
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ASSESSMENT DECISION NOTICE 
 

A BREACH OF THE CODE HAS BEEN FOUND  
 

ACTION  
 

Reference:   
 

CCN010/16/17 

Complainant: 
 

Mr Roger Gazzard 

Subject Member: 
 
 

Cllr Lance Dyer, Truro City Council 

Person conducting 
the Assessment: 
 

Simon Mansell, Corporate and Information 
Governance Manager 

Date of Assessment: 
 

27 June 2016 

 
Complaint 
 
On 27 June 2016 the Monitoring Officer considered a complaint from Mr Roger 
Gazzard concerning the alleged conduct of Cllr Lance Dyer of Truro City Council.  A 
general summary of the complaint is set out below: 
 
It is alleged that on 11 May 2016 the Subject Member published a tweet on his twitter 
feed that sought to deny the numbers that died in the Holocaust.   
 
Potential breaches of the Code of Conduct raised by the Complainant are that the 
Subject Member; 
 

• Has conducted himself in a manner which is contrary to the Council’s duty to 
promote and maintain high standards of conduct; and  

• Has brought his office or his authority into disrepute. 
 
An additional potential breach of the Code considered at assessment is; 
 

• Failure to treat others with respect.  
 
 
 
 
 



Decision and Action 
 
That, due to publishing the ‘tweet’ on 11 May 2016 the Subject Member has breached 
the Code of Conduct for Truro City Council.  Whilst it is noted that the Subject Member 
has since apologised for the contents of the tweet, it is recommended that the City 
Council give consideration to issuing a censure against the Subject Member for 
publishing the tweet without checking its contents.   
 
Breaches of the Code Found  
 
2.1 – You must treat others with respect 
 
2.5 – You must not conduct yourself in a manner which is contrary to the Council’s 
duty to promote and maintain high standards of conduct by Members 
 
2.10 – You must not conduct yourself in a manner which could reasonably be 
regarded as bringing your office into disrepute 
 
Reasons  
 
In assessing this complaint I have had regard to the following: 
 

• The complaint; 
• The response from the Subject Member; and  
• The views of the Independent Person assigned to this matter. 

 
The Complainant has alleged that; 
 
On 11 May 2016 the Subject Member published a tweet on his twitter feed that sought 
to deny the numbers that died in the Holocaust.   
 
The Subject Member has stated in his response that when he saw the tweet he quickly 
looked at the article and, thinking it wasn’t true, then re tweeted the article, with only 
an exclamation mark as the indication of his surprise.   
 
In addition the Subject Member has set out that the words were not his words in the 
tweet, he did not endorse the article and now deeply regrets re tweeting the article at 
all as he is a member of the Jewish Voice for Peace, and therefore he could not be 
considered anti Semitic.  In closing the subject Member has said that no one has told 
him they were offended by the tweet.   
 
With regards to the tweet and the application of the Code of Conduct; 
 
For a breach of the Code to be found the matter is decided on the balance of 
probabilities, that is; is it more likely than not that a reasonable person in possession 
of all the facts, and considering the facts objectively, would consider that a breach of 
the Code has occurred. 
 
Social media is a useful tool for members to communicate out with the wider 
electorate but there is a requirement that such posts will not cause offence and the 
facts within them will be quantifiable.   
 
As a result there would be, in the mind of a reasonable observer, in particular given 
the Subject Member being part of Jewish Voice for Peace, an expectation that the 



facts of the initial tweet would be checked and full consideration given to the contents 
before re tweeting the article.   
 
As it stands the Subject Member has said he ‘quickly’ looked at the article, saw 
references to the Red Cross re tweeted it with only an exclamation mark to indicate 
his surprise.   
 
There is a requirement under the Code for a member to treat others with respect. 
Whilst this is generally to be taken to include individual personal comments, this can 
include matters which may be considered disrespectful to a group of people.   
 
Whilst no one may have advised the Subject Member they were offended by the tweet 
this is something that was picked up by the media and resulted in an apology being 
issued by the Mayor of Truro.   
 
As a result of the contents of the tweet I do consider that a reasonable person, in 
possession of all the facts would consider that the tweet was offensive and 
disrespectful to a group of people and therefore by re tweeting the message on 11 
May 2016 I consider that councillor Dyer has breached the Code of Conduct for Truro 
City Council.   
 
In considering other paragraphs of the Code of Conduct; 
 
Within the Code there is a requirement that a member must not do anything that 
could be reasonably regarded as bringing their office or their Council into disrepute.   
 
In interpreting this part of the Code the reasonable person when considering all the 
facts, would be required to consider if the actions of the Subject Member had the 
potential to damage his standing or status in the community.  This does not require a 
large number of complaints to be made; this may not in itself indicate a breach of the 
Code, but for an objective consideration of the facts to be made. 
 
This is a matter that was sufficient to draw media attention and a strongly worded 
apology from the Mayor of Truro and it is considered that a reasonable person would 
view the re tweeting of the article as something that had the potential to damage the 
members standing in the community.   
 
As a result it is considered that by re tweeting the article the Subject Member has 
breached the Code of Conduct by bringing his office, but not his Council into 
disrepute.   
 
You must not conduct yourself in a manner which is contrary to the Council’s duty to 
promote and maintain high standards of conduct by Members. 
 
For the reasons set out above I consider the Subject Member to have failed to adhere 
to the general principles of public life underpinning the Code. As a consequence of 
that and having found breaches of paragraphs 2.1 and 2.10 of the Code it follows that 
the Subject Member has conducted himself in a manner contrary to the Council’s duty 
to promote and maintain high standards of conduct by members. 
 
I do not consider on the facts presented that any other breaches of the Code of 
Conduct have arisen. 
 
With regards to a suitable action to remedy the breach. 



 
Whilst I have noted the points raised by the Subject Member in mitigation of him re 
tweeting the article there was a reasonable expectation on him that he would check 
the facts of the before this was done.  However, despite the tweet concerning the very 
serious subject of the Holocaust the Subject Member has said he only quickly looked 
at the article.   
 
Since doing this the Subject Member has made a public apology for re tweeting the 
article and whilst this does act as part of a suitable remedy for the breach a further 
action that is recommended is that the City Council may wish to consider is censuring 
the Subject Member for his actions with the wording of the censure to be determined 
by the City Council. 
 
What happens now? 
 
This decision notice is sent to the complainant, the member against whom the 
allegation has been made and the Clerk to Truro City Council. 
 
Right of review 
 
At the written request of the subject member, the Monitoring Officer can review and is 
able to change a decision not to refer an allegation for investigation or other action.  A 
different Officer to that involved in the original decision will undertake the review. 
 
We must receive a written request from the subject member to review this decision 
within 15 days from the date of this notice, explaining in detail on what grounds the 
decision should be reviewed. 
 
If we receive a request for a review, we will write to all the parties mentioned above, 
notifying them of the request to review the decision.  
 
It should be noted reviews will not be conducted by the same person who did the 
initial assessment.   
 
Additional help 
 
If you have difficulty reading this notice we can make reasonable adjustments to 
assist you, in line with the requirements of the Disability Discrimination Act 2000. 
 
We can also help if English is not your first language. 
 

 
 
SJR Mansell MBE 
Corporate and Information Governance Manager 
On behalf of the Monitoring Officer 
Date: 30 June 2016 


