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Purpose of report 

To detail the changes brought in by the Localism Act 2011 in 
relation to the Standards Regime, the suggested way forward in 
light of those changes and the actions required to implement the 
change.  

Council Priorities Pride in the Community 

Implications:  

Financial/Staff The financial implications are set out in detail in the report 

Link to relevant Corporate 
Action Team Stronger and Fairer Communities CAT 

Risk Management Discussed in the report 

Equalities Impact 
Assessment  To be considered as part of the Arrangements drafting process  

Human Rights To be considered as part of the Arrangements drafting process  

Transformational 
Government No direct implications 

Comments of Head of Paid 
Service The report is satisfactory. 

Comments of Section 151 
Officer The report is satisfactory. 

 
 

mailto:nicholas.rushton@nwleicestershire.gov.uk
mailto:christine.fisher@nwleicestershire.gov.uk
mailto:elizabeth.warhurst@nwleicestershire.gov.uk


Comments of Monitoring 
Officer As author of the report, the report is satisfactory  

Consultees All Members 

Background papers 

Report to Corporate Governance Scrutiny Committee: 
http://minutes.nwleics.gov.uk:81/aksnwleicester/images/att4636.pdf
 
Localism Act 2011: 
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2011/20/contents/enacted 

Recommendations 

THAT COUNCIL APPROVE THE FOLLOWING WHICH ARE 
REQUIRED TO IMPLEMENT THE CHANGES IMPOSED BY THE 
LOCALISM ACT 2011: 
 
1. AGREE THAT NWL WILL WORK TOWARDS THE 

IMPLEMENTATION OF A COUNTY WIDE CODE OF 
CONDUCT FOR MEMBERS. 

 
2. AGREE TO THE CREATION OF A POOL OF 

INDEPENDENT PERSONS TO ASSIST WITH 
STANDARDS ISSUES AND THE RECRUITMENT OF 
SUCH PERSONS THROUGH AN APPOINTMENTS 
PANEL CONSISTING OF 3 MONITORING OFFICERS 
DRAWN FROM THE 9 COUNTY WIDE AUTHORITIES. 

 
3. AGREE TO THE DEVELOPMENT AND  

IMPLEMENTATION OF A COUNTY WIDE SET OF 
“ARRANGEMENTS” FOR DEALING WITH STANDARDS 
COMPLAINTS AND CODE OF CONDUCT BREACHES. 

 
4. SUPPORT THE NEGOTIATION WITH TOWN AND 

PARISH COUNCILS TO HAVE A COMMON ADOPTED 
CODE. 

 
5. AGREE TO THE DRAFTING AND IMPLEMENTATION OF 

THE PROCESS FOR DEALING WITH REFERRALS TO 
POLICE FOR BREACHES LIKELY TO RESULT IN A 
CRIMINAL OFFENCE. 

 
6. THAT AUTHORITY BE DELEGATED TO THE 

MONITORING OFFICER TO UNDERTAKE THE 
CONSULTATION, DRAFTING AND APPROVAL OF (1)- 
(5) IN READINESS FOR ADOPTION BY FULL COUNCIL. 

 
7. THAT COUNCIL AGREE TO THE ESTABLISHMENT OF 

A CROSS PARTY WORKING GROUP AS OUTLINED IN 
PARAGRAPH 4 OF THIS REPORT. 
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1. BACKGROUND 
 

1.1 The Council has been working to the principles of the Localism agenda for some time, for 
example in the establishment of the community focus virtual teams which embrace area 
based working with close links to communities and members. 

 
1.2 The Localism Act 2011 received royal assent on 15 November 2011 and is gradually being 

implemented over the course of the next few months. The Act is lengthy and contains 
numerous individual provisions.  Appendix 1 to the report describes the key areas under 
the Act, the work which has already been completed or underway and areas where work 
can be started once further guidance / regulations are in place. The Monitoring Officer and 
her team of legal advisors are currently in the process of working through the provisions in 
the Act and this is the first in a suite of reports to be presented as and when the relevant 
sections come into force and require Council/Committee acceptance and implementation.  

