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1. Reason for the Report

1.1 To advise members of the content of the Ombudsman’s Annual Letter for the 
period April 2019 – March 2020.

2. Recommendation

2.1 That members note the content of the Ombudsman’s Annual Letter (included 
at Appendix A).

3. Executive Summary

3.1 The Local Government Ombudsman's Annual Review Letter summarises 
complaints and enquiries received over the last 12 months. The letters are 
published on the Ombudsman's web site together with specimen data used to 
inform the Ombudsman's Annual Report.

3.2 In 2019/20 the Ombudsman received 5 new enquiries or complaints, 
compared with 6 in the previous year.  Details of the decisions made and 
investigated complaints in 2019/20 are summarised as follows:-

Service Area Complaint Finding

Upheld (2)

Planning & 
Development

The complainant (Mr C) 
says the Council failed to 
properly
consider his objections to a 

In August 2017 the Council received a 
planning application to extend the 
property neighbouring Mr C’s home. 
In September the Council issued 



Service Area Complaint Finding

neighbour’s planning 
application in 2018. He says 
the Council was wrong to 
allow planning permission. 
In addition, he says the 
Council failed to reply to his 
complaint within its ten 
working day target.

neighbour notification letters and Mr C 
submitted his objections on 10 
October. The Planning Officer visited 
the site that month. In February 2018 
the applicant submitted revised plans. 
Mr C submitted his objections on 15 
February. Later that day the Planning 
Officer completed their report on the 
application. They took account of the 
Core Strategy Development Plan, the 
National Planning Policy Framework 
and Supplementary Planning 
Guidance. The Officer noted 
objections received from Mr C and 
assessed each key point. There was 
a small breach of the 45 degree test 
but this was a “minor breach” and not 
significant enough to warrant refusal 
of the application. The Council 
granted planning permission, with 
planning conditions, that day. On 23 
April Mr C emailed the Planning Team 
with his complaint about the decision. 
He felt the breach of the 45 degree 
test was not minor. The Council 
received the complaint but did not 
refer it to a Service Area Manager. On 
22 May Mr C contacted the Council 
for a response. The Council replied 
the next day apologising for the delay. 
It issued a full reply on 31 May and 
explained how the 45 degree test was 
considered and why planning 
permission had been granted. Mr C 
pursued his complaint in 2019 and 
the Council issued a final response in 
April 2019.

The Ombudsman upheld the 
complaint (because of the delay in 
responding to Mr C’s complaint). The 
Council apologised in May 2018 for 
the delay in complaint handling which 
was considered to be a reasonable 
remedy.

Planning 
&Development

The complainant, Ms W, 
complained about the way 
in which the Council 
considered neighbouring 
residents’ proposals to 
extend their home. In 
particular, officers: a) did not 
properly consider the loss of 

Ms W’s property was back to back 
with the application site. It was a two 
storey house, whereas the application 
property was a bungalow. The two 
dwellings had a common rear 
boundary. The ground sloped down 
from Ms W’s property towards the 
application site. This meant Ms W’s 



Service Area Complaint Finding

privacy she would suffer 
through a new window in 
the extended roof space of 
the application property; and 
b) provided her with 
confusing and incorrect 
information throughout the 
planning
process. She had to keep 
challenging this information 
both verbally and by email. 
She felt uncomfortable in 
doing so.

ground floor rear facing windows were 
almost level with the existing roof 
space of the application property. 7. 
The Council notified Ms W of the 
proposals late in August 2018. Ms W 
said she did not receive a notification 
letter and did not have the opportunity 
to object to the proposals and the 
impact on her amenity.

The Council was at fault in the way in 
which officers assessed the impact of 
her neighbours’ development 
proposals on Ms W in the form of loss 
of privacy. But she did not suffer 
significant injustice, as the decision to 
approve the proposals would not 
have been different without this fault.

Not upheld (0)

Closed after initial enquiries (3)

Planning 
&Development

Mr X complained about the 
lack of support received for 
his planning application.

