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Agenda 
 
Item  Pages 

  
1.   ELECTION OF CHAIR 

 
 

 To elect a Chair for the meeting. 
 

 
 
2.   APOLOGIES 

 
 

 To receive any apologies for absence. 
 

 
 
3.   DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

 
 

 To disclose any pecuniary, other registrable or non-registrable interest 
as set out in the adopted Code of Conduct.  In making their disclosure 
councillors are asked to state the agenda item, the nature of the 
interest and any action they propose to take as part of their declaration. 
 

 

Public Document Pack



 

If required, further advice should be sought from the Monitoring Officer 
in advance of the meeting. 
  

4.   EXEMPT BUSINESS 
 

 

 To consider passing the following recommendation: 
 
Recommendation 
 
That in accordance with Section 100A(4) of the Local Government Act 
1972 to exclude the public from the meeting for the business specified 
in item 5 and 6 because it is likely that if members of the public were 
present there would be disclosure to them of exempt information as 
defined in paragraph(s) 1 and 2 of Part 1 of schedule 12A to the Act 
and the public interest in withholding the information outweighs the 
public interest in disclosing the information to the public. 
 
The public and the press will be asked to leave the meeting whilst the 
item of business is considered. (Any live streaming will end at this 
juncture). 
 
Reason for taking the item in private 
 
Paragraph 1 – Information relating to any individual. 
 
Paragraph 2 – Information which is likely to reveal identity of an 
individual. 
 

 

 
5.   Code of Conduct Complaint 1  

Para 1, 2 
To consider the report. 
 

3 - 88 

 
 a)   Code of Conduct Complaint 1 - Redacted report published post 

meeting  
To consider the report. 
 

89 - 174 

 
6.   Code of Conduct Complaint 2  

Para 1, 2 
To consider the report. 
 

175 - 
232 

 
 a)   Code of Conduct Complaint 2 - Redacted report published post 

meeting  
To consider the report. 
 

233 - 
290 
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Dorset Council – Complaint Nos. COM 8299 & COM 8319 
 
Investigation in respect of alleged breaches of the Shaftesbury Town 
Council Code of Conduct  
 
Investigation undertaken by Mary Dolley Legal Services Dorset 
Council 
 
 
Background 
 
Section 27 of the Localism Act 2011 (the 2011 Act) requires relevant authorities to 
promote and maintain high standards of conduct by members of the authority and, 
under section 28 of the Act, to have mechanisms in place to investigate allegations 
that a member has not complied with the Code of Conduct. 
 
Following an initial review by the Complaints Team and having been reviewed by the 
Monitoring Officer and Dorset Council’s Independent Person, complaint numbers 
COM 8299 and COM 8319 were referred for investigation on 4 February 2025 and 25 
April 2025 respectively.   
 

Introduction 
    
In order to be able to carry out an investigation of the complaints raised I viewed and 
listened to the following: 
 

• The Councillor Code of Conduct (‘the Code’) adopted by Shaftesbury Town 
Council (‘the Town Council’) on 14 May 2024 (Appendix B.1)  

• The Standing Orders of the Town Council (‘the Standing Orders’) adopted by it on 
14 May 2024 (Appendix B.2) 

• The agenda for the Full Council meeting of the Town Council held on 17 December 
2024 (the 17 December meeting) and the minutes of that meeting (Appendix B.3) 

• The agenda for the Extraordinary Full Council meeting of the Town Council held 
on 11 March 2025 (the 11 March meeting) and the minutes of that meeting. 
(Appendix B.4) 

• Audio/video recordings of the 17 December meeting and the 11 March meeting 
obtained from the Town Council 

• The notice given by Cllr Peter Yeo to Dorset Council’s Monitoring Officer pursuant 
to s.30 of the Localism Act 2011 on 4 June 2024. (Appendix B.5) 

• Various emails as listed in the table in Appendix B.6 
 

To supplement the information provided to me and available in the public domain on 
the Town Council’s website, I also met virtually with the following people in order to 
seek their comments on a number of issues: 
 

• Cllr Andy Hollingshead (the complainant) – 19 August 2025 (virtual meeting on 
Teams) (record of interview at Appendix C) 
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• Cllr Peter Yeo (the subject member) – 11 September 2025 (virtual meeting on 
Teams) (record of interview at Appendix D)  

 
 
Cllr Hollingshead has agreed the record of my interview with him.  Cllr Yeo has not 
agreed the record of my interview with him.  He has submitted a written statement 
which is at Appendix E.  I remain of the view that the interview record at Appendix D 
is an accurate record of the interview.  I have read Cllr Yeo’s statement and to the 
extent that its contents are relevant to the investigation this report is concerned with I 
have applied paragraph numbers to its text and commented on it in the section of this 
report headed ‘Further Findings’. 
 
 

Complaint No. COM 8299 
 
A complaint was received from Cllr Andy Hollingshead a member of the Town Council 
alleging that Cllr Yeo has a disclosable pecuniary interest in a project being promoted 
by The Mampitts Lane Community Land Trust CIO for the development of a 
community centre as an alternative to and in competition with the development project 
being promoted by the Town Council and that Cllr Yeo did not obtain a dispensation 
in accordance with Shaftesbury Town Council’s Standing Orders, to speak to and vote 
on the matter at the meeting on 17 December 2024.  The complaint alleges breaches 
of paragraphs 5 (Disrepute), 6 (Use of position) and 9 (registration and declaration of 
interests) of the Code 
 
The complaint is set out verbatim at Appendix A.1. 
 

Complaint No. COM 8319 

 
A further complaint was received from Cllr Hollingshead alleging that at an 
Extraordinary Full Council meeting of the Town Council held on 11 March 2025 
Councillor Yeo failed to declare a pecuniary interest in the Mampitts Lane community 
centre project referred to in the above complaint and did not seek a dispensation to 
speak to the agenda item relating to it notwithstanding having been acquainted by the 
Town Clerk with advice received from Dorset Council’s Monitoring Officer.  The 
complaint alleges breaches of the same provisions of the Code mentioned above. 
 
The complaint is set out verbatim at Appendix A.2. 
 
 

Additional possible breach 
 
Following an initial perusal of the Code, the Standing Orders and the agendas and 
minutes of the meetings mentioned in the complaints and in consultation with the 
Monitoring Officer and the Independent Person in accordance with section 6.G of the 
Arrangements for dealing with Code of Conduct complaints against Councillors 
Councillor Code of Conduct complaint process February 2025.pdf, the scope of the 
investigation I have carried out has been amended and the subject matter of the part 
of this report that relates to Paragraph 9 of the Code is an alleged failure to declare 
and seek a dispensation in relation to a registerable other interest. In light of s.34 of 
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the Localism Act 2011 the allegation of a failure to declare a pecuniary interest is not 
being investigated by Dorset Council.      

 
Undisputed facts 
 
The undisputed facts relating to the complaints are: 
 
1. On 4 June 2024 and in accordance with s.30 of the Localism Act 2011 (the 2011 

Act) Cllr Yeo gave notice to Dorset Council’s Monitoring Officer of:- 
1.1. disclosable pecuniary interests that existed (1) by reason of his employment, 

office, trade, profession or vocation as a Consultant Project Manager and 
Business Analyst and (2) by reason of his interest in 24 Mampitts Lane 
Shaftesbury SP7 8GR which is his home; and 

1.2. an other registerable interest that existed by reason of his being a trustee of 
The Mampitts Lane Community Land Trust CIO (‘the CIO’) 

and such interests were duly recorded in the register maintained by the Monitoring 
Officer pursuant to s.29(1) of the 2011 Act. (Appendix B.5)   

 
2. Paragraph 9 and Appendix B of the Code contain provisions for the registration of 

interests (disclosable pecuniary interests and other registerable interests), the 
declaration of interests at meetings and the obtaining of dispensations to enable 
councillors in certain circumstances to participate in the discussion of and to vote 
on matters in which they have an interest.   
 

3. Paragraph 13 of the Standing Orders sets out detailed provisions relating to the 
seeking and granting of dispensations. 
 

4. A Full Council meeting of the Town Council was held on 17 December 2024.  
Notice of the meeting was circulated in advance in accordance with SO3 of the 
Standing Orders (Appendix B.3) and:-  
4.1. item no 2 on the agenda (notice) was ‘to receive any Declarations of Interests 

and Requests for Dispensation’; and 
4.2. item no 7 on the agenda was ‘to receive an update on the Mampitts Hub 

Architect Tender process’.   
 

5. The minutes of the 17 December meeting were duly adopted at the meeting of the 
Town Council held on 21 January 2025 (Appendix B.3).  Minute no FC93 
(Declarations of Interest) recorded that Cllr Yeo declared an interest in agenda item 
no 7 as ‘Chairman of the Mampitts CIO’.  The minutes show that Cllr Yeo had not 
sought a dispensation in accordance with the section of the Code headed 
‘Protecting your reputation and the reputation of the local authority’ (paragraph 9 
and Appendix B), to enable him to take part in the discussion of agenda item no 7 
or vote on it and to remain in the room.  

 
6. An Extraordinary Full Council meeting of the Town Council was held on 11 March 

2025.  Notice of the meeting was circulated in advance in accordance with SO3 of 
the Standing Orders (see Appendix B.4) and:- 

 

6.1. item no 2 on the agenda (notice) was ‘to receive any Declarations of Interests 
and Requests for Dispensation’; and  
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6.2. item no 4 on the agenda was ‘to consider the appointment of the Mampitts 
Architect’.  

 
7. The minutes of the 11 March meeting were duly adopted at the meeting of the 

Town Council held on 18 March 2025.  Minute no FC132 (Declarations of Interest) 
states that ‘Cllr Yeo declared that he is an unpaid Trustee of the Mampitts 
Community Land Trust and a Director of Mampitts CLT, however does not have an 
interest to declare’.  The minutes show that Cllr Yeo had not sought a dispensation 
in accordance with the section of the Code headed ‘Protecting your reputation and 
the reputation of the local authority’ (paragraph 9 and Appendix B), to enable him 
to take part in the discussion of agenda item no 4 or vote on it and to remain in the 
room.   
 

 

Facts/statements not agreed 
 
Cllr Yeo denies that he has acted in breach of the Code. 
 
 

Findings 
 
1. The underlying situation that gave rise to the complaints is the proposed 

development of a parcel of land at Mampitts Lane Shaftesbury for community 
purposes.  The land is owned by a third-party developer and is the subject of an 
agreement under s.106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.  Discussions 
about the proposed development (‘the Mampitts Hub project’) have been ongoing 
for some years and: 

 

1.1. The Town Council and the CIO are both promoting proposals for the Mampitts 
Hub project.  Their proposals are different and are referred to in this report as 
‘the Town Council proposal’ and ‘the CIO proposal’ respectively.  

1.2. Cllr Yeo is a trustee of the CIO, which is a charitable incorporated organisation 
registered with the Charity Commission with registration number 1201203.  
The CIO came into existence on 1 December 2022, having converted its status 
from that of a community interest company registered under the Companies 
Act 2006 on 1 July 2020 as a private company limited by guarantee and then 
known as The Mampitts Lane Community Land Trust CIC.  Cllr Yeo was a 
director of that company and its registered office was at his home address (24 
Mampitts Lane Shaftesbury).  The register at the Charity Commission indicates 
that there are five trustees of the CIO and that Cllr Yeo is the Chair of the 
trustees, and that its contact address is 24 Mampitts Lane Shaftesbury.  

1.3. Planning permission has been obtained for both sets of proposals.  Planning 
permission was granted to the CIO on 8 March 2024 under reference 
P/FUL/2023/05314, for ‘the erection of a community centre with associated 
parking and landscaping’ and planning permission was granted to the Town 
Council on 2 October 2024 under reference P/FUL/2024/01856, for ‘the 
erection of a community hub/café building with offices over, associated car 
parking and associated public amenity park’. 

1.4. At its Cabinet meeting on 15 October 2024 Dorset Council as planning 
authority awarded the developer contribution funding (the money committed 
under the s.106 Agreement) to the Town Council for the Town Council 
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proposal.  The next steps to take forward work on the Town Council proposal 
included putting out to tender the design work with a view to appointing a firm 
of architects and setting up an advisory committee in accordance with the 
Town Council’s Scheme of Delegation.   

  
2. The paragraphs of the Code referred to in the complaints are those numbered 5 

(Disrepute) and 6 (Use of Position) in the section headed ‘General Conduct’ and 9 
(Interests) in the section headed ‘Protecting your reputation and the reputation of 
the local authority’. 
 

3. Paragraph 5 of the Code requires councillors not to bring their role or local authority 
into disrepute and explains that councillors are trusted to make decisions on behalf 
of their community and their actions and behaviour are subject to greater scrutiny 
than those of ordinary members of the public.  The paragraph states that 
councillors should be aware that their actions might have an adverse impact on 
themselves, other councillors and/or their local authority and may lower the public’s 
confidence in councillors’ and/or their local authority’s ability to discharge its 
functions, and that whilst councillors may hold their local authority and fellow 
councillors to account and may constructively challenge and express concern 
about decisions and processes, they must continue to adhere to other aspects of 
the Code.   

 

4. Paragraph 6 of the Code requires councillors not to use or attempt to use their 
position improperly to the advantage or disadvantage of themselves or anyone 
else.  It explains that councillors’ position as members of a local authority provide 
them with certain opportunities etc., such opportunities must not be taken 
advantage of to further councillors’ own private interests or those of others.  

 
5. Paragraph 9 of the Code is headed ‘Interests’ and requires councillors both to 

register and to declare their interests.  It explains that interests must be registered 
so that the public, local authority employees and fellow councillors know which of 
a councillor’s interests might give rise to a conflict of interest.  It states also that a 
councillor is personally responsible for deciding whether to declare an interest at a 
meeting but that it can be helpful for that councillor to know early on if others think 
that a potential conflict might arise.  The paragraph states that Appendix B of the 
Code sets out the detailed provisions on registering and declaring interests and 
suggests that if a councillor is in doubt they should seek advice from the Monitoring 
Officer. 

 

6. The Code was adopted by the Town Council on 14 May 2024.  Amongst other 
things, under S.28(2) of the 2011 Act the Town Council is required to ensure that 
the Code includes appropriate provision for the registration in its register and 
disclosure of: 

 
6.1. pecuniary interests, and 
6.2. interests other than pecuniary interests. 
 

7. In accordance with s.29(1) and s.29(4) of the 2011 Act the register referred to in 
paragraph 6 above has been established and is maintained by Dorset Council’s 
Monitoring Officer.  S.29 (2) of the Act allows the local authority to determine what 
is to be entered in the register of interests, subject to the specific requirement under 
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s.30 of the Act and the Relevant Authorities (Disclosable Pecuniary Interests) 
Regulations 2012 (SI 2012/1464) relating to the registration of disclosable 
pecuniary interests. 

 
8. Appendix B of the Code and the Tables in it set out in detail the provisions relating 

to registering and declaring interests.  In accordance with s.28(2) of the Act 
registerable interests are stated to fall into two categories – disclosable pecuniary 
interests and other registerable interests.  Paragraphs 1 to 4 of Appendix B of the 
Code set out the requirements for registration of interests.       

 

9. Under s.30 of the 2011 Act Cllr Yeo was required on taking office to notify the 
Monitoring Officer of any disclosable pecuniary interests and duly did so on 4 June 
2024 (see para.1 in the section above headed ‘Undisputed facts’ and Appendix 
B.5).  The disclosable pecuniary interests so notified and with which this 
investigation is not concerned, were ones that exist (1) by reason of his 
employment, office, trade, profession or vocation as a Consultant Project Manager 
and Business Analyst and (2) by reason of his interest in 24 Mampitts Lane 
Shaftesbury SP7 8GR which is his home.  On that date and in accordance with the 
Code he also notified the Monitoring Officer of an other registerable interest namely 
that which existed by reason of his being a trustee of the CIO. 

 
10. Paragraphs 5 to 9 of Appendix B of the Code speak to the declaration of interests 

where a matter arises at a meeting which directly relates to a relevant interest.  
Paragraph 6 states that in the case of a matter which directly relates to an other 
registerable interest the councillor must declare the interest, speak on the matter 
only if members of the public are also allowed to speak at the meeting, but 
otherwise must not take part in any discussion or vote on the matter and must not 
remain in the room unless a dispensation has been granted.   

 
11. Paragraph 3(u) of the Standing Orders states that a councillor who has a 

disclosable pecuniary interest or an other interest as described in the Code in a 
matter being considered at a meeting is subject to statutory limitations or 
restrictions under the Code, on their right to participate and vote on that matter. 
 

12. Paragraph 13 of the Standing Orders sets out in detail the limitations and 
restrictions including the obligation to withdraw from a meeting in the 
circumstances described in paragraph 10 above.  Paragraph 13(c) states that 
unless they have been granted a dispensation a councillor shall withdraw from a 
meeting when it is considering a matter in which they have an other interest, if so 
required by the Code   Sub-paragraphs (d) to (h) of Paragraph 13 describe the 
process that enables a councillor to make a request for a dispensation to enable 
them to participate in discussion and/or vote.  Requests must be in writing and 
submitted to the Proper Officer (the Town Clerk) as soon as possible before the 
meeting in question, or at the start of the meeting.  A request must identify and 
describe the nature of the disclosable interest for which the dispensation is sought 
and explain why it is being sought.  The decision as to whether a dispensation is 
to be granted is made by the Proper Officer and SO13(h) states that a dispensation 
may be granted if having regard to all relevant circumstances any of the three 
criteria described in that sub-paragraph apply.  The criteria include consideration 
of whether without the dispensation the number of councillors prohibited from 
participating would be so large as to impede transaction of the business in 
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question, consideration of whether granting the dispensation is in the interests of 
persons living in the area, or whether it is otherwise appropriate to grant a 
dispensation.  The system for declaring interests and seeking dispensations is born 
of the Nolan Principles of Public Life that speak to integrity and openness.  The 
principle of integrity requires holders of public office to declare and resolve any 
interests and relationships, and the principle of openness requires them to act and 
take decisions in an open and transparent manner.  
 

