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Introduction

1.

This is the fourth annual report | have presented to the Standards Committee
and the Council. The principal purpose of the annual report is to focus on and
assess activity in probity matters, especially formal complaints about alleged
breaches of approved protocols and codes of conduct by parish and borough
councillors. The Standards Committee has received similar interim reports
since 2003. The annual report provides an opportunity to review the
effectiveness of current procedures based on real data. The year on which the
current report is based is the Municipal year from May 2008 to May 2009. This
allows the full year to be assessed since introduction of the new local
assessment system on 8 May 2008.

So far as the Council's Code of Conduct is concerned, a revised model code
was issued by central government in early 2007 and this was the subject of a
separate report to the Council and adopted in May 2007. This annual report is
therefore the second to be based on the new code.

Whilst the ethical framework, including compliance with codes of conduct, is
overseen by the national Standards Board for England, regulations have for
some time allowed the Board to refer matters back to me as Monitoring Officer
to arrange for local determination or local investigation through our own
Standards Committee. | received several referred cases in previous years
under these new procedures.

With effect from May 2008 the Local Government and Public Involvement in
Health Act 2007 introduced further substantial changes whereby complaints
(against both borough and parish councillors) are no longer be made to or
investigated by the national body but are made locally and “filtered" by local
Assessment and Review Panels (which are Sub-Committees of the Borough
Council's Standards Committee) rather than the Board and referred for local
investigations where appropriate. In July 2008 | presented a detailed report to
the Standards Committee and the Selection and Constitutional Review
Committee and members approved entirely new administrative and legal
arrangements for local initial assessment, and review and hearings for
complaints. This included a comprehensive set of assessment criteria to guide
decision-making.

The Standards Board has retained responsibility only for investigation of the
most serious cases and as a "strategic regulator.” The resource implications of
this for local authorities - especially those with large numbers of parish councils
- are significant although no increased resources have been provided to local
government to cover this.



10.

11.

12.

In October 2004 the Council adopted a '‘Good Practice Protocol for Councillors
when Dealing with Planning Matters'. This protocol sets out detailed best
practice rules for this specialist and sensitive area of the Council's work and
which go well beyond the general rules set out in the Council's adopted Code of
Conduct. The protocol is not part of the Council's Code of Conduct but is
overseen by the Standards Committee. The protocol does not apply to Parish
Councils.

Although | delivered additional training during 2007 to parish councillors and
clerks and arranged externally facilitated training for parish and borough
councillors on the new local assessment regime during 2008, | have continued
to respond to specific requests for further training by individual parish councils.
| have delivered such training to all councillors at Biddenden and arrangements
are in hand for a similar event at Rolvenden. In addition code of conduct
advice continues to be routinely sought and given on an almost daily basis in
relation to borough and parish council issues..

In April 2006 administration of the Overview & Scrutiny function was transferred
to the Head of Legal and Democratic Services and Monitoring Officer along
with the handling of all Ombudsman complaints. | have included with this
annual report the relevant 2008/09 data for Ombudsman complaints as well.

The Local Government Ombudsmen investigate complaints by members of the
public who consider that they have been caused injustice through
maladministration by local authorities and other bodies within their jurisdiction.

Under the Terms of Reference of the Council's Standards Committee, regular
reports are required to be submitted to that Committee on Local Government
Ombudsman complaints and outcomes, as the Standards Committee is
responsible for the monitoring of any issues of probity raised in Ombudsman
investigations. This report covers the period from 1% April 2008 to March 31°
2009.

This report details those complaints where the Ombudsman has made a finding
against the Council, either with an official report, or under the terms of ‘local
settlement’. The categories by which the Ombudsman can find against the
Council are:

- Maladministration (with or without injustice)
- Local Settlement

The information in this report has been made anonymous, in line with the Local
Government Ombudsman’s standards, so that neither complainants nor sites
can be identified. This is also in line with the Council’'s own recommended
good practice on customer care

Analysis of Code of Conduct Complaints

13.

