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Minutes of a meeting of the Finance and Governance Hearings 
Sub-Committee Panel held in the Council Chamber,  
The Grange, Nutholt Lane, Ely on Friday 18 January 2013 at 
10am 
______________________________________________ 

 
P R E S E N T 

 
Cllr Derrick Beckett - District Council Member (Chairman) 
Cllr Neil Morrison - District Council Member 
Cllr Hazel Williams MBE - District Council Member 
Cllr Tim Owen – Parish Council Representative (Dullingham 
Parish Council) 
Mr Grant Osbourn – Independent Person 
 
Subject Members: 
Cllr Sheila Marvin - Cheveley Parish Council 
Cllr Kathleen Sneller - Cheveley Parish Council 
Mr John Sneller – Representative for Cllr Kathleen Sneller 
 
Witnesses: 
Mrs D Marshall - Cheveley Parish Council Clerk 
Cllr Tine Hansen - Cheveley Parish Council 
Cllr David Keith - Cheveley Parish Council 

 
OFFICERS 

 
Amanda Apcar - Deputy Monitoring Officer and Legal Advisor 
Jane Collcott, Senior Corporate Compliance Officer, 
Peterborough City Council - Investigating Officer 
Tracy Couper – Principal Democratic Services Officer 
 

ALSO IN ATTENDANCE 
 
Cllr Philip Tooth - Cheveley Parish Council 
Cllr Roderick Humphries - Cheveley Parish Council 
Cllr John Northwood - Cheveley Parish Council 
Mr Lionel Thatcher – Society of Local Council Clerks 
1 member of the press (Newmarket Journal) 
 
 

1. ELECTION OF CHAIRMAN 
 
  Cllr Derrick Beckett was nominated and duly seconded.  There being 

no other nominations. 
 

It was resolved: 
 

EAST 
CAMBRIDGESHIRE 
DISTRICT COUNCIL 
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That Cllr Derrick Beckett be elected as Chairman of the Finance and 
Governance Hearings Sub-Committee Panel for the duration of the 
Hearing. 

 
2. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 
  There were no interests declared. 
 
3. INTRODUCTIONS 
 

The Chairman welcomed everyone to the meeting and introduced the 
Sub-Committee Panel Members; Amanda Apcar, Deputy Monitoring Officer 
and Legal Advisor to the Hearings Sub-Committee Panel; Tracy Couper, 
Principal Democratic Services Officer; and Ms Jane Collcott, the Investigating 
Officer.  The Chairman also invited the Subject Members, Subject Member 
representative and those seated in the public gallery to introduce themselves. 

 
4. SETTING THE SCENE/SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 
 
  The Chairman explained that the Hearing Sub-Committee Panel would 

follow the approved hearings procedure, as set out within pages i – v of the 
agenda. 

 
The Chairman reported that the Legal Advisor had been informed by 

the complainant that she would be unable to attend the Hearing as she could 
not have further time off from work due to recent illness.  The Chairman and 
Panel Members agreed that the Hearing should proceed in the absence of the 
complainant. 

 
  At the invitation of the Chairman Mrs Apcar presented her report 

regarding the complaint against Cllrs Sheila Marvin and Kathleen Sneller of 
Cheveley Parish Council.  Mrs Apcar explained that:  

 
 The meeting of the Finance and Governance Hearings Sub-

Committee Panel was required to receive the Investigating Officer’s 
report regarding complaint number SC12/03, and to hear the 
complaint against Cllrs Marvin and Sneller of Cheveley Parish 
Council. The Finance and Governance Hearings Sub-Committee 
Panel was also required to consider representations at the Hearing, 
and deal with the matter in accordance with the recommendations 
detailed in paragraph 2 of the officer’s report. 
 

 The Finance and Governance Hearings Sub-Committee Panel 
should determine the relevant facts and based on this, reach a 
determination as to whether or not there had been a breach of the 
Code of Conduct by Cllrs Marvin and Sneller. 
 

 In the event that Members determined that Cllrs Marvin and Sneller 
had breached the Code of Conduct, they should consider and 
impose a sanction in accordance with ‘The Hearings Procedure for 
Finance and Governance Hearings Sub-Committee Panel’.  The 
Panel could decide to: take no action; recommend that the 
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Councillor undertakes training and/or; censure the Councillor, 
and/or; recommend to the Parish Council that the Parish Councillor 
be subject to formal censure at a Parish meeting. 
 

