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Summary

1. A number of allegations have been made by a number of people that 
Cllr Gail Lockett failed to comply with Staffordshire Moorland District 
Council’s (“the Council”) Code of Conduct (“the Code”) by her actions 
relating to her council tax as set out below.

2. The complainants are as follows:

Cllr Wood
Cllr Malyon
[Redacted]

3. The complaints consist of allegations, that Cllr Lockett failed to 
properly pay her Council Tax as it was due in respect of her home, 
that she lied about this and that Council Tax owed by her was 
inappropriately written off;

4. I spoke to all of the complainants.  I also interviewed Cllr Lockett.  I 
also spoke to others with relevant information as set out below.

5. I concluded that Cllr Lockett failed to comply with the Code in 
respect of part of the allegation that she lied about her Council Tax 
payment history; this will be subject to a hearing before the 
Council’s Standards Panel.  

6. The Council’s Standards Committee has asked that my report in 
respect of the allegations relating to Cllr Lockett’s Council Tax which 
I found did not amount to a failure to comply with the Code should 
be published given the public interest in the matter being dealt with 
transparently.  This report is provided to meet that request and only 
relates to those allegations in respect of Cllr Lockett’s Council Tax 
record which the Standards Committee has agreed do not amount to 
a failure on her part to comply with the Code.  
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Relevant Legislation

7. The Localism Act 2011 (“the 2011 Act”) repealed and replaced the 
old legislation governing standards of conduct for elected members 
with effect from July 2012.  Under the 2011 Act, the Council:

a. is under a duty to promote and maintain high standards of 
conduct; and

b. must adopt a Code of Conduct which is consistent with the 
statutory principles of selflessness, integrity, objectivity, 
accountability, openness, honesty and leadership;

8. The 2011 Act requires the Council to have in place arrangements for 
investigating allegations of failure to comply with the Code, and 
taking decisions about them, including appointing one or more 
independent persons, one of whose views must be sought before a 
decision is made, and one of whose views may be sought by the 
member against whom an allegation is made.

9. The Council has adopted a Code of Conduct (“the Code”) under the 
Localism Act which applied at all material times.    The Council also 
adopted arrangements for dealing with allegations that a member 
had failed to comply with the Code.

10.So far as material, the Code provides as follows:

1 Application

This Code of Conduct applies to you whenever you are acting in your 
capacity as a member of Staffordshire Moorlands District Council, 
including –

1.1 at formal meetings of the Council, its Committees and Sub-
Committees, its Cabinet and Cabinet Committees

1.2 when acting as a representative of the authority

1.3 in taking any decision as a Cabinet member or a Ward 
Councillor
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1.4 in discharging your functions as a Ward Councillor

1.5 at briefing meetings with officers and

1.6 at site visits
1.7 when corresponding with the authority other than in a  private 

capacity

2 General Conduct

You must –

2.1 provide leadership to the authority and communities within its 
area, by personal example and 

2.2 …

2.3 …

2.4 …

2.5 not misconduct yourself in a manner which is likely to bring the 
authority into disrepute

2.6 use your position as a member in the public interest and not for 
personal advantage 

Members’ official details

11. Cllr Lockett has been a member of the Council since 2015.  She is a 
member of the planning applications committee, the licensing 
regulatory committee, the health overview and scrutiny panel and the 
service delivery overview and scrutiny panel.
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Summary of the Facts and Evidence gathered

Background

12. It is important to state at the outset that my remit is to investigate the 
complaints which have been made and consider whether Cllr Lockett 
has failed to comply with the Code.

13. Cllr Lockett is the joint owner of a number of flats within a large 
building in Leek; Spout Hall, St Edwards Street, Leek. 
 

14. The ownership of Spout Hall is complicated as is the Council Tax 
history.  The property is divided into five flats.  At the relevant times 
Cllr Lockett jointly owned the freehold of the building with [redacted].  
The flats were leased on long leases.  Cllr Lockett and [redacted] jointly 
owned the leasehold interest in Flats 1, 2 and 4.  Cllr Lockett did not 
have any leasehold interest in Flats 3 or 5.

