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Please find enclosed a complaint concerning the conduct of Councillor Michael Breslin 
in respect of a number of emails sent by the Councillor to council officers, council 
members and other parties. The complaint comprises three parts, and is submitted by 
the Council 's three Executive Directors, and myself, as the Chief Executive. 

Section 2 of the complaint revolves around the possible disposal of the Council owned 
property "Castle Toward" in Dunoon to the South Cowal Community Development 
Company (SCCDC) who submitted an ultimately unsuccessful community right to buy 
application which foundered on their inability to raise sufficient funds for the purchase. 
The Council was supportive of the application throughout, twice extending timescales to 
allow more time for SCCDC to complete the application, liaising with the State Aid Unit 
to ascertain ways for SCCDC to reduce the risk in that area, and submitting a loan 
proposal which might enable them to realise their Community Buy Out. 

The asset was valued at £1 .75 million by the District Valuer, appointed by the Scottish 
Government to provide an independent valuation of the property. However SCCDC 
supported by Councillor Breslin asserted that the valuation of the estate was £850,000 
and that the property should be sold at that price. 

The Council endorsed and affirmed the decision taken by the Policy and Resources 
Committee that Castle Toward should be disposed of at the District Valuer's valuation 
of £1 .75 million and further agreed not to extend the right to buy deadline and to 
instruct Council officers to market the property under delegated authority. 

While cognisant that the decision taken will be disappointing to SCCDC and Councillor 
members' who supported their bid of £850,000, it was ultimately a decision for Elected 
Members to make. 



In addition, Councillor Breslin sent a number of emails to senior officers in respect of 
operational matters at Rothesay Harbour as well as matters relating to the pay and 
conditions of care at home workers which are a matter of concern. 

It is our view that the content and circulation of e-mails by Councillor Breslin, breaches 
the Councillors' Code of Conduct in terms of paragraphs 3.1, 3.3, 3.4 and 3.5 of the 
Code of Conduct and Annex C 2 and 20. 

We are particularly concerned about the sustained, repeated and public criticism of 
council officers which is often potentially defamatory and which has the potential to 
have a severe impact on the ability of officers to deliver objective, appropriate and frank 
advice to council members. 

We therefore submit the complaint for your consideration and determination. 

Yours faithfully 

Encl. 

Cleland Sneddon 
Executive Director 
Community Services 

Pippa Milne 
Executive Director 
Development and 
Infrastructure 
Services 



STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL 

COMPLAINT IN RESPECT OF COUNCILLOR MICHAEL BRESLIN 
TO THE STANDARDS COMMISSION 

THE COMPLAINT 

This complaint relates to a number of concerns in relation to the conduct of Councillor Michael 
Breslin and in particular, to a number of emails sent by Councillor Breslin to council officers, council 
members and other parties, some of which were subsequently published on the For Argyll website. 

Prior to the submission of this complaint, council officers have taken a number of steps to deal with 
the matter, and attempted to work proactively with Councillor Breslin to address the areas of his 
conduct which are of concern. These include, but are not limited to, ensuring all Council members 
were provided with the opportunity to undertake training provided by the Ethical Standards 
Commissioner and informal and formal meetings with both the Chief Executive and the Monitoring 
Officer. 

Unfortunately these attempts have not proved productive and as the areas of behaviour which are 
of concern continue unabated, we feel that we have no alternative but to pursue the current course 
of action and submit a complaint. 

It should be noted that although this complaint details more recent examples of behaviour which we 
believe breach the Code of Conduct in a number of respects, the pattern of behaviour with regard to 
the use of emails sent to council officers itself has been ongoing since 2012. 

1. Background 

1.1 The complaint comprises three parts. Section 2 of the complaint revolves around the 
possible disposal of the Council owned property "Castle Toward" in Dunoon to the South 
Cowal Community Development Company (SCCDC), who submitted a Community Right to 
Buy application on 23/01/2014. 

The proposed Community Buy Out halted the marketing of the property to give this 
application time to progress under the legislation. However, SCCDC asserted that it could not 
afford the asking price of £1.75 million which corresponded to the value determined by the 
District Valuer, appointed by the Scottish Government to provide an independent valuation 
of the property. SCCDC requested a discount of £1 million from the Council. 

