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background

Background
Parliamentary control
Parliamentary control is a collective term for the Riksdag’s (parliament) special 

powers to review and monitor the work of the Government and the public adminis-

tration. The three pillars comprise:

1. Parliamentary review

 The right of Members of the Riksdag to pose questions to the  

Government, the Parliamentary Committee on the Constitution (KU) 

reviews the actions of ministers and the handling of government matters, 

the Riksdag has the power to initiate a vote of no confidence in a minister 

or the Government.

2. Judicial review

 The Parliamentary Ombudsmen (JO) ensures that governmental authori-

ties treat citizens in accordance with the law.

3.  Efficiency audits
  The Swedish National Audit Office reviews what government funds are used 

for and how efficiently they are used.

The Parliamentary Ombudsmen
The Parliamentary Ombudsmen form one pillar of parliamentary control in Sweden.  

The task of the ombudsmen is to review the implementation of laws and other reg-

ulations in the public sector on behalf of the Riksdag and independent of the execu-

tive power. This review includes courts of law and other public authorities, as well as 

their employees.

The four Parliamentary Ombudsmen are appointed directly by the Riksdag (par-

liament). The ombudsmen are independent in their decisions and answer directly 

to the Riksdag. Each autumn they submit an annual report to the Riksdag which 

contains an account of the work carried out during the previous working year with 

statistics and a selection of decisions.

The task of the Parliamentary Ombudsmen

The main task of the Parliamentary Ombudsmen (JO) is to ensure compliance with 

the law. The ombudsmen are specifically tasked with ensuring that public authorities 

and courts abide by the provisions of the Instrument of Government concerning 

impartiality and objectivity and that the public sector does not infringe on the basic 

freedoms and rights of the citizens. The ombudsmen’s supervision includes ensuring 

that public authorities deal with their cases and in general carry out their tasks in 

accordance with existing legislation.



5

background

The ombudsmen’s enquiries are prompted both by complaints filed by the public or 

initiated by the ombudsmen themselves. Regularly inspections are made of various 

public authorities and courts in the country.

Powers and sanctions

• The Parliamentary Ombudsmen have the authority to issue statements if the mea-

sures taken by a public authority or a public official are in conflict with an existing 

law or other statute or are incorrect or inappropriate in some other way.

• The ombudsmen have the right to issue advisory opinions intended to promote 

uniform and appropriate application of the law.

• In the role of extra-ordinary prosecutor, the ombudsmen may initiate legal pro-

ceedings against an official who, disregarding the obligations of his office or his 

mandate, has committed a criminal offence other than an offence against the 

Freedom of the Press Act and the right to freedom of expression.

• The ombudsmen may report a civil servant for dereliction of duty.

• The ombudsmen may recommend changes to statutes to either the Riksdag or the 

Government.

• The ombudsmen may refer cases to a regular supervisory authority for action.

History in short

1809 The Office of the Parliamentary Ombudsmen was established in connection 

with the adoption of the Instrument of Government in 1809.

1810 The first Parliamentary Ombudsman (JO), Lars Augustin Mannerheim, were 

elected.

1915 A Military Ombudsman (MO) were established to supervise the  

military authorities.

1941 The election period for the Ombudsmen (JO & MO) were extended from one 

year to four years. 

The rule that only men could be elected as ombudsmen were removed. 

1957 The Parliamentary Ombudsmen was given the power to supervise local gov-

ernment authorities.

1967 The office of The Military Ombudsman (MO) were abolished and the number 

of Parliamentary  

Ombudsmen (JO) were increased to three.

1975 The number of Parliamentary Ombudsmen (JO) were increased to four.

2011 The Parliamentary Ombudsmen is designated National Preventive Mechanism 

(NPM) under the OPCAT.
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The Chief Parliamentary Ombudsman’s 
reflection on the 214th year  
of operations 

In the annual report presented in November 2022 I particularly emphasised 

the fact that, for the first time in the authority’s history, the number of com-

plaints had exceeded 10,000. Now, just over two years later, the number of 

complaints received is close to 12,000. In 2024 the number of complaints 

increased by 11 per cent, or about 1,200 complaints. Never in the history of 

the authority has the increase in the number of complaints been that big. This 

considerable influx of complaints has, as laid out below, affected our work, in-

cluding balances, processing times and the number of decisions with criticism 

– despite our continuous streamlining measures.

In the 1970s, when it was decided that the Parliamentary Ombudsmen would 

have four ombudsmen, about 3,000 complaints were received in a year. Today 

that number has quadrupled. If the rate of increase remains the same during 

the current decade as it has been over the past ten years, we can expect almost 

15,000 complaints in 2030. That would mean almost 4,000 complaints per 

ombudsman – the same number that four ombudsmen shared as recently as 

at the turn of the millennium. It is worth noting that the increase alone in the 

number of complaints during 2024 corresponds to the number that one om-

budsman had to shoulder at that time.

The number of complaints is increasing across the board. Still, it seems ap-

propriate here to highlight certain major areas. In Migration we have seen an 

increase of 31 per cent, and in Care of Children and Young People the increase 

is 14 per cent. Most important, however, is to highlight the Prison and Proba-

tion Service. In terms of numbers about 400 more complaints than last year 

were received. That corresponds to an increase of about 20 per cent, which 

is the same high rate of increase as in 2023. The number of complaints in this 

area was approximately 2,500 over the year. That is about a fifth of the total 

number of complaints.

Last year I was able to report that we decided more cases in 2023 than ever be-

fore. This year we decided an additional 800 cases. A year ago I also reported 

that balances were lower than they had been for many years. This year, how-

ever, they increased again, from about 1,000 to about 1,200 cases. It should 

nonetheless be pointed out that balances remain lower than they were in the 

years immediately preceding 2022.

Keeping processing times short is important for public trust in the Parliamen-

tary Ombudsmen. Reasonable processing times are something that people 
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rightly expect of government authorities; if anyone knows this well, it is we 

who work at the Parliamentary Ombudsmen, as it is one of the most common 

complaints made against government authorities. We, of all public servants, 

have to live up to expectations of prompt processing, and cannot credibly 

criticise other authorities for slow processing if we ourselves suffer from the 

same problem.

In recent years, therefore, we have prioritised a reduction of processing times 

for investigated cases. At the end of 2021 there were 166 cases with a process-

ing time that exceeded one year. The corresponding figures for 2022 and 2023 

were 64 and 46, respectively. Despite the considerable growth in the number of 

complaints, processing times have been further improved. At the end of 2024 

the number of cases that were more than a year old was 32.

Another issue that can be significant for public trust is the number of investi-

gated cases. Clearly it is not possible to investigate every complaint – far from 

it – , nor is that the task of the Parliamentary Ombudsmen. The total number 

of decisions in investigated cases decreased from about 430 to about 400.

So while not all curves point in the right direction, we nevertheless achieved 

most of our internal operational goals. The one goal we did not achieve was 

that 80 per cent of investigated cases be decided within one year.

