
 
 
 
 

AGENDA  
 
 
Meeting: Standards Hearing Sub-Committee 

Place: Council Chamber - Council Offices, Monkton Park, Chippenham, 

SN15 1ER 

Date: Wednesday 3 and Thursday 4 October 2012 

Time: 9.30 am 

  

 

 
Please direct any enquiries on this Agenda to Pam Denton, of Democratic Services, 
County Hall, Bythesea Road, Trowbridge, BA14 8JN. 
 
Press enquiries to Communications on direct lines (01225)713114/713115. 
 
This Agenda and all the documents referred to within it are available on the Council’s 
website at www.wiltshire.gov.uk  
 

 
Membership: 
 

Cllr Chris Caswill 
Cllr Julian Johnson 
 

Cllr Roy While 
 

 

 



 
 

 

AGENDA 

 
 

 Part 1  

 Items to be considered when the meeting is open to the public 

 

1   Election of Chairman  

 To elect a Chairman for this meeting only 

 

2   Chairman's Welcome, Introduction and Announcements  

 

3   Declarations of Interest  

 Councillors are requested to declare any pecuniary or non-pecuniary interests. 

 

4   Exclusion of the Press and Public  

 To consider passing the following resolution: 
 

To agree that in accordance with Section 100A(4) of the Local Government Act 
1972 to exclude the public from the meeting for the business specified in Item 
Number 5 because it is likely that if members of the public were present there 
would be disclosure to them of exempt information as defined in  paragraph 7(c) 
of Part I of Schedule 12A to the Act and the public interest in withholding the 
information outweighs the public interest in disclosing the information to the 
public. 
 

 

 Part II  

 Item(s) during consideration of which it is recommended that the public should 
be excluded because of the likelihood that exempt information would be 

disclosed 

 

 

5   Standards Committee Hearing Complaint regarding the alleged conduct of 
Councillor Christopher Humphries of Wiltshire Council  

 5a Consideration of the Investigator's Report  



 5b Arrangements for dealing with Code of Conduct Complaints under 
the Localism Act 2011 
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Wiltshire Council       
 
Standards Hearing Sub-Committee 
3 and 4 October 2012 
 

 
Consideration of an Investigator’s report 

 
Complaint regarding the alleged conduct of Councillor Christopher Humphries 

of Wiltshire Council 
 
  

1. On 19th June 2011 the Monitoring Officer of Wiltshire Council received a 
complaint from Ms Julia Densham regarding the alleged conduct of 
Christopher Humphries, a member of Wiltshire Council.  

 
2. The allegation concerns Councillor Humphries’ alleged behaviour towards the 

complainant, over a period of time, which has made her feel ineffective in her 
professional responsibilities and vulnerable in her dealings with Councillor 
Humphries.   

 
3. The complaint is included within the Investigator’s report (pages 52 to 66 of 

the Schedule of Evidence). 
 

4. On 13th July 2011, the Standards Assessment Sub-Committee of Wiltshire 
Council considered the complaint regarding Councillor Humphries. In 
accordance with section 57A(2) of the Local Government Act 2000, as 
amended, the Assessment Sub-Committee decided that the complaint should 
be referred to the Monitoring Officer for investigation. They considered that if 
proven, the behaviour giving rise to the complaint may be capable of 
breaching the following paragraphs of the Code: 

 
3(1) – You must treat others with respect. 
 
3(2)(a) – You must not do anything which may cause your authority to 
breach any of the equality enactments 
 
3(2)(b) – You must not bully any person 
 
4(a) – You must not disclose information given to you in confidence by 
anyone, or information acquired by you which you believe, or ought 
reasonably to be aware, is of a confidential nature 
 

 

5. The decision notice is included within the Investigator’s report  
(pages 167– 168 of the Schedule of Evidence). 

 
6. Councillor Humphries’ Declaration of Acceptance of Office and Undertaking 

to observe the Code of Conduct is included in the Investigator’s report at  
page 76 of the Schedule of Evidence. 

Agenda Item 5a



 

 
7. The Monitoring Officer delegated his investigatory powers to Mrs Marie  

Lindsay, Ethical Governance Officer, pursuant to section 82A of the Local  
Government Act 2000. A copy of the Investigator’s report is enclosed. 

 
8. The Investigator’s report finds that there has been a breach of paragraphs 

3(1), 3(2)(a) and 3(2)(b) of the Code of Conduct. The Investigator’s report 
finds no breach of paragraph 4(a) of the Code of Conduct. 

 
9. The Consideration Sub-Committee of the Standards Committee of Wiltshire 

Council met on 24th April 2012 and, having carefully considered the 
Investigating Officer’s report and findings, decided: 
 

• In respect of paragraphs 3(1), 3(2)(a) and 3(2)(b) of the Code of 
Conduct, in accordance with Regulation 17 of the Standards 
Committee (England) Regulations 2008, to refer the allegations to a 
Hearing Sub-Committee of the Standards Committee for 
determination. The Consideration Sub-Committee was satisfied that 
the matter was suitable for local determination. 
 

• In respect of paragraph 4(a) of the Code of Conduct, to accept the 
Investigating Officer’s finding of no breach. 

 
10. The Hearing Sub-Committee is therefore asked to consider the report and 

determine whether Councillor Humphries’ actions have breached paragraphs 
3(1), 3(2)(a) and 3(2)(b) of the Code of Conduct.   

 
 
Ian Gibbons, Monitoring Officer 
 

 
Report Author: Marie Lindsay, Ethical Governance Officer 
 
Tel: 01225 718465 
 
 
Date of report:  20th September 2012 
 
Background Papers 
 
Final Investigation Report – 20th March 2012 
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Wiltshire Council 
 

Standards Hearing Sub-Committee 
 

 
Pre-Hearing Process Summary 

 

 

 

Authority Wiltshire Council 
 

Subject Member 
 

Cllr Christopher Humphries 

Complainant 
 

Ms Julia Densham 

Case reference 
number 
 

WC 39/11 

Chairman of the 
Standards 
Hearing Sub-
Committee  
 
Other Members 
 

Mr Stuart Middleton, Chairman 
(Independent) 
 
 
 
His Hon David MacLaren Webster QC (Parish 
Councillor) Councillor Julian Johnson (Wiltshire Council) 
 

Monitoring 
Officer / Legal 
Adviser to the 
Standards 
Hearing Sub-
Committee 

Mr Ian Gibbons 

Clerk of the 
hearing 
 

Ms Pam Denton 

Investigator Mrs Marie Lindsay 

Date of Pre-
Hearing Review 

30 May 2012 

Summary of the 
complaint 

The complaint concerns Councillor Humphries’ alleged 
behaviour towards Ms Densham, over a period of time, 
which has made her feel ineffective in her professional 
responsibilities and vulnerable in her dealings with 
Councillor Humphries. 

