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Summary of complaint 
 

After assessment of the complaint the Monitoring Officer decided 

that there was sufficient evidence to suggest potential breaches 

of the Code of Conduct in respect of two of the allegations. 

These were: 
 

   After being advised by the EDDC monitoring officers that he 

has DPI Cllr Salter continued to speak and vote instead 

claiming he only has a personal interest, under the code of 

conduct anybody with a personal interest must not try to 

influence the outcome of the matter under discussion, voting 

is the ultimate attempt to influence. (Relevant paragraph of 

http://www.eastdevon.gov.uk/


 

 the Code: Declaration of interests and participation at 

meetings, - 8.1-3 Personal interests) 
 

   An overall failure to act as a member of the Parish Council. 

(Relevant paragraphs of the Code: General obligations - 

4(a) You must treat others with courtesy and respect and 

5(c)You must not bully any person) 

 

Any declarations of interest 
 

None 

 

Hearing in public/availability 
of relevant documents for 
public inspection 

 
The Hearing was held in public and agenda papers were made 
available. 

 

Standards Sub Committee 
decision on whether or not 
there has been a failure to 
comply with the Code of 
Conduct and reasons for 
their decision 

 

The Sub Committee reached a majority decision after carefully 
considering the relevant material evidence including Councillor 
Salter’s written comments and all the representations presented. 

 

In respect of findings of fact, the Sub Committee agreed with the 
list of undisputed facts in the report of the Investigating Officer. 

 

Members of the Sub Committee also considered the disputed 
facts in detail, noting the Investigating Officer’s reasoning as set 
out in Paragraphs 6.1-12. 

 

The Sub Committee came to the following conclusions : 
 

       Councillor Salter had a personal interest in the matter of 

the development of land at King Alfred Way by virtue of 

Paragraph 8.2 of the Code of Conduct. This states that a 

councillor will also have a personal interest ‘where a 

reasonable person with knowledge of the relevant facts 

would regard the interest as greater than would affect the 

majority of residents or inhabitants in the affected area 

such that it is likely to prejudice your judgement of the 

public interest’. Councillor Salter declared a personal 

interest when this was considered and spoke and voted 

when the planning application was considered on 13 May 

and 24 June 2013. 

       Having a personal interest does not necessarily exclude a 

member from speaking on a matter and voting on it 

providing that this does not conflict with the principles of 

the Code of Conduct (1.3 (a), 1.3(f) and 1.7 (set out in full 

on Page 18 of the Investigating Officer’s report). 

 Paragraph 8.2 of the Code provides a final test of the 

restrictions on a member when they have an interest - 

‘where you have any interest in any business of the 

Council and you attend any meeting at which that 

business is to be considered, you must not seek to 

influence improperly any decision about that business’. 

Seeking to influence would be improper where one or 

more of the general principles was not adhered to. 

 The proposed development of up to 40 houses on land at 

King Alfred Way would have a greater effect on Councillor 

Salter than on the majority of residents of Newton 

Poppleford and  would have a significant impact on the 



 

 outlook and amenity of his property. However the Sub 

Committee did not accept that the development would 

necessarily impact on his enjoyment of his property. 

 Although the Sub Committee agreed that in such 

circumstances it may have been very difficult for 

Councillor Salter to act solely in the public interest they 

disagreed with the Investigating Officer that it was 

inevitable that he was also conscious of and influenced by 

his own interest. The Sub Committee do find that he acted 

solely in the public interest. 

 Notwithstanding that finding the Sub Committee did find 

that it was not enough to avoid actual impropriety but in 

this case there could be a suspicion or appearance of 

improper conduct and he did not avoid the suspicion or 

appearance of improper conduct. 

 Accordingly the Sub Committee found that Councillor 

Salter did have a conflict and did not take steps to resolve 

this conflict in such a way to protect the public interest. 

 In failing to do so, Councillor Salter did seek to influence 

improperly and therefore failed to follow Paragraph 8.2d of 

the Code. 
 

The Sub Committee conclude that Councillor Salter had 
breached the Code of Conduct in one respect namely that: 

 

At the Newton Poppleford Parish Council meetings on 
13 May and 24 June 2013, Councillor Salter had a 
personal interest in the planning applications on land 
at King Alfred Way and, by speaking and voting, he 
sought to influence improperly the decisions on them. 
He therefore failed to follow paragraph 8.2(d) of the 
Code of Conduct. 

 

Any mitigating circumstances 
taken into account 

 

No relevant mitigating circumstances were given. 

 

Sanctions imposed 
 

The Sub Committee heard and considered representations from 
the Investigating Officer and Monitoring Officer on whether a 
sanction should be recommended and if so, what form it should 
take. Councillor Salter had also been asked for any mitigating 
circumstances to be taken into account. 

 

The Sub Committee considered all the representations and 
recommends that : 

 

 EDDC publish its findings on its website in respect of the 
councillor’s conduct. 

 

(EDDC will anyway publish the findings on its own 
website as a matter of procedure) 

 

Report its findings to Newton Poppleford Parish Council 
for information 

 

(This is done as a matter of procedure) 



The Sub Committee did not feel it was appropriate to impose any 
sanctions specifically in respect of Councillor Salter, however it 
wished to make the following recommendation to the Parish 
Council: 

 

 
 

That training be arranged for all Newton Poppleford Parish 
Councillors on governance issues including Code of Conduct 
generally and specifically in relation to planning issues. 

 

 
 

The Sub Committee also discussed referring the Paul Hoey 
article on interests to EDDC’s Standards Committee for its 
consideration. The Sub Committee recommended this action and 
the possibility of wider discussion of the article with other councils 
in order to seek greater clarity and guidance on this matter. 

 

 
 
 

Signed: 
 
 
 
 

Chairman of the Standards Sub Committee 
 
Date: 15 May 2014
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1.       Introduction 
 

 
 

1.1       A complaint concerning the conduct of Councillor Graham Salter of 
Newton Poppleford and Harpford Parish Council was received by East 
Devon District Council on 31 July 2013.  The complainant was 
Councillor Chris Cole, also of Newton Poppleford and Harpford Parish 
Council.  Councillor Cole’s complaint was endorsed by the Parish 
Council at its meeting on 29 July.  The complaint is reproduced below: 

 

 
 

The complaint 
 

 
 

I propose to ask the members of NPPC to vote on whether they consider 
Councillor Salter has breached the code of conduct. The breaches I believe 
that have occurred include but are not limited to the following. 

 
1. He has deliberately misled the Parish Council and the wider community 

by saying he had received a letter from the Coleridge doctors stating 
they have not got the funds to furnish or equip the surgery, we now 
have the letter and it says nothing of the sort. 

 
2. On numerous occasions Councillor Salter has made representation and 

had discussions with officers of EDDC and the wider community 
purporting to represent the NPPC without a mandate from the NPPC. 
(examples Sue Stokes practice manager at Coleridge Medical Centre, 
CDE planning representative Leigh Rix, EDDC officer for policy SHLAA- 
Matt Dickins, EDDC head of planning - Ed Freeman). 

 
3. He has disclosed private communications between Councillors in a 

flagrant attempt to bring the parish council into disrepute. 
 

4. After being advised by the EDDC monitoring officers that he has DPI he 
continued to speak and vote instead claiming he only has a personal 
interest, under the code of conduct anybody with a personal interest 
must not try to influence the outcome of the matter under discussion, 
voting is the ultimate attempt to influence. 

 
5. Failure to complete his signed declaration of interests / code of conduct 

declaration in respect of land holdings and source of remuneration. 
 

6.     An overall failure to act as a member of the Parish Council.
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1.2       The complaint was assessed by the Monitoring Officer in consultation 
with the Independent Person.  Her conclusion was that there was 
sufficient evidence to suggest potential breaches of the Code of 
Conduct in respect of allegation 4 (interests and participation at 
meetings) and allegation 6 (behaviour towards others). 

 
1.3       In respect of the other allegations, the Monitoring Officer did not 

consider there was sufficient evidence to suggest a potential breach of 
the Code of Conduct.  Those allegations do not therefore form part of 
my investigation. 

 
1.4       The Monitoring Officer appointed me to investigate allegations 4 and 6 

of the complaint on 19 November 2013. 

 
1.5       It should be noted that it is a criminal offence for a councillor to 

participate in the business of their authority where that business 
involves a disclosable pecuniary interest.  At the time of my 
investigation, Councillor Salter’s conduct in relation to any disclosable 
pecuniary interest was being investigated by Devon and Cornwall 
Police.  I understand that this has now been completed and is not being 
pursued. 

 
1.6       Councillor Salter’s conduct in relation to any personal interest is within 

the scope of my investigation.
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2.       Councillor Salter’s official details 
 

 
 

2.1       Councillor Salter was co-opted to membership of Newton Poppleford 
and Harpford Parish Council on 5 February 2013. 

 
2.2       As part of his declaration of acceptance of office, signed on 11 February 

2013, Councillor Salter undertook to be guided by the Parish Council’s 
Code of Conduct. 

 
2.3       Councillor Salter has not received training on the Parish Council’s Code 

of Conduct. 
 
2.4       The Parish Council does not operate committees. The Council meets 

regularly to consider planning matters. 
 
 
 
 

3.       Relevant paragraphs of the Code of Conduct 
 

 
 

3.1       I have investigated Councillor Salter’s conduct in relation to the Code of 
Conduct of Newton Poppleford and Harford Parish Council, adopted in 
July 2012. 

 
3.2       The following paragraphs of the Code of Conduct are relevant: 

 

 
 

General obligations 
 

4(a)      You must treat others with courtesy and respect. 
 

5(c)      You must not bully any person. 
 

 
 

Declaration of interests and participation at meetings 
 

8.1-3    Personal interests.
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Documentary evidence 
 

4.1       I have taken account of the following information: 

 
An email from Rachel Pocock to David Atkins dated 10 April 2013. 

The notes of an open meeting arranged by the Parish Council on 
1 March 2013. 

 The minutes of the meetings of the Parish Council of 12 April, 
29 April, 13 May, 24 June and 29 July 2013. 

 The Planning Officer’s report on the outline application for 
development on land at King Alfred Way, published on the 
District Council’s website. 

 ‘Probity in Planning’, a guide for councillors and officers published 
by the Local Government Association, 2013. 

 

 
 

Oral evidence 
 

4.2       I have taken account of oral evidence through face to face interviews 
with; 

 
Councillor Chris Cole, complainant, 

David Atkins, Parish Clerk, 

Councillor Mark Sanders, 
Councillor Hazel Jeffrey 

Linda and Leslie Hunt, local residents, 

Councillor Graham Salter, subject member, 
 

and through telephone interviews with; 

 
Gill Cameron-Webb, local resident, and 

Matt Coppell, local resident. 
 

4.3       The interviews were recorded. The written records of the interviews 
were sent to the interviewees for their confirmation of accuracy. The 
dates of sending the record and of their confirmation that the record is 
accurate are shown at the end of each record. 

 
4.4       The accounts of the witnesses are shown at documents 7 to 14. 

 

 
 

Site visit 
 

4.5       I visited the site of the King Alfred Way application on 9 December 
2013.
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5.       Findings of fact 
 

 
 

5.1       There are two elements of Councillor Cole’s complaint to be 
investigated. 

 
5.2       The first is that Councillor Salter declared a personal interest in the King 

Alfred Way planning application and continued to speak and vote on the 
item. Anyone with a personal interest in a matter must not try to 
influence improperly the outcome of that matter. 

 
5.3       The second is that Councillor Salter ‘failed to act as a member of the 

Parish Council’.  In explaining this allegation to me, Councillor Cole 
referred to various aspects of Councillor Salter’s conduct since he 
became a member of the Council.  In the light of this, I have considered 
Councillor Salter’s conduct in Council meetings between March and 
July 2013 against the provisions of the Code concerning respect and 
bullying. 

