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18 June 2008

Mr M Smith

Chief Executive

London Borough of Tower Hamlets
Town Hall, Mulberry Place

5 Clove Crescent

London E14 2BG

Our ref: TR/AL

(Please quote our reference when contacting us)

If telephoning please contact Paul Con roy on 020 7217 4628
email address: p.conroy@Igo.org.uk

Dear Mr Smith
Annual Letter 2007/08

| am writing to give you a summary of the complaints about your authority that my office has
dealt with over the past year, set out in the annual letter attached. | hope you find the letter
a useful addition to other information you have on how people experience or perceive your
services.

| would again very much welcome any comments you may have on the form and content of
the letter.

We will publish all the annual letters on our website (www.lgo.org.uk) and share them with
the Audit Commission. We will wait for four weeks after this letter before doing so, to give
you an opportunity to consider the letter first. If a letter is found to contain any material
factual inaccuracy we will reissue it. We will also publish on our website a summary of
statistics relating to the complaints we have received and dealt with against all authorities.

| would again be happy to consider requests for me or a senior colleague to visit the
Council to present and discuss the letter with councillors or staff. We will do our best to
meet the requests within the limits of the resources available to us.

I am also arranging for a copy of this letter and its attachments to be sent to you
electronically so that you can distribute it easily within the council and put the annual letter
on your Council's website. This covering letter is not intended for publication.

Yours sincerely

Dot

Tony Redmond

10th Floor T: 020 7217 4620 Tony Redmond
Millbank Tower F: 020 7217 4621 Local Government Ombudsman
Millbank DX: DX 149243 Victoria 13 Peter MacMahon

London W: www.lgo.org.uk Deputy Ombudsman
SW1P 4QP Advice Team: 0845 602 1983
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Local Government

OMBUDSMAN

The Local Government Ombudsman’s

Annual Letter

The London Borough of Tower

Hamlets

for the year ended
31 March 2008

The Local Government Ombudsman (LGO)
provides a free, independent and impartial
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 result, 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 letters.
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Annual Letter 2007/08 - Introduction

This annual letter provides a summary of the complaints we have received about the London Borough
of Tower Hamlets. We have included comments on the authority’s performance and complaint-
handling arrangements, where possible, so they can assist with your service improvement.

| hope that the letter will be a useful addition to other information your authority holds on how people
experience or perceive your services.

Two attachments form an integral part of this letter: statistical data covering a three year period and a
note to help the interpretation of the statistics.

Complaints received

In this year we received 105 complaints, a reduction for the second year running (Il received 112
complaints last year, and 149 in 2005/06). As in previous years, around half of these complaints (51)
were about housing. This is not unusual for a London Borough where demand for affordable housing
far outstrips supply.

Other significant sources of complaints were transport and highways, with 16. This includes
complaints about parking enforcement.

The remaining complaints spanned a number of different services including both Adult Care Services
and Children and Family Social Services, Benefit administration, Planning, Local Taxation, and
Education. The 13 complaints categorised as “Other” include those made about anti social behaviour.

Decisions on complaints

We made decisions on 121 complaints during the year as we carried some forward from the
preceding year. None of the complaints we investigated this year justified the issue of a report.

Local settlements

A ‘local settlement’ is a complaint where, during the course of our investigation, the Council has
agreed to take some action which we consider is a satisfactory response to the complaint. The
investigation is then discontinued. In 2007/08 the Local Government Ombudsmen nationally
determined 27% of complaints by local settlement (excluding ‘premature’ complaints - where councils
have not had a proper chance to deal with them - and those outside our jurisdiction). We settled 16
complaints against your council this way — which, at 25%, is very close to the national average.

Of the complaints we settled in this way the most striking was where we found that a tenant had been
living in unsatisfactory conditions for over two years because of delay in carrying out repairs. We
agreed with the Council that the tenant should be offered £2,250 compensation to reflect this. In three
other cases we found unreasonable delay in dealing with repairs, for which we agreed a total of £1000
in settlement.

Housing also produced some justified complaints about the allocation of homes and how the Council
dealt with reports of homelessness or threat of homelessness. In one case, the Council’s delay of
several months in dealing with a request for a review of an applicant’s priority for being re-housed
caused anxiety. Although the review found that the applicant was not in urgent need and so their
priority remained the same as before, we agreed that the unnecessary anxiety in waiting for a re-
determination merited £100 in compensation. Two other complaints concerned difficulties over the
making of offers of accommodation, because of a breakdown in internal communication. For these
two complaints we recommended a total of £600 in compensation.
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One unusual complaint concerned the allocation of pitches in a street market. We found that the
complainant had been treated less well than other traders, and had had to work in a poor
environment. Your Council agreed to offer the complainant £2,000 and to commission a review of the
markets by the internal auditors.

