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 COMPLAINT AGAINST CLLR PETE MOLLOY  
   
  

 INVESTIGATION REPORT 
 

 

 
Introduction 

 

1. I have been appointed by Durham County Council (“DCC”) to investigate three complaints 

against Cllr Pete Molloy, a member of Spennymoor Town Council (“the Council”).  I am a 

self-employed barrister, specialise in local government law and am an experienced 

investigator of complaints against councillors. 

 

The complaints 

 

2. There are three complaints against Cllr Molloy: 

 

(a) COM324: a complaint submitted by the Council’s Clerk, Katherine Hierons, that Cllr 

Molloy has bullied her and made an unfounded accusation on Facebook that she had 

conspired to make a false allegation of bullying against him; 

 

(b) COM322: a complaint submitted by the Council’s Facilities Manager, Colin Ranson, 

about a comment made by Cllr Molloy in a workshop meeting of the Council, and a 

subsequent post he published on Facebook, suggesting that Mr Ranson’s post should be 

gotten rid of; and 

 

(c) COM323: a complaint submitted by members of the Council regarding Cllr Molloy’s 

comments and Facebook posts about Mr Ranson and Ms Hierons.  

 

3. The complaints were referred to Cllr Molloy for initial comment.  He denied the allegations 

and stated that he had been victimised by the complainants. 

 

4. By a decision dated 13 May 2021, the Governance Solicitor decided that an investigation 

was required for each of the complaints, noting the “background of acrimony between the 

Member and the Complainants ... the parties have been unable to put the past behind them 

and move forward constructively.” 

 

The Code of Conduct 
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5. The Council has adopted its own Code of Conduct for members (“the Code”).  In section 3, 

the Code sets out a number of general obligations which apply to members of the Council 

whenever they act, claim to act or give the impression of acting as a representative of the 

Council.   

 

6. The relevant obligations are: 

 

1. he/she shall behave in such a way that a reasonable person would regard as 

respectful at all times, and not bring the Town Council or their office into 

disrepute 

 

2. he/she shall not act in a way which a reasonable person would regard as 

bullying or intimidatory 

 

5. he/she shall not share, discuss or disclose information to others which is 

confidential or where disclosure is prohibited by law 

 

Investigation process 

 

7. During my investigation, I interviewed Cllr Molloy, Mr Ranson and Ms Hierons over video call.  

I also spoke with Cllr Ian Geldard on the phone.  I have reviewed minutes, and watched 

recordings, of relevant meetings of the Council, which are available on the Council’s website.  

I have also been provided with various documents by the parties – including character 

references submitted by Christine Sproat (a former member of the Council) and Cllr Clive 

Maddison – and confirm that I have read them. 

 

Findings  

 

8. Although there are three separate complaints, there is some degree of overlap between 

them.  I will report my findings under the following headings: 

 

(a) Cllr Molloy’s behaviour towards Ms Hierons; and 

 

(b) Cllr Molloy’s behaviour towards Mr Ranson; 

 

Cllr Molloy’s behaviour towards Ms Hierons 

 

Alleged behaviour 
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9. As I set out in paragraph 2(a) above, there are essentially two allegations made against Cllr 

Molloy.  Firstly, that he has bullied Ms Hierons.  Secondly, that he made an unfounded 

accusation on his public Facebook page that Ms Hierons had conspired with another 

member of the Council to falsely accuse him of bullying. 

 

10. In her decision notice, the Governance Solicitor noted that there is an unfortunate history to 

this complaint.   

 

Previous complaint about Cllr Molloy (COM263) 

 

11. A previous complaint was submitted to DCC on behalf of Ms Hierons (COM263) alleging that 

Cllr Molloy had posted inappropriate and derogatory comments about Ms Hierons on a public 

Facebook page (“Spennymoor What’s Happening”) and his own public Facebook page 

(“Councillor Pete Molloy”) in July 2019.  It is worth noting that these posts accused Ms 

Hierons of exceeding her authority as clerk and of controlling a faction of members of the 

Council. 

 

12. Cllr Molloy did remove these posts and offered an apology.  The complaint was investigated 

and ultimately upheld by the Governance Solicitor.  She found that Cllr Molloy had behaved 

disrespectfully to Ms Hierons, that his initial apology had been insufficient and that he should 

make a public apology to her.  During that investigation, Cllr Molloy accepted that “he will in 

future consider carefully how he [phrases] his communications to the public.”   

 

13. The Governance Solicitor did not find Cllr Molloy’s behaviour to be bullying on this occasion 

because it concerned only a single incident.  However, significantly, she noted that “there is 

no doubt that the repetition of such conduct could amount to a pattern [of bullying behaviour] 

and the Member must have regard to this.”  

 

14. Ms Hierons told me that, although Cllr Molloy did subsequently make an apology to her in the 

Council chamber, it was “mealymouthed”.  She also stated her belief that Cllr Molloy saw the 

decision as vindication – in that he was not found to have bullied Ms Hierons – and that this 

gave him “carte blanche” to target her.  I discussed this incident with Cllr Molloy who told me 

that, notwithstanding that he deleted the posts and the apology, he stands by his statements. 

 

Cllr Molloy’s complaints about Ms Hierons 

 

15. Cllr Molloy has submitted two formal complaints about Ms Hierons’ conduct as clerk of the 

Council and these form part of Ms Hierons’ complaint of bullying. 
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16. The first complaint was submitted in October 2019 and accused Ms Hierons of victimising 

him, twice accused her of lying and referred to a “trumped-up [allegation] of bullying her” (i.e. 

COM263).  The complaint was investigated by Cllr Geldard who recommended mediation but 

noted that Cllr Molloy had refused to participate.  Although a Special Committee accepted 

that recommendation at a meeting on 13 November 2019, I understand that no further action 

was taken. 

 

17. The second complaint was submitted in November 2020 and actually consisted of two 

separate allegations.  Firstly, that Ms Hierons had not remained politically neutral and had 

attempted to influence the political decision-making of members at a meeting of the 

Constitution Working Party on 7 October 2020.  Secondly, that she had disrespected 

Spennymoor’s armed services veterans and residents “by not having the Town’s ceremonial 

Union flag to be part of [the] town’s Remembrance Day events.” 

 

18. Some context is required here.  During the summer of 2020, with the assistance of several 

local veterans’ associations, Cllr Molloy had drafted two proposed policies – on the role of 

the Parade Marshal at Remembrance Sunday events and the use of the ceremonial union 

flag – for adoption by the Council.  Remembrance Sunday is an important event in 

Spennymoor’s civic calendar but there does not seem to be a clear consensus among the 

many interested parties within the town about who should be responsible for the organisation 

of the event and how the day itself should unfold.  Cllr Molloy appears to be a prominent 

voice within that debate and, for that reason, he believes he has been targeted by Ms 

Hierons.  

 

19. In her summons for a meeting of the Constitution Working Group in October 2020, Ms 

Hierons included some commentary on Cllr Molloy’s proposed policies.  She noted that 

“Members have no power or authority to write policies for the Town Council – that is the job 

of Officers”.  She recommended that members should not adopt the proposed Parade 

Marshal policy which was “different to the tradition and precedent which has formed over 

many years in Spennymoor and also is very prescriptive.”  Finally she also commented that 

the proposed flag policy was too prescriptive and that an alternative form should be used.  At 

the meeting, members voted against adoption of the Parade Marshal policy and the flag 

policy was withdrawn without a vote. 

 

20. Cllr Molloy’s complaint accused Ms Hierons of “interference ... with the objective of kicking it 

into the long grass to be forgotten about and not to be adopted with local elections next 
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year!”  Cllr Molloy concluded his complaint by accusing Ms Hierons of disrespecting veterans 

“by not allowing their town’s ceremonial Union flag to be carried on Remembrance Day.”   

 

21. This complaint was also referred to a Special Committee of the Council who, at a meeting on 

9 December 2020, decided to take no further action.   

 

22. I consider that neither of these complaints was well-founded.  In his complaint, Cllr Molloy 

suggested that Ms Hieron’s recommendation was contrary to an earlier resolution of the 

Working Group.1  However, this resolution did no more than commit the Working Group to 

considering the adoption of policies; it did not prevent the Working Group from debating and 

rejecting any draft policies presented to it nor the clerk from making recommendations to that 

effect. 

 

23. Moreover, the complaints indicate that Cllr Molloy misunderstands the role of the clerk and 

unfairly blames her for the failure of his initiatives when these are voted down by his fellow 

members.  The clerk’s role is to advise and support members in making decisions and then 

to implement those decisions.  In discharging those responsibilities, Ms Hierons is entitled to 

comment – positively or negatively – on items being presented in order to guide members on 

the legal, policy, financial (or other) implications of the proposal.  Ultimately, however, it is for 

members to make the final decision.  In my opinion, that is what happened here: Cllr Molloy 

put forward proposals, Ms Hierons advised on those proposals and members followed that 

advice.  

 

24. It was plainly inaccurate and unfair for Cllr Molloy to suggest that Ms Hierons was seeking to 

interfere in the democratic process or that she had disrespected Spennymoor’s veterans as a 

result of a decision that she did not make.  Ms Hierons was simply doing her job as clerk to 

the Council in advising members on what she perceived to be weaknesses in Cllr Molloy’s 

proposed policies. 

 

25. I should add that, even though the complaints resulted in no further action, that does not 

mean they had no serious consequences for Ms Hierons.  The complaints were equivalent to 

a grievance and therefore exposed Ms Hierons to the risk of disciplinary action.  

Furthermore, while the complaints were not made public, they were shared with members of 

the Special Committee and so were given exposure within the Council.  Therefore the impact 

of these complaints on Ms Hierons – even if they were unfounded and resulted in no formal 

action – should not be dismissed out of hand.  

 

                                                   
1 The motion (proposed by Cllr Molloy himself) that was passed read: “I would like to put forward a 
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Facilities and Recreation Committee meeting in December 2019 

 

26. In her complaint, Ms Hierons refers to a meeting of the Council’s Facilities and Recreation 

Committee on 10 December 2019, which Cllr Molloy attended.  Handwritten notes of the 

meeting, taken by another officer, record a debate over arrangements for Remembrance 

Sunday.  The notes record Ms Hierons stating that “staff [were] upset about civvies 

comment”, which appears to be a reference to Cllr Molloy’s complaint that officers of the 

Council – who were not veterans – were not making appropriate arrangements for 

Remembrance Sunday events.  The notes record Cllr Molloy as saying “with all respect, it’s 

her [i.e. Ms Hierons] I’m on about.”   

 

27. On balance, I have decided not to make any findings about this incident.  It took place more 

than a year before the complaint was submitted and the part of the meeting in which the 

statement was allegedly made was closed to the public and therefore there is no recording 

for me to view.  In any case, I believe that there is enough evidence relating to other 

incidents for me to fairly assess the complaint and make findings. 

 

Constitution Working Group meeting in March 2020 

 

28. In her complaint, Ms Hierons refers to a meeting of the Constitution Working Group in March 

2020 and an attempt by Cllr Malloy, at that meeting, to amend the member-officer protocol 

insofar as it relates to complaints against the clerk.  I accept Ms Hierons’ point that this 

proposal was probably motivated by the failure of Cllr Malloy’s first complaint against her.  

 

29. Nonetheless, I agree with the Governance Solicitor that, whatever Cllr Molloy’s motives for 

proposing the change, it was not obviously inappropriate to do so.  There does appear to be 

a genuine error in paragraph 2.9 of the member-officer protocol, which suggests that 

complaints about the clerk which cannot be resolved locally should be referred to the DCC 

Monitoring Officer.  However, the Monitoring Officer has no jurisdiction to deal with a 

complaint about an officer.  I also note that Cllr Molloy made his proposal by way of a motion 

and that, even though it was not subsequently ratified, it was passed by his colleagues at the 

meeting. 

 

Facebook post on 4 December 2020 

 

30. The Facebook post which is the subject of Ms Hierons’ complaint (and also part of the town 

councillors’ complaint) was made during a discussion which was prompted by an earlier post 

published by Cllr Molloy late on 3 December 2020.  The earlier post is the subject of Mr 



 7 

Ranson’s complaint.  In this section, I will deal with the later post (published on 4 December 

2020) that is relevant to Ms Hierons. 

 

31. The post in question was actually a comment, in which Cllr Molloy sought to defend himself 

from an accusation that he had bullied Mr Ranson.  It read as follows: 

 

“If you want to talk about bullying De [Hickson], look how your [Cllr] Dean [Ranyard] 

conspired with the Town Clerk to falsely accuse me of bullying and DCC upheld that I 

hadn’t bullied the Town Clerk!” 