 
5.4       In relation to these allegations, I have taken the principal issues for 

factual determination to be: 

 
 Did Councillor Salter have a personal interest in the King Alfred 

Way planning application? 
 Did he declare a personal interest when the Council considered 

the matter? 
 Did he speak and vote when the Council considered the matter? 

 
 In Council meetings between March and July, what did Councillor 

Salter say and do? 

 What was his manner? 
 
5.5       I have structured this section of my report around these issues. 

 

 
 

Undisputed facts 
 
5.6       In 2012, the Parish Council undertook a Strategic Housing Land 

Availability Assessment (SHLAA). The purpose of this was to identify 
possible sites for housing development within the Parish. The results 
would be considered by East Devon District Council for inclusion in the 
development plan. 

 
5.7       The SHLAA process included a public exhibition and meeting, with 

public responses recorded on a questionnaire.
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5.8       Eight potential development sites were assessed. A site to the south of 
King Alfred Way was identified as the Parish Council’s preferred site. 
The land is owned by Clinton Devon Estates, a major landowner in the 
area.  Improved infrastructure, including a new doctor’s surgery, a new 
community hall and a by-pass, was also proposed. 

 
5.9       The outcome of the SHLAA process was submitted to the District 

Council in December 2012. 
 
5.10     Graham Salter and Hazel Jeffrey were co-opted as members of the 

Parish Council on 5 February 2013. 
 
5.11     On 1 March 2013, the Parish Council held an open public meeting in 

the Village Hall on the subject of proposed development on the King 
Alfred Way site.  The meeting was not a formal meeting of the Parish 
Council.  A representative of Clinton Devon Estates attended to 
describe the proposed development and answer questions. 

 
5.12     The Clerk opened the meeting and called for nominations for a chair. 

Councillor Cole was proposed but Councillor Salter objected on the 
grounds that Councillor Cole had previously stated that he was in favour 
of the development.  Councillor Salter was then proposed as chair and 
he undertook this role for the duration of the meeting. 

 
5.13     Councillor Mark Sanders was elected Chairman of the Parish Council 

on 25 March. 
 
5.14     A Planning meeting was held on 12 April.  An outline planning 

application on the King Alfred Way site was to be considered. The 
application was for up to 42 houses, a doctor’s surgery and a 
community hall. 

 
5.15     At this item, the Clerk read out an email from the Democratic Services 

Manager of East Devon District Council. This stated that, on the facts 
available, it was her view that Councillor Salter had a disclosable 
pecuniary interest which he should declare at the meeting.  He should 
not participate and should leave the council chamber while the item was 
under discussion (document 1). 

 
5.16     Councillor Salter accepted that he had an interest but not that it was 

pecuniary.  He said he wished to speak to the item but was happy not to 
vote. 

 
5.17     Councillor Salter claimed that Councillor Cole had an interest in the 

application as he had purchased a property from Clinton Devon Estates 
some years ago.  Councillor Cole denied that this connection was 
material.
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5.18     The Chair considered that the issue of interests required further legal 
advice.  He adjourned the meeting, with no decision on the King Alfred 
Way application being made. 

 
5.19     The next full Council meeting was held on 29 April.  Councillor Salter 

tabled a proposal that the SHLAA process should be re-run. There was 
no seconder and his proposal was therefore not pursued. 

 
5.20     The Council returned to its consideration of the King Alfred Way 

application at its Planning meeting on 13 May.  In view of the confusion 
at the adjourned 12 April meeting, the Chairman confirmed various 
procedural rules and set out his understanding of the position regarding 
interests. 

 
5.21     Councillor Salter declared an interest in the King Alfred Way 

application.  He stated that the proposal had no effect on his property 
and therefore he did not have to withdraw from the meeting.  Councillor 
Salter remained in the meeting and spoke to the item (document 2). 

 
5.22     Councillor Salter proposed that the Council did not support the 

application. This was carried by four votes to three, with Councillor 
Salter voting. The Council’s decision not to support the application was 
conveyed to East Devon District Council. 

 
5.23     At the Council meeting on 24 June, a revised application for the King 

Alfred Way site was to be considered. This application was for up to 40 
houses and a doctor’s surgery – the community hall had been omitted. 
Councillor Salter declared that he had a personal interest in the matter 
as the site was adjacent to his property. 

 
5.24     Under ‘Correspondence’, Councillor Salter quoted from emails between 

parish councillors about a letter to the local paper and its writer. 
 
5.25     Councillor Salter spoke and voted on the King Alfred Way application. 

The Council again decided not to support the application (document 3). 
 
5.26     At the Council meeting on 29 July, Councillor Cole read out the details 

of his allegations against Councillor Salter and proposed that a Code of 
Conduct complaint be made.  His proposal was supported by 9 votes 
to 1. The Clerk submitted the complaint on 30 July. 

 
5.27     The revised application for the King Alfred Way development gained 

planning consent at the Development Management Committee of East 
Devon District Council on 17 September 2013.
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Disputed facts 
 

Councillor S a lte r’s in terest  in  t he  K in g A lf red W ay p lann ing a 
p p licatio n  

 

Did Councillor Salter have a personal interest in the King Alfred Way 
planning application? 

 
5.28     Under the Parish Council’s Code of Conduct, councillors are required to 

register whether they have a personal interest under various defined 
categories.  In his Notice of Registerable Interests, Councillor Salter 
declares a personal interest in only one of the categories, namely 
membership of a charitable body. 

 
5.29     Over and above the defined categories, the Code states in paragraph 

8.2 that a councillor will also have a personal interest; 
 

 
 

... where a reasonable person with knowledge of the relevant facts 
would regard the interest as greater than would affect the majority of 
residents or inhabitants in the affected area such that it is likely to 
prejudice your judgment of the public interest. 

 

 
 

5.30     Councillor Salter lives at Little Shule, off Farthings Lane, and also owns 
a plot of land to the south of Little Shule. The majority of his land 
ownership, including his house plot, is adjacent to and abuts the King 
Alfred Way development site (document 4). 

 
5.31     There is an established hedgerow on the boundary between the two 

land areas. However, since Councillor Salter’s land slopes gently down 
towards the hedgerow and the King Alfred Way land slopes gently 
upwards away from it, the development site is visible and prominent 
from Councillor Salter’s house (document 5). 

 
5.32     Currently, the outlook from Little Shule is very open and pastoral. The 

development of up to 40 houses in the adjacent fields would, in my 
view, have a significant impact on the outlook and amenity of the 
property. 

 
5.33     I consider that a reasonable person with a knowledge of these facts 

would regard the development at King Alfred Way as having a greater 
effect on Councillor Salter than on the majority of the inhabitants of 
Newton Poppleford.  I further consider that the likely impact of the 
development is such that it would prejudice Councillor Salter’s 
judgement of the public interest.
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5.34     Accordingly, I find that; 

 
    by virtue of paragraph 8.2 of the Code of Conduct, Councillor Salter 

had a personal interest in the matter of the development of land at 
King Alfred Way. 

 

 
 

Did Councillor Salter declare a personal interest when the Council 
considered the matter? 

 
5.35     The minutes of the 13 May meeting state that Councillor Salter declared 

an interest in respect of the proposed development of the site at King 
Alfred Way. They also state that Councillor Salter reiterated his views 
that the proposal had no effect on his property and therefore he did not 
have to withdraw from the meeting. 

 
5.36     The minutes of the 24 June meeting state that Councillor Salter 

declared a personal interest in the revised application at King Alfred 
Way because the site was adjacent to his property. 

 
5.37     At interview, Councillor Salter confirmed that he had declared a 

personal interest in respect of the King Alfred Way application. He said 
he accepted that he had a personal interest because it was adjacent to 
his land.  He said he had declared a personal interest at every meeting. 

 
5.38     I find therefore that; 

 
    At the Council meetings of 13 May and 24 June, Councillor Salter 

declared a personal interest in the matter of the proposed 
development of land at King Alfred Way. 

 

 
 

Did Councillor Salter speak and vote on the planning application for 
development at King Alfred Way? 

 
5.39     The minutes of the 13 May meeting refer to Councillor Salter adding 

points of concern, including the lack of funding for a doctor’s surgery. 
They also state that Councillor Salter proposed that the Council did not 
support the application. 

 
5.40     The minutes record that the council voted 4 to 3 in favour of Councillor 

Salter’s proposal not to support the application. 
 
5.41     The minutes of the 24 June meeting show that Councillor Salter spoke 

to the item. The Council voted not to support the revised application.
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5.42     At interview, Councillor Salter confirmed that he spoke to object to the 
planning applications. He said his points were all factual reasons for 
the application not going through. 

 
5.43     I find therefore that; 

 
    At the Council meetings of 13 May and 24 June, Councillor Salter 

spoke and voted on the planning applications for development on 
land at King Alfred Way. 

 

 
 

 Cou n cillor  S a lte r’ s conduct in Council meetings between March and 
July 

 

5.44     I asked witnesses about Councillor Salter’s conduct in Council Meetings 
between 1 March and 29 July 2013. A summary of their accounts is 
given in Table 1. A summary of the views expressed on Councillor 
Salter’s conduct generally is given in Table 2. 

 
5.45     From these accounts, I have extracted the allegations and main issues 

of concern regarding Councillor Salter’s conduct.  By considering the 
accounts of witnesses and the minutes of the meetings, I have made 
findings on the allegations and issues of concern.  These are given 
below. 

 
Allegation Finding 

1 March, Open meeting 
 
Said Cllr Cole was unfit to 
chair the meeting. 

 
 
 
 

Told the agent of the 
developer to sit down and 
shut up. 

 
Was discourteous and 
aggressive to the agent. 

 

 
 

Cllr Salter objected to Cllr Cole 
chairing, claiming he was biased 
because he had previously made his 
views clear. 

 
Cllr Salter limited the contributions of 
the agent. 

 

 
 

Cllr Salter’s manner was firm and 
somewhat aggressive. 

12 April, Planning meeting 
 
Said Cllr Cole had a DPI 
because he had bought a 
property from CDE. 

 

 
 

Cllr Salter claimed Cllr Cole had a DPI 
because he had bought a property 
from CDE. 
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Allegation Finding 

29 April, Full Council 
 
Said ‘you are a disgrace’ – 
possibly aimed at the 
Chairman, Cllr Sanders. 

 

 
 

Cllr Salter said ‘you are a disgrace’ 
referring to the Council as a whole 
(see minutes). 

13 May, Planning meeting 
 
Discourteous, butted in, 
aggressive, accusatory to 
Cllr Cole. 

 

 
 

Descriptions of Cllr Salter’s conduct 
are contradictory. 

 
The subject matter was controversial 
and the meeting was tense. 

24 June, Full Council 
 
Read out sensitive emails 
sent between councillors. 

 

 
 

Said the Clerk had not done 
his job. 

 

 
 

Cllr Salter quoted from emails sent 
between members of the Parish 
Council. 

 
Cllr Salter raised matters that he 
believed had not been carried out 
correctly by the Clerk. 

29 July, Full Council 
 
Accusatory and quite 
aggressive. 

 
Had met separately with a 
group of residents who had 
called for no confidence in 
the Council. 

 

 
 

This was a minority view. 
 

 
 

Cllr Salter met with a group of 
residents. The group called for a 
motion of no confidence in the council. 
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Table 1:  Summary of accounts of Councillor Salter’s conduct, by meeting 
 

Meeting Cllr Chris 
Cole 

David Atkins Cllr Mark 
Sanders 

Linda and 
Leslie Hunt 

Cllr Hazel 
Jeffrey 

Gill Cameron- 
Webb 

Matt Coppell Cllr Graham 
Salter 

1 March 
Open meeting. 
Cllr Salter took 
the chair. 

Declared you 
were unfit to 
chair the 
meeting. 
Agents of 
developers told 
to shut up. 

Told 
applicant’s 
advisor to sit 
down. 