Two complaints that were settled arose from delay or failure in dealing with planning enforcement
issues. The Council told me that it was reviewing its enforcement procedures. | understand this review
is still underway and that it is intended to “re-launch” the enforcement service later this year. | would
be grateful if you could keep me updated.

| mentioned above that parking enforcement complaints are part of the transport and highways
category. Many such complaints are outside my jurisdiction since there is an alternative right of appeal
to a Parking Adjudicator. However, | have settled two complaints which were within my jurisdiction.
The first was a case where a car was impounded because the owner did not display the temporary
licence she had bought. She said she had not been advised she needed to display the licence, and
that she was reluctant to do so because it contained personal information about her (including her
name, address and telephone number). Your Council agreed to refund the charges for impounding
the car, to ensure that written advice made clear that temporary licences should be displayed, and to
amend the licences so that no personal information would be shown.

The other parking complaint involved the Council’s failure to respond to correspondence, with the
result that the complainant lost the chance to appeal to the Adjudicator. As a result the complainant
incurred costs of over £700, which your Council agreed to refund. Again, in this case some procedural
improvements were identified, and this is a suitable point to acknowledge your Council’s willingness to
learn from justified complaints and make appropriate changes.

Other findings

Of the remaining 105 decisions, 33 were referred back as “premature” because | did not think the
Council had yet had sufficient opportunity to deal with them. 23 were outside my jurisdiction for other
reasons. Of the remaining 49, | found no maladministration in 37 complaints and discontinued my
investigation in 12 others, often because there seemed to have been no significant injustice to the
complainant.

Your Council’s complaints procedure and handling of complaints

A number of complaints were made to me that | considered were ‘premature’ as the Council had not
had a reasonable opportunity of dealing with them in an effort to satisfy the complainant. These
accounted for 27% of all decisions which is exactly the same as the national average for all local
authorities in England.

Of the complaints | have considered that have first been through the Council’s three stage complaints
procedure, it seemed to me that they had been handled well with careful consideration given to the
main issues at each stage of the process.

Liaison with the Local Government Ombudsman

Responsibility for dealing with your Council returned to my office this year. As part of that process |
met the Council’'s senior management team and | notice that the Council’s Link Officer — tasked with
compiling responses to our enquiries — attended a seminar at our office on 18 October 2007. My staff
inform me that the arrangements for responding to my enquiries is effective. The average response
time is just 17.6 days, well within my requested timescale of 28 days, and in some cases | know the
response has been considerably quicker than that. Given that a third of London Boroughs do not
manage to achieve an average response time below 36 days, this is a considerable achievement and
undoubtedly assists us in arriving at timely decisions on complaints which we receive.

k..
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Training in complaint handling

Part of our role is to provide advice and guidance about good administrative practice. We offer training
courses for all levels of local authority staff in complaints handling and investigation. This year we
carried out a detailed evaluation of the training with councils that have been trained over the past
three years. The results are very positive. '

The range of courses is expanding in response to demand. In addition to the generic Good Complaint
Handling (identifying and processing complaints) and Effective Complaint Handling (investigation and
resolution) we now offer these courses specifically for social services staff and a course on reviewing
complaints for social care review panel members. We can run open courses for groups of staff from

different smaller authorities and also customise courses to meet your Council’s specific requirements.

All courses are presented by an experienced investigator so participants benefit from their knowledge
and expertise of complaint handling.

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

LGO developments

We launched the LGO Advice Team in April, providing a first contact service for all enquirers and new
complainants. Demand for the service has been high. Our team of advisers, trained to provide
comprehensive information and advice, has dealt with many thousands of calls since the service
started.

The team handles complaints submitted by telephone, email or text, as well as in writing. This new
power to accept complaints other than in writing was one of the provisions of the Local Government
and Public Involvement in Health Act, which also came into force in April. Our experience of
implementing other provisions in the Act, such as complaints about service failure and apparent
maladministration, is being kept under review and will be subject to further discussion. Any feedback
from your Council would be welcome.

Last year we published two special reports providing advice and guidance on ‘applications for prior
approval of telecommunications masts’ and ‘citizen redress in local partnerships’. Again, | would
appreciate your feedback on these, particularly on any complaints protocols put in place as part of the
overall governance arrangements for partnerships your Council has set up.