 
1.3 The Localism Act makes fundamental changes to the system of regulating standards of 

conduct for elected and co-opted Members making each Authority responsible for its own 
Members. As of 31st January 2012 the monitoring body, Standards for England, ceased to 
exist under the Localism Act 2011 (Commencement No2 and Transitional and Saving 
Provision) Order 2012. As a result Authorities no longer have recourse to refer matters for 
consideration. The duty now lies with the individual Authorities (and their Monitoring 
Officer) to investigate and hold to account Members accused of breaches. The 
Government has however been persuaded to delay the introduction of the new regime 
until 1 July 2012 to enable Authorities to put in place the new arrangements.  

  
1.4 In light of the changes, ACSeS (Association of Council Secretaries and Solicitors) are in 

the process of drafting an example code of conduct for local authorities. The aim being to 
ensure an across the board collaborative approach to Standards and the duties imposed 
on Members to the public. The collaborative approach will also ensure that Members are 
adhering to the same duties at each level of local government, where some are elected at 
Parish, District and County level, and will assist the Member in knowing exactly what duty 
they have to whom rather than having to abide by various codes depending on which “hat” 
they are wearing.    

 
1.5 The Council must adopt a new code of conduct to come into effect on 1 July 2012. In 

addition Council will have to agree the changes to the constitution required to implement 
the new regime.  

 
2. THE CHANGES UNDER THE LOCALISM ACT 
 
2.1 Duty to Promote and Maintain High Standards of Conduct 
 
2.1.1 The Authority will remain under a statutory duty to promote and maintain high standards of 

conduct for its elected and co-opted Members. In achieving this, the Authority are required 
to implement a code of conduct, however what that code contains and how it is managed 
is left to the individual Authority to determine.  

 
2.1.2 The Act requires that any new code be consistent with the Nolan Principles, the Seven 

Principles of Public Life, together with the requirement to register and disclose pecuniary 
and other interests.  

 

 
 



2.1.3 The new regime still imposes a duty on the Monitoring Officer to establish and maintain a 
register of such interests in line with the authority’s determination of what constitutes such 
an interest.  

 
2.1.4 This is also true of the Town and Parish Councils within the District (For the purpose of 

this section of the Localism Act the “relevant authority” covers Town and Parish Councils). 
Town and Parish Councils are under the same duty as the District, Borough and Unitary 
Authorities to have a code of conduct but there is no requirement for them to adopt the 
same code as their principal authority. However given that the Monitoring Officer for the 
principal authority (NWLDC) will be tasked with the monitoring officer duty for the parish 
councils, it makes sense to have a common adopted code. In considering this, the 
Monitoring Officer proposes to hold a Parish Council Liaison Meeting to put forward the 
District Council’s recommendations of a County Wide Code of Conduct and seek approval 
of that recommendation from our Parish Council Members.   

 
2.1.5 The Localism Act abolishes the concept of personal and prejudicial interests and instead 

replaces it with “Disclosable Pecuniary Interests” (DPI). What these interests are is yet to 
be determined by Regulations but there is a general assumption that these will be 
equivalent to prejudicial interests as we currently know them however the duty to disclose 
them arises whenever the Member is in attendance at a meeting/committee at which a DPI 
matter is to be discussed and applies even if the Member would be absent from that part 
of the meeting.  

 
2.1.6 In a change to the current regime, if a Member has disclosed the DPI on the register they 

are not required to disclose it again at the meeting and this arguably imposes a 
responsibility on Members to be alert to the register. 

 
2.1.7 The requirement to withdraw from the meeting can be written into the Council’s Procedure 

Rules which would apply not just to Council, Committees and Sub-Committees but also to 
Cabinet and Cabinet meetings.  

 
2.1.8 Failure by a Member to disclose a DPI or the participation of a Member in a matter to 

which they have a DPI is a criminal offence under the new regime resulting in a fine or the 
disqualification of a Member for up to five years if proven. Investigations will be undertaken 
by the Police and authority is requested to enable the Monitoring Officer to take the 
appropriate steps for the negotiation of a protocol/process for such referrals and 
investigations.  

 
2.1.9 Section 28 of the Localism Act further imposes a duty on Authorities to deal with failures to 

comply with that Authority’s code of conduct and states that a “failure to comply with the 
code is not to be dealt with otherwise than in accordance with arrangements [by the 
Authority]. It therefore falls on the Authority to determine what amounts to a breach and 
what sanctions can and should be imposed if a breach is determined.  