The supervision undertaken by the Parliamentary Ombudsmen is usually 

described as extraordinary in nature, i.e. supervision that goes beyond and 

supplements ordinary supervision. That, however, is not the whole truth. Swe-

den has no ordinary supervision in important areas such as prison and proba-

tion, policing, foreigners’ cases and social security; instead the Parliamentary 

Ombudsmen have to shoulder that role to the extent they can. I emphasise 

“to the extent they can”, as extraordinary supervision can never substitute for 

the ordinary kind. The share of complaints concerning areas without ordinary 

supervision has grown in recent years, and 2024 is no exception in this respect. 

With the rate of increase that we have seen in prison and probation above all, 

it is likely that areas without ordinary supervision will very soon represent the 

majority of complaints. The question we must ask ourselves – already today 

but above all when that point is reached – is whether the description of the 

Parliamentary Ombudsmen’s supervision as extraordinary can be regarded as 

correct. I note with satisfaction that Parliament, at the initiative of the Com-

mittee on the Constitution, has adopted a notice to the Government regarding 

these issues.

In this connection it may be appropriate to mention that we regularly forecast 

the expected number of complaints within different areas in order to adapt, 

as needed, the ombudsmen’s areas of responsibility and the drafting respon-

sibilities of the heads of division and other legal staff. The growing number of 

complaints concerning the Prison and Probation Service was a contributing 
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factor to our decision, on 1 January 2024, to make certain changes to the areas 

of responsibility, with accompanying changes to the drafting organisation. An-

other reason behind these organisational changes was a desire to return to the 

earlier procedure whereby each ombudsman had their own department. Natu-

rally, these changes initially brought some negative effects, e.g. on our balanc-

es, processing times and the number of decisions with criticism, but in the 

longer term they can be expected to have a positive impact in these respects. 

Just as in all public services, the Parliamentary Ombudsmen must continuous-

ly improve its operations to ensure that we make the best possible use of our 

resources. This has become particularly important in managing the increase 

in complaints described above. One element of this is that we ombudsmen 

have, over the past two years, increasingly delegated decision-making pow-

ers to the heads of division with regard to dismissing cases, i.e. decisions to 

dismiss cases without having obtained a written statement or information in 

writing from the authority or official in question. The share of such delegated 

decisions increased from 10 per cent in 2021 to 45 per cent in 2023. In 2024 we 

made permanent an earlier pilot scheme delegating dismissal decisions to legal 

experts. Such delegation of decisions to legal experts increased gradually over 

the year; overall they made decisions in about 22 per cent of all dismissed cas-

es. The total share of dismissal decisions made by heads of division and legal 

experts is currently about 57 per cent. This increased delegation can allow the 

ombudsmen more time for cases that are investigated. The same should apply 

for heads of division now that legal experts have begun making decisions on 

dismissing cases – and in fact for legal experts as well, who may often refrain 

from presenting a case to another decision maker before it can be concluded. 

The delegation to legal experts serves other purposes as well. We recruit 

associate judges from courts of appeal and administrative courts of appeal to 

positions as legal experts. They are on fixed-term employment contracts, and 

many of them then return to a career in the judiciary as permanent judges. It 

is important for many reasons that their time with us provides them with good 

development opportunities. Over the years we have worked extensively on de-

velopment issues, and we note that our legal experts choose to remain with us 

for quite long. Average employment periods are increasing. We have e.g. updat-

ed our promotion guidelines and established an examining committee to en-

sure that the merit rating of having worked for the Parliamentary Ombudsmen 

is high as well as true and fair. A new skills development policy and a manager 

and leadership policy have been formulated to ensure further improvement in 

this area. It is also worth mentioning that an individual development plan is 

drawn up for every legal expert as well as for every other employee, and that 

we have increased our flexibility with respect to remote working. Additionally, 

2024 featured an ambitious programme of internal knowledge seminars. One 
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reason for increasing the attractiveness of a position as legal expert at the Par-

liamentary Ombudsmen is that this matters for our ability to recruit at a time 

when competition for prospective legal experts has become fiercer. It is our 

assessment that the skills development we have undertaken will increase the 

attractiveness of a position as legal expert with us.

Finally, regarding skills supply, I would like to mention that we began efforts 

this year to enable legal experts to work for the Parliamentary Ombudsmen 

but to be based in Gothenburg. The Court of Appeal for Western Sweden and 

Administrative Court of Appeal in Gothenburg train just over 20 associate 

judges every year. We have good reason to believe that many of them would 

be interested in continuing to live in the Gothenburg area while they acquire 

further qualifications through a position as legal expert with us. In this way 

we can improve our skills supply while at the same time contributing to the 

supply of judges in Western Sweden.

Communication is important for all government authorities, but for various 

reasons particularly so for the Parliamentary Ombudsmen. If our decisions are 

going to have an impact, authorities and individuals need to learn about them. 

It could be said that we make advisory decisions in a similar way to the highest 

courts. Those courts are well served by judges throughout the country actively 

seeking information about new decisions and ensuring that precedents are 

implemented in the application of the law. Things are not that simple for us. 

We have to be more active in our communication. Indeed, clear and accessible 

communication is one of three priority areas highlighted in our operational 

plan for 2025, along with issues concerning efficiency and skills supply. 

Regarding matters of communication, allow me also to mention that we drew 

up a communication policy, with associated guidelines, during the year. Our 

media policy was moreover updated, and we continued a review of the service 

we provide to the media, including further accommodation to the tight dead-

lines that journalists face. These efforts began already last year. The media 

exposure of our decisions increased by just over 20 per cent in 2023, and con-

tinued to grow over the past year by an additional 8 per cent. I would like to 

emphasise that our efforts to provide the media with the best possible material 

are not only in the interest of expanding the reach our advisory decisions. How 

well democracy functions is determined to a great extent by citizens’ knowl-

edge and their access to facts, and it is therefore essential that we communi-

cate our decisions in a satisfactory way. 

The number of inspections almost reached the levels we saw before the pan-

demic, and this also applied for the inspections carried out within the frame-

work of our OPCAT activities. We were also able to carry out international 

cooperation to the planned extent.
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In conclusion I would like to mention that we began a review, together with 

Riksdagsförvaltningen (the Parliamentary Administration), of the possibilities 

of renovating the building on Västra Trädgårdsgatan that we rent from Parlia-

ment.

Erik Nymansson 

Chief Parliamentary Ombudsman
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Observations made 
by the Ombudsmen 
during the year

• Chief Parliamentary Ombudsman Erik Nymansson 
Area of responsibility 1

• Parliamentary Ombudsman Katarina Påhlsson 
Area of responsibility 2

• Parliamentary Ombudsman Thomas Norling 
Area of responsibility 3

• Parliamentary Ombudsman Per Lennerbrant 
Area of responsibility 4
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obServationS made by the ombudSmen during the year

Chief Parliamentary Ombudsman 
Erik Nymansson

My area of responsibility includes the general courts, the general admin-

istrative courts, the armed forces, health and medical care, education and 

research, and tax and population registration. The area also includes public 

procurement and a number of key government authorities such as the Fi-

nancial Supervisory Authority, the Swedish Companies Registration Office 

and the Swedish Agency for Economic and Regional Growth. Measured by 

the number of complaints – or just over 2,000 cases – the Chief Parliamen-

tary Ombudsman’s area of responsibility in supervision is slightly smaller 

than those of the other ombudsmen.