15. Cllr Lockett’s register of interests on the Council’s website records her 
as having an interest in “Spout Hall, 68 St Edwards Road, Leek.”  The 
register states, “You should give the address or a brief description of all 
the property you own, occupy, lease or rent in the Staffordshire 
Moorlands area. This should include your home address.  Please give 
full details of the land, so that the location can be identified…”   

16. The Council Tax records showed that in 2010 Cllr Lockett and 
[redacted] lived together in Flat 1.  However, in 2010 the Council were 
notified that [redacted] had vacated Flat 1.  Cllr Lockett completed an 
application for single person’s discount on Flat 1 on 27 April 2010.

17. From that time until January 2018 the Council Tax records showed Cllr 
Lockett as being the sole occupant of Flat 1.  She was responsible for 
Council Tax on Flat 1 and all the bills were issued to her at that 
property.

18. In November 2015 the Council obtained a liability order against Cllr 
Lockett in respect of arrears of Council Tax of £250.  Other than on this 
occasion Council Tax was always paid by Cllr Lockett in respect of Flat 1 
when it was due.
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19. In November 2017 the Resources Overview and Scrutiny Committee 
Panel considered a recommendation to write off £7,199.29 in respect of 
the Council tax debt for Flat 2 owed by [redacted].  This was because 
[redacted] had been declared bankrupt.  At various stages prior to this 
enforcement action had been taken against [redacted] in respect of 
arrears, including the obtaining of liability orders and the instruction of 
bailiffs.

20. The amount written off in respect of Flat 2 was not the full amount of 
Council Tax arrears because the Council believed that it may still be 
possible to recover some of the arrears.  When arrears are written off 
this is done for accounting purposes and no active steps are then taking 
to pursue the debt.  However, if money is recovered for example by a 
trustee in bankruptcy then the Council will still apply those against the 
debt.

21. In January 2018 Cllr Lockett advised that she had never lived in Flat 1 
but had in fact always lived in Flat 2.  She stated in an email to the 
Council dated 3 January 2018:

I think that the flat numbers have been mixed up I have 
received all my mail I did think I lived in Flat 1 but I am (sic) 
now been told that that its (sic) Flat 2 that I have always lived in 
I am just as confused as they have never been numbered and 
they use the same front door.

22. In January 2018 following the indication from Cllr Lockett that she had 
always lived at Flat 2 effectively the accounts for Flat 1 and 2 were 
switched so that it was treated as if Cllr Lockett had occupied Flat 2 
throughout the relevant period and [redacted] had lived in Flat 1.  This 
had no financial impact on the Council.

23. Although Cllr Lockett jointly owns the lease of Flat 4 she states that she 
has no involvement with it and it has always been let out to tenants by 
[redacted].  She maintains that it has been let out to tenants throughout 
the relevant period and it is those tenants who were responsible for 
Council Tax on the Flat.  This is also the position [redacted] has taken 
with the Council.  However, the Council has been dissatisfied with the 
evidence provided that Flat 4 was occupied by tenants for certain 
periods.  
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24. Cllr Lockett would only become liable for Council Tax on Flat 4 by virtue 
of being the leaseholder if it were unoccupied.  In March 2018 the 
Council issued a Council Tax bill jointly to Cllr Lockett and [redacted] 
for 2015/16, 2016/17, 2017/18 and 2018/19 on the basis that they 
were liable as there was no occupier.  There have been further 
discussions between Cllr Lockett and [redacted] and the Council.  Cllr 
Lockett continues to dispute any liability for Council Tax for Flat 4.  
Further evidence was provided to the Council and revised bills were 
issued in June 2018.

25. The complainants allege that Cllr Lockett has inappropriately not paid 
Council Tax and that she has voted on budget resolutions whilst in 
arrears of Council Tax in breach of section 106 of the Local Government 
Finance Act 1992.  The complainants have not specified which budget 
resolutions they are referring to.  [Redacted] refers to two meetings.  I 
have assumed that he was referring to the budget meetings in February 
2017 and 2018.   

