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Speaker’s Statement of Responsibility

I am satisfied that the information on future operating intentions provided by the Office 
of the Ombudsmen in this Statement of Intent is in accordance with sections 38, 40 and 
41 of the Public Finance Act 1989.

Dr The Rt Hon Lockwood Smith 
Speaker of the House of Representatives 
Responsible Minister for the Office of the Ombudsmen 
30 March 2011

OFFICE OF THE OMBUDSMEN – STATEMENT OF INTENT 
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Introduction from the Chief Ombudsman 

The Ombudsmen are appointed by Parliament to give effect to a number of key democratic 
measures and initiatives aimed at safeguarding the rights of individuals and promoting 
appropriate levels of government transparency.  The primary outcome sought of these 
measures and initiatives is that people are treated fairly in New Zealand and in particular that:

•	 government is fair, responsive and reasonable;

•	 state sector agencies are open and transparent;

•	 the public is informed and able to participate in government decision making;

•	 state sector agencies are accountable; and

•	 the public is able to trust government.

Our Statement of Intent for 2011-14 sets out the environment in which we expect to 
operate during the short to medium term future.  We also identify our challenges in meeting 
increasing demand for our services and a broadening range of activity whilst delivering 
fair, practical and timely solutions to complex problems in a rapidly evolving model of 
governance and public service delivery - all within a tightly constrained fiscal environment.

The core of our Statement of Intent sets out the intermediate outcomes we have identified 
for the period to 2014, our operating intentions and our strategic priorities.  More detailed 
information on the $8.698 million provided by Parliament for Vote Ombudsmen may be 
found in the 2011-12 Estimates and Information Supporting the Estimates.

We are also continuing development of a comprehensive risk assessment and management 
framework, and have identified key projects aimed at maintaining the capability of the 
Office to carry out its operating intentions during 2011-2014.

 

Beverley A Wakem 
Chief Ombudsman 
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Chief Ombudsman’s Statement of Responsibility

In signing this statement, I acknowledge that I am responsible for the information 
contained in the Statement of Intent for the Office of the Ombudsmen. This information 
has been prepared in accordance with the Public Finance Act 1989. It is also consistent 
with the proposed appropriations set out in the Appropriations (2011-12 Estimates) 
Bill, as presented to the House of Representatives in accordance with section 13 of the 
Public Finance Act 1989, and with existing appropriations and financial authorities.

Beverley A Wakem    Peter Brocklehurst 
Chief Ombudsman    General Manager – Corporate and 
      Chief Financial Officer
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Nature and Scope of Functions

The New Zealand Parliamentary Ombudsmen are Officers of Parliament. Each Ombudsman 
is appointed by the Governor-General on the recommendation of Parliament. This means 
they are responsible to Parliament and independent of the Government. 

The Ombudsmen provide Parliament and the New Zealand public with an independent 
and impartial check on the quality, fairness and integrity of administrative and decision 
making practices in the wider state sector. The wider state sector in this context includes 
government departments and ministries, local authorities, crown entities, state-owned 
enterprises, district health boards, tertiary education institutions and school boards of 
trustees and, in the case of the Official Information Act, Ministers of the Crown. 

The Ombudsmen have functions under six pieces of legislation: the Ombudsmen Act 
1975, the Official Information Act 1982, the Local Government Official Information and 
Meetings Act 1987, the Protected Disclosures Act 2000, the Crimes of Torture Act 1989 
and the Land Transport Act 1998.  Pursuant to their functions under the Ombudsmen Act, 
the Ombudsmen also undertake  the role of an independent mechanism protecting and 
monitoring implementation of the United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons 
with Disabilities. The Ombudsmen’s wide functions and the breadth of agencies within 
their jurisdiction are key challenges. 

State sector administration

The Ombudsmen’s establishing legislation (the Ombudsmen Act) gives them oversight of 
the administrative acts and decisions of state sector agencies. Agencies’ acts, decisions, 
omissions and recommendations are investigated by the Ombudsmen, primarily on 
receipt of complaints from members of the public, but also of an Ombudsman’s own 
motion, particularly where systemic or wider public interest issues are raised. Following 
investigation, an Ombudsman may make any recommendation considered appropriate to 
remedy identified deficiencies, both in relation to individual matters and broader issues. 
While an Ombudsman’s recommendations under the Ombudsmen Act are not legally 
binding, they are highly persuasive and almost always accepted. If recommendations are 
not accepted, an Ombudsman may report the matter to the Prime Minister and House 
of Representatives, or, in the case of local authorities, compel a report to be published. 
The Ombudsmen Act also requires the Ombudsmen to investigate petitions referred 
by a committee of the House of Representatives, if they are within an Ombudsman’s 
jurisdiction. In addition, the Chief Ombudsman may consent to the Prime Minister 
referring any other matter (except any matter concerning a judicial proceeding), to an 
Ombudsman for investigation. 

Official information 

The Official Information Act and the Local Government Official Information and Meetings 
Act give New Zealanders and anyone in New Zealand (including bodies corporate) the 
ability to request official information held by Ministers of the Crown and state sector 
agencies. The Ombudsmen are the complaints review mechanism under both pieces of 
legislation. On receipt of a complaint an Ombudsman will investigate whether a Minister 
or state sector agency has complied with the legislation. The key obligations are to 
respond to requests for official information within the time required by the legislation, 
and to grant such requests, unless in the circumstances of the particular case there are 
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sound administrative or statutory reasons for not doing so. Following investigation, 
an Ombudsman may make any recommendation considered appropriate. With some 
exceptions, such recommendations must be observed unless vetoed by the Governor-
General in Council or the local authority by resolution, as the case requires. 

Protected disclosures

The Ombudsmen also have functions under the Protected Disclosures Act, the purpose of 
which is to facilitate the disclosure and investigation of serious wrongdoing in or by public 
and private sector organisations, and to protect employees who disclose information 
about serious wrongdoing in or by such organisations. The Ombudsmen have the 
role of providing information and guidance to employees wanting to make protected 
disclosures. They can also play a wider role where serious wrongdoing in or by “public 
sector organisations” 1 is alleged. This may, in certain circumstances, include:

•	 investigating	the	issues	raised	or	referring	them	to	other	appropriate	authorities	for		
 investigation; 

•	 taking	over	investigations	by	public	sector	organisations,	or	investigating	in		 	
 conjunction with those organisations; and 

•	 reviewing	and	guiding	investigations	by	public	sector	organisations.

Crimes of Torture

New Zealand is a signatory to the United Nations Optional Protocol to the Convention 
against Torture and other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment. The 
purpose of the protocol is to establish a system of regular visits by National Preventive 
Mechanisms (NPMs) to places of detention in order to examine and monitor the conditions 
of detention and the treatment of detainees. The Crimes of Torture Act gives effect to New 
Zealand’s international obligations in this regard. 

Ombudsmen are designated as a NPM in respect of prisons, immigration detention 
facilities, health and disability places of detention, child care and protection residences 
and youth justice residences. Their role is to:

•	 examine	at	regular	intervals	the	conditions	of	detention	and	the	treatment	of		 	
 detainees;

•	 make	recommendations	for	improving	the	conditions	of	detention	and	the		 	
 treatment of detainees; and

•	 report	annually	to	Parliament	on	the	performance	of	their	functions.