The attached Appendix 1 gives brief details of all formal allegations/complaints
made to the Monitoring Officer in the municipal year 2008/09 regarding borough
councillors and parish councillors within the borough.
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During this period sixteen new formal complaints were made. Of these
complaints, fourteen related to parish councillors and two related to borough
councillors. A breakdown of the 16 complaints in terms of outcome is as
follows:-

4 of the complaints (3 parish and 1 borough) were not taken to Assessment
Panels because they did not relate to or fall within the remit of the code of
conduct.

8 of the complaints related to the same two parish councillors and arose from
events at the same parish council meetings. The complaints were from three
different members of the public. All were referred to Assessment Panels and
resulted in 'No Further Action' or a direction for further code of conduct
training.

1 complaint (parish) was referred to the Assessment Panel and resulted in 'No
Further Action' on account of a satisfactory apology having been offered and
accepted.

1 complaint (borough) was referred to the Assessment Panel and resulted in
'No Further Action' on account of there being no apparent breach of the code.

2 recent complaints (parish) remain undetermined at the time of writing this
report.

At the time of preparation of this report the time limit for requesting a review of
some of the above cases has not yet expired.

At one level the figures for 2008/09 compare rather unfavourably with the
figures for 2007/08 when a total of 13 new formal complaints were made (12
parish, 1 borough councillor) of which 7 were investigated. However of the 16
complaints for 2008/09, 5 were not valid at all, whilst 8 of the remaining 11
related to just two parish councillors and one series of events which revolved
around one controversial planning proposal in the parish.

To date no complaints under the local "filtering" system have been referred for
investigation. Whilst one cannot draw firm conclusions on long term trends
from the statistics available, the incidence of complaints has remained at
reasonably moderate levels. However the cost in terms of member and senior
officer time in handling even the current level of complaints locally is very
significant. By way of example during the period covering April and May 2009
when a spate of complaints was received (10 of the 16 referred to above) the
Monitoring Officer and his Deputy recorded some 150 hours of time to
Monitoring Officer duties. This equates to approximately 50% of the
"chargeable time" of each of them or one full time equivalent for the period.
Most of this related to the handling and reporting of the complaints. This clearly
represents a significant cost to the Council.

I will continue to explore with parish councils the possibility of agreeing a
shceme for a sensible sharing of some of the cost involved, at least where
complaints are referred for investigation.

No complaints have been made regarding breaches of the Council's approved
planning protocol. No complaints to the Local Government Ombudsman have
involved alleged code breaches by councillors. All meeting agendas include a
first item (after apologies) seeking declaration of interests. Declarations of
personal interests are made and minuted and where appropriate checked
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against councillors' registered interest forms. Ad hoc advice on interests is
regularly sought from the Monitoring Officer and his staff by borough councillors
(and on occasions parish clerks/councillors) particularly in relation to Planning
Committee matters. This process continues to demonstrate a good general
level of understanding by borough councillors and a desire to comply with the
code of conduct.

On the basis of all the above matters, | am satisfied - as | was in previous years
- that the Borough Council's Code of Conduct (and good practice protocol) are
widely understood and observed, although controversial proposals within
parishes continue to generate a higher than necessary level of complaints
about possible code breaches. | am hopeful that more individual parish training
events will help reduce the incidence of such complaints.

Analysis of Ombudsman Complaints

18.

19.

20.

The Ombudsman resolved 21 complaints against Ashford Borough Council
within the period 1 April 2008 to 31%' March 2009, 5 more than last year.
However no complaints were ruled as maladministration by this Council. The
outcomes of those complaints resolved by the Ombudsman are detailed
below.

3= Local Settlement.
9= No, or insufficient, evidence of maladministration.
6 = Ombudsman’s discretion (The Ombudsman has exercised his right not

to pursue the complaint, i.e. there is no or insufficient injustice to
warrant pursuing the matter further).
3 = Outside jurisdiction.

A change in the way the LGO operates means that some statistics about
complaints received in 2008/09 are not directly comparable with those from
previous years. For example the figure (above) of 21 complaints resolved in
2008/09 does not include any premature complaints whereas the figure for
2007/08 (also 21) included 5 premature complaints.