 

32. Included with the comment was a photo of a printed email dated 16 July 2019 sent by Cllr 

Ranyard to Ms Hierons in which Cllr Ranyard appears to have attached a screenshot of one 

of Cllr Molloy’s Facebook posts which was the subject of COM263. 

 

33. This was clearly inappropriate behaviour.  Firstly, Cllr Molloy’s characterisation of the 

decision in COM263 was selective and misleading.  As I noted above, while the Governance 

Solicitor did not uphold the allegation of bullying, she did find that Cllr Molloy had behaved 

disrespectfully and that such behaviour, if repeated in future, could constitute bullying.  

Secondly, although not expressly marked “confidential”, the email was private (Cllr Molloy 

was not a recipient) and should not have been published.  Thirdly, the email is plainly not 

evidence of a “conspiracy”.2  All it shows is Cllr Ranyard drawing Ms Hierons’ attention to a 

public post on Facebook which, as the Governance Solicitor was later to find, made serious 

and disrespectful comments about her.  I cannot see anything sinister in that. 

 

34. After Ms Hierons complained to Cllr Geldard about the post, on or around 9 December 2020, 

Cllr Molloy did delete it (on Cllr Geldard’s request) and posted the following apology: 

 

“I have deleted my comment.  The reason for this is because there has been a 

complaint made against me and one of the words I used in the post, which was 

‘conspired’ may not have been the correct word to use, so I apologise for that.” 

 

35. In my opinion, this was an inadequate apology: Cllr Molloy did not withdraw the allegation 

which he had made and nor did he apologise for having made the allegation in the first place.  

 

Cllr Molloy’s free speech rights 

 

                                                   
2 A word which, as Cllr Molloy himself has acknowledged, primarily means an agreement to do 
something wrong or illegal. 
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36. It is important to acknowledge that Cllr Molloy has the right of freedom of expression, which 

is protected under Article 10 of the European Convention on Human Rights.  This right 

includes the freedom to hold and express opinions, and thus protects the right to criticise, 

speculate and make value judgments.  Expressions on political issues or other matters of 

general interest attract enhanced protection, meaning that there are relatively few limits 

which can be lawfully imposed on “political speech”.  As a result, even expressions which 

offend, shock or disturb are protected. 

 

37. Any finding that Cllr Molloy’s statements – including his formal complaints against Ms 

Hierons and his Facebook post on 4 December 2020 – constitute a breach of the Code will 

amount to an interference with his right of freedom of expression.  However, the right of 

freedom of expression is not absolute; it may lawfully be restricted where there is a 

justification for doing so.   

 

38. The law recognises the “protection of the reputation or rights of others” as a justification for 

restricting speech.  While elected politicians are expected to have thicker skins, public 

servants (i.e. Council officers) are not expected to have such a high degree of tolerance for 

criticism.  That is not to say that officers can never be criticised: they are in public service 

and so can and should be held to account for their actions.  Nonetheless, it is in the public 

interest that officers should be protected from unjustified criticism which undermines both 

their ability to perform their public duties and public confidence in the Council. 

 

Cllr Molloy’s defence of “victimisation” 

 

39. In his response to the complaints, and in his interview with me, Cllr Molloy maintained that he 

has been victimised by Ms Hierons.  I do not accept this.  “Victimise” is a strong word 

(meaning to treat someone in an intentionally unfair way, especially because of some 

personal characteristic) and I do not find this allegation to be made out on the evidence I 

have seen.   

 

40. The evidence on which Cllr Molloy relies to support his allegation merely shows Ms Hierons 

fulfilling her responsibilities and exercising her professional judgment as clerk.  The fact that 

she and Cllr Molloy have disagreed on various matters – and, generally, do not enjoy a good 

working relationship – falls well short of “victimisation”.  Ms Hierons is an experienced clerk 

with a long record in public service and it appears to me that she has conducted herself 

professionally throughout her dealings with Cllr Molloy. 
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42. Cllr Molloy pointed out that this proposal targets just two members of the Council, including 

himself.  He is clearly right about that: only two members have been the subject of 

complaints by officers.  However, the proposal is quite obviously a reasonable one: members 

who have been found (following a formal process) to have behaved inappropriately towards 

employees should not be allowed to participate in potentially sensitive discussions and 

decisions about the employment of those individuals.  Such an arrangement would not be 

permitted in any other workplace and it is part of Ms Hierons’ role as clerk to protect the 

welfare of Council staff.   

 

43. Moreover, Ms Hierons made this proposal openly and using the correct procedure: a 

recommendation to a public meeting at which councillors could debate and make a final 

decision for themselves.  Cllr Molloy’s belief that this kind of conduct amounts to victimisation 

is misconceived.  

 

Conclusions on Cllr Molloy’s behaviour towards Ms Hierons 

 

44. In this part of the report, I have focussed on three statements made by Cllr Molloy about Ms 

Hierons: his two complaints and the Facebook post dated 4 December 2020.  I consider that 

in each of those statements, Cllr Molloy has made unfair and unfounded criticisms of her. 

 

45. However, I also consider that each of those statements constitutes political speech – Cllr 

Molloy’s criticisms are of Ms Hierons acting in her professional capacity – and therefore 

attract enhanced protection under the law.  Therefore there needs to be clear justification for 

any finding that these statements constitute a breach of the Code. 

 

46. In respect of Cllr Molloy’s formal complaints against Ms Hierons, I conclude that a finding that 

they breached the Code would constitute an unlawful interference with Cllr Molloy’s right of 

freedom of expression.  In other words, the submission of these complaints – 

notwithstanding that they were unfair and unfounded – does not amount to a breach of the 

Code.  I place particular weight on the facts that Cllr Molloy followed the appropriate 

41. This point can be illustrated by a recent example cited by Cllr Molloy. In June 2021, Ms
 Hierons prepared a report for that month’s meeting of Council. Her report included a
 recommendation that the Council should exclude from membership of the Human Resources
 committee any member “who [has] had any complaints made against them by staff upheld”
 and that all members of the committee should undertake training. This recommendation was
 supported by Cllr Lindsey Johnson, who presented a motion to the meeting in largely the
 same terms.
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procedure for raising complaints against the clerk (rather than making a public attack on her, 

as he did in COM263) and that Ms Hierons is the most senior officer of the Council and must 

therefore expect scrutiny of her role.  It is in the public interest that councillors should not be 

deterred from holding senior officers accountable for their official actions, provided the 

appropriate channels are used.  On balance, in this instance, I consider that Cllr Molloy’s 

enhanced right of freedom of expression outweighs the right of Ms Hierons to be protected 

from unjustified criticism. 

 

47. However, I take a different view of Cllr Molloy’s Facebook post dated 4 December 2020.  As I 

observed in paragraph 33 above, this was an inappropriate post and I consider that it went 

beyond acceptable criticism of a senior officer of the Council: 

 

(a) the allegation that Ms Hierons had falsely accused Cllr Molloy of bullying was untrue.  

The complaint was upheld in that the behaviour which was the subject of COM263 was 

found to be disrespectful and capable of constituting bullying if repeated.  Therefore to 

characterise it as a false allegation was selective and misleading; 

 

(b) the allegation that she had conspired with another councillor was also untrue and 

certainly not supported by the email from Cllr Ranyard which is the only evidence Cllr 

Molloy has claimed as proof; 

 

(c) the allegations were made in a highly public forum which did not allow Ms Hierons any 

right of reply (compared with the formal procedure for raising complaints against the 

clerk); 

 

(d) making serious but unfounded allegations in such a public way unfairly undermined Ms 

Hierons’ position as clerk and caused her genuine distress.  Moreover, given the 

centrality of the clerk to the administration of the Council, it also undermined public 

confidence in the Council itself. 

 

48. Therefore I find that Cllr Molloy’s Facebook post dated 4 December 2020 breached 

paragraph 3.1 (failure to behave in such a way that a reasonable person would regard 

as respectful and bringing the Council into disrepute) of the Code. 

 

49. I note that the complaint is not limited to a failure to show respect and that Cllr Molloy is also 

accused of bullying.  In this regard, I consider that his Facebook post on 4 December 2020 

bears a striking similarity to the conduct which resulted in the finding that he had 

disrespected Ms Hierons in COM263.  The repetition of essentially the same behaviour 
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suggests that he has ignored the warning of the Governance Solicitor that this could 

constitute bullying.  As the Governance Solicitor noted, bullying behaviour generally consists 

of a course of conduct (i.e. a pattern of behaviour).  Given their obvious similarity, I consider 

that these two incidents do constitute a pattern of behaviour, notwithstanding that there was 

a period of 18 months between them. 

 

50. In his response to my draft report, Cllr Molloy denied that he intended to undermine Ms 

Hierson by publishing this post and that, with hindsight, “[he understood] that it was probably 

a reckless approach to take ... and for that I apologise to Ms Hierons.”  After I asked for 

further clarification, he explained that he was  

 

“just focusing on trying to defend myself ... in the only way I knew how to and I just 

didn’t think at that moment when I replied, what the [effect] of my post and [its] 

contents would be on ... Ms Hierons ... and it is that behaviour that I am apologising 

for.” 

 

51. I am not convinced by this response.  Firstly, in my interview with him, notwithstanding that 

he deleted the comment, and apologised for it, Cllr Molloy was adamant that he stood by his 

comments and that they represented the truth.  Secondly, he had already been warned 

against making further unfair comments about Ms Hierons on Facebook and therefore would 

have known to choose his words with care.  Thirdly, accusing someone else of being a bully 

was no answer to the accusation that Cllr Molloy was being a bully.  As an elected politician, 

he is expected to have a thicker skin.  These factors lead me to conclude that Cllr Molloy 

intentionally set out to undermine Ms Hierons.  Again, as the Governance Solicitor noted, 

bullying behaviour requires that the bully has the intention of undermining the victim.  

 

52. Ms Hierons explained to me that she has suffered distress as a result of Cllr Molloy’s 

behaviour.  It was clear to me from our interview that this was genuinely felt.  A negative 

effect on the victim, such as distress, is the final element required for a finding of bullying. 

 

53. Accordingly, I find that Cllr Molloy has also breached paragraph 3.2 (acting in a way 

which a reasonable person would regard as bullying) of the Code. 

 

Cllr Molloy’s behaviour towards Mr Ranson 

 

Allegation 
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54. Mr Ranson is the Council’s Facilities Manager.  He has been in that position for almost nine 

years and, along with Ms Hierons (the clerk) and the finance manager (currently vacant), 

makes up the senior management team of the Council. 

 

55. As I summarised in paragraph 2(b) above, the allegation in Mr Ranson’s complaint (and in 

part of the councillors’ complaint) is that Cllr Molloy made inappropriate comments about him 

at a meeting of the Council and subsequently on Facebook. 

 

Virtual budget workshop on 19 November 2020 

 

56. Each year the Council must prepare a budget.  An important part of the preparations for the 

budget is a workshop to which all councillors are invited to comment on a draft prepared by 

officers and to make their own proposals.  Cllr Molloy was one of the councillors who 

attended a virtual budget workshop over Zoom on 19 November 2020.  Mr Ranson also 

attended that meeting. 

 

57. During the discussion at that workshop, without warning, Cllr Molloy brought up staffing costs 

and made the suggestion that the Council should consider getting rid of the post of Facilities 

Manager.  Given that the budget was balanced and that no savings needed to be found, 

there was no obvious for reason for making such a suggestion.  Mr Ranson told me that 

other councillors laughed in response and that he felt completely embarrassed. 

 

58. This was clearly an inappropriate comment to make.  As any employer will know, a formal 

process is required (including organisational review and redundancy) before an employee’s 

post can be deleted.  This comment was made completely out of the blue.  Moreover, it was 

unfair to single out a single employee in this way.  If Cllr Molloy had a genuine concern about 

the cost of staff salaries, he could have proposed a general review without picking on one 

individual’s position. 

 

59. I discussed this incident with Cllr Geldard, who chaired the workshop.  He he warned Cllr 

Molloy that his comment was out of order and told him that it was inappropriate to single out 

an individual officer with no justification.  Cllr Geldar’s account is consistent with what Mr 

Ranson told me about this incident.  

 

Facebook post on 3 December 2020 

 

60. On 1 December 2020, Cllr Molloy attended a meeting of the Policy and Resources 

Committee.  The Committee was presented with a final budget for approval.  Given that 
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councillors had already been involved in the preparation of the budget, there was no 

substantive debate on this item and it was duly approved by members, including Cllr Molloy. 

 

61. Late on 3 December 2020, Cllr Molloy published a post on his Facebook page about that 

decision.  The post included the following statement: 

 

“Even though it is always good to have 0% increase on the Council Tax I am a great 

believer that the Council should still try to find savings for the tax payer to try and 

maintain a 0% increase for future years. 