Said Cllr Cole 
was biased. 
Claimed 
fraudulent 
behaviour 
Aggressive to 
CDE rep – told 
him to be quiet. 

Quite 
aggressive. 
Wouldn’t let 
CDE rep 
speak – told 
him to sit 
down. Very 
discourteous. 

He opposed Cllr 
Cole as Chair 
because he had 
already made 
his views clear. 
A little 
aggressive. 
Out of line, 
unwarranted. 

Firm.  Not 
discourteous 
or aggressive. 
Didn’t allow 
CDE rep to 
take over 
meeting. 

Said Cllr Cole 
was not 
impartial. 
Chaired well – 
was not 
discourteous. 
Stopped CDE 
rep talking out of 
turn – was firm. 

Nothing 
mentioned. 

12 April 
Planning 
meeting. 
Advice on 
DPIs. 
Meeting 
adjourned. 

Accused you 
of having a 
DPI. 

Nothing 
mentioned. 

Shouted out that 
Cllr Cole had a 
DPI. 

Didn’t attend. Said conduct of 
SHLAA was an 
absolute 
disgrace. 
Claimed Cllr 
Cole had DPI; 
implied he was 
trying to hide 
something. 

Heated 
discussion but 
no one person 
responsible. 

Said Cllr Cole 
had an interest 
with CDE in the 
past. 

Cllr Cole had 
a business 
arrangement 
with CDE 
and had 
never 
declared an 
interest. 

29 April 
Full Council. 
SHLA should 
be re-run. 

Nothing 
mentioned. 

Minutes 
record Cllr 
Salter said 
‘You (the 
Council) are 
all a 
disgrace’. 

Got very angry – 
said you were a 
disgrace and not 
fit to sit in the 
Council. 

Didn’t attend. You are all a 
disgrace. 
Clerk had made 
a threat to him. 
Manner fairly 
unpleasant 

Called it a 
disgrace. Had 
been speaking 
about the 
process. 

He referred to 
SHLAA process 
as a shambles. 

Said Council 
was a 
disgrace for 
not doing 
SHLAA 
process 
correctly. 
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Meeting Cllr Chris 
Cole 

David Atkins Cllr Mark 
Sanders 

Linda and 
Leslie Hunt 

Cllr Hazel 
Jeffrey 

Gill Cameron- 
Webb 

Matt Coppell Cllr Graham 
Salter 

13 May 
Planning 
meeting. 
Declarations. 
Vote on KAW. 

Couldn’t recall 
anything. 

Discourteous 
– against 
anybody who 
would not 
listen to his 
point of view. 

Nothing 
mentioned. 

Bullied other 
members of the 
Council.  Rude - 
butted in.  Very 
aggressive. 
Accusatory to 
Cllr Cole. 
Implied things 
not above board. 

Didn’t recall 
manner. 
Misled Council 
over funding 
for surgery. 

Just gave his 
views.  Not 
aggressive, 
didn’t butt in. 
Didn’t recall 
him accusing 
Cllr Cole. 

Didn’t remember 
anything in 
particular about 
his manner. 
Didn’t recall him 
accusing Cllr 
Cole. 

Not aware of 
doing 
anything 
rude, 
discourteous 
or insulting. 
Spoke 
directly but 
did not shout. 

24 June 
Full Council. 

Put private 
communication 
s between 
members into 
public domain. 

Nothing 
mentioned. 

Read out 
private and 
sensitive 
emails 

Didn’t attend. Said Clerk had 
not done his 
job. 
Read out 
private emails. 

Had read out 
emails. 
Information 
was 
disclosable. 
Didn’t recall 
criticism of 
Clerk. 

Understood he 
hadn’t 
mentioned any 
names. Emails 
were in public 
interest. 

Had given 
specific facts 
about what 
Clerk was not 
doing 
correctly and 
asked for 
them to be 
reviewed. 

29 July 
Full Council. 
Resolution to 
make 
complaint. 

Nothing 
mentioned. 

Nothing 
mentioned. 

Had met 
separately with 
a group of 
residents. . 

Accusatory and 
quite 
aggressive. 

Cllr Salter 
party to no 
confidence 
meeting. 

Very quiet 
because he 
had been 
ganged up on. 

Cllr Salter 
deflated. An 
example of him 
being bullied. 

Nothing 
mentioned. 
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Table 2:  Summary of accounts of Councillor Salter’s conduct generally: 
 

Cllr Chris Cole David Atkins Cllr Mark 
Sanders 

Linda and 
Leslie Hunt 

Cllr Hazel 
Jeffrey 

Gill Cameron- 
Webb 

Matt Coppell Cllr Graham 
Salter 

Publicly accused 
you of being 
corrupt. 
Lodged a formal 
complaint 
against the 
chairman. 
Purported to 
represent the 
Council but with 
no mandate. 
Took any steps 
he could to 
undermine and 
belittle the 
Council. 

Told chairman 
he was no good 
at chairing. 
His attitude and 
the way he 
spoke was a 
bullying tactic. 

Felt bullied by 
Cllr Salter. 
Very aggressive, 
constantly telling 
you that you 
were wrong. 
Had got people 
to make formal 
complaints 
against you. 
Recorded 
meeting. Acted 
to undermine 
you. 

Didn’t want to 
follow 
procedures. 
Quite loud and 
dominant. 
Tried to 
steamroller 
meetings. 

Generally 
discourteous to 
the Clerk. 
Makes 
statements in 
public about him 
making mistakes 
and not doing his 
job. 
Regard this as 
intimidation and 
bullying. 
Generally 
aggressive about 
KAW. 

Cllr Salter was 
not bullying – 
there were worse 
examples from 
other councillors. 
He was trying to 
bring to light 
breaches in 
process but was 
repeatedly 
stopped. 
Clerk had been 
criticised by 
public. 

Not aggressive 
in any of the 
meetings. 
Brought up the 
facts and got his 
point across. 
Sure of his 
opinions. 
Accused of 
bullying but new 
to Council and in 
no position of 
power. 
Spoke up for 
majority of 
opinion in village. 

The only person 
to have been 
bullied was you. 
You were a new 
councillor against 
six others. 
Things had been 
done incorrectly. 
Mistakes should 
not be hidden. 
They should be 
acknowledged in 
public and put 
right. 
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6.       Reasoning as to whether there has been a failure to 
comply with the Code of Conduct 

 

 
 

6.1       My findings about Councillor Salter’s interest in the King Alfred Way 
application and about his conduct in the six meetings can now be 
assessed in relation to the Parish Council’s Code of Conduct. 

 

 
 

Paragraph 8.2 and 8.3 – Personal interests 
 
6.2       I found above that Councillor Salter; 

 
 had a personal interest in the matter of the development of land at 

King Alfred Way, 

 declared a personal interest in the matter when it was 
considered, and 

 spoke and voted when the planning applications were 
considered at the meetings on 13 May and 24 June. 

 
6.3       The Code of Conduct sets out the principles under which members 

should deal with interests under Part 1 – General Provisions.  The 
following principles are relevant in this case: 

 
1.3(a)   You must act solely in the public interest and should never 

improperly confer an advantage or disadvantage on any person 
or act to gain financial or other material benefits for yourself, 
your family, a friend or close associate. 

 
1.3(f)    ..... you must take steps to resolve any conflicts arising in a way 

that protects the public interest ..... 
 

1.7       It is not enough to avoid actual impropriety, you should at all 
times avoid any occasion for suspicion or appearance of 
improper conduct. 

 
6.4       Having a personal interest does not necessarily exclude a member from 

speaking on a matter and voting on it.  Indeed, providing there is no 
conflict with the above principles, there will be many cases where a 
member can do so.
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6.5       Paragraph 8.2 of the Code provides a final test of the restrictions on a 
member when they have an interest.  It states: 

 

 
 

Where you have any interest in any business of the Council and you 
attend any meeting at which that business is to be considered, you 
must: 

 
(d) not seek to influence improperly any decision about that business. 

 
 
 
 

Seeking to influence would be improper where one or more of the 
general principles was not adhered to. 

 
6.6.      I found above that a development of up to 40 houses on the land at 

King Alfred Way would have a greater effect on Councillor Salter than 
on the majority of the residents of Newton Poppleford.  The 
development would have a significant impact on the outlook and 
amenity of his property and in turn his enjoyment of it. 

 
6.7       In such circumstances, it would be very difficult, if not impossible, for 

Councillor Salter to act solely in the public interest. I do not doubt that 
Councillor Salter believes he was acting in the public interest but I 
consider it inevitable that he was also conscious of and influenced by 
his own interest. 

 
6.8       Councillor Salter therefore had a conflict of interests.  That conflict was 

likely to prejudice his impartiality.  He did not take steps to resolve this 
conflict and continued to speak and vote on the King Alfred Way 
applications. 

 
6.9       I am in no doubt that Councillor Salter’s opposition to the development 

and his vote to object to it gives rise to the suspicion or appearance of 
improper conduct. 

 
6.10     In summary, I consider that, in speaking on and voting against the King 

Alfred Way development, Councillor Salter; 

 
 did not act solely in the public interest, 
 did not take steps to resolve a conflict in a way that protected 

the public interest, and 

did not avoid the suspicion or appearance of improper conduct.
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Because he did not follow these principles, I conclude that Councillor 
Salter sought to influence improperly the Parish Council’s decision on 
the King Alfred Way application 

 
6.11     This interpretation is confirmed by the flowchart on councillors’ interests 

given in the Local Government Association’s publication ‘Probity in 
Planning’ (document 6).  This states that; 

 
 where a councillor has a personal interest which relates to an 

item at a planning committee, and 
 where that interest is likely to be seen as prejudicing their 

impartiality or ability to meet the principles of public life, 
then 

 the councillor cannot participate in the discussion or take part 
in any vote. 

 
6.12     I find therefore that Councillor Salter failed to follow paragraph 8.2(d) of 

the Code of Conduct. 
 

 
 

Paragraph 4(a):  You must treat others with courtesy and respect 
 
6.13     Treating people with courtesy and respect involves having regard for 

them and their feelings and showing politeness towards them. 
 
6.14     The Code’s requirement for respect is not intended to stand in the way 

of vigorous political debate.  Differences of opinions and the defence of 
those opinions through challenge and argument are an essential part of 
political life. 

 
6.15     A distinction can be made between strong words forwarding an 

argument or criticising an idea, and rude or insulting comments about a 
person or their character. 

 
6.16     The question of the location and size of sites for housing development 

at Newton Poppleford has proved to be controversial and divisive.  The 
planning application for up to 40 houses at King Alfred Way followed 
quickly after the completion of the SHLAA process. 

 
6.17     It drew considerable public opposition on a number of grounds and 

particularly on the scale of the proposed development. The application 
also raised questions about the SHLAA process which had identified 
King Alfred Way as the preferred site for the village. 

 
6.18     The context for Councillor Salter’s conduct is therefore of a 

controversial housing proposal with strongly held and opposing views 
amongst parish councillors and substantial and vocal opposition from 
the community at large.
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6.19     At the 1 March open meeting, Councillor Salter objected to Councillor 
Cole chairing because he had previously expressed support for the 
King Alfred Way site. This seems to have been the case.  Councillor 
Jeffery proposed that Councillor Salter took the chair and he did so with 
the general consent of the meeting. 

 
6.20     Several witnesses were concerned that Councillor Salter limited the 

contributions of the developer’s agent.  The agent was not prevented 
from speaking altogether, however.  Other witnesses felt that Councillor 
Salter was right not to allow the agent to take over the meeting. There 
is no evidence that Councillor Salter was rude or insulting to the agent 
personally. 

 
6.21     Some witnesses considered Councillor Salter’s manner as aggressive. 

Others did not, describing it as firm. 
 
6.22     Overall, I do not conclude that Councillor Salter’s conduct was 

disrespectful at this meeting. 
 