The LGO has changed the way Premature complaints (i.e. those complaints
the Council should be given a chance to resolve first) are dealt with and now
has two categories — ‘Formal’ — where the complaint is referred back to the
Council to resolve, and ‘Informal’ — where advice is given to the complainant
that their complaint is premature. As Councils are not notified of ‘Informal’
cases, it will not be possible for them to reconcile the total figure for premature
complaints, so the LGO are not including a printout of premature decisions
any more.

Where the Ombudsman determines a complaint as “Local Settlement”, an
agreement will have been negotiated between the Council and the
complainant. Further details relating to these complaints are contained in
appendix A.

There is one complaint outstanding from this period, and at the time of
preparing this report, we are waiting to hear the Ombudsman’s decision.
There is also one complaint in the Ombudsman'’s figures which the Council
had not received as at the 31 March 2009.
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Two charts are attached at appendices B and C for the Committee’s
information:

- Ombudsman Complaints by Service
- Decisions made on Ombudsman Complaints

| have attached the Ombudsman’s Annual Letter 2008/09 (appendix D) but
unfortunately comparative data from other Kent authorities for the period 2008
— 2009 has not yet been published by the Ombudsman.

There was a decrease in the time taken to respond to first enquiries from the
Ombudsman, from 30 days to 24.7 days. This is particularly pleasing bearing
in mind the fact that the volume of work had actually increased slightly, and
the Ombudsman has commented favourably on this in the Annual letter.

Overall, | am pleased that the Council's record in relation to Ombudsman case
outcomes - including the absence of a single finding of maladministration -
remains good. The Council's internal corporate complaints system is
undergoing a thorough review at the time of preparation of this report and this
may enable an even higher percentage of complaints to be resolved locally.

TERRY MORTIMER
MONITORING OFFICER

June 2009



Appendix 1.

CODE OF CONDUCT COMPLAINTS MUNICIPAL YEAR MAY 2008 - 2009

PART A - CASES INVESTIGATED OR REFERRED FOR INVESTIGATION OR OTHER ACTION

COUNCIL/ CASE REF

ALLEGATION

DECISION

COMMENTS

Using position to improperly influence
matter in which councilor had a prejudicial

Refer to Monitoring Officer with
direction to undertake further

Arrangements for training

ABC/09/03B : L ) .| being made
(ROLVENDEN) interest. code training for parish council.

Using position to improperly influence Refer to Monitoring Officer with Arrangements for trainin
ABC/09/07B matter in which councilor had a prejudicial | direction to undertake further bein gmade g
(ROLVENDEN) interest code training for parish council g
ABC/09/085 matier n which councior nad a prefucicial | direction (o Undertake further | ATTangements for training
(ROLVENDEN) Pre] being made

interest

code training for parish council




PART B - CASES WHERE ASSESSMENT OR REVIEW PANEL DETERMINED NO FURTHER ACTION

COUNCIL/ CASE REF ALLEGATION DECISION COMMENTS
ABC/08/01 : o : . .
(TENTERDEN) Treating member of public with disrespect | No Further Action Satisfactory apology given
ABC/09/05 Bringing office or Council into disrepute
(ASHFORD and/or using position to improperly confer | No Further Action No code breach apparent
BOROUGH COUNCIL) | advantage or disadvantage.

ABC/09/03 Failure to declare prejudicial interest/leave No Further Action No apparent breach of
(ROLVENDEN) room during consideration. code
ABC/09/04 Failure to declare prejudicial interest/leave No Further Action No apparent breach of
(ROLVENDEN) room during consideration code
ABC/09/06 Failure to declare prejudicial interest/leave No Eurther Action No apparent breach of
(ROLVENDEN) room during consideration code
ABC/09/07 Failure to declare prejudicial interest/leave No Eurther Action No apparent breach of
(ROLVENDEN) room during consideration code
ABC/09/08 Failure to declare prejudicial interest/leave No apparent breach of

(ROLVENDEN) room during consideration No Further Action code




PART C - COMPLAINTS NOT REFERRED FOR ASSESSMENT

COUNCIL ALLEGATION DECISION COMMENTS
Related to actions when not acting in Not referred to Assessment Position explained to
PARISH L : .
official capacity. Panel complainant by letter.
Related to actions when not acting in Not referred to Assessment Position explained to
PARISH e : _
official capacity Panel complainant by letter.
PARISH Related to actions when not acting in Not referred to Assessment Position explained to

official capacity

Panel

complainant by letter.