 

Of a £1,360,181 precept, £743,732 or 55% of that precept is staffing costs i.e. salary, 

National Insurance and Pension, so this may be an area to look at to review if the 

town council could operate without certain high paid positions e.g. Facilities Manager, 

to save the most money for the tax payer.” 

 

62. This was clearly inappropriate.  I find it astonishing that Cllr Molloy would again single out Mr 

Ranson in this way, having already been told that he was wrong to do so – and to do so in 

such a public way. 

 

63. As an example of how exposing and humiliating this was for Mr Ranson, Cllr Molloy’s post 

prompted at least one reply attacking Mr Ranson from a Steven Robinson: 

 

“Pete Molloy about 18 months ago a serving councillor, who had also been the Mayor 

said that the Facilities Manager was due to retire on the 5th December (2019), we are 

a year on and he is still getting paid, for what?” 

 

64. Mr Ranson learned about the Facebook post from a friend who called him and asked why he 

was being sacked and what he had done to be sacked.  Mr Ranson was surprised; he was 

told to read Facebook because “one of your employers is saying to get rid of you”.   

 

65. Mr Ranson told me that he was bombarded with calls and visits to his home from family and 

friends who had seen the post and were concerned about him and asking what had 

happened at work.  He told me he was devastated.  He told me (and I have no reason to 

doubt this) that he puts “everything into the job” and that he does not take his full entitlement 

to holiday or time off in lieu.  It is worth noting that Mr Ranson has continued to work for the 

Council despite having been assaulted on the job by a serving councillor (for which the 

councillor was prosecuted, tried, convicted and unsuccessfully appealed), which gives some 

indication of his level of commitment to his work. 
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Mr Ranson’s behaviour towards Cllr Molloy 

 

66. In his response to the complaint, and in his response to my draft report, Cllr Molloy 

suggested that Mr Ranson had disrespected him and behaved aggressively, which means 

that “he can be seen as a person not to be easily intimidated or bullied.”   

 

67. I do not accept this.  The only evidence Cllr Molloy could point to in support of this allegation 

is a short exchange of messages between him and Mr Ranson, in which Mr Ranson appears 

to have complained about another Facebook post published by Cllr Molloy.  Mr Ranson’s 

message does not have a greeting which may not be polite but I do not construe it to be 

aggressive.  I note also that Cllr Molloy appears to have accepted that his post was 

inappropriate and apologised for it, which suggests that Mr Ranson’s message was justified.  

In any case, it is Cllr Molloy who is subject to the Code – not Mr Ranson – and even if Cllr 

Molloy’s accusation was well-founded, it could not justify the two statements which are the 

subject of this complaint. 

 

Conclusion on Cllr Molloy’s behaviour towards Mr Ranson 

 

68. The circumstances of any individual’s employment are both private and sensitive and, in 

particular, termination of an individual’s employment should never be discussed in such a 

casual and public way.  As I have set out above, it was inappropriate for Cllr Molloy to raise 

this issue by repeatedly singling out Mr Ranson’s post when there was no pressing need to 

make savings from the budget, especially doing so on Facebook. 

 

69. Again, I must take into account Cllr Molloy’s right of freedom of expression.  In particular, I 

note that saving money and reducing the burden on the public purse are, in principle, 

legitimate concerns for an elected politician to pursue.  Therefore I accept that these 

statements attract enhanced protection as political speech. 

 

70. In Heesom v Public Service Ombudsman for Wales3, the High Court considered a similar 

case.  It was held that councillors are in a “quasi-employer” status towards employees of the 

authority and that publicly threatening that an employee might lose their job, without 

reference to other councillors or to the proper employment procedures, constituted a breach 

of the code of conduct.  Not only did it harm the interests of the employee but it also 

undermined the relationship of mutual trust and confidence between the authority and its 

officers, which harmed the public interest in good administration. 

 

                                                   
3 [2014] EWHC 1504 (Admin) 
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71. I consider that this is also true in this case.  As I noted above, if he was genuinely concerned 

to save public money, Cllr Molloy could have proposed a staff review in the appropriate 

forum without targeting an individual role as being at risk.  Cllr Molloy did not use the 

appropriate route for pursuing this concern and, as a result, undermined both Mr Ranson 

personally and the Council as a whole by damaging the mutual trust and confidence between 

the Council and its employees. 

 

72. In his response to my draft report, Cllr Molloy sought to justify his comments with reference 

to the Nolan principles of “openness” and “honesty”, in that “I was being open and honest in 

how money could be saved from the staffing budget, irrespective if there was a need to or 

not.”  I do not accept this as justification for the comments.  Those principles need to be 

interpreted in a reasonable way and do not give councillors licence to say whatever they 

want in any context.  Furthermore these general principles of public life need to be read 

alongside the specific obligations in the Code, which include a duty to behave with respect to 

others and not to behave in a bullying way. 

 

73. Accordingly, I find that Cllr Molloy’s statements breached paragraph 3.1 (failure to 

behave in such a way that a reasonable person would regard as respectful and 

bringing the Council into disrepute) of the Code. 

 

74. I am particularly troubled by the fact that, having been warned once that it was inappropriate 

to suggest the removal of Mr Ranson’s post, he deliberately did so again and this time on 

Facebook.  This has unfortunate echoes of his Facebook activity in relation to Ms Hierons.  

The repetition of the statement amounts to a pattern of behaviour.  The fact that there was no 

obvious financial justification for the statement in the first place, and that he repeated the 

statement despite the warning, indicates that Cllr Molloy did so intentionally to undermine Mr 

Ranson.  It is not surprising that Mr Ranson felt humiliated by this behaviour.   

 

75. In his response to my draft report, Cllr Molloy denied intentionally setting out to humiliate Mr 

Ranson and stated that “I do understand that my actions in putting the post up can be 

construed [as] being reckless and for that I apologise to Mr Ranson.”  I do not accept this 

denial: it is difficult to see how repeatedly singling out an individual employee in this way 

could be anything other than intentional.  

 

76. Therefore I find that these two statements breached paragraph 3.2 (acting in a way 

which a reasonable person would regard as bullying) of the Code. 

 

Conclusion 
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77. For these reasons, I uphold all three complaints.  In summary, I find that: 

 

(a) Cllr Molloy’s statement about Ms Hierons, published on Facebook on 4 December 2020, 

amounts to a failure to treat her with respect and brings the Council into disrepute; 

 

(b) when seen in the light of earlier similar statements also published on Facebook, the latest 

statement also amounts to bullying of Ms Hierons; and 

 

(c) Cllr Molloy’s repeated suggestion of getting rid of Mr Ranson’s job amounts to a failure to 

treat him with respect, brings the Council into disrepute and also constitutes bullying. 

 

Matt Lewin 

Cornerstone Barristers 

 

5 August 2021  
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1. Introduction 
 Pursuant to section 27 of the Localism Act 2011, SPENNYMOOR TOWN 

 COUNCIL (‘the Council’) has adopted this Code of Conduct to promote and 

 maintain high standards of behaviour by its Members and co-opted Members 

 whenever they conduct the business of the Council, including the business of 

 the office to which they were elected or appointed, or when they claim to act 

 or give the impression of acting as a representative of the Council.  

 

 This Code of Conduct is based on the principles of selflessness, integrity, 

 objectivity, accountability, openness, honesty, and leadership. 

 

2. Definitions 
 For the purposes of this Code, a ‘co-opted Member’ is a person who is not a 

 Member of the Council but who is either a Member of any committee or sub-

 committee of the Council, or a Member of, and represents the Council on any 

 joint committee or joint sub-committee of the Council, and who is entitled to 

 vote on any question that falls to be decided at any meeting of that committee 

 or sub-committee.  

 

 For the purposes of this Code, a ‘meeting’ is a meeting of the Council, any of 

 its committees, sub-committees, joint committees or joint sub-committees.  

 

 For the purposes of this Code, and unless otherwise expressed, a reference 

 to a Member of the Council includes a co-opted Member of the Council. 

 

3. Member obligations 
 When a member of the Council acts, claims to act or gives the impression of 

 acting as a representative of the Council, he/she has the following obligations: 

 

1. he/she shall behave in such a way that a reasonable person would 

regard as respectful at all times, and not bring the Town Council or their 

office into disrepute; 

 

2. he/she shall not act in a way which a reasonable person would regard 

as bullying or intimidatory;  

 

3. he/she shall not seek to improperly confer an advantage or 

disadvantage on any person; 
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4. he/she shall use the resources of the Council in accordance with its 

requirements;  

 

5. he/she shall not share, discuss or disclose information to others which is 

confidential or where disclosure is prohibited by law; 

 

6. he/she must comply with any Standing Orders, policies and procedures 

adopted by the Council which seek to regulate the conduct of its elected 

Members; 

 

7. he/she must act in accordance with the Council’s reasonable 

requirements when using or authorising the use by others of the 

resources of the Council (as set out in such protocol as it may adopt from 

time to time for these purposes) and must ensure they are not used for 

party political purposes; 

 

8. he/she must not prevent, or attempt to prevent, another person from 

gaining access to information to which they are entitled by law; and, 

 

9. he/she must not seek to circumvent these obligations by posting or 

otherwise publishing on social media or elsewhere, anonymously or 

under a pseudonym, information or opinion which would otherwise 

breach this code. 

 

4. Registration of interests 
 Within 28 days of this Code being adopted by the Council, or a Member’s 

 election or a co-opted Member’s appointment (where that is later), he/she shall 

 register with the Monitoring Officer at Durham County Council, through the Town 

 Clerk, the interests which fall within the categories set out in Appendices A and 

 B.  

 

 Upon the re-election of a Member or the re-appointment of a co-opted 

 Member, he/she shall within 28 days re-register with the Monitoring Officer at 

 Durham County Council, through the Town Clerk, any interests in Appendices 

 A and B.  

 

A Member shall register with the Monitoring Officer at Durham County Council, 

through the Town Clerk any change to interests or new interests in Appendices 

A and B within 28 days of becoming aware of it. 
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 A Member need only declare the existence but not the details of any interest 

 which the Monitoring Officer agrees is a ‘sensitive interest’.  A sensitive interest 

 is one which, if disclosed on a public register, could lead the Member or a 

 person connected with the Member to be subject to violence or intimidation. 

 

5. Declaration of interests at meetings 
 Where a matter arises at a meeting which relates to an interest in Appendix A 

 the Member shall not participate in a discussion or vote on the matter. He/she 

 only has to declare what his/her interest is if it is not already entered in the 

 Member’s register of interests or if he/she has not notified the Monitoring 

 Officer at Durham County Council of it, through the Town Clerk. 

 

 Where a matter arises at a meeting which relates to an interest in Appendix A 

 which is a sensitive interest, the Member shall not participate in a discussion 

 or vote on the matter. If it is a sensitive interest which has not already been 

 disclosed to the Monitoring Officer at Durham County Council, through the 

 Town Clerk, the Member shall disclose he/she has an interest but not the 

 nature of it.  

 

 Where a matter arises at a meeting which relates to an interest in Appendix B, 

 the Member shall not vote on the matter.  He/she may speak on the matter 

 only if Members of the public are also allowed to speak at the meeting.  

 

 A Member only has to declare his/her interest in Appendix B if it is not already 

entered in his/her register of interests or he/she has not notified the Monitoring 

Officer at Durham County Council of it, through the Town Clerk, or if he/she 

speaks on the matter. If he/she holds an interest in Appendix B which is a 

sensitive interest not already disclosed to the Monitoring Officer at Durham 

County Council, through the Town Clerk, he/she shall declare the interest but 

not the nature of the interest. 

 

 Where a matter arises at a meeting which relates to a financial interest of a 

 friend, relative or close associate (other than an interest of a person in 

 Appendix A), the Member shall disclose the nature of the interest and not vote 

 on the matter. He/she may speak on the matter only if members of the public 

 are also allowed to speak at the meeting.  If it is a ‘sensitive interest’ the 

 Member shall declare the interest but not the nature of the interest. 

 

 

 

20



 

6. Dispensations 
  

 On a written request made to the Council’s Proper Officer, the Council may 

 grant a Member a dispensation to participate in a discussion and vote on a 

 matter at a meeting even if he/she has an interest in Appendices A and B, if 

 the Council believes that the number of Members otherwise prohibited from 

 taking part in the meeting would impede the transaction of the business, or it 

 is in the interests of the inhabitants in the Council’s area to allow the Member 

 to take part or it is otherwise appropriate to grant a dispensation. 
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Appendix A  
Interests described in the table below. 

Subject Description 

Employment, 

office, trade, 

profession or 

vocation 

Any employment, office, trade, profession or vocation carried on 

for profit or gain by the Member or by his/her spouse or civil 

partner or by the person with whom the member is living as if 

they were spouses/civil partners. 