To date the Ombudsmen have identified more than 120 detention facilities within their 
designation. However, the designation is broad, particularly as it applies to “health and 

1 Public sector organisation” is defined in section 2 of the Protected Disclosures Act as:
 (a) an organisation named or specified in Schedule 1 of the Ombudsmen Act 1975;
 (b) an organisation named in Schedule 1 of the Official Information Act 1982;
 (c) a local authority or public body named or specified in Schedule 1 of the Local Government Official   
  Information and Meetings Act 1987;
 (d) the Office of the Clerk of the House of Representatives;
 (e) the Parliamentary Service;
 (f) an intelligence and security agency;
 (g) a council-controlled organisation within the meaning of section 6 of the Local Government Act 2002.
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disability places of detention”, and the number identified may grow substantially as scoping 
continues in this area.

Access to Motor Vehicle Register

From 1 May 2011, a new regime relating to access to information on the motor vehicle 
register is due to come into force under the Land Transport Act.  From this date, access 
to personal information about an individual that is in the motor vehicle register will be 
limited.  Access will only be possible if the person seeking the information is the individual 
concerned, for law enforcement or New Zealand security purposes, or for the collection 
of charges, for administration and development of transport law and policy, pursuant to 
an authorisation given by the Secretary of Transport, or pursuant to another enactment 
(including the Official Information Act).  

The Secretary of Transport may authorise named persons or classes of persons to access the 
names and addresses of individuals registered in respect of motor vehicles.  Authorisation 
may be granted for specific purposes and conditions and for no longer than 5 years.  Before 
granting an authorisation, the Secretary of Transport must consult the Privacy Commissioner, 
the Commissioner of Police and the Chief Ombudsman.  

Since June 2010, the Chief Ombudsman has provided comments to the Secretary of 
Transport on more than 80 individual applications for authorisation and proposed class 
authorisations.  

United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities

New Zealand is a signatory to the United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons 
with Disabilities.  On 20 October 2010, the Minister for Disability Issues announced that 
the Ombudsmen will undertake the role of an independent mechanism protecting and 
monitoring implementation of the Convention.  Budget provision was made in the 2010-11 
financial year for the Ombudsmen to take up this role.  The Ombudsmen will carry out the 
role pursuant to their functions under the Ombudsmen Act, in particular: 

•	 receiving,	and	where	appropriate,	investigating	complaints	from	affected			 	
 individuals or groups about the administrative conduct of state sector agencies,   
 which relate to implementation of the Convention; and

•	 initiating	own-motion	investigations	in	relation	to	the	administrative	conduct	of		 	
 state sector agencies in implementing the Convention. 

Full scoping of the role is now underway.

Other functions 

The Ombudsmen undertake a range of other activities to support their statutory functions.

Building state sector capability

The Ombudsmen aim to build the capabilities of the state sector in administrative, decision 
making and complaints handling processes, and the operation of official information 
legislation. This includes reviewing legislative, policy and administrative proposals that relate 
to, or have implications for, the Ombudsmen’s role to ensure they reflect good administrative 



8

A.3 SOI(2011)

OFFICE OF THE OMBUDSMEN – STATEMENT OF INTENT 

practice, promote good decision making, and are consistent with the principles of open 
and transparent government. It also includes providing advice, assistance and training to 
state sector agencies to help them develop and implement good administrative, decision 
making and complaints handling practices, and comply with their obligations under the 
official information legislation. 

Improving public awareness

The Ombudsmen aim to improve awareness amongst New Zealanders of their role and 
the services they provide, and make access to their guidance and information resources 
and services easy for all New Zealanders. They undertake a range of public awareness 
related activities, including making speeches and presentations, publishing information 
and resources, and maintaining a website so people can access information and resources 
electronically. 
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Strategic Direction 

The Ombudsmen’s strategic direction has been set with regard to the expected operating 
environment for the short to medium term and the outcomes and impacts they are 
seeking to achieve. 

Operating environment 

In 2011-2014, the Ombudsmen are facing challenges in regard to:

Increasing demand for services

The Ombudsmen have experienced significant increases in their work over the last few 
years. That trend is expected to continue for the foreseeable future, and in particular 
complaints are expected in relation to new areas such as the Christchurch earthquakes, 
Pike River mine disaster and the United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with 
Disabilities. High complaint levels together with changes in the nature and complexity 
of issues add to the pressures on the Ombudsmen’s budget and their ability to deal 
effectively with the work on hand. 

Another area of growth is state sector agencies seeking more guidance and precedents 
and early Ombudsman input into developing fair and responsive administrative, decision 
making and complaints handling processes. The Ombudsmen find that responding to 
these requests can have a greater impact on improving services to the public than by 
reacting to individual complaints alone.

Challenging economic environment

Tight fiscal conditions are anticipated to continue for the foreseeable future. State sector 
agencies will be expected to do more with the same or fewer resources, and many agencies 
will be experiencing unique and unprecedented challenges as a result of the Christchurch 
earthquakes. At the same time, members of the public struggling to cope in straitened 
financial circumstances and in the wake of the earthquakes will become increasingly reliant 
on government services and support. The New Zealand public have high expectations 
about the level of service they are entitled to receive from their government, and if these 
expectations are not met they are likely to complain to the Ombudsmen. Effective and 
efficient Ombudsmen oversight in these circumstances becomes critical, yet Ombudsmen 
interventions must be practical, relevant and proportionate.

Expanding functions

The Ombudsmen are increasingly seen as an appropriate “home” for overseeing key 
democratic measures and initiatives aimed at safeguarding the rights of individuals and 
increasing government transparency. In an environment where it is recognised that 
savings can be made by using existing institutions to deliver new measures and initiatives, 
we are aware that the Ombudsmen may be asked to perform additional functions. 

Until 2000, the Ombudsmen’s core role was complaints investigation under the 
Ombudsmen Act and the official information legislation.  Since then, the role has been 
progressively extended, to encompass:
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•	 	 advisory	functions	under	the	Protected	Disclosures	Act;

•	 	 inspection	and	monitoring	functions	under	the	Crimes	of	Torture	Act;

•	 	 in-depth	monitoring	of	death	in	custody	investigations	conducted	by	the			 	
 Department of Corrections and investigation of selected serious incidents and other  
 issues related to the corrections system; 

•	 	 consultations	on	authorisations	to	access	personal	information	on	the	motor	vehicle		
 register; and

•	 	 protecting	and	monitoring	the	implementation	of	the	United	Nations	Convention			
 on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities.

These expanded functions demand new theoretical or policy models, new systems and 
new ways of working. They also demand additional resources in order to be carried out 
effectively.  Two areas where further resources in particular may be required are: 

•	 	 consultations	on	authorisations	to	access	personal	information	on	the	motor	vehicle		
 register; and

•	 	 the	Ombudsmen’s	functions	under	the	Crimes	of	Torture	Act,	if	it	is	determined	that		
 the Ombudsmen’s designation as NPM in respect of “health and disability places of  
 detention” extends to cover the estimated 760 private rest homes in New Zealand. 