ASHFORD BOROUGH
COUNCIL

That a councillor had no right to attend or

speak or influence a particular committee.

Not referred to Assessment
Panel

Position explained to
complainant by letter.
Based on
misunderstanding of rights
of councillor to attend
meetings.

NOTE: There are TWO outstanding parish councilor complaints not included in the above tables because no Assessment Panel
decision has yet been made upon them.




Appendix A — Local Government Complaints 1% April 2008 — 31 March 2009

Basis of Complaint Ombudsman’s Ruling Outcome/Comment Probity Issues

Raised

Planning and Building Control Local settlement The LGO considered that the only None
injustice suffered by the complainant

(no report) was the cost incurred in submitting a

The complaint was in relation to the way the Council solicitor’s letter. The Council agreed to
handled a planning application on land adjoining the reimburse £588 (half the legal costs)
complainant’s home. to the complainant.

Public Finance Local settlement The LGO suggested £100 None

(no report) compensation to complainant. This
was agreed by Council.

Complainant received misleading advice about

possible exemption from Council Tax resulting in

financial loss.

Housing Local settlement The Council made an offer of None
accommodation that was accepted by
the complainant. The LGO could see
Complaint that Council :— failed to supply suitable no grounds for pursuing any
accommodation, failed to contact complainant, remaining aspects of the complaint.
delayed in making offer of accommodation and that
the complainant’s bids were unsuccessful

(no report)




Appendix B

Ombudsman Complaints by Service
Received between 1% April 2008 — 31 March 2009
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Appendix C

Decisions Made on Ombudsman Complaints
1% April 2008 — 31% March 2009

10
9
O Benefits
8
7 B Transport &
Highways
6 O Other
5 .
[JHousing
4
B Planning
3
2 I O Finance
1
O 1 1 1 1 1 1
g »w 2 8
3
)
Key
LS Local settlement
0J Outside Jurisdiction
oD Ombudsman’s discretion

No malNo, or insufficient, evidence of maladministration



Appendix D - Ombudsman's Annual Letter 2008-09

Local Government

- OMBUDSMAN

The Local Government Ombudsman’s
Annual Review

Ashford Borough Council

for the year ended
31 March 2009

The Local Government Ombudsman (LGO)
provides a free, independent and im partial
service. We consider complaints about the
administrative actions of councils and some
other authorities. We cannot question what a
council has done simply because someone
does not agree with it. If we find something
has gone wrong, such as poor service,
service failure, delay or bad advice, and that a
person has suffered as a resul, the
Ombudsmen aim to get it put right by
recommending a suitable remedy. The LGO
also uses the findings from investigation
work to help authorities provide better public
services through initiatives such as special
reports, training and annual reviews.
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Section 1: Complaints about Ashford Borough
Council 2008/09

Introduction

This annual review provides a summary of the complaints we have dealt with about Ashford
Borough Council. We have included comments on the authority's pi_erformance and _
complaint-handling arrangements, where possible, so they can assist with your service
improvement.

I hope that the review will be a useful addition to other information your authority holds on how

people experience or perceive your services.
Two appendices form an integral part of this review: statistical data for 2008/09 and a note to help
the interpretation of the statistics. '

Changes to our way of working and statistics

eans that the statistics about complaints received in 2008/09 are
not directly comparable with those from 2007/08. Since 1 April 2008 the new LGO Advice Team
has been the single point of contact for all enquiries and new complaints. The number of calls to
our service has increased significantly since then. It handles more than 3,000 calls a month,
together with written and emailed complaints. Our advisers now provide comprehensive )
information and advice to callers at the outset with a full explanation of the process and ppsmble
outcomes. It enables callers to make a more informed decision about whether putting their
complaint to us is an appropriate course of action. Some decide to pursue their complaint direct

with the council first.

