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Assimilating an all-inclusive response to numerous replies can pose a challenge 
therefore; this is written without prejudice and is formed from my understanding, 
opinion and assessment. 
 
It saddens me continuing to read or hear ill-informed comment. A car can have an 
engine but that does not mean it is working. The fact that the Scottish Government 
believes the system has an engine in the form of the SPSO certainly does not mean 
it is working. I believe the Scottish Government is somewhat detached and operates 
in a cocoon. 
 
Councils appear to enjoy unbridled autonomy which, if desired, can breed an 
environment omnipotently powerful working not in unison with fellow Councils as 
they have the ability to set their own inconsistent modus operandii. Official Bodies 
appear to back off when they have the opportunity to introduce improvement and 
Councils operate within a climate where the alleged policing organisation, the SPSO, 
operates within the wrong remit resulting in an apparent favouring of the Councils. 
The Councils also enjoy further advantage as often matters involve detail beyond the 
ken of most of their clients.  
 
In my opinion, certain input regarding the responses that have been submitted are 
naïve and written from a standpoint of not operating on the manufacturing floor to 
experience reality. The mine Manager has no idea what is happening underground. I 
suggest sitting in an office never having experienced the process first hand creates 
management decisions ill-conceived and through rose tinted glasses. 
 
In forming a Committee that holds regular meetings with Councils appears to be 
pointless as the outcome is self-perpetuating and inclusive. Surely this arrangement 
skews the outcome of any meeting? 
 
I suggest that COSLA’s reply amply demonstrates their lack of understanding. I seek 
the abandonment of COSLA as it contributes nothing positive directly to the public 
and an unnecessary extension of the Councils.  
 
I suggest that the Scottish Government requires experiencing first- hand dealing with 
some Councils’ machinations or interview complainants to see, in my opinion, how 
woeful it is.  
 
I am not suggesting an additional body which the Scottish Government alludes to, I 
am suggesting either; 
 

 The creation of a new body with a proper remit to replace the SPSO and the 
disbanding of the current SPSO. A Body which is neutral and not apparently 
acting as a Council old boys’ club. 

Or            2 
 



 A major overhaul of the SPSO, in-house training and a new appropriate remit 
making them fit for purpose. 

 
A Council client can experience a torrid time dealing with a Council and this period 
can be years. The SPSO refuses to interject until Council and client matters are 
finalised and the Council letter has been written. The SPSO is of no help at all. Help 
"with teeth" is required during the Council negotiations with a client. Council appeals 
are mere window dressing.  
 
Council appeals; do you believe that a Council employee is going to find in favour of 
the client against their employer. 
  

 Appeal one is with somebody within the same Council Department that is 
involved in the appeal.  

 Appeal two is with three employees of the Council.  
 Final appeal is with an “independent” person who can generally be working 

with the Council and two Council employees; the worst vote surely is 2 to 1 to 
uphold the Council’s position.  
 

Indeed I attended an appeal and it was clear the Council employee had decided in 
favour of their employer before the appeal started. I walked out the room. 
 
Do you really believe an employee is likely to go against the Council whether whistle 
blowing or not? 
 
Regarding complaint numbers I suggest this is not only due to SPSO remit but the 
quality of poor SPSO investigators. Never are they held accountable; some years 
ago, the then CEO; SPSO seemed sympathetic with the spirit of this petition. 
 
It is nonsense to accept the suggestion that the SPSO interjects they require a letter 
from the Council to state that the appeal process has been exhausted. Therefore, I 
repeat the SPSO ambulance only comes to the public’s help when the patient is 
dead. 
 
I suggest that the SPSO publish a skewed success figure rate. 
 
The Scottish Government’s response clearly exhibits their complete lack of 
understanding of daily process nor do they have a grasp of the remit.  
 
Example; 
 
There was a planning application for the construction of an extension. 
 

 This Council’s building regulations stated if an extension is built the facing wall 
to the neighbouring property should have opaque glass if the distance is 
approximately less than thirty three meters. This was clearly stated in the 
Council’s Building Regulations. The distance was some twenty two meters 
therefore the windows should have been opaque but the Council granted one 
opaque and one clear. Despite written building regulations the SPSO found in 
favour of the Council. 



 
 

A council’s ploy, at times, is to ignore their clients; a Council operated for two years 
within one case without furnishing the answer to a question. During this period the 
SPSO refused to enter this arena until they had the infamous Council letter.  
 
Sections; one to four of the Background is puff and I have noticed no benefit from 
these details and unseen implementation. 
 
The fifth section; staff can reply at the speed of light but that does not create a better 
quality of response nor does it create a better platform for the public to appeal.  
 
No wonder Councils hand out SPSO leaflets like sweeties. 
 

 Local authorities must record and report how they respond to complaints; so 
what?                            

 Who takes any corrective action?  
 How do you regulate veracity and control of these Council reports?  
 How do you know all Council reports are submitted? 

 
I have no idea how these figures shown demonstrate that Councils are accepting 
when failings occur. The reality is a mere aspiration. 
 
I have a local Councillor likely to attest his Council often ignores clients and I allege a 
local mental health nurse indicated the increase in patient numbers due to the 
Council dealings.  
            
NHS Scotland’s Model Complaint Handling Procedure (MCHP) is interpreted by 
myself as pie in the sky and fails to see how any of this can be policed. It is 
suggested that what is happening in the field bears no resemblance to MCHP. 
 
Section eight is certainly laudable but simply is not possible in my experience and 
nor to the majority of the public lodging complaints. 
 