 
2.2 Standards Committee - The Changes 
 
2.2.1 Together with the changes to the Code itself, the Localism Act also repeals Section 55 of 

the Local Government Act 2000 which had provided for the current statutory Standards 
Committee. Under the new regime there is no requirement to have a Standards 
Committee but there is a requirement to deal with Standards Issues, although no further 
guidance has been issued on this point. It is therefore likely to be more convenient to keep 

 
 



the Standards Committee model but have it amended to implement the new regime. 
NWLDC currently has a joint Audit and Standards Committee and it is likely that this will 
continue on implementing the new requirements. 

 
2.2.2 As there is no longer a requirement for Authority’s to have a Standards Committee any 

committee formulated for the purposes of dealing with Standards issues will be a normal 
committee of the Council and as such its formation will be subject to normal committee 
rules, i.e. proportionality unless voted otherwise by Council. The current statutory 
restriction on one executive member sitting on the Standards  Committee  will cease to 
apply, however members may retain this restriction if they so choose. 

 
2.2.3 Further it will be for Council to delegate the function of dealing with Standards issues to 

the Committee (or solely to the MO if they so wish). At this stage in the absence of further 
guidance, the MO would welcome the involvement of Members in dealing with any 
standards matters. The current system which involves Members in the committee and sub-
committee process has seen members involved in complex and long running cases, 
making a hugely valuable contribution to the process and ultimate decisions. It is 
considered that it would be appropriate for this to continue.  

 
2.2.4 The Principal Authority will continue to have the responsibility for dealing with Parish 

Council members as discussed above, but the current Parish Council representatives will 
cease to hold office on the Standards Committee unless Members take the decision to 
include them. The Principal Authority can choose whether it will want to continue to involve 
Parish Members and if so, how many. The choice is therefore between establishing a 
Standards Committee as a Committee of the Principal Authority (NWLDC) with co-opted 
but non-voting Parish Members or establishing a Joint Committee with the Parish Councils 
and having a set number of Parish Members as voting Members. This decision can be 
individual to each authority. The recommendation is to have a committee made up of 
District Members from which a sub-committee can be drawn, similar to the licensing 
committee model. Parish Members may be co-opted on to the Committee if required for 
individual matters.  

 
2.2.5 Under the current process the Standards Committee co-opt an independent person to the 

committee who then usually sits as the Chair and conducts the hearing. The co-opted 
status of the independent person makes them a Member for the purposes of that 
committee and they can participate and vote in the usual way. 

 
2.3 Changes to the Independent Person 
 
2.3.1 The Localism Act has changed the category of Independent Person and the current 

independent person elected under the current regime will not be able to sit as an 
independent person (for at least five years) once the new regime comes in.  

 
2.3.2 There has been some debate over this issue due to Authorities’ concern over losing the 

knowledge and skill base of current independent persons. However ACSeS has 
commissioned advice from a leading Q.C. who confirms the requirement to have new 
independent persons.)  

 
2.3.3 The role of the independent person is also changing as there is now a requirement to 

consult them at various stages throughout the complaint but always prior to the authority 
making a finding on the matter. It also provides for the subject member to approach them 

 
 



during the lifetime of the complaint in order to seek advice and assistance. This may lead 
to cases where an independent person is regarded as prejudiced on a matter and can not 
then be involved in the determination of a complaint.  

 
2.3.4 The independent person or persons (the Act provides for more than one) must be 

appointed through a process of public advertisement, application and appointment but no 
matter how many are appointed to the Authority each must be consulted before a decision 
is taken.  

 
2.3.5 Currently at NWLDC the independent persons are paid a remuneration of £200 per annum 

together with expenses incurred. Under the new regime the independent member is not a 
member of the Authority or of its committees and remuneration paid no longer falls within 
the scheme of members’ allowances and can therefore be determined without reference to 
the Independent Remuneration Panel.  

 
2.3.6 Given the more involved role of the independent person consideration needs to be given 

to the remuneration paid to the role. Although, NWLDC has not struggled to recruit good 
quality independent persons of late. 

 
2.3.7 Issue of remuneration is discussed later in this report at paragraph 5.  
 
2.4 The Requirement to have “Arrangements” 
 
2.4.1 Under the new regime Relevant Authorities are required to have a process in place for 

dealing with standards complaints but again there is no formal guidance on this point and 
it is left to the individual authorities to determine that process.  