A change in the way we operate m

risons with some of the previous year's statistics are difficult and could
y on the 2008/09 statistics without drawing

)

It means that direct compa
be misleading. So this annual review focuses mainl|

those comparisons.

Enquiries and complaints received

A total of 35 enquiries and complaints were received about your Council in 2008/09. Planning and
building control generated the majority of these contacts (11), with eight of these being forwarded
for investigation. We received eight housing related enquiries and complaints, with four of these
going forward for investigation. The remaining queries and complaints were a‘bout issues SL_JCh as
benefits, public finance, transport and highways (which includes parking), anti-social behaviour and

environmental health.

Complaint otitcomes:

Reports and Local Settlements

A “local settlement” is a complaint where, during the course of our investigation, a council takes or
agrees to take some action that we consider to be a satisfactory response to the com?!a_mt._ In
2008/09 27.4% of all complaints the Ombudsmen decided and which were W|th1n‘cur jurlsdlp';gn
were local settlements. Of the 18 complaints | decided against your authority, which were within my

jurisdiction, three (16.6%) were local settlements. | asked you to pay compensation totalling EGBS.

as part of these settlements.

TMORTIMER / PR304-001-02 / 59822
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In one case the complainant was unhappy with the Council's handling of disrepair in her private!y
rented accommodation and a subsequent homelessness application. Our |nvestigat|on_d|d not
reveal any significant delays by the Council but, as a result of our enquiries, the Council offered

new accommodation which the complainant accepted.

In a second case, the Council gave the complainant misleading advice about council tax exemption
following the death of his father. Although the Council offered £25 compensation for this, it agreed

to increase the amount to £100.

The third case was about a planning application. The Council failed to consider whethgrthe
application site constituted open space in accordance with Planning Policy Guidance (issued by
the Government) until the complainant provided legal advice about this on the day of the Planning
Committee meeting. Consideration of the planning application was deferred. Officers subsequently
agreed that the application site was open space and the applicant was then required Fo
demonstrate why there was no other suitable site available for the development. In ‘_ﬂ"liS‘ case, the
Council agreed to pay the complainant £588, representing half the cost of commissioning the legal

advice.
Other decisions

Of the complaints decided, there were nine where | found no or insufficient evidence of fault by the
Council to justify further investigation. There were also three complaints that fell outside my
jurisdiction. | used my discretion not to pursue six other cases.

Liaison with the Local Government Ombudsman

The average time taken by the Council to reply to our written enquiri‘es_was 247 days. This is a
significant improvement on last year's response times, and is well within the target time of 28 days.

I welcome this improvement in the Council’s performance.

Training in complaint handling

Part of our role is to provide advice and guidance about good administrative practice._ Wg offer
training courses for all levels of local authority staff in complaints handling and investsgatl_on. All
courses are presented by experienced investigators. They give participants the opportunity to
practise the skills needed to deal with complaints positively and efficiently. We can also provide
customised courses to help authorities to deal with particular issues and occasional open courses

for individuals from different authorities.

| have enclosed some information on the full range of courses available together with contact
details for enquiries and bookings.

Conclusions

I welcome this opportunity to give you my reflections about the complaints my office has dealt with
over the past year. | hope that you find the information and assessment provided useful when
seeking improvements to your Council’'s services. .

Tony Redmond

Local Government Ombudsman
10" Floor, Millbank Tower
Millbank

London
SW1P 4QP June 2009
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Section 2: LGO developments

Introduction

This annual review also provides an opportunity to bring coupcils up to date on develgpments -
current and proposed — in the LGO and to seek feedback. It includes our proposal to introduce a

‘statement of reasons' for Ombudsmen decisions.

Council First

From 1 April 2009, the LGO has considered complaints only where the council's own c.:)mpiaintsts
procedure has been completed. Local authorities have been infc(med of thege new arrang_eme}:'t '
including some notable exceptions. We will carefully monitor the impact of this change during the

course of the year.