Sponsorship Any payment or provision of any other financial benefit (other 

than from the Council) made or provided within the previous 12 

months in respect of any expenses incurred in carrying out 

duties as a Member or towards election expenses. This 

includes any payment or financial benefit from a trade union 

within the meaning of the Trade Union and Labour Relations 

(Consolidation) Act 1992. 

Contracts Any contract made between the Member or his/her spouse or 

civil partner or the person with whom the Member is living as if 

they were spouses/civil partners (or a firm in which such person 

is a partner, or an incorporated body of which such person is a 

director* or a body that such person has a beneficial interest in 

the securities of*) and the Council — 

 (a) under which goods or services are to be provided or works 

are to be executed; and 

 (b) which has not been fully discharged. 

Land Any beneficial interest in land held by the Member or by his/her 

spouse or civil partner or by the person with whom the Member 

is living as if they were spouses/civil partner which is within the 

area of the Council. 

‘Land’ excludes an easement, servitude, interest or right in or 

over land which does not give the member or his/her spouse or 

civil partner or the person with whom the Member is living as if 

they were spouses/civil partners (alone or jointly with another) a 

right to occupy or to receive income. 

Licences Any licence (alone or jointly with others) held by the Member or 

by his/her spouse or civil partner or by the person with whom 

the Member is living as if they were spouses/civil partners to 

occupy land in the area of the Council for a month or longer. 

Corporate 

tenancies 

Any tenancy where (to the Member’s knowledge)— 

 (a) the landlord is the Council; and 

 (b) the tenant is a body that the Member, or his/her spouse or 
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civil partner or the person with whom the Member is living as if 

they were spouses/civil partners is a partner of or a director* of 

or has a beneficial interest in the securities** of.  

Securities Any beneficial interest held by the Member or  by his/her 

spouse or civil partner or by the person with whom the Member 

is living as if they were spouses/civil partners in securities* of a 

body where 

 

 (a) that body (to the Member’s knowledge) has a place of 

business or land in the area of the Council; and 

 (b) either— 

 (i) the total nominal value of the securities** exceeds £25,000 or 

one hundredth of the total issued share capital of that body; or 

 (ii) if the share capital of that body is of more than one class, the 

total nominal value of the shares of any one class in which the 

Member, or his/her spouse or civil partner or the person with 

whom the Member is living as if they were spouses/civil 

partners has a beneficial interest exceeds one hundredth of the 

total issued share capital of that class. 

 

*’director’ includes a member of the committee of management of an industrial and 

provident society. 

 

**’securities’ means shares, debentures, debenture stock, loan stock, bonds, units of 

a collective investment scheme within the meaning of the Financial Services and 

Markets Act 2000 and other securities of any description, other than money 

deposited with a building society. 
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Appendix B  
 

An interest which relates to or is likely to affect: 

 

(i) any body of which the Member is in a position of general control or 

management and to which he/she is appointed or nominated by the 

Council; 

 

(ii) any body— 

(a) exercising functions of a public nature; 

(b) directed to charitable purposes; or 

(c) one of whose principal purposes includes the influence of public 

opinion or policy (including any political party or trade union)  

of which the Member of the Council is a member or in a position of 

general control or management; 

 

(iii) any gifts or hospitality worth more than an estimated value of £50 which 

the Member has received by virtue of his or her office. 

 

 

24



  
 

 
 

A
ppendix 2(a) 

C
O
M
322

25



26



27



28



Re: COM 322 – Colin Ranson 

 

At the towns council’s Budget Workshop held remotely on Thursday, 19 November, 2020, I mentioned 

how a large proportion of the budget is spent on staffing costs and that the council may need to 

review staffing with the possibility of phasing out the position of Facilities Manager.   

 

When I mention this, Mr Colin Ranson, who currently holds that position, started giggling and shaking 

his head has if to say, “That will never happen.” 

 

At no point did Mr Ranson show himself to be in shock or embarrassment nor did he speak, which he 

was entitled to do, to express any disgust 

 

The Chairman of the meeting did make a comment on how he thought with presenting a 0% budget 

that he didn’t believe there was no need to hold a staffing review. I cannot recall the Chairman of the 

meeting mentioning anything about ‘targeting and embarrassing’ an individual. 

 

I did not put forward a formal motion proposal on this issue, so no vote was taken to make a decision 

on whether there should be a staff review or not.   

 

I put a post on my Councillor facebook page on 3, December, 2020, with regards to 0% increase in 

Council Tax for 2021/22 and also mention the amount of the precept is spent on staffing costs, which I 

believe is high for the Town Council and looking at how it may be an area to look at to cut costs and 

gave an example of a possible area and position where money for the tax payer could be saved.   

 

A responsible Councillor should be looking at ways to save money for the tax payer and that is all I 

was trying to do with mentioning it at the budget workshop and communicating it with the electorate 

via my Councillor facebook page, especially with the position of Grounds and Estates Officer being 

given more responsibilities on the facilities side of authority. An example of this is the Facilities 

Assistances no longer report to the Facilities Manager as their line manager, but report now to the 

Grounds and Estates Officer, which wasn’t explained would happen when the report to promote the 

Grounds and Estates Officer came before the council in September. 

 

In his statement, Mr Ranson says, “I also believe that should he carry out his threat of removing my 

post…”  This is complete nonsense, because I have not made any threat to remove his post and he 

knows that one single Councillor does not have the ability as an individual to remove any post! 

 

It is interesting that Mr Ranson stipulates Section 2.2 of the Member/Officer Protocol that deals with 

mutual respect between Members and Officers and any dealings between them should observe 

standards of courtesy, because there have been times when he hasn’t observed them himself. 

 

On the evening of the 2 August, 2019, I was contacted by Mr Ranson on facebook (Appendix 1), 

which had no respectful greeting and could be construed as aggressive in tone, concerning a post 

that I put up on my Councillors page, which after reading it again, I hadn’t worded it correctly, so I 

deleted it and apologised.  

 

I did not receive an apology from Mr Ranson for the aggressive tone in which his message came 

across, so this can only mean that he thinks it is acceptable to contact Councillors in this manner and 

therefore, he can be seen as a person not to be easily intimidated or bullied. 

 

I refute the claims by Mr Ranson that I have targeted him to bully and intimidate him, because I was 

not being personal against him, I did not once mention Mr Ranson by name or that he should lose is 

employment with Spennymoor Town Council.  All I was genuinely trying to do was to look after the 

 Appendix 2(b)  
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public purse by identifying an area of council spending that could be reviewed and identified a 

possible position due to a recent promotion of another Officer mentioned above. 

 

The accusation by some Spennymoor Town Council Officers of being bullied by a Member seems to 

be their default position when a Member says something, asks certain questions or does something 

an Officer doesn’t approve of or agree with, which seems to be quite common in this authority with 

other Members previously being accused of bullying Officers and has a result being victimised. 

 

On the 4
th
 December, 2020, I received an email (Appendix 2) from the Town Clerk informing me of a 

complaint made from a member of staff in relation to my post. 

 

In her email the Town Clerk wrote: 

 

“I look forward to receiving a response within 7 working days after which a referral will be made to the 

Monitoring Officer.” 

 

With reading the above sentence, I took it from the Town Clerk that no matter if I had responded to 

her email within 7 days that she was still going to make a referral to the Monitoring Officer.  This was 

the reason why I didn’t respond back and not to be disrespectful.  

 

I was elected to represent the interest of the residents of Spennymoor and do my best for the town, 

which I am trying to do by being open and honest and this is why I put the post on that is the subject 

of this complaint, up on my Councillor facebook page. 

 

I feel I have been getting victimised by another Officer since being elected and I have used the 

internal policy procedures to address this, but it was swept under the carpet with the recommendation 

of mediation and now feel that this victimisation is continuing through Mr Ranson’s complaint against 

me. 

 

Councillor Pete Molloy 
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1. Facebook Communication 
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2. Town Clerk’s email. 

 

From: Katherine Hierons <katherine.hierons@spennymoor-tc.gov.uk> 

Sent: Friday, December 4, 2020 10:32:07 AM 

To: Pete Molloy <pete.molloy@spennymoor-tc.gov.uk> 

Subject: Complaint 

  

Dear Cllr Molloy 

 

I have received a complaint from a member of staff following a post you have placed on Facebook re 

possibly removing the Facilities Manager post from the Town Council.  

 

You also made this suggestion a couple of weeks ago at a virtual meeting (Budget Workshop) whilst 

the member of staff who holds that post was also on the call.  It was explained to you then that you 

cannot just do this and a full staffing review would have to be undertaken. 

 

I would ask you, therefore, to take down the facebook post and make an apology to the member of 

staff on facebook as this is where you have put your post.     

 

The member of staff believes your behaviour, especially after having been advised at the Budget 

Workshop, to be disrespectful and intimidatory in contravention of the Member Code of Conduct and 

the Member Officer Protcol. 

 

I look forward to receiving a response within 7 working days after which a referral will be made to the 

Monitoring Officer. 

 

Kind regards  

 

Katherine  
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RE: COM 323-Town Council 

 

The reason why I published the email (Appendix 1) from Councillor Ranyard and the Town Clerk was 

to defend against the comment made by De Hickson (Appendix 2), whom suggested that my original 

post (Appendix 3) was bullying of the Facilities Manager and to defend against the one sided claims 

made previously by De Hickson on social media, of Councillors bullying Officers. 

. 

De Hickson is the mother to Councillor Dean Ranyard’s wife or girlfriend and the amateur dramatics 

group she belongs to uses Spennymoor Town Council’s town hall to put on its productions, which 

could explain why on occasions, she has comes to the defence of Officers on social media when 

there has been criticism made of them by members of the public. 

 

On Wednesday, 9 December, 2020, at 10:59, I received an email (Appendix 4) from Councillor Ian 

Geldard, whom is the Town Clerk’s line manager, informing me of a complaint made to him from the 

Town Clerk about my facebook post publishing the email in question and what I wrote. 

 

In his email, Councillor Geldard wrote: 

 

“The complainant has requested that this complaint is referred to the Standards Committee at DCC. 

 

In line with the above section, I have asked the complainant what local resolution could mitigate 

against the complaint. 

 

As a local resolution and due to the comments having been made on Facebook in public, you would 

be required to immediately retract your Facebook comments and issue a public apology for the 

remarks, on Facebook. 

If you are unable or unwilling to undertake the above, I will refer the complaint to the DCC 

Monitoring Officer/Standards Committee for investigation as per the above process. 

 

Could you please respond to this email no later than Tuesday 15th December advising of your 

intentions in relation to this matter.” 

 

In his email Councillor Geldard also wrote: 

 

“The complaint refers to the attached comments from Facebook, alleges that you have accused the 

Town Clerk and a Councillor of conspiring against you; and that the defines 'conspiring' as making 

secret plans jointly to commit an unlawful or harmful act.” 

 

And: 

 

“In relation to Section 2.4, the complainant believes you have created an impression that the Town 

Clerk and Cllr Ranyard may have some type of inappropriate relationship.” 

 

When I viewed my emails during my dinner break on the same day of receiving  Councillor Geldard’s 

email, I went onto facebook, reviewed what I had written and thought that word ‘conspired’ may 
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have been the wrong word to use and deleted my post. I put up and apology (Appendix 5), which I 

thought complied with what Councillor Geldard had requested and sent him an email (Appendix 6) 

to confirm this. 

 

However, according to www.dictionary.com (Appendix 7) the word ‘conspire’ also means, ‘to act or 

work together toward the same result or goal’, which can be construed has what both Councillor 

Ranyard and the Town Clerk actually did to try and make me out to be a bully! 

 

I refute the Town Clerk’s claim that I created an impression of some type of inappropriate 

relationship between herself and Councillor Ranyard, and that I have acted in a way to bully or 

intimidate her or anyone else.  Like I have said above, I posted the email and made the comment to 

defend myself and other Members that have wrongly been accused of bullying.  

 

I am unsure whether Spennymoor Town Council had the authority to report me for an allegedly data 

breach, has stipulated in Section 1.2 of agenda item 19 (Appendix 8) of the town council’s Ordinary 

Meeting held on Tuesday, 22 December, 2020. 

 

The reasons are that no email addresses were shown, the copy of the email was in relation to a 

previous and concluded complaint to the Monitoring Officer, the apology in connection to that case 

is in the public domain, there was no ‘Private & Confidential’ marked on the papers and I did not 

obtain the copy of the email from Spennymoor Town Council. 

 

I would like to take this opportunity to contest the inclusion from the Town Clerk on behalf of 

Spennymoor Town Council on the subjects of comments made by myself about the post of Facilities 

Manager and that on a previous occasion that I had published an email on social media from a 

Council Officer in this complaint. 