 
2.4.2 These “Arrangements” will set out in detail how the authority intends to deal with 

complaints about both District and Parish Council members (again for this reason it is 
sensible to have the same arrangements at District and Parish Council level to enable a 
swift and effective process) and the actions against those found to be in breach.  

 
2.4.3 The Localism Act repeals the requirement for separate referrals, review and hearing sub-

committees and enables the Council to establish its own process. As the statutory 
provisions no longer give the Standards Committee or Monitoring Officer special powers to 
deal with complaints it is necessary for Council to delegate appropriate powers when 
deciding on these “Arrangements”. 

 
2.4.4 It is therefore recommended that Council delegate authority to the Monitoring Officer for 

the consultation and drafting of these “Arrangements” based on the recommendation at 
paragraph 3, together with their implementation following Council’s approval.  

 
3. OPTIONS FOR THE NEW “ARRANGEMENTS” 
 
3.1 As stated above, there is no requirement for Authorities to have a common code of 

conduct and each Relevant Authority (District and Parish) is entitled to draft its own code 
provided it takes into consideration the Seven Principles of Public Life.  

 
3.2 In considering this NWLDC believe it is practical as well as beneficial to have a County-

wide code and this has been discussed at the latest meeting of ACSeS (Association of 
Council Secretaries and Solicitors) as detailed in this report.   

 
 



 
3.3 At NWLDC we have a number of “dual-hatted” Members who are District Councillors as 

well as Parish Councillors and in some instances County Councillors also. Problems are 
likely to arise if each level of local authority has its own code and the Councillor has three 
different versions to abide by. Further given that the Monitoring Officer for the District is 
also the MO for the Parish the work, and cost, involved in monitoring both is likely to 
increase where two regimes are in place and two processes need to be adhered to.  

 
3.4 Council is asked to consider the following options and advise the Monitoring Officer of their 

preferred approach. 
 
3.5 Option 1 - Single Authority Approach 
 
3.5.1 As the title suggests this would mean NWLDC drafting their own code of conduct and 

arrangements in line with meeting the requirements imposed on it by the Localism Act. 
Whilst this option may be considered the easiest it would not benefit from the collaborative 
working created with partner agencies and would impose an added responsibility  on those 
Members who sit on other Relevant Authorities where different codes may be adopted.  

 
3.6 Option 2 - Collaboration with the Town and Parish Councils within the District 
 
3.6.1 This option would be specific to NWLDC and would allow for all relevant authorities in the 

area to have the same code of conduct and arrangements. This would be more beneficial 
to those dual-hatted members and more economical in terms of the Monitoring Officer role 
however it is not anticipated that this would be an easy solution as the Town and Parish 
Councils may wish to adopt a specific code peculiar to local requirements. 

 
3.7 Option 3 - Collaboration with the other relevant authorities within Leicester, 

Leicestershire and Rutland in the formation of a County-wide Code of Conduct and 
Arrangements 

 
3.7.1 This is the recommended option and is the preferred option of the authorities arising out of 

the ACSeS meeting. 
 
3.8 The meeting discussed 3 main areas for collaboration which are detailed below.  
 
3.9 A Common Code of Conduct 
 
3.9.1 As stated a County-wide Code of Conduct was felt to be the most beneficial way forward 

for the Members of all 9 authorities as it would assist with ongoing collaborative working 
and shared efficiencies. A common code would mean that partner authorities can continue 
to offer assistance with investigations as there will be a knowledge base already in place 
without the need to learn each authority’s individual codes and processes. It would also 
allow NWLDC officers to act on Standards matters for other authorities thereby generating 
an income for the authority.  

 
3.9.2 ACSeS are currently in the process of drafting a model code of conduct which was felt 

would be useful, in the assistance of the drafting of, if not appropriate for, the County-Wide 
code. It was also felt that a model code drafted by a national governing body would be 
more acceptable to Town and Parish Councils encouraging them to adopt it also.  

 

 
 



3.10 Procurement of Independent Persons 
 
3.10.1 As detailed in this report the role of the Independent Person (IP) is changing and the 

likelihood of an IP becoming involved at the earlier stages either through consultation with 
the Monitoring Officer or by the subject member is quite high. The risk of IPs becoming 
prejudiced is therefore a likely scenario and one that needs to be considered.   