The Council took a number of decisions to support the Community Buy out throughout the 
process, including extending timescales twice, liaising with the State Aid Unit to ascertain 
ways for SCCDC to reduce the risk in that area, advice from Economic Development and 
Planning Services and a loan proposal which might enable them to realise their Community 
Buy Out. Throughout this process, it is our view that the content and circulation of e-mails 
by Councillor Michael Breslin, an independent Councillor for the Dunoon area in which 
Castle Toward sits, breaches the Councillors' Code of Conduct in a number of respects. 

In addition, sections 3 and 4 of the complaint contain further email correspondence in 
relation to care at home workers and Rothesay Harbour respectively, in which Councillor 
Breslin makes a number of further public criticisms about council officers. It is our view that 
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the complaint demonstrates a continuing pattern of behaviour which amounts to multiple 
breaches of the Councillors' Code of Conduct. 

2. Emails in relation t o the sale of castle Toward 

2.1 Email dated 291
h December 2014 - In an email to the Council's Head of Governance and 

Law, Councillor Breslin stated that he [the council officer], not the Provost, had deemed an 
amendment made by Councillor Breslin on the disposal of Castle Toward incompetent. 

He further asserted that in an analogous situation, an unrelated earlier amendment made by 
another Councillor was deemed competent. The Head of Governance and Law responded 
that the amendment was ruled incompetent by the Provost not him, and that the 
circumstances of the comparison made by the Councillor were materially different and 
therefore not comparable. Full details of the email exchange and the explanation as to why 
the circumstances were different are attached. 

Councillor Breslin intimated that he intended to make the response to his email public. 
There is a clear and erroneous implication from the Councillor that a council officer has 
acted improperly and his conduct/capability has been questioned. 

In addition, the content of the email was published on the For Argyll website. On 151
1'1 

January 2015, the Head of Governance and Law requested that the Councillor advise him 
how a copy of the original email came to be on For Argyll as the email represented a 
criticism of his conduct which had been made public. 

Councillor Breslin declined to give a direct response, indicating that a number of individuals 
were given a copy of the email and that any one of them may have passed it on. This 
admission in itself, albeit unspecific as to the individuals, implies that his emails were given 
public circulation by him. In addition, Councillor Breslin appears to have no issues with his 
comments appearing on the For Argyll website, as to our knowledge he does not attempt to 
have the content of his emails removed, and routinely comments on the website on his own 
em ails. 

There is evidence of a clear pattern of his email correspondence and subsequent responses 
being given to For Argyll, as well as the stated intention of the Councillor to make any 
response public. The comments he made were therefore given a wide range of public 
circulation. This wide circulation continues unabated as correspondence on Castle Toward 
progresses and is a feature of email communications made by Councillor Breslin on the 
matter. 

The email clearly contains an explicit, public, direct and unwarranted criticism of a council 
officer in that the officer is accused of incorrectly ruling an amendment incompetent which 
was not the case. We believe this demonstrates that Councillor Breslin has breached the 
Code of Conduct for Councillors in terms of paragraph 3.1, 3.3 and 3.5 of the Code of 
Conduct and Annex C 2 and 20. 

2.2 Email dated 13th January 2015 - in an email to Argyll and Bute Council's Head of Strategic 
Finance, Councillor Breslin intimated that the loan proposal to SCCDC which would allow 
them to purchase Castle Toward "would range somewhere along a scale that started as 
reckless and moved to negligence". He further stated that he was "interested in how you 
[Head of Strategic Finance] could justify such a loan". The comments he made were made 
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public on the For Argyll website. The comments he made were therefore given a wide range 
of public circulation. 

These comments are particularly damaging as they were a direct criticism of the conduct 
and capability of the Council's Chief Finance Officer who holds Section 95 responsibilities 
under the Local Government (Scotland) Act 1973, for the conduct of all of the Council's 
financial affairs. This role includes the promotion and delivery by the whole authority of 
good financial management so that public money is safeguarded at all times and used 
appropriately, economically, efficiently and effectively. Therefore criticism relating to the 
conduct or capability of this officer has a direct impact on their ability to carry out their role 
in this capacity effectively. 

The email clearly contains explicit, public, direct and unwarranted criticisms of a council 
officer which we believe demonstrates Councillor Breslin has breached the Code of Conduct 
for Councillors in terms of paragraph 3.1, 3.3 and 3.5 of the Code of Conduct and Annex C 2 
and 20. 