In the annual report I included three decisions that contain criticism of 

judges. In my view, these decisions show that the Parliamentary Ombuds-

men’s supervision of the courts, with the special restraint called for in 

respecting the independence of the courts, serves an important function in 

society.

My general impression is that the activities of the courts function well in 

the main, but that many courts have problems with long processing times. 

The latter is something I noted following complaints against Svea Court of 

Appeal (reg. no. 6332-2023) in a criminal case. In its statement, Svea Court 

of Appeal described the troublesome situation in the court of appeal with 

respect to criminal cases. Copies of my decision were forwarded to Par-

liament, the Government and the Swedish National Court Administration 

for their information. Another example is my decision in reg. no. 2485-

2024, where Uddevalla District Court was criticised for slow processing 

of a criminal case. An example of slow processing of a civil case is reg. no. 

4254-2023, in which a judge was criticised for waiting almost a year before 

issuing a default judgment.

Work pressures are considerable at many of our courts. It is important that 

courts allow for an open and free discussion about working conditions, 

in which critical viewpoints can also be expressed. In this connection it is 

worth mentioning my decision in reg. no. 1286-2024. It contained criticism 

of a court of appeal president because she had expressed herself, in conver-

sation with a younger judge who had signed a petition regarding – among 

other things – the difficult working situation of judges, in a manner that 

is inconsistent with the prohibition against reprisals which protects those 

who have exercised their freedom of expression under the Constitution.

The supervision of judges and courts also includes inspections and other 

investigations. During the autumn I inspected Värmland District Court 

and the Administrative Court in Karlstad. Many cases, it turned out, had 
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become unacceptably old. At the district court I noted that this held for 

both criminal and civil cases, while at the administrative court it mainly 

concerned tax and social insurance cases. For the parties it is very unfortu-

nate when such cases are not decided within a reasonable time. Moreover, 

unreasonably long processing times risk damaging trust in the judiciary.

With regard to my area of responsibility in health and medical care, I note 

that the number of complaints remains at considerably higher levels than 

before the pandemic. To a very large extent, however, the complaints 

concern dissatisfaction with the actual medical treatment or assessment, 

something I very rarely have reason to investigate. Still, I did have reason 

during the year to investigate issues in compulsory psychiatric care (reg. 

no. 4763-2023, 7911-2023 and 10090-2023). Complaints in the area of ed-

ucation and research increased somewhat, and I have included a decision 

from that area in this annual report. The Armed Forces remains an area 

with few complaints.

The principle of public access to official documents is central to the 

Swedish legal system and a foundational element of our democracy. It is 

important that government authorities make sure this principle applies in 

practice. Traditionally, therefore, the Parliamentary Ombudsmen has felt 

a special responsibility for monitoring compliance with that principle, and 

this has been a priority issue for me. Complaints regarding issues of public 

access to official documents are very common. I issued a number of deci-

sions that relate to government authorities’ lack of a complete understand-

ing of certain fundamental rules in this area, such as the ban on requesting 

contact details, as that risks overriding the individual’s right to remain 

anonymous, or requiring that applications for access to official documents 

be made according to a specific procedure, despite this not being consis-

tent with the regulation. In many cases the authorities noted, in light of 

the complaints, that there is a need to review the procedures they apply. 

The most common complaints, however, concern delays in the disclosure 

of official documents. The Parliamentary Ombudsmen has placed high de-

mands on the promptness of such disclosure. A number of decisions stated 

that a decision regarding a disclosure request should normally be provided 

on the same day that the request was made, but that one or a few days’ 

delay may be acceptable if that time is necessary in order to determine 

whether the documents may be disclosed.

We usually receive fairly clear signals if an authority has problems living 

up to these requirements in general terms. I can mention as an example 

that we began receiving a lot of complaints against the Health and Social 

Care Inspectorate (IVO) already in 2023. I chose to investigate one of the 

complaints, which led to me to criticise IVO for not having processed the 

requests with the requisite promptness. Since that decision was issued, 

complaints against IVO have continued to arrive. In the spring I issued a 
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further decision, and on the basis of the two cases I had examined I was 

able to establish that IVO was nowhere near complying with the prompt-

ness requirement (reg. no. 9993-2023). Processing times in those cases 

were approximately two and six weeks, respectively.

In September I carried out an inspection of IVO (reg. no. 7576-2024). The 

purpose of the inspection was to follow up on what measures IVO had 

undertaken as a result of the criticism I had made earlier. I noted that IVO 

still did not meet the Constitution’s requirement for promptness. The fact 

that the authority handles a very large number of requests – approximate-

ly 12,000 per year – does not mean that the demands made on it can be 

reduced. I also noted that the major problems are at the structural level. 

To resolve these problems will require improved control and management. 

I emphasised that IVO must ensure that the promptness requirement is 

considered in matters regarding e.g. staffing and organisational structure, 

but also in the choice of technical solutions.  

This inspection is also an example of how we work at the Parliamentary 

Ombudsmen. If we notice, through a continuing inflow of complaints, that 

an authority has not got to grips with its problems despite a decision with 

criticism from us, we are very likely to carry out an inspection.

To illustrate this approach I have chosen to include yet another example in 

the annual report. After having issued, within the space of six months, two 

decisions with criticism against the Swedish Tax Agency and its registra-

tion of estate inventories (reg. no. 120-2023 and 998-2023), I carried out an 

inspection of the biggest of the Swedish Tax Agency’s three units for such 

registrations (reg. no. 4070-2024). The Swedish Tax Agency has an obliga-

tion both to ensure that an estate inventory is conducted and submitted, 

and to register it. I noted that the Swedish Tax Agency in practice appeared 

to have limited its obligation to merely registering estate inventories. This 

is demonstrated by the observation, inter alia, that the Swedish Tax Agen-

cy rarely takes any effective measures if an estate inventory is not sub-

mitted on time, instead choosing to de-prioritise the matter. There were 

just over 17,300 such de-prioritised matters in the country as a whole. The 

handling of these matters is deeply unsatisfactory and in contravention of 

Section 9 of the Administrative Procedure Act. I was also able to note that 

waiting times, i.e. the time between the arrival of an estate inventory and 

an official being appointed to process it, had been shortened, but were still 

too long. The report was forwarded to the Government for its information.  

I conclude by mentioning that advisory decisions in the area of administra-

tive law have always been an important task for the Parliamentary Om-

budsmen. For my own part I can mention a decision concerning Sections 

11 and 12 of the Administrative Procedure Act (reg. no. 8914-2022) and 

a decision in which I expand on my view of when authorities’ decisions 

should be made in writing (reg. no. 10090-2023).
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obServationS made by the ombudSmen during the year

Parliamentary Ombudsman  
Katarina Påhlsson

My supervision has comprehended the Prison and Probation Service and 

the parole boards, the Swedish Enforcement Authority, the chief guardian 

authorities as well as bodies within the culture sector such as museums 

and libraries, the National Archives, the Swedish National Heritage Board 

and the Swedish Press and Broadcasting Authority. 

