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(For official use only) 
PUBLIC PETITION NO. PE1341 

 
1. Name of petitioner 
Dr R. A. Rahman 
2. Petition title  
Public audit of annual expenditure by the Scottish Public Service Ombudsman
3. Petition text  

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to conduct an annual audit of the public 
expenditure on the Scottish Public Services Ombudsman (SPSO) and 
establish public complaint channels to examine the public dissatisfaction at 
the SPSO in managing complaints raised by members of the public 
4. Action taken to resolve issues of concern before submitting the 
petition 
I have submitted a complaint to the SPSO and followed all its 
recommendations to resolve the underlying problems that proved to be 
impossible to be resolved with the local authority. Despite this I have suffered 
sustained hardship and the SPSO continued to reject considering my 
complaint. It even failed to acknowledge a new complaint I submitted to it two 
months ago – there has been a complete service failure at the SPSO.  
 
I consider my case a systemic problem with the SPSO due to the higher 
rejection rate of complaints and increase in the rate of case-work challenge 
during the early months of the incumbent Ombudsman’s operation compared 
to before him taking office (period between May-September 2009 based on 
FOI data from the SPSO – see below for more information), while there has 
been various official reports to underscore these problems since the 
establishment of the SPSO i.e. the magnitude of dissatisfaction is growing. It 
is unreasonable to assume that the majority of the public complain to the 
SPSO when they do not have underlying problems that requires investigation. 
The SPSO experience, to me and many others, added new sustained 
hardship to the underlying initial problems. 
 
The SPSO claims in its submission on 26 May 2010 to the Parliament that it 
considers closed complaints as ‘resolved’ 
www.scottish.parliament.uk/s3/committees/lgc/or-10/lg10-1602.htm#Col3272. 
I reveal, here, the unaccountability of the SPSO before the Scottish 
Parliament as my older complaint was closed while I continued to suffer 
sustained hardship and complete service failure at the same Scottish public 
service. Like many other members of the public continued to do (given the 
higher rate of complaint rejection that is accompanied by higher challenges in 
decision under the incumbent Ombudsman compared to his precedent). 
 
My elected MSPs for Edinburgh South are aware by this. I have learned this is 
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a wide spread problem. Mr Alex Fergusson (Presiding Officer) advised me the 
Parliament cannot interfere in the SPSO decisions.  
5. Petition background information  
The SPSO is publicly funded by over £3million per annum while there is 
documented and continuous major public dissatisfaction at its operation. The 
Craigforth report clearly revealed over 50% of the SPSO consumers were 
dissatisfied by the service they received from the SPSO. The poor 
performance of the SPSO has been confirmed and well recognized by 
Ministers in the Scottish Government and the Review of SPCB Supported 
Bodies Committee members (see 24 March 2009: 
www.scottishparliament.eu/s3/committees/rssb/or-09/rssb09-0502.htm). See 
later figures of the first 5 months of the incumbent Ombudsman performance 
that reveals this public dissatisfaction has been growing further compared to 
what has been reported earlier. 
 
Several members of the public have urged the Scottish Parliament to consider 
the SPSO operation as in the petitions: PE525, PE745, PE1076, PE1163, 
PE1186, PE1190 and PE1212. In the decision of the Public Petition 
Committee (PPC) to close the latest of those petitions it was stated— 
“We have had assurances from the newly appointed ombudsman that 
procedures will be improved and that the backlog of petitions will be dealt 
with. Furthermore, criticisms of the way in which complaints have been 
processed have been acknowledged, and the SPSO will try to deal with the 
lack of confidence that the public has expressed about particular procedures.” 
 
And— 
“We hope that the issues that have been raised can be resolved through the 
review process and perhaps by the SPSO adopting a different way of 
working.” 
 
Thus, even the PPC has agreed and confirmed the solid grounds on which 
the public people have pointed out as a source of dissatisfaction. 
Nevertheless, through my personal experience, which I describe as an 
example of systematic handling of the SPSO under the current operation, the 
same public concerns remained unresolved. The SPSO rejects complaints 
which are eligible to its full consideration according to the Ombudsman Act 
2002. The high rate of complaint rejection as documented at the Scottish 
Ombudsman Watch based on a freedom of information request to analyze the 
SPSO performance between May-September 2009 mandates scrutiny for this 
phenomenon. It is unreasonable to think that the majority of the public 
complain while they do not have actual problems that require investigation by 
the SPSO. However, this points  at ineffective and inefficient SPSO operation. 
 
In my personal experience – and many others as in the SOW website - the 
SPSO did not act on the independent and impartial manner which is expected 
as an Ombudsman. Furthermore, the high rate of complaint rejections without 
consideration does not provide insight to the Parliament into how good 
Scottish public services are and how they can be improved. Clearly this has 
been under the incumbent Ombudsman’s operation which confirms all the 
public concern, as documented in the past, has not been relieved. I refer here 
to another example of the public who has set up a blog to publicly announce 
the lack of access to independent and impartial service at the SPSO under Mr 
Jim Martin: http://scottishjustice.blogspot.com/2009/06/scottish-public-



 3

services-ombudsmans.html This underscores the absence of other options 
other than the judicial review of an SPSO decision occludes the public 
complaint pathway as it is designated to be.  
 
The incumbent Ombudsman asked Jerry White, one of the English Local 
Government Ombudsman, to review one of the complaints that he had 
determined but was submitted during the previous Ombudsman. Mr White’s 
findings were: “I conclude that the SPSO’s handling of the complaint was 
characterized by very considerable delay and confusion. Bluntly, it is the worst 
case of complaint handling by an Ombudsman’s office that I have seen.” 
Interestingly the final report and decision was excluded from the requested 
review. The exclusion of determination report from review is of question. If the 
SPSO delivers impartial and independent decisions, it would have been an 
opportunity to reveal this before the Parliament in this report. However, the 
SPSO was unready to expose its decision to public scrutiny. 
 
