
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ASSESSMENT DECISION NOTICE 
 

A BREACH OF THE CODE HAS BEEN FOUND  
 

ACTION REQUIRED  
 
 

Reference:   
 

CCN009/18/19 

Complainant: 
 

Insp Rick Milburn 

Subject Member: 
 
 

Cllr Rob Norrington, Perranzabuloe Parish Council 

Person conducting 
the Assessment: 
 

Simon Mansell, Corporate & Information 
Governance Manager  

Date of Assessment: 
 

26 September 2018  

 
Complaint 
 
On  the Monitoring Officer considered a complaint from Insp Rick Milburn concerning 
the alleged conduct of Cllr Rob Norrington of Perranzabuloe Parish Council.  A general 
summary of the complaint is set out below: 
 
The Complainant has alleged that the Subject Member failed to treat a PCSO with 
respect whilst she was on foot patrol in Perranporth on 9 July 2018.   
 
Decision and Action 
 
That, for the reasons as set out in this notice, there has been a breach of the Code of 
Conduct for Perranzabuloe Parish Council. 
 
It is considered that a suitable action to remedy this breach is that the Subject 
Member writes a meaningful letter of apology, not an email, to the PCSO within 28 
days of the day of this decision notice and, should the Subject Member fail to 
apologise it is recommended that Perranzabuloe Parish Council censure the Subject 
Member.  
 
 
 
 



Breaches of the Code Found  
 
2.1 You must treat others with respect  
 
2.10 You must not conduct yourself in a manner which could reasonably be regarded 

as bringing your office or the Council into disrepute. 
 
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 
 
Reasons  
 
In assessing this complaint I have had regard to the following: 
 

• The complaint; 
• A response from the Subject Member;  
• The views of the PSCO who met the Subject Member on 9 July 2018; and  
• The views of the Independent Person assigned to this matter. 

 
The Complainant has alleged that the Subject Member treated a PCSO disrespectfully 
whilst she was on foot patrol in Perranporth on 9 July 2018.   
 
More particularly the Complainant has alleged that the Subject Member; 
 
Said policing is not the same as it was years ago as we had real bobbies on the beat, 
directing these comments to the PCSO; 
 
Accused the PCSO of being typical police blaming the victim; 
 
Made a comment to the PCSO about police cuts setting out that the PCSO should be 
worried by the cuts. 
 
The Subject Member has responded to the complaint by saying that a third party who 
was present during the initial part of the conversation said that policing was not the 
same as it was years ago.  He has denied making the comment that the PSCO was 
‘typical police’ as he has said this is a phrase he would ever use, and no comment has 
been received regarding the comment about police cuts directed at the PCSO.   
 
The Subject Member has also made reference to making a complaint to the 
Independent Police complainants Commission regarding the Complainant.  It should 
be noted that this assessment, and the procedures on which it are based, do not 
extend to the conduct of others therefore this point is not considered further and the 
advice received from the Subject Member setting out he will taker this further has not 
had a bearing on this assessment.  
 
As part of this assessment as the Complainant is a third party to the discussion 
between the PCSO and the Subject Member I have asked the PCSO for her 
recollection of events and she has set out that; 
 
She is surprised that the Subject Member has said that the named third party made 
the initial remark as she clearly heard him say it; 
 
Phrases used during the discussion with the Subject Member were such as the Subject 
Member described the PCSO as typical police as the PCSO was blaming the victim; 



 
On leaving the PCSO has said that the Subject Member made mention of police cuts 
and that the PCSO ‘should be worried about them’ which the PCSO took to be a 
personal comment directed at her; and 
 
Overall the PCSO is disappointed with the negative attitude of the Subject Member 
towards the police. 
 
Application of the Code of Conduct 
 
I am satisfied that for the purposes of this complaint that the Subject Member was 
acting in his official capacity at the time of the alleged conduct and was therefore 
bound by the Code of Conduct as adopted by Cornwall Council.  
 
Findings of fact 
 
In considering the findings of fact decisions are based on the balance of probabilities, 
that is, would a reasonable person in possession of all the facts objectively consider 
that a breach of the Code of Conduct has occurred. 
 
2.1  You must treat others with respect  
 
For there to be a breach of this part of the Code as well as the facts satisfying the 
balance of probabilities test, there needs to be an element of disrespect that is 
directed towards someone to someone at a personal level.   
 
With regards to the initial comments that it is alleged that the Subject Member made 
to the PCSO regarding policing not being what it was; 
 
I have noted the view of the Subject Member that a third party stated these 
comments and that the Subject Member has said that the pronunciation of the third 
party is nothing like his.  This is then difficult to reconcile with the comments by the 
PCSO who is clear in her recollection that it was Subject Member who stated this, and 
not the third party.  The PCSO has set out that she does not consider it necessary to 
involve the third party and having considered this further I have decided not to 
involve the third party in this matter. 
 
However; in considering if on the balance or probabilities the comment was made by 
the Subject Member or the third party this becomes difficult to quantify as the 
involvement of the third party does cast doubt on who said what at the time the 
alleged comments were made.   
 
As a result the finding for this part of the complaint is that there is no finding of 
whether there is a breach of the Code of Conduct and no further action taken.  This is 
the appropriate finding to make when on the facts, it is not possible to determine on 
the balance of probabilities whether there has been, or may have been, a breach of 
the Code of Conduct; and taking into account the public interest, the allegation does 
not merit investigation.   
 