 
3.10.2 In considering this it was felt that a reserve IP would be beneficial to each authority, 

however the cost involved in advertising and appointing more than one person to the role 
would be borne by the individual authority. It was felt by all authorities that the most 
advantageous way forward would be to have a joint procurement of IPs who would sit as a 
pool to be drawn on as and when required.  

 
3.10.3 The advantages of this being not only financial, where the cost of advertising and 

appointment would be proportioned amongst the authorities, but also professional where a 
knowledge base would be created and sustained. Each authority would have its own 
designated IP but would be able to draw from the pool where the designated IP is 
prejudiced out or is unable to attend for another reason. The system would work on a taxi 
rank basis with the next available person being the closest by location so as to reduce 
travel and travelling costs.  

 
3.10.4 In line with a County wide approach it was further discussed that the IPs would receive 

expenses only and not a flat fee remuneration so as to ensure no favouritism for 
authorities where money is to be made.  

 
3.10.5 In recruiting the IPs the authorities felt that an appointments panel made up of 3 

Monitoring Officers from the 9 Authorities could undertake the selection process and 
Council are asked to approve and delegate this process. The formal appointment of the 
selected IP still requires Council approval and once a successful recruitment of IPs has 
been undertaken a recommendation to appoint those selected will be presented at the 
next available Council meeting. 

  
3.11 Arrangements 
 
3.11.1 Again in line with the County Wide approach it was felt appropriate to have a county wide 

set of Arrangements for the same reasons detailed above.  
 
3.11.2 Attached to this report at Appendix 2 is a draft flowchart which outlines the proposed 

method for dealing with Standards complaints, investigations and hearings.  
 
3.11.3 The main basis of which being: 
 

(i) On receipt of a complaint the MO, in conjunction with the IP if appropriate, makes a 
determination on the severity of the allegation and whether it is suitable to attempt 
an informal resolution with the complainant and the subject member (NWLDC 
already has in place an informal resolution procedure for just such matters and this 
is attached to this report at Appendix 3), or whether it is severe enough to warrant 
a referral to the Police as per the DPI requirement. This process is aimed at 
screening unsubstantiated allegations and at saving costs to the authority.  

 

 
 



(ii) If on the initial assessment of the complaint or if there is a failure to resolve the 
matter informally, the MO together with the IP conducts a fact-finding exercise to 
determine the basic details of the allegation. The fact-finding is aimed at 
determining the first two stages of the investigation as we currently know it, that 
being a) whether the act was committed and b) whether it is likely the Member was 
acting in the capacity of Councillor at the time the act was committed. The IP 
involvement at this stage is aimed at ensuring an objective view and deflects 
criticism of the MO where a disgruntled Member may feel further action is 
unnecessary.  

 
(iii) On completion of the fact finding exercise, the MO may take a further decision at 

this stage as to the validity of the complaint or may prepare a report to a Panel 
outlining the details as discovered by them and the IP, making a recommendation 
on whether further action is required and whether there appears to be a case to 
answer.  

 
(iv) The Panel then take a decision as to whether it is appropriate to take the matter 

further and refer it for investigation by an officer appointed by the authority or 
whether the matter can be dealt with by way of a hearing (much like a court 
hearing) where each party presents their argument to determine whether there was 
a breach or not of the code of conduct. This will most likely depend on the 
complexity of the issues and the detail involved. 

 
(v) If an investigation is the recommended way forward this proceeds in the manner 

currently conducted. If the matter is to be dealt with by way of hearing, the rules of 
natural justice come into play and each party must be given the opportunity to 
formulate their argument, gather their evidence and be given the opportunity for 
representation at the hearing.  

 
(vi) The hearing is conducted with the quorote Members and the IP who will hear the 

matter and make a determination as to whether the allegation amounts to a breach 
of the Code of Conduct.  

 
(vii) Sanction imposed if breach determined. ACSeS have sought advice from a leading 

Queen’s Counsel Barrister on the likely available Sanctions and has listed these 
as: 

 
(a) Formal letter to the Councillor found to have breached the Code. 
(b) Formal censure by motion. 
(c) Removal by the Authority of the Member from committee(s) subject to 

statutory and constitutional requirements. 
(d) Press release/other appropriate publicity. 
 