13. Cllr Hollingshead’s complaints relate to the conduct of Cllr Yeo at the two Town 
Council meetings referred to above namely the 17 December meeting and the 11 
March meeting and in order to investigate the complaints and as well as meeting 
with Cllrs Hollingshead and Yeo as described above and reading the agendas and 
minutes of the meetings (Appendices B.3 and B.4), I listened to the recordings of 
the meetings.  I also obtained from the Clerk to the Town Council and the 
Monitoring Officer the items of email correspondence particularised in Appendix 
B.6. 

 
14. As to the 17 December meeting:- 

 
14.1. Agenda Item no. 2 consisted of a reminder to councillors and officers, of 

their obligations to declare interests in accordance with the Code.  It stated 
also that the Clerk would report any dispensation requests received, and 
reminded councillors that where a matter arises at a meeting that relates to a 
councillor’s interest it is their responsibility to declare that interest in 
accordance with the Code.   

14.2. The minutes of the 17 December meeting show that whilst Cllr Yeo as 
chairman of the CIO declared an interest in agenda item no.7 which related to 
the Mampitts Hub project, he had not prior to the meeting sought a 
dispensation to permit him to take part in any discussion of it, vote on it or 
remain in the room, nor did he do so during the course of the meeting. 

14.3. During the discussion of the previous item (agenda item no 6 – to 
approve payments and receive financial reports) Cllr Yeo had objected 
vociferously to payment being made to the firm of architects instructed by the 
Town Council to deal with certain preliminary aspects of the Mampitts Hub 
project. 

14.4.  There was extensive and detailed discussion about agenda item no 7, 
including the suggestion that an advisory committee be set up to oversee 
aspects of the Mampitts Hub project.  Cllr Yeo requested permission to speak.  
He stated that the planning application made by the Town Council was 
wrongfully made because it hadn’t been approved by the Full Council.  Cllr 
Chase, who was in the chair, corrected him and stated that it had been properly 
approved and that the Town Clerk had been authorised to sign the application 
form.  Cllr Yeo voiced his opposition to the establishment of an advisory 
committee notwithstanding that both Cllr Chase and the Town Clerk stated that 
the committee would have an advisory role only and would not take decisions.  
Cllr Yeo referred to the existence of the CIO proposal for the Mampitts Hub 
project.  He made accusations of a personal nature about councillors who had 
sat on the previous Mampitts advisory committee and said that they had set 
out to frustrate the CIO proposal.  Cllr Yeo continued to interrupt Cllr Chase 
who was endeavouring to progress the discussion of agenda item no 7 and 
stated that he did not have the integrity to be Mayor.  Cllr Chase warned Cllr 

Page 95



 

8 
 

Yeo that if he did not moderate his behaviour, he would move to have him 
excluded from the meeting.  The discussion continued in a fractious and ill-
humoured way as Cllr Yeo continued to interrupt, making accusations of a lack 
of integrity on the part of some of his fellow councillors and saying that they 
had turned the Town Council into a joke.  He described the procedure by which 
the advisory committee was to be constituted as shocking and a disgrace. 

14.5. The discussion of agenda item no. 7 lasted for approximately 35 
minutes, and I find that by reason of Cllr Yeo’s conduct parts of it were 
conducted in a manner that did not maintain public confidence in the role of 
councillor and local government.  I noted also that throughout the discussion 
although Cllr Yeo repeatedly interrupted the Chair and other councillors who 
were speaking with the Chair’s permission, he complained vociferously when 
he considered that others were interrupting him. 
 

15. As to the 11 March meeting:- 
 
15.1. The meeting was convened with one main agenda item namely to 

consider the appointment of an architect for the Mampitts Hub project. 
15.2. A number of members of the public were in attendance and the period 

for public speaking at the beginning of the meeting was extended by the 
direction of Cllr Edwyn-Jones who was chairing the meeting, beyond the period 
allowed by SO3(f) and lasted for approximately 37 minutes.  At points during 
the public participation the discussion became fractious and when Cllr Edwyn-
Jones brought the period to a close Cllr Yeo attempted to prevent her from 
moving to the formal part of the meeting.  

15.3. Agenda Item no. 2 for the meeting consisted of a reminder to councillors 
and officers, of their obligations to declare interests in accordance with the 
Code.  It stated also that the Clerk would report any dispensation requests 
received, and reminded councillors that where a matter arises at a meeting 
that relates to a councillor’s interest it is their responsibility to declare that 
interest in accordance with the Code.   

15.4. The minutes of the 11 March meeting state that ‘Cllr Yeo declared that 
he is an unpaid Trustee of the Mampitts Community Land Trust and a Director 
of Mampitts CLT, however does not have an interest to declare’.  The minutes 
also state that the Town Clerk read out the extract from an email sent by Dorset 
Council’s Monitoring Officer referred to in paragraph 15.6 below.  The minutes 
show that Cllr Yeo had not sought a dispensation to permit him to take part in 
any discussion of it, vote on it or remain in the room. 

15.5. When Cllr Edwyn-Jones enquired whether any of the councillors wished 
to declare an interest or seek a dispensation Cllr Yeo said that he was a 
resident of Mampitts Lane and a director of the CIO but he did not seek a 
dispensation in accordance with the Standing Orders and stated that he did 
not need to do so.   

15.6. With Cllr Edwyn-Jones’ permission the Clerk read out information and 
advice that had been given previously to Cllr Yeo by Dorset Council’s 
Monitoring Officer about the circumstances in which it is necessary for interests 
to be declared and dispensations obtained.  Cllr Yeo interrupted the Town 
Clerk and stated that the advice was not relevant and talked over Cllr Edwyn-
Jones when she tried to move on to the next agenda item.   

15.7. Agenda item no. 3 sought approval of the minutes of the Mampitts 
Advisory Committee that had been held on 3 March 2025.  Cllr Yeo said that 
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minutes were not correct; one of the corrections he sought related to the 
inclusion as an attendee of a child under the age of 18.  The corrections he 
requested were duly made.    

15.8. Cllr Yeo remained standing as Cllr Edwyn-Jones introduced agenda item 
no. 4 headed ‘To consider the appointment of the Mampitts Architect’ and tried 
to take forward discussion of it.  Cllr Williams gave a report on the work done 
by the advisory committee and other councillors spoke to the matter.  Cllr Yeo 
remained standing throughout and when it was his turn to speak he said that 
other councillors were seeking to frustrate a scheme that the residents wanted 
and that it was a disgrace.  He continued to urge the adoption of the CIO 
proposal.   

15.9. During the 11 March meeting Cllr Yeo repeatedly interrupted Cllr Edwyn-
Jones and other councillors while they were speaking, and he refused to sit 
down when asked to do so.  The tone in which he spoke was confrontational 
and aggressive and his manner was disrespectful and belligerent.  I find that 
by reason of Cllr Yeo’s conduct the meeting became fractious and 
degenerated to the point where it could not be said that its business was being 
conducted in a manner such as to maintain public confidence in the role of 
councillor and local government.  
                                                          

16. I have read the Standing Orders and I find that they do not bear an interpretation 
that gives a person (whether a councillor or a member of the public), an absolute 
right to speak for three minutes.  SO1(o) states that unless permitted by the 
chairman of the meeting a councillor may (subject to limited exceptions), speak 
once in the debate on a motion and SO1(p) provides that during the debate on a 
motion a councillor may interrupt only on a point of order or a personal explanation.  
SO1(t) states that contributions or speeches by a councillor shall relate only to the 
motion under discussion and shall not exceed three minutes without the consent 
of the chairman of the meeting.  Nor do the Standing Orders confer on a councillor 
the right to speak for three minutes if they are doing so in a manner that obstructs 
the transaction of business or is offensive or improper and thus contravenes SO2.   

 

17. One of the matters complained of by Cllr Yeo during the 11 March meeting was 
that minutes of previous Town Council meetings did not contain a verbatim record 
of everything that was said by those who spoke to the agenda items that were 
being debated.  Having read SO3(t) of the Standing Orders, which sets out in detail 
the matters that must be accurately recorded, I find that there is no provision for 
the minutes to contain a transcript or summary of discussion and debate at 
meetings.  

 

18. I have made enquiries to ascertain whether Cllr Yeo has undertaken the training 
he is required to undertake pursuant to paragraph 8.1 of the Code and I have been 
advised that the Town Council’s records show that he has not. 

 

19. I have considered the Guidance issued by the Charity Commission to persons who 
are considering setting up a charity The essential trustee: what you need to know, 
what you need to do - GOV.UK   Section 6 of the Guidance states that a charity 
trustee must avoid putting themself in a position where their duty to the charity 
conflicts with their personal interests or loyalty to any other person or body.  The 
Guidance goes on to state that acting in the charity’s best interests means always 
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doing what the trustees decide will best enable the charity to carry out its purposes.  
The Charity Overview page for the CIO on the Charity Commission website states 
that ‘The charity is acting to become the nominated body to deliver, own, manage 
and operate a Community Hall and Nature Park on the s106 land at Mampitts Lane 
Shaftesbury, activities will be anything that complies with our charitable objects that 
benefit the residents of Shaftesbury and the nearby areas with regards to social, 
educational, health and wellbeing.’  I therefore find that at all material times there 
was a potential conflict between Cllr Yeo’s duties as a trustee of the CIO and as a 
councillor.  

 

20. Cllr Yeo has previously received detailed and comprehensive advice from the 
Town Clerk and Dorset Council’s Monitoring Officer about the declaration of 
interests: 
20.1. At 10.04 on 19 June 2024 the Town Clerk emailed Cllr Yeo (Appendix 

B.6.1) reminding him of an email she had sent the previous December and 
reminding him of the need to observe the provisions relating to the declaration 
of interests and advising him also of the desirability of undertaking training 
about the Code (Standards in Public Life).  Cllr Yeo replied little more than an 
hour later on the same day (Appendix B.6.1) and his email criticised the 
conduct of the Town Clerk and made veiled allegations of improper conduct on 
the part of some of his fellow councillors but did not address what the Town 
Clerk had said about the need for him to declare interests.  The Town Clerk 
sent a further email to Cllr Yeo at 12.50 on 19 June, rejecting the allegations 
he had made about her conduct, referring him to his obligations under the Code 
and suggesting that he might wish to meet with her to discuss how productive 
ways of working might be established.  There having subsequently been some 
doubt as to whether Cllr Yeo had received that email, the Town Clerk re-sent 
it on 3 July 2024.    

20.2. The Monitoring Officer also emailed Cllr Yeo on 19 June 2024 (Appendix 
B.6.2) and reminded him of paragraphs 5 and 6 in Appendix B of the Code, 
which relate to the disclosure of pecuniary and other interests at meetings and 
the need for a dispensation to be obtained if the councillor who has a relevant 
interest wishes to take part in a discussion or vote or to remain in the room 
while matter in question is being debated.  The email also advised Cllr Yeo that 
a change of circumstances might mean that the nature of his interest would 
change and become a disclosable pecuniary interest rather than an other 
interest, and the consequences of this.  On 10 July the Town Clerk emailed 
Cllr Yeo again (Appendix B.6.2) and (1) acquainted him with advice she had 
received from the National Association of Local Councils in relation to 
pecuniary and other registerable interests and the provisions of s.31 of the 
Localism Act 2011 and (2) reminded him of the provisions relating to the 
seeking of dispensations.    

20.3. On 18 December 2024 the Town Clerk emailed all councillors on the 
Town Council including Cllr Yeo (Appendix B.6.3) in response to an email she 
had received from one of the other councillors who had enquired about the 
provisions of the Code relating to the disclosure of interests.  The Town Clerk’s 
email attached the LGA Guidance referred to throughout this report and urged 
all councillors to familiarise themselves with the provisions relating to the 
declaration of interests and reminded them of their individual personal 
responsibilities.  The Town Clerk explained that the rules governing the 
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declaration of interests exist to give the public confidence in the Town Council’s 
decision making.   

20.4. On 19 December 2024 Cllr Yeo emailed the Town Clerk at 10.41 
(Appendix B.6.4) in response to the email that had been sent to all councillors 
in connection with the formation of the Mampitts Advisory Committee in 
accordance with the decision taken at the 17 December meeting.  Cllr Yeo’s 
email, which he copied to all Town Council councillors, contained allegations 
of impropriety on the part of the Town Clerk and some of his fellow councillors 
and was belligerent and offensive in tone.  The Town Clerk responded by email 
sent at 13.55 the same day (Appendix B.6.4) to all councillors in which she set 
out again the provisions relating to the declaration of interests.  

20.5. On 31 December 2024 the Monitoring Officer emailed Cllr Yeo 
(Appendix B.6.5), having been given the email referred to in paragraph 20.4 
and having reminded himself of the registerable interest Cllr Yeo had disclosed 
to him relating to his position as a trustee of the CIO.  The email reminded Cllr 
Yeo that mere disclosure of his interest was not sufficient, that his first duty 
was to the CIO, and reiterated the provisions contained in paragraph 6 of 
Appendix B of the Code.  The Monitoring Officer stated that he supported as 
reasonable the Town Clerk’s advice to Cllr Yeo in relation to the conflict of 
interest. 

     
 

Further Findings 
 
21. To the extent that they are relevant to the complaints I have investigated I comment 

below on the first part of Cllr Yeo’s statement (Appendix E); the paragraphs 
numbered 31 to 46 are dealt with in the report relating to the complaint numbered 
COM  8830.  
 

22. I do not accept Cllr Yeo’s contention set out in paragraphs 1 to 7 and 10 of his 
statement, that because the agenda items numbered 7 and 4 on the agendas for 
the 17 December meeting and the 11 March meeting respectively related to an 
aspect of the process for progressing the Town Council proposal for the Mampitts 
Hub project and did not mention the CIO proposal, he was absolved from the 
obligation to comply with the provisions of the Code relating to disrepute 
(Paragraph 5 of the Code) and the declaration of interests and related requirement 
to seek a dispensation if he wished to remain in the room, speak and vote 
(Paragraph 9 of the Code). 
 

23. As explained in paragraph 1 above, the Town Council proposal and the CIO 
proposal are in opposition to one another; there is only one site for the Mampitts 
Hub project and one developer contribution funding payment – if one proposal goes 
ahead the other will not.  Having listened to the recordings of the meetings and 
read Cllr Yeo’s statement it is clear to me that he expects that if the Town Council 
proposal was to fall by the wayside the CIO proposal would be brought forward 
and awarded the developer contribution funding payment, and that this outcome 
was being actively pursued by him.  On more than one of the occasions during the 
17 December meeting and the 11 March meeting when Cllr Yeo was seeking to 
discredit the Town Council proposal, he referred to the CIO proposal and his desire 
to see it progressed.  Even when he did not refer specifically to it but mentioned 
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the existence of another proposal it was clear that he was referring to the CIO 
proposal; no other person or body has obtained planning permission for 
development of the land.  Moreover it is clear from the language used by Cllr Yeo 
in his statement, that he is opposed to the Town Council proposal.  The extent of 
his dislike of the Town Council proposal is clear from the use of the word 
‘unpopular’ in paragraph 8 and his reference in paragraph 11 to local residents 
being ‘strongly against’ it, it being ‘poorly designed’ and the car parking 
arrangement being ‘dangerous’.  I therefore find that the matters relating to the 
Mampitts Hub project that arose at the 17 December meeting and the 11 March 
meeting did directly relate to the interest that Cllr Yeo had registered as an other 
interest within the meaning of paragraph 6 of Appendix B of the Code, that he was 
not correct in his assertion that he did not have to declare it, and that if he had 
wished to remain in the room and participate in the discussion and vote he ought 
to have obtained a dispensation in accordance with the Code.  
 

24. Having listened to the recordings of the 17 December and 11 March meetings and 
interviewed the complainant Cllr Hollingshead I have found no evidence to support 
Cllr Yeo’s assertions that the Town Clerk sought to mislead and negatively 
influence councillors (paragraphs 8, 28 and 29 of his statement).  Nor have I found 
any evidence to support his assertion that the complainant’s action in seeking to 
raise a point of order in relation to SO13 was malicious, or that the complainant’s 
intention was to mislead and misinform his fellow councillors, or that the 
complainant’s actions amount to harassment of Cllr Yeo, or that the Town Council 
proposal has been unlawfully progressed (paragraphs 9, 11, 15 to 17, 25 and 30 
of his statement).     

 
25. As regards paragraphs 12 to 14 of the statement, the complaints were assessed 

by the Monitoring Officer in accordance with paragraph 6.B of Dorset Council’s 
Arrangements for dealing with Code of Conduct complaints against Councillors  
Councillor Code of Conduct complaint process February 2025.pdf  and the views 
of the Independent Person were sought in accordance with s.28(7) of the Localism 
Act 2011, before they were referred to me for investigation.     

 
 

Conclusion 
 
On concluding my investigation, I am of the view that Cllr Yeo is in breach of the Code 
as follows: 
 
1. As regards the allegation that Cllr Yeo’s conduct breached paragraph 5 of the 

Code: 
 

Conclusion: In my opinion Councillor Yeo’s conduct breached this provision of the 
Code.  
 
