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Executive summary 

In April 2018, the Legal Ombudsman began testing a pilot operational model known as the 

supervision model, with the aim of improving timeliness and quality. The model has been trialled 

in a number of teams across the business. In October 2018, the OLC Board asked for more 

information about the supervision model evaluation. The detail is included in the appendices to 

this paper. 

The paper sets out the basis for, and the findings from, the evaluation of the model. The pilots 

have had positive results in all aspects, most notably for new starters and in legacy.  

In line with quality being the primary focus of the 2019-20 business plan, we recommend the 

development of a tailored ‘quality and feedback model’ for use across all teams developed 

from this work. This would be phased in during 2019-20, based on an enhanced supervision 

model with elements of earned autonomy and a level of greater resource for new starters. 

The major risks are capacity, capability and staff morale and engagement. A development 

programme for Level 1 Ombudsman is being scoped, and the implementation plan will be 

supported by transparent and open communication with staff about the evaluation and plans to 

extend and enhance the model. 

As this could potentially be seen to be a significant change in organisational structure, which is 

a matter reserved to the OLC, we are seeking Board’s approval for the proposals in this paper. 

Recommendation/action required 

Board is asked to APPROVE the recommended approach.  
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10 December 2018 

Evaluation of the supervision model 

 

Background 

1. The supervision model was developed in line with strategic objectives 1 and 4 to 

improve the quality and speed of complaints resolution and performance.  

2. The supervision model overlays involvement of a supervising ombudsman 

throughout the case (Appendix 2), providing approval at key stages to ensure 

staff follow the correct process and their reasoning is rational. Another 

ombudsman makes a final decision where required, mitigating risks of challenge 

that we failed to provide an independent review under a two-tier process.   

3. Board will be aware that there is significant variation in both quality and output. 

The pilot has twin objectives to improve timeliness and quality. An evaluation 

exercise has taken place based on trials in 2018-19 in five teams, including 

legacy, BAU, new starters and high complexity. 
 

Opportunity costs of the supervision model 

4. The model operates on the basis of 2 Level 1 and 0.5 Level 2 ombudsmen per 

team of 12 people. There is no opportunity cost associated with the use of a 

Level 2 ombudsman. It is a more cost effective use of this specialist resource. 

5. The key cost of the supervision model is in the Level 1 cost. The additional 

output required to justify this resource broadly equates to a less than 10 % 

performance improvement on an annual basis and when compared to the 

benefits for the scheme is an important investment and capable of being 

recouped.  

6. The marginal opportunity cost should also be considered in the context of next 

year's resourcing, where no additional resource has been budgeted to deliver the 

necessary quality improvements and the step change needed would be severely 

constrained by the lack of resource. 
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Key benefit analysis 

7. We consider the initial results sufficiently compelling as a basis for a 

recommendation for ‘19-20, despite evaluation being partially limited by the short 

timescale and impact of new starters and teams building up pilot case holdings. 

8. The most compelling of all the findings was the potential impact on quality – the 

model addresses the informal resolution failure rates of 10% in ‘17-18. 

9. The key findings of the evaluation (Appendix 1) are that supervision has a 

number of specific benefits, which at this stage justify a wider extension of the 

model: 

• improved quality, case progression and timeliness by getting the work right 

first time, providing further assurance that outcomes are fair and reasonable; 

• enhanced focus on agreed outcomes and a decreased reliance on 

ombudsman decision, which positively impact customer satisfaction;  

• reduced send backs enables both Level 1 and Level 2 ombudsmen to spend 

less time reviewing, taking corrective action and rework; and 

• improved closures per investigator which address the costs of supervision. 

 

Risks and constraints 

10. There are a number of risks in not adopting the supervision model: 

• Failing to address the performance variation, within resource constraints. 

• Failing to drive quality improvements, as not funded outside supervision for 

next year. 

11. The key risks and constraints if supervision is extended are: 

• Capability of Level 1 ombudsman to supervise: need to up skill Level 1 

cohort. 

• Maintaining sufficient additional support for new starters: New starters require 

a greater level of input from supervising ombudsmen and without additional 

resource for new starters could impact successful delivery.   

• Staff development needs, morale and engagement: the model provides 

greater insight into development needs and quality, but could be viewed 

negatively as micro-management, particularly due to name in pilot.  

• Impact on high complexity investigations: Balancing Level 1 ombudsman 

resource for high complexity cases to ensure output meets demand.  

• Staged roll out: risks of continuing to run two models for a period of ’19-20. 



Page 4 of 11 

 

Options 

12. Management has considered a number of options: 

Option 1: Terminate the pilot and return to BAU across all teams. This would 

free up resource, but risks losing the benefits of increased output, quality and 

timeliness.  

Option 2: Roll out supervision fully across all teams as is. This provides 

consistency across LeO, but we do not have sufficient Level 1 capacity and 

capability to do so effectively. 

Option 3: Develop a tailored ‘quality and feedback’ model. Develop an 

enhanced version of the model, where earned autonomy reduces the number of 

checks, with greater support for new starters. This would deliver the benefits of 

the pilot, while reducing staffing requirements.  