2.3 Emails dated 3rd February 2015 - Councillor Breslin had an email exchange with the 
Executive Director of Customer Services in an attempt to instigate a specia l meeting of the 
Council under Standing Order 1.3.2 on the matter of Castle Toward. He was informed by the 
Executive Director of Customer Services that he had not followed the procedure for a notice 
required under Standing Order 1.3.2 but that should he do so then [he] "would put the 
necessary arrangements in hand". Councillor Breslin responded that this response " looks 
more like on obstacle than anything else". This is a direct, unwarranted and explicit 
comment that questions the integrity of the conduct of a council officer. The comment was 
published on the website For Argyll and was therefore given a wide range of public 
circulation. 

The comments are particularly damaging as they were a direct criticism of the conduct and 
capability of the Executive Director of Customer Services, who also holds the position of 
Monitoring Officer and has responsibilities under Section 5 of the Local Government and 
Housing Act 1989, as amended by Schedule 5 paragraph 24 of the Local Government Act 
2000. His role includes reporting on matters he or she believes are, or are likely to be, illegal 
or amount to maladministration, and to be responsible for matters relating to the conduct of 
councillors and officers. Therefore criticism relating to the conduct or capability of this 
officer has a direct impact on their ability to carry out their role in this capacity effectively. 

The emai l clearly contains an explicit, public, direct and unwarranted criticism of a council 
officer which we believe demonstrates Councillor Breslin has breached the Code of Conduct 
for Councillors in terms of paragraph 3.1, 3.3 and 3.5 of the Code of Conduct and Annex C 2 
and 20. 

2.4 Email dated s•h February 2015 - In an email to all council members, Councillor Breslin 
discussed the loan proposal made to SCCDC stating that the probity of such on offer is open 
to question. These comments were made without seeking clarification, or obtaining a clear 
understanding, on the specifics of the offer. The email was again widely circulated, including 
on the website For Argyll, the print edition of the National and the Dunoon Observer. The 
comments he made were therefore given a wide range of public circulation. The Collins 
dictionary definition of probity is noun, honesty, integrity therefore, by making this 
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statement, Councillor Breslin is questioning the professional reputation, honesty and 
integrity of those council officers involved in drawing up the terms of the loan including the 
Head of Strategic Finance and the legal Services Manager- Commercial. 

The email clearly contains an explicit, public, direct and unwarranted criticism of council 
officers which we believe demonstrates Councillor Breslin has breached the Code of Conduct 
for Councillors in terms of paragraph 3.1, 3.3 and 3.5 of the Code of Conduct and Annex C 2 
and 20. 

2.5 Email dated gin February 2015 -An email was submitted by Councillor Breslin to a junior 
member of staff within Governance and law to place on the portal. The portal is a web 
based system where council members log complaints and issues and can be viewed by all 
council members and certain council officers. The email from Councillor Breslin criticised the 
conduct of the Head of Governance and Law at the Bute and Cowal Area Committee 
meeting on February 3'd 2015. He states that "concern was expressed" at his "repeated 
interventions" during the meeting. He further suggests that "the way the session was run 
was one reason behind another community Councillor resigning this week". There is a clear 
and erroneous implication from the Councillor that a council officer has acted improperly 
and his conduct/capability has been questioned by the Councillor. The comments he made 
were made public by the Councillor choosing to email a junior member of staff and to lodge 
the matter onto the Portal which is accessible by Ward members. 

The Head of Governance and law responded to Councillor Breslin advising that any response 
provided to questions was to assist the good conduct of business on the day and that the 
Chair had thanked him for his attendance. 

The email clearly contains explicit, public, direct and unwarranted criticisms of a council 
officer which we believe demonstrates Councillor Breslin has breached the Code of Conduct 
for Councillors in terms of paragraph 3.1, 3.3 and 3.5 of the Code of Conduct and Annex C 2 
and 20. 

3. Emails in relation to Care at Home - Workers Pay and Conditions 

3.1 It should be noted that the emails specified in this complaint sent to the Executive Director 
of Community Services are not exhaustive, but are representative of a pattern of behaviour 
on the part of Councillor Breslin towards him which has continued for a period in excess of 
twelve months in which the Councillor makes use of emails to conduct a programme of 
bullying and harassment of a council officer attempting to fulfil his duties in good faith. 

3.2 Email dated 25tn February 2015 - In an email to the Executive Director of Community 
Services relating to the pay and conditions of care at home staff, Councillor Breslin intimated 
most of the private providers ore in clear breach .... of minimum wage regulations. He went 
on to state that in my view the tender process was flawed on this point alone. It is little 
wonder that those we might think of as the greedy and the ruthless then pass on the effects 
of this to staff. He then went on state that it's hard to think how much worse o tender 
process could be [Executive Director of Commun;ty Services]. 