26. One of the complainants also raised a concern about another property 
owned by Cllr Lockett and [redacted], the former mortuary at St Edwards 
Hospital.  This is not listed with the Council as a dwelling so no Council 
Tax is payable on it.  It is also not registered for business rates; the 
Council does not believe it has to be given the nature of the premises, 
in any event it is a matter for the Valuation Office whether a property is 
registered for business rates.

The evidence obtained

27. The following witnesses were interviewed during the investigation:

 Cllr Wood
 Cllr Malyon
 [redacted]
 [redacted]
 Cllr Lockett 

28. All have approved written records of their interviews.
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29. The Council’s monitoring officer, Mark Trillo, described the process 
leading to my instructions and supplied me with relevant 
documentation, including the complaint forms.

30. I have also reviewed documents provided to me in the course of the 
investigation, including:

a. Presentation to the Resources Committee dated 8 June 2018
b. Summary of the Council Tax position in respect of Spout Hall
c. Land Registry Title documents for Spout Hall.

Evidence of Cllr Wood

31. Cllr Wood made a complaint against Cllr Lockett.   This related to her 
Council Tax.  He stated that as joint owners of Flat 2 he believed that 
Cllr Lockett and [redacted] should be jointly and severally liable for the 
Council Tax.

32. He stated that it was wrong if a councillor was in arrears of Council Tax 
when they stood for election, which he would be raising with national 
government.

33. He stated that Cllr Lockett had voted at the Council meeting in May 
2018 on a matter which related to allowances and if she was in arrears 
he believed that she should not have done.

Evidence of Cllr Malyon

34. Cllr Malyon made two complaints against Cllr Lockett.  The first related 
to Cllr Lockett’s Council Tax.  She stated that she believed that Cllr 
Lockett was in arrears of Council Tax of approximately £2,000 but had 
still voted at full Council.

35. She said that Cllr Lockett had abused her position and undermined 
public trust in all Councillors because of her Council Tax position.

36. After I met with Cllr Malyon she sent me an email with a presentation 
which had been given to the Resources Committee by the Council’s 
Finance and Procurement Manager.  Cllr Malyon stated in her email:
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Looking at this presentation, it clearly states the owner/owners 
are responsible for the council tax of the property they own, so 
flat 2   68 st Edward street Leek, which was in joint ownership 
of [redacted] and Mrs Gail Locket were both responsible. So why 
was it written off and why did Gail Locket not declare it and 
leave the room when the council tax was set?

37. In fact the presentation states (emphasis added):

Strict hierarchy of who is responsible for paying the Council Tax 
on a chargeable dwelling (property). The person responsible for 
the Council Tax on a property will be the person who comes 
first on the following list: 

a resident of the property with a freehold interest 
a resident of the property with a leasehold interest 
a resident who is a statutory or secure tenant
a resident who has a contractual licence to occupy
a resident of the property
the owner of the property (this applies where the dwelling has 
no residents or in a number of specific circumstances)

A "resident" means any individual who is eighteen years old or 
over and has their sole or main residence in the property

Evidence of [redacted]

38. [Redacted] made two complaints about Cllr Lockett.  The first related 
to the Council Tax position.  

39. He explained that he made a request to the Council pursuant to the 
Freedom of Information Act about councillors or employees in 
arrears of Council Tax where the arrears were more than £1,000 or 
amounted to a year of Council Tax.   He stated that he received a 
response from the Council stating that there were none.  He stated 
that in April 2018 there were reports in the local press that a 
significant sum of Council Tax owed by Cllr Lockett had been written 
off.
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40. [Redacted] explained that he believed that questions needed to be 
asked about the Council Tax arrangements.  [Redacted] provided me 
with a note of the issues which he felt needed to be considered in 
relation to Cllr Lockett.

41. [Redacted] also raised an issue regarding the former mortuary at St 
Edwards Hospital.  He stated that this was jointly owned by Cllr 
Lockett and [redacted] but he did not know whether Council Tax had 
been paid in respect of it.

