NORTHUMBRIA POLICE AUTHORITY

STANDARDS COMMITTEE – 23 JANUARY 2006 

ISSUES FROM THE STANDARDS BOARD FOR ENGLAND

REPORT OF THE CLERK

1.
PURPOSE OF THE REPORT

1.1 To inform the Committee of recent issues to have been highlighted by the Standards Board for England.

2.
Standards Board Bulletins

2.1 Since the last meeting of the Committee, one news bulletin has been issued by the Standards Board for England.  The Standards Board for England Bulletin 26 and Standards Committee News:04 – November 2005 are attached as appendix 1 and 2 to the report.

3. FIFTH ANNUAL ASSEMBLY OF STANDARDS COMMITTEES

3.1
It has been confirmed that this year’s annual assembly will take place on 16/17 October 2006 at the International Convention Centre in Birmingham. 

4.
STANDARDS BOARD INVESTIGATIONS/ADJUDICATION PANEL FOR ENGLAND

4.1
The Standards Board has publicised details of two recent cases: 

4.1.1
A complainant alleged that a Member of Cleveland Police Authority asked the Clerk and employees to arrange for the car parking fine, that he received while he was at a meeting of the Authority, to be rescinded. It is also alleged that the Member demanded that the Clerk pay for the parking ticket.

The Ethical Standards Officer (ESO) extended the investigation to consider whether the Member sent a disrespectful e mail about the fine to the Clerk and used the Authority’s headed paper to appeal against the fine.

The ESO considered that the Member had compromised the impartiality of the Authority’s employees, used his position to secure advantage for himself and brought his office into disrepute by trying to use his position to avoid liability for the fine.

The ESO considered that the Member had not been disrespectful in the e mail to the Clerk, although the e mail itself was inappropriate and ill-advised. Also, the Member had not misused resources by using the Authority’s letterhead because the Authority’s guidance does not stipulate that its resources should not be used for personal purposes. 

The ESO considered that although the Member failed to comply with the Code of Conduct, he realised his error, paid the fine, apologised for his conduct and was unlikely to behave in this manner again. Therefore, the ESO found that no action needs to be taken.

4.1.2
It was alleged that a Member of Gloucestershire Police Authority had brought his office and Authority into disrepute by being convicted of disorderly behaviour. He had been arrested in London for using a video camera to improperly and covertly film women.

The ESO referred the matter to the Adjudication Panel for England for determination. The case tribunal decided that the Member had brought his office and Authority into disrepute and failed to comply with the Code of Conduct. His behaviour had fell short of the standards expected of public officeholders and he had shown a complete lack of respect for the women he had filmed.

The tribunal took into account the member’s long record of public service and the testimonials provided on his behalf and that he had expressed regret for his actions and resigned from the Authority. The tribunal decided to disqualify him from being a member of a relevant Authority for one year.

4.1.3 The Standards Board for England recently completed a three and a half year investigation into Labour claims that in 2002, five Lib Dem Councillors at Islington LBC improperly appointed a former Lib Dem activist as Chief Executive. It concluded that there had been breaches of conduct during the appointment.

The Adjudication Panel for England , however, ruled that the Chief Executive’s appointment had been entirely proper and it was not satisfied that the evidence has shown that there was a conspiracy or that there was collusion between the Councillors to secure the appointment of the Chief Executive irrespective of her merit as a candidate.

The Panel strongly criticised the investigation of the ESO for the way he interviewed the Councillors as being directed to obtaining evidence to support the conclusions he had already reached, rather than being investigatory in nature.

It is estimated that the case cost £1.2m.

5.
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF ALLEGATIONS

5.1
Details of the statistical analysis of allegations prepared by the Standards Board for England are attached for information in Appendix 3 to this report.

6.
EQUAL OPPORTUNITIES IMPLICATIONS 

6.1 It is considered the report has no equal opportunities implications.

7.
HUMAN RIGHTS IMPLICATIONS

7.1
It is considered the report has no human rights implications.

8.
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

8.1
There are no financial implications arising from the report.

9.
RECOMMENDATION

9.1        The Committee is requested to note the report.