Earlier my area of responsibility also included the general courts, inter alia, 

and I kept a couple of such cases in connection with a reorganisation at the 

turn of 2023/2024. One of those cases concerned my initiative to exam-

ine the Swedish National Courts Administration’s introduction of a new 

operational support system for district courts, Digitalt brottmålsavgörande 

[Digital Criminal Case Adjudication] (DiBa). The investigation was par-

ticularly focused on how the system safeguarded the independence of the 

courts under the Instrument of Government and in the interest of legal 

certainty. It is of course crucial that any digital solution adopted by an 

authority is consistent with relevant regulations, and that tools provided 

to the courts specifically are designed with due consideration for funda-

mental principles of the rule of law. Unfortunately it became apparent 

that DiBa suffered from several faults and deficiencies, some of them very 

serious, when the Swedish National Courts Administration launched the 

system in October 2022 – and some of these remained when I carried out 

my examination. One of these was that there were instances in which the 

operational support system had made it difficult for the individual judge 

to formulate judgments in a legally correct manner and in comprehensible 

language. Nor was the system properly fit to handle major criminal cases. 

My assessment was that there were situations in which DiBa had created 

evident difficulties for the responsible judge in formulating the judicial 

decision that the court had reached, and in my view the system had not af-

forded the judge satisfactory conditions for performing the duties of their 

office. I further opined, inter alia, that it was highly dubious whether the 

Swedish National Courts Administration had provided the courts with the 

administrative support and service that are part of the Administration’s 

task. The decision is included in its entirety in the annual report. 

During the year I concluded what had for some time been a central el-

ement of my supervision of the Swedish Prison and Probation Service, 

which was the contacts that inmates have with the outside world. I pre-

sented some decisions in this area already last year. While I still receive 

quite a few complaints regarding, above all, the handling of inmates’ items 

of mail at individual remand prisons and prisons, and there are a few 

outstanding cases where I have taken the initiative to deal with the issues 
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concerned. In other words there is reason to return to this matter, but the 

annual report now includes e.g. a survey of how well the Swedish Prison 

and Probation Service manages to uphold the right of inmates to receive 

visits. Not entirely surprisingly, the very strained occupancy situation has 

had a negative effect in this area as well. The Swedish Prison and Probation 

Service has used visiting rooms to accommodate increasing numbers of in-

mates. It even emerged that one prison had for a few years been arranging 

some visits in its sports centre, for a number of inmates and their family 

members at the same time. These developments give cause for concern.  

Due to the severe shortage of prison places within the Swedish Prison and 

Probation Service, the authority has decided that inmates are to share cells 

to a considerably greater degree than earlier, and this will apply in existing 

as well as recently built facilities. This led me to decide to undertake a spe-

cial series of inspections in order to examine what consequences and risks 

double cells in remand prisons and prisons might have for these individu-

als deprived of their liberty. Eleven inspections were carried out during the 

year. None of the facilities knew about the visit in advance. The investiga-

tion was carried out within the framework of the Parliamentary Ombuds-

men’s special OPCAT mandate, which is based on Sweden’s commitment 

under the UN’s Convention against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman 

or Degrading Treatment or Punishment and its Optional Protocol. The 

purpose of this activity is to work preventively and analyse circumstanc-

es that may imply risks of torture and other cruel, inhuman or degrading 

treatment or punishment. Two reports with presentations of the informa-

tion obtained, not least in interviews with inmates, and other observations 

as well as my recommendations, will be published early in 2025 – one of 

the reports concerns conditions in remand facilities and the other those in 

prison facilities.  

Over the past year my handling of complaints against the Swedish Prison 

and Probation Service also had a certain focus on the use of double cells. 

Those cases were concerned more with legal issues. Several of the deci-

sions are available on the Parliamentary Ombudsmen’s website, and some 

are also included in the annual report. 

Supervision by the Parliamentary Ombudsmen presupposes that author-

ities and individual officials participate in the investigation of a case. I 

therefore expect the authority that is subject to an examination to do 

everything possible to elucidate the factual circumstances, e.g. by going 

through all relevant documentation and obtaining information from all of-

ficials who can contribute to the authority’s own review. The fundamental 

obligation for a party subject to the Parliamentary Ombudsmen’s supervi-

sion, under Ch.13, Section 6 of the Instrument of Government, to provide 

information and statements means that an individual official cannot de-

cline to provide information which may be significant, and he or she must 
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furthermore truthfully describe their official measures and actions. It goes 

without saying, moreover, that I or Parliamentary Ombudsmen employ-

ees must be allowed to speak in private with individuals deprived of their 

liberty. This is something I had reason to raise on a few occasions over the 

past year; decisions that include such statements on my part are presented 

in subsequent sections.

In their operations, courts as well as administrative authorities and other 

entities carrying out public administration tasks must heed the equality of 

all before the law as well as observe objectivity and impartiality. My duties 

as Parliamentary Ombudsman include keeping a particular watch over 

compliance with this principle of objectivity. The principle is raised in a 

variety of issues and legal contexts, including when an authority provides 

information or communicates via social media. In one case I examined a 

post made by a library on such a platform. According to the post, books 

that had been weeded out could be picked up free of charge, and this was 

illustrated with an image of books by a single author. In my view, this 

information could be perceived as a reaction to opinions that the author 

had expressed in the media. I reached the conclusion that publication of 

the post was inconsistent with the objectivity principle, and that it fur-

thermore was intended to damage public trust in library services. The 

decision is available to read in this year’s annual report. The objectivity 

principle, then, is a linchpin of our legal system, and over the coming year 

I will maintain particular focus on compliance with it in the various public 

activities comprehended by my supervision.
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Parliamentary Ombudsman  
Thomas Norling

The issues within my area of responsibility relate to social insurance and 

social services, including compulsory care for substance abusers and young 

people. My supervision also includes cases concerning the application of 

the Act concerning Support and Service for Persons with Certain Func-

tional Impairments (LSS) and labour market cases. 

In our supervisory activities, we ombudsmen gain a good knowledge of the 

government authorities and their operations, as well as of the problems 

and challenges that they have in living up, every day, to the demands made 

on them. This is a knowledge we gain not just through processing of com-

plaints, but also in the course of our inspections.

Over this last year of operations I observed, more frequently than in previ-

ous years, that several authorities within my area of responsibility referred 

to their difficulties in running an operation that fulfils the requirements 

for good administration. Shortcomings and errors are explained by insuffi-

cient resources and work backlogs. They also assert that they have difficul-

ties acquiring the requisite competences in order for the operation to be 

both efficient and legally certain. This raises questions about what it is that 

builds trust among the general public in the government authorities that I 

examine. It also makes me think about how my statements on application 

issues might have an impact and better contribute to a quality improve-

ment in the exercise of public authority. While individual members of the 

public may have justifiably high expectations on the authorities’ processing 

of matters, those same authorities’ measures towards individuals can be 

very intrusive as well as privacy-sensitive. In the processing of complaints 

there were numerous examples of how authorities had not always man-

aged to act as correctly and trustworthily as may be expected of them.  