Evidence of Principal Income Officer and  Finance, Income and 
Procurement Manager

42. I spoke with the Principal Income Officer and  Finance, Income and 
Procurement Manager.  They explained that they had both had 
involvement in respect of the Council Tax issues with Spout Hall.

43. They confirmed that Spout Hall is a large building divided into five 
flats which are each separate dwellings for Council Tax purposes.  
They confirmed that Flats 1, 2 and 4 are jointly owned by Cllr 
Lockett and [redacted].

44. They provided me with a summary of the Council Tax position for 
each of these flats.  The records show that originally Cllr Lockett and 
[redacted] lived together in Flat 1.  In 2010 the Council was 
informed that [redacted] had moved out of Flat 1 and Cllr Lockett 
submitted a request for single person discount as he had moved 
out.  [Redacted] also submitted a form saying that he was now living 
in Flat 2.

45. This remained the position for many years.  Cllr Lockett generally 
paid her Council Tax in respect of Flat 2 as it was billed.  However, 
in November 2015 a liability order was obtained in respect of arrears 
of £250.  She cleared the Council Tax arrears fairly quickly.  The 
liability order was made on 11 November 2015 and the arrears were 
cleared on 25 November 2015.  However, Cllr Lockett disputed the 
£105 costs which she was ordered to pay as she stated she never 
received the summons.  She eventually paid the £105 costs in July 
2016.
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46. In 2017 [redacted] was declared bankrupt.  At that point he had 
arrears of Council Tax in respect of Flat 2 of over £14,000.  The 
Council had taken various steps to seek to recover the arrears over 
the years, including obtaining court orders and instructing bailiffs.  
In November 2017 approval was given to write off £7,192.99 of the 
debt on Flat 2 as it was considered to be irrecoverable.

47. In January 2018 Cllr Lockett contacted the Council to state that there 
had been an error and she had in fact always lived in Flat 2 and 
[redacted] had lived in Flat 1.  She explained that the flats were not 
numbered and they shared the same front door.

48. The Council agreed to effectively switch the accounts to give effect 
to the arrangements.  There was no financial impact on the Council 
of doing so as the same Council Tax rate applied to the different 
flats.

49. Cllr Lockett had received a 25% reduction a single person since 
2010.  There were periods when [redacted] was not given a discount 
as the Council was not satisfied that [redacted] lived alone.  A 
person making an application for the 25% reduction signs a 
declaration that they are the only adult living in the property.  The 
Council would only investigate this if there were grounds for 
believing this was not true.  The Council has not been provided with 
any evidence to suggest that Cllr Lockett was not living alone when 
she said that she was.

50. There is a hierarchy for the payment of Council Tax.  It is the 
responsibility of the resident of a dwelling to pay the Council Tax.  
An owner of a property who does not reside in it only becomes liable 
for Council Tax if there is no one residing in the property.

51. In respect of Flat 4 the Council has been told that it has been 
occupied by tenants.  However, the Council was not satisfied with 
the evidence provided of this.  As a result it issued Council Tax bills 
to Cllr Lockett and [redacted] on 21 March 2018.  No bills had 
previously been issued to Cllr Lockett for Flat 4.

52. The officers confirmed that the former mortuary at St Edwards 
Hospital is not on the Council Tax of Business Rates lists because it 
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is a derelict former mortuary so not listed as a dwelling or a 
business.   

Evidence of Cllr Lockett

53. Cllr Lockett is the member who is the subject of the complaints. 

54. Cllr Lockett stated that she and [redacted] had never really lived 
together at Spout Hall.  She stated that Flat 2 is the upstairs flat and 
Flat 1 is the downstairs flat.  She stated that she had always lived in 
Flat 2 but she had thought it was Flat 1.  

55. She stated that when she explained the mix up between the flats 
this was accepted by the Council.

56. I asked her about the liability order which had been obtained against 
her in November 2015.  She stated that as far as she could recall she 
had missed one monthly payment which she had been unaware of 
and as soon as she had become aware she had paid the arrears in 
full.