Changing models of public service delivery

The Controller and Auditor-General has noted  “increased pressure on the public sector to … 
explore alternative methods of service delivery”, and says “we expect continued evolution in, and 
questioning of, ways of providing services, including more collaboration among public entities 
and more delivery of public services through non-government and private sector partners.”2   

The Government has moved to reorganise local government in Auckland as well as 
central government agencies, and changes in Christchurch are already underway with 
the establishment of the Earthquake Recovery Commission and relevant recovery 
focussed legislation. The Government has also signalled increased use of public-private 
partnerships and private sector delivery of public services. These developments may raise 
accountability and jurisdictional issues for the Ombudsmen, underlining the importance 
of the Office maintaining a strong policy and advisory capacity. People new to public 
service delivery standards and accountability frameworks may need the Ombudsmen’s 
advice and assistance, and transitional difficulties or disruptions to service could result in 
increased complaints to the Ombudsmen. 

Desired outcomes and impacts 

The operating intentions of the Ombudsmen are effectively set by the legislative 
functions assigned by Parliament, many of which are demand driven.  As mentioned 
in the Introduction, the overall outcome sought by the Ombudsmen is that people are 
treated fairly in New Zealand, and in particular that: 

2 The Controller and Auditor-General’s Strategy 2009-12, p.9 
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•	 	 government	is	fair,	responsive	and	reasonable;

•	 	 state	sector	agencies	are	open	and	transparent;

•	 	 the	public	is	informed	and	able	to	participate	in	government	decision	making;

•	 	 state	sector	agencies	are	accountable;	and

•	 	 the	public	is	able	to	trust	government.

The Ombudsmen have also identified four intermediate outcomes that contribute to 
the achievement of the overall outcome together with various operating intentions and 
strategic priorities:

1. Improved administration and decision making in state sector agencies;

2. Official Information is increasingly available and the public assured that access is not  
 refused uneccessarily;

3. Serious wrongdoing is brought to light and investigated by appropriate authorities;  
 and

4. People in detention are treated humanely.

The visual outcomes model (found in the pocket of the back cover) helps explain the 
linkages between the overall outcome sought of Vote Ombudsmen, intermediary 
outcomes, outputs and performance measures that will be used to assess progress made.

Contributing to government priorities

The Ombudsmen are independent of the Government of the day and are not required 
to contribute directly towards achieving its priorities. However, the outcomes sought by 
the Ombudsmen make a significant indirect contribution towards those priorities. The 
Government is focused on growing the New Zealand economy. A key component of its 
economic strategy is to lift productivity and improve services in the public sector – to 
deliver “better, smarter public services for less”3.  The Ombudsmen assist state sector agencies 
to improve their services to the public. They do so primarily through the investigation of 
complaints, by recommending appropriate improvements to the way agencies perform 
in relation to individual matters and broader issues, and increasingly (and as a matter of 
priority for 2011-2014) through providing advice and assistance to agencies to improve 
their systems and processes before complaints arise.  

3 Budget Policy Statement 2010, p 10. 
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Operating Intentions

The particular focus of the Ombudsmen

As already indicated, the overall outcome sought by the Ombudsmen is that people 
area treated fairly in New Zealand.  The particular focus of the Ombudsmen is to provide 
independent oversight where:

•	 individuals have cause to question the reasonableness of administrative acts and 
decisions that affect them personally;

•	 access to official information has been delayed or denied;

•	 employees are concerned about serious wrongdoing and need advice and 
protection; and

•	 individuals are detained by the state.

Without oversight by the Ombudsmen, these matters would ultimately be corrosive of 
public trust and confidence in government.  State sector agencies would also have less 
incentive to identify and correct administrative deficiencies if they knew that they would 
not be subjected to external oversight.  The Ombudsmen provide a level of assurance that 
an individual’s concerns are either unfounded on an objective assessment of the facts of a 
case, or justified and that any problems or deficiencies will be remedied.

Accountability of the Office 

While the Ombudsmen contribute to the overall outcome that people are treated fairly 
in New Zealand, this is not something that is directly under their control. Accordingly, 
appropriate accountability measures have been worked out by identifying: 

•	 the	Ombudsmen’s	overall	and	intermediate	outcomes;

•	 what	the	Ombudsmen	intend	to	do	to	achieve	these	outcomes;	and	

•	 the	relevant	measures	by	which	the	Ombudsmen	will	be	accountable.	

The following section sets out what the Ombudsmen intend to do to achieve the desired 
overall and intermediate outcomes.  In essence, the Ombudsmen’s intentions are to: 

1. Deal effectively and efficiently with concerns about state sector administrative and  
 decision making processes. 

2. Deal effectively and efficiently with official information complaints.

3. Deal effectively and efficiently with requests for advice and guidance about serious  
 wrongdoing.

4. Ensure monitoring of places of detention. 

5. Improve state sector capability in areas relevant to the Ombudsmen’s jurisdiction.

6. Improve public awareness and accessibility of the Ombudsmen’s services.

The following section describes the process the Ombudsmen follow in achieving these 
outcomes.
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1. Deal effectively and efficiently with concerns about state sector    
 administrative and decision making processes

The Ombudsmen seek to achieve improved administrative and decision making practices 
in state sector agencies, primarily by undertaking investigations under the Ombudsmen 
Act, and making suggestions or recommendations for improvements to processes 
or procedures when appropriate to remedy identified shortcomings. This may be on 
complaint or on the Ombudsmen’s own motion, particularly where systemic or wider 
public interest issues are raised. 

To deal effectively with concerns about state sector administrative and decision making 
processes, the Ombudsmen will:

•	 	 investigate	complaints	about	administrative	and	decision	making	practices	in	state		
 sector agencies; 

•	 	 monitor	death	in	custody	investigations	conducted	by	the	Department	of		 	
 Corrections and investigate selected serious incidents in prisons and other issues   
 related to the corrections system;

•	 	 investigate	issues	relating	to	implementation	of	the	United	Nations	Convention	on		
 the Rights of Persons with Disabilities; 

•	 	 investigate,	on	their	own	motion,	systemic	or	wider	public	interest	issues	or		 	
 problems;

•	 	 investigate	petitions	referred	by	a	select	committee	of	the	House	of	Representatives;

•	 	 investigate	matters	referred	by	the	Prime	Minister	where	considered	appropriate;

•	 	 make	suggestions	and	recommendations	to	improve	administrative	and	decision		 	
 making practices in state sector agencies;

•	 	 report	on	and	monitor	acceptance	and	implementation	of	the	Ombudsmen’s		 	
 recommendations; 

•	 	 provide	advice	and	referral	services	where	complainants	raise	matters	that	are		 	
 outside the Ombudsmen’s jurisdiction or capable of resolution in a more    
 appropriate way. 

Measures of whether the Ombudsmen are dealing with such concerns effectively are set 
out in the  information supporting the 2011-12 Estimates for Vote Ombudsmen.

2. Deal effectively and efficiently with official information complaints

The Ombudsmen seek to ensure official information is increasingly available and the public 
is assured access is not refused unnecessarily, primarily by undertaking investigations 
under the official information legislation, ensuring compliance with the legislation and 
making recommendations necessary to remedy non-compliance, including, where 
appropriate, the release of official information. 

Availability of official information promotes government accountability and facilitates 
public participation in the making and administration of laws and policies. Public 
participation can improve government decision making by providing an extra stream of 
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advice, and make it more sustainable in the long-term, because the public is more likely 
to accept government decisions that they have had an opportunity to influence. On the 
other hand, the legislation also recognises that official information must be protected in 
certain circumstances in the public interest. 