A common feature of many of the large government authorities subject 

to my supervision is that they disburse benefits from the welfare systems. 

This applies e.g. to the Swedish Social Insurance Agency and the Swedish 

Pensions Agency. The unemployment insurance funds also have an import-

ant function in this context. In material terms, unemployment insurance 

fulfils the same purpose as other traditional forms of social insurance, 

which is to compensate for loss of income. Decisions in matters involving 

such compensation have a very considerable significance for the lives and 

finances of individuals. It is therefore important that unemployment insur-

ance funds do not fall short in terms of accessibility and service, and that 

they process their matters as expediently as possible without neglecting 

legal certainty (reg. no. 6693-2023 and 6944-2023).
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During the past year of operations as well, I have had reason to reiterate 

my earlier criticism that authorities in many cases process their matters 

too slowly or that they consciously deviate from fundamental administra-

tive-law regulations, or apply them incorrectly (reg. no. 10065-2023). On 

occasion I have also expressed criticism because a government authority 

has taken measures that lack any legal support whatsoever. In such in-

stances I can understand that public trust in government authorities’ abil-

ity to act with legal certainty falters. This is particularly serious when the 

matters involve children and young people and there are clear and present 

protection concerns. 

A large part of the criticism I had to direct at the authorities during the 

year referred to the country’s social welfare boards (see e.g. reg. no. 4795-

2023 and 4879-2023). I also criticised the Swedish National Board of Insti-

tutional Care (SiS) for its involvement in a case where an eleven-year-old 

child had been deprived of their liberty for 13 days in a special residential 

home for young people, without legal grounds (reg. no. 3348-2023). In an-

other case I addressed the legality of the SiS measure of allowing inmates 

who are subject to a decision on separate care to spend time with other 

inmates without a prior reversal of the decision (reg. no. 1469-2023).

During the year I also drew attention to certain administrative occurrences 

that have not previously been as apparent in my supervision. This con-

cerns cases in which the government authority in question has had diffi-

culties in correctly providing for the rights that persons with a functional 

impairment are guaranteed in legislation (see e.g. reg. no. 5149-2023, 6938-

2023 and 7354-2023). In other cases, authorities have shown an occasional 

inability to take the privacy protection of individuals into account. These 

are issues that I will be monitoring in my continued supervisory activities.

My supervision has on repeated occasions led me to criticise e.g. social 

welfare boards for making home visits without the legal conditions for 

this having been present (reg. no. 9539-2023). Here the privacy protection 

aspects are apparent. In the past year I also had difficulties understand-

ing that social welfare boards, in the situations in question, did not have 

greater knowledge of how actions by the social services must be based on 

respect for people’s right of co-determination and for their privacy, and 

how these requirements in the Social Services Act are to be implemented 

in practice.

In two decisions concerning the Swedish Social Insurance Agency’s inves-

tigations I noted how that agency had also fallen short in various ways in 

its consideration of individuals’ right to privacy. The Swedish Social Insur-

ance Agency is tasked with checking and investigating, within the bounds 

of the authority it has under its obligation to investigate, matters in which 

it suspects, for various reasons, that an individual has received or tried 

to get a benefit without being entitled to it. In order for the individual’s 
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privacy not to be infringed by investigative measures, the Swedish Social 

Insurance Agency is required, inter alia, to take into account the general 

principle of proportionality referred to in Section 5 of the Administrative 

Procedure Act. This implies that the Swedish Social Insurance Agency, 

before weighing different interests against each other, must decide wheth-

er the measure that it regards as necessary in the investigation fulfils the 

principle’s requirements for appropriateness and necessity. 

In one of the cases (reg. no. 8143-2023) it emerged that the Swedish Social 

Insurance Agency had begun an investigation after receiving information 

that an individual who received a sickness benefit was simultaneously 

involved in sales, inter alia, to an extent that meant that their right to 

sickness benefit could be questioned. I criticised the Swedish Social Insur-

ance Agency because it had unnecessarily asked several private individuals 

questions in connection with the investigation, and because this measure 

therefore constituted an unjustified invasion of privacy. In the other case 

(reg. no. 4013-2023), an unannounced home visit had been carried out as 

part of an investigation about assistance allowance. I stated that the Swed-

ish Social Insurance Agency should have pre-announced the visit in order 

to avoid making the individual feel obliged to let the agency’s staff into 

their home. It could not be inferred from the documentation in the matter 

that consent had been obtained from the individual. On the contrary, the 

documentation suggested that the officials conducted themselves in a 

way that gave the individual the impression that she had no choice but to 

accept that they entered her home.

In previous years I have also criticised the Swedish Social Insurance Agen-

cy for not carrying out its investigations with sufficient care or with the 

consideration of individuals’ privacy that is required. This is also some-

thing that I will be monitoring in my continued supervisory activities.
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Parliamentary Ombudsman  
Per Lennerbrant

My supervision continues to include public prosecutors, the police and 

customs services, foreigners’ cases at the Migration Agency, and municipal 

administration that is not specially regulated. My area of responsibility was 

expanded on 1 January 2024 to include the planning and building sector 

and matters related to environmental and health protection. Supervision 

has involved examining complaints, reviews at my own initiative and on-

site inspections at government authorities. Several of the reviews men-

tioned below are included in the annual report.  

As I have mentioned before, issues that arise are often of a topical nature 

and therefore reflect our times. Events beyond Sweden’s borders also have 

an impact on supervisory activities.

As a supervisory body and guardian of fundamental rights, the Parlia-

mentary Ombudsmen is an important part of defending the rule of law 

and safeguarding the principles of a state governed by law. This role is 

enshrined in the Constitution and has a long tradition in Sweden. The 

significance of supervision by the Parliamentary Ombudsmen in defending 

the rule of law has been highlighted at the European level as well, see e.g. 

the Communication from the Commission on the 2024 Rule of Law Report 

– The rule of law situation in the European Union (COM/2024/800).

In order for the Parliamentary Ombudsmen to be able to fulfil its supervi-

sory duties under the Constitution, complete and accurate documentation 

to guide decision-making is a prerequisite. The entities under the super-

vision of the Parliamentary Ombudsmen are therefore obliged to provide 

such information and statements as the Parliamentary Ombudsmen 

request (Ch. 13, Section 6 of the Instrument of Government). This provi-

sion amounts to an obligation for government authorities and individual 

officials to assist the Parliamentary Ombudsmen in an investigation. The 

Committee on the Constitution has stated that it is of considerable impor-

tance that this obligation under the Constitution be fulfilled throughout 

(Report 2023/24:KU11 p. 18).

I have occasionally had reason to doubt that government authorities and 

officials have fully complied with the obligation to assist the Parliamentary 

Ombudsmen in an investigation. During the year I have therefore been 

moved to present my view of what the provision above entails, and in a 

couple of decisions to call attention to this (reg. no. 5614-2023 and 2478-

2023 et al.).