Relevant 
sections of the 
Code of Conduct 

Paragraph 3(1) – You must treat others with respect 
 
Paragraph 3(2)(a) – You must not do anything which 
may cause your authority to breach any of the equality 
enactments. 
 
Paragraph 3(2)(b) – You must not bully any person 



 

Date, time and 
place of the 
hearing 
 

3 July 2012 at 10 am in the Council Chamber, Council 
Offices, Monkton Park, Chippenham 

Findings of fact 
in the 
investigation 
report that are 
agreed 
 

See Appendix A - Investigator’s Report and Form A 
responses (combined version attached for ease of 
reference) 
 
 

Findings of fact 
in the 
investigation 
report that are 
not agreed 
 

See Appendix A - Investigator’s Report and Form A 
responses (combined version attached for ease of 
reference) 
 
 

Does the subject 
member disagree 
with any findings 
of the 
investigation 
report, including 
reasons for any 
of these 
disagreements? 

 
Yes - all findings of breach are contested. 
 
See Cllr Humphries e-mail dated 24 May 2012 raising 3 
procedural points which the Sub-Committee will consider 
as preliminary issues at the hearing. 
 
 
 
 

Does the subject 
member wish to 
give evidence to 
the standards 
committee, either 
orally or in 
writing? 

 
Yes 

Does the subject 
member wish to 
be represented at 
the hearing by a 
solicitor, 
barrister or any 
other person? 
 

 
Yes.  
 
Mr Peter Keith-Lucas, Solicitor Partner at bevan Brittan, 
Bristol 

Does the subject 
member want to 
call relevant 
witnesses to give 
evidence to the 
standards 
committee? 
 

 
None, save that Cllr Humphries reserves the right to 
request that further witnesses are called after 
considering the additional witnesses the Sub-Committee 
wish to attend the hearing - see below. 



Does the subject 
member want 
any of the 
hearing to be 
held in private?  
 
 

 
No 

Does the subject 
member want 
any part of the 
investigation 
report or other 
relevant 
documents to be 
withheld from the 
public? 
 

 
No 

Will the 
Investigator be 
attending the 
hearing? 

Yes - she will be represented by Frank Cain, Head of 
Legal 

Proposed 
procedure for the 
hearing 

The Procedure will follow the Council’s 
Procedure for Determination of Referred  
Complaints by the Standards Committee (attached) as 
explained by the Chairman at the Pre-hearing Review. 
This is based on the Standards Committee (England) 
Regulations 2008 and Standards for England guidance. 
 

Additional 
Directions 

As requested by the Sub-Committee, a revised summary 
table is attached for use at the hearing.  This shows the 
7 findings which have been referred for hearing;  
references to the corresponding findings of fact in 
Appendix A; the corresponding paragraphs in the 
investigator’s report and a note of the facts which are 
disputed by Cllr Humphries. It also includes details of the 
findings which have been found to breach the code, 
where this has been requested by Cllr Humphries in 
Form A.  
 
The Sub-Committee would like the following witnesses to 
attend the hearing to give evidence in addition to the 
complainant: 

• Councillor Jemima Wilton 

• Mr Martin Cook, Area Highway Engineer 
• Mr Dave Roberts, Corsham Community Area 

Manager 
 
The Investigating Officer will arrange for these persons 
to attend. 
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1 

FORM A Please enter the number of any paragraph where you disagree with the findings of fact in the investigator’s

report and give your reasons and your suggested alternative. 

Member’s response to the evidence set out in the investigator’s report

Paragraph number from

the investigator’s report

Reasons for disagreeing with the findings of fact provided

in that paragraph

Suggestion as to how the paragraph

should read

8. I intended my email to be a compliment to Ms Densham and 
it was made in a humorous form. (Ms Densham uses terms 
such as “crap” and “bullshit”.) The applicant to whom Ms 
Densham was responding was being turned down for a 
grant. It wasn’t an easy message to give but Ms Densham 
did it very well. I am sorry if my comment offended her but I
fail to see how Codes 3(1) and 3(2)(b) were breached.

Not applicable.

9. Confusion regarding the meeting dates.

· Investigating officer states late 2009 or early 2010

· Ms Densham and Councillor Milton state late 2010 or 
early 2011

The investigation can only relate to the original Complaint; 
this matter appeared afterwards, therefore the Hearing 
Panel has no jurisdiction over this matter.

Not applicable.

10. I would never use the term “black hole” in connection with 
or any other person. Minutes of all four 

meetings referred to in 9. above do not reflect any reference 
to 
It is clear in Ms Densham’s version that ‘black hole’ is a 
reference to instructions not being followed rather than  

Not applicable.

21. I did not use that form of vulgar language; it is not in my 
vocabulary.

Not applicable.



2 

Paragraph number from

the investigator’s report

Reasons for disagreeing with the findings of fact provided

in that paragraph

Suggestion as to how the paragraph

should read

23. This alleged conversation did not take place. I knew that Ms 
Densham was married with children but had no idea of their 
sex or ages.

Not applicable.

17. to 23. Please explain which of the alleged events listed in para.17 
to 23 are alleged to be a breach of Codes 3(1), 3(2)a and, 
3(2)b. It is not apparent in the Schedule of Findings of Fact.  

Not applicable.

27. Mr Stansby thanked Ms Densham stating that he “enjoyed a 
nibble during the meeting”. I made my comments to 
reinforce his thanks for providing biscuits and my comment 
meant that she also liked biscuits, an entirely altruistic 
gesture on her part.
I was not aware of and did not intend any sexual innuendo. I
was surprised that she found such innuendo when she 
commented to me privately after the meeting. I apologised 
for any unintended offence. I was so upset that I may have 
caused her offence that I sent Ms Densham an email that 
evening.
I was not challenged by anyone else attending this meeting.

