	SUMMARY OF COMPLAINTS HANDLED:  during period November 2008 – May 2009 inclusive
	Appendix  B 




	Ref No
	Date received
	Area of work
	Stage
	Summary of complaint
	Findings/current situation
	Time taken to complete

	127
	24.10.08
	Planning
	1
	Complainant unhappy with "unprofessional and uncalled for" comments from planning officer as part of "a deteriorating and not objective" relationship.  Lack of confidence in overall approach by planning officer to works which had included partial demolition of building.
	Complaint not upheld.  Planning officer had not been aware of intention to demolish building and had pursued procedures correctly following visit to observe extent of work.  Not considered unprofessional for individual planning officers to have opinion on design differing from colleagues.  HoD confirmed confidence in planning officer's judgement.
	28 days

	128
	17.11.09
	Planning
	1
	Complains about attitude and conduct of planning officer.  Unable to make contact to discuss "unreasonable" requirements which complainant contends have "no sound planning reasons".  Feels it is outrageous that officer not available to meet complainant, and that planning officer is incapable of dealing with his responsibilities with any kind of efficiency.
	Complaint not upheld.  Planning reasons had been fully explained.  Advised of Authority's interpretation of permitted development rights, and confirmed that advice given was fair.  

Although there had been a delay in responding to initial correspondence, thereafter the responses had been prompt.  Explanation as to difficulties faced by offices in answering phone calls immediately, which not considered unreasonable bearing in mind high case load.
	23 days

	129
	12.02.09
	Park Management
	1
	Objects to NPA trading policy in terms of the Three Peaks Project - feels it is fundamentally wrong and in contravention of duty to foster the economic wellbeing of local communities. Three Peaks Project impacts on their own business interests, and feels their concerns have not been taken into consideration at any stage.  Also objects to "alliance with over-sized walking groups"
	Complaint not upheld.  All points addressed individually and Authority's position confirmed.  Trading operation entirely appropriate and lawful.  Socio-economic welfare a duty rather than primary purpose.  Reiterated wish to work with local businesses and confirmed that officer contact had been made.  Confirmed no alliance with any group of user but pointed out that large groups are common and makes sense to try to work with them.  Confirmed community consultation will take place once project is confirmed.
	16 days

	130
	03.02.09
	Planning
	1
	Complainant wishes to apply for licence for wedding at home - needs planning approval.  Saw planning officer mid November 2008 but was unable to get any response despite constant calls, efforts by technicians etc.  Very frustrated.
	Complaint upheld.  HoD explained that workload means prioritisation of applications (as opposed to advice) but agreed significant delay in responding for which apology given.  

Complainant subsequently telephoned to say that, although he didn't wish to pursue the complaint further, he was a bit unhappy that the response was inaccurate in several respects ie the response from the planning officer was later than 3 February (and date of response letter inaccurate); he had only seen planning officer once, not twice as stated;  and apology had only been given for delay in responding, not for considerable frustration (and expense) incurred due to delay.
	14 days

	131
	30.03.09
	Planning
	1
	Following successful appeal against refusal of application, complains that substantial time cost had been incurred due to planning officer being uncooperative to the extent that application not considered objectively – alleges that planning officer refused to enter dialogue, misrepresented position of buildings, introduced minor details into refusal.
	Complaint upheld in part.  Planning officer’s queries and actions had been entirely correct and proper process carried out, dealt with in timely and efficient manner. However accepted that there could have been more dialogue to ensure full understanding of process.  Therefore offered full explanation of decision and explained relationship with planning inspector's views.  Explained that there would in future be greater emphasis on positive engagement with applicants.
	40 days total (but in two stages following additional information) 
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