The preamble to the General Principles of councillor conduct (page 4 of the Code) 
states that everyone in public office should uphold the Seven Principles of Public Life 
(the Nolan Principles) and sets out how councillors should act on all occasions.  One 
of the Principles is a requirement to lead by example and act in a way that secures 
public confidence in the role of councillor.  Paragraph 5 of the Code requires 
councillors not to bring their role or local authority into disrepute.  The accompanying 
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text explains that councillors are trusted to make decisions on behalf of their 
communities and that their actions and behaviours are subject to greater scrutiny than 
that of ordinary members of the public, and that they should be aware that their actions 
might have an adverse impact on them, other councillors and/or their local authority 
and may lower the public’s confidence in their or their local authority’s ability to 
discharge their or its functions. 
 
The LGA Guidance about its Model Councillor Code of Conduct (the Code is in the 
LGA form and the Guidance is here Guidance on Local Government Association 
Model Councillor Code of Conduct | Local Government Association reminds 
councillors that although Article 10 of the European Convention on Human Rights 
protects their right to freedom of expression and political speech made as a councillor 
is given enhanced protection, this right is not unrestricted.  The LGA Guidance defines 
disrepute as a lack of good reputation or respectability, and explains that in the context 
of the Code a councillor’s behaviour in office will bring their role into disrepute if the 
conduct could reasonably be regarded as either reducing the public’s confidence in 
them being able to fulfil their role or adversely affecting the reputation of their 
authority’s councillors in being able to fulfil their role.  The LGA Guidance goes on to 
state that conduct by a councillor which could reasonably be regarded as reducing 
public confidence in their local authority being able to fulfil its functions and duties will 
bring the authority into disrepute.  An example offered by the LGA Guidance of conduct 
that could bring the role of councillor into disrepute, is the use of abusive and 
threatening behaviour, and an example of behaviour that might be regarded as bring 
the local authority into disrepute, is the making of grossly unfair or patently untrue or 
unreasonable criticism of the local authority in a public arena. 
 
From watching and listening to the video/audio recordings of the 17 December and 11 
March meetings it is clear to me that whilst the proposals for the Mampitts Hub project 
have been a matter of discussion for some few years and arguably for longer than 
necessary or desirable in the circumstances, the decision to proceed with the Town 
Council proposal was lawful and the steps needed to progress it that were to be 
discussed as the relevant agenda items were necessary ones.  By persisting with his 
attempts to thwart progress of the Town Council proposal and doing so in a manner 
that involved behaviour of the nature described in paragraphs 14 and 15 of the section 
of this report headed ‘Findings’ I conclude that Cllr Yeo’s conduct went beyond holding 
the Town Council and his fellow councillors to account, that the way in which he 
expressed his concern about decisions and processes undertaken by the Town 
Council did not adhere to the provisions of the Code that required him to treat his fellow 
councillors and employees of the Town Council (specifically the Town Clerk) with 
respect and that his conduct thus breached Paragraph 5 of the Code.        

 
2. As regards the allegation that Cllr Yeo’s conduct breached paragraph 6 of the 

Code: 
 

Conclusion: In my opinion Cllr Yeo’s conduct did not breach this provision of the 
Code. 
 
Paragraph 6 of the Code provides that a councillor must not use their position 
improperly to the advantage or disadvantage of themselves or anyone else.  The 
supplemental text reminds councillors that their position as a member of the local 
authority provides them with opportunities, responsibilities and privileges, that they will 
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be making choices that impact others, and that they should not take advantage of 
opportunities to further their own or others’ private interests or to disadvantage anyone 
unfairly. 
 
The supplemental text is based on the LGA Guidance, which goes on to state that 
guidance for councillors on how to conduct themselves when they have an interest 
and how to balance their rights as an individual and their responsibilities as a public 
decision maker is offered in the chapter on the registration of interests. 
 
Although Cllr Yeo has vociferously and repeatedly urged his opinion that the Town 
Council proposal is not appropriate and that the CIO proposal would better serve the 
needs of the residents of Shaftesbury, and has seemingly failed to consider how his 
obligations as a trustee of the CIO may conflict with his responsibilities as a councillor, 
I have found no evidence that he did so in order to further his own private interests 
and I have therefore concluded that Cllr Yeo’s conduct did not breach Paragraph 6 of 
the Code. 
 
3. As regards the allegation that Cllr Yeo’s conduct breached paragraph 9 of the 

Code: 
 

Conclusion: In my opinion Cllr Yeo’s conduct breached this provision of the Code. 
 
The preamble referred to in paragraph 1 above refers to the Nolan Principle that 
requires councillors to avoid conflicts of interest.  Paragraph 9 of the Code is headed 
‘Protecting your reputation and the reputation of the local authority’ and requires 
councillors to register and declare their interests.  The explanatory text states that it is 
necessary for councillors to register their interests so that the public, local authority 
employees and fellow councillors know which of a councillor’s interests might give rise 
to a conflict of interest.  The text goes on to explain that councillors are personally 
responsible for deciding whether or not to declare an interest at a meeting but that it 
can be helpful for them to know early on if others think that a potential conflict might 
arise, and points out that it is also important that the public know about any interest 
that might have to be declared during the decision taking process so that decision 
making is seen by the public as open and honest.  Appendix B of the Code sets out 
the detailed provisions for registering and declaring interests and reminds councillors 
that if in doubt they should always seek advice from the Monitoring Officer. 
 
The LGA Guidance referred to above explains that a councillor who has an other 
registerable interest should not participate in relevant business in two circumstances, 
namely when a matter directly relates to the finances or wellbeing of that interest or 
when a matter affects the finances or wellbeing of that interest to a greater extent than 
it affects the majority of inhabitants, and a reasonable member of the public would 
thereby believe that the councillor’s view of the public interest would be affected.  The 
Code and the LGA Guidance refer to the procedure for obtaining a dispensation to 
enable councillors to participate in the discussion of a matter in respect of which they 
have an interest that they have disclosed.  SO13 sets out the steps required for a 
dispensation to be obtained.  Amongst other things a councillor who makes a request 
for a dispensation must explain why the dispensation is being sought.  It is in the 
interests both of the councillor requesting the dispensation and the other councillors 
that the existence of the conflict of interest is openly acknowledged and understood.      
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Paragraph 9 of the section of this report headed ‘Findings’ confirms that Cllr Yeo duly 
registered his interest as a trustee of the CIO, in accordance with paragraph 1 in 
Appendix B of the Code and declared that interest at or in advance of the 17 December 
meeting and the 11 March meeting.  Paragraph 10 of that section refers to the 
provisions that apply where a councillor wishes to speak on a matter which directly 
relates to an other registerable interest that they have declared.  For the reasons given 
in paragraph 23 of the ‘Findings’ section of this report I do not consider that the fact 
that agenda items 7 at the December meeting and 4 at the 11 March meeting related 
to aspects of the Town Council proposal, rendered it unnecessary for Cllr Yeo to 
consider how his duty as a trustee of the CIO might conflict with his role as a councillor 
and to be aware of the potential for a perception that he had a conflict of interest.  
Every decision taken by the Town Council to progress the Town Council proposal will 
inevitably relate to Cllr Yeo’s other registerable interest (his being a trustee of the CIO) 
within the meaning of paragraph 6 of Appendix B of the Code, because constructing 
the community facility in accordance with the Town Council proposal will mean that 
the CIO proposal will not be brought to fruition.   
 
Cllr Yeo was at liberty to vote against the Town Council proposal if he believed that 
the CIO proposal would better meet the needs of the residents of Shaftesbury, and to 
vote against motions relating to its progress.  It is however essential that his fellow 
councillors are given the information about his role as a trustee of the CIO and his 
legal obligations as such, so that they are fully aware of his conflict of interest and its 
implications.  This should be achieved by Cllr Yeo both disclosing the interest and 
seeking a dispensation in accordance with the Code and the Standing Orders to 
enable him to remain in the room, participate in the discussion about the Mampitts 
Hub project and vote.     
 
I therefore conclude that as Cllr Yeo had not obtained a dispensation in accordance 
with SO13, by remaining in the room during the relevant periods at the 17 December 
and 11 March meetings, participating in the discussion of agenda items 7 and 4 
respectively and voting on them, he was in breach of Paragraph 9 of the Code. 
 
In reaching my conclusion I have also noted that the matter of Cllr Yeo’s position as a 
trustee of the CIO and its predecessor organisation and the potential conflict with his 
role as a member of the Town Council has been aired on a number of occasions.  The 
email correspondence referred to in paragraph 20 of the section of this report headed 
‘Findings’ speaks to the extent to which the matter of a potential breach of the Code 
and conflict with the Nolan Principles, has been identified to Cllr Yeo and advice 
offered to him over a not inconsiderable period by both the Town Clerk and Dorset 
Council’s Monitoring Officer.  
 
I have also noted that when reminded of his need to comply with the Code and the 
Standing Orders (the Town Clerk’s email of 19 June 2024 – Appendix B.6.1), the 
second, third, fourth and fifth paragraphs of Cllr Yeo’s response of the same date 
indicated a clear desire on his part to advance the CIO proposal in preference to the 
Town Council proposal.  Likewise, I conclude that the comments made in Cllr Yeo’s 
email of 19 December 2024 (Appendix B.6.4) go beyond expressing his dislike of the 
Town Council proposal and demonstrate his desire to promote the CIO proposal.  
Having considered the contents of the emails listed in Appendix B.6 and his statement 
(Appendix E) as well as what he said and the manner in which he spoke at the 17 
December meeting and the 11 March meeting, I have concluded that Cllr Yeo has not 
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demonstrated an understanding and acceptance of the need to be seen to be acting 
in an open and transparent manner and in a way that ensures that public confidence 
in the integrity of local governance is maintained, as required by paragraph 9 of the 
Code.         
 
 
 

Further conclusions 

 
1. It is a matter for regret that dissent about the way forward for the Mampitts Hub 

project has seemingly hindered its progress, and it would be all the more 
unfortunate if continuing disagreement and attempts to thwart the Town Council 
proposal were further to delay the provision of the facilities needed by the residents 
of Shaftesbury.    
 

2. Watching and listening to aspects of the conduct of the 17 December and 11 March 
meetings as part of my investigation was a sometimes unedifying experience.  It 
was clear to me that it was at times an unnecessarily difficult and unpleasant task 
for the chair of the meetings to manage their orderly and dignified progress in a 
manner that ensured public confidence in the Town Council, and indeed on 
occasions even to retain control of them.  I have observed that many of the 
councillors and the previous Town Clerk have shown considerable fortitude and 
resilience in accommodating the conduct of the minority, balancing the need for all 
councillors to be allowed to ‘have their say’ even when doing so more frequently 
than most other councillors and in an aggressive and intemperate manner and in 
a way that breaches provisions of the Code and the Standing Orders, with the need 
to progress Town Council business in a timely and lawful way for the benefit of the 
residents of Shaftesbury.  The patience of some councillors, who have listened to 
personally offensive remarks being made about them and in some instances their 
integrity being impugned but without responding in kind, is in my view 
commendable.  It must also be a matter of some concern that the unpleasant 
atmosphere at the Town Council meetings may have an adverse effect on the staff 
who carry not inconsiderable responsibility for the effective day-to-day running of 
the Town Council, to the extent that its ability to attract and retain suitable staff and 
in particular a Town Clerk with the necessary skills and commitment, may be in 
jeopardy. 

 

3. When listening to the recording of the 17 December meeting it was also a source 
of some concern to me that at the beginning of the meeting the chairman had to 
report that material had been posted on social media that contained libellous 
accusations and falsehoods relating to the conduct of officers of the Town Council, 
and had to remind those present of the Nolan principles and the need to observe 
the civility and respect principles in particular.  Although not within the scope of my 
investigation I am aware of other instances where meetings of the Town Council 
have descended to a level that did not secure public confidence in the role of 
councillor and local government in accordance with the stated fundamental aim of 
the Code.     

 
 
Mary Dolley 
Legal Services 
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Dorset Council 
28 January 2026 
 
 
 

 
Appendix A 

 
A.1 - COMPLAINT No. CCF671466018 

 
 

Cllr Yeo is the Chair of the Mampitts Lane Community Land Trust CIO. In one form or 
another this organisation has been seeking to secure s106 money (£880k) to develop 
a community centre in competition with Shaftesbury Town Council. Funding has now 
been awarded to STC. However Cllr Yeo continues to advocate in public and in writing 
for his scheme and, although he declares his membership of the CIO, continues to 
speak and vote against STC on matters relating to the Community Centre. This was 
last evidenced at Full Council 17/12/24 and, when challenged, claimed not to have a 
disclosable pecuniary interest. This is clearly incorrect. Furthermore, he has not 
applied to the Clerk for dispensation. 
 

A.2 - COMPLAINT No. CCF697750919 
 

At an EFC on the 11th March 2025 which was called to resolve on the choice of an 
architect for the next stage of the Mampitts Hub project Cllr Yeo failed to declare a 
pecuniary interest or to seek a dispensation despite the Clerk reading out the legal 
requirements and Cllr Hollingshead raising a Point of Order breach of SO 13 (Code of 
Conduct and Dispensations). Cllr Yeo continued to speak in support of the Mampitts 
Lane CIO of which he is Chair. In the end the resolution was changed by Members to 
include discussions with the architect who had designed the Mampitts Lane CIO's 
building plan even though that architect had not met the tendering selection criteria. 
This is a clear disclosable pecuniary interest and, taken together with previous failures 
to declare a pecuniary interest and the outcome of the meeting and the resolutions 
voted through, is sufficiently serious that there may be prima facie evidence of a 
criminal offence under S34 of the Localism Act, 2011 

 
 

 
Appendix B 

 
1. The Town Council’s Code of Conduct  Model Councillor Code of Conduct 2020 
2. The Town Council’s Standing Orders  Standing-Orders-2025-05-20.pdf 
3. The Agenda and Minutes of the Full Council meeting of the Town Council held on 

17 December 2024 2024-12-17-Full-Council-Agenda-1.pdf and  2024-12-17-Full-
Council-Minutes-Approved.pdf 

4. The Agenda and Minutes of the Extraordinary Meeting of the Town Council held 
on 11 March 2025  2025-03-11-EFC-Agenda.pdf and 2025-03-11-EFC-Minutes-
Approved.pdf  

5. The notice given by Cllr Yeo pursuant to s.30 of the Localism Act 2011 as it appears 
in the register of interests maintained by Dorset Council’s Monitoring Officer 
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pursuant to s.29 of the 2011 Act in relation to his interests  Councillor Peter Yeo, 
Shaftesbury Town Council - Dorset Council       

6. Email correspondence between Cllr Yeo, the Town Clerk and others as per the 
table below: 

 

B.6.1 Chain of emails dated 8 December 2023, 19 June 2024 and 3 
July 2024 – the Town Clerk and Cllr Yeo 

B.6.2 Further chain of emails incorporating B.6.1 above and including 
email dated 19 June 2024 from Dorset Council’s Monitoring 
Officer (J Mair) to Cllr Yeo and email dated 10 July 2024 from 
the Town Clerk to Cllr Yeo 

B.6.3 Chain of emails culminating in that dated 18 December 2024 
from the Town Clerk to all members of the Town Council 

B.6.4 Chain of emails including that dated 19 December 2024 from 
Cllr Yeo to the Town Clerk and the Town Clerk’s reply (sent to 
all councillors) of the same date 

B.6.5 Email dated 31 December 2024 from Dorset Council’s 
Monitoring Officer (J Mair) to Cllr Yeo 

 
 
 

Appendix C 
 

Interview with Cllr Andy Hollingshead (Complainant) 
 

1. I explained to Cllr Hollingshead that the purpose of the interview was to gather 
information to enable me fully to understand the background to the complaints I 
had been asked to investigate, so that I could formulate my report and any 
conclusions for consideration by the Monitoring Officer and the Independent 
Person and if necessary, by the Audit and Governance (Hearing) Sub-
Committee.  I explained that the investigation is being undertaken in accordance 
with Dorset Council’s Arrangements for dealing with Councillor Code of Conduct 
complaints and I advised him that the Arrangements could be accessed on Dorset 
Council’s website.  I advised Cllr Hollingshead that our interview was to remain 
confidential. 

2. I reminded Cllr Hollingshead that as explained in my email of 30 July my 
investigation is now proceeding on the basis that there may have been failures to 
disclose and seek dispensations in relation to other registerable interests rather 
than disclosable pecuniary interests.   

3. At the Full Council meeting on 17 December 2024 and during the discussion of 
Agenda item no 7 (to receive an update on the Mampitts Hub Architect Tender 
process) Cllr Hollingshead asked Cllr Yeo whether he was still the Chairman of the 
Mampitts Lane Community Land Trust CIO and he confirmed that he is.  The 
ensuing discussion about the nature of Cllr Yeo’s interest in agenda item no 7 
became fractious.     

4. At the Extraordinary Full Council meeting on 11 March 2025 and during the 
discussion of Agenda item no 2 (To receive and Declarations of Interests and 
Requests for Dispensation) the Town Clerk read out an extract from an email sent 
by the Monitoring Officer to Cllr Yeo on 31 December 2024.  The Monitoring 
Officer’s email reminded Cllr Yeo that as a trustee of Mampitts Lane Community 
Land Trust CIO his first duty was towards that body and that if a matter relating to 
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it arises at a Council meeting he must consider whether it relates directly to the 
financial interest or wellbeing of the CIO, and if it does he must disclose the interest 
at the meeting, speak only to the same extent as a member of the public is allowed 
to speak but must not otherwise take part in any discussion or vote and must not 
remain in the room without a dispensation.  Cllr Yeo stated that the fact that he is 
a trustee of the Mampitts Community Land Trust CIO was not relevant and that he 
did not have a disclosable other interest such as to prevent him from participating 
in the discussion.    