Statement of reasons: consultation

The Local Government and Public Involvement in Health Act 2007 made provision for the I__GO to
publish statements of reasons relating to the individual decisions of an Ombudsman following the
investigation of a complaint. The Ombudsmen are now consulting Iopa1 gove_rnment on their
proposal to use statements of reasons. The propo§al is that the_se _wall comprise a short sug‘rrgary
(about one page of A4) of the complaint, the investigation, the f:ndmgs and the recommen I'eh i
remedy. The statement, naming the council but not the complainant, would usually be publishe

our website.

We plan to consult local authorities on the detail of these statements with a view to implementing
them from October 2009.

Making Experiences Count (MEC)

The new formal, one stage complaint handling arrangement for adult social care was also o8
introduced from 1 April 2009. The LGO is looking to ensure that this formal stage is observe 4 Y
complainants before the Ombudsmen will consider any such complaint, aithough some may ?he
treated as exceptions under the Council First approach. The I_.GO_aIso recognises that dur!nrg] .
transition from the existing scheme to the new scheme there is going to be a mixed ap‘pmadceavour
considering complaints as some may have originated before 1 April 20_09, The LQO wnllffe_n o
to provide support, as necessary, through dedicated events for complaints-handling staff in

social care departments.

Training in complaint handling

Effective Complaint Handling in Adult Social Care is the |latest addition _to our range gf training
courses for iocl.oal authority st%ff. This adds to the gener_ic Ggod Cpmplalnt Handling .(ndentlmng and
processing complaints) and Effective Complaint Handling (investigation :fmd _resolutlor'!) rté; g
courses for social care staff at both of these levels. Demand for our training In comp_[qln t'a ol
remains high. A total of 129 courses were delivered in 2008{09. Fegdback_ from pamc:lpalln‘ st :

that they find it stimulating, challenging and beneficial in their work in dealing with complaints.
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Adult Social Care Self-funding

The Health Bill 2009 proposes for the LGO to extend its jurisdiction to cover an in_depepdent
complaints-handling role in respect of self-funded adult social care. The new service will

commence in 2010.

Internal schools management

The Apprenticeship, Skills, Children and Learning Bill (ASCL) 2008 proposes making the LGO the
host for a new independent complaints-handling function for schools. In essence, we would
consider the complaint after the governing body of the school had considered it. Subject to
legislation, the new service would be introduced, in pilot form, probably in September 2010.

Further developments

I hope this information gives you an insight into the major changes hgppening within the LGO, 1
many of which will have a direct impact on your local authority. We will keep you up to date throug
LGO Link as each development progresses but if there is anything you wish to discuss in the

meantime please let me know.

Tony Redmond

Local Government Ombudsman
10" Floor, Millbank Tower
Millbank

London
SW1P 4QP June 2009
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Appendix 1: Notes to assist interpretation of the
statistics 2008/09

Introduction

This year, the annual review only shows 2008/09 figures for enquiries and complaints r_eceived,
and for decisions taken. This is because the change in the way we operate (explaingd in tlje ]
introduction to the review) means that these statistics are not directly comparable with statistics

from previous years.

Table 1. LGO Advice Team: Enquiries and complaints received

This information shows the number of enquiries and complaints received by the LGO, broken down
by service area and in total. It also shows how these were dealt with, as follows.

Formal/informal prematures: The LGO does not normally consider a complaint unless a council

has first had an opportunity to deal with that complaint itself. So if someone complains to the LG_O
without having taken the matter up with a council, the LGO will usually refer it back to the council
as a ‘premature complaint’ to see if the council can itself resolve the matter. These are ’forma! _
premature complaints'. We now also include ‘informal’ premature complaints here, where advice is
given to the complainant making an enquiry that their complaint is premature. The total of
premature complaints shown in this line does not include the number of resubmitted premature

complaints (see below).

Advice given: These are enquiries where the LGO Advice Team has given advice on why the
Ombudsman would not be able to consider the complaint, other than the complaint being
premature. For example, the complaint may clearly be outside the Ombudsman’s jurisdiction. It
also includes cases where the complainant has not given enough information for clear advice to be
given, but they have, in any case, decided not to pursue the complaint.