 

The reason for my objection is that these two subjects being included in this complaint are that they 

were not included in agenda item 19(Appendix 8) to be discussed, so they were not discussed and 

there was no vote taken by the Members on them, which is confirmed by Councillor Billy McAloon’s 

email (Appendix 9), so I don’t see how the Town Clerk has the authority to include them in this 

complaint on behalf of the town council.  I can only see it has being a malicious act by the Town 

Clerk, because it has previously been concluded that I did not bully her. 

 

With regards to the complaint about comments made about the post of Facilities Manager, that is a 

separate complaint from the Town Council one and with regards to the allegation that I have 

previously published an email on social media, I have not and if I had, I’m sure the Town Clerk would 

have had a screenshot of it and produced it as evidence! 

 

Councillor Pete Molloy 
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1. Email post. 
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2. De Hickson’s comment. 
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3. Pete Molloy’s original post. 
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4. Councillor Ian Geldard’s email. 

 

Ian Geldard ian.geldard@spennymoor-tc.gov.uk via spennymoortc.onmicrosoft.com  

Attachments 

9 Dec 2020, 10:59 

to me, Pete 

 

Good Morning Cllr Molloy, 

 

As Lead Member for Council Policy and Infrastructure, and the member with Line Management 

responsibilities for the Town Clerk, I have received a complaint from the Clerk that you have acted 

outside of the Member/Officer Protocol in recent Facebook comments. 

 

Background of the Complaint 

 

The complaint refers to the attached comments from Facebook, alleges that you have accused the 

Town Clerk and a Councillor of conspiring against you; and that the defines 'conspiring' as making 

secret plans jointly to commit an unlawful or harmful act. 

 

In particular the complainant alleges that you have breached sections 3.1 and 3.2 of the Member 

Code of Conduct: 

 

1.    he/she shall behave in such a way that a reasonable person would regard as respectful at all 

times, and not bring the Town Council or their office into disrepute; 

 

2.    he/she shall not act in a way which a reasonable person would regard as bullying or 

intimidatory; 

 

The complainant believes you have been disrespectful by making an allegation against her on social 

media/in public, and that your behaviour is intimidatory. 

 

Furthermore, the complainant alleges that you have breached sections 2.2-2.4 of the 

Member/Officer protocol: 

 

2.2       At the heart of the Codes and this Protocol, is the importance of mutual respect. 

Member/Officer relationships are to be conducted in a positive and constructive way. Therefore, it is 

important that any dealings between Members and Officers should observe standards of courtesy 

and that neither party should seek to take unfair advantage of their position or seek to exert undue 

influence on the other party. 

 

2.3       Members must respect the impartiality and integrity of all the Council's Officers. Similarly, all 

Officers must respect the role of Members as elected representatives and the roles of other Officers 

at all times. 
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2.4       Inappropriate relationships can be inferred from language/style. To protect both Members 

and Officers, Officers should address Members at all formal meetings as Councillor XXX and Mr or 

Madam Chairman save where circumstances clearly indicate that a level of informality is 

appropriate, e.g. a one to one meeting. Similarly when addressing Officers at formal meetings of the 

Council, Members should address Officers by their post title. 

 

In relation to Section 2.4, the complainant believes you have created an impression that the Town 

Clerk and Cllr Ranyard may have some type of inappropriate relationship. 

 

Handling the Complaint 

 

In terms of handling this complaint, as Lead Member for Council Policy and Infrastructure, I must 

take action in line with section 2.9 such: 

 

Where the matter relates to the Town Clerk, the Lead Member for HR/the Town Clerk's Line 

Manager will seek to resolve the matter at a local level and if this cannot be achieved then will make 

a referral to the Monitoring Officer at Durham County Council in the context of the Standards 

Committee considering the complaint. 

 

The complainant has requested that this complaint is referred to the Standards Committee at DCC. 

 

In line with the above section, I have asked the complainant what local resolution could mitigate 

against the complaint. 

 

As a local resolution and due to the comments having been made on Facebook in public, you would 

be required to immediately retract your Facebook comments and issue a public apology for the 

remarks, on Facebook. 

If you are unable or unwilling to undertake the above, I will refer the complaint to the DCC 

Monitoring Officer/Standards Committee for investigation as per the above process. 

 

Could you please respond to this email no later than Tuesday 15th December advising of your 

intentions in relation to this matter. 

 

Many thanks, 

 

Councillor Ian Geldard. 

 

________________________________ 

 

Councillor Ian Geldard BSc Hons (Dunelm) CertHE CiLCA AMBCS 

Lead Member for Council Policy & Infrastructure 

 

Tel: 01388 815276 

Mob: 07956817168 

ian.geldard@spennymoor-tc.gov.uk<mailto:igeldard@spennymoortowncouncil.gov.uk> 
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5. Councillor Pete Molloy’s apology post. 
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6. Councillor Pete Molloy’s email response to Councillor Geldard. 

 

Peter Molloy <molloy418@googlemail.com> 

Attachments 

9 Dec 2020, 12:31 

to Ian 

 

Hi Ian, 

 

Deleted the comment and left an apology. 

 

Regards, 

 

Pete 
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7.   Dictionary.com definition. 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

53



8.    Agenda item 19.  

 

 
 

 

 

54



 
 

 

 

55



 
 

 

 

 

56



 
   

57



 
     

58



 
    

59



 

60



 
 

 

 

 

61



 
 

62



 
 

 

 

63



 
  

64



9. Councillor Billy McAloon’s email 
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Re: COM 324 Town Clerk – response 

 

Since I was elected onto Spennymoor Town Council in May 2019, I feel that the Town Clerk has been 

targeting me to tarnish my character and to the point of victimising me, which I believe stems from a 

l letter of complaint (Appendix 1) I sent to her dated 22 November, 2018, on behalf of veterans 

associations in the town in relation to laying poppy wreaths on Remembrance Sunday. 

 

The Town Clerk claims that I am participating in a course of conduct towards her that amounts to 

bullying, harassment and intimidation since the decision notice from a previous complaint (COM263) 

had found that I had not bullied her.   

 

This is of course not true and since she took her initial complaint against me, I have purposely had as 

little contact as possible with her and due to the things she accuses me of doing to her e.g. bullying, I 

have had to include the Town Mayor in all email correspondence I have with her to protect myself 

from any future accusations. 

 

I shouldn’t have to include a third party in emails to the Town Clerk, but it is the result in the 

breakdown of respect, trust and a working relationship! 

 

In the past the Town Clerk has brought up the issue of Constructive Dismissal and has informed 

some other Members and myself that a friend of hers was awarded between £200,000.00 and 

£300,000.00 in compensation and this has been discussed in the council chamber.   

 

She has claimed she doesn’t want to do this, but I feel her actions in accusing me of bullying, 

harassment and intimidation is to build up a case for legal action against the town council for 

financial gain. She has threatened to do this in an email (Appendix 2) to myself, three other 

Members and another Officer. 

 

The Town Clerk claims that my reporting her to the town Council’s Special Committee constitutes 

me harassing her. However, this is the course of action Members are entitled to take if they have a 

grievance against the Town Clerk under Section 2.6 of the town council’s Member/Officer Protocol, 

which states: 

 

“If the issue is with the Town Clerk, a Member should inform the Lead Member for HR who will 

request a meeting of the Special Committee is held to consider the matter.” 

 

I have reported the Town Clerk to the Special Committee on two separate occasions for 

victimisation, not being politically neutral by trying to influence the political decision making and not 

allowing the town’s ceremonial union flag to be part of the Remembrance Sunday parade. 

 

My first report to the Special Committee dealt with the Town Clerk victimising me, which had been 

noticed by some other Members and they informed me that I was being targeted, was sent to 

Councillor Ian Geldard in October 2019 (Appendix 3) and I provided evidence to substantiate my 

case. 

 

   
 

 Appendix 4(b)  
COM324
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The outcome of that Special Committee was the recommendation of mediation, which I refused to 

participate in, because I felt the Town Clerk’s victimisation of myself was being swept under the 

carpet and not taken seriously.  

 

My second reporting of the Town Clerk to the Special Committee, which she has provided evidence 

of in her complaint, was because I  genuinely believed she was interfering with the political decision 

making of the Members with her recommending that the town council does not adopt a policy in 

relation to the Parade Marshal, even though at the town council’s Policy & Resources Committee 

Meeting held remotely on Tuesday, 4th August, 2020, a motion was passed by the town council that 

the Constitution Working Group to consider adopting policies in relation to the parade Marshall and 

the town’s ceremonial union flag.  

 

The reason why I genuinely believe it was a case of interfering with the political decision making is 

because the policy in relation to the Parade Marshal that I had drafted up and submitted to the 

council contained the nominating and election of the Parade Marshal annually.  

 

The Town Clerk had previously expressed opposition to a change to the election and nomination of 

the position of Parade Marshal back to its original annual occurrence when I brought to council as a 

motion in 2019 after the town council without any authority, voted in November 2018 to appoint a 

Parade Marshal on a permanent basis. 

 

The reason why the town council did not have the authority to appoint a Parade Marshal on a 

permanent basis was that the town council was not responsible for the organising of the 

Remembrance Sunday Parade and one of the fundamental aspects of organising the Remembrance 

Sunday Parade is the nomination and election of a Parade Marshal annually.  

 

This means that the town council’s decision to nominate and appoint their own Parade Marshal, 

which has been claimed by some Members was a decision of the Town Clerk to prevent myself 

becoming the next Parade Marshal, a position I have never expressed an interests in, and even 

though it was brought as an amendment motion by a Member, could be classed as ‘ultra vires’. 

 

In regards to the town’s ceremonial union flag, I appreciate that there is no formal policy that has 

been adopted yet, even though at the town council’s Policy & Resources Committee Meeting held 

remotely on Tuesday, 4th August, 2020, it was passed along with the consideration of adopting 

Parade Marshal policy. 

 

The ceremonial union flag, which the town council had contributed £200 towards, had been 

dedicated to the town by the members of the towns veterans community of which I am heavily 

involved with and presented to the Town Council to be used on Remembrance Sunday and other 

events, because the town did not have its own flag. 

 

It is because of my involvement in the town’s veteran’s community and the Town Clerk’s obvious 

dislike of myself, I feel is the reason why the Town Clerk will not work with the town’s veterans 

community and therefore, would not arrange for the town’s ceremonial flag to be carried on 

Remembrance Sunday.  
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The Town Clerk’s claims that I was targeting her further by trying to make changes to procedures 

only in relation to her are not true.  I believe she is making this claim to prevent any possible future 

grievances towards her by any Members. 

 

If a Member as an issue with any other members of staff then there are adequate procedures in 

place to deal with it.  However, when it comes to the Town Clerk the Member/Officer Protocol is 

flawed, because under Section 2.9 of this protocol states: 

 

“Where the matter relates to the Town Clerk, the Lead Member for HR/the Town Clerk’s Line 

Manager will seek to resolve the matter at a local level and if this cannot be achieved then will make 

a referral to the Monitoring Officer at Durham County Council in the context of the Standards 

Committee considering the complaint.” 

 

I have previously spoken directly with the Monitoring Officer at Durham County Council in relation 

to the above Section 2.9 and she confirmed what I already knew, which is the Monitoring Officer 

does not deal with issues relating to a Town Clerk. 

 

With this in mind and wanting to propose changes to the Member/Officer Protocol, which I am 

entitled to do, at the Constitutional Working Group meeting held in March 2020, I wanted to remove 

Section 2.9, because it was irrelevant, but the Town Clerk wanted it remaining in place, and replace 

it with a Member to have the right to Appeal against the decision of the Special Committee. 

 

In the meeting I did mention that when I was talking about the Town Clerk, I was talking about the 

position of Town Clerk and not the person that holds that position.  This was important for me to 

distinguish, because I didn’t want any allegations of bullying, intimidation aimed towards me. 

 

I feel that the Town Clerk as a problem herself with distinguishing the difference between the 

position of Town Clerk and the individual that holds that position and this is why she has formed the 

opinion that I am targeting her as a person to bully, harass and intimidate, which I am not. 

 

With regards to the Town Clerk’s claim that during a discussion about the November 2019, 

Remembrance Sunday Parade, I did not point my finger at and I did not say those words that had 

been taken down in the hand written minutes. 

 

With being a British Army veteran Remembrance Sunday is a very emotional time of year for me and 

other veterans alike and the Remembrance Sunday Parade should be organised properly by 

observing the formal military criteria for the Order of March and the laying of the poppy wreaths. 

 

This was not observed with the Brownies leading the parade and the laying of the wreaths messed 

up again for another year, which resulted in one lady veteran being reduced to tears, another elderly 

lady saying she wouldn’t attend another Remembrance Sunday Parade in the town and other 

veterans expressing to me their embarrassment and disgust on how the parade and wreath laying 

went. 
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I attended the Remembrance Sunday as a veteran and not as a town councillor and I was critical of 

how the town council had organised the parade and out of frustration I did swear. 

