and was 
sarcastic; 

 
c) the Subject Member ignored the Complainant’s explanation relating to 

the issue as to whether members of the NPWP who lived near the 
Strategic Gap proposed in the Local Plan had a pecuniary interest, and 
as a result would have to leave the room if the Strategic Gap was 
discussed; 

 
d) a further level of intimidation was introduced to the meeting when the 

Clerk supported by the Subject Matter stated that failure to achieve a 
broad spread in membership of the NPWP in terms of where they lived 
could cause a charge of wilful negligence against the Parish Council; 

 
e) throughout  the meeting the Subject Member spoke to the Complainant 

in a disrespectful manner as if the Complainant  was not a fellow 
councillor; 

 
f) In failing to listen to the Complainant’s responses, or take them into 

account the Subject Member offered no support or appreciation for the 
work of the NPWP. She maligned a resident of the Parish, made 
statements based on false assumptions, compounded factual errors 
and placed the Complainant at a disadvantage in trying to give an 
accurate picture of the work of the Working Party and manage the work 
of the committee in the future. 

 
 
Potential breaches of the Code of Conduct raised by the Complainant are: 

 A failure to treat others with respect 

 Bully any person  
 
 
Decision 
 
The Code of Conduct has NOT been breached. 
 
Reasons for decision 
 
In assessing this complaint regard has been had to the following information: 
 

 The complaint was made by the Complainant and documentation 
provided; 

 The response to the complaint as submitted by the Subject Member 
and documentation; and 

 The comments of the former Clerk, SOL Parish Council and 
documentation provided; and 

 The views of the Independent Person and Parish Councillor 
Representative assigned to this complaint 
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 Information which is publicly available on the SOL website.  
 
 
 Each of the allegations made by the Complainant has been fully considered. 
 
The Complainant says that a long complaint was about “the guest" who 
originally been invited to take a part by Councillor Batting the previous 
Chairman of the Planning sub-committee for the Neighbourhood Plan–(now 
the NPWP), and that was not acceptable. Further, that it was an attack on “the 
guest” (Mrs Rowland), which was compounded by the fact that Mrs Rowland 
was sitting in the room as member of the public at the time. The Complainant 
says Mrs Rowland was in effect highlighted and humiliated without having a 
right of reply. 
 
In her response the Subject Member says that this was not the case. The 
subject Member says as Chairman of the Planning Committee, she was 
raising an issue on advice from the Clerk. 
 
It is considered that there is not enough information which shows a potential 
breach of the Code.  For a failure to treat with respect to arise, there has to be 
a personal attack, or similar, made by the Subject Member against an 
individual.  In looking at the facts of this matter, it is not considered that the 
Subject Matter Member made a personal attack, or similar against the 
Complainant.  As a result this part of the Code is not considered. 
  
It is alleged that the Subject Member asked increasingly hostile series of 
questions to the Complainant about the work of the NPWP. It is noted that the 
Complainant says that the Subject Member quoted the Borough 
Neighbourhood Plan Protocol and a reference to the inclusion of landowners 
and community groups in the membership of Neighbour Plan working parties.  
The Complainant says that the Subject Matter asked him somewhat 
sarcastically if he had in fact read the Protocol. The Complainant says he 
responded that these groups had to be consulted, but this was ignored. 
 
The Subject Member says that she does not know to which questions the 
Complainant refers. She says that she quoted from the protocol but only to 
illustrate the point that guidance says the working group should be widely 
represented.  
 
Having assessed this allegation not enough information has been provided to 
show what questions it is alleged that the Subject Matter asked about the 
work of the NWP, so no assessment can be made as to whether any 
questions which may have been asked, were asked in a hostile manner so as 
to amount to a potential breach of the Code.   
 
The Complainant says that the Subject Member raised a concern brought to 
her attention by the Clerk via HALC -namely that any resident of the parish 
who happens to live near the Strategic Gap proposed in the emerging local 
plan has a pecuniary interest and several members of the NPWP fall by 
chance into this category, and as a result would have to leave the room if the 
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Strategic Gap was discussed. The Complainant says that he tried to explain 
that he had raised this issue with Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council’s 
planning department who did not regard it as a problem and that since the 
Local Plan is not yet formed, discussion would be on hypothetical matters: his 
comments were again ignored. 
 
It is noted that the Clerk says that it was explained to the Planning Committee 
that advice had been sought regarding pecuniary interests. It was explained 
that the NPWP and that the advice from HALC was that this could be 
considered as “wilful negligence” if the makeup of NPWP was not addressed 
and subsequently challenged. 
 
The Subject Member says that is a majority of the members of the NPWP who 
live near the Strategic gap, therefore the working party could be perceived as 
being dominated by people with their own agendas. The Complainant’s 
comments were most certainly not ignored. His views were listened to (hence 
the lively discussion) but failed to gain support.  
 