The Ombudsmen’s review of Ministerial or state sector agency decisions on requests 
for official information may result in confirmation that the correct decision was taken. 
This enhances public trust and confidence that the Government is not withholding 
information unreasonably to avoid embarrassment or legitimate scrutiny, or for political 
or administrative convenience. Alternatively, it may result in the release of information 
that ought not to have been withheld, or amendment of the original decision in other 
respects, which leads to increased transparency and availability of official information.

Official information complaints account for on average around 40% of the current 
complaints under investigation at any point in time.  They can raise complex issues 
and on average tend to take longer and cost more to investigate than Ombudsmen 
Act complaints. The Ombudsmen are aware that Ministers and state sector agencies 
are concerned about the administrative burden of responding to increasingly complex 
requests for official information, and that the Law Commission is currently undertaking 
a review of the official information legislation. A continuing focus will be on promoting 
proactive disclosure of official information where appropriate to reduce the administrative 
burden and transaction costs of reacting to individual requests for similar information.

To deal effectively with official information complaints the Ombudsmen will:

•	 investigate	and	review	Ministerial	and	agency	decisions	on	requests	for	official		 	
 information;

•	 form	opinions	on	whether	Ministers	and	agencies	have	complied	with		 	 	
 their obligations under the official information legislation and make necessary   
 recommendations;

•	 report	on	and	monitor	the	implementation	of	the	Ombudsmen’s	recommendations;

•	 promote	the	proactive	disclosure	of	official	information	where	appropriate	to		 	
 reduce the administrative burden and transaction costs of reacting to individual   
 requests for similar information;  

•	 contribute	to	the	Law	Commission	review	of	the	official	information	legislation.	

Measures of whether Ombudsmen are dealing with such concerns effectively are set out 
in the information supporting the 2011-12 Estimates for Vote Ombudsmen.

3. Deal effectively and efficiently with requests for advice and guidance   
 about serious wrongdoing

An intermediate outcome linked to the Ombudsmen’s functions under the Protected 
Disclosures Act is that serious wrongdoing is brought to light and investigated by 
appropriate authorities. It is in the public interest for incidents of serious wrongdoing in 
or by organisations to be brought to light and investigated. Serious wrongdoing includes 
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offences, actions that would pose a serious risk to public health and safety or to the 
maintenance of the law and, in the public sector context, unlawful, corrupt, or irregular 
use of funds or resources, and gross negligence or mismanagement by public officials. 
Insiders will often be the only ones with knowledge of serious wrongdoing in or by an 
organisation. If they are unaware of the protections available to them, or do not feel 
confident raising their concerns through the appropriate avenues, incidents of serious 
wrongdoing could go undetected. The Ombudsmen’s aim is that:

•	 employees who are concerned about serious wrongdoing in organisations can seek 
their advice;

•	 employees	feel	confident	enough	to	raise	their	concerns	through	the	appropriate			
channels; and

•	 legitimate	concerns	are	investigated	by	appropriate	authorities.

The Ombudsmen seek to achieve this by performing their advisory, referral and 
investigative functions under the Protected Disclosures and Ombudsmen Acts. The 
Ombudsmen have received an average of nine enquiries per year over the last five years 
about potential or actual disclosures of serious wrongdoing in or by public or private 
sector organisations. This probably reflects low levels of corruption in New Zealand 
generally. In 2010, New Zealand was ranked first equal with Denmark and Singapore in 
the annual Transparency International Corruption Perception Index, meaning perceived 
levels of public sector corruption are lowest among the 180 countries surveyed. However, 
as Transparency International notes, New Zealand is not immune to corruption. It remains 
essential that the Ombudsmen retain and foster the capability to deal appropriately with 
allegations of serious wrongdoing.

To deal effectively with requests for advice and guidance about serious wrongdoing the 
Ombudsmen will:

•	 provide	advice	and	guidance	to	employees	wanting	to	make	protected	disclosures;

•	 investigate	issues	arising	or	refer	them	to	other	appropriate	authorities	for		 	
 investigation; 

•	 where	required,	take	over	investigations	of	protected	disclosures	by	public	sector		 	
 organisations, or investigate in conjunction with those organisations; 

•	 where required, review and guide investigations by public sector organisations.

The measure of whether the Ombudsmen are dealing effectively with requests is set out 
in the information supporting the 2011-12 Estimates for Vote Ombudsmen.

4.  Effective monitoring of places of detention

An intermediate outcome linked to the Ombudsmen’s functions under the Crimes of 
Torture Act is that people in detention are treated humanely. People deprived of their 
liberty are inherently vulnerable to abuse. The Ombudsmen are one of a number of 
mechanisms that provide independent monitoring of the conditions of detention and 
the treatment of detainees in order to improve conditions and treatment, and ensure 
detainees are not subjected to torture or other cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or 
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punishment. The existence of this mechanism, and the public reporting associated with 
it, enhances public trust and confidence that people detained by the state are treated 
humanely. It also ensures New Zealand is seen nationally and internationally as a good 
global citizen, adhering to agreed international human rights instruments. 

The Ombudsmen seek to achieve humane treatment of people in detention by 
undertaking monitoring and inspection of prisons, immigration detention facilities, 
health and disability places of detention, child care and protection residences and youth 
justice residences, and making recommendations to improve the conditions of detention 
and the treatment of detainees. During 2011-2014 the Ombudsmen aim to complete 
50 inspections per year. The Ombudsmen will also seek to clarify the extent of their 
designation in respect of health and disability places of detention (in particular whether 
private rest homes fall within that designation), and to scope the relevant financial and 
resourcing implications.

To monitor places of detention effectively the Ombudsmen will:

•	 	 identify	and	regularly	visit	places	of	detention	in	respect	of	which	the	Ombudsmen		
 are the designated NPM;

•	 	 make	appropriate	recommendations	for	improving	the	conditions	of	detention	and		
 treatment of detainees;

•	 	 report	on	and	monitor	the	implementation	of	the	Ombudsmen’s	recommendations;

•	 	 clarify	the	extent	of	the	Ombudsmen’s	NPM	designation	in	respect	of	health	and		 	
 disability places of detention.

Measures of whether the Ombudsmen are effectively monitoring places of detention are 
set out in the information supporting the 2011-12 Estimates for Vote Ombudsmen.

5. Improve state sector capability in areas relevant to the Ombudsmen’s   
 jurisdiction

Although the investigation of complaints is one way of driving improvements in 
state sector administrative, decision making and complaints handling processes, the 
Ombudsmen also seek to be more proactive in assisting agencies to improve the quality 
of decision making, delivery of services, and administrative processes before things go 
wrong and they are asked to investigate. This recognises that the benefit of remedial 
responses to individual complaints may be limited because not everyone who is adversely 
affected is willing or able to, or has the knowledge to complain to the Ombudsmen.

To improve state sector capability, the Ombudsmen will:

•	  monitor trends and developments in the state sector and identify skill and 
knowledge gaps; 

•	 	 review	legislative	and,	where	possible,	policy	and	administrative	proposals	and	
practices to ensure they reflect good administrative practice, promote good 
decision making, and are consistent with the principles of open and transparent 
government;

•	 	provide	advice	on	improving	legislative,	policy	and	administrative	proposals	and	
practices;

OFFICE OF THE OMBUDSMEN – STATEMENT OF INTENT 
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•	 	provide	training	and	support	to	Ministers	and	state	sector	agencies	on	how	to	
comply with their obligations under the official information legislation;

•	 	develop	guidance	and	training	on	good	administrative,	decision	making	and	
complaints handling processes;

•	 	 regularly	publish	relevant	and	helpful	information	and	resources	on	the	current	
approach to issues and principles applied by the Ombudsmen;

•	 	monitor	and	assist	in	the	development	of	international	best	practice	and	
innovations.