He then asserted that the Executive Director of Community Services was remiss in not 
responding to him on the issue stating that my purpose in writing to you is because this is 
within your remit, but in oil the ... pieces of correspondence you have almost olwoys allowed 
[the Head of Adult Core] to reply rather than yourself. In a response to this email dated 27th 
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February 2015, the Executive Director of Community Services replied to Councillor Breslin 
that it is appropriate that I ask o Head of Service to respond to o member enquiry that falls 
within their remit. 

In the same email dated 25th February 2015, Councillor Breslin directly accuses council 
officers of being aware that care home providers were in breach of their obligations in 
relation to the payment of staff, stating that the Head of Adult Core told me officers knew all 
about the wages and conditions before these contracts were awarded. He then goes on to 
state in reference to a committee report on the issue prepared by council officers that I 
don't recollect anything about this being in the paper we approved in June 2012. 

Further, he questions whether council officers misled council members stating would we 
have approved the paper had we been told what council officers knew and were we misled 
by not being told about thfs key issue in the June 2012 paper? For the avoidance of doubt, 
replies Councillor Breslin alleges are from the Head of Adult Care to Councillor Breslin pasted 
into his email relate to being aware of zero hours contracts being used in the sector, not any 
malpractice by care at home providers. 

In the same email Councillor Breslin also states that the issue of non-payment between care 
visits was brought up by a care worker to the Executive Director of Community Services at 
the Cowal Community Care Forum in January/February 2014 and that the Executive Director 
of Community Services had stated that [he] would check the situation and get back to him 
[but that] ..... to date she says she hos received no response. In his response dated 27th 
February 2015 the Executive Director of Community Services states that he has a very clear 
recollection of the matter being raised. [he] subsequently spoke to the worker .... advised them 
he wos interested in the position they had reloyed .... and asked them to send me evidence 
that would support on investigation [bu t that] ... .. no evidence was ever received. 

The comments he made were aggressive in tone and copied into other council members and 
were therefore given a wide range of public circulation. We believe that a reasonable person 
having had sight of the correspondence would conclude that the comments made 
demonstrate that Councillor Breslin is publicly accusing council officers of turning a blind eye 
to care at home providers breaching minimum wage regulations and in addition, deliberately 
misleading council members on the issue. 

The email clearly contains explicit, public, direct and unwarranted criticism of council 
officers which we believe demonstrates Councillor Breslin has breached the Code of Conduct 
for Councillors in terms of paragraph 3.1, 3.3, and 3.5 of the Code of Conduct and Annex C 2 
and 20. 

3.3 Email dated 9th March 2015 - In an email from Councillor Breslin to all other council 
members and copied into the Executive Director of Community Services and Head of Adult 
Care, Councillor Breslin again raises the issue of pay and conditions for staff employed by 
care at home providers and criticises the report prepared by council officers for the 
Community Services Committee on 12th March 2015. 

He states that the paper to be considered ... comes to the wrong conclusions despite 
containing confirmation that the National Minimum Wage is most likely being breached by o 
number of our care ot home contractors. He goes on to state that had the findings of officers 
been discussed with us before the paper wos written, the paper may have looked somewhat 
different. We believe that this is an expression of a desire to re-write a council officer's 
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report so that it concurs with the views held by the Councillor. The comments were 
aggressive in tone and copied into other council members and were therefore given a wide 
range of public circulation. 

The email clearly contains an explicit, public, direct and unwarranted criticism of council 
officers which we believe demonstrates Councillor Breslin has breached the Code of Conduct 
for Councillors in terms of paragraph 3.1, 3.3, 3.4 and 3.5 of the Code of Conduct and Annex 
C 2 and 20. 

4. Emails in relation to Rothesay Harbour 

4.1 It should be noted that the emails specified in th is complaint sent to the Executive Director 
of Development and Infrastructure Services are not exhaustive, but are representative of a 
pattern of behaviour on the part of Councillor Breslin towards her which has continued for a 
period in excess of 12 months in which the Councillor makes use of emails to conduct a 
programme of bullying and harassment of a council officer attempting to fulfil her 
duties in good faith. 

4.2 Email dated lOth August 2014- In an email from Councillor Breslin to the Executive Director 
of Development and Infrastructure Services on the issue of safety at Rothesay harbour, he 
rejects a previous email response on the matter from her stating I am sorry but this still isn't 
satisfactory. He goes on to state that [Rothesay Harbour] smacks of being mismanaged 
further stating that I think it is a mess [Executive Director of Development and 
Infrastructure Services]. What do you intend to do please to rectify matters? This email was 
copied into a number of council members and was therefore given wide public circulation. 