Not applicable.

24. to 31. Please explain which of the three separate alleged events 
listed in para. 24 to 31 are alleged to be a breach of Codes 
3(1), 3(2)a and, 3(2)b. It is not apparent in the Schedule of 
Findings of Fact.  

28. I did not use inappropriate actions and sexual innuendo. I 
tried to help Ms Densham dismantle the screen but walked 
away when somebody else, (I believe Martin Cook) offered 
to help her as I was unable to assist.

Not applicable.

35. I only referred to  association with  
I did not go into any detail. All details were available,  

 and therefore the public domain.

Not applicable.



3 
 

Paragraph number from 

the investigator’s report 
Reasons for disagreeing with the findings of fact provided 

in that paragraph 

Suggestion as to how the paragraph 

should read 

40. This alleged incident did not take place.  Not applicable. 

45.  I did not make comments about Mr Milton in a forceful 
manner as I hold him in high regard. I may have informed 
the meeting that Mr Milton is not an Area Board decision 
maker but derogatory and forceful terms were not used. 

Not applicable. 

46. I did not refer to Ms Densham’s performance in a negative 
manner nor use the word “crap”.  

Not applicable. 

47. I did not silence Mr Roberts with a dismissive hand gesture. 
I have known and worked with Mr Roberts for 10 years and 
value his input. During meetings that I chair I have a strong 
tendency to gesticulate with my hands and point to indicate 
the next speaker. There is no evidence from Mr Roberts that 
he took offence or felt that I was being disrespectful. 

Not applicable. 

End. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
24/5/2012 
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24/5/2012 
 

FORM B Please set out below, using the numbered paragraphs any other evidence you feel is relevant to the 

  allegation made about you. 

 

  Other evidence relevant to the allegation 

 

Paragraph number Details of the evidence 

 

Not applicable On either the 4th or 5th May 2011 Ms Densham telephoned me to say she had something for me that needed 
delivering. I cannot remember what the package contained but it could have been a mobile telephone. Ms 
Densham offered to deliver it personally to my home; this she duly did, handing over the package to me on 
my doorstep.  
Given that Ms Densham stated very clearly in both her Complaint Form and her Written Statement that she 
felt very vulnerable in my presence why did she come to my home unaccompanied? 
This evidence is contained in my written statement but has been ignored by the investigating officer despite 
my highlighting it on several occasions (via email). Ms Densham has also failed to comment on it in during 
the Draft Report review.  

8. Ms Densham uses terms such as “crap” and “piss”; (pg.65 of Final Report - her email to Cllr Jemima Milton 
dated 8/6/2011) and “bullshit”; (pg 91 of Final Report - her Statement). 

16. My email was meant as a compliment in the context of a complete exchange of emails. 

40. I am very careful about unsolicited physical contact. I will shake hands and/or pat someone on their back (by 
way of congratulation), but would not have other physical contact with people I work with. 

46. If I had concerns about the performance of an officer I would raise it with their line manager. The words 
alleged against me are completely uncharacteristic as I would never criticise an officer to their face or in front 
of a third party. The use of the word “crap” comes from Mr Roberts’ statement but he could not recall the 
exact words. The use of “crap” is not alleged in Ms Densham’s Complaint and denied by myself. On the 
balance of probabilities, the word was not used. 

End. 
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FORM C Please set out below using the numbered paragraphs, any factors that the Standards Committee should 

  take into account if it finds that a member has failed to follow the Code of Conduct. 

 

Representations to be taken into account if a member is found to have failed to comply with the Code of Conduct. 

 

Please note that no such finding has yet been made. 

 
Paragraph number Factors for the Standards Committee to take into account when deciding whether or not to order any censure, restriction 

of resources or allowances, suspension or partial suspension 

 

  

No response. No response. 

  

  

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
24/5/2012 
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FORM D 

 

Arrangements for the Standards Committee hearing 

 

*Please delete as appropriate 

 

1   The proposed date for the 

Standards Committee hearing 

is given in the accompanying 

letter. Are you planning to 

attend the hearing? 

 

If ‘No’, please explain why. 

 

 

*YES/NO 

Reason: 

 

2   Are you going to present 

your own case? 

 

*YES/NO Reason: 

It is my right to counsel. 

3   If you are not presenting 

your own case, will a 

representative present it for 

you? 

 

If ‘Yes’, please state the 

name of your representative 

 

*YES/NO Name: 

Mr Peter Keith-Lucas 

4   Is your representative a 

practising solicitor or 

barrister? 

 

If ‘Yes’, please give his or 

her legal qualifications then 

go to Question 6  

 

If ‘No’, please go to question 

5 

 

*YES/NO Qualifications: 

Solicitor; Partner at Bevan Brittan 

5   Does your representative 

have any connection with 

your case? 

 

If ‘Yes’, please give details 

 

*YES/NO Details: 

 

  



 

6   Are you going to call any 

witnesses? 

 

If ‘Yes’, please fill in Form E 

 

*YES/NO  

7   Do you, your 

representative or your 

witness have any access 

difficulties (for example, is 

wheelchair access needed)? 

 

If ‘Yes’, please give details 

 

*YES/NO Details: 

8   Do you, your 

representative or witness 

have any special needs (for 

example, is an interpreter 

needed)? 

 

If ‘Yes’, please give details 

 

*YES/NO Details: 

9   Do you want any part of 

the hearing held in private? 

 

If ‘Yes’, please give reasons. 

*YES/NO Reasons: 

10   Do you want any part of 

the relevant documents to be 

withheld from public 

inspection? 

 

If ‘Yes’, please give reasons. 

 

*YES/NO Reasons: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
24/5/2012 



FORM E 

 

Details of proposed witnesses to be called. 

        

Name of witness or witnesses 1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

 

 

 

 

Cllr Chris Humphries 
 
 

 

WITNESS 1 

 

A   Will the witness give 

      evidence about the 

      allegation? 

