
Investigation into a complaint that Cllr Peter Hall of BCP Council 
may have breached the Council’s Code of Conduct 

1. Background to The Complaint

1.1 The lengthy complaint form describes a number of issues which the complainant believes 
demonstrate that the Subject Member, Cllr Peter Hall, has failed to abide by the Code of Conduct.  
The Complainant is

1.2  The circumstances which have given rise 
to the complaint are that Cllr Hall made an application to extend his property which included a new 
dormer window .  The original plan which included this 
window showed it to have obscure glazing.  However, Cllr Hall applied to vary this and to use clear 
glazing instead.  

1.3 The matter came before the Planning Committee on 13 June 2019.  I have listened to the 
entire recording of that meeting on YouTube.  At the very end of that meeting the participants’ 
microphones were no longer being activated but I did feel I was able to still hear the proceedings. 

1.4 The officer recommendation which was presented to the meeting was for the obscure 
glazing condition to be retained. Mr David Jones, a former Christchurch BC councillor with 
experience of local authority planning issues, spoke at Cllr Hall’s request in support of the 
application to remove it.  Cllr Hall also spoke on his own account as the applicant before leaving the 
room. 

1.5 As part of his oral submission, Cllr Hall described discussions with the planning officer, KB, 
about his application and stated that the officer had assured him that his application to remove the 
condition for obscure glazing ‘wouldn’t be a problem’.  He also stated that another nearby property 
had already set a precedent for this. 

1.6 During the debate one councillor was clearly of the view that there was no significant 
overlooking.  She had visited the site.  Another had also visited and saw no reason for obscure 
glazing.  A further Committee Member then asked the officer to confirm the planning history of the 
property. 

1.7 The Planning Committee members gave some weight to the fact that no neighbour had 
objected to the proposal, and the Planning Officer confirmed that appropriate site notices had been 
placed and letters sent to affected neighbours.  However, some remained concerned about 
departing from both the officer’s recommendation and a previous committee’s decision. 

1.8 Towards the end of the debate, discussions were taking place as to whether a ‘hybrid’ 
decision could be made – that is, whether the application to remove the condition for obscure 
glazing for this particular window could be treated separately from the other part of the application 
which concerned the type of glazing to another window.  During this discussion, a note was passed 
to the Council’s lawyer which said words to the effect that the applicant (Cllr Hall) would be content 
with a ‘hybrid’ decision.  From the recording of the meeting, a number of those present can be heard 
objecting to the fact that some information had been passed to the Committee in this way.  This is of 
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course against the rules.  The Chair informed those present that the content of the note should be 
disregarded. 

2. The Parameters of the Investigation and its Findings

2.1 For proportionality, and with  consent ( ), I have reduced 
the complaint into the following core elements;- 

1. That Cllr Hall used his position as a councillor to make approaches to, and attempt to
influence, the planning officer to enlist support for his application.

I do not believe there is evidence to support this element of the complaint.

2. That Cllr Hall tried to persuade the Planning Committee to go against the officer’s
recommendation in order to secure his own success and implied that the officer had
previously misled him.

I find that Cllr Hall was not acting in his capacity as an elected Member of the Council
whilst he was addressing the Committee and was therefore not subject to the Code of
Conduct whilst doing so.

3. That Cllr Hall failed to properly withdraw from the meeting and was effectively able to
continue to take part by causing a note to be passed to the Committee (via Mr Jones) whilst
the debate was still underway.

I have found no evidence to support this element of the complaint.

 agreed these parameters but asked that the following further element be considered 
as part of the investigation: 

4. That Cllr Hall attempted to set a precedent by asking the Planning Committee to remove a
condition designed to protect privacy and which had previously been imposed by the
predecessor Committee, thereby undermining both the Council’s own procedures and the
LDP.

I find that Cllr Hall was not acting in his capacity as an elected Member of the Council
when he submitted his planning application or whilst he was addressing the Committee,
and was therefore not subject to the Code of Conduct whilst doing so.