5. Cllr Hollingshead felt that the members of the public who were in attendance and 
asked questions during the public participation session at the beginning of the 
meeting had been encouraged to do so by Cllr Yeo.  Cllr Yeo repeatedly interrupted 
the Chairman when she was trying to answer questions from members of the 
public.  The discussion about what was a straightforward matter, namely the 
appointment of an architect to take forward work on the Mampitts community hub 
project for which the Town Council had obtained s.106 funding from Dorset 
Council, became fractious and indeed disorderly to the point where Cllr 
Hollingshead felt that by reason of Cllr Yeo’s behaviour it was difficult for the 
Chairman to retain effective control of the meeting. 
 

 
 
 

Appendix D 
 

Interview with Cllr Peter Yeo (Subject member) 
 

1. I introduced myself to Cllr Yeo and explained to him that the purpose of the 
interview was to gather information to enable me fully to understand the 
background to the complaints I had been asked to investigate, so that I could 
formulate my reports and any conclusions for consideration by the Monitoring 
Officer and the Independent Person and if necessary, by the Audit and Governance 
(Hearing) Sub-Committee.  I reminded him that the investigation is being 
undertaken in accordance with Dorset Council’s Arrangements for dealing with 
Councillor Code of Conduct complaints details of which had been notified to him 
previously.  I advised Cllr Yeo that our interview was to remain confidential. 
 

2. I explained to Cllr Yeo that my request that he permit me to record the interview 
had been made in order to assist in the preparation of a written summary of it and 
that the recording would be destroyed as soon as the summary had been agreed 
by both of us as an accurate record of what was said, in accordance with guidance 
issued by the Local Government Association.  I confirmed that the recording would 
not be shared with any third party.  Cllr Yeo remained unwilling for a recording to 
be made, and I confirmed that I would not make one.  I also confirmed that he did 
not have my permission to make a recording either. 
 

3. Cllr Yeo expressed concern that the required procedure for dealing with Code of 
Conduct complaints had not been followed.  He said that he understood that the 
procedure had been altered earlier in the year and I confirmed that it had, and that 
he had been given details of the updated procedure.  He said that he had not been 
provided with details of the Independent Person.  I reminded him that he had 
received correspondence from me and others, most recently my email to him of 28 
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August 2025, advising him of the identity of the Independent Person and telling him 
that he was at liberty to contact them.  I said that I would arrange for him to be sent 
Mr Powell’s contact details, which I subsequently did by email dated 11 September 
2025. 
 

4. I advised Cllr Yeo that I had looked at his training record posted on Shaftesbury 
Town Council’s website and noted that it indicated that he had not undertaken the 
Code of Conduct (Standards) training, and that I had obtained confirmation from 
the Town Clerk that according to her records this information is correct.  I asked 
Cllr Yeo why he had not undertaken the training, and he said that he was not aware 
that he was required to do so.  I reminded him that by signing the declaration of 
acceptance of office in the aftermath of having been elected to Shaftesbury Town 
Council, he became bound by Shaftesbury Town Council’s Code of Conduct, and 
I directed him to the opening sentence in the section of it headed ‘Application of 
the Code of Conduct’.  Cllr Yeo asked me whether training about the Code of 
Conduct is compulsory, and I stated that it is; I directed him to paragraphs 8.1 and 
8.2 of the section of the Code headed ‘Complying with the Code of Conduct’ and I 
advised him that I had seen emails sent to him by the Town Clerk reminding him 
of his obligations under the Code.  Cllr Yeo said that he is a single parent and 
works full time, that he was unaware that he is obliged to undertake training about 
the Code and that he considers that his conduct has been entirely proper. 
 

5. As a preliminary point I referred Cllr Yeo to the letter dated 23 July 2025 that he 
had received from and my email of 9 September 2025.  I 
confirmed that to the extent that the complaints referenced a breach of the Code 
in relation to non-declaration of a disclosable pecuniary interest, that aspect of the 
matter had been referred to the Police and no longer forms part of the scope of my 
investigation.  I said that he is aware from the letter and the email that the 
investigation is now proceeding on the basis of a possible breach of the Code 
provisions relating to the disclosure of an other registerable interest and the 
seeking of dispensations in relation to that interest.  
 

6. I referred Cllr Yeo to the paragraph of the Code of Conduct numbered 9 and 
headed ‘Interests’ and the provisions of Appendix B, and to paragraph 13 (headed 
Code of Conduct and Dispensations) of Shaftesbury Town Council’s Standing 
Orders.  I reminded him that he had received correspondence from the Town Clerk 
and Dorset Council’s Monitoring Officer about his obligations under the Code of 
Conduct in relation to the disclosure of other registerable interests and the seeking 
of dispensations. 

 
7. I advised Cllr Yeo that I had noted that the minutes of the Town Council meetings 

held on 17 December 2024 and 11 March 2025 stated that he had declared an 
interest in the agenda items relating to the Mampitts Lane project, as Chairman of 
the Mampitts Lane Community Land Trust CIO.  I asked him why he had not sought 
a dispensation to enable him to remain in the room, take part in the discussion and 
vote on the items numbered 7 on the agenda for the Town Council meeting held 
on 17 December 2024 and 4 on the agenda for the Town Council meeting held on 
11 March 2025.  Cllr Yeo stated that he did not need a dispensation, and I asked 
him why he considered this to be the case.  He said that the basis for his belief is 
that neither agenda item related to The Mampitts Lane Community Land Trust CIO, 
but rather to the process for procuring the services of an architect to advise in 
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connection with the development scheme that the Town Council is promoting – the 
discussion did not focus on the CIO or any application or proposals made by it.  
The CIO is not involved with and has no contractual or financial relationship with 
the Town Council in relation to the Mampitts Lane site.  Neither Cllr Yeo nor the 
CIO stands to benefit financially or otherwise from the architect selection process 
mentioned in the agenda items and Cllr Yeo considers that his participation in the 
discussion is not related to the other registerable interest (his position as a trustee 
of the CIO) that he has notified under the Code.  He has received advice to this 
effect and he will forward a written summary of that advice to me on 15 September. 

 
8. Cllr Yeo stated that he regards the complaints as malicious and vexatious and said 

that he could talk all day about Shaftesbury Town Council’s unlawful actions in 
relation to the proposed development of the Mampitts Lane site and the improper 
actions of the Town Clerk in relation to the submission of the planning application 
for the Town Council’s preferred development scheme.  Cllr Yeo stated that he has 
every right to speak out and that the complainant’s action in making the complaints 
is vexatious and born of malice as the complainant is one of those behind the 
making of the rival bid for the funds for the development of the Mampitts Lane site, 
that bid having been submitted in competition with the bid made by the CIO.   
   

9. I asked Cllr Yeo whether there was anything he wanted to add before the interview 
was concluded.  He reiterated that he believed that the complainant’s motive in 
making the complaints was malicious and that he had an axe to grind, going back 
to events at a committee meeting in 2020 that he (Cllr Yeo) considered was being 
held unlawfully. 
            

10.  I explained that the next step is for me to prepare a note of the interview, which I 
will aim to forward to him by the end of the coming week (19 September).  I stated 
that I will aim to complete work on my draft report within the next four weeks after 
which it will go initially to the Monitoring Officer and the Independent Person, then 
to Cllr Yeo and the complainant before being finalised and submitted to the 
Monitoring Officer for a decision to be made, in accordance with paragraphs 6.H 
and 6.I of the Arrangements for dealing with Code of Conduct complaints against 
Councillors. 
 

 
 

Appendix E 
 

Written Statement submitted by Cllr Peter Yeo attached  
 
 

Appendix F 
 

Comments on draft report submitted on behalf of Cllr Peter Yeo with 
comments on them made by Investigating Officer in red ink 
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Appendix F 
 

Comments on draft report submitted on behalf of Cllr Peter Yeo with 
comments on them made by Investigating Officer in red ink 

 
 

Paragraph 5: Disrepute 
 
Councillor Yeo disagrees with the Investigators’ finding at page 12 of the report that 
he is in breach of paragraph 5 of the Code. 
 
The Local Government Association Guidance on the Model Code of Conduct (LGA 
Guidance) is clear that a councillor’s right to freedom of expression must be 
considered when making findings of disrepute. The draft report fails to appropriately 
address this as it does not engage with any of the authorities which map out how 
Article 10 should be considered.  
 
1. Article 10 of the European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR) states:  
 
“1. Everyone has the right to freedom of expression. This right shall include freedom 
to hold opinions and to receive and impart information and ideas without interference 
by public authority and regardless of frontiers. 
 
2. The exercise of these freedoms, since it carries with it duties and responsibilities, 
may be subject to such formalities, conditions, restrictions or penalties as are 
prescribed by law and are necessary in a democratic society, in the interests of 
national security, territorial integrity or public safety, for the prevention of disorder or 
crime, for the protection of health or morals, for the protection of the reputation or rights 
of others, for preventing the disclosure of information received in confidence, or for 
maintaining the authority and impartiality of the judiciary.” 
 
2. Freedom of expression is protected more strongly in the context of political speech. 
A wide degree of tolerance is accorded, and this enhanced protection applies to all 
levels of politics, including local government.  
 
Jerusalem v Austria (2003) 37 EHHR 25 
“In this respect the court recalls that while freedom of expression is important for 
everybody, it is especially so for an elected representative of the people. He or she 
represents the electorate, draws attention to its pre-occupations and defends its 
interests. Accordingly, interference with the freedom of expression of an opposition 
member of parliament, like the applicant, call for the closest scrutiny on the part of the 
court.” 
 
3. Political expression is a broad concept. 
 
Heesom v Public Services Ombudsman for Wales [2014] EWHC 1504 
“Article 10 protects not only the substance of what is said, but also the form in which 
it is conveyed. Therefore, in the political context, a degree of the immoderate, 
offensive, shocking, disturbing, exaggerated, provocative, polemical, colourful, 
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emotive, non-rational and aggressive, that would not be acceptable outside that 
context, is tolerated.  
… 
The protection goes to ‘political expression’; but that is a broad concept in this context. 
It is not limited to expressions of or critiques of political views, but rather extends to all 
matters of public administration and public concern including comments about the 
adequacy or inadequacy of performance of public duties by others. The cases are 
careful not unduly to restrict the concept; although gratuitous personal comments do 
not fall within it.” 
 
4. There are three questions which should be considered when dealing with Article 10. 
 
Sanders v Kingston (No.1) [2005] EWHC 1145 (Admin) 
“1. Was the Case Tribunal entitled as a matter of fact to conclude that Councillor 
Sanders conduct was in breach of paragraph 2(b) [respect] and/or paragraph 4 
[disrepute] of the Code of Conduct? 
2. If so, was the finding in itself or the imposition of a sanction prima facie a breach of 
Article 10? 
3. If so, was the restriction involved one which was justified by reason of the 
requirements of Article 10(2)?” 
 
Councillor Yeo’s comments on the Town Council proposals are political and therefore, 
they attract the higher protection afforded to political expression.  
 
A finding of a breach of the Code of Conduct is an interference with Article 10 rights. 
Where an interference is not proportionate, it is a violation of Article 10. In R 
(Robinson) v Buckinghamshire Council [2021] EWHC 2014 (Admin), Councillor 
Robinson made comments at a public meeting “which called into question and 
misrepresented the motivation, intentions and integrity of other parish councillors 
regarding development of Green Belt land in the parish” which resulted in public 
backlash and the integrity of the Chair and Clerk being questioned. The Deputy 
Monitoring Officer concluded that he had brought the Parish Council and the role of 
Councillor into disrepute. However, the Court held that this finding was a breach of 
Councillor Robinson’s Article 10 rights: 
 
R (Robinson) v Buckinghamshire Council [2021] EWHC 2014 (Admin)  
“In re-making the decision under Article 10(2), I conclude that the interference did not 
fulfil a pressing social need, and nor was it proportionate to the aim of protecting the 
reputation of the other councillors. As an elected councillor, taking part in a public 
meeting called by the PC to discuss the Green Belt, the Claimant was entitled to the 
enhanced protection afforded to the expression of political opinions on matters of 
public interest, and the benefits of freedom of expression in a political context 
outweighed the need to protect the reputation of the other councillors against public 
criticism, notwithstanding that the criticism was found to be a misrepresentation, 
untruthful, and offensive. Although no further action was pursued against the Claimant, 
beyond recommending that he apologise, it was a violation of Article 10 to subject the 
Claimant to the complaints procedure, and to find him guilty of a breach of the PC 
Code.” 
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There are clear parallels between Councillor Robinson’s case, and Councillor Yeo’s. 
Councillor Yeo is entitled to scrutinise and express disagreement with the Town 
Council’s proposals; it is fundamental to his role as an elected representative. The 
content of his comments is not a breach of the Code of Conduct on a proper application 
of his Article 10 rights. 
 
We refer also to the former Adjudication Panel for England decision APE 0399 – 
Capon, which we consider to be analogous. The Councillor made comments about the 
Town Clerk at a Parish meeting, saying that an Officer found her “difficult to get on 
with”. The Councillor added that “this is also the view of many town’s people who say 
that when they try to contact the town clerk, she is downright rude to them”.  The Panel 
considered that the threshold for a failure to treat another with respect has to be set at 
a level that allows for the passion and frustration that often accompanies political 
debate and the discussion of the efficient running of a Council. It should also be set 
within the context of who was involved in the exchange.  In this case, the comments 
were opinions of other individuals which the Councillor honestly believed to be true. 
The Councillor’s conduct was not unfair, unreasonable or demeaning to the Town 
Clerk, and the comments were not made in a malicious or bullying manner. The Town 
Clerk was very experienced in her dealings with Councillors and given her seniority, 
was entirely able to defend her position. The Panel decided that the threshold was not 
met.  
 
With regards to the fact that Councillor Yeo allegedly engaged in conduct disruptive to 
the meeting separate to the content of his comments (i.e. interrupting other 
Councillors), the LGA Guidance is clear that “the misconduct will need to be sufficient 
to damage the reputation of the councillor’s role or local authority, as opposed simply 
to damaging the reputation of the individual concerned.” Councillor Yeo interrupting 
other Councillors and not sitting down cannot reasonably be said to have brought his 
role or the Town Council into disrepute. It does not have any bearing on the ability of 
Councillor Yeo, nor the Town Council, to fulfil their respective roles. It is conduct that 
can only reasonably be regarded as having a potential impact on Councillor Yeo’s 
reputation as an individual, and it is clear that this is not sufficient for a finding of 
disrepute. 
 
 
In formulating my conclusion in relation to the allegation that Cllr Yeo’s conduct 
breached paragraph 5 of the Code I considered the impact of Article 10 of the ECHR 
and I read various source materials including the LGA Guidance on the Model Code 
of Conduct referred to above and the relevant case law.  The Guidance acknowledges 
that councillors are given enhanced protection but also states that the right to freedom 
of expression is not unrestricted, and states that the rights of the individual must be 
balanced against the interests of society.  I did not consider it necessary for the report 
to contain detailed analysis of the various cases, all of which as well as mentioning the 
applicable principles were decided on their specific facts, and it is noted too that the 
comments above do not refer to cases that were decided differently.  Based on the 
matters set out in the section of the report headed ‘Findings’ I concluded that Cllr Yeo’s 
behaviour went beyond conduct that could reasonably be afforded the enhanced 
protection of Article 10 and brought both his and his authority’s roles into disrepute, 
and that remains my view.  I am of the opinion that by speaking in the manner and 
making the allegations described in paragraphs 14.4 and 15.8 and 15.9 above, 
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including that some of his fellow councillors lacked integrity and that the Town Clerk 
had acted improperly (effectively allegations of misconduct in public office), the 
conduct both adversely affected the reputation of the Town Council’s councillors and 
reduced public confidence in it being able to fulfil its functions and duties.   
 
 
 
Paragraph 9: Declaration of Interests 
 
Councillor Yeo disagrees with the Investigators’ finding at page 14 of the report that 
he is in breach of paragraph 9 of the Code. 
 
Appendix B of Shaftsbury Town Council’s Code of Conduct states the following about 
declaring an other registrable interest (ORI): 
 
“6. Where a matter arises at a meeting which directly relates to one of your Other 
Registerable Interests, you must declare the interest. You may speak on the matter 
only if members of the public are also allowed to speak at the meeting but otherwise 
must not take part in any discussion or vote on the matter and must not remain in the 
room unless you have been granted a dispensation.” (Our emphasis).  
 
For a matter to be directly related to an ORI, it must be specifically and immediately 
about the interest itself. This is distinct from the situation where a matter affects an 
ORI, and the LGA Guidance is clear on this point: 
 
“What is the difference between ‘relates to’ and ‘affects’? 
Something relates to your interest if it is directly about it.  
‘Affects’ means the matter is not directly about that interest but nevertheless the matter 
has clear implications for the interest.” 
 
The meaning of directly related is further demonstrated by the examples given in the 
LGA Guidance of situations in which an ORI would be directly related to a matter: 

• Awarding/withdrawing grant funding to a body of which you are a member  

• Granting planning permission to a body of which you are a member 
 
In drawing the conclusion that Councillor Yeo has breached paragraph 9 of the Code 
of Conduct, the draft report demonstrates a fundamental misunderstanding of this 
important distinction, stating: 
 
“the Town Council proposal and the CIO proposal are in opposition to one another; 
there is only one site for the Mampitts Hub project and one developer contribution 
funding payment – if one proposal goes ahead the other will not.”  
 