Measures of whether the Ombudsmen are effectively assisting to improve state sector 
capability are set out in the information supporting the 2011-12 Estimates for Vote 
Ombudsmen.

6. Improve public awareness and accessibility of Ombudsmen’s services

The public needs to be aware of the Ombudsmen and what they can (and cannot) do 
to help to maximise the Ombudsmen’s ability to achieve the overall and intermediate 
outcomes sought. The Ombudsmen’s 2008 survey found that complainants were not 
representative of the current demographic make up of New Zealand. Women, younger 
New Zealanders, Maori, Pacific peoples and other ethnic minorities seemed to be under 
represented. The Ombudsmen intend to address this apparent imbalance by improving 
awareness amongst New Zealanders of their role and the services they provide, and 
making access to their guidance and information resources and services easy for all New 
Zealanders. 

To improve public awareness and accessibility of their services the Ombudsmen will:

•	 	 deliver	a	nationwide	outreach	programme	aimed	at	educating	the	public	on	the	role		
 of the Ombudsmen;

•	 	 deliver	community	education	programmes	on	the	role	of	the	Ombudsmen;

•	 	 make	available	information	and	resources	on	the	role	of	the	Ombudsmen	that	will			
 reach diverse audiences; and

•	 	 maintain	a	website	that	will	enable	people	to	readily	access	information	and		 	
 resources relating to the work of the Ombudsmen.

Measures of whether the Ombudsmen are improving public awareness and accessibility 
of their services are set out in the information supporting the 2011-12 Estimates for Vote 
Ombudsmen.

Assessing the cost effectiveness of Ombudsmen interventions

Cost-effectiveness is the relationship between the level of resources used and progress 
towards a predetermined outcome.  The Office is a relatively low-cost organisation, with 
an annual budget of $8 million in the current financial year. The Ombudsmen include 
in their annual report to Parliament the estimated average cost of resolving complaints 
and enquiries under the Ombudsmen Act, the official information legislation, and the 
Protected Disclosures Act.  The annual report for 2010-2011 will also include information 
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on the estimated cost of the Ombudsmen’s monitoring and reporting functions under the 
Crimes of Torture Act.

It is more difficult to measure the effectiveness of the Ombudsmen’s interventions. These 
interventions include:

•	 complaints	and	own	motion	investigations;

•	 provision	of	advice	and	guidance,	either	in	response	to	enquiries,	or	by	providing		 	
 training and support to agencies to improve their administrative, decision making   
 and complaints handling processes; and
  
•	 monitoring	places	of	detention.

The Ombudsmen’s impact in the areas of complaints investigation and monitoring 
places of detention is for the most part direct and attributable. Indicators of performance 
include the number of complaints sustained and where recommendations are made and 
implemented. We are currently reviewing our internal systems for ‘classifying’ completed 
work, with the aim of collecting more meaningful information about the impact of these 
interventions. 

The biennial agency and complainant surveys also provide a measure of the Ombudsmen’s 
complaints investigation effectiveness, although it must be recognised that often a 
complainants’ perception of the effectiveness of the Ombudsmen will depend on whether 
their complaint was sustained. 

The Ombudsmen’s other interventions are likely to have a more indirect and cumulative 
impact on state sector administration that cannot be easily measured or attributed to 
the Ombudsmen. For instance, it may be logical to assume that provision of training and 
support to agencies to improve their administrative, decision making and complaints 
handling processes will lead to improved public satisfaction and fewer complaints. 
However, proving that to be the case is inherently difficult, and possibly resource intensive, 
with no guarantee of any additional information resulting beyond that produced by the 
tools discussed above. 

The Ombudsmen are committed to measuring performance to give Parliament and 
the public the confidence that they are operating effectively and providing value for 
money. The Office will continue to improve its performance management framework by 
developing new performance measures when appropriate and ensuring that business 
processes and information systems are able to collect and report against those measures.

OFFICE OF THE OMBUDSMEN – STATEMENT OF INTENT 
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Managing in a Changeable Operating Environment

Managing risk

The major risks faced by the Ombudsmen and strategies to manage those risks are set out 
below.

Damage to credibility or reputation 

The Ombudsmen must be seen by both complainants and agencies to be fair and 
independent. They must also be trusted to manage sensitive and confidential information 
provided to them for the purpose of their investigations and inspections, safely and 
securely. 

There is a risk that poor processes, flawed or inconsistent decisions, or insecure 
management of information will damage the Ombudsmen’s credibility and reputation. 
Such damage would make it less likely for potential complainants to seek recourse to the 
Ombudsmen. It could also affect the Ombudsmen’s ability to achieve timely and practical 
resolutions to complaints, as Ministers and state sector agencies may be less inclined to 
accept Ombudsmen opinions and recommendations. This would limit the effectiveness of 
the Ombudsmen’s oversight of state sector administrative and decision making practices 
and their ability to effect improvements to those practices. 

Key strategies to manage this risk include: 

•	 Ombudsmen	staff	take	an	oath	of	secrecy,	adhere	to	a	‘code	of	ethics’,	go	through		 	
 formal induction and training programmes, make regular declarations of conflicts of  
 interest, and have the necessary security clearances;

•	 a	range	of	policies,	practice	and	procedure	manuals	guide	staff	in	their	day-to-day			
 work;

•	 a	Practice	Leadership	Team,	comprising	the	Deputy	Ombudsman,	Assistant		 	
 Ombudsmen and Team Leaders, provides appropriate oversight and quality   
 assurance of investigations, and maintains high standards of investigative skills,   
 conduct and integrity; 

•	 an	ongoing	monitoring	programme	identifies	professional	practice	issues	that	need		
 to be addressed.

Loss of relevance

The Ombudsmen must be seen by Parliament, the public and agencies to provide 
relevant, timely and appropriate responses to complaints, and to use effectively their 
wider own motion investigative powers to effect systemic improvements in state sector 
administration and decision making. Agencies are also increasingly seeking more 
guidelines and precedents to inform their decision making processes. 
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There is a potential risk that the Ombudsmen may be seen as too remote from 
administrative and decision making realities, leading to inappropriate or irrelevant 
opinions, recommendations and guidance. The key strategy to manage this risk is effective 
environmental scanning (see below). This ensures that the Ombudsmen remain connected 
to, and aware of, emerging trends and issues in the state sector. As a strategic priority, 
the Ombudsmen will use information gathered through internal systems and effective 
environmental scanning to prioritise their production of guidance and training materials. 
This information is also used to identify areas that would benefit from the exercise of the 
Ombudsmen’s own motion powers.

Escalating complaint numbers and finite resources

As noted previously, the volume of complaints and enquiries are expected to continue 
increasing over 2011-2014. In particular, complaints are expected in relation to new areas 
such as the Christchurch earthquakes, the Pike River mine disaster and the United Nations 
Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities. Whilst financial resources have 
been made available to deal with issues arising under the Convention, additional financial 
resources may not be available to deal with increasing volumes of work in other areas. 