 

During the debate on the Remembrance Sunday Parade, I did apologise to the Council for swearing, 

because there would have been people at the war memorial that wouldn’t have realised I was not 

there in my capacity has a Town Councillor, as a veteran laying a wreath on behalf of my regimental 

association. 

 

The debate was an emotive one for me with being a veteran and the upset reaction from others to 

the organising of it and when the Town Clerk accused me of getting at the staff that organised the 

parade, I was blunt and said to the Town Clerk, “I wasn’t getting at the staff, I was getting at you!” 

 

The Town Clerk states in her complaint that since it was not upheld that I had not bullied her when 

she put in her first complaint against me, COM 263, that I feel I have ‘carte blanche’ that I can carry 

on with my behaviour and that she feels it has escalated. 

 

I have stated above that I have as little contact as possible with the Town Clerk to avoid any false 

allegations of bullying that she has a record of doing, not just to myself, but to other Members as 

well, so I cannot see how my behaviour towards her has escalated and I feel she is making these, 

because I have exercised my right to use current policy to put forward legitimate grievances against 

her. 

 

The reason why I published the email (Appendix 4) from Councillor Ranyard and the Town Clerk was 

to defend against the comment made by De Hickson (Appendix 5), whom suggested that my original 

post (Appendix 6) was bullying of the Facilities Manager and to defend against the one sided claims 

made previously by De Hickson on social media, of Councillors bullying Officers. 

. 

De Hickson is the mother to Councillor Dean Ranyard’s wife or girlfriend and the amateur dramatics 

group she belongs to uses Spennymoor Town Council’s town hall to put on its productions, which 

could explain why on occasions, she has comes to the defence of Officers on social media when 

there has been criticism made of them by members of the public. 

 

On Wednesday, 9 December, 2020, at 10:59, I received an email (Appendix 7) from Councillor Ian 

Geldard, whom is the Town Clerk’s line manager, informing me of a complaint made to him from the 

Town Clerk about my facebook post publishing the email in question and what I wrote. 

 

In his email, Councillor Geldard wrote: 

 

“The complainant has requested that this complaint is referred to the Standards Committee at DCC. 

 

In line with the above section, I have asked the complainant what local resolution could mitigate 

against the complaint. 
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As a local resolution and due to the comments having been made on Facebook in public, you would 

be required to immediately retract your Facebook comments and issue a public apology for the 

remarks, on Facebook. 

If you are unable or unwilling to undertake the above, I will refer the complaint to the DCC 

Monitoring Officer/Standards Committee for investigation as per the above process. 

 

Could you please respond to this email no later than Tuesday 15th December advising of your 

intentions in relation to this matter.” 

 

In his email Councillor Geldard also wrote: 

 

“The complaint refers to the attached comments from Facebook, alleges that you have accused the 

Town Clerk and a Councillor of conspiring against you; and that the defines 'conspiring' as making 

secret plans jointly to commit an unlawful or harmful act.” 

 

And: 

 

“In relation to Section 2.4, the complainant believes you have created an impression that the Town 

Clerk and Cllr Ranyard may have some type of inappropriate relationship.” 

 

When I viewed my emails during my dinner break on the same day of receiving  Councillor Geldard’s 

email, I went onto facebook, reviewed what I had written and thought that word ‘conspired’ may 

have been the wrong word to use and deleted my post. I put up and apology (Appendix 8), which I 

thought complied with what Councillor Geldard had requested and sent him an email (Appendix 9) 

to confirm this. 

 

However, according to www.dictionary.com (Appendix 10) the word ‘conspire’ also means ‘to act or 

work together toward the same result or goal’, which can be construed has what both Councillor 

Ranyard and the Town Clerk actually did to try and make me out to be a bully! 

 

I refute the Town Clerk’s claim that I created an impression of some type of inappropriate 

relationship between herself and Councillor Ranyard, and that I have acted in a way to bully or 

intimidate her or anyone else.  Like I have said above, I posted the email and made the comment to 

defend myself and other Members that have wrongly been accused of bullying. 

 

In regards to the Town Clerk’s claim that I inevitably target her when other Members do not support 

my ideas, there is no truth in this.  This is because when I have had some of my ideas rejected by 

other Members, I respect their right to formulate their own opinions and vote accordingly.  Also, The 

Town Clerk has not provided any evidence to support her claim on this issue. 

 

I feel one of the main causes for the breakdown in respect, trust and the working relationship 

between me and the Town Clerk was when my wife and I had meeting with her last March after a 

discussion with the local Post Master, to see about using the town hall’s main hall as a central point 

to work with local organisations such as Helping Spennymoor, to assist mainly the elderly members 
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of the community to receive donated toilet rolls from the townsfolk when there was a shortage has 

the Coronavirus situation hit the country.  

 

The Town came across enthusiastic and even suggested including other items such as hand sanitizer 

and hand soap, but she would have to speak with the Lead Member for Policy & Resources, 

Councillor Ian Geldard, to see if the town hall could be used and she would get back to me. 

 

I received a phone about 30 minutes later from the Town Clerk informing me that unfortunately the 

town hall couldn’t be used for this type of project after seeking health and safety advice, some staff 

have underlying health issues and the town hall was possibly be closing. 

 

Four days later the Town Clerk sent an email (Appendix 11) to Members and staff, informing us that 

the Town Council would be getting involved with local organisations to put care packages together 

and to be distributed from the town hall and that there was enough volunteers, so she wasn’t asking 

for anymore assistance. 

 

I didn’t receive an invitation off the Town Clerk to help out and I know other Members didn’t receive 

an invite either, but the Town Clerk allowed Councillors Judith and Ian Machin and Councillor Ian 

Geldard were allowed to volunteer with the care package project seemingly having been used by the 

Town Clerk to promote those three Members in the Northern Echo (Appendix 14) for doing this 

charitable work.  However, the Town Clerk has in the past accused me of using my Councillor 

position for charitable work, which I never did, and informed me that I shouldn’t be doing that, but it 

seems like double standards on behalf of the Town Clerk. 

 

This project by the Town Clerk was not too dissimilar to the one my wife and I went to see her about 

and it came as a shock when I read her email, so I sent her a response back (Appendix 12) basically 

asking what was the difference between what I wanted to do and what she was doing.  She provided 

a response (Appendix 13). 

 

I do feel that I am being victimised by the Town Clerk and I feel the real reason why she continues 

with these bullying claims is to build up a case for her possible legal action against the town Council. 

 

Councillor Pete Molloy  
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1. Letter of complaint. 
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2. Legal action threat. 
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3. First complaint to the Special Committee 
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4. Email post. 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

117



5. De Hickson’s post. 
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6. Pete Molloy’s original post. 
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7. Councillor Ian Geldard’s email. 

 

Ian Geldard ian.geldard@spennymoor-tc.gov.uk via spennymoortc.onmicrosoft.com  

Attachments 

9 Dec 2020, 10:59 

to me, Pete 

 

Good Morning Cllr Molloy, 

 

As Lead Member for Council Policy and Infrastructure, and the member with Line Management 

responsibilities for the Town Clerk, I have received a complaint from the Clerk that you have acted 

outside of the Member/Officer Protocol in recent Facebook comments. 

 

Background of the Complaint 

 

The complaint refers to the attached comments from Facebook, alleges that you have accused the 

Town Clerk and a Councillor of conspiring against you; and that the defines 'conspiring' as making 

secret plans jointly to commit an unlawful or harmful act. 

 

In particular the complainant alleges that you have breached sections 3.1 and 3.2 of the Member 

Code of Conduct: 

 

1.    he/she shall behave in such a way that a reasonable person would regard as respectful at all 

times, and not bring the Town Council or their office into disrepute; 

 

2.    he/she shall not act in a way which a reasonable person would regard as bullying or 

intimidatory; 

 

The complainant believes you have been disrespectful by making an allegation against her on social 

media/in public, and that your behaviour is intimidatory. 

 

Furthermore, the complainant alleges that you have breached sections 2.2-2.4 of the 

Member/Officer protocol: 

 

2.2       At the heart of the Codes and this Protocol, is the importance of mutual respect. 

Member/Officer relationships are to be conducted in a positive and constructive way. Therefore, it is 

important that any dealings between Members and Officers should observe standards of courtesy 

and that neither party should seek to take unfair advantage of their position or seek to exert undue 

influence on the other party. 

 

2.3       Members must respect the impartiality and integrity of all the Council's Officers. Similarly, all 

Officers must respect the role of Members as elected representatives and the roles of other Officers 

at all times. 
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2.4       Inappropriate relationships can be inferred from language/style. To protect both Members 

and Officers, Officers should address Members at all formal meetings as Councillor XXX and Mr or 

Madam Chairman save where circumstances clearly indicate that a level of informality is 

appropriate, e.g. a one to one meeting. Similarly when addressing Officers at formal meetings of the 

Council, Members should address Officers by their post title. 

 

In relation to Section 2.4, the complainant believes you have created an impression that the Town 

Clerk and Cllr Ranyard may have some type of inappropriate relationship. 

 

Handling the Complaint 

 

In terms of handling this complaint, as Lead Member for Council Policy and Infrastructure, I must 

take action in line with section 2.9 such: 

 

Where the matter relates to the Town Clerk, the Lead Member for HR/the Town Clerk's Line 

Manager will seek to resolve the matter at a local level and if this cannot be achieved then will make 

a referral to the Monitoring Officer at Durham County Council in the context of the Standards 

Committee considering the complaint. 

 

The complainant has requested that this complaint is referred to the Standards Committee at DCC. 

 

In line with the above section, I have asked the complainant what local resolution could mitigate 

against the complaint. 

 

As a local resolution and due to the comments having been made on Facebook in public, you would 

be required to immediately retract your Facebook comments and issue a public apology for the 

remarks, on Facebook. 

If you are unable or unwilling to undertake the above, I will refer the complaint to the DCC 

Monitoring Officer/Standards Committee for investigation as per the above process. 

 

Could you please respond to this email no later than Tuesday 15th December advising of your 

intentions in relation to this matter. 

 

Many thanks, 

 

Councillor Ian Geldard. 

 

________________________________ 

 

Councillor Ian Geldard BSc Hons (Dunelm) CertHE CiLCA AMBCS 

Lead Member for Council Policy & Infrastructure 

 

Tel: 01388 815276 

Mob: 07956817168 

ian.geldard@spennymoor-tc.gov.uk<mailto:igeldard@spennymoortowncouncil.gov.uk> 
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8. Councillor Pete Molloy’s apology 
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9. Councillor Pete Molloy’s email response to Councillor Geldard. 

 

Peter Molloy <molloy418@googlemail.com> 

Attachments 

9 Dec 2020, 12:31 

to Ian 

 

Hi Ian, 

 

Deleted the comment and left an apology. 

 

Regards, 

 

Pete 
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10. Dictionary.com definition 
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11. Town Clerk’s care packages email. 
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12. Pete Molloy’s email response to the Town clerk. 
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13. Town Clerk’s care packages email response. 
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14. Northern Echo article. 
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DECISION NOTICE: 

INVESTIGATION 
 
Complaint References - COM 322, 323, 324 
 
Three complaints were received from two Officers of Spennymoor Town Council 
concerning the alleged conduct of Councillor Pete Molloy  of Spennymoor Town 
Council. The complaints were reviewed and considered to be linked and as such 
have been considered together in accordance with Durham County Council’s 
Procedure for Local Assessment of Complaints (“the Procedure”). 
 
The Procedure requires the Monitoring Officer to ensure that all Code of Conduct 
complaints are assessed as soon as reasonably possible, and normally within 20 
working days. The Monitoring Officer, in consultation with the Independent 
Person where appropriate, will ensure that the complaint is considered and 
decide if any action should be taken on it.  
 
The Monitoring Officer has delegated responsibility for the initial assessment of 
Code of Conduct Complaints to the Governance Solicitor.  
 
Following initial assessment of the complaint, there are four possible outcomes:  

 
(a) That no action should be taken in respect of the complaint 
(b) To seek local resolution  
(c) To refer the complaint for investigation 
(d) To refer the complaint to the Standards Committee 
 
Where the complaint is against a person who is no longer a Member of the 
Council, but is a member of another relevant authority, it may be referred to the 
Monitoring Officer of that other relevant authority if this is more appropriate.   
 
This decision notice is produced to record the decision taken following initial 
assessment and includes the main points considered, the conclusion and the 
reasons for that conclusion. It will be available for inspection at the offices of the 
Council for 6 years beginning with the date of the decision.  However, the 
decision notice will not be made available for inspection until the member who 
was the subject of the complaint has received it. 