“Every decision taken by the Town Council to progress the Town Council proposal will 
inevitably relate to Cllr Yeo’s other registerable interest (his being a trustee of the CIO) 
within the meaning of paragraph 6 of Appendix B of the Code, because constructing 
the community facility in accordance with the Town Council proposal will mean that 
the CIO proposal will not be brought to fruition.” 
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Councillor Yeo’s ORI is that he is a trustee of the Mampitts Lane Community Land 
Trust CIO. The matters discussed at the meetings were: 
 
1. “to receive an update on the Mampitts Hub Architect Tender process”  
2. “to consider the appointment of the Mampitts Architect”.  
It is clear that neither matter was about the proposals of the CIO.  
 
Whilst it is true that the Town Council’s proposal and the CIO’s proposal are in 
opposition to one another, the fact that progression of the Town Council’s proposal 
prevents the fruition of the CIO’s proposal and that Councillor Yeo has objections to 
the Town Council’s proposals does not mean the matters discussed are directly 
related to the ORI on a proper construction of the phrase. Clearly Councillor Yeo’s ORI 
is not directly related to the matters discussed at the two meetings; they merely affect 
it.  
 
The provisions in the Code of Conduct which deal with the disclosure and declaration 
of matters affecting an interest are as follows:  
 
“8. Where a matter arises at a meeting which affects –  
a. your own financial interest or well-being;  
b. a financial interest or well-being of a friend, relative, close associate; or  
c. a body included in those you need to declare under Disclosable Pecuniary Interests  
you must disclose the interest.  
 
9. Where the matter affects the financial interest or well-being:  
a. to a greater extent than it affects the financial interests of the majority of inhabitants 
of the ward affected by the decision and;  
b. a reasonable member of the public knowing all the facts would believe that it would 
affect your view of the wider public interest  
you must declare the interest. You may speak on the matter only if members of the 
public are also allowed to speak at the meeting but otherwise must not take part in any 
discussion or vote on the matter and must not remain in the room unless you have 
been granted a dispensation. If it is a ‘sensitive interest’, you do not have to declare 
the nature of the interest.” 
 
It is evident that paragraphs 8a, 8b and 8c of Appendix B do not apply. An update on 
the tender process and the appointment of an architect are not matters which affect 
any interest which is Councillor Yeo’s own financial interest or wellbeing, or that of a 
friend, relative or close associate, and the CIO is not a body needing to be declared 
under disclosable pecuniary interests. 
 
Councillor Yeo therefore cannot be in breach of paragraph 9 of the Code of Conduct, 
contrary to the conclusion of the draft report. He has not failed to register his interest, 
nor has he failed to correctly declare it. He was not required to withdraw from the 
meetings or seek a dispensation for them because his ORI does not directly relate to 
the matters dealt with at the meetings in questions.  
 
The Findings section of the report describes in some detail the events at the two 
meetings.  At both meetings Cllr Yeo himself sought to extend the discussion about 
the Mampitts Hub project beyond the items that appeared on the agendas and it was 
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clear to me that he was trying to frustrate the progress of the Town Council proposal 
and advance the desirability of the CIO proposal.  The conclusions section of the report 
contained a detailed analysis of the provisions of Appendix B of the Town Council’s 
Code of Conduct and set out the reasons why it is considered that a dispensation was 
required to enable Cllr Yeo lawfully to participate in the discussion and vote.  It is not 
disputed that Cllr Yeo had both registered his involvement with the CIO as an other 
registerable interest and declared it at both meetings.  The comments made on behalf 
of Cllr Yeo fail to mention the part of the LGA Guidance (p.81) that follows the part 
quoted, namely that in construing the meaning of the phrase ‘affects the financial 
interest or well-being’ (paragraph 9 of Appendix B), an interest can be taken to directly 
relate to an outside body where the authority is taking a decision which directly relates 
to the wellbeing of that organisation.  An example is given of a councillor who is also 
on the committee of the local village hall and an application for a licence for another 
venue in the village is made which if granted might take business away from the village 
hall – in that case a reasonable person would believe that the councillor’s view would 
be likely to be affected.  It seemed to me when considering the complaint that this part 
of the Guidance was informative.  The conclusion referenced also the correspondence 
that had previously taken place between the Town Clerk, Cllr Yeo and the Monitoring 
Officer about declaring interests and seeking dispensations.  I therefore believe that 
my conclusion is well-founded.   
 
 
 
Investigating Officer’s further conclusions  
 
The Investigating Officer’s further conclusions set out at paragraphs 1 – 3 on page 16 
of the draft report are either the expression of her personal views or comments on 
matters outside the scope of the investigation. Those paragraphs should be removed 
in their entirety.   
 
The comments did not refer to Cllr Yeo and they did not seek to introduce into the 
Conclusion section of the report starting on page 12 of it, any matters outside the 
scope of the investigation into the complaints particularised on page 2 of the report.   
 
 
Mary Dolley 
Legal Services 
Dorset Council 
28 January 2026 
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Paragraph 5: Disrepute 

Councillor Yeo disagrees with the Investigators’ finding at page 12 of the report that 
he is in breach of paragraph 5 of the Code.  
 
The Local Government Association Guidance on the Model Code of Conduct (LGA 
Guidance) is clear that a councillor’s right to freedom of expression must be 
considered when making findings of disrepute. The report fails to appropriately 
address this as it does not engage with any of the authorities which map out how 
Article 10 should be considered.  
 
1. Article 10 of the European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR) 

Article 10 ECHR states:  

“1. Everyone has the right to freedom of expression. This right shall include 
freedom to hold opinions and to receive and impart information and ideas without 
interference by public authority and regardless of frontiers. 
 
2. The exercise of these freedoms, since it carries with it duties and 
responsibilities, may be subject to such formalities, conditions, restrictions or 
penalties as are prescribed by law and are necessary in a democratic society, in 
the interests of national security, territorial integrity or public safety, for the 
prevention of disorder or crime, for the protection of health or morals, for the 
protection of the reputation or rights of others, for preventing the disclosure of 
information received in confidence, or for maintaining the authority and 
impartiality of the judiciary.” 

 
2. Political Speech 

Freedom of expression is protected more strongly in the context of political speech. 
A wide degree of tolerance is accorded, and this enhanced protection applies to all 
levels of politics, including local government.  

Jerusalem v Austria (2003) 37 EHHR 25 
“In this respect the court recalls that while freedom of expression is important for 
everybody, it is especially so for an elected representative of the people. He or 
she represents the electorate, draws attention to its pre-occupations and 
defends its interests. Accordingly, interference with the freedom of expression of 
an opposition member of parliament, like the applicant, call for the closest 
scrutiny on the part of the court.” 

 
Political expression is a broad concept. 

Heesom v Public Services Ombudsman for Wales [2014] EWHC 1504 
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“Article 10 protects not only the substance of what is said, but also the form in 
which it is conveyed. Therefore, in the political context, a degree of the 
immoderate, offensive, shocking, disturbing, exaggerated, provocative, 
polemical, colourful, emotive, non-rational and aggressive, that would not be 
acceptable outside that context, is tolerated.  
… 
The protection goes to ‘political expression’; but that is a broad concept in this 
context. It is not limited to expressions of or critiques of political views, but rather 
extends to all matters of public administration and public concern including 
comments about the adequacy or inadequacy of performance of public duties by 
others. The cases are careful not unduly to restrict the concept; although 
gratuitous personal comments do not fall within it.” 

 
3. Approach to Applying Article 10 

There are three questions which should be considered when dealing with Article 10. 

Sanders v Kingston (No.1) [2005] EWHC 1145 (Admin) 
“1. Was the Case Tribunal entitled as a matter of fact to conclude that Councillor 
Sanders conduct was in breach of paragraph 2(b) [respect] and/or paragraph 4 
[disrepute] of the Code of Conduct? 
 
2. If so, was the finding in itself or the imposition of a sanction prima facie a 
breach of Article 10? 
 
3. If so, was the restriction involved one which was justified by reason of the 
requirements of Article 10(2)?” 

 
Councillor Yeo’s comments on the Town Council proposals are political and 
therefore, they attract the higher protection afforded to political expression.  
 
4. Disproportionate Interference 

A finding of a breach of the Code of Conduct is an interference with Article 10 rights. 
Where an interference is not proportionate, it is a violation of Article 10.  

R (Robinson) v Buckinghamshire Council [2021] EWHC 2014 (Admin) 
Councillor Robinson made comments at a public meeting “which called into 
question and misrepresented the motivation, intentions and integrity of other 
parish councillors regarding development of Green Belt land in the parish” and 
resulted in public backlash and the integrity of the Chair and Clerk being 
questioned. The Deputy Monitoring Officer concluded that he had brought the 
Parish Council and the role of councillor into disrepute.  

However, the Court held that this finding was a breach of Councillor Robinson’s 
Article 10 rights: 
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“In re-making the decision under Article 10(2), I conclude that the interference 
did not fulfil a pressing social need, and nor was it proportionate to the aim of 
protecting the reputation of the other councillors. As an elected councillor, taking 
part in a public meeting called by the PC to discuss the Green Belt, the Claimant 
was entitled to the enhanced protection afforded to the expression of political 
opinions on matters of public interest, and the benefits of freedom of expression 
in a political context outweighed the need to protect the reputation of the other 
councillors against public criticism, notwithstanding that the criticism was found 
to be a misrepresentation, untruthful, and offensive. Although no further action 
was pursued against the Claimant, beyond recommending that he apologise, it 
was a violation of Article 10 to subject the Claimant to the complaints procedure, 
and to find him guilty of a breach of the PC Code.” 

 
There are clear parallels between Councillor Robinson’s case, and Councillor Yeo’s. 
Councillor Yeo is entitled to scrutinise and express disagreement with the Town 
Council’s proposals; it is fundamental to his role as an elected representative. The 
content of his comments is not a breach of the Code of Conduct on a proper 
application of his Article 10 rights. 
 
We refer also to the former Adjudication Panel for England decision APE 0399 – 
Capon, which we consider to be analogous. The Councillor made comments about 
the Town Clerk at a Parish meeting, saying that an Officer found her “difficult to get 
on with”. The Councillor added that “this is also the view of many town’s people who 
say that when they try to contact the town clerk, she is downright rude to them”.  The 
Panel considered that the threshold for a failure to treat another with respect has to 
be set at a level that allows for the passion and frustration that often 
accompanies political debate and the discussion of the efficient running of a Council. 
It should also be set within the context of who was involved in the exchange.  In this 
case, the comments were opinions of other individuals which the Councillor honestly 
believed to be true. The Councillor’s conduct was not unfair, unreasonable or 
demeaning to the Town Clerk, and the comments were not made in a malicious or 
bullying manner. The Town Clerk was very experienced in her dealings with 
Councillors and given her seniority, was entirely able to defend her position. The 
Panel decided that the threshold was not met.  
 
With regards to the fact that Councillor Yeo allegedly engaged in conduct disruptive 
to the meeting separate to the content of his comments (i.e. interrupting other 
Councillors), the LGA Guidance is clear that “the misconduct will need to be 
sufficient to damage the reputation of the councillor’s role or local authority, as 
opposed simply to damaging the reputation of the individual concerned.” Councillor 
Yeo interrupting other Councillors and not sitting down cannot reasonably be said to 
have brought his role or the Town Council into disrepute. It does not have any 
bearing on the ability of Councillor Yeo, nor the Town Council, to fulfil their 
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respective roles. It is conduct that can only reasonably be regarded as having a 
potential impact on Councillor Yeo’s reputation as an individual, and it is clear that 
this is not sufficient for a finding of disrepute.  
 
Paragraph 9: Declaration of Interests 

Councillor Yeo disagrees with the Investigators’ finding at page 14 of the report that 
he is in breach of paragraph 9 of the Code. 
 
Appendix B of Shaftsbury Town Council’s Code of Conduct states the following 
about declaring an other registrable interest (ORI): 

“6. Where a matter arises at a meeting which directly relates to one of your 
Other Registerable Interests, you must declare the interest. You may speak on 
the matter only if members of the public are also allowed to speak at the meeting 
but otherwise must not take part in any discussion or vote on the matter and 
must not remain in the room unless you have been granted a dispensation.” 
(emphasis added) 

 
For a matter to be directly related to an ORI, it must be specifically and immediately 
about the interest itself. This is distinct from the situation where a matter affects an 
ORI, and the LGA Guidance is clear on this point: 

“What is the difference between ‘relates to’ and ‘affects’? 
Something relates to your interest if it is directly about it.  
‘Affects’ means the matter is not directly about that interest but nevertheless the 
matter has clear implications for the interest.” 

 
As the Investigating Officer pointed out in her response to these comments made on 
the draft report, the LGA Guidance also states that “an interest ‘directly relates’ to an 
outside body where the local authority is taking a decision which directly relates to 
the funding or wellbeing of that organisation”. 
 
The examples given in the LGA Guidance for such situations are: 

• Awarding/withdrawing grant funding to a body of which you are a member. 
• Granting planning permission to a body of which you are a member. 

 
Councillor Yeo’s ORI is that he is a trustee of the Mampitts Lane Community Land 
Trust CIO. The matters discussed at the meetings were in relation to the Town 
Council’s plans for a community hub: 

• 17 December 2024: “to receive an update on the Mampitts Hub Architect 
Tender process”  

• 11 March 2025: “to consider the appointment of the Mampitts Architect”.  
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It is plainly evident that neither of these matters are directly about the funding or 
wellbeing of the CIO (as is required by the definition of ‘directly relates’). 
 
In regards to matters that merely affect an ORI, Appendix B states:  

“8. Where a matter arises at a meeting which affects –  
a. your own financial interest or well-being;  
b. a financial interest or well-being of a friend, relative, close associate; or  
c. a body included in those you need to declare under Disclosable Pecuniary 
Interests  
you must disclose the interest.  

 
9. Where the matter affects the financial interest or well-being:  
a. to a greater extent than it affects the financial interests of the majority of 
inhabitants of the ward affected by the decision and;  
b. a reasonable member of the public knowing all the facts would believe that it 
would affect your view of the wider public interest  
you must declare the interest. You may speak on the matter only if members of 
the public are also allowed to speak at the meeting but otherwise must not take 
part in any discussion or vote on the matter and must not remain in the room 
unless you have been granted a dispensation. If it is a ‘sensitive interest’, you do 
not have to declare the nature of the interest.” 

 
It is evident that paragraphs 8a, 8b and 8c of Appendix B do not apply. Neither 
matter listed above are matters which affect any interest which is Councillor Yeo’s 
own financial interest or wellbeing, nor that of a friend, relative or close associate, 
and the CIO is not a body needing to be declared as a disclosable pecuniary 
interest. 
 
With regard to paragraph 9 of Appendix B, the Investigating Officer has given the 
example of a councillor who is also on the committee of the local village hall and an 
application for a licence for another venue in the village is made which if granted 
might take business away from the village hall. Respectfully, this example does not 
map onto Councillor Yeo’s situation. 
 
At the time of both meetings, the s106 funding had already been awarded to 
the Town Council (decision made by Dorset Council’s Cabinet on 15 October 
2024). It was not the case that the CIO was still in competition with the Town Council 
to receive the funding, such that the appointment of an architect would affect the 
CIO’s chances of being awarded the funding. The Town Council tendering for an 
architect when they already secured the s106 funding does not affect the funding or 
wellbeing of the CIO. The Town Council considering the appointment of the architect 
when they already secured the s106 funding also does not affect the funding or 
wellbeing of the CIO.  
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In drawing the conclusion that Councillor Yeo has breached paragraph 9 of the Code 
of Conduct, the report demonstrates a fundamental misunderstanding, stating: 

“the Town Council proposal and the CIO proposal are in opposition to one 
another; there is only one site for the Mampitts Hub project and one developer 
contribution funding payment – if one proposal goes ahead the other will not.”  

 
“Every decision taken by the Town Council to progress the Town Council 
proposal will inevitably relate to Cllr Yeo’s other registerable interest (his being a 
trustee of the CIO) within the meaning of paragraph 6 of Appendix B of the 
Code, because constructing the community facility in accordance with the Town 
Council proposal will mean that the CIO proposal will not be brought to fruition.” 

 
Further, in her comments, the Investigating Officer suggests that Councillor Yeo 
sought to extend discussions to advance the desirability of the CIO proposal. This is 
irrelevant. The matters which arose at the meetings – in relation to the architect – still 
do not directly relate to or affect the funding or wellbeing of the CIO.  
 
Councillor Yeo therefore cannot be in breach of paragraph 9 of the Code of Conduct, 
contrary to the conclusion of the report. He has not failed to register his interest, nor 
has he failed to correctly declare it. He was not required to withdraw from the 
meetings or seek a dispensation for them because his ORI does not directly relate 
to, and is not affected by, the matters dealt with at the meetings in questions.   
 
Councillor Yeo also notes that the police carried out an inquiry into whether an 
offence had been committed under s34 of the Localism Act 2011 in relation to the 
declaration of disclosable pecuniary interests, and they have confirmed that no 
charges will be brought against him.  
 
 

 

Investigating Officer’s Further Conclusions  

It is regretful that the Investigating Officer has sought to imply that Councillor Yeo 
has acted in a manner which is not in the interests of the residents of Shaftesbury in 
her further conclusions set out on page 16 of the report.  
 