Conclusions and general observations

| 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

Enc: Statistical data
June 2008 Note on interpretation of statistics

Leaflet on training courses (with posted copy only)



B ST e

Qrﬂﬂﬁtﬂ?hsw s suitzntzinimbn boop hod sonbtilig s sombe abivarg of 51 slor W fo had

‘r?‘i-

wary 2T noligpieeva bag goilbrst avieifiros of Bz phortiue leool o sisvol lis vt sezwrn
1 o ave beniey nead Svard fadl slonuen: iy erld o nodesieve hatisdeb & o bemas
avillsst \ney su Muzer odT neey sev

Qe Y pOIBNGE #l 28500 1o agoEn o T
famioe phiaescong Lis piiitnalyl) potibrsh
etz aaanon sart who won sw (nothdose
DAk [ENEY weiva sws seoe ol etniplenes
girhcizun aals bne 2adhoniug misme e

mpbshwe A ert ot ilened simgicihen oz mhgi+wnr bpnianaius e wd belnareng m seducd A
| pnifboest nigiamos o ezinsgue bos

ol mrmr.mmmmmhhnﬂ&ﬂwmnmt amoe boeolons ever! |
£paiiood witad (s bk sehiupne o

B e e "“"‘#‘wm’n-ﬂnc o etagmiey 09

s 0l mige T soivbA GO arll bovioouss! oW
ad] el aoivise o vt boveroedl Semrigigros

|
Inisigmad boud aleng sl ol noiibhe nl bosmalie
bow qolisgiesval) prilionsH nigipned avitae® b (d
pivtwErE o 82wl & baalisle gativios iakoz e
rrvod et Yo auicip 161 280 NBGG M ido sVl 2
.atmhwwpm alivege Flonuod) Woy foom of ae

wan §ni aevupne e il goiviae Deinoo let & gl
sbiveng of berieat 2maaivbe 1o mest wO o

w2 ol eunie 2080 Yo abnmanorn! ynem rivplisob eit eoivhs Lme nabisrmiolni svisasriemog

: henele

1T grliny ol as w;m a5 el o sine oo betinde ansigmen aelbngn el e (T

mamrevod lsosd st e andisivaia & 1o ano e pnils i el vertis Sinislamod 19e00s af Wwog
| Tosonehsgas WO oA il st ot aalg ot oA MigaH ol momsvioviil olldud bre

304, srlf nu 2nslevig s grifasmelgrmi
5 b e poietl 81 | nolfstiaininbalam
amcolew od bluow n:u-m!)wumﬂ

Inmaane bra sulis? snivies luods snisl
W‘mﬁ. notzatuseih ednut o erile ad I

i 10} enoitealiygs’ 1o BonBblug UnNe cvivbe plitvvng
bluow ! mepA "sgeanting ool o.azerber Sieliy’

a0 To e 2 oy 15 fug slonalone amaignc e yhe
o Jow esrl KoneeD Wi " {

“.'_‘L- = = ":':'|.— ] 1 . 'f:a . _“||- I-:!;:‘l':‘_ .101'7.._‘ i.!' : '_ ’

v Hesao s sr.n‘o' ¥ em’elqnm orii wods 2tk

el
-4

| ) | yowo T AnsdWiM yoold "ot
) I | Rormeill M

noelihe.)

. 908 WS

BOOS enui,

2atizlizz Yo rsstiongrsin no B
[vinG ¥qou baleog i) ea@uoo grénial no &




617l 800Z/S0/90 ‘pajuld

00 98¢ ¥iL S3LOUINY Jed [euoneN
€12 €.LC g'o sybnoiog uopuoT
Lyl ¢8e (A4 sjiouno) Ajunon
LLL 90¢e €85 senuoyiny ueyjodonepy
L8 005 ol A4 sanuoyiny Aejnun
L6l 9z v'95 $|1DUNOY) PLISIA
% % %
shepg¢ =< | shepge -6z | shep gz=> fuoyne jo sadAy

8002/€0/L€ ©3} 200Z/70/L0 Sawn} asuodsai fuoyine [eso] abesany

o8t <L 9002 / 5002
68l o £00¢ / 9002
gLl 6t 8002/€0/LE - LOOZ/VO/LO
puodsal 0} salinbug
shep jo ‘ou Bay 1sd1 jJo "ON sawp asuodsay
SIAINDNI LSYId