Appendix 5 
Decision notice
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Complaint 
 
The complaints relate to the conduct of Councillor Pete Molloy (hereafter, the 
Member). The complaints are summarised below:  
 
COM 322 
 
During a Budget Workshop on 19 November 2020 attended by Councillors, the 
Clerk and the Complainant, who is the Finance Officer for the Council, the 
Member suggested getting rid of the Complainant’s post to save money. The 
Member was advised by the Chair that this this was inappropriate, both because 
the Complainant was party to the meeting and because any decisions about 
posts would need to follow a formal review process for all posts.   
 
On 4 December 2020, the Member posted on Facebook, in his official capacity 
as Councillor, suggesting the removal of the Complainant’s post from the Town 
Council.  
 
The Complainant reported the post to his line manager, who requested that the 
Member remove the post and apologise. This was not done.  
 
The Complainant expressed that he feels bullied and humiliated by the Member’s 
actions. 
 
 COM 323 & 324 
 
These complaints were made by the Clerk, with com 323 submitted by the Clerk 
on behalf of the Council.   They outline several allegations against the Member.  
 
The Clerk has previously made a complaint against the Member in 2019. The 
Clerk’s current complaint is made as she alleges the Member has continued to 
behave badly. The Complainant alleges the Member’s behaviour is a breach of 
the code of conduct.  
 
The outcome of the 2019 complaint was local resolution and a recommendation 
of mediation between the Member and the Complainant. However, the Member 
was unwilling to attend.  
 
In December 2019 the Member presented a report to Council. There was a 
Council discussion following the report, which was about the remembrance 
parade, and it is alleged that the Member made derogatory comment about the 
staff who had helped organising the event. The Member is alleged to have 
responded aggressively, pointing at the Complainant and saying, “with all respect 
it’s her I’m on about”.  
 
In March 2020 at a Council Working Group meeting the Member put forward 
proposals to amend the member officer protocol. The Member was not seeking 
to make changes that would affect any officer but the Complainant.  The 
Claimant alleges that this is further evidence that the Member is targeting her.  
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In November 2020 the Member submitted two complaints against the 
Complainant. The complaints were investigated and it was determined no further 
action was required.   
 
In December 2020 the complainant became aware of a social media post made 
by the Member, which referred to her and another councillor. The Member had 
published an email without permission, which the Complainant alleges is a data 
breach. The Complainant has also reported this to the ICO. The Member 
apologised for this.  However, the apology given was not a full apology, but 
limited to the Member apologising for his use of the word ‘conspired’.  
 
The Complainant considers that since her complaint in 2019 the Member has 
bullied her.  She says the conduct of the member has had a negative effect on 
her physical and mental wellbeing and she feels feeling bullied, harassed and 
intimated.  
 
Potential breaches of Spennymoor Town Council’s Code of Conduct  
 

• Paragraph 1 – he /she shall behave in a way that a reasonable person 
would regard as respectful at all times, and not bring the Town Council 
into disrepute. 

 

• Paragraph 2 – he/she shall not act in a way which a reasonable person 
would regard as bullying or intimidatory. 

 

• Paragraph 5 - he/she shall not share, discuss or disclose information to 
others which is confidential or where disclose is prohibited by law; 

 

• Paragraph 7 he/she must compliant with any standing orders, polices and 
procedures adopted by the Council which seek to regular the conduct of 
its elected Members.  
 

Potential non-compliance with the Member Officer protocol and social media 
policy have been identified: 

 
Member Officer protocol: 
 

2.2 At the heart of the Codes and this Protocol, is the importance of 
mutual respect. Member/Officer relationships are to be conducted in a 
positive and constructive way. Therefore, it is important that any dealings 
between Members and Officers should observe standards of courtesy and 
that neither party should seek to take unfair advantage of their position or 
seek to exert undue influence on the other party 
 
2.5 A Member should not raise matters relating to the conduct or 
capability of an Officer in a manner that is incompatible with the objectives 
of this Protocol. This is a long-standing tradition in public service. An 
Officer has no means of responding to criticisms in public. If a Member 
feels he/she has not been treated with proper respect, courtesy or has any 
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concern about the conduct or capability of an Officer, and fails to resolve it 
through direct discussion with the Officer, he/she should raise the matter 
with the Town Clerk. If the Member continues to feel concern, then he/she 
should report the facts to the Town Clerk. Any action taken against an 
Officer in respect of a complaint will be in accordance with the provisions 
of the Council's Disciplinary Rules and Procedures. 

 
Social media policy: 
 

Social media should not be used in a way that does anything that could be 
reasonably considered insulting, threatening, discriminatory against, or 
bullying or harassment of any individual for example by: 

Making offensive or derogatory comments relating to sex, gender 
reassignment, race (including nationality) disability, sexual orientation, 
religion, age or:  

Using social media to bully another individual (such as an Officer or 
service user of the Council; or,  

Posting images or comments that are offensive, obscene or links to 
such content or: 

 
Response from Member 
 
The Member provided comprehensive responses to the complaints, 
accompanied by a number of appendices in evidence which were reviewed as 
part of this assessment process. The responses for each complaint are outlined 
below: 
 
COM 322 
 
The Member states that at the towns council’s Budget Workshop, held remotely 
on Thursday 19 November 2020, he mentioned how a large proportion of the 
budget is spent on staffing costs and that the council may need to review staffing 
with the possibility of phasing out the position of Facilities Manager.     
 
The Member denies that the Complainant expressed or appeared shocked or 
embarrassed.  He recalls the Chairman made a comment that there was no need 
to hold a staffing review. He does not recall the Chairman of the meeting 
mentioning anything about targeting and embarrassing an individual.   
 
The Member admits posting on his official Facebook page on 3 December 2020 
and mentioning the amount spent on staffing costs, He says a responsible 
Councillor should be looking at ways to save money and that is all he was trying 
to do.    
 
The Member states the Complainant has not complied with Member Officer 
protocol himself at times. He gave an example of a Facebook message from the 
Complainant on 2 August 2019, which the Member says was not respectful and 
could be construed as aggressive in tone.     
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The accusations of bullying the Complainant are denied by the Member. He feels 
that in fact he has been victimised since being elected. 
 
 
COM 323 & 324 
 
The Member denies any conduct which amounts to bullying, harassment and 
intimidation. The Member states that he has had little contact with the 
Complainant due to the allegations made previously and he now includes the 
Mayor in correspondence to protect himself. He says there is a breakdown of 
respect and trust in the working relationship.  
 
He says he made the post in question on his Facebook page in response to 
allegations of bullying made on the page and removed the post when requested 
to do so. 
 
The Member believes that the Complainant has been targeting him to tarnish his 
character, to the point of victimising him, which he believes stems from a letter of 
complaint he sent to her dated 22 November 2018 
 
The Member states that following the previous complaint (COM 263) he has 
purposely had as little contact as possible with the Complainant.  He advised that 
although mediation was recommended previously, he refused to participate as 
he felt his concerns about the Complainant’s behaviour towards him were not 
taken seriously.    
 
The Member advised he is entitled to propose changes to the Member/Officer 
Protocol, and he did so in the proper forum, at the Constitutional Working Group 
meeting held in March 2020.  He says he had legitimate reasons for proposing 
the change, because the section in question was irrelevant.   The Member also 
says he clarified in the meeting that when he was talking about the Town Clerk, 
he was referring to the position of Town Clerk and not the person that holds that 
position.  He says he felt this was important to distinguish, because of the 
background and he didn’t want any allegations of bullying.   
 
The Member denies completely the allegation that during a discussion about the 
November 2019 Remembrance Sunday Parade he pointed his finger and said 
the words alleged by the Complainant.   
 
Decision 
 
The Governance Solicitor has decided that an investigation is required in respect 
of these complaints. 
 
 
Reasons for decision 
 
There is clearly a background of acrimony between the Member and the 
Complainants.  Historical events are clearly still in the minds of the parties and 
despite a previous recommendation for mediation, this did not take place. The 
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parties have been unable to put the past behind them and move forward 
constructively.  
 
COM 322  
 
The Member’s actions may be considered inappropriate.  However, it is difficult 
to assess on the basis of information provided whether the conduct complained 
of does amount to bullying.  
 
Investigation will enable others present at meetings and referred to in complaints 
to be interviewed or to provide statements which will provide a clearer picture, 
 
 
COM 323 & 324 
 
The allegation about the Member’s comments around the remembrance parade 
in December 2019 are difficult to substantiate.  The meeting happened over a 
year before this complaint was received and the accounts of the Member and 
Complainant are at odds. A significant amount of documentation has been 
produced and considered but the Governance Solicitor is unable to make a 
conclusive finding on initial assessment.  Given the seriousness of the 
allegations, it is necessary to gather more information, including statements from 
others.  
 
The Member’s proposal to amend the Member Officer Protocol also dates back 
some time, to March 2020. This was almost a year prior to the submission of the 
complaint. On balance, it seems reasonable for the Member to suggest 
amendments to the protocol and such suggestions were made in the correct 
forum. 
 
The Complainant alleges that since her complaint in 2019 the Member has 
bullied her. She implies that complaints he made about her in November 2020 
are part of this campaign of bullying.  
 
This complaint really centres around the Complainant’s perception of the 
Member’s actions.  The recollections of the parties differ, with both parties 
interpreting the words and actions of the other as being bullying/victimising in 
nature. 
 
Ordinarily, a recommendation for mediation would be made. However, a previous 
recommendation was not implemented, and mediation could not take place 
without agreement of both parties.  
 
In the circumstances, and in light of the serious allegations of bullying and 
ongoing acrimony between the parties, further investigation is required. 
 
This decision notice is sent to the people that made the allegations, the Clerk to 
Spennymoor Town Council and the Member against whom the allegations were 
made. 
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Right of Appeal 
 
Code of Conduct complaints are governed by the provisions set out in the 
Localism Act 2011. The Localism Act 2011 does not allow a right of appeal and 
this decision is final.  
 
 
Terms of reference 
 
The Localism Act 2011 
 
Signed 
 
 
 
Leanne Nash  
Governance Solicitor  
Date: 13 May 2021    
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Comments from Councillor Pete Molloy 

 

In review of your report and in paragraph 8, ’Findings’, you state that you will report your findings 

under the following headings: 

 

(a)Cllr Molloy’s behaviour towards Ms Hierons; and 

 

(b) Cllr Molloy’s behaviour towards Mr Ranson; 

 

There were no headings for findings for either Ms Hierons’s or Mr Ranson’s behaviour towards 

myself, despite me submitting four statements from current Town Councillors and two former Town 

Councillors. 

 

There is no mention at all of these statements in your report, which were from eyewitnesses that 

explained Ms Hierons’s behaviour towards myself and how Ms Hierons added two additions to 

Complaint 323 that were not on the agenda for Members to discuss and to take a vote on to be 

included in the complaint, so she had added them to the complaint without authority to do so. 

 

In respect to Mr Ranson, I provided evidence from a private message he sent to me in which the 

tone of the text was questionable for an Officer to talk to a Member and there was no mention of 

this too in your report. 

 

The last sentence of paragraph 49, you state: “Given their similarity, I consider that these two 

incidents do constitute a pattern of behaviour.”   

 

This is in relation to an initial facebook post in July 2019 and a responding facebook post in 

December 2020.  The time between these two dates is 17 months, which I am concerned that two 

separate incidents with a long time difference can constitute a pattern of behaviour.  If there were 2, 

3, 5 or even 10 years between two separate incidents would it still be constituted as a ‘pattern of 

behaviour’? 

 

In paragraph 50, you concluded that I intentionally set out to undermine Ms Hierons with my post in 

December, 2020.  I explained the reason I posted was in my defence to the accusation of bullying 

and was certainly not my intention to undermine Ms Hierons, but I can understand that it was 

probably a reckless approach to take on my behalf and along with the response I made to another 

person’s post and for that I apologise to Ms Hierons. 

 

In paragraph 58, you mention that Councillor Geldard said my comment was ‘inappropriate’, but I 

cannot see in your report that you have spoken with Councillor Geldard directly to ascertain this is 

actually what he said, or is this just what Mr Ranson said Councillor Geldard did say?  I do not recall 

Councillor Geldard saying it was inappropriate. 

 

With regards to you concluding that with me posting on facebook that I intentionally undermined Mr 

Ranson, I do not agree that I did.   This is because I was being open and honest in how money could 

be saved from the staffing budget, irrespective if there was a need to or not, and I genuinely thought 

Appendix 6  
Response to draft report
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this was in adherence to the Nolan Principles of ‘Openness’ and ‘Honesty’, but I do understand that 

my actions in putting the post up can be construed has being reckless and for that I apologise to Mr 

Ranson. 