57. She stated that she had never had anything to do with Flat 4 and 
until recently no-one had told her that there was any issue with Flat 
4.  She stated that [redacted] dealt with it and had told her that he 
had provided the Council with all the information it needed.  She 
stated that there had always been a tenant living in Flat 4.

58. She stated that she had been told by Andrew Stokes an officer in the 
Council Tax section that she owed no Council Tax.

Written Evidence 

59. Cllr Lockett provided me with copies of her Council Tax bills.  

60. I asked the Council about Cllr Lockett’s comments that Andrew 
Stokes had told her that she owed no Council Tax.  I received an 
email from an officer in response on 29 June 2018.  This stated, 
“Unfortunately we do not hold any information on our council tax 
records about the conversations that she had with Andrew Stokes or 
[redacted].”  Andrew Stokes is in fact the Executive Director for 
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Transformation and has overall responsibility for finance in the 
Council.

61. I emailed Mr Stokes asking him if he recalled speaking to Cllr 
Lockett in the terms she had told me he had.  He] responded stating;

In the conversation with Cllr Lockett in April – I confirmed that 
at the time of the Council meeting on the 21st February 2018 
that she was up to date with her council tax payments. During 
the discussion with Cllr Lockett I did highlight that she was no 
longer in that position due to her liability for empty property 
Council Tax on Flat 4 (we had recently billed her and [redacted} 
following the review of tenancy documentation)

I recall two conversations with [redacted] about this subject – 
firstly she asked me whether Cllr Lockett had any liability when 
the Resources Overview & Scrutiny Panel was considering the 
write off of £7,192 relating to [redacted] occupation of Flat 2 in 
December 2017 ([redacted] is the chair of the panel) – I 
confirmed to her that she did not. She then called me in early 
April asking me to confirm what I had said at the Scrutiny Panel 
in December 2017 – which I did.

Findings of fact

62. I have made the following findings, on the balance of probabilities:

(a) Cllr Lockett, since 2010, has lived in Flat 2, Spout Hall.

(b) Cllr Lockett has generally paid her Council tax as it has been 
due prior to January 2018 this was in respect of Flat 1 as this 
was the flat she had told the Council she was living in;

(c) Cllr Lockett did not pay her Council Tax as it was due in 2015 
and that led to a liability order being made against her in 
November 2015;

(d) Cllr Lockett cleared her Council Tax arrears within two weeks 
of the liability order being made.  However, she disputed the 
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£105 costs which she was ordered to pay.  She eventually 
paid those costs in July 2016;

(e) Cllr Lockett is currently liable for Council Tax on Flat 4.  This 
is because the Council is not satisfied that the property had 
been occupied so as joint owner she was liable.  The bills for 
council tax on this flat were issued on 21 March 2018;

(f) Cllr Lockett was also very briefly in arrears of Council Tax of 
£80 in August 2017;

(g) When Cllr Lockett attended the budget council meeting on 21 
February 2018 she did not have any arrears of Council Tax, 
she also did not have any Council Tax arrears at the time of 
the budget council meeting in 2017;

(h) There is no current liability for Council Tax or Business Rates 
on the former mortuary at St Edwards Hospital;

63. My findings are based on the following view of the evidence:

(a) The only direct evidence on this point comes from Cllr 
Lockett.  Whilst her explanation that she was not aware which 
flat she lived in for eight years seems highly implausible 
there is no evidence to contradict it.  Therefore, with some 
reluctance I feel I have no option but to accept her evidence 
on this point.  In any event, whether she lived in Flat 1 or 2 
has no impact on her Council Tax position;

(b) The evidence on this from the Council’s Council Tax records 
is clear;

(c) A court order was obtained so whilst Cllr Lockett states that 
she does not recall this, the evidence is clear;

(d) Cllr Lockett disputes this liability but the bills have been 
issued and unless and until there is any legal challenge by 
Cllr Lockett the amounts are due;

(e) This is the position based on the Council Tax records;
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(f) This is the position based on the Council Tax rates records;

(g) This is the position based on Council Tax records;

(h) This is the position based on the Council Tax and Business 
rates records

Reasoning as to whether there have been breaches of the Code.