A problem area for the rule of law is the risk of infiltration of government 

authorities and of public administration in general. This arises in various 
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ways in my supervisory activities. I have had reason to examine the ca-

pacity to resist external pressure and manage internal shortcomings with 

respect to the objectivity requirement and conflict-of-interest risks. The 

Swedish Agency for Administrative Development has indicated municipal 

licensing activities as a risk area (Statskontoret [2023], Nya utmaningar 

och gamla problem – Om korruption i kommuner och regioner, 2023:13). 

In view of this, as well as of other factors, I inspected the licensing unit 

for licences to serve alcohol in the City of Stockholm (reg. no. 2198-2024). 

Issues of this kind are also something I have raised with local government 

management in connection with inspections, including of Dalarna County 

Administrative Board (reg. no. 8378-2024 et al.) I have previously also had 

reason to bring up the legal possibilities of making so-called background 

checks (JO 2023 p. 512, reg. no. 7143-2022). Following my decision, the is-

sue of background checks was the subject of a report that was subsequent-

ly presented to the responsible minister.

It is natural in this connection to affirm the Instrument of Government’s 

objectivity and impartiality requirement (Ch. 1, Section 9). It is part of my 

core mission to ensure that those under the supervision of the Parliamen-

tary Ombudsmen comply with these regulations. Objectivity in exercising 

the role as an official within public administration is fundamental to the 

rule of law and must permeate all activities in public administration. The 

importance of drawing attention to the risks of an improper application 

of the law, and of being able to speak up about shortcomings within one’s 

own activities – even in the media – without the risk of reprisals, was eluci-

dated in a decision (reg. no. 1180-2023). 

The principle of legality means that the exercise of power must always be 

based on laws or other regulations. It follows that a government authority 

may only undertake measures with support in the legal system. I frequent-

ly have reason to bring up issues regarding the principle of legality, partic-

ularly in cases concerning the use of coercive measures of different kinds, 

e.g. in decisions by prosecutors or at the Police Authority or the Customs 

Service. During the year I carried out two major reviews, at my own initia-

tive, that set out from the principle of legality. One concerned the Armed 

Forces’ (military police’s) legal basis for carrying out criminal investiga-

tions (reg. no. 7917-2023). The other concerned the Customs Service’s use 

of certain coercive measures in connection with checks at the internal bor-

der (reg. no. 1666-2024). My conclusion in both cases was that measures 

had been taken which lacked the requisite statutory support.

The Parliamentary Ombudsmen continues to receive many complaints 

against the Migration Agency regarding long processing times. I have 

examined the agency’s processing times on repeated occasions, and did so 

again this year (reg. no. 8819-2023 et al.). In last year’s annual report I de-

scribed an inspection of one of the Migration Agency’s detention centres. 



23

obServationS made by the ombudSmen during the year

The inspection revealed serious shortcomings in staff competence and 

treatment of detainees. I therefore carried out a follow-up inspection of 

the detention centre this year (reg. no. O 2-2024). I noted that the situa-

tion had improved but that more needed to be done. I also noted that the 

detention centre faced significant challenges in that the number of places 

was set to increase while the centre had difficulties recruiting and training 

staff.

The Police Authority has no independent regular supervisory authority for 

e.g. its law enforcement operations. A consequence of this is that many 

individual members of the public turn to the Parliamentary Ombudsmen 

with complaints against the authority, despite the fact that the Parliamen-

tary Ombudsmen’s supervision is extraordinary. These complaints cover a 

broad spectrum. As my mission is particularly focused on ensuring that the 

fundamental rights of individuals are not infringed, many of my reviews 

concern the special powers of the police to use violence and coercion. The 

Police Authority’s ability to live up to justified demands regarding avail-

ability as well as to deal quickly with reported offences were examined 

this year. Questions around these abilities are of considerable significance 

for public trust not just in the Police Authority but in the rule of law more 

generally (reg. no. 2683-2023 and 2690-2023).  

During the year I also carried out a series of inspections of the Police Au-

thority’s detention operations. This was against the background of the ca-

pacity problems in detention centres which have been the subject of media 

attention as well as of complaints received by the Parliamentary Ombuds-

men. The review is primarily focused on the physical environment, staffing 

of the centres and the treatment of detainees. The situation for children 

deprived of their liberty was an issue that I continued to devote particular 

attention to (see also my report in Parliamentary Ombudsmen 2023 p. 328, 

reg. no. O 12-2023). I may have reason to return to this with a report of the 

inspections in next year’s annual report. 



24

obServationS made by the ombudSmen during the year

Summaries

of individual cases
Armed forces  ...............................................................................................................................................25

Communications  ........................................................................................................................................25

Courts  ..........................................................................................................................................................25

Education and research  .............................................................................................................................27

Health and medical care  ............................................................................................................................28

Labour market authorities/institutions  ...................................................................................................29

Migration  .....................................................................................................................................................30

Cases involving police, prosecutors and customs  ..................................................................................31

Prison and probation service  ....................................................................................................................33

Public access to documents and secrecy as well as freedom of expression  ............................ 38

Social insurance  ..........................................................................................................................................40

Social services  .............................................................................................................................................43

 Social Services Act  ...........................................................................................................................43

 Care of Young Persons (Special Provisions) Act (LVU)  .............................................................44

 Support and Service for Persons with Certain Functional Impairments Act (LSS)  ...............46

Taxation  .......................................................................................................................................................47

Other areas  ..................................................................................................................................................48



25

SummarieS of individual caSeS

Summaries of individual cases

The following is a selection of summmaries of cases dealt with by the Ombudsmen 

during the period 1 January 2024 to 31 December 2024.

Armed forces

Statements on whether the military police have 

the power to investigate criminal offences
The Parliamentary Ombudsmen carried out 

a review on its own initiative into whether 

there is a legal basis for the military police to 

conduct or otherwise take part in criminal 

investigations. The principle of legality, accord-

ing to which all exercise of public power must 

be based on a law or other regulation, requires 

there to be statutory grounds for this. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman’s conclu-

sion is that there is no statutory basis for the 

military police to investigate criminal offences. 