Ms Apcar summarised the complaint as follows: 
 

 A complaint from Miss Elaine Lindsay, a member of the public, was 
received on 16 February 2012. The Complaint made allegations 
regarding the behaviour of Councillors Kathleen Sneller and Sheila 
Marvin that Miss Lindsay had witnessed, and was described as 
being directed towards the Clerk of Cheveley Parish Council, at a 
Parish Council meeting on 26 January 2012. 
 

 The Complainant stated that Councillors Kathleen Sneller and 
Sheila Marvin were openly hostile in their speech and manner 
toward the Parish Clerk. On a number of occasions they completely 
ignored questions put to them by the Clerk and when a vote was 
asked for on something they had not been able to allegedly “bully” 
the Clerk into changing, they then abstained from voting. The 
Complainant feels that as an outsider it was clear that they were 
going beyond the right to question and negotiate. 
 

 The Complainant went on to say that Councillors Kathleen Sneller 
and Sheila Marvin were being insulting to the point that on one 
occasion when a proposal was made they ignored the Clerk, 
carried on with their own conversation and laughed between 
themselves when asked by the Chairman not to carry on a personal 
conversation. 
 

 At the time of the complaint, the relevant Code of Conduct that 
applied to Parish Councillors was the Model Code of Conduct for 
Parish and Town Councils1. The Complainant indicated that she 
believed that Councillor Sneller and Councillor Marvin’s behaviour 
was in breach of the following paragraphs of the Model Code of 
Conduct for Parish and Town Councils 2007: 
 

 3 (1) You must treat others with respect; and 
 3 (2) (b) You must not bully any person. 

 
 The Complainant alleged that: 

 
 At the meeting on 26 January 2012 Councillors Kathleen Sneller 

and Sheila Marvin did not treat the Clerk with respect - breach of 
Paragraph 3(1). 
 

 At the meeting on 26 January 2012 Councillors Kathleen Sneller 
and Sheila Marvin did not treat the Chairman with respect - breach 
of Paragraph 3(1). 
 

                                                 
1
 Local Authorities (Model Code of conduct) Order 2007 No 1159 
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 At the meeting on 26 January 2012 Councillors Kathleen Sneller 
and Sheila Marvin’s behaviour was to bully and harass the clerk - 
breach of Paragraphs 3(2)(b). 
 

Ms Apcar corrected two errors in the dates in paragraph 3.6 of her 
report, which should read 8 March and 15 March 2012.  Ms Apcar also 
highlighted that the witness statement from Cllr Keith was unsigned and 
should be considered in this light.  Attention was drawn to an E-mail from 
Councillors Sheila Marvin and Kathleen Sneller, enclosing a further copy of 
their comments on the draft Investigating Officer report and other additional 
evidence they wished to be considered at the Hearing. It also was reported 
that Councillor Tony Kirk had intended to attend the Hearing as a witness, but 
was unable to be present on the day due to work commitments.  However, an 
E-mail from him was circulated to those present containing comments on the 
evidence presented in the Hearing papers.  It was reported that a copy of the 
full agenda incorporating the Investigating Officer’s report and evidence 
documents and the additional supporting information, were available at the 
Hearing and in the bundle of papers for the witnesses giving evidence. 

 
At the conclusion of the officer’s presentation, the Chairman reported 

that Cllr Owen, Parish Council Member, and Mr Osbourn, Independent 
Person, were in attendance in an advisory capacity and ultimately it was the 
three District Councillors on the Panel that would determine whether the 
Subject Members had breached the Code of Conduct. 

 
5. FINDINGS OF FACT & DID THE MEMBER FAIL TO FOLLOW THE CODE 

OF CONDUCT 
 

The Chairman invited the Investigating Officer to present her report to 
the Sub-Committee Panel.  Mrs Collcott introduced and summarised the 
content her report.  She stated that the case concerned a complaint made by 
Miss Elaine Lindsay regarding the behaviour of Parish Councillors Kathleen 
Sneller and Sheila Marvin at a Cheveley Parish Council Meeting which took 
place on the 26th January 2012. Miss Lindsay complained that the two 
Councillors directed inappropriate behaviour towards Diane Marshall the Clerk 
to Cheveley Parish Council. She also complained that when the Chairman of 
that meeting, Councillor Humphries, asked the two Councillors to cease a 
personal conversation they failed to respond and laughed. 

