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STANDARDS COMMISSION: COUNCILLORS’ CODE OF CONDUCT
INVESTIGATION INTO COMPLAINTS

Report by the Assistant Chief Executive

Summary

This report provides information in relation to complaints received by the Standards
Commission during the period May 2008 to date in relation to alleged breaches of the
Councillors’ Code of Conduct by Members of Highland Council and the outcome of the
Standards Commission’s investigations into these complaints.
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Introduction

The Committee is advised on a regular basis of complaints against Members of
the Highland Council alleging breaches of the Councillors’ Code of Conduct which
have occurred since the inception of the Code in May 2003.

Previous reports have provided information on the outcome of 13 complaints
where, in every case, it was noted that the Commission had taken the view that
the Members concerned had not contravened the Code of Conduct.

Since that time, a further 5 complaints against Members of the Highland Council
have been dealt with by the Standards Commission and the outcome of these is
detailed below.

Complaints to the Standards Commission

In May 2008, the Commission dealt with a complaint against Councillor William
Clark and Councillor Edward Hunter. It was found that Councillors Clark and
Hunter had not contravened the Code of Conduct and the Note of Decision is
attached at Appendix A.

In January 2009, the Commission dealt with a complaint against Councillor
Alasdair Rhind. It was found that Councillor Rhind had not contravened the Code
of Conduct and the Note of Decision is attached at Appendix B.

In June 2009, the Commission considered a complaint against Councillor Bren
Gormley but, having given the whole matter detailed consideration, decided that
the matters raised did not amount to a breach of the Code of Conduct and that it
would not be in the public interest to investigate the complaint further. A copy of
the Investigating Officer’s letter is attached at Appendix C.

In June 2009, the Commission considered a complaint against Councillor Rod
Balfour and Councillor Glynis Sinclair but, having given the whole matter detailed
consideration, decided that the matters raised did not amount to a breach of the
Code of Conduct and that it would not be in the public interest to investigate the




complaint further. A copy of the Chief Investigating Officer’s letter is attached at
Appendix D.

2.5 In June 2009, the Commission considered a complaint against Councillor Katrina
McNab but, having given the whole matter detailed consideration, decided that
the matters raised did not amount to a breach of the Code of Conduct and that it
would not be in the public interest to investigate the complaint further. A copy of
the Chief Investigating Officer’s letter is attached at Appendix E.

Recommendation

The Committee is asked to note that, in respect of the five complaints against Highland
Council Members, dealt with over the period since May 2008, the Standards Commission
have made no findings of breach of the Code of Conduct.

Signature:

Designation: Assistant Chief Executive

Date 5 August 2009
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ETHICAL STANDARDS IN

PUBLIC LIFE
OFFICE OF CHIEF INVESTIGATING OFFICER

Forsyth Heuse, Inneva Campus, Rosyth Bureparc, Resyth, EY11 2UU

CONTIDENTIAL D Stuart Allan
Chief Investigating Officer

Ms Michelle Morris - ‘

Monitoring Officer Direct Dial: 01383 428033

The Highland Council " Direct Fax! 01383 428019

Council Headquarters

Glenurquhart Road Reference: NN

Inverness

V3 SNX 7 May 2008

Dear Ms Morris e

Ethical Standards in Public Life

e e

Councillars’ Cede of Conduct

poad a2 LR ERCL LS eSS

f refer to previous correspondence pertaining to the complaint made bym
concerning an alleged contravention of the Councillors® Code of Conduct by Councillor

William Clark and Edward Hunter of Highland Council.

I have completed my investigation and decided that — for the reasons given in the attached
Note of Decision — the respondents have not contravened the Code in terms of this
complaint and I have found accordingly. -

In view of this, no further action will be taken on the complaint. I have informed the
Standards Commission for Scotland, the complainant and the respondents accordingly.

[ am writing in similar terms to the Chief Executive.

Following our decision on this complaint there may be some press coverage and I would be
grateful should you forward any copies of such reports to our Investigations Manager.

