
Appendix 2 – Cases Upheld and remedy required

Directorate Description/Decision Remedy / Learning action

Adult Care 
Services 
Case Ref: 
16011414

Mrs B complained that the 
care, support and treatment 
her late mother, Mrs F, 
received from the Council, 
the Trust, the GP Practice 
and an out-of-hours GP 
Service fell below expected 
standards. 

The Ombudsmen found 
some evidence of fault by 
the Council and it was likely 
the poor communication 
caused Mrs F’s family to 
experience avoidable 
distress.  However, it was 
also noted the Council had 
already acted to improve.  
The Council’s investigation 
highlighted poor 
communication by the 
Home and the Council after 
it received a safeguarding 
alert. 

Remedy:  As the Council and the 
Home had already acted to 
improve and apologised to Mrs F’s 
family following the Council’s own 
investigation, the LG&SCO found it 
was not necessary to make further 
recommendations.

Learning actions:  Further to a 
commitment to improve services 
from both ASC and the Care Home 
as a result of the complaint a 
quality management improvement 
report was completed and the 
provider visited on a regular basis. 

Monthly Multi-disciplinary Early 
Warning Indicator meetings held 
where concerns are raised and 
actions followed. If concerns are 
raised then this would trigger input 
from our Quality Improvement 
Team. CCC also works closely 
with the Care Quality Commission 
and share information 
appropriately.

Adult Care 
Services 
Case Ref: 
16011414

Mrs B complained that the 
care, support and treatment 
her late mother, Mrs F, 
received from the Council, 
the Trust, the GP Practice 
and an out-of-hours GP 
Service fell below expected 
standards. 

The Ombudsmen found 
some evidence of fault by 
the Council and it was likely 
the poor communication 
caused Mrs F’s family to 
experience avoidable 
distress.  However, it was 
also noted the Council had 
already acted to improve.  
The Council’s investigation 
highlighted poor 
communication by the 

Remedy:  As the Council and the 
Home had already acted to 
improve and apologised to Mrs F’s 
family following the Council’s own 
investigation, the LG&SCO found it 
was not necessary to make further 
recommendations.

Learning actions:  Further to a 
commitment to improve services 
from both ASC and the Care Home 
as a result of the complaint a 
quality management improvement 
report was completed and the 
provider visited on a regular basis. 

Monthly Multi-disciplinary Early 
Warning Indicator meetings held 
where concerns are raised and 
actions followed. If concerns are 
raised then this would trigger input 



Home and the Council after 
it received a safeguarding 
alert. 

from our Quality Improvement 
Team. CCC also works closely 
with the Care Quality Commission 
and share information 
appropriately.

Case Ref: 
17014544

X complained the Council 
failed to deal properly with 
safeguarding concerns 
relating to X since May 
2017. 

The Ombudsman found it 
was unclear why the 
Council dealt with X’s 
concerns via its 
safeguarding procedures. 
The concerns related to 
issues which should 
properly be dealt with via 
complaints procedures, 
rather than safeguarding 
procedures.

Remedy:  The Ombudsman 
concluded their investigation 
finding whilst there was some fault 
as to the procedure followed there 
was no evidence of fault causing 
injustice as this it is what X wanted 
the Council to do.

Learning action: To ensure the 
correct procedure is followed when 
responding to service user 
allegations.

Case Ref: 
18008585

Complainant on behalf of 
grand-daughter covering;
1 The way the Council 
handled plans to move the 
complainant’s grand-
daughter into supported 
living.

2 Poor record keeping by 
CCC and failing to 
communicate effectively 
with the complainant. 

3 CCC also took too long to 
investigate the complaint.

The LG&SCO 
acknowledged the Council 
had already apologised for 
its poor communication and 
record keeping and the 
delays in investigating the 
complaint. These were seen 
as suitable actions to take, 
but they were not sufficient 
to remedy the injustice 
caused.

Remedy: Payments of
£200 to the Complainant to 
acknowledge the significant 
distress and time and trouble it 
caused them.  £150 to grand-
daughter to acknowledge the 
distress she was caused. 