The email clearly contains an explicit, public, direct and unwarranted criticism of a council 
officer which we believe demonstrates Councillor Breslin has breached the Code of Conduct 
for Councillors in terms of paragraph 3.1, 3.3, 3.4 and 3.5 of the Code of Conduct and Annex 
C 2 and 20. 

4.3 Email chain between the gm September 2014 and October 41
h 2014 - In a series of emails 

between Councillor Breslin and the Executive Director of Development and Infrastructure 
Services, some of which were copied into other Council members, the 8uteman newspaper, 
a member of the public involved in a financial claim against the council and his legal 
representative, Councillor Breslin makes a number of comments in relation to the matter of 
why the Execut ive Director is not copying third parties into emails. 

In an email dated 9th September 2014 Councillor Breslin states I have just seen [member of 
the pub/ic]'s email ..... This contained your reply to him alone yesterday. I specifically 
requested that if he copied us all in that you did the same in your reply. Please explain why 
you did not do this as it is unacceptable to simply ignore my request. This email was copied 
into a number of council members and was therefore given wide public circulation. 

In an email dated 12th September 2014 from Councillor Breslin to the Executive Director of 
Development and Infrastructure Services and a member of the public in relation to Rothesay 
Harbour, Councillor Breslin informs the member of the public, who is involved in a financial 
claim against the Council, that in case you were wondering [the Executive Director of 
Development and Infrastructure Services] has decided not to include councillors in her replies 
to you. 
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He goes on to state that I made a specific request that when you copied people into emails to 
her, ony replies from [the Executive Director of Development and Infrastructure Services] did 
the courtesy of doing the same. She has decided not to do this and I paste below the 
explanation given by [the Executive Director of Development and Infrastructure Services]. I 
om not in any way criticising [the Executive Director of Development and Infrastructure 
Services]. I om merely letting you know so that you are aware of the situation. 

These comments were circulated to other council members, the Editor of the Buteman 
newspaper, the local MSP and the legal representative of the member of the public who has 
a continuing dispute with the council and was therefore given a wide range of public 
circulation. 

In an email on the same date, the Executive Director of Development and Infrastructure 
Services asks Councillor Breslin why, when she had already informed councillor members, 
the member of the public and his legal representative that she would no longer be 
automatically copying in third parties, he then copied this email to the Butemon Newspaper 
and an MSP. In addition, she queried why Councillor Breslin had chosen to shore only a 
small section of my explanation regarding email circulation. 

He replied in an email on 13th September 2014 that the reason he had copied in third parties 
was the others, such as the MSP and the press, would have wondered what was going on, a 
situation you [the Executive Director of Development and Infrastructure Services] created by 
making the decision to drop people out of replies. He then goes on to state in an email dated 
27th September 2014 that: I didn't give all of your response to protect you. 

The emails could be construed as an attempt to bully a council officer into circulating emails 
on a sensitive issue to third parties of the Councillor's choice. In our view the list of 
recipients of an email should be a matter for the sender. 

The emails clearly contain explicit, public, direct and unwarranted criticisms of a council 
officer which we believe demonstrates Councillor Breslin has breached the Code of Conduct 
for Councillors In terms of paragraph 3.1, 3.3 and 3.5 of the Code of Conduct and Annex C 2 
and 20. 

4.4 Email dated 12th December 2014 - In an email from Councillor Breslin to the Executive 
Director of Development and Infrastructure Services on the subject of Rothesay Harbour, 
Councillor Breslin asks her to respond to 31 separate questions. 

When the Executive Director of Development and Infrastructure Services responds point by 
point in an email dated 12th February 2015, Councillor Breslin makes a number of responses 
which a reasonable person may conclude were aggressive in nature and critical of the officer 
including, but not exhaustive of this is jar from the full picture as you well know, things will 
be better on this front with [council officers] replacement but we know he was not suitably 
qualified, I disagree and you appear to have ignored the link I sent you to confirm this, that 
does not answer my question at all, I am astounded to be frank, I find this astonishing. Full 
details of the email exchange are attached to the complaint. 