 
Mrs Collcott reported that she was appointed to investigate the matter 

by Amanda Apcar, the Deputy Monitoring Officer at East Cambridgeshire 
District Council.  She emphasised that she was impartial and independent to 
East Cambridgeshire District Council and that she considered that her 
investigation was transparent.  Mrs Collcott then explained the process that 
she had followed in conducting the investigation.  She reported that she had 
travelled to Newmarket and met with Elaine Lindsay, the Complainant, and 
also met with Dianne Marshall separately but on the same day. Both Elaine 
Lindsay and Dianne Marshall were provided with witness statements which 
they had the opportunity to amend, if they so wished, before they signed and 
returned them.  Mrs Collcott stated that on a subsequent occasion she had 
travelled to Newmarket and interviewed Councillor Sneller, one of the subjects 
of the complaint. Directly following this interview, she had travelled to 
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Councillor Marvin’s home, the second subject of the complaint, and 
interviewed her. Both of these interviews were recorded. Full transcripts of the 
interviews were provided in the Investigating Officer’s evidence bundle.  Mrs 
Collcott explained that all other witnesses were interviewed by telephone. 
They were all provided with witness statements which they had the 
opportunity to amend. The reason for this was to keep costs down by cutting 
out time and travelling expenses, as Ms Collcott was based in Peterborough. 

 
In her absence, Mrs Collcott summarised the complainant, Miss 

Lindsay’s, witness statement.  Mrs Collcott then questioned the following 
witnesses present at the Hearing: Dr D Marshall, Parish Clerk, and Cheveley 
Parish Councillor Tine Hansen.  In each case, this was followed by 
questioning of the witness by Sub-Committee Panel Members, the 
Independent Person, Parish Council Member, Cllr Marvin, and Cllr Sneller’s 
representative (Mr J Sneller). 

 
Mrs Collcott then summarised the witness statements of the following 

witnesses who were not present at the Hearing: former Cheveley Parish 
Councillors Tony Kirk, Elizabeth Hedges and Helen Snook. 

 
Mrs Collcott then referred to the witness statement from Cheveley 

Parish Councillor David Keith which, despite requests to the witness, was 
unsigned.  Mr J Sneller, on behalf of Cllr Sneller, challenged the admissibility 
of the witness statement as it was unsigned.  The Chairman noted that 
Councillor Keith was present at the Hearing and asked if he was willing to sign 
the witness statement and to be questioned at the Hearing.  Councillor Keith 
responded positively to both questions.  The Chairman stated that the Hearing 
Sub-Committee Panel would adjourn to obtain advice on the issue. 

 
The Hearing Sub-Committee Panel was adjourned at 11.15am and 

re-convened at 11.25am. 
 
On re-convening, the Deputy Monitoring Officer reported that advice 

had been received from the Monitoring Officer that Councillor Keith could give 
evidence at the hearing, provided that he was willing to sign his witness 
statement.  Councillor Keith signed a copy of the witness statement.  Mr J 
Sneller requested that his objection to the witness be recorded, since 
Councillor Keith had been given the same opportunity to sign his witness 
statement and give notice of attendance as a witness as the other witnesses 
and had done neither.  The Deputy Monitoring Officer confirmed that the 
Hearing Sub-Committee Panel would give due consideration to the 
circumstances when considering the evidence.  Mrs Collcott then questioned 
Councillor Keith, which was followed by questioning of the witness by Sub-
Committee Panel Members, the Independent Person, Parish Council Member, 
Cllr Marvin and Cllr Sneller’s representative (Mr J Sneller). 