6.23     At the 12 April Planning meeting, Councillor Salter claimed Councillor 

Cole had a disclosable pecuniary interest because he had bought a 
property from Clinton Devon Estates in the past.  Councillor Cole does 
not deny this but does not accept that he has a pecuniary interest. I do 
not consider that raising this matter and challenging Councillor Cole 
was disrespectful. 

 
6.24     At the 29 April Council meeting, Councillor Salter expressed his strong 

dissatisfaction with the SHLAA process and called for it to be re-run. It 
is clear that Councillor Salter firmly believes that the process was 
flawed and he is entitled to express and justify this view. 

 
6.25     When he got no support for his proposal, Councillor Salter said ‘you are 

a disgrace’. The minutes state that he said ‘you are all a disgrace’ and 
was referring to the whole Council. This interpretation was supported 
by several witnesses. Since it was not aimed personally, I do not 
consider that the comment was disrespectful. 

 
6.26     The 13 May Planning meeting had a large public attendance and the 

Chair made a point of stating the procedural rules on public speaking 
and the time limits for members speaking.  He also referred to the 
position of members relating to disclosable pecuniary interests. 

 
6.27     Although one witness felt that Councillor Salter was rude, aggressive 

and butted in, such conduct was not reported by others. I would not 
regard contributing forcefully and butting in as amounting to disrespect 
under the Code.
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6.28     A concern at the 24 June Council meeting was that Councillor Salter 
quoted from emails sent between councillors commenting on a letter to 
the local paper and its writer.  The Monitoring Officer has already 
established that the email in question was not marked private or 
confidential and concluded that, by quoting from it, Councillor Salter did 
not bring the Council into disrepute. 

 
6.29     No-one has claimed that Councillor Salter misquoted from the emails. 

Some witnesses felt that the information disclosed was in the public 
interest. Whilst his action was unwelcome for the writers, I do not 
consider that it amounted to disrespect. 

 
6.30     At their 29 July meeting, the Council received notification that a small 

group of residents had met in the Cannon Inn and agreed a vote of no 
confidence in the Chairman and Vice-Chairman of the Council.  Some 
parish councillors were concerned that Councillor Salter had attended 
the meeting. 

 
6.31     Councillor Salter’s role in this meeting is not clear but councillors are 

entitled and indeed expected to meet with their constituents and I can 
see nothing wrong with this. 

 
6.32     Most witness either did not mention Councillor Salter’s conduct at this 

meeting or described him as quiet or deflated. 
 
6.33     In addition to the specific allegations of disrespect, I received a number 

of general comments on this aspect of Councillor Salter’s conduct. 
These included him being quite loud and dominant, trying to steamroller 
meetings, having an aggressive attitude and being accusatory. 

 
6.34     My impression is that Councillor Salter’s manner can be blunt, 

assertive, forceful and persistent.  I can understand that this can be 
uncomfortable and unpleasant for those in receipt of it. 

 
6.35     I regard these characteristics as part of Councillor Salter’s nature, 

however, rather than constituting disrespectful conduct. 
 
6.36     My conclusion is that, in Council meetings between March and July, 

Councillor Salter was not disrespectful to others.
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Paragraph 5(c) - You must not bully any person. 
 
6.37     Paragraph 5(c) of the Code defines bullying as; 

 
 any single act or pattern of offensive, intimidating, malicious, 

insulting or humiliating behaviour, or 
 

 an abuse or misuse of power or authority which attempts to 
undermine or coerce, or has the effect of undermining or coercing, 
an individual or group of individuals by gradually eroding their 
confidence or capability which may cause them to suffer stress or 
fear. 

 
6.38     Two witnesses mentioned bullying in the context of describing 

Councillor Salter’s attitude and the way he spoke and how he was rude 
and butted in. I do not consider the conduct they were describing as 
falling into any of the categories of behaviour in the first part of the 
definition above. 

 
6.39     Councillor Sanders reported that he felt undermined by Councillor 

Salter constantly telling him that he was wrong.  This may have been 
the case but Councillor Salter is in no position of power or authority over 
Councillor Sanders. 

 
6.40     Councillor Salter is a newly appointed councillor forwarding a case with 

which a number of councillors, including the Chairman and Vice- 
Chairman, disagree. I do not therefore consider that the circumstances 
in the second part of the definition above apply. 

 
6.41     Councillor Jeffery was concerned that Councillor Salter had made 

statements in public about the Clerk not doing his job.  In this case, 
Councillor Salter is in a position of some authority in relation to the 
Clerk as he is a member of the body that is the Clerk’s employer.  If 
Councillor Salter was attempting to undermine the Clerk, that could 
amount to bullying. 

 
6.42     However, Councillor Salter’s principal target seems to have been the 

SHLAA process.  He told me he had given seven reasons why the 
process had been incorrect.  He had called for the process to be 
reviewed.  I do not, therefore, consider that Councillor Salter was 
attempting to bully the Clerk. 

 
6.43     My conclusion is that, in Council meetings between March and July, 

Councillor Salter did not bully any person.
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7.       Findings 
 

 
 

7.1       In summary, I find that: 
 

 At the Council meetings on 13 May and 24 June 2013, 
Councillor Salter had a personal interest in the planning 
applications on land at King Alfred Way and, by speaking and 
voting, he sought to influence improperly the decisions on 
them.  He therefore failed to follow paragraph 8.2(d) of the Code 
of Conduct. 

 
 In Council meetings between March and July 2013, Councillor 

Salter was not disrespectful to others.  He did not, therefore, 
fail to follow paragraph 4(a) of the Code of Conduct. 

 
 In Council meetings between March and July 2013 

Councillor Salter did not bully any person.  He did not, 
therefore, fail to follow paragraph 5(c) of the Code of 
Conduct. 

 
7.2       The reasoning for my findings is set out in section 6 above. 

 
7.3       Councillor Cole and Councillor Salter were sent a draft of this report on 

15 January 2014. 
 
7.4       Councillor Cole accepted the report and its conclusions.  I received no 

comments from Councillor Salter. 
 
7.5       I issued my final report on 25 January. 

 
7.6       On receiving this, Councillor Salter notified me that he had not received 

the draft report and had therefore not had the opportunity to comment 
on it.  I reported this to the Monitoring Officer and she granted 
Councillor Salter until 12 February to provide written comments to me. 
As at 23 February, Councillor Salter had not provided me with written 
comments or verbal comments by telephone. 

 
7.7       I issued this updated final report on 24 February.  It will be will be 

forwarded to the Monitoring Officer who will carry out the remaining 
stages of the Council’s complaints procedure.
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8.       Schedule of evidence taken into account 
 
 
 

 
Document 

No. 
Description 

1 Email from Rachel Pocock to David Atkins dated 
10 April 2013 

2 Extract from the minutes of the Council meeting held on 
13 May 2013 

3 Extract from the minutes of the Council meeting held on 
24 June 2013 

4 Plan showing the King Alfred Way application site 
in relation to Councillor Salter’s property 

5 Photographs showing the view towards the King Alfred 
Way site from Councillor Salter’s property 

6 Flowchart on councillors’ interests given in 
‘Probity in Planning’ 

7 Record of interview with Councillor Chris Cole 

8 Record of interview with David Atkins 

9 Record of interview with Councillor Mark Sanders 

10 Record of interview with Linda and Leslie Hunt 

11 Record of interview with Councillor Hazel Jeffery 

12 Record of interview with Gill Cameron-Webb 

13 Record of interview with Matt Coppell 

14 Record of interview with Councillor Graham Salter 
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Document 1:  Email from Rachel Pocock to David Atkins dated 10 April 
2013 

 

 
 
 
 
 

From: Rachel Pocock 
Sent: 10 April 2013 18:00 

To: Cllr David Atkins 
Cc: Denise Lyon 
Subject: PROTECT: Newton Poppleford parish council 

 
Dear David 

 
As you requested I confirm my advice concerning Disclosable Pecuniary 
interests. I understand the PC is to consider a planning application for a site on 
Alfred Way next door to where Councillor Salter lives. On these facts, in my 
view Councillor Salter has a DPI which he should declare at the meeting, should 
not participate and should leave the council chamber while the item is under 
discussion. The interest in question is his home and a planning application for 
the land next door may be said to relate to it because it may materially affect 

the value of his home. 
 
Any possible breach of this requirement is a matter for the police, not this 
Council. As ever, it is members’ individual responsibility to declare interests and 
comply with the Code of Conduct. 

 
Regards 

 
Rachel Pocock 
Corporate Legal and Democratic Services Manager 

East Devon District Council
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Document 2:  Extract from the minutes of the Council meeting held on 
13 May 2013 

 

 
 

Minutes of the Parish Council Meeting held in the Village Hall on 

Monday 13th May 2013 at 8.00pm 

 
Present: -                   Cllrs    Sanders - (in the Chair) 

Cole - (Chair of Planning) 

Cook 

Clarke 

H Jeffery 

Salter 

Slattery 

Pearce 

Phillips 
David Atkins (Clerk & RFO) 

 
Apologies:-                Cllrs D Jeffery 

 
In attendance:-       Cllr Potter DC. 

 
Note:  The Chairman stated at this point:- 

 
‘This is a planning meeting and not an open meeting so no member of the public can 

interrupt the proceedings. 

 
Should any request from the Council to solicit a response from a member of the public 

be requested then this can only come through the Chair and at the Chair’s discretion. 

 
I have a standing order here which states that no member of the Council exceeds 5 

minutes in their thoughts and comments on the proposal. 

 
Furthermore to avoid a similar situation to the last planning meeting I am advised that 

any member of the Council can speak and vote in response to the proposal and 

subsequently any perceived breach of the rules of interest can be escalated to the 

appropriate authorities once the meeting is adjourned.  A person with a perceived 

Discretionary Pecuniary Interest (DPI) is entitled to reach their own conclusion 

regarding their interest. 

 
(refer to Denise Lyon’s letter). 

 
I say this bearing in mind that breach of Council rules on interest may be subject to a 

criminal investigation.  Is everybody clear? 

 
So can I have any declarations of interest please.’
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Declarations of Interest:- Cllr Slattery in respect of the potential development at 

Down  Close and the closeness of his property to the potential development. 

 
Cllr Salter in respect of the proposed development of the site at King Alfred Way.  He 

reiterated his views that the proposal had no effect on his property and therefore he did 

not have to withdraw from the meeting. 

 

Minutes of the meeting held on 12th April to be approved and signed.  Cllr Salter 

objected to these as presented and considered they were not properly reflecting what 

had taken place.  It was agreed to review the content, they were therefore not signed off. 
 

 
 

11/12/77         Planning Applications received:- 

 
A)       13/03/16/MOUT                                Land south of King Alfred Way, 

High Street. 

 
Proposal:-  Outline application etc (as per agenda). 

 
Cllr Cook opened the debate with her concerns referring to the AONB, loss and 

management of hedges, loss of Grade I Agricultural land and in particular arable land. 

Traffic increase and the crossing of the footpath known as Farthings Lane. Cllr Salter 

added points of concern. including the funding of a new Doctors Surgery and  that he 

had apparently received a letter from the Doctors stating that they did not have any 

funds in place to equip the building. Other issues mentioned: inadequate ecological 

information submitted by the Applicant  and flooding concerns   Cllr Cole put forward 

the views that the community could benefit from a development which could contribute 

to the improvement of the village’s future needs and that the Council had noted the 

doctors request for enlarged facilities. 

 
Members debated the whole matter the pros and cons. 

 
Cllr Salter proposed that the Council do not support the application for all the 

reasons raised during the debate, highlighting that the schools Head Master had attended 

the previous meeting and advised that within the School rebuild a community Hall 

facility was to be incorporated. ( noting Cllr Channons previous point that the whole 

matter relies on funds being available, of which she had concerns). Minute 11/12/74 B 

refers of the meeting held on the 29th April 2013. 

 
Cllr Channon also agreed to seek information from the  Officer in respect to the 

use of King Alfred Way to the A3052 for Access. 