"a|qe) siy} w sbuipeay ay) jo uojeue|dxa Ue Joj S2j0U PaUOB)E 298

191 L) 0S 8l Lc oy 0 0 3 3 9002 / s002

LEL 8 62 6l Gl e 0 0 ¥Z 0 200Z / 9002

74 88 €€ €2 cl LE 0 0 9l 0 8002/€0/L€ - LOOZ/¥O0/LO
1elo0L ainjewaud sjuje|duiod uopaipsin/ 9sIp quiQ |ew o sdad PN sdad S1 sdaa | suols|sag

19%a [ejo ). aimjewsaid apIsing

‘UONEISPISUDD 10j AJIOYINE BU) 0] YDBQ PALIBJRI BM UDIUM pue uewspnguo au) o} Ajpinjewsald sapew atam jey) sjulejdwos apnjoul m saunby asay) :8joN
“ T 3 _. i ] |
I o b L T 14 0 0 ok yl 900z /5002 |
|

“ (47" cl [ 0 S cl _, 8l 0 4 Z L 4002 / 9002

| __ 800z/c0/LE
| so gl 0 z 9 el t 14 L z - L00Z/vONL0 |
: — — — )

| sfemybiy 1ayjo jonuos Sa0IAIBS

_ pue - S§90IAI0S adueul} Buiping Ajjwey pue Ss92IAI8S eaJe Joalgns Aq
jejol uodsues) je1vog m algng 2 Buluueld Jauyl0 Buisnoy uopeanpg ualipliyn s)jauag alea ynpy peAlesad sjurejdwon

8002/€0/L€ Bulpus pouad ayj 1o

a7 sisjue Jamo] - 1H40d3d ALIHOHLNY VOO0



S0GS\EGMME gnibas boirag el vod __ . 8J etaimst vewoT - TROSIRA YTIHIOHTUA .»}QOL. ..

sa? | T 4 A gty Yt EL_FEguiil;igﬂ%!%m

i | s [Py sibda
wa maE | remat s _ | ish e | sdrves e epiueyd
A | _ | | = | | |
b ® - . P o 3 . e — - —4 . S [ — . b — - . - .
ot o | | € . o« || | i ¢ | “ . SOORMGHE
_ T B0k
|
]

=i U P B TR | 9 _ n L_ br _ » s |

T ] it | s | ka0 ! | ~ R _
§ Lochumns | coamene 1 pmeel | werch L cumi ! mew | sgavie . eapmined 000
—F ) wg . S 1 g 1 = “
) | & o

UM H_lﬂ#_” [ J.an_.
__

nun e
e . vt e S e 0
_..S W _ e e | a _

, . - TR TLAR

| an...mn,; ﬂ_l.w«-.-m. unphnl M ﬁ.i..lrl....: vei e | swi N oW At GEICHERF

| LIS S A i - - £ a

_ o ) e | EE e i i@ | . d_

e | e 1S SHITERLA VA e o SHOVEAIL - TBESAUD |

_ i oo T nlw!.-.'tr ] : 1 _
e : i - " % | Doss

: . Rl .
m i | &g | mﬂ.n..n.u__:E .
B S £ .- - o S S 1.1 s e = | om———3 T N - - wuall BN




Notes to assist interpretation of the LGO’s local authority statistics
2007/08

1. Complaints received

This information shows the number of complaints received by the LGO, broken down by
service area and in total within the periods given. These figures include complaints that are
made prematurely to the LGO (see below for more explanation) and that we send to the
council to consider first. The figures may include some complaints that we have received but
where we have not yet contacted the council.

2. Decisions

This information records the number of decisions made by the LGO, broken down by
outcome, within the periods given. This number will not be the same as the number of
complaints received, because some complaints are made in one year and decided in the
next. Below we set out a key explaining the outcome categories for 2007/08 complaints.

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

LS (local settlements): decisions by letter discontinuing our investigation because the
authority has agreed to take some action which is considered 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 exercised the
Ombudsman’s general discretion not to pursue the complaint. This can be for a variety of
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.

Premature complaints: decisions that the complaint is premature. 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 LGO without having taken the matter up with
a council, the LGO will usually refer it to the council as a ‘premature complaint’ to see if the
council can itself resolve the matter.

Total excl premature: all decisions excluding those where we referred the complaint back to
the council as ‘premature’.



Response times

These figures record the average time the council takes to respond to our first enquiries on a
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.

Average local authority response times 2007/08

This table gives comparative figures for average response times by authorities in England, by
type of authority, within three time bands.