Councillor Yeo has been resoundingly elected twice by the residents of East 
Shaftesbury (in 2019 and 2024). As a resident of Mampitts Lane area himself, he is 
well placed to understand the interests of local residents.  
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Councillor Yeo and five other East Shaftesbury residents founded the Mampitts Lane 
Community Land Trust (the Trust) in July 2020 and it is only because of that that 
there is going to be a community hub built on Mampitts Green at all. Upon his 
election in 2019, the Town Clerk briefed Councillor Yeo that, as per its 
Neighbourhood Plan, the Town Council did not want a community hub at Mampitts 
Green and wanted to spend the s106 money elsewhere in Shaftesbury.  Shaftesbury 
Town Council only launched a proposal in 2022 after the Trust had presented the 
Trust’s own proposal for a community hub to the Town Council in September 2021 
(as Dorset Council’s s106 Officer directed them to). 
 
This is one of many instances where Councillor Yeo has stood up for the residents’ 
needs and wishes to their benefit.  
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Dorset Council – Complaint No. COM8830 
 
Investigation in respect of alleged breaches of the Shaftesbury Town 
Council Code of Conduct  
 
Investigation undertaken by Mary Dolley Legal Services Dorset 
Council 
 
 
Background 
 
Section 27 of the Localism Act 2011 requires relevant authorities to promote and 
maintain high standards of conduct by members of the authority and, under section 28 
of the Act, to have mechanisms in place to investigate allegations that a member has 
not complied with the Code of Conduct. 
 
Following an initial review by the Complaints Team and having been reviewed by the 
Monitoring Officer and Dorset Council’s Independent Person, complaint number 
COM8830 was referred for investigation on 21 May 2025.   
 

Introduction 
    
In order to be able to carry out an investigation of the complaint raised I viewed and 
listened to the following: 
 

• The Councillor Code of Conduct (the Code) adopted by Shaftesbury Town Council 
(the Town Council) on 14 May 2024 (Appendix B.1)  

• The Standing Orders of the Town Council (the Standing Orders) adopted by it on 
14 May 2024 (Appendix B.2) 

• The agenda for and the minutes of the Full Council meeting of the Town Council 
held on 18 March 2025 (Appendix B.3) and the audio recording of that meeting. 

• A relevant post on the Facebook page of This is Alfred (Appendix B.4) 

• Various emails from the Town Clerk to Cllr Yeo as listed in the table in Appendix 
B.5 

 
To supplement the information provided to me and available in the public domain on 
the Town Council’s website, I also met virtually with the following people in order to 
seek their comments on a number of issues: 
 

• Cllr Andy Hollingshead (the complainant) – 19 August 2025 (virtual meeting on 
Teams) (Appendix C) 

• Cllr Alex Chase – 14 August 2025 (virtual meeting on Teams) (Appendix D) 

• Cllr Peter Yeo (the subject member) – 11 September 2025 (virtual meeting on 
Teams) (Appendix E)   

 
A record of our discussions is attached at Appendices C, D and E.  The records of the 
discussions with Cllr Hollingshead and Cllr Chase have been agreed with them.  Cllr 
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Yeo has not agreed the record of the discussion with him.  He has submitted a written 
statement which is attached at Appendix F.  I remain of the view that the interview 
record at Appendix E is an accurate record of the interview.  I have read Cllr Yeo’s 
statement and to the extent that it is relevant to the investigation I am reporting on I 
have applied paragraph numbers to its text and commented on it in the section of this 
report headed ‘Further Findings’. 
 
 

Complaint No. COM8830 
 
A complaint was received from Cllr Andy Hollingshead a member of Shaftesbury Town 
Council alleging that at a Full Council meeting of the Town Council held on 18 March 
2025 the conduct of Councillor Yeo another member of the Town Council was such 
that Chair suspended the meeting for ten minutes pursuant to SO2, and that the 
altercation that gave rise to the suspension was publicised in the local media by means 
of the This is Alfred radio station and its related Facebook page.  The complainant 
alleges breaches of paragraphs 1 and 5 of the Code.  
 
The complaint is set out verbatim at Appendix A. 
 
 

Undisputed facts 
 
The undisputed facts relating to the complaint are: 
 
1. A meeting of the Full Council of the Town Council (‘the meeting’) took place on 18 

March 2025.  The meeting was chaired by Cllr Alex Chase and commenced at 
approximately 7.00 pm.  The first part of the meeting dealt with questions from 
members of the public and the formal business began at approximately 7.34 pm. 

2. The Town Clerk having previously tendered her resignation it was necessary for a 
new one to be appointed to replace her.  Item no 7 on the agenda for the meeting 
was headed ‘To consider the recruitment process for the role of Town Clerk’.  The 
item included a report that outlined a proposed course of action including the 
formation of a selection committee and sought approval from the Town Council to 
initiate the recruitment process. 

3. Discussion of agenda item no 7 commenced at approximately 8.12 pm, the 
meeting was suspended by Cllr Chase in accordance with SO2(c) of the Standing 
Orders at approximately 8.27 pm and recommenced at approximately 8.39 pm.  
The discussion of Agenda item no 7 concluded at approximately 8.47pm. 

4. On 19 March extracts from the meeting were broadcast by the This is Alfred local 
radio station as part of its Alfred Daily radio programme. 

5. A video clip of part of the meeting was also posted by This is Alfred on its Facebook 
page.  The video clip ran for approximately 54 seconds and showed the vote being 
taken and the meeting being adjourned pursuant to SO2. 

 
 

Facts/statements not agreed 
 
Cllr Yeo denies that he has acted in breach of the Code. 
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Findings 
 
1. The Code was adopted on 14 May 2024.  The paragraphs that are relevant to the 

complaint are: 
 
1.1. General principles of councillor conduct – to lead by example and act in a way 

that secures public confidence in the role of councillor. 
1.2. Standards of councillor conduct:-  

1.2.1. Respect (paragraph 1.1) – to treat other councillors and members of the 
public with respect. 

1.2.2. Disrepute (paragraph 5) – not to bring the role or local authority into 
disrepute. 

1.2.3. Complying with the Code of Conduct (paragraph 8.1) – to undertake 
Code of Conduct training provided by the local authority. 

 
2. The Standing Orders contain amongst other matters, provisions about the rules of 

debate at meetings (SO1), disorderly conduct at meetings (SO2), the conduct of 
meetings generally including arrangements for members of the public to address 
meetings and for meetings to be recorded (SO3), and motions at a meeting that do 
not require written notice (SO10). 
 

3. Councillor Hollingshead’s complaint relates to the conduct of Councillor Yeo at the 
meeting and in order to investigate the complaint and as well as reading the 
minutes of the meeting and interviewing the persons mentioned above, I watched 
the video recording of the meeting, listened to the relevant segment from the Alfred 
Daily broadcast on 19 March 2025 (see paragraphs 5.1 to 5.5 below) and looked 
at material posted by This is Alfred on its Facebook page on 18 March 2025 (see 
paragraph 5.6 below). 
 

4. The complaint concerns the discussion of item no. 7 on the agenda for the meeting 
and: 

 
4.1. Agenda item 7 is headed ‘To consider the recruitment process for the role of 

Town Clerk’, and it comprised a brief report recording the resignation of the 
Town Clerk and containing proposals for the recruitment of a replacement, 
including five recommendations intended to be debated and subject to any 
amendments, put to a vote in order for a decision to be taken in the usual way. 

4.2. The discussion of agenda item 7 began approximately 1 hour and 12 minutes 
into the meeting and in accordance with standard procedure, Cllr Chase who 
was in the chair introduced the item.  Having obtained Cllr Chase’s permission 
to speak the complainant made some comments, asked a few questions and 
(amongst other things) made some suggestions regarding the formation of the 
selection committee referred to in the recommendations.  Cllr Yeo, having got 
to his feet but not having requested permission to speak, interrupted the 
complainant and notwithstanding Cllr Chase’s request to him to be quiet, 
objected to the complainant’s suggestion regarding the selection committee, 
and asserted that the proposed procedure was another instance of the process 
being fixed as he claimed it had been in 2022 on the previous occasion when 
recruitment for a new Town Clerk took place.  Cllr Yeo’s tone was aggressive 
and confrontational and his criticism of the recruitment process and his fellow 
councillors’ approach to it quickly became personal. 
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4.3. Cllr Williams raised a point of order under the procedure described in SO1(p) 
(which permits interruption to make a point of order) and invoked SO2(a), 
which states that no person shall obstruct the transaction of business at a 
meeting or behave offensively or improperly.  Cllr Chase accordingly requested 
that Cllr Yeo moderate his conduct.  Cllr Yeo remained on his feet and talked 
over Cllr Chase, stating that he was entitled to speak and that the use of 
SO2(a) was improper and an attempt by Cllr Williams to prevent free speech 
and democracy.  Cllr Yeo made a jibe directed at Cllr Williams about his 
political affiliation.  Cllr Yeo’s behaviour was disrespectful and rude and fell far 
short of the standard of conduct described in paragraph 1 of the Code.    

4.4. The discussion about the formation of the selection committee proceeded and 
having remained on his feet Cllr Yeo interrupted again, continuing to criticise 
the process when the Town Clerk post was previously recruited for, and stating 
that in his view it should be open to any councillor who wanted to, to be on the 
selection committee.  Cllr Chase having specified the order in which those who 
wanted to speak were do so in accordance with SO3(k), Cllrs Dibben, Smith, 
Brown, Philpott and Yeo spoke.  When it was his turn to speak Cllr Yeo 
reiterated his dissatisfaction with the way in which the recruitment process had 
been dealt with in 2022 and described it as highly improper.  Amongst other 
things he stated that he ought to have been permitted to participate in the 
interview process and that good candidates had been ruled out of the process 
for insufficient reason.  He said that the current process was a joke and that it 
was not the way Town Council business should be done. 

4.5. Cllr Yeo then proceeded to criticise Cllr Dibben, who had left the meeting 
having apologised to Cllr Chase, for being unprofessional and again to 
describe the way in which the current recruitment process was being dealt with 
as improper.  He asserted that he had a right to speak for three minutes and 
said that Cllr Chase should have stopped Cllr Dibben from speaking while he 
was doing so.   

4.6. In accordance with SO2(a) Cllr Chase again asked Cllr Yeo to moderate his 
conduct and when he did not do so, moved his exclusion from the meeting in 
accordance with SO2 (b).  The motion to exclude was seconded and passed, 
the only person voting against it being Cllr Yeo.  When he refused to leave the 
council chamber and continued to complain vociferously about the use of SO2 
and what he said was the unprofessional behaviour of his fellow councillors, 
Cllr Chase suspended the business of the meeting for ten minutes pursuant to 
SO2(c).  Cllr Yeo reiterated his view that all the councillors had made the Town 
Council into more of a joke than it already was, that membership of the 
selection committee should be open to anyone who wanted to be on it, that the 
process was improper and that Cllr Chase was unfit to be the Mayor of 
Shaftesbury.  He continued to demand that he be allowed to speak for three 
minutes and stated that the chair of the meeting should not be allowed to stop 
him and that it was undemocratic if he was not permitted to do so.  Having 
watched the recording of the meeting I find that Cllr Yeo in fact spoke for longer 
than three minutes and for longer than any of the other participants in the 
debate; in addition to the contribution he made at the invitation of the chair, he 
interrupted other councillors when they were speaking and made other 
uninvited interjections. 

4.7. When the meeting reconvened at approximately 8.39 pm Cllr Chase again 
requested Cllr Yeo to moderate his conduct in accordance with SO2(a).  
Discussion of agenda item 7 concluded approximately 35 minutes after it 
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began, including the ten-minute period during which the meeting was 
suspended.  

4.8. The minutes of the meeting record that the report relating to the process for 
the recruitment of a new Town Clerk was received and noted.  The minutes 
also record that the recommendations were debated and broadly accepted, all 
councillors present with the exception of Cllr Yeo voting in favour of them; Cllr 
Yeo voted against the motion. 

4.9. I find that Cllr Yeo’s conduct throughout the discussion of agenda item 7 fell 
far below that required of him by the Code.   

 
5. The complaint refers also to the publicity afforded locally to the part of the meeting 

referred to in paragraph 4 above and: 
5.1. I have viewed the website of This is Alfred  This is Alfred – Great Stories From 

Shaftesbury, The Vale And Chase   the local radio station referred to in Cllr 
Hollingshead’s complaint.  The home page states that This is Alfred is a not-
for-profit community radio station broadcasting from Shaftesbury.  The website 
also states that the Alfred Daily is a 60-minute radio programme for 
Shaftesbury and the surrounding area, which is broadcast 7 days a week.   

5.2. This is Alfred Limited is a company incorporated pursuant to the Companies 
Acts which was formed in 2018 and is a private company limited by guarantee.  
Its registration number is 11724793 and the nature of its business is specified 
in the register at Companies House as radio broadcasting.  It holds an Ofcom 
community radio station licence. 

5.3. This is Alfred also has a presence on Facebook, its page being called ‘Alfred 
– News from Shaftesbury’ which has 11,000 followers  Facebook   

5.4. The Alfred Daily reported on the meeting both on its daily broadcast on 19 
March 2025 and by posting a clip of the meeting on its Facebook page. 

5.5. Using the ‘Listen Again’ facility on the This is Alfred website I accessed the 
Alfred Daily broadcast that aired on 19 March 2025.  Coverage of the 
discussion of agenda item 7 commenced approximately 44 minutes and 40 
seconds into the broadcast and finished at approximately 51 minutes and 3 
seconds.  The coverage included excerpts from the recording of the part of the 
meeting that dealt with Agenda item no. 7, interspersed with commentary.  The 
coverage concluded with the presenter saying that as the recruitment process 
moved forward it would seem that whoever was appointed to the role of Town 
Clerk would need skills in conflict management and dealing with strong 
personalities.  

5.6. Item no 4 in Appendix B includes a screenshot of the post on This is Alfred’s 
Facebook page.  The clip lasted for approximately 54 seconds and showed the 
vote being taken for the suspension of the meeting for ten minutes – see 
paragraph 5.6 above.  The clip included Cllr Yeo’s statements that his fellow 
councillors were behaving in a highly unprofessional way, that his fellow 
councillors were making the Town Council into more of a joke than it already 
was, and that Cllr Chase was unfit to be the Mayor of Shaftesbury.  The text 
adjacent to the clip shows that 72 comments were applied to the post, and that 
it has been viewed 16,000 times.  I have viewed some of the comments applied 
to the post by members of the public; many of them were critical of Cllr Yeo’s 
conduct at the meeting. 
 

6. I have also read five emails sent by the Town Clerk to Cllr Yeo (see Appendix B.5) 
some of them dating back to Cllr Yeo’s previous term of office and all of which 
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referred to the need to observe the provisions of the Code and offered him support 
and guidance to enable him to do so and:- 
6.1. The email of 20 July 2022 (B.5.1) referenced the Full Council meeting that had 

taken place the previous evening.  Amongst other things the email reminded 
Cllr Yeo of various provisions contained in the Code including those relating to 
treating other councillors, members of the public and Town Council employees 
with respect.  The email quoted verbatim from parts of the Code and 
recommended that Cllr Yeo ought to consider how he delivered his message 
and presented himself. 

6.2. The email of 28 September 2022 (B.5.2) recorded that Cllr Yeo had not 
responded to the email of 22 July 2022.  The email was sent in the aftermath 
of the Town Council meeting that had taken place the previous evening.  The 
email urged Cllr Yeo to attend the Code training (also known as Standards in 
Public Life training) and offered four dates on which online training was 
available.  The email referred also to the Civility and Respect pledge promoted 
by the National Association of Local Councils and to which the Town Council 
has subscribed and to the Town Council’s own Dignity at Work policy, and the 
Good Councillors Guide which is also promoted by the NALC.  When listening 
to the recording of the meeting I noted that at one point when Cllr Yeo was 
speaking he described the Civility and Respect pledge as ‘the purely voluntary 
behaviour thing that you don’t have to sign whatsoever’, indicating to me his 
disregard and indeed disdain for such initiatives and for the need to abide by 
the Code and its associated standards of conduct.    

6.3. The email of 20 October 2022 (B.5.3) recorded that Cllr Yeo had not responded 
to the email of 29 September 2022 and again referenced Cllr Yeo’s 
unsatisfactory behaviour at a recent Town Council meeting, including the 
making of condescending comments, disrupting the meeting and his 
disrespectful attitude.  The email reminded Cllr Yeo of the desirability of 
attending Code of Conduct training. 

6.4. The email of 29 October 2022 (B.5.4) reiterated dates on which Code training 
could be made available to Cllr Yeo. 

6.5. The email of 10 May 2024 (B.5.5) referred to a presentation that had been 
given the previous evening and Cllr Yeo’s conduct at it and reiterated to him 
the need to abide by the Code, the Nolan Principles and Town Council policies. 

      
I therefore find that Cllr Yeo has been aware at all material times of the existence 
of the Code and the need to abide by it, and that he has continued to disregard its 
provisions notwithstanding that his attention has been drawn to them and to the 
existence of materials that would have assisted him in understanding how he ought 
to conduct himself in order to meet public expectations, as described in the Joint 
Statement at the beginning of the Code.   

 
 

Further Findings 
 
7. I have read the paragraphs numbered 31 to 46 of Cllr Yeo’s statement (Appendix 

E). (The paragraphs numbered 1 to 30 are dealt with in the report relating to the 
complaints numbered COM 8299 and COM 8319.)   