The investigation also 
recommended the Council should 
identify suitable housing and day 
care for grand-daughter as a 
matter of urgency. 

Learning actions: Re 
communication and lack of proper 
diary recording on IAS.  Any 
contact should be recorded 
whether a reply or not i.e. 
telephone call made but no 
answer.  

No notes from meetings held 
(action points would suffice).  

Decisions made not communicated 
in a timely fashion.  



Teams advised of these learning 
points and themes from complaints 
/ grievances to be brought to 
SCMM for discussion / cascading 
to other staff. 

Children & 
Family 
Services
Case Ref: 
17004859

The complaint was the 
Council failed to put in place 
alternative provision for 
complainants daughter 
when she did not attend 
school. 

There was evidence of fault 
in the Council’s actions but 
not that led to injustice for 
the complainant.  

Learning: The Ombudsman 
decision advised the Council could 
have formally offered a PRU place 
to meet its statutory responsibility 
given the daughter was not 
attending school, or consulted 
other schools at this stage.

Case Ref: 
17014300

Multiple complaints 
regarding the Council’s 
actions in relation to a case 
regarding the complainant 
and her daughter. The 
complaints had been 
considered previously with a 
Stage 3 Panel taking place 
in September 2016.

The LG&SCO advised there 
was fault in the Council 
stopping travel payments 
and its response to Miss X’s 
complaint about this.

Remedy: The Council agreed to 
apologise, calculate what it owed 
Miss X and pay her £100 for 
avoidable distress. 
Learning: In responding to 
complaints any remedial actions 
should be clarified and progressed 
to completion.  In this case the 
complainant was advised to speak 
to their social worker although due 
to their absence the matter was not 
progressed.

Case Ref:
17007098

Mr and Mrs B complained 
about acts and omissions 
by the Council when dealing 
with a child protection 
matter concerning their 
children. 

The Council was at fault in 
failing to; 

 provide advocacy 
support for Mr and 
Mrs B, 

 failing to provide 
social workers’ 
reports five days 
before child 
protection 
conferences, and 

Remedy: The Council had already 
acknowledged some of the 
injustice suffered by Mr and Mrs B 
and had apologised for this. It had 
also put in place some service 
improvements. 

In addition to the actions that had 
been agreed the Council agreed to 
pay Mr and Mrs B £500 in 
recognition of the distress they 
suffered.

Learning: Alternative/voluntary 
advocacy sources were to be 
identified and offered to parents 
who may need support at meetings 
etc.



 failing to send out 
conference minutes 
until several weeks 
after the conference.

The requirement to ensure 
documents for conferences and 
updates following a conferences 
are provided in a timely manner.

Case Ref:
18001777

Mr X complained about the 
Council’s decision not to 
investigate his concerns 
under the statutory 
complaints procedure.

The Ombudsman found 
fault with the way the 
Council dealt with and 
responded to Mr X’s 
complaint.

Remedy: The Council 
reconsidered Mr X’s complaint. 
Agreed with him the issues he 
wanted to raise then considered 
each in turn and explained why it 
was not exercising its discretion to 
investigate.
Learning: When a decision not to 
investigate a complaint is taken as 
it is over the 12 month limit an 
explanation should be provided 
explaining why each element will 
not be investigated.  The 
explanation should be able to show 
the complainant and third parties, 
such as the Ombudsman, how the 
decision was reached.

Case Ref:
18008429

This was a further complaint 
from a complainant’s father 
as to the delays in his son’s 
complaint being dealt with 
at Stage 3 and that the 
Council had  failed to 
properly investigate the 
complaint his son made 
under the children’s 
statutory complaints 
procedure. 

The LG&SCO found the 
Council had failed to meet 
the timescales under the
statutory procedure but 
noted it had already offered 
Mr X’s son £250 which was 
sufficient to remedy any 
injustice caused by the 
delays. 

There was no fault found in 
the way the Council carried 
out the Stage 2 
investigation and Stage 3 
review of the complaint.