64. The relevant paragraphs of the Code which I have considered during 
my investigation are paragraphs 1 and 2.  

65. The test in deciding whether or not there has been a breach of the 
code is objective: would a reasonable person aware of all the 
material facts and ignoring all immaterial factors consider that there 
has been a breach of the code?  

66. Section 27(2) of the 2011 Act provides that the code of conduct only 
applies to the conduct of a member when they are acting in their 
capacity as such.  

67. I have considered whether Cllr Lockett acting in an official capacity 
at the relevant times.  I consider that she was acting in an official 
capacity at all times in relation to the matters under investigation.  

68. The position regarding her Council Tax is complicated.  The 
payment of Council Tax is something which all residents in an area 
are responsible for.  It is a personal responsibility and not 
something which a councillor is required to do in their capacity as a 
councillor.  They would have to pay their Council Tax whether they 
were a councillor or not.

69. However, there are specific considerations which apply to a 
councillor when it comes to Council Tax.  The fact that councillors 
have a specific responsibility to pay their Council Tax is highlighted 
by Section 106 of the Local Government Finance Act 1992 (“LGFA”) 
which makes it an offence for a member of an authority who has a 
specified amount of Council Tax arrears to vote on a resolution 
setting the Council Tax.
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70. The nature of the responsibility of councillors in respect of Council 
Tax was considered by the Upper Tribunal in Haslam v Information 
Commissioner and Bolton Council [2016] UKUT 0139 (AAC).  The 
Upper Tribunal stated:

But, in the case of a councillor, it is not only a private matter. A 
councillor is a public official with public responsibilities to 
which non-payment of council tax is directly and significantly 
relevant. A number of specific features of this were advanced in 
submissions to the First-tier Tribunal.  In particular, section 
106 of the Local Government Finance Act 1992 bars a 
councillor from voting on the Council’s budget if he or she has 
an outstanding council tax debt of over two months. If a 
councillor is present at any meeting at which relevant matters 
are discussed, he or she must disclose that section 106 applies 
and may not vote. Failure to comply is a criminal offence. Thus 
council tax default strikes at the heart of the performance of a 
councillor’s functions. It is evident that setting the council’s is 
one of the most important roles undertaken by councillors.  The 
loss of one vote could make a fundamental difference to the 
outcome. This adds a significant public dimension to the non-
payment of council tax. The very fact that Parliament has 
legislated in this way reflects the connection between non-
payment and the councillor’s public functions. Moreover, as the 
Commissioner observed in his decision notice, recent failure to 
pay council tax is likely to impact on public perceptions and 
confidence in a councillor as a public figure.

71. This case was about whether details of councillors’ arrears of council 
tax should be disclosed in relation to a request made under the 
Freedom of Information Act.  However, the comments emphasise the 
Upper Tribunal’s view of the public nature of a councillor’s position 
regarding Council Tax. 

72. In my view this does not mean that any councillor in arrears of 
Council Tax will necessarily have failed to comply with the Code but 
their conduct in relation to their payment of Council Tax could 
amount to conduct in the councillor’s capacity as such.
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73. The meaning of and extent of “official capacity” was considered by 
the courts in the cases of (R) Mullaney v The Adjudication Panel for 
England [2009] EWHC 72 (Admin) (“the Mullaney case”) and  
Livingstone v APE [2006] EWHC 2533 (Admin) “the Livingstone 
case”).  These cases were considered under the previous legislation.  
However, the principles set out in the decisions in those cases 
remain relevant to the current law.

74. In the Mullaney case, Charles J recognised that applying the term, “is 
inevitably fact sensitive and whether or not a person is so acting 
inevitably calls for informed judgment by reference to the facts of 
the given case.”