In my personal experience and many others through personal 
communications, the SPSO operation did not change from what the LGO 
report described. I have suffered the following problems at the SPSO – for 
example: 
 
• The SPSO inquired about my complaint status from the inappropriate end 

at the local authority which led to misinformation about my complaint 
status 

• Lengthy time to decide whether to investigate my complaint or not. 
• The SPSO rejected my complaint investigations on an unsubstantiated 

statement from the local authority for the possibility of local resolution. The 
SPSO decision not to take forward my complaint left me suffering 
sustained hardship for longer times without access to investigate this case.

• The SPSO ignored all the compelling evidence I provided to support my 
claims and only considered the local authority statement while it lacked 
any support to rectify their claims. This nullifies the impartial and 
independent criteria the SPSO is envisaged to act through. 

• The SPSO did not adequately explain to me what I should do if the local 
authority did not resolve matters with me as they claimed to them. 

• The SPSO has ignored further new complaint I have submitted for its full 
considerations regarding complete service failure and sustained hardship I 
have suffered i.e. fully eligible for investigations according to the 
Ombudsman Act 2002. This has been underscored by the failure of the 
SPSO to even send the automated acknowledgment letter and assigned 
reference number to me. 

• The SPSO has declined to consider my complaint about their service 
delivery regarding the unreasonable delay to send out the reference 
number (for over a month delay while it should have been sent in three 
working days according to their published guidelines). The SPSO decline 
to investigate defects in its service and deliver the required apology 
whenever it is due means it is unreliable to judge the service at any other 
public body by its current operation i.e. how the SPSO will require other 
public bodies to apologize about maladministration if the SPSO itself fails 
to do so? This means I am suffering complete service failure within the 
SPSO itself. 

• Lack of accountability before the Parliament. While the SPSO rejects 
complaints, it is impossible for the Parliament to learn about problems at 
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the public service which needs urgent attention. Clearly no reports will be 
produced for rejected complaints and hence the raised problems in them 
will never reach the attention of the Parliament. 

• Lack of efficiency and effective economic utility. If the SPSO will reject 
complaints fully eligible for its considerations based on unsubstantiated 
grounds, then this procedure is neither efficient nor economic. The scarce 
number of complaints investigated between the periods of May-September 
2009 means the cost of investigating a complaint equals to approximately 
around £270,000 (this is the SPSO monthly public expenditure given on 
average of one complaint is being investigated each month considering 
data for the period between May - September 2009). 

 
It should be recognized by the PPC that the listed problems do not represent 
an isolated or unique case, but rather systemic problems of the way the 
SPSO has been operated from its establishment till its date.  
 
The PPC hoped for change in the SPSO operation, while there has been an 
accumulating evidence to confirm it was never met. The Scottish Ombudsman 
Watch (SOW) website (www.scottishombudsmanwatch.org) demonstrates 
that in the first 5 months of the incumbent Ombudsman operation with a team 
of over 40 staff, only a total of 5 complaints out of 1,400 submitted by 
members of the public were investigated (based on freedom of information 
data that was analyzed by SOW and posted in the public website). In this 
period the SPSO has received double the number of complaints/five months 
about their decisions than under previous Ombudsman. In 2007-08 there 
were 30 complaints/five months, 2008-09 there were 60 complaints/five 
months and in first five months the incumbent Ombudsman term the SPSO 
had 119 complaints about its decisions (data produced by SOW). According 
to my personal experience - and others who have contacted SOW - 
complaints were closed by the incumbent Ombudsman without any 
justification by stating “complaint closed, my decision is final”.  
 
All the listed unacceptable facts would mandate full consideration to this 
petition and to conduct a public audit of the public expenditure on the SPSO 
of over £3 million per year which leaves the majority of its consumers 
dissatisfied. The Scottish Parliament is called upon to provide radical reform 
for the SPSO operation to deliver the service which was originally established 
for and sadly it has not been delivered as confirmed by many public members 
in addition to official reports.  
6. Do you wish your petition to be hosted on the Parliament’s website as 
an e-petition? 
YES   
7. Closing date for e-petition 
14 September 2010 
8. Comments to stimulate on-line discussion 
I would encourage all members of the public who have had valid complaints 
rejected by the SPSO and/or handled inappropriately to register their suffering 
with the SPSO by signing this petition and adding comments about their 
experiences of the SPSO on the e-petition discussion forum. Please confirm 
that the SPSO has failed to deliver the envisaged service by its current or past 
operation, hence it is unreliable to judge service failure by signing this petition. 
 
The more who will sign, the louder the public voice that will be heard by the 
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petition committee; hence effect. Thus, please spread the news about this 
petition among all whom you know and ask them to sign as well.  
 
Even if you are a public member who never has dealt with the SPSO, please 
sign this petition today to find an acceptable service whenever you have 
problems at one of the Scottish Public Service and you will need to pass to 
the SPSO. Please note the SPSO is the Ombudsman for all complaints at 
various public bodies in Scotland. 
 
The stories are all painful. For example imagine people who suffered lack of 
access to health care and/or treated inappropriately by health providers, yet 
no apology even was delivered to them. Please sign this petition today to find 
an apology at all the Scottish public service whenever it is due and required. 
 
Please sign today to find better service in the future delivery of Scottish public 
services. If no reliable supervision on the public concern in those services is 
available, people will continue to suffer the same problems repeatedly. If we 
do something, we should expect change. However, if we do nothing, then we 
should not complain if the situation remained unacceptable as it is now at the 
SPSO. 
 
 