 

If ‘Yes’, please provide an outline 

of the evidence the witness will 

give 

 

 

B   Will the witness give evidence 

about what action the Standards 

Committee should take if it finds 

that the Code of Conduct has not 

been followed? 

 

If ‘Yes’, please provide an outline 

of the evidence the witness will 

give 

 

 

 

 

*YES/NO 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

*YES/NO 

Outline of evidence: 

 

 

As per Forms A & B 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Outline of evidence: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
24/5/2012 
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Appendix A                           Schedule of findings of fact 

Case No: WC 39/11 

Investigating Officer’s findings of fact 
 

Councillor Humphries’ comments 

General  

1. Councillor Christopher Humphries was at the relevant time a 
member of Wiltshire Council. 

 

2. Councillor Humphries is the Chairman of the Marlborough 
Area Board.  

 

3. Ms Densham was from 1 April 2009 to November 2009 the 
Senior Democratic Services Officer to the Marlborough Area 
Board.  

 

4. From December 2009 to February 2010 Ms Densham took on 
the role of temporary Marlborough Community Area Manager, 
before returning to her substantive role in Democratic 
Services.   

 

5. In June 2010 Ms Densham was offered the post of 
Marlborough Community Area Manager on a permanent 
basis. Towards the end of her three month notice period she 
began to take on some of her new responsibilities. 

 

1 December 2009  

6.  On 1 December 2009 Councillor Humphries sent an email to 
Ms Densham in which he states ‘Well done, I could not have 
thought of such bovine effluent as this!!’ 

 

7. Councillor Humphries sent his email in response to an email 
from Ms Densham an applicant for a grant from the Area 
Board, and which had been copied to him. 

 



8. Councillor Humphries’ email of 1 December 2009 expresses 
his view that he considers Ms Densham’s initial email to 
contain a load of bullshit. 

I intended my email to be a compliment to Ms Densham and 
it was made in a humorous form. (Ms Densham uses terms 
such as “crap” and “bullshit”.) The applicant to whom Ms 
Densham was responding was being turned down for a 
grant. It wasn’t an easy message to give but Ms Densham 
did it very well. I am sorry if my comment offended her but I 
fail to see how Codes 3(1) and 3(2)(b) were breached.

Late 2009 or early 2010

9. A briefing meeting of the Marlborough Area Board was held in 
late 2009 or early 2010 at which Ms Densham, Councillor 
Humphries and Councillor Milton were present.

Confusion regarding the meeting dates.

· Investigating officer states late 2009 or early 2010

· Ms Densham and Councillor Milton state late 2010 or 
early 2011

The investigation can only relate to the original Complaint; 
this matter appeared afterwards, therefore the Hearing 
Panel has no jurisdiction over this matter.

10. At that meeting Councillor Humphries made reference to 
information having disappeared down a black hole in 
connection with 

I would never use the term “black hole” in connection with 
 or any other person. Minutes of all four 

meetings referred to in 9. above do not reflect any reference 
to 
It is clear in Ms Densham’s version that ‘black hole’ is a 
reference to instructions not being followed rather than  

26 August 2010

11. On 26 August 2010 a briefing meeting of the Marlborough 
Area Board was held. The meeting was attended by 
Councillor Humphries, Ms Densham, Ms K Scott and 
Councillor N Fogg.

12. No objections were raised at the meeting to any bad 
language that had been used by anyone present.

13. At the meeting Councillor Humphries used the term ‘abortion 
of a mess’.



14. Later the same day Ms Scott sent an email to Mr Steve Milton 
expressing her views about the meeting.  

24 September 2010

15. On 24 September 2010 Ms Densham sent an email to 
Councillor Humphries asking him to approve new 
Marlborough Area Board agenda covers.

16. Councillor Humphries replied to Ms Densham by email on the 
same day. His email included the phrase ‘Also who is the 
good looking bird at the bottom? I did not realise that colour 
photography had been around so long’. These comments 
were directed towards Ms Densham. 

28 September 2010

17. On 28 September 2010 a meeting of the Marlborough and 
Villages Community Area Partnership was held at 
Marlborough Town Hall. Councillor Humphries and Ms 
Densham were both present at the meeting. 

Please explain which of the alleged events listed in para.17 
to 23 are alleged to be a breach of Codes 3(1), 3(2)a and, 
3(2)b. It is not apparent in the Schedule of Findings of Fact.  

18. After the meeting had finished Councillor Humphries and Ms 
Densham were having a discussion outside Marlborough 
Town Hall when it started to rain. 

19. Councillor Humphries invited Ms Densham to finish the 
conversation in his car, to which she agreed. The 
conversation turned towards the allegations surrounding  

20. The conversation about  arose as a result of 
discussions about  and  

(Amended since the draft report as a result of Councillor 
Humphries’ additional comments – see Appendix C1.1, page 
179)



21. Councillor Humphries made reference to the specifics of the 
allegations about  and, in doing so, used the 
expression ‘rod-ing’.

I did not use that form of vulgar language; it is not in my 
vocabulary.

22. Councillor Humphries did not stroke Ms Densham’s arm.

23. A conversation took place between Ms Densham and 
Councillor Humphries about Ms Densham’s children although 
it is unclear what questions were asked by Councillor 
Humphries and exactly what information was exchanged. 

This alleged conversation did not take place. I knew that Ms 
Densham was married with children but had no idea of their 
sex or ages.

7 October 2010

24. On 7 October 2010 a meeting of the Marlborough Community 
Area Transport Group meeting was held. Present at that 
meeting were, amongst others, Ms Densham, Councillor 
Humphries, Councillor P Dow, Councillor A Kirk Wilson and 
Mr M Cook, Highways Engineer.

Please explain which of the three separate alleged events 
listed in para. 24 to 31 are alleged to be a breach of Codes 
3(1), 3(2)a and, 3(2)b. It is not apparent in the Schedule of 
Findings of Fact.  