 
Mrs Collcott summarised the witness evidence provided by the Subject 

Members, Councillors Sneller and Marvin.  In concluding, Mrs Collcott stated 
that she had considered the response and additional evidence provided by 
Councillors Sneller and Marvin to her Investigating Officer’s report, but stated 
that she did not consider that this information altered the findings of the 
investigation. 
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Therefore, Ms Collcott stated that, on the balance of probabilities, she 
had concluded that both Councillor Marvin and Councillor Sneller had 
breached Section 3(1) of the Members’ Code of Conduct which is ‘you must 
treat others with respect’, in relation to how Dianne Marshall was treated at 
the meeting on 26th January 2012.  Ms Collcott stated that her reasons for this 
conclusion were that both Councillor Marvin and Councillor Sneller did not 
consider that they were disrespectful to Dianne Marshall during the Parish 
Meeting of 26th January 2012. However, Elaine Lindsay and Councillor Keith 
both considered that Councillor Sneller and Councillor Marvin treated Diane 
Marshall with disrespect. Councillor Hansen considered that Councillor 
Sneller and Councillor Marvin generally spoke to Dianne Marshall with 
disrespect. Helen Snook considered that Councillor Sneller and Councillor 
Marvin behaved no differently at that particular meeting as to how they 
behaved at any meeting - frequently undermining Dianne Marshall. Elizabeth 
Hedges considered that Councillor Sneller and Councillor Marvin were 
obstructive throughout the meeting pointing out that over time they have been 
disrespectful to Dianne Marshall. It therefore followed that, if Councillors 
Sneller and Marvin generally treated Dianne Marshall with disrespect, if they 
had treated her the same as they usually did, then they treated her with 
disrespect. Ms Collcott also pointed out that she considered that some of the 
comments made by Councillor Marvin during her interview with her were 
considered to be disrespectful and scathing at times. 

 
Ms Collcott stated that she also had concluded, on the balance of 

probabilities, that Councillor Sneller and Marvin had breached Section 3(1) of 
the Members’ Code of Conduct which is ‘you must treat others with respect’, 
in respect of the Chairman. Ms Collcott stated that her reasons for this 
conclusion were that Councillor Sneller and Councillor Marvin had both 
advised that whilst they did speak to each during the meeting, it was 
concerning the budget and for purposes of clarification. However, Miss 
Lindsay complained that whilst they were engaged in personal conversation, 
they ignored the Chairman when he requested that they cease their 
conversation and that one of them laughed at him. Dianne Marshall stated 
that when the Chairman requested Councillor Sneller and Councillor Marvin to 
cease their conversation, they laughed at him. Elizabeth Hedges reported 
Councillor Sneller and Councillor Marvin talked constantly between 
themselves during the meeting. Others also reported that the Chairman had to 
request that they cease their conversation at the meeting on 26th January 
2012. 

 
Finally Ms Collcott stated that she had concluded, on the balance of 

probabilities, that Councillor Sneller and Marvin had also breached 3(2)(b) 
which is ‘you must not bully any person’, in respect of the Parish Clerk.  Ms 
Collcott stated that her reasons for this conclusion were that Councillor Marvin 
and Councillor Sneller had denied bullying Dianne Marshall. They stated that 
during the meeting which took place on 26th January 2012 they did not treat 
Dianne Marshall any different to how they usually treated her. Other 
attendees of that meeting also stated the two Councillors treated the Parish 
Clerk in the manner in which they always treated her. A range of behaviours 
were reported as to how the Parish Clerk was usually treated by Councillor 
Sneller and Councillor Marvin, including generally treating her with disrespect, 
undermining her, trying to make her look bad, rolling their eyes and tutting 
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when she speaks, picking at little details, making unnecessary remarks, using 
an unpleasant tone of voice and making accusations of incompetence.  Ms 
Collcott stated that the definition of Bullying was: ‘a form of harassment. 
Bullying might be intentional or a perpetrator might be unaware that they were 
using behaviour that offended others. However, bullying adversely affects the 
recipient. Harassment and bullying degrades the recipient. Behaviour, which 
might cause offence, ranges from physical assault to a comment’. Dianne 
Marshall had quite clearly been affected by the behaviours of Councillor 
Sneller and Councillor Marvin which appeared to have been ongoing for a 
sustained period of time, rather than just being an isolated occurrence. 
Councillor Marvin when interviewed stated that Councillor Humphries was 
perpetually ‘banging on about her bulling and threatening Dianne Marshall’. 

 
At the conclusion of the Investigating Officer’s presentation, Cllr Marvin 

and Cllr Sneller’s representative (Mr J Sneller) were provided with an 
opportunity to ask questions of the Investigating Officer. 

 
The Chairman then provided the two Subject Members, Cllr Marvin and 

Mr J Sneller on behalf of Cllr Sneller, with the opportunity to make 
representations to the Panel. 