In looking at the facts of the matter through the eyes of a notional reasonable 
person who looks at the conduct objectively, it could not be considered that 
the conduct of the Subject Matter could be regarded as   disrespectful and, or 
bullying. It seems that steps were being taken to resolve the status and 
membership of the NPWP and legal advice had been taken about its 
constitution.  
 
The Complainant claims that a further level of intimidation was introduced to 
the meeting when the Clerk supported by the Subject Member stated that 
failure to achieve a broad spread in membership of the NPWP in terms of 
where they lived could cause a charge of wilful negligence against the Parish 
Council. The Complainant says that the Subject Matter has now agreed that 
this was intimidating. 
 
It is noted that the Subject Member says that she has never denied that the 
HALC advice was anything other intimidating to everyone and that was the 
reason why it needed to be raised at the earliest opportunity so everyone on 
the Planning Committee was aware of it. 
 
The Clerk is the Proper Officer of the Parish Council, the role of the Clerk is to 
ensure that the Parish Council conducts its business lawfully.  In considering 
the behaviour of the Subject Member, for a breach of paragraph 2.1, a failure 
to treat others with respect, to be found; it has to be shown that a personal 
attack has been made on an individual.  There is no information to show a 
potential breach of the Code.  
 
The Complainant says that throughout the meeting the Subject Member spoke 
to him in a disrespectful manner as if he was not a fellow councillor.  
 
The Subject Member denies speaking to him in a disrespectful manner. She 
says she had important information which she needed to impart to the 
Committee. It is noted that the Subject Member has said that it was certainly a 
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lively meeting and not particularly pleasant as rather grave concerns were 
being discussed. 
 
 

Paragraph 2.1 of the Code is not intended to stand in the way of lively debate 
in Parish Committee meetings. It is considered that such discussion is a 
crucial part of the democratic process. However the Code does draw a clear 
line between respect for others and freedom for Members of a Parish Council 
to have opposing views. It is considered that there is no enough information to 
show that there has been a potential breach of the Code’s requirement of 
respect for others by the Subject Member. 
 
The Complainant says that all the issues could have been resolved quietly in 
discussion outside the Committee had he received advance notice.  It is noted 
that the Subject Member says that the advice from HALC was received in the 
afternoon on the same day of the meeting by the Clerk.  
 
The Subject Member is of the view that it had to be raised at the Planning 
Committee openly, for the purpose of transparency, and to minimise the risk 
of an accusation that the Subject Matter was not acting openly. 
  
It is noted that the advice affected all members, not just the Complainant.  I 
consider that it was reasonable for the Subject matter to have raised it at the 
Committee. Even though the advice was received “very late in the day” the 
Subject might have mentioned to the Complainant just before the meeting that 
she was going to share at the meeting the details the advice about the 
constitution of the NPWP.  However, having said that, I do not consider that 
there is sufficient evidence to show a potential breach of the Code.    
 
With regards to the Complainant saying that the Subject Member failed to 
listen to his responses, or take them into account and offered no support or 
appreciation for the work of the NPWP, there is insufficient information to 
show a potential breach of the Code.    
 
 
The Subject Member says that she made a point of mentioning at the meeting 
that issues raised, was in no way a criticism of the hard work of the NPWP 
members.  
 
The Subject Member says that there was nothing malignant in her references 
to Mrs Rowland. That she said nothing disrespectful about her and  that she 
had (and still have) no issues with Mrs Rowland making a valuable 
contribution to the Working Party but only as a formal and accountable 
member. 
 
In considering paragraphs 2.1 and 2.2(b) of the Code there is no information 
to support a potential breach of the Code. 
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This decision notice is sent to the person or persons making the allegation, 
the member against whom the allegation was made and the Clerk to the 
Parish Council. 
 
Right of Appeal 
 
There is a right of Appeal to the Monitoring Officer within 5 days.  
 
Additional Help 
 
If you need additional support in relation to this or future contact with us, 
please let us know as soon as possible. If you have difficulty reading this 
notice we can make reasonable adjustments to assist you, in line with the 
requirements of the Disability Discrimination Act 2000. 
 
We can also help if English is not your first language. 
 
Access to the complaints process 
 
Certain groups of customers may find it more difficult to make a complaint for 
example due to English not being their first language, sight impairment etc.  It 
is our duty to assist the complainant in gaining access to the complaints 
procedure but we must not make the complaint for them or misrepresent their 
complaint.  The Council do not insist that a complaint is made in writing, 
particularly where this would hinder an individual in making their complaint. 
 
The following services are available to assist customers in making their 
complaint:  
 
Translation 
Interpreting 
Braille/Large Print 
Minicom 
Text 
Online form 
 
Please contact:  
 
Lisa Kirkman 
Monitoring Officer  
 
Tel: 01256 845402 

E-mail: lisa.kirkman@basingstoke.gov.uk  
 

Signed     Date 28 September 2015 
 
 
Monitoring Officer 
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