(viii) A County Wide Appeals Committee is recommended to be created where the 
complainant or the subject member disagree with the decision taken by the hearing 
committee. The thrust behind having a County-wide Appeal Committee is that it will 
reassure Members of it’s objectivity and impartiality not having been involved in the 
matter previously and consisting of Members from other authorities. Authorities are 
to ask for nominations of Members to the Appeals Committee and no Member from 
the investigating authority will sit on an appeal against a decision by that authority.    

 

 
 



4. IMPLEMENTATION 
 
4.1 In approving the recommended Option 3 Council agree to the formation of a cross party 

working group who will, in conjunction with the MO draft the relevant policies and 
processes (“Arrangements”) for dealing with Standards Matters in line with the agreed 
County wide provisions. Nomination of Members is requested for this purpose.  

 
4.2 The new regime will also require amendments to the Council’s constitution and it is 

suggested that the working group draft those amendments and recommend them and the 
Standards Arrangements to Council at the next meeting.  

 
4.3 The Localism Act not only repeals the Standards Regime as we know it, but also revokes 

the duty on Members in relation to predetermination under the current Code of Conduct. A 
full report on the issue of predetermination is due to be presented to Council in March. In 
the meantime, the changes to the rules on predetermination will also require amendments 
to the constitution and it is suggested that the working group assess the changes required 
under Section 25 of the Act also.  

 
4.4 In a report to the Corporate Governance Scrutiny Committee dated 28 April 2010 the 

Deputy Leader undertook to ensure that: 
 

(i) the Constitution underwent one main annual review - around the time of Annual 
Council; 

 
(ii) any remaining changes or matters arising after this date would be dealt with by 

way of one mid year review; 
 

(iii) further reviews or changes would only be suggested outside this process if 
legislation or national guidance required it; 

 
(iv) there was some “scrutiny” of the main annual review report whilst in draft and prior 

to its publication; 
 

(v) there would be informal consultation / engagement with members on the mid year 
and other reviews. 

 
4.5 As these changes are required by statute, once the changes have been drafted and 

agreed by the working group the amended constitution can be presented to Council 
without the need to go back to scrutiny. This will assist with the limited timetable the 
Monitoring Officer is working towards.  

 
5.  FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
5.1 Should the proposal for a pool of independent persons be approved as a County wide 

policy, the remuneration for those independent persons will change to an expenses 
reimbursement rather than a flat fee. The cost of this may increase if an independent 
person is pooled from an area outside the District.  

 
 
 
 

 
 



 
 

6. RISK MANAGEMENT 
 

 
RISK IDENTIFIED 

 
LIKELIHOOD 

 
IMPACT 

 
RISK MANAGEMENT 
ACTION PLANS 

 
Failure to have 
appropriate Standards 
arrangements by the 
implementation date. 

 
Unlikely. 

 
Moderate. 

 
Officers will continue to 
work with colleagues 
throughout the County to 
develop new 
arrangements. 
 
The new arrangements 
will on the agenda for the 
next Parish Liaison 
meeting. 
 
The likelihood of this risk 
has diminished as a 
result of the delay in the 
implementation date by 
the Government. 

 
7.  CONCLUSION 
 
7.1 Having due regard for the details contained in this report, Council approve the 

recommendations as detailed delegating authority to the Monitoring Officer where 
required. 



 

APPENDIX 1 

 

Localism Act 2011 in 

North West Leicestershire  

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

• General power of  
competence 
NWLDC already has adequate 
processes in place to welcome 
this new power 

• Transfer of Functions  
NWLDC already has provisions 
in place for providing services 
on behalf of partner authorities. 

• Governance 
NWLDC has already successfully  
implemented the change to the  
Leader and Cabinet model which 
shows the effective mechanisms in 
place  

• Standards, Code of 
Conduct &  
Predetermination 
Council to be presented with a 
report on 23/2/12 

• Pay Accountability 
NWLDC currently uses the Statutory 
Officers terms and conditions 
together with the green book for 
officer remuneration. The Salary Pay 
Scale is already drafted on this 
basis.  

• Council Tax 
NWLDC has implemented this 
change in the latest report to 
Council for the setting of this year’s 
Council Tax.  