I should also like to take this opportunity of thanking you for your co-operation during my
investigation,

Yours sincerely,

4# D Stuart Allan
Chief Tnvestigating Officer

Enc  Note of Decision

The Behicel Standerds tn Pubile Life eic, (Scarfand) Act 2600, Section 9(2), provides the Chiefl
Investigating Offices has the function of investigiting and repocting 1o the Standards Commisaiaon
for Scotland on eased in whilch ¢ councillor or member of & devolved pablic bady may have
]M4.'SDH,2.4106-0}-9§"‘ vened the :oan;‘}l]n:a‘ or, #¢ tha cese mey be, the members® cade of conduct.
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ETHICAL STANDARDS IN
PUBLIC LIFE

OFFICE OF CHIEF INVESTIGATING OFFICER

Forsyth House, Innova Campus, Rosyth Buropare, Rosyth, KYil1 2UU

NOTE OF PECISION

Complaint no, LA/H/818
concerning an alleped contravention of
the Councillors’ Code of Conduct
by
Councilior William Clark and Councillor Edward Hunter
of
The Highland Council

The Bthics) Standards in Fublic L.m.-'e.'c. {Scepitand) Acr 2000, Secrion 9(2}, provides rhe Chief
Investigating Officer has the function of invesifgating and teporcing to the Standards Cammission
for Scotland an cases In which ¢ ¢evaciller or member of a devolred poblic bady may have ¢ontravens:

the couaciiiors’ or. as the ¢age may be, the members® code of canduer,
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omplain A/H/818 concerning an alleged contravention of the Councillors’
Conduct by Counelliors William Clark and Edward Hunter of The Highland Councll

1. Comptaint number LA/H/818 alleged a contravention of the Councillors” Code of Conduct (“the
Code”) by Councillars William Clark and Edward Hunter (“the respondent”},

2.1t was alleged that the respondents had contravened the Councillors’ Code of Conduct, and, in
particutar, the provisions on Relationship with Council Employees set out in section 3; and the
provisions on Public Comment contained in Annex C of the Code.

3. The complainant alleged that the respondents initiated a press report within the Lochabar News
in which they publicly ¢riticized his appointment as an employee of the Council, and cast doubt on
the integrity of the Council’s recruitment process.

4. This complaint arose from the publication of an article in the Lochaber News, a local newspaper
circulating in the Fort William and Lochaber area, which questioned the appointment of a former
Highland councillor to paid employment with the Councll. | was asked to consider firstly, the
comments attributed to the respondents, Councillors William Clark and Edward Hunter, and
secondly, the actions of the respondents in questioning the appointment with the Council's Chief
Executive. A dislinction required to be drawn between that part of the articla compiled by the press
and the quotes attributed to the respondents. | found no evidence to support the contention that the
respondents initiated the article.

5. The first aspect of this complaint related to paragraph 3.2 of the Code which requires members
to respect all Council employees and the role they play, and treat them with courtesy at all times.
The complainant pointed out that while the remarks attributed to the respondents in the newspaper
article were primarily directed at his sultabllity for appointment to a Council post, the implication
might also have besh drawn that others involved in the recruitment process were being criticized.

8. In considering the impact of the remarks on the complainant himself | did not regard the
respondents as being overtly critical. Counciller William Clark simply expressed surprise at the
appointment of a former chairman of the Housing Committee, and Councillor Hunter impliad that in
that role the complainant would have had an advantags over other candidates. | did not think that
exception could be taken to these comments. An additional jurisdictional issue arose here in that
the complainant was not, at the time the comments were made, a subsiantive employee of the
Councll as his contract of employment did not take effect untll a subsequent date. Counciflor
Hunter's additional remark about the complainant's atlitude was ifl-advised howaver and potentially
unhelpful 1o a Council appointee whose job, when it commencead, would require close contact with
the public. 1 did not consider however that the comments aftributed to sither respondent, taken in
isotation from the article, were of such a disrespactfut or discourteous nature as to breach
paragraph 3.2.

7. As a general abservation | considered that the terms of the Code as they apply to substantive
employees should be taken into aceount when consldering the effect of public comment on-any
individual in the position of an applicant for employment, or appointes awaiting the commencerment
of employment, with the Council,

8. The complainant suggested that an Implication might have been drawn that the respondants’
commeants also levelled criticism at those Council employaes who participated in his selection and
appointment. | did not consider that this could be supported by the evidence as no reference was
made to any individual either by name or job title. it might have been argued somewhat tenuously
that e respondents were ¢riticizing, or at least questioning, the propriaty of appointing any former
councilior to paid smployment with the Council, or at least to a post related to their previous
responsibilities as an elected member. Indeed, this was the justification for the comments which
the respondents mads at interview, but criticist of Council policy and procedures, albeit raised
inappropriately in the press, is not a matter that would confilct with this section of the Code. | also
noted that none of the Council employaes Involved in the recruitment process had interpreted the
remarks attributed to the respondents as being critical of their actions. | did not consider that, taken
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in isolation from the contents and thrust of an article compiled by a newspaper reporter, the
commaents attributed to either respondent were of such a disrespectiul or discourtecus nature as to
breach paragraph 3.2, and | tound accordingly.