 
Cllr Cole proposed that the Council support the application as the site would 

accommodate some major community benefits, Affordable housing, new doctors 

surgery, site for a Community Hall or play area.
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A vote was about to taken when Cllr Phillips called a point of order, “Is Cllr 

Salter able to Vote, Cllr Salter interjected. Saying “the Chairman at the start said, I am 

able to, but if they wanted they could take further Legal action against me if they felt it 

was necessary. I am more than happy that my position is fine”. The Vote was taken 

resulting in four members being in favour and three against. A majority decision. 

 
The Clerk said he would draw together the reasons the application could not be 

supported and email these to all members for consideration and clearance before passing 

to EDDC.  It was proposed and agreed that a letter be sent to the District Council 

pointing out that that the support for the King Alfred way site when considered under 

the SHLAA was a majority decision and not unanimously supported by members of the 

Parish Council.
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Document 3:  Extract from the minutes of the Council meeting held on 
24 June 2013 

 

 
 

Minutes of the Parish Council Meeting held in the Village Hall on 

Monday 24
th 

June 2013 at 8.00pm 

 
Present: -                   Cllrs    Sanders - (Chairman) 

Cole - (Vice Chairman & Planning Chair) 

Clarke 

Cook 

H Jeffery 

D Jeffery 

Pearce 

Phillips 

Slattery 

Salter 

Tillotson 

 
Apologies:-                       None. 

 
In attendance:-         David Atkins (Clerk & RFO). 

Cllr Potter (DC) 

Cllr Channon (CC) - Later 

55 Members of the Public 

 
10/13/14         Declarations of Interest:- Cllr Slattery - Personal due to development 

which may in time take place, adjacent to his property at Down Close, through the 

SHLAA process. 
1.         Cllr Salter -King Alfred way. Personnel, land adjacent to his Property 
2.          Cllr Salter  -  In respect of Popplefords planning application re. The Spa 

at Popplefords, he considered himself to have a Pecuniary interest as his partner has an 

interest, in a similar business, which may be impacted. 

3.         Cllr Salter - has business interests with the Applicant for Southerton 

Park.planning Application. 

 
Cllr Cook questioned the position over Pecuniary Interest in general especially 

Property Values. 
 

Minutes of the meeting held on 29
th 

April and 13
th 

May revised.  In respect of 

the 13
th 

May there was another up-dated version tabled, which it was agreed could not 
be signed off as no-one had had time to read them, agreed to pass to the next meeting. 

In respect of the 29
th 

April 2013, these were duly agreed and signed by the Chairman 
and all pages initialled. 

 
Proposed Cllr H Jeffery 

Seconded Cllr Cole                                                               Nem con. 

 
The Clerk said these would now be placed on the Web for public information.
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In respect of the 13
th 

May, Cllr Salter considered that the Clerk had not carried out his 

previous request to advise EDDC that in his opinion as a planning application document 

was a legal one he had proposed that the EDDC take appropriate action to refer the 

matter to the CDE Solicitor for removal of the references to the sentence in the letter of 

support to the application which stated “EXPLICIT SUPPORT of the PC”, which Cllr 

Cole as Chair of Planning considered should have referred to IMPLICIT. The Clerk said 

the matter had been muddled by two instructions from Cllr Salter one by phone, the 

other by email.  He indicated that the letter to EDDC had been sent to Ed Freeman, 

Development Manager and had to be redressed as an illegal application had been made 

in Cllr Salter’s opinion, bringing the Council into disrepute.  The Clerk stated that 

reference to the said sentence had been removed and the appropriate change sent to 

EDDC by Bell Cornwell that day.  This was after a phone call received from the agent. 

 
Cllr Cole at this point stated that  the Parish Council had held a discussion with CDE 

prior to  SHLAA to consider what land could be available for a new Community hall 

that would provide indoor sports facilities as this had been one of the most repeated 

desires in the results of the parish Plan Questionnaire. Clinton Devon Estates suggested 

that land above King Alfred way may be made available, but some housing would need 

to be included  to make the proposal viable. At a subsequent meeting of members of the 

Parish Council the majority supported the principle of Clinton Devon Estates providing 

a Community Hall site on the back of an extension to the King Alfred way housing 

estate.  This came about because of the Ottery Doctors request (referred to earlier) for 

an improved Doctor’s Surgery facility as the old surgery was not now fit for purpose as 

a Doctor was not allowed to work on his own, not an ideal circumstance.  The Clerk 

read the latest letter from the Doctors attached to the main Minutes and copied to 

members. 

 
At this point it was agreed to move to the next business. 

 
Cllr Salter sought information on the SHLAA review by Cllr H Jeffery, she responded 

that as she had only had the details returned in the week, she had not completed her 

overview.  She would present it to the next meeting after sending to all members for 

their input. 

 
Cllr Cook reiterated her view that only small developments were acceptable.   It was 

noted that Cllr Salter considered that the questionnaire in respect of SHLAA was a 

failed one (note the Clerk had made it clear on more than one occasion that the said 

questionnaire was cribbed from Woodbury Parish Council where the answers etc had 

produced the same responses, no queries having been made).
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12/13/14         Correspondence - 

 
F)  Cllr Salter then referred to the letter in the press from Mr Zirker -  It was noted 

that Cllr Salter considered a letter of apology should be written to Mr Zirker in respect 

of the email that was sent to all Members in response to the Chairmans request to 

overview the content of a draft response from him.  Cllr Cook said that the council was 

using E-mail instead of the phone as a convenience and hopefully these e-mails  were 

not for Public discussion. 

 
The question of the freedom of information Act was referred to and the matter of 

openness.  Cllr H.Jeffery  reminded everyone of the data protection legislation/Act. 

 
Mr Zirker made a statement in response and offered to give the keys back. 

The Clerk advised those present that it was a Trustee matter and that a meeting was to 

be arranged at a suitable date to present the year end figures as requested.  The matter 

could then be referred to at a Council meeting.  He further reminded the meeting that 

the Trustees meeting had to be held as a separate meeting and not form part of a Parish 

Council meeting. 

 
Proposed Cllr Cole 

Seconded Cllr Slattery                                 Unan. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

14/13/14         Planning Applications Received 

 
D) 13/0316/MOUT   Revised proposal including description and layout 

 
Land south of King Alfred Way, Newton Poppleford 

 
Proposal:       Outline application for the development of up to 40 houses, doctors 

surgery and associated infrastructure, open space and landscaping (all 

matters except access reserved). 

 
Cllr Salter challenged the date for return of responses and moved that a new date be set 

to discuss this matter, this was seconded by Cllr Phillips. At the Vote, there were only 3 

in favour, 6 against and 1 abstention. 

 
Cllr Salter sought an answer to the question why had the original observations on the 

first application not been forwarded.  The Clerk responded that due to the revised plan 

having been received the Officer had said there was no need.  In response to who was 

the Officer, the Clerk informed him it was Lyn Schwen. 

 
Cllr Cole then outlined the application, the alterations, the reduction of properties from 

42 to 40, the removal of the community hall facility / site and a looped roadway.
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Barry Easter, a member of the public addressed the meeting referring mainly to the need 

for the Doctors as expressed to him personally and as referred earlier within the letter 

read by the Clerk.  He pointed out the shortcomings of the current surgery and how a 

Doctor should not be operating on his or her own.  He pointed out that no other land 
was available and considered this was a one and only opportunity to increase the service 
provided and save a journey to Ottery. 

 
He also pointed out that he had been a Principal Planning Officer and that an AONB 

designation does not preclude development. He further considered that no significant 

impact would be created, he further added that the Village could loose out, especially as 

it was now proposed to fully build and equip the facility.  Mrs Pinney spoke against, 

highlighting that it would bring too many people into the area creating too much traffic 

and this was supported by others. 

 
Cllr Cook considered it was too many houses and referred to the need for the number to 

be spread over other sites, she also referred to the pinch point on the main road at the 

Tolle House and Southern Cross. 

 
Cllr Phillips said he had not changed his mind and was supported by Cllr Salter who 

said the Council was not representing the Parish. 

 
Whilst support was given to new infrastructure from 106 funds and later the CIL, it was 

considered that Affordable Housing and some for older people were needed.  Cllr Cole 

proposed that the Council do not support the application because the Community Hall 

site had been removed.  Cllr Cook moved an amendment that there were still too many 

houses.  Therefore the amended proposal was put and received, 5 votes against the 

development because of the number of houses with  4 against the development solely 

because the Community Hall Site had been removed, and 2 abstentions.  Note under 

debating rules that then becomes what is known as the substantive motion, upon which 

other amendments can be made.  That is then voted on and the result was the same, 

This means that the response to the District is one of no support, but this does not mean 

the vote was unanimous, it is clearly a majority. 

 
Closure.  The Chairman closed the meeting.           Chairman                              Date
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Document 4:  Plan showing the King Alfred Way application site in 
relation to Councillor Salter’s property 
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Document 5: Photographs showing the view towards the King Alfred Way 

site from Councillor Salter’s property 
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Document 6:  Flowchart on councillors’ interests given in 

‘Probity in Planning’ 
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Document 7: Record of Investigator’s meeting with Councillor Chris Cole 
9 December 2013, 10.15am 

 

 
 

1. I introduced myself and explained my appointment and role.  I advised you 
that I would be recording the interview and you consented to this. I 
advised you that any information provided to you in the course of my 
investigation should be treated as confidential. 

 
2. You told me that you were the Vice-Chairman of the Parish Council and 

the Chairman of the Planning Committee. 
 
3. You outlined the background to the complaint. Two members of the 

community had put together a Village Plan which had been adopted by the 
Council in late 2012. The Parish Council had tried to look forward to how 
things could be improved in the future.  Issues included; diverting the main 
road from the centre of the village, the provision of affordable housing, the 
inadequacy of medical facilities and improving the community halls. 

 
4. Clinton Devon Estates (CDE) was a major landowner in the area and their 

involvement would be needed. So the Parish Council had discussed 
future possibilities with them. They had seen opportunities for a combined 
approach to providing better infrastructure. 

 
5. There had also been a process of Strategic Housing Land Assessment 

(SHLA) under which Parishes had to identify sites with development 
potential. Several sites had been identified, with the King Alfred Way site 
emerging as the preferred for development.  The SHLA process had 
closely followed the Parish Plan, with a SHLA presentation around the end 
of 2012 or early 2013. 

 
6. CDE had submitted an outline planning application for the King Alfred Way 

site. The Council had arranged a public meeting to provide information 
about the application in March 2013. The applicant’s consultants attended 
this. 

 
7. As Planning Chairman, you had intended to chair the meeting. At the start 

of the meeting, Councillor Salter had declared that you were unfit to chair 
the meeting because you were supportive of the application. Events 
overtook the intentions and Councillor Salter ended up chairing the 
meeting.  You felt the meeting degenerated into knocking the application 
without allowing the developers to put their case forward.  They were told 
to shut up. 

 
8.     We turned to the Parish Council meeting on 13 May.  Your recollection 

was that Councillor Salter denied having a pecuniary interest but accepted 
he had a personal interest.  He believed this entitled him to speak and 
vote.
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9. Councillor Salter had previously made it clear that he didn’t support the 
application. The Council had discussed the question of interests and had 
received advice from the Monitoring Officer that Councillor Salter had a 
pecuniary interest. When raised, Councillor Salter had countered that you 
had a pecuniary interest because you had bought a property from CDE 
eight years ago. The Monitoring officer had advised you that this didn’t 
constitute a pecuniary interest. 

 
10. Councillor Salter had spoken to the application.  He opposed it and was 

clearly trying to influence the decision of the meeting.  He did influence the 
decision because he voted and, had he not voted, the decision would have 
gone the other way (a split vote, with the Chairman having the casting 
vote). 