While the Ombudsmen will not compromise the quality of their investigations, there is a 
risk they will not be able to meet stakeholder expectations of the time taken to complete 
investigations. Timeliness is often critical to complainants and significant failures in this 
regard carry the risk that they will choose not to complain to the Ombudsmen or, if they 
do, the outcomes will no longer be relevant, useful or appropriate. There is also a risk that 
focusing on individual complaints will limit the Ombudsmen’s ability to address wider 
systemic issues and provide general guidelines and precedents. 

Key strategies to manage this risk include:    

•	 delegations	to	the	Deputy	Ombudsman,	Assistant	Ombudsmen	and	Team	Leaders		
 of certain aspects of the Ombudsmen’s work that do not involve forming opinions   
 on complaints or exercising the discretion whether or not to investigate;

•	 policies and processes to support the identification and timely resolution of urgent 
and priority complaints;

•	 an	Early	Assistance	Group	to	provide	timely	responses	to	straightforward			 	
 complaints and enquiries;

•	 a	shift	in	focus	to	dealing	not	only	with	individual	complaints	but	also	looking	at		 	
 wider systemic issues, improving systems and outcomes for the public as a whole;

•	 provision	of	training	and	guidance	to	help	state	sector	agencies	improve	their		 	
 administrative, decision making and complaints handling processes.

•	 review of current practices and procedures to identify areas that can be streamlined.
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Staff skills

The Ombudsmen have a number of long serving staff who have developed significant 
experience and expertise in their particular areas of work. There is a risk of loss of intellectual 
capital when these staff decide to take up alternative employment or retire from the Office 
of the Ombudsmen. Key strategies to manage this risk include: 

•	 effective training programmes for new and replacement staff;

•	 developing	and	reviewing	policies	and	procedure	manuals	to	guide	staff	in	their		 	
 day-to-day work;

•	 a	knowledge	management	strategy	including	projects	designed	to	enhance	the		 	
 capture and retrieval of key business information.

International risks

There are additional risks specific to the Ombudsmen’s functions under the Crimes of 
Torture Act and the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities. 

Firstly, there is a risk to New Zealand’s international credibility and reputation if the 
Ombudsmen fail in any respect in their inspection and monitoring role under the Crimes 
of Torture Act, or their protection and monitoring role under the Convention on the Rights 
of Persons with Disabilities. This risk is mitigated through maintaining effective networks 
with the other agencies involved.  

In the case of the Crimes of Torture Act, these agencies include the Central Preventive 
Mechanism (the Human Rights Commission), other National Preventive Mechanisms, 
and officials from the United Nations Subcommittee on the Prevention of Torture and 
other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment, and the Association for the 
Prevention of Torture (APT).  

In the case of the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities, these agencies 
include the other independent mechanisms (the Human Rights Commission and the 
Convention Coalition), the focal point and co-ordinating mechanism within government 
(the Office for Disability Issues, the Ministerial Committee on Disability Issues and the Chief 
Executive’s Group on Disability Issues), and officials from the United Nations Committee 
on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities. 

Secondly, in relation to COTA, the APT identifies a risk inherent in having “a single institution 
… to serve both as [National Preventive Mechanism] and as a forum for individual complaints”. 
The APT recommends “strong internal separation of functions … to ensure that the preventive 
functions under [the optional protocol] are not compromised by the other mandate”.1  The 
key strategies to manage this risk include a formally divided administrative structure, and

5 Guide to the Establishment and Designation of National Preventive Mechanisms, Association for the   

 Prevention of Torture, pp 28-29 
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separate personnel and record keeping systems. Accordingly COTA Inspectors are separate 
from investigations staff and report directly to the Chief Ombudsman, and COTA records 
are not accessible to investigations staff.

Environmental scanning

To be relevant and effective the Ombudsmen and their staff need to keep abreast of 
trends and issues in the state sector. They do this by:

•	 liaising	regularly	with	Ministers	and	state	sector	agencies	in	response	to	individual		
 complaints and requests for advice, or in relation to wider issues and emerging   
 trends;

•	 presenting	and	participating	in	public	forums	and	speaking	engagements	both		 	
 nationally and internationally;

•	 regularly	attending	professional	development	/	sector	conferences	to	enhance	staff		
 capability and knowledge;

•	 monitoring	media	and	public	opinion	in	online	forums	and	publications;

•	 coordinating	internal	sector	groups	to	discuss	issues,	trends	and	approaches	within		
 particular areas; 

•	 obtaining	information	and	feedback	from	participants	attending	training	sessions;		
 and

•	 conducting	biennial	complainant	and	agency	surveys.
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Assessing Organisational Health and Capability

Maintaining capability 

The key capabilities needed to deliver the Ombudsmen’s outcomes and specific areas of 
focus in 2011-2014 are set out below.

People 

Ombudsmen staff must model best practice administrative and complaints handling 
practices, and adhere to high standards of professional and ethical conduct – to do 
otherwise would threaten the credibility and reputation of the Ombudsmen and 
undermine their effectiveness. The Ombudsmen have not had difficulty attracting and 
recruiting staff of excellent calibre in order to achieve this. Measures to retain staff include:

•	 providing	fair	remuneration	and	good	working	conditions;

•	 encouraging	a	healthy	work-life	balance,	including	flexible	working	time	to		 	
 accomodate family needs and part-time working arrangements where possible; 

•	 promoting	staff	health	and	wellbeing	by	offering	annual	influenza	inoculations,		 	
 access to professional counselling services, biennial eyesight and “wellness   
 checkups”, and encouraging staff to take at least one period of 10 consecutive days  
 leave for rest and revitalisation. 

Specific projects identified for implementation in the short term include:

•	 reviewing	and	improving	the	office’s	performance	assessment	system,	including	key		
 performance indicators for staff linked to Ombudsmen impacts, outcomes and   
 objectives; 

•	 extending	the	office’s	professional	practice	training	and	development	programme,		
 including reviewing current policies, procedures and manuals and developing new  
 ones, and developing an in-house investigation skills training course;  
  
•	 completing	the	consultation	and	roll	out	of	consolidated	office	employment	and		 	
 general policies to ensure adherence to best practice employment principles;

•	 implementing	regular	internal	surveys	to	gauge	staff	satisfaction	and	identify	areas		
 for improvement.
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Key measures of the Ombudsmen’s ‘people’ capability include:

•	 staff retention and absenteeism rates;

•	 uptake of budgeted training and development activities; and 

•	 results of internal staff satisfaction survey.

Relationships 

Maintaining strong relationships and open communications with key stakeholders is essential to the 
work of the Ombudsmen. The Ombudsmen’s stakeholders include:

•	 Parliament;

•	 Ministers	and	state	sector	agencies;

•	 “complainants”	–	a	diverse	group	including	individuals,	community	and	voluntary		 	 	
 sector organisations, advocacy groups, private sector companies, Members of    
 Parliament and the media;

•	 other	complaints	resolution	agencies	–	for	instance,	the	Privacy	Commissioner,	the		 	
 Independent Police Conduct Authority, the Human Rights Commission, and the    
 Health and Disability Commissioner.

Key relationships are with:

•	 Ministers and state sector agencies – this relationship is key to achieving the    
 intermediate outcomes of improved administration and decision making in state    
 sector agencies and ensuring official information is increasingly available and the    
 public is assured access is not refused unnecessarily.