Recommended approach and next steps 

13. We recommend the OLC Board approve our preferred Option 3, which achieves 

the best balance of resources and is achievable within the indicative 2019-20 

budget. It provides positive incentives for staff to achieve high quality, while 

targeting additional resource at new starters and investigators’ development.  

14. The proposed plan for implementation would be as follows: 

a) Share the results of the evaluation with staff, along with communications 

explaining our intention to develop the quality and feedback model.  

b) Further evaluation of supervision in new starter teams, with in-depth analysis 

of areas for development. 

c) A fully mapped out process for the quality and feedback model will be 

developed in consultation with staff; this will include a robust quality 

assurance framework, integration of the model with CMS2, and guidance for 

supervisors on the application of the quality and feedback model. 

d) Development of existing Level 1 ombudsmen to deliver supervisory roles.   
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Appendix 1 – evaluation findings 
Evaluation criteria Key findings 
Quality: send backs 
& unreasonable 
outcomes in quality 
reviews (see 
Appendix 4) 

Send backs at final decision in RC10 reduced from 11% to 4%, 
compared with a historic level of 9% across BAU (currently of 
7%). In 2017/2018 10% of BAU informal resolutions were deemed 
to have closed unreasonably; in supervision, no case can close 
without review and approval. 

Output: legacy vs 
BAU (Q1-Q2 ‘17-18 
vs Q1-2 ’18-19) 
 
See Appendix 5 

• Supervision teams as a whole average 106% of their monthly 
target, compared with 68% across BAU;  

• RC10 average 91% of their monthly closure target, compared 
with 67% across BAU teams; and 

• RC10 saw a 24% increase in average cases closed per 
investigator per month from 6.3 to 7.8 (average monthly 
closures in Q1-2 per productive FTE in BAU was 4.9). 

Output: new starters On average RC6 & RC11 closed 5.4 cases per investigator in 
month 4, compared with 2.4 in previous new starter groups. 

Timeliness: time 
taken to reach 
milestones  
 
See Appendix 2 

In RC10, timeliness has significantly improved for an already high 
performing group. Compared with BAU teams, we have seen: 
• a 6 day improvement in overall average closure age; 
• a 9 day improvement in time to dismiss; and 
• a 9 day improvement in time to reach agreed outcome. 

Efficiency of 
outcome: legacy vs 
BAU closure profile 
See Appendix 3 

Reliance on ombudsman decision down from 48% to 23%; rate of 
agreed outcomes being reached increased from 23% to 35%; and 
cases dismissed increased from 7% to 10%. 

Legal challenge: 
number of legal 
challenges received 

Number of challenges has remained stable; only 8% of all 
challenges received were on cases under supervision, none of 
which exposed any cause for concern with the model. 

Staff feedback: 
positive feedback 

Team Leaders and supervising ombudsmen supportive in 
principle due to more streamlined investigations with a better grip 
of the issues, a reduced reliance on final decisions and reduced 
time taken to write final decisions (more ‘endorsement’ style 
decisions are possible). Some investigators value the additional 
support. Level 1 feedback in RC4 has been mixed - some staff 
derive value from the checkpoints (most notably the scoping and 
findings checks).  

Staff feedback: 
negative feedback 

The name ‘supervision’ is a shorthand label that has stuck. It has 
consistently been seen as having negative connotations about 
monitoring, control and loss of autonomy. BAU staff, and some in 
supervision, have raised concerns that the model is a form of 
micro-management.  We have identified some further issues with 
running and application of the model by the supervisors, rather 
than the model itself.   

Opportunity Cost: 
Level 1 and Level 2 
costs in cases 

The model operates on the basis of 2 Level 1 and 0.5 Level 2 
ombudsmen per team of 12 people. The supervising ombudsmen 
do not have an active case holding and do not therefore actively 
contribute to high complexity investigations.  
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Evaluation criteria Key findings 
Teams under supervision do not require duty advice, and do not 
contribute to the queue of BAU ombudsman decisions, as the 
Level 1 ombudsmen make the necessary decisions for the team. 
There is therefore no opportunity cost associated with the use of a 
Level 2 ombudsman. The current ratio of Level 2 ombudsmen to 
BAU investigators is roughly 1:12, compared with 1:24 in 
supervision, a more cost effective use of this more specialist 
resource. 
The key cost of the supervision model is support provided by 
Level 1 ombudsmen without their own active case holding. The 
additional output required to justify this resource broadly equates 
to 4.4 closures per investigator per annum, and 2.4 high 
investigations per investigator. 

 

Teams and start dates 
 

• April 2018 - RC10 (Legacy) – experienced staff progressing legacy cases 

CMS 1; 

• May 2018 - RC6 – new starters (investigators) CMS 2; 

• May 2018 - RC4 – new starters (Level 1 ombudsman), handling complex 

cases (supervised by Level 2 ombudsman) CMS 1 and 2; 

• June 2018 – RC11 - new starters (investigators) CMS 2; and 

• July 2018 - RC1 – BAU investigator team converted to supervision with mixed 

case holding. 
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Appendix 2 – the supervision process and checks 
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Appendix 3 
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Appendix 4 
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Appendix 5 
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Appendix 6
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