How can the SPSO support good complaint handling when it is suggested they do 
not practice it. I would suggest the previous example clearly undermines their 
suggestion of good complaint handling. SPSO appeals are likely to be in-house and 
therefore self- policed with potential for colleague nepotism.  
 
I am aghast at section 9.1 as the inclusion of council employees who execute the 
Council bad practices are involved in offering input.   
 
The culture of the boys’ club must be stopped as it does not benefit the public and 
indeed, could be injurious to current public strategy, surely there must be an element 
of self-interest in such deliberations.  
 
COSLA should be disbanded as they offer no benefit to the public yet perform, it is 
suggested, two unnecessary functions. 

 
 A meeting place for Council employees. 



 
 

 The creation of Disregards which are not rules and Councils can decide 
whether to apply the Disregard or not. What is the point? A Council in the 
North could apply Disregards within a calculation and a Council in the South 
could ignore them and their clients would be paying more because of 
postcode. Disband COSLA and create a body that is independent of Councils, 
create rules which are of equal benefit to all.  
 

A division of a new SPSO could generate compulsory disregards. Surely SPSO 
recommendations are as weak as COSLA’s disregards, what is the point of 
producing these apart from feeling you have not wasted your day at the office? 
 
Sections 18-21 within the SPSO paper, I believe are illuminating. The SPSO, I 
suggest, supports the section of the petition which eludes to the unjustified autonomy 
of Councils.  
 
The battlefield is slanted in favour of the Councils as they apply complex matters and 
pick and mix disregards whilst dealing with a public not au fait with the environment 
or rules.  
            
There is little or no help for the public whilst local advocates and the CAB cannot be 
relied upon as their knowledge base and involvement is scant. Councils should be 
transparent and demonstrate an unbiased strategy in decision making.  
 
There must be a body whether that is the SPSO or a replacement body for the 
SPSO, having the powers to enter Councils and check for potential wrong doings 
and malpractice. Surely the days are gone when Councils have unquestionable 
autonomy? 
 
Digressing slightly;  
 

 A Council spent £500,000 on a project not needed and not wished by the 
majority of the residents; nobody to investigate this. 

 
 A Council altered two road endings and because they were so badly done re 

did them again costing over £200,000. Now one is such a bad design it is a 
health and safety problem. There is nobody to check this ridiculous 
expenditure. 

 
 A Council replaced twelve paving slabs with three workers over two days, who 

checks this financial waste? 
 

 A Council appears to have a reasonable amount of work that flows over to the 
weekend for overtime, who is there checking this waste of money? 
 

 Allegedly a supervisor wished to keep a check on an allegedly shirking 
employee and was told to stop as that person’s human rights were being 
impinged upon.  

 



Section twenty three of the SPSO paper should simply witness the SPSO entering 
the melee between client and the Council at a much earlier stage armed with the 
correct remit and authority. 
 
Within section 26 the SPSO suggests they are not restricted from looking at 
problems whilst they are happening; why then will they only enter the arena after the 
matter has finished and after the Council has furnished their client with a letter to 
state that all appeals have been exhausted. By the very nature of the beast this letter 
can only be written as a conclusion to the dealings between Council and client. 
 
Section 28 appears to contradict itself. If a Local Authority was taking a legitimate 
decision displaying true veracity surely a complaint would be less likely. The SPSO 
should be becoming involved at a stage the client requires and if the SPSO identifies 
injustice then they should have the authority to correct this and censure the Council. 
 
I suggest this simply never happens. 
             
Section 30 I suggest does not bear fruit as the SPSO does not have the power to 
ensure the Council complies and redresses the clients’ situation.  
 
I believe that recommendations are as powerless as disregards and if there is no 
enforcement associated with recommendations; why bother? 
 
Sections 37.1 to 37.3 appear to run counter to the non-upholding of the previous 
example. 
 
The final comment regarding the statistical table shown could be somewhat arbitrary 
or convenient to categorise complaints as premature. Premature complaints surely 
underline that the SPSO will not enter the arena early.  
 
Human Rights must deliver equality and respect which I suggest is not at the top of 
some Council agendas. This Commission can disagree with a replacement Body but 
by doing so surely flaunts clients’ Human Rights. It surprises me that the 
Commission would promote the status quo which promotes weaker Human Rights. 
          
The third paragraph of the Commission’s note sets out admirable aims which are 
simply not being met within the given structure. 
 
I suggest that the bulleted points are merely puff and a distraction. If a just and 
monitored system was created to produce fair results for clients then automatically 
the clients’ Human Rights will be met and met to a much greater degree than they 
are being met today. 
 
It is time that Councils acted in unison, on a level and fair platform; treatment must 
be universally consistent and fair. Councils must not fritter finances, they must not be 
allowed to decide what rule book they wish to operate by playing pick and mix with 
disregards and Councils must be accountable.  
            
         
           



Clients must feel confident in the system which is openly fair and removes the 
postcode lottery. 
 
It will be difficult to create the fair environment that must be set within the process. 
There must be an impartial and independent body looking after Council and Public 
rights equally and this unquestioned right of Council autonomy must become a myth 
as it has no place on a level playing field. Clients have no standing in Council 
dealings and have virtually no port of call for help or justice. 
 
There must be a set of rules; a Highway Code of procedure that all Councils must 
follow thus eliminating the imbalance and injustice of a post code lottery.  
 
Surely we all realise what happens when bodies have omnipotent and unquestioned 
power? 
 
 
 

 