 
A summary of the statement made by Cllr Marvin is as follows: 

 
 Councillor Marvin expressed concern that the complainant was not 

present at the Hearing, bearing in mind that the investigation had 
cost local Council Taxpayers thousands of pounds.  It appeared 
surprising that her employer, Sanctuary Housing, would not allow 
Miss Lindsay time-off, since it was a partner organisation of the 
Council.  It appeared that Miss Lindsay was not standing by her 
complaint and Councillor Marvin had not been given the 
opportunity to ask her questions on a number of points of 
clarification on her evidence. Councillor Marvin’s questions would 
have included: 
 

o Whether Miss Lindsay had received assistance in 
completing her complaint form. 

o About her comment that the two Councillors had bullied 
the Clerk by abstaining from voting and by changing the 
Clerk’s decision on the budget – but Councillors were 
allowed to abstain and the Clerk cannot make a decision 
only prepare the Budget, so this shows a lack of 
understanding of the operation of Parish Councils by Miss 
Lindsay. 

o What were the actual words and gestures that Miss 
Lindsay found offensive and threatening?  There were no 
specific examples of what had been said or done and no 
explanation of why the words and actions were 
considered unpleasant. 

o Explanation of what Miss Lindsay had heard from the 
position she was seated in 20 feet away from the two 
Councillors. 
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 Councillor Marvin made the following comments on the Clerk’s 
Witness statement: 

o The Clerk appeared to have a high opinion of her own 
self-worth, and Councillor Marvin did not consider that 
she could impact upon the Clerk’s self-confidence. 

o A robust attitude was required by a Parish Clerk, but the 
Clerk did not appear to have such an attitude and the 
ability to accept unflattering comments, but regarded 
them personally, even if this was not the intention.  The 
‘elephant in the room’ comment referred to in evidence 
related to the Budget itself and not to the Clerk 
personally, but the Clerk had threatened Cllr Marvin with 
proceedings on this and other issues. 
 

 The venue for the meeting on 26 January 2012 was not at all 
conducive to the proceedings of a Parish Council meeting of the 
nature held on that evening.  The layout was not set up to enable 
the hearing of proceedings clearly by the Councillors present and 
not only were the acoustics poor, but there was a great deal of 
background noise. 

 Councillors Marvin and Sneller did not hear the Clerk and were 
trying to balance a large number of papers relating to the budget in 
poor conditions.  They were talking to each other about the Budget 
figures and not having a personal conversation, which was 
reasonable behaviour in view of the complications of the issue. 

 Cllr Marvin drew particular attention to Councillors Marvin and 
Sneller’s responses in their additional evidence documents 2 and 
3. 

 Councillor Marvin asked the hearing to consider their alternative 
viewpoint of not being able to hear the proceedings and the 
confused and complex nature of the meeting on 26 January 2012. 

 A number of Parish Council Members professed to be unaware of 
the E-mail from the then Chair Cllr Humphries, asking for written 
submissions on the Budget and line by line consideration of the 
Budget at the meeting on 26 January 2012 (additional evidence 
document 4). 

 A large number of the Parish Councillors who gave witness 
statements were only co-opted to the Parish Council in December 
2011, this demonstrated a lack of knowledge/experience amongst 
the Councillors in general, and one was a tenant in the sheltered 
accommodation where the Complainant was a manager. 

 Councillors Marvin and Sneller did not abstain all of the time as 
stated in some of the witness statements, which is proved by the 
voting records in the additional evidence documents. 

 Councillor Marvin took her own notes at the meeting on 26 
January 2012, and one Councillor stated ‘I don’t want to listen to 
what you have to say’ to her, showing other instances of 
disrespect at the meeting. 

 The Chairman also stated at the meeting on 26 January 2012, that 
an alternative Budget had been received from Councillors Marvin 
and Sneller but would not be considered – this belittled their efforts 
in producing an alternative Budget. 
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 The witness interviews were conducted a good few months after 
the meeting on 26 January 2012, when further inflammatory E-
mails had been circulated which were defamatory to Cllrs Sneller 
and Marvin. 

 The atmosphere at Council meetings in general was ‘lively’ and 
the responses to Councillors Marvin and Sneller at these meetings 
were more extreme than those to the Chairman and the Clerk 
reported in evidence.  However, no interviews refer to the 
comments made to Councillors Marvin and Sneller, but only to the 
Clerk – this shows a lack of balance in the evidence. 

 Cllr Marvin requested that the Panel Members considered the 
additional evidence provided by Councillors Marvin and Sneller 
when they retired to deliberate. 