 
11. I explained that the other aspect of my investigation was the conduct of 

Councillor Salter. I outlined to you the requirements of the Code of 
Conduct regarding respect, bullying and disrepute.  I asked you if you had 
any concerns about Councillor Salter’s conduct regarding these 
requirements at the 13 May meeting. 

 
12.   You said it was difficult to recall what had happened at each meeting.  You 

couldn’t recall anything relating to that particular meeting. 
 
13. At some stage, Councillor Salter had accused the Chairman and you of 

being corrupt. 
 
14. I asked you to clarify what you had meant by ‘an overall failure to act as a 

member of the Parish Council’.  You said that, rather than work with the 
Council to find a resolution, it was Councillor Salter’s manner to go his 
own way.  A recent example was that he had lodged a formal complaint 
against the Chairman rather than coming to the Council to discuss the 
issue.  He had also gone to officers and others to try to get information, 
purporting to be representing the Parish Council but having no mandate to 
do so.  He had put private communications between members into the 
public domain. 

 
15. You thought Councillor Salter took any steps he could to undermine and 

belittle the Parish Council.  It stemmed from the King Alfred Way 
application; he was very bitter about the site getting consent, with houses 
likely to back onto his property. There was a group of people who had 
formed as a result of the application who were very quick to criticise the 
Parish Council and Councillor Salter is a member of that group. 

 
16.   I asked you if there was anything that Councillor Salter had done under 

the three requirement of the Code previously mentioned. You said he had 
made accusations in Council meetings of you being in cahoots with CDE. 
He had made similar allegations about the Clerk.  He had publicly accused 
you of corruption, saying you must be benefitting from the development. .
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17. You said Councillor Salter had chased after the Chairman after a meeting 
and told him he should resign. 

 
18 I asked you about any bullying.  You thought that taking over the public 

meeting as he did, to become the Chairman, was a bullying tactic.  He had 
announced that you and other members of the Council were unfit to chair 
the meeting because you supported the application. 

 
19. You said that Councillor Salter had been very disrespectful to the 

applicant’s architect and landscape designers who had attended the open 
meeting to answer questions. When they tried to do so, the chairman, 
Councillor Salter, told them to shut up.  You wrote afterwards to apologise 
for his behaviour. 

 
20. I asked you if there were any other instances where Councillor Salter’s 

behaviour might have been considered to be bullying, disrespectful or 
disreputable. You couldn’t specify any at the time but would notify me if 
any came to mind. 

 
21.   The interview ended at 11.05am. 

 

 
 

In a subsequent email dated 2 January 2014, Councillor Cole wrote: 

 
At the East Devon Planning meeting where the King Alfred Way 
application was decided Councillor Salter loudly and aggressively accused 
me of being a liar in front of a fellow parish councillor and Newton 
Poppleford residents.  I had denied receiving an email that Councillor 
Salter had circulated; it was later proven by another Councillor that I had 
been omitted from the circulation list an apology has never been 
forthcoming. 

 

 
 

Sent to witness for confirmation: 28 December 2013 

Agreed by witness as an accurate record 2 January 2014 
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Document 8: Record of Investigator’s meeting with David Atkins 
9 December 2013, 11.15am 

 

 
 

1. I introduced myself and explained my appointment and role.  I advised you 
that I would be recording the interview and you consented to this. I 
advised you that any information provided to you in the course of my 
investigation should be treated as confidential. 

 
2.     You confirmed that you were the Clerk and the Responsible Finance 

Officer of the Parish Council. 
 
3. You told me that the open meeting held in March was to provide 

information about the King Alfred Way site and for people to express their 
views.  The Parish Council had arranged the meeting and the Parish 
Councillors were all there.  However, it wasn’t a formal Parish Council 
meeting. 

 
4. The Parish Councillors had sat at the head table.  You had opened the 

meeting and welcomed everybody.  Councillor Cole was proposed to chair 
the meeting.  Councillor Salter had objected and, out of the melee, he 
became the chairman. 

 
5. We considered the question of interests at the 13 May meeting.  You told 

me the Parish Council had signed up to the new Code. The Council had 
not sought advice on interests or received any advice prior to 13 May. 

 
6. You confirmed that Councillor Salter had declared an interest; he did not 

specify the nature of the interest.  He commented along the lines that the 
proposed development would not have any effect on him. 

 
7. You said that most councillors had thought that the development would 

affect Councillor Salter.  In your view, he had an interest because the 
value of his estate would go down if KAW was built. 

 
8.     After the 13 May, you had spoken to the Deputy Monitoring Officer at the 

District Council about Councillor Salter’s interests. 
 
9. You confirmed that Councillor Salter spoke to the item.  He was opposing 

the development and therefore sought to influence the decision.  You 
didn’t think he actually did influence the other members because they had 
their own views. 

 
10 Councillor Salter had proposed not supporting the application. The voting 

was 4:3 in favour of that proposal. Councillor Salter had voted.
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11. We turned to Councillor Salter’s conduct in the 13 May meeting.  You felt 
that Councillor Salter had been discourteous but you could not recall any 
specific examples.  He was against anybody who did not listen to his point 
of view. 

 
12.   You said that, in the open meeting, Councillor Salter had told the 

applicant’s advisor to sit down.  People had thought that was out of order. 
 
13. On other occasions, Councillor Salter had told the Chairman that he was 

no good at chairing. 
 
14. You said there were many occasions when Councillor Salter had been 

bullying.  You couldn’t recall specific examples.  It was through his attitude 
and the way he spoke. He believed that he was right and nobody else 
was.  You thought that was a bullying tactic. 

 
15. I asked you if there were any other instances of Councillor Salter’s 

conduct that concerned you.  You said he had gone in to see officers at 
the District Council and the doctors; he had approached Clinton Devon 
Estates.  He had done these things without a mandate from the Parish 
Council. 

 
16. You said the crux of the matter was that since Councillor Salter had been 

on the Council, there had been problems. 
 
17.   The interview ended at 11.48am. 

 

 
 

Sent to witness for confirmation: 28 December 2013 

Agreed by witness as an accurate record 29 December 2013 
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Document 9: Record of Investigator’s meeting with Councillor 
Mark Sanders - 9 December 2013, 12.00 noon 

 

 
 

1. I introduced myself and explained my appointment and role.  I advised you 
that I would be recording the interview and you consented to this. I 
advised you that any information provided to you in the course of my 
investigation should be treated as confidential. 

 
2.     You told me you had been a member of the Parish Council for two years. 

You had been the Chairman of the Council since March 2013. 
 
3. I asked you to tell me about the various meetings that had taken place in 

connection with the King Alfred Way (KAW) proposal. 
 
4.     You said that you had arrived late for the open meeting about KAW on 1 

March 2013. You confirmed that it wasn’t a formal meeting of the Parish 
Council. There were no seats available so you stood at the back of the 
hall.  Councillor Cole had put himself forward to chair the meeting. 
Councillor Salter had objected to this, saying he was biased.  He then put 
himself forward as chair.  There was nobody to oppose him so he became 
the chair. 

 
5.     You felt that Councillor Salter didn’t do a good job in chairing that meeting. 

He was obviously biased against the application.  He made unpleasant 
remarks about the Parish Council and the process.  He said there had 
been fraudulent behaviour; he didn’t mention any names.  He only 
represented one side of the argument. He was aggressive to the 
representative of the developer – he stopped him speaking several times. 
He said I’m not talking to you and told him to be quiet. That was clearly 
discourteous. 

 
6. You said that you put yourself up for Chairman of the Council at the next 

meeting, on 25 March, because you were ashamed of Councillor Salter’s 
behaviour in representing the Council. 

 
7. You said you understood that he was passionate about not wanting 

development at KAW. But he was so biased and one-sided. The open 
meeting had been packed with people who opposed the application.  He 
was being goaded on by the crowd and he fed off that.  But he lost all 
sense of perspective, if he had any in the first place.
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8. You told me about the SHLA process which had taken place in the latter 
part of 2012. It had been presented by the Parish Council in about 
November. There were four or five possible development areas. The 
owners of three of those had said they were interested. The fourth, KAW, 
was a lot further forward and already had a layout plan. The people 
impacted by KAW thought that this was a done deal, promoted by the 
Council. The Council had consulted with the developer because they had 
a suitable area. But you didn’t think it had ever been decided that KAW 
was the Council’s preferred site. 

 
9. You felt you could be the Chairman because you had not been involved in 

the SHLA process and you were quite neutral about the matter. 
 
10.   Councillor Salter talked a lot about this at the open meeting.  So he wasn’t 

chairing, he was using it as an opportunity to put across his views. 
 
11. The Planning meeting on 12 April was the next meeting.  It would have 

determined the Council’s view on the KAW application. You had chaired 
that meeting.  Rachel Pocock at the District Council had given advice that 
Councillor Salter had a disclosable pecuniary interest (DPI) regarding 
KAW. You had told Councillor Salter of this and given him a copy. 

 
12. You told him at the meeting that he shouldn’t vote.  He said that he still 

wanted his notes to be read and he gave them to someone else to read 
out. He then said he was going to vote anyway.  He then started shouting 
out that Councillor Cole had a DPI.  You felt that the meeting was turning 
into a farce and you suspended the meeting. 

 
13. A full Council meeting was held on 29 April. Councillor Salter tabled a 

proposal to re-run the entire SHLA process. He volunteered to head the 
process.  No-one seconded the proposal.  Councillor Salter then got very 
angry and said you were a disgrace and were not fit to sit on the Council. 
You felt that he had said that to you – he was looking at you and had 
pointed at you in saying it. 

 
14. At the 13 May meeting, you were more aware of the DPI issue. You told 

Councillor Salter that it was his decision whether to vote but warned him 
about the possibility of a criminal investigation.  He said he had an interest 
but it was not a DPI.  He was clear that he had a personal interest in the 
application.  He spoke on the item and voted. You didn’t try to stop him 
voting.  The vote was 4:3 to reject the application, so his vote made the 
difference. 

 
15.   You couldn’t recall any other concerns about Councillor Salter’s conduct at 

that meeting.
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16. You said you had been concerned about Councillor Salter unilaterally 
approaching stakeholders.  An example of that was him approaching the 
Ottery St Mary GP Practice.  He had used a letter from them to support his 
arguments but had withheld the letter from other councillors. The content 
of this letter turned out to be not as he purported and by doing this he 
misled the council. 

 
17. You told me about Councillor Salter making public emails between 

councillors. These were private and sensitive but Councillor Salter had 
quoted them in a public Council meeting. 

 
18. You also told me about a meeting with a group of residents that Councillor 

Salter had chaired in the local pub.  He was meant to be a member of the 
Council but was running a parallel organisation which was raising votes of 
no confidence in the council. 

 
19. You said that you felt bullied by Councillor Salter.  He was very aggressive 

to you, constantly telling you that you were wrong and getting the 
audience to play along with him.  He had got people to make formal 
complaints against you.  He told you he had a recording of the meeting of 
12 April, with everything that you had said. You had asked for a copy of 
this and, although Councillor Salter said he would pop one round, he 
never did.  He was acting to undermine you. 

 
20.   You had been referring to notes and agreed to send me a copy of them. 

 
21.   The interview ended at 12.43pm. 

 

 
 

Sent to witness for confirmation: 28 December 2013 

Agreed by witness as an accurate record 1 January 2014 
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Document 10:  Record of Investigator’s meeting with Linda Hunt and 
Leslie Hunt - 9 December 2013, 1.30pm 

 

 
 

1. I introduced myself and explained my appointment and role.  I advised you 
that I would be recording the interview and you consented to this. I 
advised you that any information provided to you in the course of my 
investigation should be treated as confidential. 

 
2. You explained that both of you had attended various meetings about 

possible development in the village, not always together. 
 
3. You had attended the SHLA presentation late last year.  One of the sites 

being considered was near where you lived, in Badger Close.  On the King 
Alfred Way site, there was already a quite detailed drawing. 