Forwarded to the investigative team (resubmitted prematures): These are cases where there

was either a formal premature decision, or the complainant was given informal advice that their
case was premature, and the complainant has resubmitted their complaint to the Ombudgman after
it has been put to the council. These figures need to be added to the numbers for formal/finformal

premature complaints (see above) to get the full total number of premature complaints. They also

needed to be added to the forwarded to the investigative team (new)’ to get the total number of

forwarded complaints.

These are the complaints that have been forwarded
Team for further consideration. The figures may
d but where we have not yet

Forwarded to the investigative team (new):
from the LGO Advice Team to the Investigative
include some complaints that the Investigative Team has receive

contacted the council.
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Table 2. Investigative Team: Decisions

This information records the number of decisions made by the LGO Investigative Team, broken
down by outcome, within the period given. This number will not be the same as the numbef of
complaints forwarded from the LGO Advice Team because some complaints decided in
2008/09 will already have been in hand at the beginning of the year, and some forwarded to the
Investigative Team during 2008/09 will still be in hand at the end of the year. Below we set outa

key explaining the outcome categories.

MI reps: where the LGO has concluded an investigation and issued a formal report finding
maladministration causing injustice.

LS (local settfements): decisions by letter discontinuing our investigation because action has been
agreed by the authority and accepted by the Ombudsman as a satisfactory outcome for the

complainant.

M reps: where the LGO has concluded an investigation and issued a formal report finding
maladministration but causing no injustice to the complainant.

NM reps: where the LGO has concluded an investigation and issued a formal report finding no
maladministration by the council. '

No mal: decisions by letter discontinuing an investigation because we have found no, or
insufficient, evidence of maladministration.

Omb disc: decisions by letter discontinuing an investigation in which we have exerpised the
Ombudsman’s general discretion not to pursue the complaint. This can be for a variety ‘ofl reasons,
but the most common is that we have found no or insufficient injustice to warrant pursuing the

matter further.

Outside jurisdiction: these are cases which were outside the Ombudsman's jurisdiction.

Table 3. Response times

These figures record the average time the council takes to respond to our first enquh‘ie_s ona
complaint. We measure this in calendar days from the date we send our letter/fax/email to the date

that we receive a substantive response from the council. The council’s figures may differ )
somewhat, since they are likely to be recorded from the date the council receives our letter until the

despatch of its response.
Table 4. Average local authority response times 2008/09

This table gives comparative figures for average response times by authorities in England, by type
of authority, within three time bands. :
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Appendix 2: Local Authority Report - Ashford BC For the period ending - 31/03/2009
LGO Advice Team

Enquiries and Housing Benefits Public Planning ‘Transpon ‘Olher ‘Total

complaints received Finance and | and [ |

inc. Local | building |' highways

Taxation control

|
Formal/informal premature 2| 1 1 1| 0 2| 7
complaints [ : i |
Advice given I 2| 1 0 2| 0 1 6
Forwarded to investigative team 2 0 1 3 0 1 ¥
(resubmitted prematures)
Forwarded to investigative team 3 1 21 5 2 2 15
(new) | !
Total i 9 3 4 11 | 2 6 | 35
Investigative Team
2 . Qutside
Decisions MI reps LS Mreps | NMreps No mal Omb disc uradistion Total
01/04/2008 / 31/03/2009 0 3 0 0 9 6 3 21
Average local authority resp times 01/04/2008 to 31/03/2009
Response times FIRST ENQUIRIES
ypes i 29-35days =36 days
No. of First Avg no. of days T of authority = ZS%days % g %
Enquiries to respond 2
< s District Councils 60 20 20
1/04/2008 / 31/03/2009 11 247 Unitary Authorities 56 35 9
Metropalitan Authorities 67 19 14
2007 / 2008 2 30.0 County Councils 62 32 6
London Boroughs 58 27 15
2006 / 2007 4 27.3 National Parks Autharities 100 0 0