3. Councillor Hall

3.1 I understand that Cllr Hall first became a Councillor in May 1995, firstly at Christchurch 
Borough Council and that he has served continuously since that time.  He was elected to BCP Council 
in May 2019.  

3.2 I am further informed that Cllr Hall undertook Code of Conduct training as part of his 
induction to the new BCP Council in May 2019, and that such training would have taken place on a 
mandatory basis after each election at the predecessor authority (Christchurch). 

3.3 In addition, Cllr Hall has served as a member of the Planning Committee for both BCP (since 
May 2019) and for Christchurch Borough Council (24 years). 
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4. The Relevant Parts of the Code

4.1 BCP’s current Code of Conduct was adopted by its Shadow Authority on 21 February 2019. 

4.2 The complaint form in this case lists a large number of paragraphs of the Code which the 
complainant feels that the Subject Member has breached.  Having agreed the parametres of this 
Investigation with the , I consider that the following 
General obligations of the Code are potentially engaged: 

2.1 A Councillor must 

(a) comply with this Code of Conduct and any other of the Council’s policies, protocols and other
procedures relating to the conduct of Councillors including the Protocol for Councillor/Officer
Relations at Appendix B;

(b) treat others with respect;

A Councillor must not – 

(b) bully any person

(d) do anything which compromises or is likely to compromise the impartiality of those who work
for, or on behalf of, the Council;

(g) behave in a way which could reasonably be regarded as bringing their role or the Council into
disrepute;

(h) use or attempt to use their position improperly to confer on or secure for them or any other
person, an advantage or disadvantage;

4.3 It should be noted that its is established case law that an elected member of an authority is 
entitled to a private life.  The relevant Code of Conduct applies to them when they ‘act, or appear to 
act’ in their capacity as a Councillor, but does not apply when they are acting in their private 
capacity. 

4.4 In addition to the Code of Conduct, BCP Council’s Protocol for Councillor/Officer Relations 
states the following: 

1.6. Breaches of this Protocol by a Councillor may result in a complaint to the Council's 
Standards Committee. 

2.1. A recognition of, and respect for, the respective roles and responsibilities of Officers and 
Councillors is vital and mutual trust, respect and courtesy is key.  

Councillors should: 

1. respect Officers' professional integrity;

3. not apply pressure on Officers to:

(a) change their professional opinion or advice

(b) do anything which they are not empowered to do or which is against an Officer's
professional judgment
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5. The Planning Committee Protocol for Public Speaking

5.1 The Complainant has also referred to an alleged breach of the BCP Council Planning 
Committee Protocol for Public Speaking.  Having considered that Protocol against the facts alleged in 
this case, I do not consider that the Protocol is engaged.  

6. The Principles of Public Life

6.1 In addition, the Complainant alleges that Cllr Hall has failed to abide by three of the seven 
Principles of Public Life (‘the Nolan Principles’) as follows:- 

• That, by acting to get his application through in his own interests without regard for
 or setting a precedent, the Subject Member has failed to abide by the

Principle of Selflessness.
• That, by acting to gain a benefit by making written and verbal statements which

contradicted officer recommendations and potentially misrepresented the officer,
the Subject Member failed to act with Integrity.

• That, by using a previous unrelated decision to support his case, which had different
circumstances , and by bringing this up at the last minute giving the Committee no
chance to evaluate, against Planning Committee Protocol for Public Speaking, the
Subject Member failed to act with Honesty and Integrity.

6.2 I do not consider that Cllr Hall could be fairly said to have failed to abide by these Principles 
on the basis asserted by the Complainant.  Councillors cannot be disenfranchised from their own 
rights as a private citizen.  Cllr Hall was therefore as entitled to pursue his application for planning 
permission as vigorously as any private individual.  He was entitled to disagree with any 
recommendations of the Planning Officer, and entitled to refer to another development which he 
felt supported his case. It is unclear what precedent the Complainant feels would have been set by 
Cllr Hall’s application, but applicants would not generally be expected to place the prospect of 
setting a precedent before their own wish to obtain planning consent. 