75. In the Livingstone case, Collins J stated, “official capacity will include 
anything done in dealing with staff, when representing the Council, 
in dealing with constituents’ problems and so on”

76. In McTigue v Middlesbrough Council (2009 - APE 42) the 
Adjudication Panel for England (“APE”) considered a councillor who 
was blogging and whether when doing so she was acting as a 
councillor.  The APE was a Tribunal which considered more serious 
standards complaints and appeals from standards committee 
decisions but it was abolished as part of the changes introduced by 
the 2011Act. The APE held that when Cllr McTigue posted on a 
forum under the pseudonym “Indie" she was not acting as a 
councillor when commenting about things in general, but despite 
the lack of identification as a councillor in her user name, she was 
acting as such when the contents of her posts concerned ward 
matters.  Therefore, it is possible for a councillor in the same forum 
to be acting as a councillor at some times (when they are dealing 
with council business) but not at others (when they are concerned 
with general matters).

77. There are a number of elements to the complaints about Cllr 
Lockett’s Council Tax.  These are not particularly clearly articulated 
but in summary are:

(a) That she voted on setting the Council Tax when she was in 
arrears of Council Tax in breach of the LGFA;
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(b) That she was jointly and severally liable for the Council 
Tax on the properties owned with [redacted] and that the 
writing off the Council tax on Flat 2 (which was 
subsequently switched to Flat 1) brought her office and 
the council into disrepute;

(c) An unspecified concern about the former mortuary;

78. The findings of fact I have made in relation to (a) mean that clearly 
there can be no breach of the Code.  At the time of the budget 
council meeting in February 2017 and 2018 Cllr Lockett had no 
arrears of Council Tax.

79. Cllr Wood suggested that she voted at the May 2018 meeting of 
Council.  At that time she did have arrears of Council Tax in relation 
to Flat 4.  However, the May meeting of Council was not a 
budget/Council Tax setting meeting so the bar on her voting in 
Section 106 of the LGFA did not apply.

80. The allegations in relation to (b) seemed to be based on a 
misconception of how Council Tax actually works.  The presentation 
made to the Resources Committee very clearly sets out the hierarchy 
which determines who is liable for Council Tax.  It is primarily the 
resident who must pay.  Cllr Lockett is only jointly and severally 
liable for Council Tax if she resides at the property or as a joint 
owner of the property if no-one resides there.  Cllr Wood and Cllr 
Malyon seem to misunderstand this fundamental principle.  Cllr 
Malyon seems to misunderstand it even though she sent me the 
presentation from officers which clearly set this out.

81. The “confusion” around which flat Cllr Lockett lived in and which flat 
[redacted] lived in has not helped in this regard.  It is also 
understandable that people are sceptical about the complex nature 
of the ownership of Spout Hall and the living arrangements of Cllr 
Lockett and [redacted].  However, in the absence of other evidence 
the position must be as has been accepted by the Council, namely 
that Cllr Lockett has been liable for Council Tax on Flat 2 as the 
resident since 2010 and [redacted] has been liable for Council Tax 
on Flat 1 as the resident, albeit a large proportion of that debt has 
been written off as a result of [redacted]’s bankruptcy.  The fact that 
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Cllr Locket owned Flat 1 does not make her liable for Council Tax on 
it if she did not reside there.  

82. In relation to (c) there is no real explanation of what Cllr Lockett is 
alleged to have done and how that is supposed to have breached the 
Code.  There is no evidence of her having done anything wrong 
whatsoever in respect of this property.

Finding

83. My finding is that there has been no failure to comply with the 
Council’s Code of Conduct by Cllr Lockett in respect of the 
allegations relating to her Council Tax save for one element which is 
the subject of a separate report.

84. I am sending a copy of this report to Mark Trillo, the Monitoring 
Officer of the Council.

Comments on the Draft Report

85. I sent the draft report to the complainants and Cllr Lockett for their 
comments.  I received comments from:

a. Cllr Wood 
b. Cllr Malyon
c. [redacted]
d. Cllr Lockett 

86. Having carefully considered all the comments which I have received I 
concluded that no changes to my report were required.

Simon Goacher, Partner
Weightmans LLP 
December 2018