Neither is there a basis for a military police 

officer to be considered to be a police officer 

for the purposes of criminal investigation 

provisions, for example, in the Code of Judicial 

Procedure. This means that a military police 

officer does not have the power to take investi-

gative measures in a preliminary investigation. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman further 

notes that the Government regulates who 

is authorised to act as a police officer in an 

ordinance. In the Parliamentary Ombudsman’s 

view, provisions on who is authorised to be a 

police officer are of a nature that only the Par-

liament should be able to decide upon them. It 

should therefore be regulated directly by law. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman is therefore 

raising the issue of such statutory regulation 

with the Government. [Reg. no. 7917-2023]

Communications

Criticism of the Swedish Transport Agency for 

referring visitors to its website to an application 

form only available in English in breach of the 

Language Act

The Swedish Transport Agency referred vis-

itors to its website to an application form in 

English, stating that the form was compulsory 

when applying for type-approval. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman notes that, 

pursuant to the Language Act (SFS 2009:600), 

the language of administrative authorities is 

Swedish and that the individual should always 

be able to communicate with public authorities 

in Swedish. According to the Parliamenta-

ry Ombudsman, an individual has a right to 

submit an application to a public authority in 

Swedish. The fact that the form referred to 

was not only solely available in English but 

that its use was also described as compulsory 

when submitting an application was therefore 

incompatible with the Language Act. For this, 

the Parliamentary Ombudsman criticises the 

Swedish Transport Agency. [Reg. no. 9988-

2023]

Courts

Statements on the time limit for entering a de-

fault judgment. Also criticism of a district court 

judge for delaying entering a default judgment

The defendant in a simplified civil case was 

served with a summons application with an 

order to submit a defence within a certain time 

limit or risk a default judgment. When the 

deadline expired, no defence had been lodged 

and the prerequisites for entering a default 

judgment were met. The District Court took 

almost a year to enter a default judgment and 

did not take any other procedural measures 

in that time. The Chief Parliamentary Om-

budsman states that such delay in entering a 

default judgment is not acceptable under any 

circumstances and that the judge responsible 

therefore deserves to be criticised. 

In the decision, the Chief Parliamentary 

Ombudsman makes further general statements 

about the timing of a default judgment. The 

Chief Parliamentary Ombudsman notes that 

the law does not lay down when a default 

judgement on documentary evidence is to be 

entered, but that there are several reasons 

why such a judgment should be issued as soon 
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as possible. In addition to the fact that, inter 

alia, by law a trial must be conducted within a 

reasonable time, it is clear from the Supreme 

Court’s case law on the restoration of time lost 

that a default judgment order loses its effect 

as a notification of the time of notification of 

the judgment if the judgment is not entered 

relatively soon after the expiry of the time lim-

it. Against that background, and having regard 

to applicable rules in other cases, the Chief 

Parliamentary Ombudsman considers that a 

judgment by default on documentary evidence 

should normally be entered within about a 

week of the date on which the case is ready for 

judgment. [Reg. no. 4254-2023]

Review by the Parliamentary Ombudsman of 

the Swedish National Courts Administration’s 

introduction the operational support system 

Digital Criminal Decisions (‘DiBa’)
In this case, the Parliamentary Ombudsman 

investigated the Swedish National Courts 

Administration’s introduction of the new op-

erational support system for the management 

of criminal cases in the district courts, ‘DiBa’. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman makes several 

criticisms. 

According to the Parliamentary Ombuds-

man, DiBa suffered from several errors and 

deficiencies when it was launched. Some 

are significant and some have still not been 

resolved. The Parliamentary Ombudsman finds 

that there are situations in which DiBa has re-

sulted in manifest difficulties for the responsi-

ble judge in formulating the verdict decided by 

the court and, according to the Ombudsman, 

the system has not provided the judge with 

adequate conditions to fulfil their duties. 

The review has shown that there have been 

particular challenges for district courts in 

major criminal cases, i.e. cases with many 

suspected offences and a longer hearing. The 

Parliamentary Ombudsman considers that an 

operational support system should allow for 

the fact that, inter alia, a judgment may have 

to be written under time pressure and that it is 

very unsatisfactory that the Swedish National 

Courts Administration launched a system with 

such major shortcomings for managing such 

criminal cases. 

In the decision, the Parliamentary Ombuds-

man also makes statements on the readability 

and comprehensibility of DiBa judgments. 

She states that the wording of a judgment is 

essential in order for everyone to understand 

the what the court has ruled on and how it has 

come to its conclusions. It is a matter of legal 

certainty. Several courts expressed dissatisfac-

tion with how DiBa judgments looked when 

the operational support system was launched. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman understands 

that and considers that it is surprising that the 

Swedish National Courts Administration did 

not make better use of the plain language work 

that the courts have been doing for a long time. 

A DiBa judgment takes the form, inter alia, of 

an XML file, which, according to the Swedish 

Courts Administration, constitutes the original 

of the judgment. This file initially contained 

information which the responsible judge was 

unaware of and which could be problematic 

in terms of confidentiality. The Parliamentary 

Ombudsman is highly critical of this. 

In view of the issues covered by the Om-

budsman’s initiative and the statements she 

made, the Parliamentary Ombudsman con-

siders it appropriate to send a copy of the 

decision to the Government for information 

purposes. [Reg. no. 4379-2023]

A person in remand detention should have 

been released on licence the day before a 

district court judgment was delivered. After the 

Parliamentary Ombudsman filed a report with 
the Government Disciplinary Board for Higher 

Officials, the responsible judge was issued a 
warning

A defendant was sentenced in the district court 

to a short prison term. The judgment did not 

make an order on remand detention, but it 

was clear from the court’s reasoning that the 

sentenced person should remain in remand 

detention until the sentence was executed or 

he should have been released on licence. How-

ever, applying the rules on conditional release 

and credit for time spent in custody, he should 

have been released on licence the day before 

the District Court’s judgment was delivered. It 

was only noticed by the Prison and Probation 

Service two days after the remand prison had 

received the judgment. The convicted person 

was thus detained for three days without there 

being a legal basis for this. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman reported 

the responsible judge to the Government 

Disciplinary Board for Higher Officials for 

consideration of disciplinary sanctions. The 

Government Disciplinary Board for Higher 

Officials issued a warning to the judge under 

sections 14 and 15 of the Public Employment 

Act. Since that decision has become final, the 

Parliamentary Ombudsman is now closing the 

supervisory case. [Reg. no. 4977-2023]
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The matter of whether an adjournment to 

a main hearing exceeding one week was 

necessary due to special circumstances. Also 

whether the court should have adjudicated 

the matter of remand in conjunction with the 

adjournment

In a criminal case at Gävle District Court 

involving three remanded youths, the district 

court adjourned the main hearing for 10 days. 

As a general rule, if the defendant is in deten-

tion the hearing must be resumed within one 

week. According to the Chief Parliamentary 

Ombudsman, the conditions did not exist to 

plan the main hearing in the manner that has 

occurred. 

In their decision, the Chief Parliamentary 

Ombudsman notes that a court must consider 

whether the circumstances that exist or that 

are presented to support an adjournment 

of proceedings are of such gravity that it is 

necessary to adjourn for more than one week. 

Furthermore, the Chief Parliamentary Om-

budsman underlines that it is ultimately the 

responsibility of the court to ensure that a 

hearing is held in accordance with the provi-

sions of the Code of Judicial Procedure (SFS 

1942:740) on adjournments to a hearing. The 

responsible judge is criticised for allowing this 

to happen. 

Prior to the adjournment, two of the de-

tained suspects petitioned to be released and 

the district court adjudicated whether they 

should remain on remand. According to the 

Chief Parliamentary Ombudsman, the district 

court should have adjudicated this matter with 

regard to the person who did not petition for 

release. In the absence of explicit rules on this 

issue, the Chief Parliamentary Ombudsman 

does not express any criticism concerning 

the failure to do so. There was, however, a 

deficiency in as much as the deliberation of the 

district court on the matter of remand was not 

documented. [Reg. no. 5376-2023]

In conversation with colleagues, the president 
of a court of appeal has expressed themselves 

in a manner that is inconsistent with the con-

stitutional ban on reprisals

The Chief Parliamentary Ombudsman has, on 

his own initiative, reviewed the statements 

of a president of a court of appeal in private 

conversations with three trainee judges who 

signed an open letter to the Government con-

cerning, among other matters, the stress under 

which judges are working. The review has 

addressed whether, in these conversations, the 

president expressed herself in a manner that is 

inconsistent with the prohibition on reprisals 

against anyone exercising their constitutional 

right to freedom of expression. 