•	 “Complainants” – this relationship is key to ensuring improved public awareness    
 and accessibility of the Ombudsmen's services.

•	 Other complaints resolution bodies – this relationship is key to achieving the  strategic   
 priority of operating efficient ‘gateway’ or referral systems when complainants raise   
 matters that are outside the Ombudsmen’s jurisdiction or capable of resolution in a more   
 appropriate way. 

Maintaining relationships with Ministers and state sector agencies will see a continuation of business 
as usual activities including regular meetings, in response to individual complaints or wider issues 
and emerging trends, and providing training, advice and assistance to agencies on request. 

Other key projects for 2011-2014 are:

•	 delivering a nationwide outreach programme aimed at educating the public on the role of the 
Ombudsmen;
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•	 identifying and addressing barriers to accessing the Ombudsmen’s services;

•	 using	national	surveys	to	measure	levels	of	public	awareness	of	the	Ombudsmen		 	
 and what they do;  

•	 developing	or	reviewing	existing	memoranda	of	understanding	with	other		 	
 complaints resolution bodies to define respective roles and responsibilities of each  
 party and modes of interacting.

The Office’s biennial agency and complainant surveys provide a key measure of the health 
of the Ombudsmen’s relationships with agencies and complainants and are expected 
to drive relationship and service improvements.  The next round of surveys was due to 
be completed in February 2011, but has been deferred until the end of 2011 due to the 
Christchurch earthquakes. The Office intends to continue the surveys in their current 
format for the time being in order to develop comparative data. The Office has also 
adopted the Common Measurements Tool so to benchmark the Office results with other 
similar agencies and internationally.

Performance measurement 

The Ombudsmen are committed to measuring performance to give Parliament and the 
public the confidence that they are operating effectively and providing value for money. 

During 2011-2014 the Office will improve its performance management framework by 
developing new performance measures and improving others where appropriate and 
ensuring that business processes and information systems are able to collect and report 
against those measures.

Technology 

The Ombudsmen aim to take full advantage of available technology to improve their 
performance and achieve their outcomes. An ongoing project, that the Office intended 
to commence in 2010 but has deferred to 2011 due to resource restrictions, is the 
redevelopment of the Office website to increase accessibility of information about the 
Ombudsmen and their decisions. Other projects include the continued refinement of the 
Office case management system to gain maximum benefit from information held, and 
apply learnings from a post implementation review of the enhanced systemin 2010.  

The Information Technology Governance Committee

The purpose of this committee is to develop and maintain a structure and processes 
for managing IT operations within the Office of the Ombudsmen that conform to good 
practice approaches.

The committee’s work includes the following issues but is not limited to these:

•	 development of a long term IT strategy for the Office of the Ombudsmen;



26

A.3 SOI(2011)

OFFICE OF THE OMBUDSMEN – STATEMENT OF INTENT 

•	 IT governance and oversight;

•	 change control processes;

•	 third party management; and

•	 establishment of sound project management and system development    
disciplines.

and all matters otherwise covered in the recommendations made to the Office of the 
Ombudsmen by Deloitte arising out of the case management system post implementation 
review.

The Office computer network being architected as a Wide Area Network hosted on 
servers in Wellington meant that all of the Offices essential electronic records and 
systems, including the Office case management system were protected at the time of the 
Christchurch earthquakes.  This enabled the re-creation of physical files that had been held 
at our Christchurch Office and that were for a time inaccessible due to the earthquake.  
Up to the time of the earthquakes, Christchurch Office had been central to the Office 
electronic Disaster Recovery plan in the event that the  Wellington Office went off line for 
an extended period of time.  During 2011 the Office backup systems for disaster recovery 
will be relocated to the Ombudsmen’s Auckland Office.  During 2011, the Office will also 
be upgrading to a newer version of Microsoft Office, and assessing and implementing 
technologies that will assist with achieving Public Records Act compliance and improved 
information and knowledge management capability.
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Capital and asset management intentions 

Capital investment is primarily in the form of information technology equipment and 
computer software. Capital is otherwise committed to replacing office equipment and 
furnishings, and leasehold improvements when necessary.

During 2011-2014 capital investment projects include:

•	 complete setup of a new Christchurch office, as our previous office located in the 
Forsyth Barr building is untenantable following the Christchurch earthquakes.  
Although the Office is covered by insurance, current expenditure includes leasing 
replacement offices and purchasing and installing office equipment and furnishings 
and information technology equipment.  The Office will seek supplementary funds 
to meet the depreciation costs associated with capital investment in the new 
premises;

•	 developing new and enhanced internal reporting and work management 
functionality in the Office case management system.  (The projects have not been 
fully scoped but the aggregate cost of the development work is anticipated to be 
less than $100,000);

•	 implementation of improved document and information management systems to 
assist the Office to meet the requirements of the Public Records Act and improved 
information and knowledge management;

•	 upgrading Microsoft Office 2003 to Microsoft Office 2007, and other network and 
essential operating software to more current versions; and

•	 replacing computer hardware and peripherals on a 4 yearly cycle.  Other assets 
are replaced on a 5 yearly cycle or when they have reached the end of their useful 
economic life, except for leasehold improvements which amortise over the term of 
the lease.

Asset Category 2011/12
$(000)

2012/13
$(000)

2013/14
$(000)

Plant and Equipment
Computer hardware

83 83 83

Furniture and Fittings 10 10 10

Leasehold Improvements - - -

Intangible Assets Software 72 72 72

Total Capital 165 165 165
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National Preventive Mechanism 
in regard to crimes of torture?

People have confidence 
to expose serious 

wrongdoing in 
organisations

Potential whistleblower 
disclosures are referred 

to appropriate 
authorities for 
investigation

Ombudsmen 
investigate 

whistleblower 
disclosures where 

appropriate

Whistleblowers of 
serious wrongdoing are 

protected

There is an 
independent 
mechanism 

to  investigate 
complaints 

about  access 
to official 

information

100% Whistleblowers referred 
where appropriate @ (SSP 
next year)

# of requests from potential 
Whistleblowers for guidance 
and assistance received 
approx 10 (Variable) (SSP 
next year)

95% of requests from 
potential Whistleblowers for 
guidance and assistance met 
in 6 months SSP @

Potential 
whistleblowers 

access the 
mechanism to 
raise concerns 
about serious 

wrongdoing and 
seek protection

Appropriate advice 
and guidance 

provided to 
potential 

whistleblowers (in 
the public or private 

sector)

Potential 
whistleblowers 

have an 
independent 

mechanism to 
raise concerns 
about serious 

wrongdoing and 
seek protection

100% Whistleblowers 
investigations where 
appropriate @ (SSP next year)

Requests for 
advice and 

guidance about 
serious 

wrongdoing dealt 
with effectively 

(Whistleblowers) 

Places of 
detention 
monitored 
effectively  
(Crimes of 

Torture Act)

Official 
information 

complaints dealt 
with effectively 

(OIA and 
LGOIMA)

OIA and LGOIMA measured separately for these indicators

There is an 
independent 

mechanism for 
investigating 

concerns about 
state sector 

administrative and 
decision making 

processes

People can complain 
about an issue

An opinion is 
communicated or 

complaint  otherwise 
concluded

Concerns about 
state sector 

administrative 
and decision 

making 
processes dealt 
with effectively 

(Ombudsmen Act)