 
4. You had both attended the open meeting in March.  The Council chairman 

had opened the meeting and, because it wasn’t an official Parish Council 
meeting, had asked for a chairman.  Somebody had proposed Councillor 
Salter to chair the meeting.  He jumped in quickly to do so. 

 
5.     You didn’t know in what role Councillor Salter was acting because you 

hadn’t seen him before. 
 
6. You said Councillor Salter was quite aggressive in his chairing.  He 

wouldn’t let the representative from Clinton Devon Estates speak; he told 
him to sit down.  It was very discourteous but he didn’t say any rude 
words.  He had dominated the proceedings. He obviously felt strongly 
about the matter. It was very one sided but, judging from the people who 
were there, you could understand that. There were more of his supporters 
than anybody else. 

 
7. Mrs Hunt had attended the meeting on 13 May.  You could remember 

being incensed with the way Councillor Salter seemed to bully the other 
members of the Parish Council. Every time the Chairman would make a 
point, Councillor Salter would butt in.  He was very aggressive.  He was 
very accusatory, particularly to Councillor Cole, about the build up to the 
KAW application. He was implying that things had not been above board. 

 
8. You didn’t recall what happened with declarations of interests.  Councillor 

Salter had said that he didn’t have any interest in the land and therefore 
maintained the right to vote.  You felt that was odd because of where he 
lived.  He would overlook the development, particularly now he had added 
a second floor to what had been a bungalow.  In your view, he did have an 
interest.
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9.     When you came home you wrote to show support to Mr Atkins and the 
Council. 

 
10. You said that you both attended a later meeting, possibly in July, when 

Councillor Salter put forward a motion for the Chairman and Vice- 
Chairman to resign.  He was accusatory and quite aggressive.  There was 
obviously a lot of bad feeling between them. 

 
11. Councillor Salter had been talking to the District Council outside his 

jurisdiction. There was also an issue about a letter from the Ottery St 
Mary practice saying that there were no funds for a new surgery.  He had 
kept the letter back. At the end of the meeting there was discussion about 
the Council making an official complaint about Councillor Salter.  A 
resolution was passed to that effect. 

 
12.   It seemed to you that Councillor Salter didn’t want to follow procedures. 

He was quite loud and dominant and tried to steamroller meetings. 
 
13. I referred to Mrs Hunt’s email of 14 May and asked you to explain why you 

thought Councillor Salter was a bully to his colleagues.  You said he had 
dominated proceedings, interrupting all the time. He tried to make them 
say something that they didn’t want to. His manner was rude but you 
couldn’t recall particular phrases. 

 
14.   You thought that Councillor Salter had brought his position as a councillor 

into disrepute.  You wouldn’t expect a councillor to behave in that way. 
 
15.   The interview ended at 1.55pm. 

 

 
 

Sent to witness for confirmation: 28 December 2013 

Agreed by witness as an accurate record 2 January 2014 
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Document 11:  Record of Investigator’s meeting with Councillor 
Hazel Jeffery - 9 December 2013, 2.15pm 

 

 
 

1. I introduced myself and explained my appointment and role.  I advised you 
that I would be recording the interview and you consented to this. I 
advised you that any information provided to you in the course of my 
investigation should be treated as confidential. 

 
2.     You told me that you had been co-opted on to the Parish Council on 5 

February 2013.  You hadn’t seen any Parish Council meetings before 
then.  Since joining the Council you had taken on various activities, 
including a review of the SHLAA process and a personnel role. 

 
3. You said that the first Council meeting for both you and Councillor Salter 

was on 5 February.  He immediately raised issues about the SHLAA 
process and the sustainability appraisal carried out by the Council. He 
also queried the Village Survey. 

 
4. At the open meeting on 1 March, Councillor Salter opposed Councillor 

Cole as the chair of the meeting because he had already made his views 
on the King Alfred Way (KAW) site clear.  He also criticised the SHLAA 
process, saying that the correct process had not been followed.  He 
declared that he was the owner of land next to the KAW site but said he 
maintained an independent view and wasn’t biased. 

 
5. You described Councillor Salter’s manner as a little aggressive.  He made 

some good points but they got lost in the emotion that he brings.  You had 
a background in the public sector and experience of meetings.  In this 
context his behaviour was out of line and unwarranted. 

 
6. You said Councillor Salter was generally discourteous to the Clerk and 

would make statements in public about him making mistakes and not 
doing his job. 

 
7.     You hadn’t attended the Parish Council meeting on 25 March. 

 
8. At the 12 April meeting, the Parish Council had taken advice from the 

District Council which was that Councillor Salter had a disclosable 
pecuniary interest (DPI) as the KAW site was next door to his land. The 
advice was read out at the meeting.  Councillor Salter said he was happy 
not to vote on the matter but should be allowed to give his verdict.  He 
accepted that he had some sort of interest but not that it was pecuniary. 

 
9. Councillor Salter again criticised the SHLAA process and the Village 

Survey.  He called the way they had been conducted as ‘an absolute 
disgrace’.  You thought that was aimed at the Council in general.
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10. Councillor Salter had looked into Councillor Cole’s background and found 
that he had purchased a property from Clinton Devon Estates some years 
ago.  It was at this meeting that he claimed that Councillor Cole had a DPI. 
He implied that Councillor Cole was trying to hide something. 

 
11. At that stage, the meeting was adjourned so the Council could seek a 

legal position on interests. 
 
12. There was a full Council meeting on 29 April. Councillor Salter was again 

very critical of the SHLAA process.  He said the whole process should be 
carried out again. No-one seconded this. He then said ‘you are all a 
disgrace’. 

 
13. He also said that the Clerk had made a threat to him that action could be 

taken against any councillor not declaring a DPI.  You thought the Clerk 
had just read out a statement so that everybody was clear. 

 
14.   You considered that Councillor Salter’s manner had been fairly 

unpleasant. 
 
15. At the 13 May meeting, there was clarification of the protocols for the 

meeting.  You didn’t recall the details of Councillor Salter’s declaration. 
His view was that his position was fine. He spoke to the meeting and he 
voted.  So he did try to influence the KAW decision. 

 
16. It was at this meeting that Councillor Salter had said that the Coleridge 

Medical Centre had no funds for kitting out a new surgery in Newton 
Poppleford. When other councillors eventually saw the letter, it had not 
actually said that. So he had misled the Council. 

 
17.   You didn’t recall Councillor Salter’s manner specifically in that meeting. 

However, generally when talking about the KAW site, his manner was 
aggressive. 

 
18. At the 24 June Council meeting, there was an issue over a reference to 

explicit support from the Parish Council for the KAW proposal.  From this, 
Councillor Salter had said the Clerk had not done his job. 

 
19. There was also discussion of a letter of complaint from David Zirker in the 

Sidmouth Herald that week.  Councillor Salter read out email 
correspondence between councillors in connection with this which he 
knew would inflame the discussion.  He failed to respect the privacy of 
these emails.
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20. At the 29 July Council meeting, there was a notification from a group of 
residents of no confidence in the Chair and Vice Chair.  It became clear 
that Councillor Salter had been part of that meeting. 

 
21. You commented that when you heard Councillor Salter speak, you never 

thought that he was part of the Parish Council.  It was like he was a 
separate community representative. 

 
22. You pointed out that the Parish Council employed the Clerk and Councillor 

Salter shared the responsibility of being his employer.  He should not be 
always looking for opportunities to be damning of the Clerk but try to 
support him more. You felt that trying to show up the Clerk was 
intimidation and bullying. 

 
23.   The interview ended at 2.50pm. 

 

 
 

Sent to witness for confirmation: 28 December 2014 

Agreed by witness as an accurate record 6 January 2014 
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Document 12:  Record of telephone interview with Gill Cameron-Webb 
20 December 2013, 8.00pm 

 

 
 

1. I introduced myself and explained my appointment and role.  I advised you 
that I would be recording the interview and you consented to this. 

 
2.     You told me you were a resident of Newton Poppleford, living opposite the 

Village Hall. 
 
3. I asked you for your recollections on various issues arising from six 

meetings held between March and July 2013. 
 

 
 

1 March – Open meeting 

 
4. You said that Councillor Salter had objected to Councillor Coles being 

Chairman because, at a previous Parish Council meeting, Councillor 
Coles had publicly shown his full support for the Clinton Devon Estates 
planning application. 

 
5.     You described Councillor Salter’s general manner as firm. You didn’t 

remember him being discourteous or bullying to anyone. 
 
6. You recalled Councillor Salter stopping the Clinton Devon Estates (CDE) 

representative speaking, but not the words that he used. Councillor Salter 
hadn’t allowed the CDE representative to take over the meeting.  He 
hadn’t been stopped speaking altogether. 

 
7. You said that in previous meetings, the CDE representative had been 

given very preferential treatment that others were not happy about. So 
some people were pleased to see that firmness had been applied to this 
developer. 

 
8. You didn’t regard Councillor Salter’s treatment of the representative as 

aggressive.  You had seen more aggression from other chairmen in other 
meetings.  For example, at a recent meeting Councillor Sanders (as 
Chairman) had shouted at a member of the public and told them to shut up 
but when this was complained about, the Parish Council said Councillor 
Sanders was just being firm. 

 
9.     You didn’t recall Councillor Salter making any remarks about other 

councillors.
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12 April – Planning meeting 

 
10. You recalled this as being a heated meeting. You had been concerned 

that Councillor Sanders had put the King Alfred Way (KAW) application to 
the end of the agenda. 

 
11. You said that no one person was responsible for the heated discussion 

because it was a heated subject.  At one stage, it looked like Councillor 
Sanders was going to hit Councillor Salter. Any suggestion that Councillor 
Salter was doing the bullying was not true. There had been worse 
examples from other councillors. 

 
12. Your overall view was that Councillor Salter had noted inconsistencies and 

breaches in the land assessment process. He was trying to bring them to 
light.  Certain people had been responsible for that process and they didn’t 
want it to be challenged. Trying to stop Councillor Salter speaking about 
this had been a repeated scenario. 

 
13 You believed that those who knew that they were responsible for the 

issues with the process chose to take Councillor Salter’s comments 
personally even though he addressed all his comments to the process. 

 
14. You told me that it had now been accepted that the process followed had 

issues and that an independent investigation had been agreed. 
 

 
 

29 April – full Council meeting 

 
15. You said you remembered Councillor Salter calling it a disgrace.  You 

didn’t know who it had been directed at.  He had repeatedly raised 
concerns about the SHLAA process. 

 
16.   You didn’t recall Councillor Salter calling Councillor Sanders a disgrace. 

You thought Councillor Salter had been speaking about process, not 
people. 

 

 
 

13 May – Planning meeting 

 
17. You remembered that the Council had voted against the KAW application 

at this meeting.  Councillors had been asked to give their views, for and 
against.  You didn’t recall it as being particularly heated. 

 
18.   Councillor Salter just gave his views.  He wasn’t aggressive in doing so. 

You didn’t remember him butting in.
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19. You were aware that both Councillor Salter and Councillor Cole had been 
accused of having conflicts of interests.  You didn’t remember Councillor 
Salter accusing Councillor Cole of acting improperly. 

 

 
 

24 June – full Council meeting 

 
20. You remembered that Councillor Salter had read out some emails sent 

between councillors. 
 
21. It was your view that, if you worked for a public organisation, anything put 

in an email was disclosable under the Freedom of information Act.  You 
could see it wouldn’t be appreciated by the people who wrote them. 

 
22. It was also your view that most of the parish councillors didn’t know that 

the Freedom of Information Act meant that all of their written information 
was disclosable to the public and that Councillor Salter did not therefore 
disclose 'private' information. 

 
23.   You didn’t recall Councillor Salter criticising the Clerk at that meeting. 

People in the audience had criticised the Clerk.  You said the Clerk had 
been criticised by the public at many meetings and there had been calls 
for his appraisal to be done. 