This email is representative of the style of email correspondence that Councillor Breslin 
chooses to engage in with the Executive Director of Development and Infrastructure Services 
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in that when she appears to disagree with t he Councillor's position, or give advice contrary 
to that position, she is often made subject to immediate criticism via emails. Further the 
email was copied into other council members and was therefore given public circulation. 
The email clearly contains an explicit public, direct and unwarranted criticism of a council 
officer which we believe demonstrates Councillor Breslin has breached the Code of Conduct 
for Councillors in terms of paragraph 3.1, 3.3, 3.4 and 3.5 of the Code of Conduct and Annex 
C 2 and 20. 

4.5 Emails dated 2nd December 2014 and 11th January 2015 - In two em ails to the Executive 
Director of Development and Infrastructure Services of on the matter of the issue of 
lifejackets at Rothesay Harbour, Councillor Breslin states that [member of the public] is 
correct in stating that these jackets are not appropriate for use in Rothesay 
Harbour ... whoever advised us that they were appropriate was wrong and dangerously so. 

He goes on to state that this is yet another health and safety breach [Executive Director of 
Development and Infrastructure Services] and while I realise you have to take advice given to 
you, you need to understand that some of that advice has been negligent. 

In an email response dated gth January 2015 to Councillor Breslin the Executive Director of 
Development and Infrastructure Services states that that the advice I rely on comes from 
professional officers qualified in these matters. In an email dated 111

h January 2015 
Councillor Breslin responds by stating thanks ... but I think you have been badly advised. 

In a further email dated 3 rd March 2015 he goes on to state that lets hope we do not 
end up with a serious accident or worse because I know I have been given the right advice on 
this. 

The comments he made in these emails were copied into other council members and council 
officers and were therefore given public circulation. 

The emails clearly contain an explicit, public, direct and unwarranted criticism of a council 
officer which we believe demonstrates Councillor Breslin has breached the Code of Conduct 
for Councillors in terms of paragraph 3.1, 3.3, 3.4 and 3.5 of the Code of Conduct and Annex 
C 2 and 20. 

5. Conclusion 

5.1 We consider that, taken together, the emails sent by Councillor Breslin referred to above, 
demonstrate a continuing lack of trust and respect by him for council officers and council 
members. 

Council officers who appear to disagree with the Councillor's position, or give advice 
contrary to that position, are often made subject to immediate criticism via emails. Further, 
he persists in raising matters relating to the conduct or capability of council officers in public 
which in some cases appear to be defamatory. 

We have concerns that if council officers continue to be subjected to this conduct, it will 
impair their ability to deliver objective, appropriate and frank advice to Council members. 

The For Argyll website does not appear on the Council' s list of accredited press organisations 
and is not regulated by the Press Complaints Commission. Therefore the Council does not 
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respond to the public comments made on the website, either in Councillor Breslin's emails 
or on the comments these emails elicit, in relation to the conduct of officers. 

As the Council will not respond to or take action against comments made on these fora, we 
have further concerns that any council officer who appears to have been defamed, may not 
have the means necessary to seek the redress available to them in law to ensure that such 
comments desist. 

We believe that this complaint demonstrates a continuing pattern of behaviour from 
Councillor Breslin which repeatedly breaches the Code of Conduct for Councillors in terms of 
paragraph 3.1, 3.3, 3.4 and 3.5 of the Code of Conduct and Annex C 2 and 20 which state as 
follows: 

3.1 The rules of good conduct in this section must be observed in all situations where you 
act as a councillor, including representing the Council on official business. 

3.3 You must respect all Council employees and the role they play, and treat them with 
courtesy at all times. It is expected that employees will show the same consideration in 
return. 

3.4 Whilst both you and Council employees are servants of the public, you have 
separate responsibilities: you are responsible to the electorate but the employee is 
responsible to the Council as his or her employer. You must also respect the different 
roles that you and an employee play. Your role is to determine policy and to participate 
in decisions on matters placed before you, not to engage in direct operational 
management of the Council's services; that is the responsibility of the Council's 
employees. It is also the responsibility of the Chief Executive and senior employees to 
help ensure that the policies of the Council are implemented. 

3.5 You must follow the Protocol for Relations between Councillors and Employees attached 
at Annex C. A breach of the Protocol will be considered as a breach of this Code. 

Para 2 Councillors and employees should work in an atmosphere of mutual trust and 
respect, with neither party seeking to take unfair advantage of their position. 

Para 20 Councillors should not raise matters relating to the conduct or capability of 
employees in public. Employees must accord to councillors the respect and courtesy due to 
them in their various roles. There are provisiohs in the Code of Conduct for Employees about 
speaking in public and employees should observe them. 
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