9. The second aspect of the complaint centred on the actions of the raspondents in raising the
complainant’s appointment with the Chief Executive. it was not disputed that an approach was
made by the respondents to the Chisf Executive and it was difficult to place any interpretation on
this other than that taken by the complainant. Clearly the respondents had a motive in approaching
the Chief Exacutive and questioning the appointment, whethar or not this was directed at former
councillors in general or the complainant in particular. Given that both respondents stated at
interview that they had asked the Chief Executive If he had provided a refarence for the
complainant It seemed plain that they were referring to him as an individual. Councillor Hunter said
that he was simply being inquisitive; Councillor Clark provided no explanation, Had this Indiscreet
and unnecessary intervention taken place prior to, or during, the seleciion and appointment process
it might wall hava constituted an attempt to engage in operational management. In the event ihe
intention of the respondents remained unclear and they had no opportunity to take matters furiher
as the Chief Executive quite properly made it clear that Coungil policy and procedures had been
observed, and the statutory ime-bar on the employment of the complainant as a former Councillor
had expired. That was the case alihough It has to be bome in mind that the statutory provisions
precluding an elected member from becoming an officer of the same council within 12 months of
ceasing {0 be a member are well-established and are there to ensure there is no impropriety — or
perceived impropristy — in relation to the appointment of a former councillor to a post as an officer.

! considered that the approach to the Chief Executive was reasonable and could not be Interpreted
as an attempt 1o intervens in a process which lay outwith the role of elected membars. |n the whole
clrcumstances of this case | considered that the conduct of the raspondents could not reasonably
be taken to amount to a breach of paragraph 3.2 of the Cods and | found accordingly.

10. Annex C to the Gode of Conduct sets out a protoco! for relations batween Councillors and
Employees. Paragraph 20 constrains elected members from ralsing matters relating to the conduct
or capability of employees in public. The protocel applies only 1o substantive employees, but again
it would appear a matter of common sense that critical public comment shoufd not be made about
any applicant for, or appeintea to, a Council post who is a1 the relevant time in what might ba
described as a neo-employment role. Members should consider very carefully whether any
comments are appropriate in such circumstances. Tha respondsnis in this case took the view that
to have mada no comment in response 1o questions about the appointment of a former councillor to
paid employment with the Council could have given a percaption ot approving this as a genaral
policy. 1n alluding to the complainant as an individual however they gave & negativa impression
towards his specific appointment which they need not have expressed. | did not consider howaver
that the specific comments mads by sither respondent breached paragraph 20 of Annex C and i
found accordingly.

11. Having considered the information that arose from my investigation, | concluded that
Councillors William Clark and Edward Hunter had not contravened the Councillors' Code of
Conduct.

D Stuart Alflan
Chief Investigating Officer

Forsyth House
Innova Campus
Rosyth Europarc
Rosyth

KY11 200

7 May 2009
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OFFICE OF CHIEPF INVESTIGATING OFRICER
Porayth House, Innova Campus, Rosyth Enroparc, Rosyth, K¥YI1 2UU

CONFIDENTIAL D Stuart Allsn

Chief Investigating Officer
Mr Alistair Dodds .
Chief Executive Direct Dial: 01383 428033
The High]ﬂl’ld Council Direct Fax: (1383 428019
Glenurguhart Road
Invem{gis Reference: NG
1V3 SNX

26 January 2009

Dear Mr Dodds

Ethical Standards in Public Life
Councillors’ Code of Conduct

I refer to previous correspondence pertaining to the complaint made by”
concerning an alleged contravention of the Councillors’ Code of Conduct by Counciltor
Alasdair Rhind of Hightand Council.

I have completed my investigation and decided that — for the reasons given in the
attached Note of Decision — the respondent has not contravened the Code in terms of
this complaint and I have found accordingly.

In view of this, no further action will be taken on the complaint. 1 have informed the
Standards Cemmission for Scotland, the complainant and the respondent accordingly.

I amn writing in similar terms to the Monitoring Officer.