25. Prior to the meeting Ms Densham and Mr Rogers had 
attended a meeting at Councillor Humphries’ house. 

26. At the meeting on 7 October 2010 Councillor Humphries 
made a comment about the fact that Ms Densham had been 
to his house

27. At the meeting Councillor Humphries made a comment about 
Ms Densham liking/enjoying a nibble. The only comments 
made at the meeting to nibbling were those made by 
Councillor Humphries. Councillor Humphries’ comments were 
challenged by Ms Densham and Councillor Dow at the time. 
(Amended since the draft report as a result of Ms Densham’s  
additional comments – see Appendix D1.1, page 183)

Mr Stansby thanked Ms Densham stating that he “enjoyed a 
nibble during the meeting”. I made my comments to 
reinforce his thanks for providing biscuits and my comment 
meant that she also liked biscuits, an entirely altruistic 
gesture on her part.
I was not aware of and did not intend any sexual innuendo. I 
was surprised that she found such innuendo when she 
commented to me privately after the meeting. I apologised 
for any unintended offence. I was so upset that I may have 
caused her offence that I sent Ms Densham an email that 
evening.
I was not challenged by anyone else attending this meeting



28. At the meeting Councillor Humphries used inappropriate 
actions and sexual innuendo to explain how the telescopic 
poles of the projection screen fit together. 
(Amended since the draft report as a result of Ms Densham’s  
additional comments – see Appendix D1.1, page 183) 

I did not use inappropriate actions and sexual innuendo. I 
tried to help Ms Densham dismantle the screen but walked 
away when somebody else, (I believe Martin Cook) offered 
to help her as I was unable to assist. 

29. Immediately after the meeting Ms Densham challenged 
Councillor Humphries about comments made by him at the 
meeting that she likes/enjoys a nibble’. 
(Amended since the draft report as a result of both Councillor 
Humphries’ and Ms Densham’s  additional comments – see 
Appendices C1.1, page 179 and D1.1, page 183) 

 

30. Later that same day Councillor Humphries sent an email to 
Ms Densham in which he writes ‘Thank you for your advice 
today, it will be heeded’.  

 

31. Ms Densham forwarded this email to Mr Rogers and Mr 
Milton on 8 October 2010, adding her comments about what 
took place at the Transport Group meeting the previous day.   

 

20 October 2010  

32. On 20 October 2010 Ms Densham sent an email to Councillor 
Humphries enclosing a new photograph of him that had been 
taken for area board purposes, asking him ‘hope you like the 
attached’. 

 

33. Councillor Humphries replied that same day saying ‘Thank 
you, more to the point do you!?’ 

 

18 November 2010  

34.  On 18 November 2010 a meeting of the Marlborough Area 
Board was held. Present at that meeting were Ms Densham, 
Councillor Humphries, Mr Fielding and Councillor Milton. 

 



35. Councillor Humphries made reference at that meeting to 
specific allegations against  regarding alleged 
behaviour at  and about some prior 
allegations made against 

I only referred to  association with  
I did not go into any detail. All details were available,  

 and therefore the public domain.

(Investigating Officer’s note: the Consideration Sub-
Committee accepted a finding of no breach in respect of this 
alleged incident)

36. No suggestion was made at the meeting that the information 
being discussed was of a confidential nature.  

37. Councillor Humphries was not challenged about these 
comments at the time. 

End of 2010

38. Councillor Humphries did not ask Ms Densham about her 
domestic arrangements on two occasions towards the end of 
2010.

25 January 2011

39. On 25 January 2011 a meeting of the Marlborough 
Community Area Transport Group was held. Ms Densham 
and Councillor Humphries both attended the meeting.

40. As Councillor Humphries entered the room he walked 
towards Ms Densham and grabbed her scarf, making a 
playful gesture as if to strangle her with it. As he did so the 
back of his hand was in contact with her body. He picked up 
the knot of her scarf and moved it upwards towards her chin. 
He then let go and sat down.

This alleged incident did not take place.

6 June 2011

41. On 6 June 2011 Councillor Humphries sent Ms Densham an 
email in response to a mix up over the timings of briefing 
meetings. In his email Councillor Humphries asks Ms 
Densham ‘If you have brought forward the briefing time then 
please advise me’.



7 June 2011  

42. On 7 June 2011 a briefing meeting of the Marlborough Area 
Board was held. Ms Densham, Councillor Humphries and Mr 
Dave Roberts attended the meeting. 

 

43. At the time there were issues concerning the Area Board’s 
relationship with MaVCAP. 
(Amended since the draft report as a result of Councillor 
Humphries’  additional comments – see Appendix C1.1, page 
179) 

 

44. At the meeting Councillor Humphries made it clear that he 
would not be taking into account the advice of Steve Milton 
but he did not express this in terms of ‘Steve Milton can fuck 
off’ or ‘Steve Milton can go to hell’. 

 

45. Councillor Humphries’ comments about Mr Milton were said 
in a forceful manner.  

I did not make comments about Mr Milton in a forceful 
manner as I hold him in high regard. I may have informed 
the meeting that Mr Milton is not an Area Board decision 
maker but derogatory and forceful terms were not used. 

46. At the meeting Councillor Humphries referred to Ms 
Densham’s performance in a negative manner and used the 
word ‘crap’.  

I did not refer to Ms Densham’s performance in a negative 
manner nor use the word “crap”. 

47. Later on in the meeting Councillor Humphries silenced Mr 
Roberts with a dismissive hand gesture.  

I did not silence Mr Roberts with a dismissive hand gesture. 
I have known and worked with Mr Roberts for 10 years and 
value his input. During meetings that I chair I have a strong 
tendency to gesticulate with my hands and point to indicate 
the next speaker. There is no evidence from Mr Roberts that 
he took offence or felt that I was being disrespectful. 

48. On 8 June 2011 Ms Densham sent an email to Councillor 
Milton about the briefing meeting that had been held on 7 
June 2011 and which Councillor Milton had missed.  