Remedy: The LGSCO found the 
Council’s offer of £250 for the 
delay in progressing Stage 3 Panel 
was a suitable remedy.  

The Council was also given 3 
months to complete the actions 
identified from the stage 2 
investigation into the case.

Learning: To ensure the Council 
has a suitable pool of independent 
persons available to constitute a 
Stage 3 Panel when requests are 
received.



Economy & 
Infrastructure 
Case Ref:
18000520

Mr X complained the 
Council failed to deal 
appropriately with his 
complaints about excess 
water, mud and effluence 
on the highway outside his 
property. 

There was no fault in the 
way the Council dealt with 
the issues Mr X raised. 
However, there was fault in 
the way the Council handled 
Mr X’s complaint in the time 
it took to review the matter.

Remedy: The Council agreed to 
apologise to Mr X for the avoidable 
time and trouble required in 
bringing a complaint to the 
Ombudsman when it failed to 
follow its own complaints 
procedure.

In addition the Council agreed to 
review its processes to ensure it 
adhered to its complaints 
procedures. This review saw a 
change to the officer level who 
could undertake complaint 
‘reviews’ therefore increasing 
capacity and reducing delays in the 
reviews being allocated.

Case Ref:
17015874

Mr X complains about the 
consultation process for 
installing a speed hump. 

Mr X also complained about 
the Council’s complaint 
handling. 

The Ombudsman did find 
evidence of some fault in 
the complaint handling and 
in the plans not being 
available to view. 
However it was found the 
Council has already 
provided an appropriate 
remedy. 

Remedy: Fault was found with the 
Council’s complaint handling in 
terms of the time it took to respond 
to the initial complaint and the 
request for a review, which caused 
Mr X an injustice.  However, this 
fault has already been remedied.

Learning: As with the above case 
the requirement for timely 
responses and review of complaint 
actions is crucial in avoiding 
unnecessary distress and 
inconvenience to the complainant.

Case Ref:
17012457

Mrs B complained about the 
Council’s actions in 
repairing broken pipes 
taking highways water 
under her garden. The 
delay in dealing with her 
complaint and being unclear 
about the works it intended 
to do and the work it 
actually did. 
In undertaking the work the 
Council then failed to 
adequately inspect the work 
or investigate Mrs B’s 
complaint that the works 
had not been done. 

Remedy: The Council undertook 
further works which appear to have 
stopped highways water flowing 
through the broken pipes under the 
complainant’s garden.

A further CCTV survey was carried 
out to clarify the works had been 
completed and to establish the 
final position of the pipes.

In recognition of the distress, time 
and trouble this matter has caused 
Mrs B over the past two years the 
Council paid her £1300.



This caused Mrs B 
considerable distress, time 
and trouble and avoidable 
flooding to her garden.

Learning: To ensure complaints 
are considered in a timely manner 
and that suitable checks are 
carried out with regard to 
completion of works.

Case Ref:
17010312

Mr B complained to the 
Council about issues 
relating to skip permits. 

The Council said it would 
investigate his complaints 
but failed to do so and 
ignored his 
correspondence. 

The Ombudsman found 
fault on this basis.is was 
fault. 
The Council agreed to 
investigate Mr B’s 
complaints and pay Mr B 
£250.

Remedy: The Council carried out 
an independent investigation into 
the allegations re the following 
complaints made by Mr B:
• the discrepancy in the number of 
skip permits applied for by the 
Council-owned company and 
another subsidiary of that 
company;
• the belief that the subsidiary 
company is applying for skip 
permits for the Council-owned 
company; and another subsidiary 
of that company;
• the belief that Mr B’s company is 
being treated unfavourably in 
respect of the use of skip permits, 
resulting in more favourable 
conditions for the Council owned 
company.

A payment of £250 was made to 
Mr B  for his time and trouble in 
pursuing this matter.
Learning: To review allegations in 
a timely manner and establish the 
most appropriate process for 
handling and responding to such 
allegations.