Yours sincerely

D Stuart Allan
Chief Investigating Officer

Enc  Note of Decision

- The Ethicsf Siandards In Public Life cte, fScoilend) Act 2000, Section $¢2), provides the Chief
fnvesrigating Officer has the furcrion of lnvaseigating and reporiing to the Scondards Compmisslan
for Scotlend oo cxses fn which # councilier or member of &8 devoived pubiic bady may hape
M ASSDH2506-008 ¢y vened che covnciliars! of, a5 the case may he, the members' code of conduact.
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ETHICAL STANDARDS IN
PUBLIC LIFE

OFFICE OF CHIEF INVESTIGATING OFFICER

Forsyth House, Innova Campus, Resyth Eureparc, Rosyth, EY11 2UU

NOTE OF DECISION

Complaint no, LA/H/638
concerning an alleged contravention of
the Councillors’ Code of Conduct
by
Councillor Alasdair Rhind

of :
The Highland Councii

The Brhienl Standardr ip Public Life ¢t¢. {Bcoriand} Act 2009, Section 3(3), provides the Chies
Investigating OFfflces har the function of Inveriigating end reportlog to the Sisndards Commisaiea
for Scorland on cates in which a conunclllor or member of ¢ develved public bady may have
cantravencd rhe :nun:lHu_u' or, 58 the céte may be, the membere’ code af canduct.
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laint no. L 638 concerning an alleged contravention of the Councillors’ Code of
nduet by Councill asdalr Rhind ighland Coung

1. Complaint number LA/M/638 allegsd a contravention of the Councillors’ Cods of Conduct {"the
Code”) by Councilior Alasdair Rhind (“the respondent”),

2, it was alleged that the respondent had contravened the Code, in particular, the key prinsiples of
Duty, Integrity, Accountability and Stewardshlp, and Honesty set out In section 2.

3. The person complaining (‘the complainant”) alleged that the respondent submitted a false
dsclaration and inaccurate or Incomplate return of expenses Incurred by him in relation to the local
govermment elaction held on 3 May 2007.

4. On 11 April 2007 the respondant declared his candidature for etection to the Highland Councit in
the local government election to be held on 3 May 2007. He was successful in that election and
continues 1o serve as one of the three Councillors who reprasent the Tain and Easter Ross ward.

5. The provisions of the Representation of the People Act 1983 require an accurate and complete
return of afl electoral expenses to be submitted with 35 days of the election. Failure to com ply with
this requirement may constitute a corrupt practice and would thus justify investigation as a criminal
matter.

8. The retumn of expenses submitted by the respondent to the Retumning Officer formed the basis of
the complainant’s allegation under the Gode. The firstissue was whether the respondent was
acting as a councillor (rather than simply a candidate} in submitting his retumn. For a breach to be
established | required to be satisfied that this raturn of expenses was a) accurate; b) complete; and
¢) did not conceal an element of third party assistance. n considering this matter | was aware that
an Investigation had been undartaken by the police and that no criminal proceedings were to be
taken by the Procurator Fiscal,

7. The accuracy of the expanses listed on the return were verified by the supporting documentation
submitted by the respondent. The complainant did not contend that these were inaccurata, and
their cumulative value corresponded with the total amount of lection expenses daclared by the
respondent. The issue in essence was whether they represanted the aciual cosis incurred and
whether any elemant of discount had been applied. In addition there was a question as to the
omission of any refarence to transpont costs, and the absence of hire costs relating o three public
mesatings.

8. In completing his return of election expenses the respondent was required to comply with the
advice given in the notes provided by the Electoral Commission. These are calegorised under
specified ‘purposes’ which are detailed in the advisory notes and further reproduced with minor
changes) on the retumn form iisg!f. The judgement as ta the purpose under which particular
expenditure should be categorised is left to the candidate, it being recognised that some costs may
fall into more than one purpose. For ease of referance | scrutinised the respondent’s entries under
the purposes in which he mads his entries.