 



17 August 2011  

49. On 17 August 2011 Councillor Humphries sent an email to 
Ms Densham asking her whether she would be able to deal 
with a request to organise a visit to the Compton Bassett 
recycling plant. Councillor Humphries’ email was also copied 
to Mr James Hazelwood, Senior Democratic Services Officer. 
(Amended since the draft report as a result of Councillor 
Humphries’  additional comments – see Appendix C1.1, page 
179) 

 

50. Ms Densham did not respond and on 21 August 
2011Councillor Humphries forwarded the original request to 
Mr A Conn, Head of Waste Management, asking how best to 
progress the matter. Mr Conn replied on 22 August 2011. 
(Amended since the draft report as a result of Councillor 
Humphries’  additional comments – see Appendix C1.1, page 
179) 

 

51. At the time that Councillor Humphries sent his email to Ms 
Densham on 17 August 2011 about the visit to the Compton 
Bassett Recycling Plant, he had not been advised to have no 
further email correspondence with her. He was advised of the 
new contact arrangements on 18 August 2011.    
(Amended since the draft report as a result of both Councillor 
Humphries’ and Ms Densham’s  additional comments – see 
Appendices C1.1, page 179, and D1.1, page 183) 
 

 



Item 

no.

Incident Brief Summary of Allegation Relvant Code of 

Conduct paragraph

Breach found Corresponding 

findings of fact 

in Appendix A of 

IO's report 

(pages 46-49)

Corresponding 

paragraphs in 

IO's report

Findings of 

facts disputed 

by Cllr 

Humphries

1 10 December 2009 - Email 

from Councillor Humphries 

to Ms Densham

In his email Councillor Humphries states 'Well 

done, I could not have thought of such bovine 

effluent as this!!'.

3(1) - respect; 3(2)(b) - 

bullying

3(1); 3(2)(b) 6 to 8 6.8 to 6.12 (pages 

7-8)

8

2 Late 2009 or early 2010 - 

Marlborough Area Board 

briefing meeting

Councillor Humphries made reference to 

informatino provided to 

 as having disappeared down 

a black hole.

3(1) - respect; 3(2)(a) - 

equality enactments; 

3(2)(b) - bullying 

None 9 to 14 6.13 to 6.17 (pages 

8-9)

9 and 10

3 24 September 2010 - Email 

from Councillor Humphries 

to Ms Densham 

In his email Councillor Humphries states 'Also, who 

is the good looking bird at the bottom? I did not 

realise that colour photography had been around so 

long'.

3(1) - respect; 3(2)(a) - 

equality enactments; 

3(2)(b) - bullying

3(1); 3(2)(a); 

3(2)(b)

15 to 16

6.28 to 6.30 (page 

10)

none

4 28 September 2010 - 

Marlborough and Villages 

Community Area 

Partnership briefing 

meeting

Following the meeting Councillor Humphries and 

Ms Densham continued a discussion in Councillor 

Humphries' car. During the discussions Councillor 

Humphries discussed confidential information using 

offensive language, stroked Ms Densham's arm 

and enquired about her daughters.

3(1) - respect; 3(2)(a) - 

equality enactments; 

3(2)(b) - bullying; 4(a) - 

disclosure of confidential 

information

3(1); 3(2)(a); 

3(2)(b)

17 to 23.                

The finding of fact 

which has been 

found to breach 

paragraphs 3(1), 

3(2)(a) and 3(2)(b) 

is number 21.

6.31 to 6.45 (pages 

11-13)

21, 23

5 7 October 2010 - 

Marlborough Community 

Area Transport Group 

meeting

At the meeting Cllr Humphries' made comments 

about the fact that Ms Densham had been to his 

house and he also stated 'Julia enjoys a nibble'. 

Additionally that he used sexual innuendo to 

explain how the telescoic poles of the projector fit 

together.  

3(1) - respect; 3(2)(a) - 

equality enactments; 

3(2)(b) - bullying

3(1); 3(2)(a); 

3(2)(b)

24 to 31.                

Those findings of 

fact which have 

been found to 

breach paragraphs 

3(1), 3(2)(a) ans 

3(2)(b) are 

numbers 27 and 

28. 

6.46 to 6.70 (pages 

13-17)

27 and 28

6 25 January 2011 - 

Marlborough Community 

Area Transport Group 

meeting

Prior to the start of the meeting Cllr Humphries 

grabbed Ms Densham's scarf and made a playful 

gesture as if to strangle her with it. 

3(1) - respect; 3(2)(a) - 

equality enactments; 

3(2)(b) - bullying

3(1); 3(2)(a); 

3(2)(b)

39 to 40 6.85 to 6.91 (pages 

19-20)

40

7 7 June 2011 - Marlborough 

Area Board briefing 

meeting

During the meeting Cllr Humphries' stated 'Steve 

Milton can go to hell'. He also commented that Ms 

Densham was rubbish at her job and was overly 

harsh to Mr D Roberts, using a dismissive had 

gesture. 

3(1) - respect; 3(2)(b) - 

bullying

3(1); 3(2)(b) 42 to 48 6.96 to 6.112 

(pages 21-24)

45,46 and 47

A summary of those findings of the Investigating Officer referred to the Determination Hearing by the Consideration Sub-Committee
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Arrangements for dealing with Code of Conduct Complaints June 2012 

Wiltshire Council

Arrangements for dealing with Code of Conduct 
Complaints under the Localism Act 2011

1 Context

1.1 These arrangements are made under Section 28 of the Localism Act 2011. 
They set out the process for dealing with a complaint that an elected or co-
opted member of Wiltshire Council or of a parish, town or city council within 
its area has failed to comply with their Code of Conduct.

1.2 An overview of the complaints process is attached at Annex 2.

1.3       These arrangements are subject to the Council’s Procedure for dealing with 
            vexatious complaints.

1.4 The Monitoring Officer will determine as a preliminary issue whether a 
            complaint relates to the Code of Conduct and is to be dealt with under 
            these arrangements.

1.5  The Monitoring Officer will encourage complainants to explore whether 
            the matter can be resolved without the need to submit a formal complaint 
             under this process.
        

2 Interpretation

2.1 ‘Member’ means a member or a co-opted member of Wiltshire Council, or of 
a parish, town or city council within its area, against whom a complaint has 
been made under the Code of Conduct.

2.2 ‘Council’ means Wiltshire Council.

2.3 ‘Investigating Officer’ means the person appointed by the Monitoring Officer 
to undertake an investigation of an allegation of misconduct by a Member.

2.4 ‘ The Monitoring Officer’ is a senior officer of the authority who has statutory 
responsibility for maintaining the register of members’ interests and who is 
responsible for administering the arrangements for dealing with complaints of 
member misconduct. It includes any officer nominated by the Monitoring 
Officer to act on his or her behalf in that capacity.