 

I do not mean to be disrespectful, but after reading your report it comes across as being one-sided in 

favour of both Ms Hierons and Mr Ranson, because I cannot see any mention or any consideration 

taken into account on how I have been treated by Ms Hierons since being elected onto the town 

council in May, 2019, which evidence was provided in the statements from the eyewitnesses when 

in her professional role as the Town Clerk she should could have approached me to provide guidance 

and treat me in the same manner as she would to any other Member.   

 

Since being elected in May 2019, I feel the lack of guidance and support that has not been given to 

me has caused me great stress and anxiety, which has affected my role as a Town Councillor and my 

family life.  Along with these three complaints, I have had another three complaints (one has been 

concluded with no further action) made against me since June 2021, which came after I suffered 

online abuse, harassment and bullying that was supported by a Spennymoor Town Council tenant 

and resulted in the police being involved and an official warning being issued.   

 

I did inform Ms Hierons of the above incident involving the police and despite Ms Hierons saying the 

tenant would receive a letter informing them that their behaviour is not acceptable, I have not 

received acknowledgement that this has been done nor have I received any personal support from 

the town council or have I seen the town council publish a condemnation of the online abuse, 

harassment and bullying or support of such behaviour towards one of its Members, which makes me 

feel that I am not a valued Member of the town council. 

 

I feel that there have been mistakes and misunderstandings on all parties involved in this report and 

I also feel your conclusion in your report of identifying me as being a bully, which is not a true 

reflection of my character and could leave a long term damaging effect on me in the community I 

serve, not only as a Town Councillor, but a County Councillor too, this I feel is not a fair finding. 

Thank you for reading my comments and I hope they are taken into consideration in finalising your 

report and if you feel the need to speak with me again, I am happy to do so. 

 

Councillor Pete Molloy 
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DECISION NOTICE:  

LOCAL RESOLUTION 
 
Complaint Ref No. COM 263 
 
On 26 February 2020 the Governance Solicitor considered a complaint 
presented on behalf of the Clerk to the Town Council concerning the alleged 
conduct of Councillor Peter Molloy of Spennymoor Town Council (the Member) in 
accordance with Durham County Council’s Procedure for Local Assessment of 
Complaints (“the Procedure”). 
 
The Procedure requires the Monitoring Officer to ensure that all Code of Conduct 
complaints are assessed as soon as reasonably possible. The Monitoring 
Officer, in consultation with the Independent Person where appropriate, will 
ensure that the complaint is considered and decide if any action should be taken 
on it.  
 
The complaint has been subject to initial assessment and was referred for 
investigation. Following the investigation there are four possible outcomes:   

 
(a) That no action should be taken in respect of the complaint 
(b) To seek local resolution  
(c) To refer the complaint for investigation 
(d) To refer the complaint to the Standards Committee 
 
Where the complaint is against a person who is no longer a Member of the 
Council, but is a member of another relevant authority, it may be referred to the 
Monitoring Officer of that other relevant authority if this is more appropriate.   
 
This decision notice is produced to record the decision taken following initial 
assessment and includes the main points considered, the conclusion and the 
reasons for that conclusion. It will be available for inspection at the offices of the 
Council for six years beginning with the date of the decision.  However, the 
decision notice will not be made available for inspection until the member who 
was the subject of the complaint has received it. 
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152



 
 Page 2 
 

Complaint 
On 13 July 2019 it became known that the Member made had a series of what 
were considered derogatory comments on Facebook about the Town Clerk. The 
comments were made on a Facebook page titled, ‘Spennymoor Whats 
Happening’ as well as on the Facebook page shown as Councillor Pete Molloy.  
 
The comments were as follows, “Some Councillors would have voted the way 
they did for genuine reasons and I respect that. Other Councillors would have 
voted because they are Town Clerk ‘Loyalists’. My motion was the perfect 
opportunity to stop the ‘tail wagging the dog’, but sadly it continues”.   
 
The Member then commented, “some Councillors may have had genuine 
reasons for voting the way they did and I respect that. However, the Town Clerk 
‘Loyalists’ will always vote in her favour”. The Complainant finds the comments 
relating to the Clerk to be inaccurate and insulting.  
 
The Member was asked to remove the posts and to offer a public and personal 
apology to the Town Clerk.  The Member complied with this request and 
removed the posts. The Member apologised to the Town Clerk however the 
apology was not public or personal. The apology was considered insufficient.  
 
Potential breaches of the Code of Conduct 
The allegations in this case relate to a potential breach of the following 
paragraphs of the Code of Conduct: 
 
1. He/she shall behave in such a way that a reasonable person would regard as 

respectful at all times, and not bring the Town Council or their office into 
disrepute. 
 

2. He /she shall not act in a way which a reasonable person would regard as 
bullying or intimidatory. 

 
6. He/she must comply with any standing orders, policies and procedures 

adopted by the Council which seek to regulate the conduct of its elected 
members. This includes the member officer protocol and social media.  

 
9. He/she must not seek to circumvent these obligations by positing or otherwise 

publishing on social media or elsewhere, anonymously or under a 
pseudonym, information or opinion which would otherwise breach this code. 

 
The Governance Solicitor was advised by the Complainant that the complaint 
was not to include an allegation of a breach of paragraph 9 of the Code of 
Conduct.  
 
The Complainant confirmed to the Governance Solicitor and the Investigating 
Officer that this was not part of the original complaint which she raised and did 
not consider that the Member had been posting on social media anonymously or 
under a pseudonym. For this reason the Governance Solicitor will not consider 
an allegation of a breach of paragraph 9. 
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Decision 
The Governance Solicitor has decided that local resolution is required in respect 
of this complaint, specifically training on the use of social media and the code of 
conduct and to provide a personal apology to the Complainant which will be 
publicly recorded.  
 
Independent Person 
The views of the Independent Person have been sought on the investigation, the 
draft decision notice and given the opportunity to comment. The Independent 
Person agreed with the format and content of the Decision Notice. The 
Independent Person made the observation that the decision is a sensible way 
forward for all concerned. It is important to note that the rapidly changing nature 
of social media and the interaction of elected members with the wider public 
requires us all to ensure a period of self-reflection before statements are made 
which can be easily misconstrued. 
 
Reasons for decision 
The Governance Solicitor carefully considered the report of the Investigating 
Officer and considers the report to be comprehensive. The Investigating Officer 
was asked to consider possible breaches of the Code of Conduct for 
Spennymoor Town Council, namely paragraphs 1, 2, 6 and 9. The Governance 
Solicitor notes the findings of the Investigating Officer that there is evidence of a 
breach in respect of paragraphs 1 and 6 specifically: 
 

 He/she shall behave in such a way that a reasonable person would regard as 
respectful at all times, and not bring the Town Council or their office into 
disrepute. 

 

 He/she must comply with any standing orders, policies and procedures 
adopted by the Council which seek to regulate the conduct of its elected 
members. This includes the member officer protocol and social media.  

 
In the initial response to the complaint prior to the investigation, the Member 
accepted that he had made the comments however he did not agree that the 
comments were offensive but rather his ‘honest opinion on how Members voted 
and their reasons for how they voted’. The Member refuted the allegation that his 
single post on the Facebook page equated to bullying towards the Complainant. 
The Member accepted that he used his Councillor Facebook page to make the 
comments but felt that he has the right to express his views on social media as a 
way of communicating with the community of Spennymoor.  

The Governance Solicitor concurs with the recommendations of the Investigating 

Officer in that there is insufficient evidence of a breach of paragraph 9 of the 

code, the Member did not make the comments ‘anonymously or under a 

pseudonym’, the Member throughout has acknowledged that he made the 

comments using his Councillor Facebook page. In any event the allegations in 

relation to a breach of paragraph 9 were not presented by the Complainant as 

set out earlier.  
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The Governance Solicitor recognises that both the Member and the Complainant 

due to their roles ought to maintain a professional relationship. When interviewed 

both parties confirmed that they are able to work together. The issue has arisen 

due to what the Complainant describes as the Member blaming her personally 

for a failed motion put forward by him. The Complainant has expressed the 

impact this has caused specifically distress and a reduction in confidence. The 

Complainant considered that had the Member had an issue it would have been 

appropriate to raise the issue with her or the Deputy Clerk rather than post his 

concerns on Facebook. The Complainant acknowledged that the posts were 

taken down once the Member had been asked. The Complainant also 

acknowledged that an apology had been provided however as this was not in 

public and on social media she found this apology to be insufficient and therefore 

to escalated this.  

 

The Governance Solicitor notes that the Member during his interview with the 

Investigating Officer indicated that he was elected in May 2019 and as part of his 

election pledge, he promised to resolve the on-going issues, in particular one of 

which he felt very strongly about due his armed forces background. The Member 

during his interview explained that the motion he put forward was a way to try 

and fulfil his election pledge. The Member explained that his intention behind 

posting the comments was to communicate to the public his opinion of why the 

motion failed. He explained that he felt it was very important to be open and 

transparent with the public on this issue, considering that it was part of his 

election pledge. The Governance Solicitor observes that the Member did not find 

the post offensive, nor did he intend for it to be offensive towards the 

Complainant however he accepts that this is subjective.  

 

The Member when he was asked to remove the posts and he did so willingly as 

soon as the request was made of him. Equally when the Member was asked to 

provide a written apology he did this. The Member states that he was not aware 

that the apology was to be a public apology however during his interview with the 

Investigating Officer he confirmed he would be willing to issue a public apology. 

Additionally the Member accepted that he will in future will consider carefully how 

he phases his communications to the public 

 

The Code for the Council applies to members: 

 

“Whenever they conduct the business of the Council, including the business of 

the office to which they were elected or appointed, or when they claim to act or 

give the impression of acting as a representative of the Council”.  

 

The Governance Solicitor is satisfied that the posts were made in the Members 

capacity as a Councillor. The posts were made on the Members Councillor 

Facebook page which satisfies the requirement “when they claim to act or give 

the impression of acting as a representative of the Council”.  
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The Governance Solicitor considers that the Member made it clear his intention 

was not to criticise or offend the Complainant. It is also acknowledged that upon 

the Councillor learning of the offence caused he removed the post promptly. The 

Member accepts that he did not intend to cause offence however it must be 

noted that care should be taken when making remarks online which refer to an 

unelected official, who cannot answer back as easily as an elected member. 

Whilst the Investigating Officer does not make any finding of a breach of the 

code in relation to bullying the Governance Solicitor has cognisance of the case 

of  Heesom v Public Service Ombudsman for Wales [2014] EWHC 1504 relating 

to bullying which states that: 

 

“Bullying does not require any lengthy course, but does require (i) some intention 

(“attempt”) on the perpetrator's behalf to undermine the individual who is the 

object the conduct, and (ii) some effect on that individual, in terms of intimidation, 

upset or detriment to his or her confidence, capability or health”. 

 

Whilst in this instance the allegation relates to a single incident and does not 

establish a course or pattern of behaviour there is no doubt that the repetition of 

such conduct could amount to a pattern and the Member must have regard to 

this.  

 

In relation to the allegations for treating others with respect, the Governance 

Solicitor notes that the Investigating Officer considers that the view of the 

complaint was reasonably held in that the Member had in his comment been 

disrespectful to her. It is to be highlighted that the Member’s conduct was 

mitigated by the fact that he quickly removed the posts from Facebook once he 

was informed that they had caused offense. Additionally, he issued an apology to 

her on the same day that he was informed of her upset. However, due to the 

phrasing of the Member’s apology, the Investigating Officer finds the apology to 

be insufficient and the Governance Solicitor concurs with this finding. 

 

Having regard to the willingness of the Member to accept sanctions on a finding 

of a breach and the high importance placed on the need for the parties to 

continue to have a professional and working relationship the Governance 

Solicitor considers that local resolution is a suitable outcome for this complaint.  

 

The local resolution will be in the form of training to be provided to the Council 

including the Member on the Code of Conduct and social media to be delivered 

on behalf of the Monitoring Officer. This is recommended with a view to promote 

the high standards for all members and to enhance awareness of the use of 

social media. Additionally it is recommended that the Member issues a further 

apology and that a copy of the apology to be reported back to the Town Council 

for the public record.  

 

This decision notice is sent to the Complainant, the Chair of the Council and the 
Member against whom the allegations were made. 
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Next Steps 

 For the Chair of the Council to contact the Governance Solicitor to arrange 
training for the Council with the Member to attend.  

 For the Member to confirm and provide to the Governance Solicitor a copy of 
the apology provided to the Complainant.  

 
Right of Appeal 
Code of Conduct complaints are governed by the provisions set out in the 
Localism Act 2011. The Localism Act 2011 does not allow a right of appeal and 
this decision is final.  
 
 
Terms of reference 
The Localism Act 2011 
 
Signed 
 
 
Kamila Coulson-Patel 
Governance Solicitor 
Date: 27 February 2020 
 
 

K.Coulson-Patel
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