 
24. You said the Clerk himself had publicly confessed to being confused and 

muddled on a number of occasions.  Other Parish Councillors had noted 
that the Clerk regularly forgot to provide accurate or timely information 
even when it was vital to the decisions they had to make. 

 

 
 

29 July – full Council 

 
25. You said that Councillor Salter had been very quiet because he had been 

ganged up on. It was obvious to you that there had been a pre-meeting 
and a set up.  You had been horrified that they appeared to be determined 
to get rid of him. 

 
26.   You didn’t remember having any concerns about Councillor Salter’s 

manner in that meeting. 

 
27. You said that when the Parish Council reported Councillor Salter to East 

Devon District Council, they listed a number of accusations but at no time 
during this meeting (or any other) did they accuse Cllr Salter of being a 
bully. When they accused him of 'not acting as a member of the Parish 
Council', they qualified this by saying that Councillor Salter had meetings 
(for example with EDDC officers) without first seeking permission from the 
Parish Council.
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In general 

 
28.   You pointed out to me why you considered yourself to be independent. 

You had never met Councillor Salter until you started attending Parish 
Council meetings after the public SHLAA meeting on 24 November 2013. 
Until recently you didn’t know who the parish councillors were.  You 
became involved because of a proposal to knock down the village hall, 
which was opposite your house, and you had a love of old buildings. You 
had gone to the open meeting to put your point of view. 

 
29. From then onwards, every time you went to a meeting it was clear to you 

that there were things that were not right.  You kept going to the meetings 
because you wanted to challenge these things.  Other people were of the 
same mind. 

 

 
 

Sent to witness for confirmation: 28 December 2013 

Agreed by witness as an accurate record 5 January 2014 
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Document 13:  Record of telephone interview with Matt Coppell 
24 December 2013, 2.00pm 

 

 
 

1. I introduced myself and explained my appointment and role.  I advised you 
that I would be recording the interview and you consented to this. 

 
2. You told me you were a resident of Newton Poppleford, living on the High 

Street. You did not live near any of the SHLAA sites. Your interest had 
been from a traffic perspective initially but this soon grew into deep 
concern regarding the mishandling of the SHLAA process and how the 
Parish Council conducted its business. 

 
3. I asked you for your recollections on various issues arising from six 

meetings held between March and July 2013. 
 

 
 

1 March – Open meeting 

 
4. You said that Councillor Salter was reluctant to take the chair – nobody 

else wanted to. Councillor Salter had said, quite rightly, that Councillor 
Cole should not chair because he was not impartial.  Emotions had run 
high but Councillor Salter had chaired the meeting well. 

 
5.     You didn’t remember Councillor Salter being discourteous or bullying to 

anyone. 
 
6. You recalled Councillor Salter asking the Clinton Devon Estates (CDE) 

representative not to talk because he was talking out of turn.  His manner 
was firm. The representative had been talking over people who were 
making their representations. 

 
7. Councillor Salter had said something like ‘can you sit down please’. You 

didn’t recall anything like ‘shut up’. 
 
8. You questioned why the CDE representative had been sitting at the top 

table. 
 
9.     You didn’t recall Councillor Salter making critical remarks or being rude to 

other councillors. 
 
10. You pointed out that this was the first Parish Council meeting that you had 

attended and at that stage you knew little about any of the councillors or 
their stance. Therefore you had no preconceptions about any councillor. 
You could not say that Cllr Salter’s actions stood out at that particular 
meeting.
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12 April – Planning meeting 

 
11.   You recalled Councillor Salter saying that Councillor Cole had an interest 

with CDE in the past. You couldn’t remember the details. 
 
12. You said that Councillor Salter was not aggressive in any of these 

meetings.  He spoke openly, brought the facts up and got his point across. 
He was sure of his opinions. 

 
13. You pointed out that Councillor Salter had only just been appointed to the 

Parish Council.  He had been accused of bullying by a group of people on 
the Council who had been there for years.  Councillor Salter didn’t have 
any position of power. He was one man who was speaking up for the 
majority of opinion in the village. 

 

 
 

29 April – full Council meeting 

 
14. You said you weren’t sure if you had attended this meeting as it was 

around the time you were on vacation. However, you did remember 
Councillor Salter referring to the SHLAA process as a shambles in other 
meetings. 

 
15.   You didn’t remember him say ‘it was a disgrace’. 

 

 
 

13 May – Planning meeting 

 
16.   You didn’t remember anything in particular about Councillor Salter’s 

manner at this meeting. 
 
17.   You didn’t recall Councillor Salter accusing Councillor Cole of anything. 

 

 
 

24 June – full Council meeting 

 
18.   You hadn’t attended this meeting but your wife had. 

 
19.   Regarding the emails that Councillor Salter had read out, you understood 

that he hadn’t mentioned any names; he had just mentioned the content. 
 
20. You also pointed out that emails between councillors about Council 

business were in the public interest.  Moreover, they were in the public 
domain and should be produced if requested under the Freedom of 
Information Act.
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29 July – full Council meeting 

 
21.   You said Councillor Salter’s manner throughout the meeting was deflated. 

The whole meeting had the feel of an orchestrated and concerted 
campaign to discredit Councillor Salter and that this represented more of 
an example of bullying than anything Cllr Salter could be accused of. 
There were items on the agenda that evening that shouldn’t be discussed 
at Parish Council meetings.  This was another example of the poor 
conduct of the Council. 

 

 
 

In general 

 
22. You thought that there was a conflict of personalities and of people who 

were for and against a particular development.  Certain people on the 
Council were so used to getting their own way they were now trying to 
remove someone who is not of their way of thinking. 

 
23. You said that there had been requests in the past for Council meetings to 

be recorded which had been rejected by most of the council but not Cllr 
Salter. Had they acceded to recordings, this investigation would not be 
taking place, as Councillor Salter’s innocence of the charges against him 
would be clear. 

 
24. You also pointed out that, despite several complaints about the Clerk from 

concerned members of the public, the monitoring officer had not taken this 
further and asked for an independent investigation to take place. This lack 
of action was now being investigated by the Local Government 
Ombudsman. 

 

 
 

Sent to witness for confirmation: 28 December 2013 

Agreed by witness as an accurate record 6 January 2014 
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Document 14:  Record of Investigator’s meeting with Councillor 
Graham Salter - 9 December 2013, 3.20pm 

 

 
 

1. I introduced myself and explained my appointment and role.  I advised you 
that I would be recording the interview and you consented to this. I 
advised you that any information provided to you in the course of my 
investigation should be treated as confidential. 

 
2.     You told me you had joined the Parish Council within the last 12 months. 

You had attended a Planning meeting and queried figures given relating to 
the SHLAA process. Nothing was done and you had realised that there 
was something wrong with the way the information had been collated. 

 
3. Shortly afterwards, a vacancy arose on the Parish Council. With some 

local support, you put your name forward and were voted on. 
 
4. When you joined the Council, you found out that some of the councillors 

had been acting on their own initiative to put together a planning 
application with a local landowner.  You brought this into the public domain 
and you had been vilified ever since. It had been a battle, with them trying 
to get rid of you and you trying make people see what had been going on. 

 
5. You told me you had been given some paperwork when you joined the 

Council but you didn’t know whether it contained a copy of the Code of 
Conduct.  You said that you had never been advised that you had a 
disclosable pecuniary interest (DPI). 

 
6. The Deputy Monitoring Officer had provided advice to the Parish Council 

that you had a DPI. She had also advised that it was up to the individual 
councillor to decide whether they had a DPI and also whether they took 
part in the vote.  You disagreed that you had a DPI. You had always 
declared a personal interest in two SHLAA sites at Council meetings. 

 
7. Prior to the 13 May meeting, you had stated that you would be involved in 

the discussion on the King Alfred Way (KAW) site but not vote. It was 
Denise Lyon that advised you that if you did not have a DPI, you were 
entitled to vote – it was your decision. So you took part in the vote, on the 
understanding that you did not have a DPI. 

 
8. By reference to a plan, you confirmed that you owned the plot marked 

Little Shule and also the adjacent plot to the south.  Your ownership was 
about 2 acres. 

 
9.     You pointed out that another SHLAA site, Badger Close, was to the west. 

You had voted in favour of planning permission for three houses to the 
west of your house. There had been no complaints from the Council 
about these being adjacent to your land.
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10. You said that the development of the KAW site would have minimal effect 
on you. There was a hedge of 8 to 10 feet wide and 7 to 10 feet high 
along the boundary between the sites. The access would be on the far 
side.  You would see the site but the houses would be some distance from 
your house. You said that the development being built would not have a 
financial impact on you because of the size of your property. 

 
11. You said there had been roughly 400 objections to the KAW application 

and you had represented the views of the Parish. 
 
12. I asked if you accepted that the development of the KAW site would affect 

you more than the majority of residents in the village.  You said it would 
affect you far less than the properties to the north of the site. But you 
accepted that you had a personal interest because it was adjacent to your 
land and you had declared a personal interest at every meeting.  At no 
stage had you any complaints about your personal interest. 

 
13. You confirmed that you had declared a personal interest at the 13 May 

meeting.  You had explained that interest on numerous occasions.  You 
confirmed that you spoke to object to the KAW application. 

 
14. Your objections were straightforward.  The Parish had asked for any 

developments to be small – 5 or 6 at a time. This was the entire allotment 
of housing between now and 2026. The site was outside the village 
boundary and within an AONB. The land was Grade 2 agricultural land. 
Also, the access to the site crossed the footpath which was the principal 
route for children walking to school. 

 
15. You said that if the application had been for 10 houses, you would have 

been in favour of it. 
 
16. You didn’t regard speaking to the item and voting on it as trying to 

influence the decision. Everyone was entitled to speak and all those in 
favour spoke.  Your points were all factual reasons for the application not 
going through.  You had not coerced other members.  You had not acted 
improperly. 

 
17. You pointed out that Councillor Cole had a business arrangement with the 

landowner of the KAW site and he had never declared even a personal 
interest. 

 
18. We turned to the second element of the complaint that I was investigating, 

namely, ‘an overall failure to act as a member of the Parish Council’.  I 
explained that the relevant paragraphs of the Code of Conduct would be 
those concerning disrespect, bullying and disrepute.
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19. You commented that the only person who had been bullied was you.  You 
had been attacked from all sides.  It was you, a new councillor, against six 
others. There had been no complaint made about you at any meeting in 
the last 11 months. 

 
20. You couldn’t say whether you had used the words ‘it’s a disgrace’.  You 

maintained there had been improper conduct at the Council.  You had said 
nothing that was untrue and, whatever you had said, you had factual 
evidence for it. 

 
21. You said there had been many complaints about the Clerk.  You had given 

specific facts as to what he was not doing correctly and asked for them to 
be reviewed. 

 
22.   You hadn’t said or implied that there was corruption at the Parish Council. 

You had said that there were things that had been done incorrectly for the 
benefit of some of the individuals. 

 
23. You might have said that Councillor Sanders was not fit to chair the 

meeting when the vote of no confidence was raised. 
 
24. You had asked for a review of the SHLAA process.  You had given seven 

reasons why the process was incorrect.  Nobody would support your 
proposal.  You had said the Council was a disgrace for not doing it 
properly. 

 
25. Regarding being critical of the council, you said you liked things to be 

done properly.  If mistakes had been made, they should not be hidden. 
They should be acknowledged in public and put right. 

 
26. You found it ironic to be accused of bullying the Chairman.  He was over 

six feet tall and an intimidating character. There had been two complaints 
that he had lost his temper with a member of the public in a meeting. 

 
27. Regarding the 13 May meeting specifically, you were not aware of doing 

anything rude, discourteous or insulting.  You were direct in your speaking 
but you did not shout. 

 
28.   The interview ended at 4.20pm. 

 

 
 

Sent to witness for confirmation: 28 December 2013 

Agreed by witness as an accurate record 2 January 2014 
 