Agenda Item 5b
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2.5 ‘Independent Person’ means a person appointed under Section 28(7) of the 
Localism Act:

a. whose views must be sought and taken into account before a decision is 
made on an allegation of member misconduct under these arrangements;

b.  who may be consulted by the Member about the complaint.

2.6 In order to avoid any conflict of interest two Independent Persons will be 
allocated to each complaint, one to advise and assist the Monitoring Officer 
and the Hearing Sub-Committee, and the other to be available for 
consultation by the Member.

2.7 ‘Parish Council’ means a parish, town or city council within the area of 
Wiltshire Council.

2.8 ‘Code of Conduct’ means the code of conduct for members which the Council 
and Parish Councils are required to adopt under Section 27 of the Localism 
Act 2011.

2.9 ‘Days’ means working days.

2.10 ‘Parties’ includes the Complainant, Member and the Investigating Officer.

2.11 The ‘Hearing Sub-Committee’ is a sub-committee of the Council’s Standards 
Committee appointed to determine complaints of member misconduct under 
these arrangements.

2.12 The ‘Review Sub-Committee’ is a sub-committee of the Council’s Standards 
Committee appointed to review a decision of the Monitoring Officer under 
sections 4 and 6 of these arrangements.

2.13 Where a complaint is made against a member of a Parish Council the Clerk to 
the Parish Council will be notified of the complaint and kept informed of the 
progress and outcome of the matter.

2.14  Documents will be deemed to have been received by the Parties on the  
        seventh day after the date of posting.

3 Making a Complaint

3.1 A complaint against a Member under the Code of Conduct must be made in 
writing on the Council’s standard form (available from the Council’s web-site 
and offices) and addressed to the Monitoring Officer [address / e-mail] within 
20 days of the date on which the complainant became aware of the matter 
giving rise to the complaint.

3.2 The Monitoring Officer will acknowledge receipt of the complaint within 5 days 
of receiving it, and will send a copy to the Member.
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3.3 The Member will be invited to submit a written response to the complaint 
within 10 days of the date on which it is sent to them.

3.4 At any time during the complaints process the Member may seek advice and 
assistance in connection with the complaint from a friend or professional legal 
adviser, in confidence, and/or consult the Independent Person designated for 
that purpose.

3.5 Anonymous complaints will not be accepted for assessment unless the 
Monitoring Officer is satisfied that there would otherwise be a serious risk to 
the Complainant’s personal safety, in which case the Monitoring Officer will 
decide how the complaint should be taken forward.

4. Initial Assessment

4.1 The Monitoring Officer will review the complaint within 5 days of receiving the 
Member’s response and, after consultation with the Independent Person, will 
decide whether it merits formal investigation.

4.2 In reaching this decision the Monitoring Officer will have regard to the 
Standards Committee’s assessment criteria. 

4.3 The Monitoring Officer will inform the Parties of his or her decision and the 
reasons for it in writing.

4.4 The Monitoring Officer may seek to resolve the complaint informally, without 
the need for a formal investigation. This may involve mediation or other 
suitable action, including training or an apology by the Member.

4.5 Where the Member or the Council make a reasonable offer of local resolution, 
but the Complainant is not willing to accept that offer, the Monitoring Officer 
may take this into account in deciding whether the complaint merits formal 
investigation.

4.6 If the complaint identifies potential criminal conduct by any person, the 
Monitoring Officer may call in the Police or other regulatory agencies.

4.7 The Complainant or the Member may request a review of the Monitoring 
Officer’s decision at the initial assessment stage. 

4.8  A review will be determined by a Review Sub-Committee who may decide:

a. to dismiss the complaint or take no further action on the complaint;

            b. to refer the complaint to the Monitoring Officer for investigation or other 
    suitable action, including mediation.
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5 Investigation 

5.1 If the Monitoring Officer decides that a complaint merits formal investigation, 
he/she will appoint an Investigating Officer within 2 days of the decision to 
investigate and inform the Parties of the appointment.

5.2 The Investigating Officer will investigate the complaint in accordance with 
guidelines produced by the Monitoring Officer and will send a copy of the 
investigation report, including all documents relied upon as evidence, to the 
Parties, in confidence, within 30 days of the notification of the Investigating 
Officer’s appointment. 

5.3 The Parties will be invited to submit any written comments on the report to the 
Monitoring Officer within 10 days of the date on which the report is sent to 
them. The Member may request an extension of this timescale.

6 Consideration of Investigating Officer’s Report 

6.1 The Monitoring Officer will, as soon as reasonably practicable, review the 
Investigating Officer’s report and any comments submitted by the Parties, in 
consultation with the Independent Person.

6.2 Where the Investigating Officer concludes that there is no evidence of a 
failure to comply with the Code of Conduct and the Monitoring Officer is 
satisfied that the Investigating Officer’s report is sufficient, the Monitoring 
Officer will, after consultation with the Independent Person, inform the Parties 
that no further action is required.

6.3 If the Monitoring Officer is not satisfied that the investigation has been 
conducted properly, he/she may ask the Investigating Officer to reconsider 
his/her report and findings.

6.4 Where the Investigating Officer concludes that there is evidence of a failure to 
comply with the Code of Conduct the Monitoring Officer will, after consulting 
the Independent Person, either refer the matter for hearing before the Hearing
Sub-Committee or seek an alternative resolution.

6.5 The Complainant may request a review of a decision by the Monitoring 
Officer, following consideration of the Investigating Officer’s report, to dismiss 
the complaint.

6.6       A review will be determined by the Review Sub-Committee who may decide:

a. to dismiss the complaint;

b. to refer the complaint for hearing by the Hearing Sub-Committee

c. To refer the complaint to the Monitoring Officer to seek alternative 
    resolution.
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7. Alternative Resolution

7.1 Where the Monitoring Officer, in consultation with the Independent Person,
considers that the matter can reasonably be resolved without the need for a 
hearing, he/she will consult with the Parties to seek to agree a fair resolution 
which also helps to ensure higher standards of conduct for the future. 

