Complaints made about SPSO service
1.
Ms A wrote to John Scott MSP to complain about the SPSO service and its replies.  The SPSO had dismissed two areas of complaint without answering any of the points raised and Ms A considered that their attitude to be an example of maladministration.  

2.
Mr B, MSP wrote to John Scott MSP concerning his constituent’s complaint about the SPSO who claimed that the SPSO’s Final Report was shallow, cursory and driven by expediency and that the omission of any reference to a possible breach of the DDA to be of particular concern.

3.
Ms C wrote to John Scott MSP to complain about the SPSO’s Final Report.  It appeared to her that the research undertaken by the SPSO’s investigations team had been shoddy, incomplete, inaccurate and lacking in detail.  She did not accept the report conclusions.  She considered that her complaint had not been fully or sympathetically investigated.  Although she thought the existence of the SPSO was a good idea, she thought that it required reform.  
4.
Mr D MSP wrote to John Scott MSP about the handling of one of his constituent’s complaints.  He considered that the Final Report should address all the issues and not be rushed.  The draft report narrated a series of events from which conclusions were drawn however no assessment of the evidence had been provided.  
5.
Mr E wrote to John Scott MSP after following the Ombudsman’s complaint procedure.  He complained that the SPSO had exaggerated the number of complaints made to the Ombudsman by including ‘enquiries’ in their statistics for the annual reports to make it look as if they are dealing with significantly more complaints than they actually are. That the SPSO falsely claimed that they provide a quasi-judicial role – they do not interpret the law and accept everything and anything a local authority says without question.  That the SPSO acts illegally by failing to lay copies of investigation reports made about itself before Parliament.  That the SPSO is a complete waste of public money as they only investigated 27 complaints in the 2-year period 2003/04 and 2004/05 at a cost of £5m.  That the SPSO has misled the Parliament and the public by claiming they have supported external audits when Audit Scotland has confirmed that they have never performed any ‘value for money’ audits on the Ombudsman.
6.
Mr F wrote to John Scott MSP regarding the unreliability of the Ombudsman system, the lack of transparency and the imposition of time-limits on the production of evidence.  Mr F’s recourse to the Ombudsman service has been counterproductive. Third parties in planning decisions injured as a consequence of errors by a statutory body should not be consigned to some parallel but inferior system and left at the mercy of sometimes idiosyncratic judgements which are then unaccountable. 
7.
Mr G wrote to John Scott MSP regarding the Ombudsman’s service.  He complained that the Ombudsman seemed to share the council’s unwillingness to accept criticism and an in-house review of the type prepared by the Ombudsman did nothing but further undermine public confidence in the service. The SPSO website failed to return any search for the council in question and Mr G could not find any mention of investigation number ‘1’ or Council ‘x’ on the main web page, in the report archives or in the submissions to the Parliament.  The 2002 Act provided that all reports must be laid before the Parliament and failure to do so is a breach of the Act.  He was aware of criticism of the SPSO’s practice of not reporting complaints about its service.  
8.
Mr H MSP wrote to John Scott MSP about one of his constituents who had lodged a formal complaint with SPSO on 8 December 2005 and as at 9 December 2006 she was still unsure as to whether or not the SPSO would undertake an investigation.  The MSP also mentioned that he had 14 cases outstanding with the Ombudsman.
9.
Mr J wrote to John Scott MSP having followed the SPSO’s complaints procedure for dealing with a complaint about the level of services offered by the Ombudsman.  He remained dissatisfied with the way in which his complaint had been dealt with.  
10.
Mr K wrote to the Director of Resources & Governance and alleged that the SPSO has collaborated with her professional advisers to provide false information, intentionally and with intention to deceive or secure unjust enrichment, in her Annual Report and Accounts 2004-05.
11.
Mr L wrote to the Presiding Officer claiming maladministration about the SPSO because the SPSO had not undertaken to formally investigate his complaint.  

12.
Mr M wrote to the Presiding Officer about the treatment received from a member of the SPSO’s staff and the time taken to deal with his complaint.
13.
Mr N wrote to the Chief Executive complaining about the way his complaint had been dealt with by the SPSO and the length of time taken. 

14.
Mr P wrote to the Presiding Officer to complain about the way his complaint had been dealt with by the SPSO and the length of time taken.