9. Purposs A: advertising. The respondent entered expanses totalling £885.74 under this heading,
with supporting invoices refating to brochure layout and the printing of leaflets, the construction,
registration and hosting of an election website, and newspaper announcements of public meetings.
The complainant guestioned the omission of a specific reference to posters from the printing
invoice. This was rebutted by the respondent who stated that the posters wera printed by the same
supplier who issued a single invoice which he assumed included all his printing requirements. The
supplier's recoligction supported the respondent and at this juncture, and mindful of the time that
had elapsed since the work was undertaken, | did rot consider that the accuracy of the invoice
could be questioned,

10. In relation to the respondent's election wabstte the complainant speculated that the charge
levied by the supplier did not represent the trus commercial cost. The supplier did not contand this
and explained that he carried out the work at a reduced rate as he considared it to be of community
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benefit. The supplier did not know, and | gdid not think he could reasonably be expecied to have
known, that the respondent would be required to submit a return of his expenses and that any
significant discount would require to be included as notional expenditure. The supplier stated that
he did not make the respondent aware that he wag providing his services at a reduced rate, and
further explained that the work invoived was not great as the text and pictorial content was supplied
by the respondent. In support of this aspect of his complaint the complainant had obtained quotes
from other suppliers which showad a wicde range of prices. On the one hand these could bs
interpreted as showing that the charge Invoiced to the respondent was indeed below the
commercial rate, but on the other indicated that there was no standard charge which could he
applied to websits desfgn. The respondent confirmed that he accepted the invoice at face value
and | did not therefore consider that his refiance on the invoice could be criticized; nor did | consider
that the complainant had provided a robust assessment of the actual commercial cost.

1. Purpose B: unsolicited material to electors. The raspondent applisd no expenses to this
category. It would In my view have been appropriate fo have allocated the cost of leaflets to this
category but given that the total sum was entered under adveriising purpose | did not consider that
this was anything other than an error of judgement on the part of the respondent.

12. Purpose G: transport. Again the respondent applied no expense to this purpese. The
complainant questioned this by comparison to the return of ancther candidate. The respondent
stated that he met ali transport expenses himself, or made use of facilities provided by friends and
family who provided their services free of charge. | considered that the respondent was entitied to
rely on the guldance note against this purpose on the retum form which excludss the use of
personal cars where no charge has been made by the owner.

13. Purpose D: public meetings. This aspact of the complaint relied on the omission from the
respondent's return o charges for the hire of halls at Fearn, Polnicol and Inver which he utilised for
pre-election meetings. This was explained by the statutory exemption applying to the Council halis

at Fearn and Polnicol, and the absence of any charge being levied for the community~run hall at
Inver.

14. Atthe end of the day the key issue was whether the respondent was performing official duties
as a councillor in submitting his return of slestion expenses, and, in this connection f found he was
acting in his capacity as a candidate (all candidates were under the same legal obligations
regarding the returns) and not as a councillor. There are appropriate procedures to challenge the
returns of all candidates under the Representation of the Paople Act, as opposead to the Ethical
Standards Act. In any event even if the Coda did apply, in ali the clrcumstances of this complaint,
having regard to the undarlying facts, the speculative nature of the altarnative calculations provided
by the complainant, the substantial time lapss, and the decision of the Procurator Flscal on the
same issues, | would not have concluded that the respandent had breached the key principles of
Duty, Intagrity, Accountability and Stewardship, or Honesty. | found accordingly.

15. Having considered the information that arose from my investigation, | concluded that Councillor
Alasdalr Rhind had not contravenad the Councillors' Code of Conduct.

D Stuart Allan

Chief Investigating Otficer
Farsyth House

Innova Campus

Rosyth Europarc

Rosyth

KY11 20U

26 January 2009
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ETHICAL STANDARDS IN
PUBLIC LIFE

OFFICE OF CHIEF INVESTIGATING OFFICER

Forsyth House, Innova Campus, Rosyth Europarc, Rosyth, EY11 2UU

‘ : D Stuart Allan
CONFIDENTIAL Chief Investigating Officer
Ms Michelle Morris Direct Dial: 01383 428033
Assistant Chief Executive Direct Fax: 01383 428019
Monitoring Officer :

The Highland Council Reference 4N
Glenurquhart Road i

Inverness 09 June 2009
IV3 SNX

Dear Ms Morris

Ethical Standards in Public Life

I refer to previous correspondence regarding a complaint to me b ]
alleging that Councillor Bren Gormley had breached the Councillors’ Code of
Conduet.

Having given this whole matfter detailed consideration I considered that, in all the
circumstances, the matters raised did not amount to a breach of the Code of Conduct for
the reasons set out in my letter of today’s date to the complainants{ ST !, therefore,
considered that it would not serve any useful purpose and would not be in the public
interest to investigate this complaint further.

In view of this, I shall be taking no further action and I have closed the file on the
complaint. I have informed the complainants, the respondent and the Council’s Chief
Executive. C-

Following our decision on this complaint there may be some préss coverage and I would
be grateful should you forward any copies of such reports to the Investigations Manager. .