7.2 Alternative resolution may involve mediation and may include the Member 
accepting that their conduct was unacceptable and offering an apology, and/or 
other remedial action by the Council or the Parish Council as the case may be. If 
the Member complies with the suggested resolution, the Monitoring Officer will 
report the matter to the Standards Committee, and the relevant Parish Council 
where appropriate, for information, but will take no further action. 

7.3 The Member may elect to proceed to a hearing rather than accept alternative 
resolution.

8. Hearing

8.1 If the Monitoring Officer, after consultation with the Independent Person,
considers that alternative resolution is not appropriate or, after exploring the 
possibility, concludes that it is unlikely to be achieved he/she will refer the 
matter to the Hearing Sub-Committee to conduct a local hearing to determine 
the complaint. A hearing will be held within 20 days of the date on which the 
Monitoring Officer refers the matter to the Hearing Sub-Committee for 
determination, subject to the Member’s right to request an extension of time.

8.2       The Member may be represented at the hearing by a friend or legal 
representative.

8.3 The Hearing Sub-Committee, supported by the Monitoring Officer, will 
conduct a pre-hearing review to identify the issues, areas of agreement and 
disagreement, and to give directions for the efficient conduct of the hearing. 
This may either be conducted in writing or by a meeting with the Parties. 

8.4 The Monitoring Officer will notify the Parties in writing of the directions for the 
hearing.

8.5 The Sub-Committee may exclude the press and public from the hearing 
where it appears likely that confidential or exempt information will be 
disclosed and the public interest in withholding the information outweighs the 
public interest in disclosing the information to the public.

8.6 At the hearing, the Investigating Officer will present their report, call such 
witnesses as they consider necessary and make representations to
substantiate their conclusion that the Member has failed to comply with the 
Code of Conduct. 

8.7 The Complainant will have the right to make a statement in support of their 
complaint.
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8.8 The Members of the Hearing Sub-Committee and the Member may ask
questions of the Investigating Officer and any witnesses called.

8.9 The Member will have an opportunity to give their evidence, to call witnesses 
and to make representations as to why they consider that they did not fail to 
comply with the Code of Conduct. 

8.10 The Members of the Hearing Sub-Committee and the Investigating Officer will
have the opportunity to ask questions of the Member and any witnesses 
called.

8.11 The Parties may each make a concluding statement.

8.12 The Members of the Hearing Sub-Committee will then withdraw, with the 
Independent Person, to consider the case, taking advice from the 
Independent Person and, where necessary, from the Monitoring Officer on 
law and procedure.

8.13 The Hearing Sub-Committee may conclude that the Member did not fail to 
comply with the Code of Conduct, and so dismiss the complaint.

8.14 If the Hearing Sub-Committee concludes that the Member did fail to comply 
with the Code of Conduct, the Chairman will inform the Parties of this finding 
and the Hearing Sub-Committee will then consider what action, if any, should 
be taken as a result of the breach.

8.15 The Investigating Officer and the Member will be invited to make 
representations on the question of sanctions.

8.16 The Hearing Sub-Committee will, after consulting the Independent Person,
determine what action, if any, to take (or recommend in the case of a parish 
councillor) in respect of the matter.

9. Sanctions

9.1 The Council has delegated to the Hearing Sub-Committee such of its powers to 
take action in respect of individual members of the Council as may be necessary 
to promote and maintain high standards of conduct. The Hearing Sub-Committee 
may therefore impose (or, in the case of a parish, town or city councillor, 
recommend) one or more of the sanctions set out in Annex 1.

   
10. Decision 

10.1 At the end of the hearing, the Chairman will announce the decision of the 
Hearing Sub-Committee in summary form.

10.2 The Monitoring Officer will send the Parties, and where appropriate the 
relevant Parish Council, a formal decision notice, which will be published on 
the Council’s web-site and made available for public inspection.
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11. Revision of these arrangements

11.1 The Council may by resolution agree to amend these arrangements, and has 
delegated to the Monitoring Officer and the Hearing Sub-Committee the right 
to depart from these arrangements where they consider that it is expedient to 
do so in order to secure the effective and fair consideration of any matter.

12. Reviews

12.1     Any request for a review must be made in writing to the Monitoring Officer 
within 5 days of the date of receipt his/her decision and must set out the 
grounds for the review.

12.2 A review request will be determined by the Review Sub-Committee, after 
consulting the Independent Person, within 14 days of receipt of the request.  

       13. Appeals

13.1 There is no right of appeal for the Complainant or the Member against a
decision of the Hearing Sub-Committee.

       14. Confidentiality

             14.1   All information regarding the complaint will remain confidential until 
                        determined otherwise by the Monitoring Officer or Hearing Sub-Committee.
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Annex 1

Sanctions

                  Censure

1. Censure and report to the Council or relevant Parish Council; and/or

                  Removal from Committees, Sub-Committees, Cabinet and Outside Bodies

2. Recommend to the Member’s Group Leader (or in the case of un-
grouped members, recommend to Council or to Committees) that the 
Member is removed from any Committee or Sub-Committee of the     
Council;

3. Recommend to the Leader of the Council that the Member is removed from  
the Cabinet, or removed from particular portfolio responsibilities;

4. Remove the Member from any or all outside appointments to which he/she 
has been appointed or nominated by the Council or relevant Parish 
Council.

Training

      5.    Instruct the Monitoring Officer to arrange training for the Member.

Publish

6. Publish its findings in respect of the Member’s conduct in the minutes of the 
    Council or relevant Parish Council.

Note:

In the case of R v Broadland District Council ex parte Lashley the Court of Appeal recognised that it 

was within the Council’s powers to take action that was calculated to facilitate and was conducive 

or incidental to, the council's functions (1) of maintaining its administration and internal workings in

a state of efficiency and (2) of maintaining and furthering the welfare of its employees.

This may enable a Hearing Sub-Committee to impose restrictions on a member for the purpose of 

securing the efficient and effective discharge of the Council’s functions.  These might, for instance, 

include the withdrawal of certain facilities, such as a computer, e-mail and/or internet access, or 

exclusion from certain parts of the council’s premises, provided that the measures do not interfere 

with the democratic process. However, this may not be used as a punitive measure nor, in 

particular, to justify the suspension or disqualification of a member.

Legal advice will need to be taken on the extent to which this potential option may be available in 

the particular circumstances of each case.
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