
Good evening. I represent Woodland Grove Community Group.

While the standards committee should be applauded for the reviews 

under discussion this evening. There are two further aspects that have 

not been discussed, and we would like you to consider.

An integral part of the democratic process is expressed in the “Nolan 

Principals”, Selflessness, Integrity, Objectivity, Accountability, 

Openness, Honesty and Leadership

The end of Councillors Terms in Office is clearly defined, while some 

local issues are not. A matter that arises during a term in office can 

remain a matter of public interest and debate while new representatives 

are elected.

An important part of this “Open” democracy are the “Public Declarations” 

made by Councillors during their term in office. They allow all that 

choose to look, an insight into aspects of Councillors work. The viewer 

can choose to take a “view” on any details or not.

Currently, it is B&NES policy to remove the declarations during the local 

election process. Not just removed, but deleted forever, information that 

“openness” dictates should be available. Newly elected Councillors, 

some of whom previously served, will therefore have blank 

“declarations”, where previous information could be relevant to existing 

and future matters.

For the vast majority, if not all, of re-elected Councillors, we believe 

maintaining this information would be of little cause for concern. 



For the residents it allows continuity and openness. 

For possibly the few, it is another aspect to consider.

We would ask the Committee to consider a proposal where returning 

councillors maintain their declarations from previous terms, on-line. 

Councillors ending their public service commitment would have their 

details removed from the public website but reference copies retained 

within the Council archives.

Secondly. The current policy previously agreed by the Council, sets a 

time limit on complaints that happened more than six months prior.

That maybe understandable in cases where a clear memory of a 

conversation that was relevant to the complaint is crucial, in cases 

where all, or most, of the evidence is available in documents, and any 

issue would stand or fall, based on the documentary evidence, then the 

six month rule seems unreasonable. It could be the case that any 

misdemeanours would fail to be fully assessed and the complainant 

satisfied, should the matter fail due to the time restriction.

It may be reasonable to consider a time frame of “responsibility”. We 

would suggest the “Term of Office”, unless the event was “criminal” and 

a police matter. If the current measure was requested by, and voted for, 

by councillors, the public may take a view that the Council is unfairly 

protecting itself, even if that is not true we think it is time to consider a 

revision. As it currently stands the regulation could hardly be considered 

to meet the general understanding of “openness” & “accountability, at 

odds with the principles “Nolan” set out to achieve.