Mr X submitted a planning application 
for a garage and wind turbines. The 
planning application was refused 
because of inadequate information 
supporting the turbines. Mr X was 
unhappy with the decision and the 
length of time taken to determine the 
planning application. Mr X had a right 
of appeal against the Council’s 
decision and also against any failure 
to determine the planning application 
within a specific time. The 
Ombudsman saw no reason why an 
appeal could not have been made in 
both cases. 

Councillor Conduct 
and Standards

The complainant, Mr B, was 
unhappy that the Council 
refused to investigate his 
code of conduct complaint 
about a councillor under the 
Council’s standards 
arrangements.

The Ombudsman decided not to 
investigate Mr B’s complaint. This is 
because the alleged fault by the 
Council did not appear to have 
caused Mr B to suffer a
significant personal injustice.



Service Area Complaint Finding

Planning & 
Development

The complainant, Mr B, 
alleged that the Council 
failed in its duties and failed 
to properly follow its 
procedures in dealing with 
an outline planning 
application for housing on a 
site adjacent to his land and 
property. He said it failed to 
engage with the local 
community and that the 
proposed development will 
impact negatively on his 
view and amenity.

Following site visits by the case 
officer, and consideration of the 
application by the Planning 
Committee, the Council granted 
outline planning permission for a 
housing development on a site behind 
Mr B’s land and property. Unhappy 
with this decision, Mr B complained to 
the Council stating it had failed to 
engage with the local community; 
failed to visit him despite his requests; 
failed to take into account the impact 
on his view and on light and noise 
pollution and wrongly assessed the 
application under its policy for large 
villages.The Council addressed the 
issues he had raised under the two 
stages of its complaints procedure. It 
explained it had satisfied the publicity 
requirements set out in legislation, 
had consulted with the Parish Council 
and local ward members and taken 
into consideration the objections 
made against the scheme and the 
representations made in support of it. 
It also explained the case officer had 
visited the site a number of times and 
had taken into account the position of 
his property. It clarified that there is 
no private “right to a view” and that 
the siting of the new houses would be 
determined at the reserved matters 
stage. It provided detailed comments 
on why the application had been 
determined under the Large Village 
policy and pointed out that in fact 
there had been a conflict with that 
policy which had been recognised by 
the officer but that there had been 
material considerations which 
outweighed this conflict. It concluded 
the matter had been dealt with 
correctly and advised Mr B there was 
no further action it could take.

Referred back for local resolution (0)

3.3 A copy of the Ombudsman's letter is attached as an appendix to this report.



3.4 Members may also wish to note that the small number of complaints reaching 
the Ombudsman is set against a background of 82 complaints received by the 
Council in the period in question, which helps to illustrate the strength of the 
Council in ensuring complaints are dealt with promptly and appropriately.  

 
3.5 Below is a table showing Local Government Ombudsman figures for 13 Local 

Authorities. The average for upheld complaints across the 13 is 43%.

Figures for Upheld / Not upheld
(detailed investigations carried out)

Complaints 
and 

enquiries 
received 
2018/19

Decisions 
made 

2018/19

Upheld Not 
upheld Total % Upheld

Cannock Chase 2 2 0 2 2 0%

Castle Point 6 4 1 3 4 25%

Chorley 4 1 1 0 1 100%
Fenland 3 1 0 1 1 0%
Forest of Dean 8 2 2 0 2 100%
High Peak Borough Council 3 0 0 0 0 0%
Hinckley & Bosworth 13 6 0 6 6 0%
Kettering 5 0 0 0 0 0%
Rugby 7 3 0 3 3 0%
Selby 12 5 3 2 5 60%
South Derbyshire 5 2 1 1 2 50%
Staffordshire Moorlands 5 2 2 0 2 100%
Wyre Forest 6 2 2 0 2 100%

4. How this report links to Corporate Priorities 

4.1 Ensure our services are easily available to all our residents in the appropriate 
channels and provided 'right first time’.

5. Alternative Options

5.1 There are none to consider.

Mark Trillo 
Executive Director (People) and Monitoring Officer

Web Links and
Background Papers

Contact details

Karen Lomas
Head of Customer Services
karen.lomas@staffsmoorlands.gov.
uk