7. Method of Investigation

7.1 I have received a copy of the complaint and have seen various pieces of correspondence 
passing between the complainant and the Council, and between the subject member and the 
Council.  I have reviewed the relevant Code of Conduct and Protocols.  I have reviewed the papers 
associated with the Planning Committee held on 13 June 2019 and I have listened several times to 
the audio recording of that meeting.  I have corresponded with the Head of Democratic Services and 
have spoken by telephone with the Planning Officer.  I have spoken to and corresponded with the 
complainant , and I have spoken with Mr David Jones by telephone.  I have also 
interviewed the subject member by telephone.  

8. Detailed findings of the Investigation in relation to each element of the complaint

8.1 Complaint 1 

That Cllr Hall used his position as a councillor to make repeated approaches to the 
planning officer to enlist support for his application. 

8.2 I do not believe that this element of the complaint can be upheld.  I have interviewed the 
Planning Officer concerned who told me that she has over 40 years experience in her role and is 
experienced in dealing with elected members of the authority.  She told me that she did not 
consider that Cllr Hall’s interactions with her or her colleagues in relation to his application were 
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unusual, excessive or discourteous.  She did not feel under pressure from him.  She has known of Cllr 
Hall as an elected Member for many years.  She stated that his interactions with her have been 
polite and respectful throughout and have remained so since the decision in question. 

8.3 I have therefore found no evidence that Cllr Hall used his position improperly in this regard. 

8.4 Complaint 2  

That Cllr Hall tried to persuade the Planning Committee to go against the officer’s 
recommendation in order to secure his own success and implied that the officer had 
previously misled him. 

8.5 The Planning Officer was not present at the Committee meeting held on 13 June 2019.  As 
was the practice at the time, all applications under consideration at that meeting were presented by 
the lead officer from the team.  The Planning Officer told me she has not listened to the recording of 
the meeting but has been informed by colleagues of what was said. 

8.6 The Planning Officer is very sure that she would not have told Cllr Hall that his request to 
remove the obscure glazing condition ‘wouldn’t be a problem’.  She was clear that her many years’ 
experience would prevent her giving any applicant such an assurance, and pointed out that draft 
reports on any application have to be checked and approved by other colleagues for compliance 
before they are issued.  She was aware from the outset that a previous committee had imposed an 
obscure glazing condition. 

8.7 The Planning Officer said that there would have been no witness to any ad hoc conversation 
she had with Cllr Hall and is not in a position to explain why he would assert that he had received 
such assurances from her. 

8.8 I do not consider the language used by Cllr Hall about the Planning Officer was in itself 
inappropriate although he clearly stated that she had indicated no opposition to his application.  
Without independent corroboration it is impossible to be certain what was said in their previous 
discussions about the glazing conditions. On balance, I find it unlikely that the Planning Officer led 
Cllr Hall to believe that she would support his application.  I feel it is more likely that Cllr Hall either 
misquoted or misunderstood any discussions she had had with him. 

8.9 However, regardless of the reasons Cllr Hall made these assertions, I find that at the time 
Cllr Hall was addressing the Planning Committee he was doing so in his capacity as a private 
individual speaking in support of his personal planning application.  He was therefore not acting in 
his capacity as an elected member of the authority at the relevant time and was not therefore 
subject to the Code of Conduct. 

8.10 Complaint 3 

That Cllr Hall failed to properly withdraw from the meeting and was effectively able to 
continue to take part by causing a note to be passed to the Committee (via Mr Jones) 
whilst the debate was still underway. 

8.11 This element of the complaint arises from a part of the debate where the Committee 
members were querying whether it was within the rules for them to reach a ‘hybrid’ decision, 
namely that one window could be obscure glazed and the other to be clear.  From the audio 
recording of the Planning Committee, it was not clear to me who passed the note to whom.  
However, I have been told by officers that the note was passed from Cllr Hall’s supporter, Mr Jones, 
to the Committee’s legal advisor, and Mr Jones has confirmed this.   