8. As regards paragraphs 31 to 39 of the statement, for the reasons stated in 
paragraph 1 of the section of this report headed ‘Conclusion’ below I do not accept 
Cllr Yeo’s contention that the use of SO2 at the meeting was unlawful or 
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inappropriate, nor that the conduct of any of his fellow councillors in using SO2 as 
they did was a breach of the Code.  Nor do I find that the motive of any of the 
councillors concerned in doing so was improper.   

9. As regards paragraphs 40 to 44 of the statement, Mr Proctor was not a councillor 
at the time of the meeting.  During my investigation I have found no evidence of 
the existence of a cabal of councillors, nor that any group of councillors conspired 
to misuse the Standing Orders, take decisions unlawfully or to prevent Cllr Yeo 
from speaking at meetings provided that he did so within the scope of what is 
acceptable under the Code and the Standing Orders.   

10. As regards paragraph 45 of Cllr Yeo’s statement and for the reasons set out in 
paragraph 6 above, I do not accept that he was unaware of the need to undertake 
training about the Code.  Indeed the contents of paragraph 45 are contradictory – 
if Cllr Yeo had fully understood the requirements of the Code as he states, he would 
be aware that Paragraph 8.1 of it requires him to undertake Code training provided 
by the Town Council and he would have responded positively to the emails 
particularised in Appendix B.5 rather than ignoring them as he seems to have done. 

11. As regards paragraph 46 of Cllr Yeo’s statement I have found nothing to support 
his allegation that Cllr Hollingshead’s complaint is vexatious or malicious, nor that 
his behaviour towards Cllr Yeo at the meeting on 18 March 2025 and the meetings 
referred to in the report relating to the complaints numbered COM 8299 and COM 
8319, was abusive.  

 
 

Conclusion 
 
On concluding my investigation, I am of the view that Cllr Yeo is in breach of the Code 
as follows: 
 
1. As regards the General principles of councillor conduct that require a councillor to 

lead by example and act in a way that secures public confidence in the role of 
councillor and paragraph 1 of the Standards of councillor conduct that require a 
councillor to treat other councillors with respect: 
 
Conclusion: I conclude that in my opinion Councillor Yeo is in breach of these 
provisions of the Code.  
 
The Joint Statement at the beginning of the Code states that the role of councillor 
across all tiers of local government is a vital part of democracy and that it is 
important that councillors can be held accountable and adopt the behaviours and 
responsibilities associated with the role.  It reminds councillors that their individual 
conduct affects the reputation of all councillors and that there is an individual and 
collective responsibility to meet the expectations of the public by maintaining high 
standards and demonstrating good conduct and by challenging behaviour which 
falls below expectations.  The Statement concludes by stating that the Code has 
been designed to protect the Council’s role, encourage good conduct and 
safeguard the public’s trust in local government.  
 
The section of the Code headed ‘General principles of councillor conduct’ states 
that everyone in public office should uphold the Nolan Principles and sets out how 
councillors should act on all occasions.  Paragraph 1 of the section of the Code 
headed ‘Standards of councillor conduct’ requires councillors to treat other 
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councillors with respect and the accompanying text states that respect means 
politeness and courtesy in behaviour and speech, and that whilst debate and 
having different views are all part of a healthy democracy and councillors can 
express, challenge, criticise and disagree with views and policies in a robust but 
civil manner, councillors should not subject individuals or organisations to personal 
attack. 
 
The Guidance issued by the Local Government Association on its Model Councillor 
Code of Conduct, on which the Code is closely based, states that showing respect 
to others is fundamental to a civil society and that rude, offensive and disrespectful 
behaviour lowers the public’s expectations and confidence in its elected 
representatives.  It goes on to explain that the key roles and responsibilities of 
councillors (representing and serving communities and taking decisions on their 
behalf) require councillors to interact and communicate effectively with others and 
that one means by which this is achieved is by attending local authority meetings, 
thereby needing to be able to interact with many different people with different or 
conflicting needs and points of view.  The Guidance suggests that although 
councillors will at times engage in robust debate and may express, challenge, 
criticise and disagree with views, ideas, opinions and policies, this ought to be done 
in a respectful way.  Examples of respectful behaviour given in the Guidance 
include being polite and courteous, listening and paying attention to others, having 
consideration for other people’s feelings and following protocols and rules.  The 
Guidance explains that this can mean using appropriate language in meetings, 
allowing others time to speak without interruption during debates, focusing any 
criticism or challenge on ideas and policies rather than personalities or personal 
attributes and recognising the contribution of others to projects.  Examples of 
disrespect include rude or angry outbursts at meetings, the use of inappropriate 
language in meetings, attempts to shame or humiliate others in public and fault-
finding.  The Guidance states that ongoing disrespectful behaviour can damage 
morale and ultimately create a toxic culture.        
 
In my opinion whilst Cllr Yeo was entitled to express his views about the process 
to be adopted for recruiting and choosing a new Town Clerk, he ought to have done 
so politely rather than in the confrontational, accusatory and belligerent manner in 
which he did.  On the first occasion when he spoke to the matter, he interrupted 
the complainant rather than seeking the permission of the Chair to speak, contrary 
to SO3 (i).  His choice of language to describe his reservations about the proposed 
arrangements was unfortunate and at times intemperate and he conveyed his 
views rudely, aggressively and angrily.  By continually describing his fellow 
councillors as unprofessional and stating that the process was improper, he was in 
my view demonstrating a lack of respect not only to them but also to the employees 
of the Town Council including the Town Clerk, who had done much work to bring 
the proposals for the recruitment process forward to the agenda.  The way in which 
he behaved, which resulted in the meeting being suspended as described in 
paragraph 4 of the section above headed ‘Findings’ in my view fell a long way short 
of the standard of conduct required by the General principles of councillor conduct 
that requires a councillor on all occasions to treat all persons fairly and with respect, 
and paragraph 1 of the section of the Code headed ‘General Conduct’.  
 
During the interview summarised in Appendix E and in the statement he 
subsequently provided (Appendix F), Cllr Yeo asserted that if allowed by the Chair 
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to speak, he has the right at any Town Council meeting to speak uninterrupted to 
a particular agenda item or debate, for three minutes.  I have read SO1(t) of the 
Standing Orders which states that except for motions moved under SO1(r), 
contributions or speeches by a councillor shall relate only to the motion under 
discussion and shall not exceed three minutes without the consent of the chairman 
of the meeting.  In my view SO1(t) does not permit a councillor to speak for three 
minutes in circumstances where their conduct and/or manner of speaking could 
reasonably be said to be obstructing the transaction of business or to amount to 
offensive or improper behaviour within the meaning of SO2(a).  When called to 
account by reason of his interruptions and interjections, Cllr Yeo has asserted that 
it is his democratic right to speak, and whilst this is indeed the case his 
contributions must be made within the framework provided by the Code and the 
Standing Orders.  The Town Council is a representative democracy to which all 
councillors are elected (or nominated if there are no more candidates than 
available seats).  All members of the Town Council have the right to speak at 
meetings, in accordance with the provisions of the Standing Orders and Cllr Yeo 
has no greater right to do so than any of the other councillors.     

 
Cllr Yeo has also contended in his Statement that SO2 was used improperly at the 
meeting and that it does not apply to councillors but rather only to members of the 
public.  I do not agree with this interpretation.  In cases where a provision in the 
Standing Orders applies only to councillors, the word ‘councillor’ is used; an 
example of this is found in SO1.  In cases where a provision applies only to 
members of the public, the words ‘member of the public’ are used, as for instance 
in SO3(e).  Moreover, paragraphs xii and xiii of SO10, which describes the 
procedure for dealing with motions at a meeting that do not require written notice, 
mirror SO2b in their use of language.  SO10.xii uses the words ‘to not hear further 
from a councillor or a member of the public’ and SO10.xiii uses the words ‘to 
exclude a councillor or member of the public for disorderly conduct’.  It is therefore 
clear to me that the use of the word ‘person’ in SO2 means that its provisions apply 
both to councillors and members of the public alike.  I conclude also that the use 
of SO2 during the meeting was lawful, justified and proportionate in the 
circumstances. 

  
 

2. As regards paragraph 5 of the section of the Code headed ‘Standards of councillor 
conduct’ that require a councillor not to bring their role or local authority into 
disrepute: 
 
Conclusion: I conclude that Cllr Yeo is in breach of this provision of the Code. 
 
The explanatory commentary about paragraph 5 states that councillors are trusted 
to make decisions on behalf of their community and their actions and behaviour 
are thus subject to greater scrutiny than those of ordinary members of the public, 
and that their actions may lower public confidence in theirs or their council’s ability 
to discharge its functions.  The commentary goes on to state that councillors may 
hold their council and fellow councillors to account and may constructively 
challenge and express concern about decisions and processes undertaken by the 
council, whilst continuing to adhere to other aspects of the Code. 
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The LGA Guidance referred to in paragraph 1 above defines disrepute as a lack of 
good reputation or respectability.  It states that a councillor’s behaviour in office will 
bring their role into disrepute if the conduct could reasonably be regarded as either 
reducing the public’s confidence in them being able to fulfil their role or adversely 
affecting the reputation of the authority’s councillors in being able to fulfil their role.  
It goes on to state that conduct by a councillor which could reasonably be regarded 
as reducing public confidence in their local authority being able to fulfil its functions 
and duties, will bring the authority into disrepute.  The Guidance states that making 
grossly unfair or patently untrue or unreasonable criticism of a councillor’s authority 
in a public arena might well be regarded as bringing that authority into disrepute.    
  
When challenging the procedural steps that his fellow councillors wanted to take in 
connection with the recruitment of a Town Clerk and as described in paragraph 1, 
Cllr Yeo repeatedly accused his fellow councillors of a lack of professionalism and 
of having made the Town Council into more of a joke than it already was.  He also 
alleged that the recruitment process was improper.  By making such allegations 
publicly and by doing so in the intemperate, provocative and exaggerated manner 
in which he did, and by using personal criticism, I am of the view that Cllr Yeo’s 
conduct was intended to undermine the Town Council’s reputation and was likely 
to lower the public’s confidence in its ability to discharge its functions. 
 
 

3. Although not part of the complaint, during the course of my investigation it has 
transpired that Cllr Yeo has not undertaken Code of Conduct training as required 
by the Code: 
 
Conclusion: I conclude that Cllr Yeo is in breach of paragraph 8.1 of the Code. 
 
When interviewing Cllr Yeo I asked him why he had not undertaken the standards 
(Code of Conduct) training required of all councillors and he told me that he was 
not aware that such training must be done (see para 4 of interview record in 
Appendix E).  In light of the emails I have seen and to which I have referred in 
paragraph 6 of the section of this report headed ‘Findings’, I do not believe that Cllr 
Yeo was unaware of the requirement that he abide by the provisions of the Code, 
including paragraph 8.1 in the section headed ‘Standards of councillor conduct’ 
that refers to undertaking training about it. 
 
 
Further conclusions  

 
As to the coverage of the meeting by This is Alfred including the radio broadcast 
on 19 March and the video clip posted on its Facebook page, whilst councillors and 
members of the public are entitled to their own views about the media and how it 
reports on matters relating to the Town Council and its meetings, it is a reasonable 
expectation that councillors should be aware that their actions and words are likely 
to be scrutinised by the media and so brought to the attention of the public.  The 
fourth of the Nolan principles of public life is that of accountability and states that 
holders of public office are accountable to the public for their decisions and actions 
and must submit themselves to the scrutiny necessary to ensure this.  Whilst the 
possibility of adverse media coverage cannot and should not prevent councillors 
from expressing their own opinions and the views of those they are elected to 
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represent, and on occasion participating in the taking of decisions that might not 
be universally popular, councillors ought to be mindful that their words and actions 
are likely to be publicised in the media and thereby subjected to a measure of 
comment that might not always be positive.  It is therefore all the more necessary 
that they consider how their behaviour and the manner in which they express 
themselves are likely to be perceived, and that they moderate their words and 
conduct accordingly.    
 
The complaint with which this report is concerned relates to events that occurred 
at a meeting where the process for the recruitment of a Town Clerk was discussed.  
The role of Town Clerk is an important one, encompassing a wide range of 
responsibilities that are crucial for the effective functioning of the Town Council – 
the Town Clerk serves as chief administrative officer of the Town Council having 
day-to-day oversight of a number of members of staff and handling a wide range 
of tasks such as managing meetings, record-keeping and ensuring compliance 
with local government regulations.  The Town Clerk interacts with various 
stakeholders and provides advice and support to councillors.  From an examination 
of the information on its website, the Town Council is responsible for the running 
of several facilities that are important to the residents of Shaftesbury.  The 
importance of attracting and retaining a suitable person to serve as Town Clerk is 
therefore in my view critical.  The Joint Statement at the beginning of the Code 
states that the conduct of individual councillors affects the reputation of all 
councillors and that the role of councillor ought to be one that people aspire to.  
The same principle applies in relation to those who work for the Town Council, and 
the quality of leadership required by the Code to be displayed by councillors ought 
to mean that the Town Council is, and is perceived as, an employer of choice.  

 
      
 
Mary Dolley 
Legal Services 
Dorset Council 
28 January 2026 
 
 
 

 
Appendix A 

 
COMPLAINT No. COM8830 

 
 

At Full Council on Tuesday 18 March 2025 Cllr Yeo’s conduct was such that SO 2 (b) 
(c) was breached and the chairman was forced to suspend the meeting for 10 minutes. 
The altercation was put on a local media outlet (This is Alfred) and at time of writing 
had in excess of 10,000 views and 63 comments. 
 
The complainant alleges that Cllr Yeo thereby failed to comply with Respect, Disrepute 

and Code of Conduct clauses and requirements.  
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Appendix B 

 
1. The Town Council’s Code of Conduct  Model Councillor Code of Conduct 2020 
2. The Town Council’s Standing Orders  Standing-Orders-2025-05-20.pdf 
3. The Agenda and Minutes of the Town Council meeting held on 18 March 2025   

2025-03-18-Full-Council-Agenda-UPDATED.pdf and 2025-03-18-Full-Council-
Minutes-Approved.pdf  

4. Post on the Facebook page of This is Alfred  Video | Facebook   
 

  
 

5. 
 

B.5.1 20 July 2022 - email from the Town Clerk to Cllr Yeo 

B.5.2 28 September 2022 - email from the Town Clerk to Cllr Yeo 

B.5.3 20 October 2022 - email from the Town Clerk to Cllr Yeo 

B.5.4 29 October 2022 - email from the Town Clerk to Cllr Yeo 

B.5.5 10 May 2024 - email from the Town Clerk to Cllr Yeo 

 
 
 

Appendix C 
 

Interview with Cllr Andy Hollingshead (Complainant) 
 

1. I explained to Cllr Hollingshead that the purpose of the interview was to gather 
information to enable me fully to understand the background to the complaint I had 
been asked to investigate, so that I could formulate my report and any conclusions 
for consideration by the Monitoring Officer and the Independent Person and if 
necessary, by the Audit and Governance (Hearing) Sub-Committee.  I explained 
that the investigation is being undertaken in accordance with Dorset Council’s 
Arrangements for dealing with Councillor Code of Conduct complaints and I 
advised him that the Arrangements could be accessed on Dorset Council’s 
website.  I advised Cllr Hollingshead that our interview was to remain confidential. 

2. I asked Cllr Hollingshead to explain his understanding of the comments made by 
Cllr Yeo about the process adopted the last time a Town Clerk was being recruited 
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namely in 2022, Cllr Yeo having alleged that the process had been fixed.  Cllr 
Hollingshead said that the background to Cllr Yeo’s allegation is that as most 
councillors agreed that it was not feasible to have all of them involved in the detail 
of the selection and interview process, there was a consensus that a panel 
(informal committee) ought to be formed to consider the applications, interview the 
candidates and make a recommendation for appointment to a Full Council meeting.  
Cllr Hollingshead was one of the councillors who considered that only councillors 
who had subscribed to the civility and respect pledge promoted by the Society of 
Local Council Clerks and the National Association of Local Councils should be 
appointed to such panels, although this approach was not ultimately adopted by 
the Town Council.  Cllr Hollingshead believes that Cllr Yeo’s allegation that the 
minutes of the relevant meeting in 2022 at which this was discussed had been 
fabricated is born of his (Cllr Yeo’s) belief that the minutes of Town Council 
meetings should be a word-for-word account of everything that is said by those 
who speak rather than a record of the decisions taken.    

3. Cllr Hollingshead confirmed that Cllr Brown had seconded the motion introduced 
by Cllr Chase for the exclusion of Cllr Yeo from the 18 March meeting, pursuant to 
SO2(b).  

4. Cllr Hollingshead had noted from This is Alfred’s Facebook page that there had 
been in excess of 16,000 viewings of the clip posted on it relating to Cllr Yeo’s 
behaviour at the 18 March meeting, and that the majority of the 72 people who had 
added comments to the post had been critical of Cllr Yeo’s conduct. 

5. Cllr Hollingshead has established that approximately 900 people had listened to 
the Alfred Daily broadcast on 19 March 2025, that included a six-minute segment 
reporting on the discussion of agenda item no 7 at the 18 March meeting.   

  
 

 
 

Appendix D 
 

Interview with Cllr Alex Chase 
 

1. I explained to Cllr Chase that the purpose of the interview was to gather information 
to enable me fully to understand the background to the complaint I had been asked 
to investigate, so that I could formulate my report and any conclusions for 
consideration by the Monitoring Officer and the Independent Person and if 
necessary, by the Audit and Governance (Hearing) Sub-Committee.  I explained 
that the investigation is being undertaken in accordance with Dorset Council’s 
Arrangements for dealing with Councillor Code of Conduct complaints and I 
advised him that the Arrangements could be accessed on Dorset Council’s 
website.  I advised Cllr Chase that our interview was to remain confidential. 