 
A summary of the statement made by Mr J Sneller on behalf of Cllr 

Sneller is as follows: 
 
 Mr Sneller highlighted the comments made by Councillor Tony Kirk 

in his E-mail circulated to those present commenting on the 
difficulties associated with the meeting on 26 January 2012 in 
terms of the venue, layout and subject matter.  Cllr Kirk particularly 
drew attention to the unusual and unhelpful arrangement of the 
tables as a single long table; the level of background noise from 
the elderly tenants in the audience in the community room at the 
sheltered accommodation that meant it was not always possible to 
hear what was being said; and the lively debate on the Budget at 
the meeting leading to raised voices and more than one person 
speaking at once, making for a chaotic meeting.  Mr Sneller also 
referred to Cllr Kirk’s comments on the context of the meeting, in 
terms of the proposed Budget increase of 34%; the E-mail request 
by the Chairman of prior notification of amendments to the budget; 
the time spent by Councillors Marvin and Sneller to prepare an 
alternative Budget; the announcement by the Chairman at the 
meeting that the alternative Budget would not be considered; and 
the subsequent line by line consideration of the Budget at the 
meeting.  This line by line consideration of the Budget did result in 
a reduction in the Budget increase from 34% to 18%, 
demonstrating that Councillors Marvin and Sneller’s work and 
challenge had resulted in effective local democracy taking place.  
On the issue of voting, Cllr Kirk had highlighted that the voting 
records showed that Councillors Marvin and Sneller did not vote 
against everything as stated in some evidence.  On the issue of 
bullying, Cllr Kirk had stated that regard needed to be had to the 
requirement to raise voices at the meeting on 26 January 2012 to 
be heard.  In concluding, Cllr Kirk had referred to the main reasons 
for his resigning from the Parish Council as being due to the 
rudeness of the Chairman, meetings being strained and it being 
difficult for him to ‘make a difference’, which was why he had 
originally applied to be a Parish Councillor. 

 Mr Sneller stated that he also wanted to show the Parish Council 
Meeting on 26 January 2012 ‘through the eyes’ of Cllr Sneller and 
in context both before and after the meeting.  Cheveley Parish 
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Council was a dysfunctional Parish Council where the then 
Chairman and now Vice-Chairman tried to run it in his own light.  
The Budget was unresolved by January which was why the 
Extraordinary meeting was convened.  Due to the proposed 
increase in the Budget, the Chairman requested that amendments 
be circulated in advance of the meeting.  An alternative Budget 
was prepared by Councillors Marvin and Sneller proposing a more 
modest increase of 24%.  The venue for the Extraordinary meeting 
was not the normal location of the School or Pavilion, but the 
Community Room at the sheltered accommodation – there has 
been no change to the venue before or since this meeting.  This 
was an alien location and the layout was arranged like a railway 
carriage, rather than more suitably for this type of meeting.  There 
was a lot of background noise and taking this into account and her 
position in the room 20 feet away with other residents between 
her, it is surprising that the complainant could make a fair 
assessment of the interaction between Councillors Marvin and 
Sneller and the rest of the meeting.  The Clerk did not request a 
re-arranging of the chairs and tables to get a more conducive 
layout for the meeting.  There was no space to out the papers 
required to carry out the line by line consideration of the Budget.  
The Chairman opened the meeting by stating that the alternative 
Budget would not be considered but subsequently agreed that 
there would be line by line consideration of the Budget.  The Clerk 
had done a good job of collating the information to produce the 
final Budget.  Mr Sneller reiterated the poor conditions of the 
venue which meant that the Chairman and Councillors had to raise 
their voices to be heard and check common understanding.  The 
witnesses were unable to recall details of the actual interactions 
that led to the complaint.  Some progress was made with the 
reduction in the Budget increase from 34% to 18% - so Councillors 
Marvin and Sneller had saved this sum for local taxpayers.  There 
were some factual inaccuracies in the witness statements 
regarding when Councillors had been co-opted onto the parish 
Council and the allegations that Councillors Marvin and Sneller 
had tried to ‘hide’ their alternative Budget were untrue, as this had 
been circulated by e-mail two days in advance of the meeting as 
requested.  Nor did Councillors Marvin and Sneller disagree with 
everything, as stated by some witnesses, which was shown by the 
voting records.  The Clerk’s salary was one of the most significant 
items of expenditure and as such had to be discussed and 
debated.  No other Councillors brought forward any other 
proposals to the 41 lines of the Budget. 