8.12 On the recording, objections can be heard to information being supplied to the Committee 
in this way, and I agree that this was inappropriate.  The note was then read out at the request (I 
believe) of the Chair and it stated that the applicant would be content with a ‘hybrid’ decision.  
However, the Democratic Services Officer immediately and properly advised the Chair that the 
contents of the note should be disregarded by the Committee and the Chair advised the Committee 
accordingly. 

8.13 Democratic Services Officers have confirmed to me that Cllr Hall did leave the room after he 
had spoken in support of his application.  The question is therefore whether he somehow remained 
in communication with anyone in the room, in particular his supporter Mr Jones.   

8.14 Democratic Services officers have confirmed that members of the public are able to enter or 
leave the room during Committee meetings, but cannot specifically recall whether anyone did so 
during the meeting in question. 

8.15 When I spoke to him, Cllr Hall denied any form of contact with those in the meeting after he 
left the room.  He said he had not asked for any note to be passed and did not know at the time that 
this was taking place.  He was told about it afterwards and was of the view that this should not have 
happened.  He said he had been very careful to take advice, and follow it, about the rules concerning 
his conduct around his planning application and that the note-passing was not something he was 
pleased about.  He denied being aware of how the debate was progressing after he had left the 
room and denied asking anyone to take any information in or out. 

8.16 I have also spoken to Mr Jones about passing the note.  He told me very clearly that Cllr Hall 
had not asked him to do so and that there was no communication between himself and Cllr Hall 
after the latter had left the room.   He said that, from his previous discussions with Cllr Hall about 
the application, he had felt that a ‘hybrid’ decision would be a good outcome at this stage and it is 
my understanding that he therefore took it upon himself to pass this information to the lawyer, 
albeit without express authority to do so. 

8.17 I have found no evidence to support the complaint that Cllr Hall communicated with anyone 
present in the meeting once he had left the room.  I found Cllr Hall’s account - that he had not 
instructed any note to be passed and indeed knew nothing about it until later – convincing.  Indeed, 
his account accords with that of Mr Jones himself. 

8.18 I have therefore found no evidence that Cllr Hall failed to effectively withdraw from the 
meeting . 

8.19 Complaint no 4.  

That Cllr Hall attempted to set a precedent by asking the Planning Committee to remove a 
condition designed to protect privacy and which had previously been imposed by the 
predecessor Committee, thereby undermining both the Council’s own procedures and the 
LDP. 

8.20 Cllr Hall is as entitled to bring a planning application as any other individual, and to try as 
hard as he can to ensure that his application is successful.  There is therefore no question that he 
was entitled to submit a planning application and to speak as the applicant at the Committee.  The 
complaint against Cllr Hall includes an allegation that an ‘irrelevant’ application at a nearby property 
was referred to as a kind of precedent for his own application.  I do not regard him as having misled 
the Committee by referring to this.  There were officers present who were familiar with the 



application site, and a number of the Planning Committee members stated that they had conducted 
a site visit to observe the property and the proposed extension site.   

8.21 It can only be a matter of opinion whether a similar situation at another property was 
relevant to Cllr Hall’s application.  The Planning Committee was entitled to give some weight, or no 
weight, to his assertions.  The prospect of setting a precedent, or a departure from Policy or the LDP, 
is a consideration for Officers and Committee Members.  It is not uncommon for applicants to seek 
approval for schemes which don’t strictly accord with policies.   

8.22 In any event, I find that at the time Cllr Hall submitted his planning application, and at the 
time he addressed the Committee, he was not acting in his capacity as an elected Member of the 
Council and was therefore not subject to the Code of Conduct. 

9. Finalisation of this report

9.1 A draft version of this report was shared with the Complainant and with the Subject 
Member. 

9.2 The Subject Member did not request any comment to be added to the report. 

9.3 Whilst accepting that he was not subject to the Code at the relevant time, the Complainant 
remains of the view that Cllr Hall misled the Committee and attempted to undermine the Planning 
Officer.  He also remains of the view that the note-passing during the Planning Committee 
demonstrates that Cllr Hall did not effectively withdraw from that meeting. 

Janet Kealey 

Independent Investigator 

23 December 2020 