# OA suggestions to 
agencies no current 
data (Variable) (SSP 
next year)*

% of OA cases resolved 
through remedial action to 
benefit of individual no 
current data (Variable) 
(SSP next year)

% of OA cases resolved 
through remedial action to 
improve state sector 
administration no current 
data (Variable) (SSP next 
year)

What are the barriers to 
people accessing us? *

What are the gaps in 
peoples' knowledge and 
understanding of us? *

What are our key 
communication messages? *

What are the best channels 
for different audience 
groups? *

What are the best public outreach activities? *

Are state sector 
agencies accessing 
and finding relevant 
our advice, training and 
resources? *

State sector 
agencies are 

open and 
transparent

Public informed 
and able to 

participate in 
government 

decision making

State sector 
agencies are 
accountable

Government is 
fair, responsive 
and reasonable

People are 
treated 
fairly in 

New 
Zealand

People in 
detention 

treated humanely

Serious 
wrongdoing 

brought to light 
and investigated 
by appropriate 

authorities

Administration 
and decision 

making in state 
sector agencies 

improved

Official 
information 
increasingly 

available and 
public assured 
access is not 

refused 
unnecessarily

Public are able 
to trust 

government
Kiwis Count survey

Transparency International report

'Whisteblowers' are protected under the Protected Disclosure Act

Transparency International report

% people who know 
about the Ombudsmen 
and what they do no 
current data

D = duplicate indicator appearing in more 
than one place in model

* These evaluation questions to be answered 
in Research and Evaluation Project: Review 
of Office's Positioning and Communications 
Platform 

@ = Ombudsmen direct accountability

Developed by Dr Paul Duignan with Ombudsmens Office staff using the Easy Outcomes Approach. Modelled in DoView Outcomes Processor Software (http://www.doview.com). See Duignan, P. (2010). Duignan's Outcomes-Focused Visual Strategic Planning for Public and Third Sector Organizations. (http://tinyurl.com/otheory287) and Duignan, P. (2009). Indicators - Why they should be mapped onto a visual outcomes model. (http://tinyurl.com/otheory235). paul@parkerduignan.com. (see http://www.outcomescentral.org for resources) The web page version of this model can be seen at: http://www.outcomesmodels.org/models//protected/ombudsmen66.html      User: client    Password: enter DoView.Com

Agencies 
implement  

Ombudsmen's 
recommendations 
and suggestions

Sufficient follow-up 
of agency actions 

on Ombudsmen Act-
related 

recommendations 
and suggestions

% formal OA 
recommendations 
to agencies 
accepted 90-100% 
(Variable) (SSP 
next year)

% OA suggestions 
accepted by 
agencies no 
current data 
(Variable) (SSP 
next year)*

100% OA formal 
recommendations 
followed up (SSP 
next year) @

Formal 
Ombudsmen Act 

recommendations 
are made to 

agencies

# formal OA 
recommendations 
made approx 9 
(Variable)  (SSP 
next year)

Ombudsmen Act-
related suggestions 

for administrative 
improvement are 
made to agencies

All deaths in custody 
are reviewed

Ombudsmen can 
identify an issue for 

investigation

100% OA complaints and 
correspondence will be 
considered SSP @

100% OA Select Committee 
or Prime Minister referrals 
considered  (SSP next year) 
@

# of Ombudsmen initiated 
investigations (Variable 3-5) 
(SSP next year)

100% of death in custody 
investigations by Dept of 
Corrections monitored 
(Incident driven 12-15) SSP

High-quality, timely and 
impartial investigation of 

state sector 
administrative and 
decision making 

processes

70% of complainants satisfied with 
standard of service SSP @ D

70% of agencies satisfied the 
Ombudsmen's views are fair SSP 
@ D

# of OA complaints completed 
in reporting year (Demand 
driven approx 8,500) SSP

70% OA "Priority 2 - Priority 
investigation" complete 6 
months SSP @
70% OA "Priority 3 - All other 
investigations"  complete 12 
months SSP @

70% of complainants satisfied 
with standard of service SSP @ 
D

People and agencies 
confident in the 
Ombudsmen's 
investigations

70% of agencies satisfied the 
Ombudsmen's views are fair 
SSP @ D

100% OI complaints 
and correspondence 
will be considered 
SSP @

90% OA "Priority J - outside 
jurisdiction"  - complete in 1 
month SSP @

90% OI "Priority D -
Discretion" complete 3 
months SSP @

Select Committees or 
Prime Minister can 
refer an issue for 

investigation

70% OI "Priority 2 - Priority 
investigation" complete 6 months 
SSP @

90% OI "Priority 1 - Urgent 
investigations" complete 4 months 
SSP @

# of OI complaints completed in 
reporting year (Demand driven) 
approx 800 OIA 250 LGOIMA) SSP

70% of agencies satisfied the 
Ombudsmen's views are fair SSP @ D

70% of complainants satisfied with 
standard of service SSP @ D

% times our opinions overturned on 
judicial review approx 0% (Variable) 

High-quality, timely and  
impartial investigation of official 

information processes and 
decisions

People and agencies 
confident that official 

information complaints are 
properly investigated

70% of complainants satisfied with 
standard of service SSP @ D

70% of agencies satisfied the 
Ombudsmen's views are fair SSP @ D

100% OI formal 
recommendations 
followed up where 
needed @

% OI suggestions 
accepted by 
agencies no current 
data (Variable) (SSP 
next year)*

% of OI cases resolved 
through remedial action to 
improve state sector 
administration no current 
data (Variable) (SSP next 
year)

70% OI "Priority 3 - All other 
investigations"  complete 12 months 
SSP @

90% "OI Priority J 
outside jurisdiction" - 
complete in 1 month 
SSP @

95% of reports sent 
to places of 
detention with 3 
months SSP @

22 visits to places of 
detention announced SSP @

11 visits to places of 
detention unannounced 
SSP @

100% of agency requests for advice 
responded to within agreed timeframes  
(SSP next year) @

# of agency requests for advice approx 
100 (variable)  (SSP next year)

Sound advice provided to 
state sector agencies

Effective training provided to 
state sector agencies

95% of training participants report training 
will assist them in their work SSP @

# of training sessions per year  (30-40 
demand driven) SSP @
80% of agencies report use of one or 
more Ombudsmen resources SSP @

Relevant resources produced 
for state sector agencies (e.g. 
findings and principles from 

key investigations)

70% agencies satisfied with resources 
produced (SSP next year) @

# guidance resources produced or 
updated per year (10-15) SSP @

# of general enquiries (non-grievance based) 
(Demand driven estimated 400 - variable no 
current data) SSP @
# of general enquiries (grievance based) 
(Demand driven estimated 500 - variable no 
current data) SSP @

Effective speeches and training 
seminars for  people

Useful resources produced for  
people 

What resources should we produce? *

Effective training provided to people

# of speeches and presentations (Demand driven 
approx 25 - variable) SSP @

Effective public outreach activities

# of non-English languages in 
which pamphlets are maintained 
(4) SSP @

90% OA "Priority 1 - Urgent 
investigations" complete 4 
month SSP @

90% OA "Priority D -Discretion" 
complete 3 months SSP @

% OA cases where 
administrative deficiency 
identified (Variable) approx 
7% (SSP next year)
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