• Housing Finance 
NWLDC has already taken over the 
Housing Revenue Account pending 
these changes. 

• Community Right to 
Challenge 
NWLDC already complies with the 
rules on procurement and 
associated tender exercises. We are 
awaiting Regulations from 
Government in the drafting of our 
policy for accepting/rejecting 
nominations  

• Assets of Community 
Value 
NWLDC has registered all of the 
Assets it currently holds under the 
Asset Management programme. 
This list will be a useful reference 
once a nomination is received from 
the community. We are awaiting 
regulations from Government on 
accepting nominations under this 
section but are considering possible 
options currently. 

• Planning Strategies 
Work is ongoing to ensure that 
the Council has a robust evidence 
base to support the Core 
Strategy. It is anticipated that the 
Council will make a decision on 
the final Core Strategy in Spring 
2012.  

• Community 
Infrastructure Levy 
NWLDC is already working with 
other County authorities to 

develop its CIL. 
• Neighbourhood 

Planning 
NWLDC has begun to draft a 
policy and procedure which will 
provide guidance on how the 
neighbourhood planning process 
will operate in NWL. 

• Planning Enforcement 
NWLDC already has in place a 
successful protocol for planning 
enforcement and associated 
successful prosecutions. 

• Allocation Policy 
NWLDC is already undertaking a 
review of its allocation policy in 
light of these changes and will be 
ready to implement them when the 
provision comes into force.  

• Homelessness 
NWLDC already runs a successful 
homelessness campaign and this 
change will enable the Council to 
further its assistance to those in 
need within its District.  

• Fixed Term Tenancies 
Housing Management are currently 
reviewing this provision, in 
consultation with our tenants and a 
report will be prepared in advance 
of the provision coming into force.  

• National Home Swap 
The Housing Management Team 
has already signed up to a national 
provider, Homeswapper, and will 
be promoting this service in 
2012/13. 

Corporate  

Governance 

Finance  Community  Housing Planning
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APPENDIX 3 
 
 
……………………………………………………………………………..PARISH COUNCIL 
 

INFORMAL DISPUTE RESOLUTION PROCEDURE 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
This informal procedure has been developed as a quick and largely informal way of resolving 
disputes or conflict between members.  This procedure does not preclude the rights of 
members to initiate the formal member complaints procedure.  It aims to foster mutual 
respect and courtesy and to develop good working relationships between members and to 
avoid unnecessary formal complaints.  The advice of the Parish / Town Clerk should be 
sought early in the procedure to enable him/her to provide advice on the application of the 
Member Code of Conduct and assist resolution of the matter. 
 
THE PROCEDURE 
 
1. Councillors shall have regard to the existing Member Code of Conduct as setting 

clear ground rules on their conduct and behaviour. 
 
2. It will be expected that before the procedure is implemented that the members 

involved in the dispute / conflict will have met to identify specifically what the 
difference is and to discuss the matter in a meaningful way with a view to resolving 
the difference (where this is reasonably practical). 

 
3. In the event that a difference cannot be resolved Parish / Town Clerks shall be 

informed as soon as possible. 
 
4. The relevant Parish Clerk shall convene a meeting ideally within 5 days with the 

members who are involved in the dispute and him or herself. 
 
5. Any meetings shall encourage a full and frank exchange of views in a professional 

manner in an endeavour to resolve the conflict. 
 
6. Any member may wish to be accompanied by a colleague or friend during part or the 

whole of the process. 
 
7. The Parish Clerk or member may wish to seek the advice and/or involvement of the 

Monitoring / Deputy Monitoring Officer at any time during the process. 
 
9. In the unlikely event of the matter not being resolved as above, the matter may be 

referred to the Monitoring Officer to try and break the deadlock.  The Monitoring 
Officer may consult the Chairman of the Standards Committee at this stage. 

 
10. Should the matter remain unresolved it shall be open to the parties to initiate 

mediation services if appropriate.   
 

NOTE: If at any point a member decides to make a formal complaint against another 
member, then the Monitoring Officer should be informed immediately. 

 
 
APPROVED BY ……………………………………………………………………PARISH/TOWN  
 
COUNCIL AT ITS MEETING HELD ON ……………………………….. 

EWR5JS 
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