Thank you for all your assistance.

Yours sincerely

1D Stuart Allan
Chief Investigating Officer

The Behical Sraadards in Pablic Life ec. (Scorlend) Acy 2000, Sccrlon 2(2), provides the Chief
Investigacing Offiver has the function of invessigatiag snd ccporting ta the Standards Comm/irsion
r Scotland en caees in whick s councillor 5r member of 2 devolved public body may keve

£
IMASDEIIRETIGE o o ome o wmirn

dsel Ar ee rha ra0a maam ha rha mmambere? anda Al aanduas
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ETHICAL STANDARDS IN
PUBLIC LIFE

OFFICE OF CHIEF INVESTIGATING OFFICER

PForsyth House, Innova Campus, Rosyth Europarc, Roayth, KY11 2GU

D Stuart Allan
CONFIDENTIAL Chief Investigating Officer
Ms Michelle Morris Direct Dial: 01383 428033
Assistant Chief Executive Direct Fax: 01383 428019
Highland Council
Glenurquhart Road Reference QERENENGD
Inverness
IV3 5NX 9 June 200%

Dear Ms. Mortis

Ethical Standards in Public Life

I refer to previous correspondence regarding a complaint to me by
("the complainant’) alleging that Councillors Roderick Balfour and Glynis Sinclair (‘the
respondents’) have breached the Councillors® Code of Conduct.

Having given this whole matter detailed consideration 1 consider that, in all the
¢ircumstances, the matters raised did not amount to a breach of the Code of Conduct for
the reagons set out in my letter of'today’s date to the complaman” I, therefore,
considered that it would not serve any useful purpose and would not be In the public
interest to investigate this complaint further. '

In view of this, I shall be taking no further action and I have closed the file on the
complaint, I have informed the complainants, the respondents and the Council’s Chief
Exgcutive.

Following our decision on this complaint there may be some press coverage and I would
be grateful should you forward any copies of such reports to the Investigations Manager,

Thank you for all your assistance.

Yours sincerely

D Stuart Allan
Chief Investigating Officer

SRR

The Bihicsl Strandarde in Publie Life re. (Seoiland) Act 2008, Secrion 9(2), provides the Chief
Invetrignting Officer har the Ffunciion of investigating and reporting to the Standasds Commission
for Scotdand on ceses ln which x conncillor or member of a devalved public body may have
conrravenad rhe caun:IHau ary 4% the case mey be, the membert' code of conduet.
M 4480 F.3.3106-03-08
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ETHICAL STANDARDS IN
PUBLIC LIFE

OFFICE OF CHIEF INVESTIGATING OFFICER )

Forsyth House, Innova Campus, Rosyth Europare, Rosyth, EY11 2UD

D Stuart Allan

CONFIDENTIAL Chief Investigating Officer
Ms Michelle Mottris Direct Dial: 01383 428033
Monitoring Officer Direct Fax: 01383 428019
The Highland Council )
Council Headquarters Reference (i NEG_G__
Glenurquhari Road

Inverness ) 18 June 2009
1V3 SNX

Dear Ms Morris

Ethical Standards in Public Life

I refer to previous corréspondenc.c regarding a complaint to me by,
alleging that Councillor Katrina MacNab has breached the Councillors’ Code of Conduct.
. v

Having given this whole matter detailed consideration ] consider that, in all the
circumstances, the matters raised did not amiount to a breach of the Code of Conduct for
the reasons set out in my letter of today’s date to the complainantH 1, therefore,
considered that it would not serve any useful purpose and would not be in the public
interest to investigate this complaint further ’

In view of this, I shall be taking no further action and I have closed the file on the
complaint. [ have informed the complainant, the respondent and the Council’s Chief
Executive,

Following our decision on this complaint there may be some press coverage and I would
be grateful should you forward any copies of such reports to the Investigations Manager.

. Thank you for all your assistance.

Yours sincerely

V D Stuart Allan
\{) Chief Investigating Officer

The Hehicat Srandprds in Public Life co. {Scotland) Act 2800, Scerian 902), provides the Chiof
Tavestigating Officer haw the function of invcerigating snd reposting to ihe Standards Commiscion
r Scotland on caecs iz whidh a coumcilior or mamber of 2 devolved Public body may Bave
.o I

fa
IM 4/5D F.3.3/06-03-08