 Mr Sneller apologised on behalf of Councillors Marvin and Sneller 
that the tenants of Somerset Court had got involved in a highly 
charged meeting, but they were witness to the nature of 
democracy at Cheveley Parish Council.  Councillors Marvin and 
Sneller were the longest serving Councillors on Cheveley Parish 
Council. 

 In concluding, Mr Sneller stated that he wanted to emphasise that 
this was an Extraordinary meeting of the Parish Council to 
undertake detailed consideration of the Budget, but that the 
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meeting was inappropriately laid out and the Chairman had 
discounted consideration of the alternative budget prepared by 
Councillors Marvin and Sneller, who were Councillors working for 
the benefit of the people of the Parish in the very difficult 
conditions of the meeting.  On the balance of probabilities, Ms 
Collcott had concluded that Councillors Marvin and Sneller had 
bullied the Clerk, but the evidence for this did not seem strong 
enough given the public environment of the meeting.  The 
Standards for England definition of bullying stated that minor one-
off incidents were not likely to constitute bullying.  No evidence of 
the actual incidents that demonstrated bullying had been provided 
in the witness statements.  This meeting had been convened to set 
the Budget and it was time-sensitive, as the Budget had to be 
agreed on that night.  No other complaints had been submitted by 
the Councillors or members of the public present.  The only 
complaint was from Miss Lindsay who had not been to a Parish 
Council meeting prior to 26 January 2012 or to any subsequent 
meetings and had not attended today’s Hearing.  Councillors 
Marvin and Sneller were simply diligent Councillors who took their 
responsibilities seriously, despite a hostile environment. 

 
The Sub-Committee Panel Members, the Independent Person and 

Parish Council Member asked questions of clarification on the statements by 
Cllr Marvin and Mr Sneller. 

 
The Finance and Governance Hearings Sub-Committee Panel Meeting 

adjourned at 1.20pm to enable the Panel Members, Independent Person, Parish 
Council Representative accompanied by the Legal Advisor, to retire to 

consider all the documentary and witness evidence and decide what the 
relevant facts were, followed by whether the Councillor failed to follow the 
Code of Conduct and reasons for the decision. The Panel would seek the 

views of the Independent Person and Parish Council Representative, and take 
these into account when reaching its decision. 

 
The Finance and Governance Hearings Sub-Committee Panel Meeting 

resumed at 3.45pm. 
 
The Chairman announced that the Finance and Governance Hearing 

Sub-Committee Panel had found that the matters of fact to be decided were: 
 

 Did Councillor Sneller show a lack of disrespect to the Clerk? 

 Did Councillor Sneller show a lack of disrespect to the 
Chairman? 

 Did Councillor Sneller’s treatment of the Clerk amount to bullying 
and harassment?  

 Did Councillor Marvin show a lack of disrespect to the clerk? 

 Did Councillor Marvin show a lack of disrespect to the 
Chairman? 

 Did Councillor Marvin’s treatment of the Clerk amount to bullying 
and harassment? 
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The Panel had carefully considered all the evidence, submissions 
made and the supporting evidence relating to the following paragraphs of the 
Code of Conduct: 

 3(1) You must treat others with respect; and 

 3 (2) (b) You must not bully any person. 
 

The Panel had decided that the matters of fact were: 
 

 An Extraordinary meeting of Cheveley Parish Council primarily to 
discuss the budget took place on 26 January 2012. 

 The meeting took place at Somerset Court in Cheveley, which 
was not the usual meeting venue for the Parish Council. 

 Councillor Roderick Humphries was the Chairman of the 
meeting. 

  Councillors Kathleen Sneller and Sheila Marvin attended the 
meeting. 

 Dr Dianne Marshall was the Clerk at the meeting 

 Councillors David Keith, Tine Hansen, Tony Kirk, Elizabeth 
Hedges, Helen Snook were also in attendance at that meeting. 

 The Complainant Elaine Lindsay with a number of residents of 
Somerset Court attended the meeting. 

 
On the evidence presented, the Panel had reached the following 

decisions relating to the meeting on 26 January 2012:  
 

Finding: (by a majority) 
 
Councillor Kathleen Sneller did not treat the Clerk with respect in 
breach of Paragraph 3(1); 
 
Councillor Sheila Marvin did not treat the Clerk with respect in breach 
of Paragraph 3(1). 
 