2. I confirmed to Cllr Chase that the complaint relates to the events that occurred 
during the discussion of Agenda item no 7 at the 18 March 2025 Full Council 
meeting, and I explained that I had read the agenda and the minutes and viewed 
the video recording of the meeting.  

3. Cllr Chase explained that Cllr Yeo has a history of interrupting speakers at 
meetings of the Town Council, and being rude to other councillors, officers and 
even members of the public who are present at meetings. 

4. At the 18 March meeting, after Cllr Chase introduced item no 7 and went through 
the recommendations for which a vote was to be sought, Cllr Hollingshead made 
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various comments including in relation to the composition of the panel or committee 
that would be formed to interview candidates for the Town Clerk vacancy.  Cllr Yeo 
interrupted and after he ignored Cllr Chase’s attempt to ask him to wait, Cllr 
Williams stood up and invoked SO2(a).   

5. Other councillors wished to speak as well, and Cllr Chase directed the order of 
speaking in accordance with SO3(k).  When it was Cllr Yeo’s turn to speak, he 
stated that the process was improper and spoke about his dissatisfaction with the 
recruitment process used when recruitment of a Town Clerk was previously 
undertaken in 2022.  I asked Cllr Chase about the background to Cllr Yeo’s 
allegation that the process had been fixed, and he stated that Cllr Yeo had not 
been on the panel of three councillors that had been constituted for the purpose of 
considering the applications for the post and interviewing the candidates.  Cllr 
Chase said that after the recruitment process had been completed and a Town 
Clerk appointed it transpired that the panel had not been unanimous in its 
recommendation and that the panel member who had dissented was one with 
whose views Cllr Yeo frequently associated himself.   

6. Cllr Chase told me that Cllr Yeo regularly expresses the view that smaller groups 
or panels of councillors should not be formed to take forward work on discrete 
aspects of particular projects in advance of discussion of them and decision taking 
at Full Council meetings, and that all councillors should have the right to participate 
in all discussions about them.   

7. I asked Cllr Chase about the circumstances in which Cllr Dibben left the 18 March 
meeting before it ended.  Cllr Chase explained that Cllr Dibben had been upset by 
Cllr Yeo’s tone during the discussion of agenda item no 7 and his implicit 
accusation of malpractice and wrongdoing in relation to the appointment of the 
Town Clerk in 2022.  Cllr Dibben apologised to Cllr Chase as he left the meeting. 

8. I asked Cllr Chase to comment on the statement made by Cllr Yeo, that he (Cllr 
Chase) should never have been the Mayor of Shaftesbury.  Cllr Chase explained 
that the role of Mayor is held by the councillor who is the Chair of the Town Council, 
and he thinks that Cllr Yeo’s objection may be based on a belief on his part that his 
(Cllr Chase’s) ability to chair Town Council meetings is poor.  Cllr Chase told me 
that Cllr Yeo has expressed similar views about the chairing skills of previous 
Mayors.  

 
 

Appendix E 
 

Interview with Cllr Peter Yeo (Subject Member) 
 
1. I introduced myself to Cllr Yeo and explained to him that the purpose of the 

interview was to gather information to enable me fully to understand the 
background to the complaints I had been asked to investigate, so that I could 
formulate my reports and any conclusions for consideration by the Monitoring 
Officer and the Independent Person and if necessary, by the Audit and Governance 
(Hearing) Sub-Committee.  I reminded him that the investigation is being 
undertaken in accordance with Dorset Council’s Arrangements for dealing with 
Councillor Code of Conduct complaints details of which had been notified to him 
previously.  I advised Cllr Yeo that our interview was to remain confidential. 
 

2. I explained to Cllr Yeo that my request that he permit me to record the interview 
had been made in order to assist in the preparation of a written summary of it and 

Page 246



 

15 
 

that the recording would be destroyed as soon as the summary had been agreed 
by both of us as an accurate record of what was said, in accordance with guidance 
issued by the Local Government Association.  I confirmed that the recording would 
not be shared with any third party.  Cllr Yeo remained unwilling for a recording to 
be made, and I confirmed that I would not make one.  I also confirmed that he did 
not have my permission to make a recording either. 
 

3. Cllr Yeo expressed concern that the required procedure for dealing with Code of 
Conduct complaints had not been followed.  He said that he understood that the 
procedure had been altered earlier in the year and I confirmed that it had, and that 
he had been given details of the updated procedure.  He said that he had not been 
provided with details of the Independent Person.  I reminded him that he had 
received correspondence from me and others, most recently my email to him of 28 
August 2025, advising him of the identity of the Independent Person and telling him 
that he was at liberty to contact them.  I said that I would arrange for him to be sent 
Mr Powell’s contact details, which I subsequently did by email dated 11 September 
2025. 
 

4. I advised Cllr Yeo that I had looked at his training record posted on Shaftesbury 
Town Council’s website and noted that it indicated that he had not undertaken the 
Code of Conduct (Standards) training, and that I had obtained confirmation from 
the Town Clerk that according to her records this information is correct.  I asked 
Cllr Yeo why he had not undertaken the training, and he said that he was not aware 
that he was required to do so.  I reminded him that by signing the declaration of 
acceptance of office in the aftermath of having been elected to Shaftesbury Town 
Council, he became bound by Shaftesbury Town Council’s Code of Conduct, and 
I directed him to the opening sentence in the section of it headed ‘Application of 
the Code of Conduct’.  Cllr Yeo asked me whether training about the Code of 
Conduct is compulsory, and I stated that it is; I directed him to paragraphs 8.1 and 
8.2 of the section of the Code headed ‘Complying with the Code of Conduct’ and I 
advised him that I had seen emails sent to him by the Town Clerk reminding him 
of his obligations under the Code.  Cllr Yeo said that he is and 
works full time, that he was unaware that he is obliged to undertake training about 
the Code and that he considers that his conduct has been entirely proper. 
 

5. I referred Cllr Yeo to paragraphs 1 (Respect), 5 (Disrepute) and 6 (Use of position) 
in the section of the Code of Conduct headed ‘Standards of councillor conduct’ 
these being the provisions cited in the complaint.  I also referred him to the 
provisions of Standing Order 2 of the Town Council’s Standing Orders that allow 
the Chairman of a council meeting to request moderation of conduct and to restore 
order, and Standing Order 3.k that allow the Chairman to dictate the order of 
speaking.   
 

6. I asked Cllr Yeo to explain how he considered that his conduct during the 
discussion of agenda item no 7 at the Town Council meeting on 18 March 2025, 
complied with the obligations in the Code of Conduct, particularly those relating to 
treating others with respect and not bringing the role of councillor or the Town 
Council into disrepute. 

 

7. Cllr Yeo stated that he was not surprised that the complainant has made a 
vexatious complaint.  He (Cllr Yeo) said that he has the right to speak uninterrupted 
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for three minutes to agenda items at Town Council meetings and that the 
complainant did not want the councillors who had been newly elected in 2024 and 
members of the public to know how improper the candidate selection process had 
been when the position of Town Clerk had previously been recruited for in 2022.  
The complainant had shown him (Cllr Yeo) disrespect.  The complainant is friendly 
with Cllr Chase who chaired the meeting and Cllr Chase showed bias in his conduct 
of the meeting.  I reminded him that Cllr Chase had permitted six councillors 
including himself and the complainant, to speak to the matter of the recruitment 
process.  Cllr Yeo said that Cllr Dibben had been allowed to interrupt and talk over 
him.  Cllr Yeo reiterated that the recruitment process in 2022 had been illegal and 
that the complainant and the other councillors who had been involved in the 
process, did not want the public to know about it. 

 

8. I asked Cllr Yeo whether he considered that it was acceptable for him to interrupt 
and speak over other councillors, and if so, why he felt that such behaviour is 
acceptable.  Cllr Yeo stated that the complainant and other councillors had ganged 
up on him and that he should be making complaints about their conduct.  He 
reiterated that the councillors who had been involved in the 2022 recruitment 
process did not want his views about how the current process ought to be 
undertaken to be heard because they did not like him speaking the truth. 

 

9. I told Cllr Yeo that my attention had been drawn to the publicity about the 18 March 
meeting afforded by the Alfred Daily radio programme on the This is Alfred local 
radio station the following day and on its website and related Facebook page, and 
I asked him whether he considered that the report of the meeting that appeared on 
those facilities reflected well on the Town Council and its members.  Cllr Yeo said 
that the journalist/reporter who is behind This is Alfred is a friend of the outgoing 
Town Clerk and some of the councillors including a gang of legacy councillors 
(those who had been members of the Town Council before the election in May 
2024), who use social media as a weapon and who try and bully some of the other 
members off the Town Council.  Cllr Yeo does not believe that This is Alfred offers 
an independent and unbiased view of matters on which it reports and understands 
that a number of complaints have been made about it to its regulator Ofcom. 
 

10. I asked Cllr Yeo whether there was anything he wanted to add before the interview 
was concluded.  He reiterated that he believed that the complainant’s motive in 
making the complaints was malicious and that he had an axe to grind, going back 
to events at a committee meeting in 2020 that he (Cllr Yeo) considered was being 
held unlawfully. 
            

11.  I explained that the next step is for me to prepare a note of the interview, which I 
will aim to forward to him by the end of the coming week (19 September).  I stated 
that I will aim to complete work on my draft report within the next four weeks after 
which it will go initially to the Monitoring Officer and the Independent Person, then 
to Cllr Yeo and the complainant before being finalised and submitted to the 
Monitoring Officer for a decision to be made, in accordance with paragraphs 6.H 
and 6.I of the Arrangements for dealing with Code of Conduct complaints against 
Councillors. 
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Appendix F 

 
Written statement submitted by Cllr Peter Yeo  

 
 
Cllr Yeo’s statement dated 25 September 2025 is attached. 
 
 
 

Appendix G 
 

Comments on draft report submitted on behalf of Cllr Peter Yeo with 
comments on them made by Investigating Officer in red ink 
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Appendix G 
 

Comments on draft report submitted on behalf of Cllr Peter Yeo with 
comments on them made by Investigating Officer in red ink 

 
General Principles  
 
Councillor Yeo disagrees with the Investigating Officer’s finding at page 7 of the report 
that he is in breach of the general principles. 
 
The general principles are set out on page 4 of the Town Council’s document “Model 
Councillor Code of Conduct 2020”. The Town Council’s code follows closely (apart 
from the additional interest requirement referred to above) on the LGA Model Code. 
This also contains a section entitled “general principles of councillor conduct”. Both in 
the Town Council’s code and the LGA Model Code, this section lies in a preamble to 
the code itself. The code itself commences at the section “Standards of councillor 
conduct” which states “This section sets out your obligations, which are the minimum 
standards of conduct required of you as a councillor. Should your conduct fall short of 
these standards, a complaint may be made against you, which may result in action 
being taken.”. The code provisions them follow in numbered paragraphs.  
 
It is clear that those numbered paragraphs form the sole part of the code which is 
intended to be enforceable. The general principles are intended as guidance.  
 
This is made clear in the guidance published by the LGA to the Model Code:- 
 
General principles of Councillor conduct 
The Seven Principles of Public Life (also known as the Nolan Principles) outline the 
ethical standards those working in the public sector are expected to adhere to. The 
principles apply to all public office holders at all levels including ministers, civil 
servants, councillors, and local authority officers, as well as private and voluntary 
organisations delivering services paid for by public funds. The principles are set out in 
Appendix 2 below. 
 
These principles underpin the standards that councillors should uphold and form the 
basis for the Code of Conduct, where the principles have been translated into a series 
of clear rules. While fundamental to the Code of Conduct, the principles are not part 
of the rules of the code and should be used for guidance and interpretation only.  
 
(My emphasis). 
 
It is not possible to reach a finding of breach of the general principles and this should 
be removed from the report. 
 
The complaint alleges a breach of paragraph 1 of the Town Council’s Code of Conduct 
(Respect).  Paragraph 1 of the section of the report headed ‘Conclusion’ contains a 
detailed analysis of paragraph 1 of the Code of Conduct and describes how Cllr Yeo’s 
conduct fell short of the required standard.  It refers specifically to paragraph 1 of the 
Code of Conduct twice and it is clear from reading the section of the report as a whole, 
that references to the General principles of councillor conduct at the beginning of the 
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Code were used for guidance and interpretation and not as suggested on behalf of 
Cllr Yeo as a ground for complaint.   
 
Paragraph 5: Disrepute 
 
Councillor Yeo disagrees with the Investigators’ finding at page 9 of the report that he 
is in breach of paragraph 5 of the Code for the same reasons as set out above in 
relation to COM 8299 and COM 8319. 
 
The same comments are made as those applied to the comments made on behalf of 
the subject member in connection with complaints numbered COM8299 and 
COM8319. 
 
Paragraph 8.1: training  
 
Councillor Yeo disagrees with the Investigators’ finding at page 10 of the report that 
he is in breach of paragraph 8.1 of the Code. The Investigator states that such 
allegation was not part of the complaint. It thus cannot have formed part of the scope 
of the investigation referred to her.  
 
The LGA’s guidance on Member Code of Conduct Complaints Handling states:- 
 
Evidence of new breaches 
During the course of an investigation, you may uncover evidence of conduct by 
councillors that breaches the Code of Conduct but extends beyond the scope of the 
investigation referred to you. Your powers as an investigator relate only to the 
allegation that you have been given. While that means you may consider other parts 
of the Code than those initially considered if they are relevant to the matter in hand, 
you may also uncover evidence of a possible breach that does not directly relate to 
the allegation you are investigating. If this happens, you should tell the person you 
obtained the information from that you cannot investigate the possible breach as part 
of your existing investigation. You should tell them that they may wish to make a 
separate complaint to the authority and if the authority considers it needs further action 
it could be subsequently added to your investigation or dealt with as a separate matter. 
 
This finding should be removed from the report. 
 
Dorset Council’s Arrangements for dealing with Code of Conduct complaints against 
Councillors contain a procedure that enables additional possible breaches that come 
to light during the course of an investigation to be added to the investigation – 
paragraph 6.G of the Arrangements refers  Councillor Code of Conduct complaint 
process February 2025.pdf   Following receipt of the above comments the Monitoring 
Officer sought the views of the Independent Person and decided that the investigation 
should continue and that the allegation should be added to the investigation.  The LGA 
Guidance to which the above comment refers states that it is for guidance purposes 
only and where it differs from an authority’s own arrangements under the Localism Act 
the authority’s own arrangements should be followed, and that is what has been done.   
 
It is noted that the Town Council’s website indicates that Cllr Yeo is not the only 
councillor who has not undertaken Code of Conduct training. 
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Further conclusions 
 
The further conclusions set out on pages 10 – 11 of the report are not directed towards 
whether a breach of the code has taken place and are expressions of the Investigator’s 
personal views. They should be removed from the final report. 
 
The comments did not refer to Cllr Yeo and they did not seek to introduce into the 
Conclusion section of the report starting on page 7 of it, any matters outside the scope 
of the investigation into the complaint particularised on page 2 of the report.   
 
 
Mary Dolley 
Legal Services 
Dorset Council 
28 January 2026 
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Complaint COM 8830 

Paragraph 5: Disrepute 

Councillor Yeo disagrees with the Investigators’ finding at page 9 of the report that 
he is in breach of paragraph 5 of the Code for the same reasons as set out above in 
relation to COM 8299 and COM 8319. 
 
Councillor Yeo was entitled to comment on the Town Council’s recruitment 
procedure, which he viewed as highly flawed, and his comments were political 
comments attracting the enhanced protection under Article 10 ECHR.  
 
The following part of judgment in Heesom v Public Services Ombudsman for Wales 
is highlighted: “The protection goes to ‘political expression’; but that is a broad 
concept in this context. It is not limited to expressions of or critiques of political 
views, but rather extends to all matters of public administration and public 
concern including comments about the adequacy or inadequacy of performance of 
public duties by others.” (Our emphasis). 
 
Paragraph 8.1: Training  

Councillor Yeo disagrees with the Investigators’ finding at page 10 of the report that 
he is in breach of paragraph 8.1 of the Code. The Investigator states that such 
allegation was not part of the complaint. It thus cannot have formed part of the scope 
of the investigation referred to her.  
 
The LGA’s guidance on Member Code of Conduct Complaints Handling states: 

“Evidence of new breaches 
During the course of an investigation, you may uncover evidence of conduct by 
councillors that breaches the Code of Conduct but extends beyond the scope of 
the investigation referred to you. Your powers as an investigator relate only 
to the allegation that you have been given. While that means you may 
consider other parts of the Code than those initially considered if they are 
relevant to the matter in hand, you may also uncover evidence of a possible 
breach that does not directly relate to the allegation you are investigating. If this 
happens, you should tell the person you obtained the information from that you 
cannot investigate the possible breach as part of your existing investigation. You 
should tell them that they may wish to make a separate complaint to the 
authority and if the authority considers it needs further action it could be 
subsequently added to your investigation or dealt with as a separate matter.” 
(emphasis added) 

 
The Investigating Officer refers to the Council’s arrangements to justify the addition 
of this allegation, however, per those arrangements, Councillor Yeo should have 

Page 289



been informed by the Dorset Council Monitoring Officer of the decision to add an 
allegation to the investigation. He was not so informed.  
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