In considering the rest of the comments.  I have noted the views of both the Subject 
Member, the Complainant and the PSCO.  Whilst I have exercised some discretion 
with regards to the initial remarks, with regards to the remainder of the remarks I 
consider it more likely than not that these remarks were made in some form by the 
Subject Member.   



 
In making this decision I have balanced the comments from the Subject Member, 
starting with the initial letter sent by the Subject Member to the Complainant dated 
18 July 2018 and the comments in the letter relating to the discussion held with the 
PCSO, accusing her of a ‘tirade’, to the later comments against the submissions made 
by the Complainant and in particular those from the PCSO.  In particular I have noted 
from the correspondence there is clearly some disquiet on the part of the Subject 
Member with regards to the Complainant and/or the police and I have noted the 
comments of the PCSO setting out that the Subject Member was obstructive and 
patronising during their discussion.  
 
With regards to the comments that the Subject Member stated that the PCSO was 
‘typical police, always blaming the victim’.   
 
The Subject Member has denied stating this as he does not speak in generalities.  The 
PCSO has set out that, when discussing a local matter of shoplifting that the Subject 
Member said, in his reply to her, that she was typical police and always blaming the 
victim and he was accusing in his manner.  I do not take it from the submissions 
received that the comments made by the Subject Member were made as stand alone 
comments but were included within a longer response.  I do however, consider that 
the comment either as complained of or similar to the one complained of was used by 
the Subject Member.  
 
Were the comment directed at the police in general then this would not have been 
considered under this regime, it would be  too general for it to be disrespectful, as the 
Code requires the comments to be personal.  However, in this case the comments 
were directed to the PCSO in a manner that the PCSO view as accusing and therefore 
the comments were personal and do come under the Code.                                                                  
  
With regards to the Subject Member mentioning police cuts and that the PCSO ‘should 
be worried about them’ which the PCSO took to be a personal comment directed at 
her and not about cuts in general, the Subject Member has not responded directly to 
this allegation. 
 
I do take it that, when viewing the comments objectively, that an objective observer 
would view these comments as directed towards the PCSO and therefore personal, in 
particular when reviewing the whole of the reported conversation.    
 
In looking at the two comments that have been considered in scope, above, I consider 
that these comments would be considered as unwarranted and that any reasonable 
person would not be expected to be addressed in this manner by an elected official. 
 
As a result of the above it is considered that the Subject Member has breached 
paragraph 2.1 of the Code of Conduct for Perranzabuloe Parish Council.  
 
2.10 You must not conduct yourself in a manner which could reasonably be regarded 
as bringing your office or the Council into disrepute. 
 
I do have concerns about the way by which the Subject Member has approached this 
matter and the ultimatums that he has issued to the police with regards to the 
complaint.  This is not something that contributes towards a good working relationship 
and, whilst not separately considered as a complaint, do compound, and even 
support, the compliant made against him.   
 



The approach taken by the Subject Member to the police is then reflected in the 
complaint as set out by the Complainant and the PCSO and whilst the Code supports 
any members right to be critical, the Code does not allow these comment to be 
personal.   
 
Objectively, it is considered that a reasonable person would be of the view that the 
comments, in particular the comment relating to police cuts, made by the Subject 
Member are such that they would bring his office as a Councillor into disrepute, but 
not his Council.  The reasoning for this is that there is an expectation that any elected 
official will deal with other bodies in an impartial manner. 
 
As a result if is considered that the Subject Member has breached the Code of 
Conduct for Perranzabuloe Parish Council 
 
Paragraph 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 
 
For the reasons set out above I consider the Subject Member has failed to adhere to 
the general principles of public life underpinning the Code and has therefore 
conducted himself in a manner contrary to the Council’s statutory duty to promote 
and maintain high standards of conduct.  By breaching paragraph 2.1 and 2.10 of the 
Code of Conduct the Subject Member has therefore also breached paragraph 2.5 of 
the Code of Conduct for Perranzabuloe Parish Council. 
 
Actions to remedy the breach 
 
I have noted the points raised by the Subject Member in response to this complaint 
and have read the statement provided by the PCSO.  Whilst the discretion open to me 
as the assessing officer is exercised with regards to the opening remarks and the fact 
these may have been said by a third party, I do consider that a breach has occurred 
with regards to the other comments.  In this I have noted that the original complaint 
was made by a third party (which is permissible under the current ethical standards 
regime) and the Subject Members concerns about the Complainant however, I find 
the statement of the PCSO to be persuasive.   
 
Even though the Subject Member is no longer the Parish Liaison with the police it is 
clear from the comments from the Subject Member that there is a strained 
relationship with the local inspector and therefore due to the comments made it is 
recommend to the Parish Council that the Subject member is not reinstated as Parish 
Liaison for a period of at least one year.   
 
Also, in order to remedy the breach that has occurred the Subject Member should 
write a meaningful letter of apology, not an email, to the PCSO within 28 days of the 
day of this decision notice and, should the Subject Member fail to apologise it is 
recommended that Perranzabuloe Parish Council censure the Subject Member. 
 
 
What happens now? 
 
This decision notice is sent to the Complainant, the member against whom the 
allegation has been made and the Clerk to Perranzabuloe Parish 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 Equality Act 2010. 
 
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: 26 September 2018 
 