Reasons: 
 
In particular, the Panel accepted the evidence in the statement of 
Elaine Lindsay when she says that: 
“When they spoke to her they had an aggressive tone to their voices. I 
considered it be atrocious and it felt like they had a personal grievance 
against the Parish Clerk”; “they did not listen to her”; and “on each 
occasion that Cllr Sneller and Marvin spoke to the Parish Clerk they put 
her down” - that showed disrespect to the Clerk. 
 
Diane Marshall’s statement: 
“They asked in public if I was qualified to set a budget” - this 
undermines the Clerk’s position. 
 
Tine Hansen says in her statement that: “I noticed Cllr Sneller and 
Marvin roll their eyes and tut when the Parish Clerk speaks”. 
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In her representation, Councillor Marvin said: “I have never met anyone 
with a greater self opinion” in reference to the Clerk - that is blatantly 
disrespectful. 
 
The evidence and comments heard at the hearing support the lack of 
respect the Councillors showed to the Clerk and support the allegation 
that the way they treated the Clerk was unacceptable. 
 
Finding: (unanimously) 
 
That there was no breach of paragraph 3(1) in relation to the Chairman 
and that Councillors Kathleen Sneller did not fail to treat the Chairman 
with respect and Councillor Sheila Marvin did not fail to treat the 
Chairman with respect. 
 
Reasons: 
 
That there was insufficient evidence from the statements or evidence at 
the hearing in support of the allegations. 
 
Finding: (unanimously) 
 
That there was no breach in paragraph 3(2)(b) and that Councillor 
Kathleen Sneller did not bully and harass the clerk and that Councillor 
Sheila Marvin did not bully and harass the clerk. 
 
Reasons: 
 
That there was insufficient evidence from the statements or evidence at 
the hearing in support of the allegations. 
 
The Chairman invited the Investigating Officer to make any 

representations as to whether or not the Panel should impose a sanction and 
what form any sanction should take.  Mrs Collcott stated that whilst she did 
not want to make any specific comment on possible sanction(s), it was clear 
that Dr Marshall had been affected by the treatment of her with disrespect and 
Mrs Collcott was concerned that the Councillors had not realised that this was 
the case. 

 
The Chairman invited the Subject Members to make any 

representations as to whether or not the Panel should impose a sanction and 
what form any sanction should take.  Councillor Marvin stated that she was 
‘puzzled’ that the Panel had made a finding of disrespect to the Clerk on the 
evidence of someone who had not attended the Hearing and she was 
unaware of how she had been disrespectful.  Mr Sneller on behalf of 
Councillor Sneller stated that the situation had been created and expanded 
due to the unusual conditions of the meeting and that it was unfortunate that 
the Investigating Officer had not taken this into account. 

 
Subsequently the Finance and Governance Hearings Sub-Committee Panel 

adjourned at 3.50pm to enable the Panel Members, Independent Person, Parish 
Council Representative accompanied by the Legal Advisor to retire to consider 
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whether or not to impose a sanction on the Subject Member and, if so, what 
the sanction should be and the reasons for the decision. The Panel would seek 
the views of the Independent Person and Parish Council Representative, and 

take these into account when reaching its decision. The Panel could also 
consider and make general recommendations to the Parish Council, which 

they believe will promote and maintain high standards of conduct by 
Councillors or co-opted Councillors. 

 
The Finance and Governance Hearings Sub-Committee Panel resumed at 

4.15pm. 
 
The Chairman explained that in the light of the finding of a breach of 

paragraph 3(1) of the Code of Conduct in relation to the Clerk, the Finance 
and Governance Hearings Sub-Committee Panel considered the appropriate 
sanction to be applied was formal censure at this hearing. 

The Panel considered that as long-serving Members of the Council, it 
would expect the two Councillors to show respect to the office of the Clerk and 
to set an example to new Councillors by appropriate behaviour, that is in a 
courteous and polite attitude to the Clerk and other Members of the Council.  
This would give Members of the public more confidence in the work of the 
Parish Council in the future. The Panel also hoped that this would end the 
dysfunctionality within Cheveley Parish Council. 

Reasons: 

 No action –the Panel found that the evidence does not warrant 
‘no action’. 

 Councillor training – this does not appear appropriate, as training 
had been undertaken recently by the Councillors. 

 Recommend that the Parish Council formally censure the 
Councillors at a Parish Council meeting – this does not appear to 
be appropriate given the current problems that exist within the 
Parish Council. 

 
 
The meeting concluded at 4.17pm 
 
 
 
………………………………………………………….Chairman 


