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Consideration of a Code of Conduct Complaint 

Monitoring Officer Decision Notice 

. 

 

Complaint No.: Complaint received Deadline for initial 
assessment 

0014273 12 May / 14 May 2018 Normally 12 June 2018 

Monitoring Officer: Independent Person Date of Decision: 

Anita Bradley Chris Ballinger 11 September 2018 

Name of complainant(s): Name of Subject Member: City / Parish Council: 

Cllr Craig Simmons 

Cllr Ben Lloyd-Shogbesan 
– self referral 

Cllr Ben Lloyd-Shogbesan Oxford City Council 

 
1. Purpose of the Monitoring Officer decision 
  
For the Monitoring Officer, in consultation with the Independent Person, to consider the 
Investigator’s final report and to determine what action, if any, should be taken under 
the Council’s Complaint Handling Arrangements from the following options: 

 No further action 

 Local resolution 

 Local hearing 
 
2. Summary of complaint 
 
The Monitoring Officer received a self-referral from Councillor Lloyd-Shogbesan (the 
Subject Member), dated 12 and 14 May 2018, and a corresponding complaint from 
Oxford City Councillor Craig Simmons (the Complainant), dated 14 May 2018, that 
Councillor Lloyd-Shogbesan may have failed to comply with the Members’ Code of 
Conduct. 
 
The complaint concerns the allegations of reposting articles on Councillor Lloyd-
Shogbesan’s personal Facebook page as published in the Cherwell News edition on 
Friday 11 May 2018.  The allegations were subsequently picked up in other local, and 
national, media coverage.  
 
In the Complainant’s view these allegations may engage the following paragraphs of 
the Code of Conduct: 

 Honesty and Integrity:   
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You must not place yourself in situations where your honesty and integrity 
may be questioned, must not behave improperly and must on all occasions 
avoid the appearance of such behaviour. 

 

 Leadership:  
You must promote and support high standards of conduct when serving in 
your public post, in particular as characterised by the above requirements, by 
leadership and example in a way that secures or preserves public confidence. 
 

 General Obligations:  
You must treat others with respect and ensure that you are aware of and 
comply with all legal obligations that apply to you as a member of co-opted 
member of the council and act within the law; 
You must not bully any person 
You must not do anything that compromises or is likely to compromise the 
impartiality of those who work for, or on behalf of the council. 

 
3. Initial assessment  
 
The Monitoring Officer, in consultation with the Independent Person, undertook an 
initial assessment of the complaint against the following assessment criteria and 
concluded that: 
 

Adequate information The Monitoring Officer had enough information before her 
to form a decision.   

Official capacity The Subject Member may not have been acting in an 
official capacity which could established by investigation. 

Timescale The complaint concerned press allegations, made in May 
2018, about inappropriate social media activity dating from 
2014 and 2016.   Notwithstanding the length of time that 
had elapsed since the alleged conduct this had only 
recently become public and consequently it was 
appropriate to consider the complaint. 

Seriousness The Monitoring Officer considered that these were serious 
allegations which warranted further consideration.  

Public interest test There had been significant press coverage and media 
interest in the case at the local and national level.   The 
allegations needed to be considered against the wider 
national and political context.  The Monitoring Officer was 
satisfied that it was in the public interest for the complaint 
to be referred for formal investigation. 

 
The Monitoring Officer, after consulting the Independent Person, decided to refer the 
complaint for investigation.  In doing so, the Monitoring Officer and Independent Person 
noted that the alleged offences related to acts which may have been carried out in the 
Subject Member’s private social media accounts and not on an official council or councillor 
platform.  Nevertheless, the Monitoring Officer and Independent Person felt that the issue 
as to whether the Subject Member was acting in an official capacity required further 
investigation as the public perception was unlikely to differentiate between the personal 
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and official role of the Subject Member in relation to the complaint given the serious nature 
of the allegations. 
 
 
4. Investigation 
 
The Monitoring Officer engaged an external Investigator to conduct an investigation.  The 
Investigator reviewed the available evidence, met with the Subject Member and spoke to 
the Complainant.  He also considered the relevant legislation and protocols including 
Oxford City Council’s Members’ Code of Conduct.    
 
The Investigator presented his final report to the Monitoring Officer on 4 September 2018 
and in it his recommended finding was that the Subject Member was not acting in a 
councillor capacity when posting on social media and therefore the Members’ Code of 
Conduct was not engaged.  
 

5. Decision of the Monitoring Officer 
 
No further action.  
 
6. Reason for Decision 
 
The reason for reaching this decision, having considered the Investigator’s report and 
consulted with the Independent Person, is that the Subject Member was not acting in a 
councillor capacity when posting on social media and therefore the Members’ Code of 
Conduct was not engaged and lawfully the matter could not be considered further 
within the standards regime. 
 
The Investigator’s report states that:  
 
“the legislation is clear that being known as a councillor is not sufficient to engage the Code 
of Conduct unless the context (and not simply the alleged behaviour) is such as to bring the 
individual within the ambit of the Code. Bearing in mind the considerations set out above, 
which demonstrate that the definition of official capacity should be narrowly construed, I am 
of the view that Councillor Lloyd-Shogbesan was acting in his private capacity when 
posting messages on Facebook, therefore this matter does not fall within the jurisdiction of 
the standards framework”. 

 
The Investigating Officer’s report also recommends that the Council considers adopting a 
social media policy that will offer additional guidance for councillors.  The purpose of such a 
policy would be to encourage members to at least aspire to act in a manner that is 
conducive to supporting the principles set out in the Code, even in their private capacity.  
This is a useful suggestion that warrants further consideration by the Standards 
Committee. 

 

Signed 

 

Name Anita Bradley, Monitoring Officer, Oxford City Council 

Date 11 September 2018 
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