The Chief Parliamentary Ombudsman’s con-

clusion is that, in all three cases, the people in 

question had reason to perceive the statements 

as a reprimand for signing the letter. The 

president thereby acted in contravention of the 

constitutional ban on reprisals. She is criticised 

for doing so. 

The Chief Parliamentary Ombudsman takes 

this incident very seriously, particularly given 

that the conversations took place between a 

president of a court of appeal and judges at 

the beginning of their career paths. [Reg. no. 

1286-2024]

Education and research

Criticism of the Municipal Executive Board in 

Nyköping municipality for failing to ensure that 

the municipality’s school units comply with the 

Education Act

In a complaint to the Parliamentary Ombuds-

man, complaints were made against Nyköping 

municipality on the grounds that the way 

schools are organised allows head teachers to 

make decisions on unlawful grounds, which 

cannot be appealed, to move pupils between 

schools within the same school unit. 

It follows from Chapter 1, paragraph 3 of 

the Education Act that a school unit is a unit 

comprising activities in one or more school 

buildings located close to each other. Under 

Chapter 2, paragraph 10 of the Education Act, 

a head teacher may decide on the internal 

organisation of their unit and is responsible for 

allocating resources within the unit. A decision 

taken by the head teacher of this kind cannot 

be appealed. 

The Chief Parliamentary Ombudsman states 

that within Nyköping municipality, there are 

school units with school buildings that are not 

located close to each other and which there-

fore should not be school units under Chapter 

1, paragraph 3 of the Education Act. A serious 

consequence of this is that legal guardians do 

not have the right to appeal decisions involv-

ing pupils moving between schools within the 

same unit. The Municipal Executive Board 

is criticised for not ensuring that the organi-

sation of schools complies with the rules on 

school units in the Education Act. [Reg. no. 

3971-2023]
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Health and medical care

The provisions in sections 11 and 12 of the Ad-

ministrative Procedure Act apply to the Health 

and Social Care Inspectorate’s handling of 

complaints under the Patient Safety Act; also 

the issue of slow processing

The Health and Social Care Inspectorate has 

thus far deemed complainants in complaint 

cases under the Patient Safety Act not to have 

party status, and that the provisions of sections 

11 and 12 of the Administrative Procedure Act 

on measures in the event of delayed processing 

therefore do not apply to the processing of 

such cases. However, given, inter alia, that the 

Patient Safety Act refers to a provision that 

regulates confidentiality in relation to parties, 

that the circle of people authorised to make a 

complaint is limited to the patient or the pa-

tient’s family members, and that those persons 

must be considered to have a close connection 

to the case, the Chief Parliamentary Ombuds-

man takes the view that a complainant does 

have party status. 

The provision in section 11 of the Admin-

istrative Procedure Act on the obligation to 

inform a party who has initiated a case that 

the decision will be substantially delayed is 

thus applicable to the Health and Social Care 

Inspectorate’s processing of complaint cases 

under the Patient Safety Act. According to the 

Chief Parliamentary Ombudsman, the deci-

sions in three complaint cases were signifi-

cantly delayed and the Health and Social Care 

Inspectorate should therefore have informed 

the complainants. However, given the unclear 

legal situation, the authority is not criticised 

for not doing so. The Health and Social Care 

Inspectorate, on the other hand, is criticised 

for the slow processing of the cases. 

The Chief Parliamentary Ombudsman also 

finds that the provisions in sections 12(1) and 

12(3) of the Administrative Procedure Act con-

cerning a party’s right to request the authori-

ty’s review of whether a case is to be decided 

apply even if the party may not appeal a refusal 

decision. This means that this legislation also 

applies to the Health and Social Care Inspec-

torate’s processing of complaint cases under 

the Patient Safety Act. [Reg. no.  8914-2022]

Renewed criticism of the Health and Social 

Care Inspectorate for the slow processing of 

requests for access to official documents
In September 2023, the Health and Social Care 

Inspectorate was criticised by the Chief Parlia-

mentary Ombudsman for the slow processing 

of requests for access to official documents.

In this decision, the  Chief Parliamentary 

Ombudsman directs renewed criticism at the 

Health and Social Care Inspectorate for not 

processing such requests with the prompt-

ness that is required under the Freedom of 

the Press Act. The processing times have been 

approximately two to six weeks.  The Chief 

Parliamentary Ombudsman states that the 

Health and Social Care Inspectorate has not 

come close to meeting the promptness require-

ment and emphasises that an authority must 

ensure that the principle of public access to 

official documents is implemented. He stresses 

the importance of the continuation of the au-

thority’s work to reduce processing times and 

intends to monitor developments in this area. 

[Reg. no.  9993-2023]

Statement on when a decision should be made 

in writing. Also criticism of a regional forensic 

psychiatric clinic for unlawfully limiting pa-

tients’ opportunities to make telephone calls

Restrictions have routinely been imposed on 

the number and duration of telephone calls that 

patients on a ward of a regional forensic psychi-

atric clinic in Vadstena are permitted to make. 

The Chief Parliamentary Ombudsman affirms 

that any such procedure constitutes a restric-

tion on fundamental freedoms and rights, and 

that measures of this kind must have a legal 

basis. The clinic is criticised for implementing 

the procedure without any legal basis. 

The clinic has reached an individual decision 

to restrict the right of patients to use electronic 

communication services. The Chief Parliamen-

tary Ombudsman states that, in cases when 

there is no regulation stating whether or not a 

decision must be in writing, a public authority 

must assess what is appropriate. The Chief 

Parliamentary Ombudsman notes that, in most 

situations, such an assessment should result 

in the authority reaching a decision in writing. 

According to the Chief Parliamentary Om-

budsman, one point of departure must be that, 

generally speaking, a written decision is clearer 

to the affected individuals. Such a decision is 

easier to understand and one can return to 

it later when, for example, deciding whether 

to appeal against it. A written decision also 

reduces the risk of misunderstandings between 

public authorities and the individual. According 

to the Chief Parliamentary Ombudsman, when 

assessing whether it is appropriate to make a 

decision in writing, a public authority must con-
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sider what the decision relates to and its effects 

on the individual. There are strong reasons for 

making any appealable decisions in writing. 

The Chief Parliamentary Ombudsman notes 

that, by nature, a decision to restrict the right 

of patients to use electronic communication 

services intrudes on their fundamental free-

doms and rights. Such a decision may also be 

appealed to the courts and should therefore be 

in writing. [Reg. no. 10090-2023]

Labour market authorities/ 
institutions

Complaint brought against the Swedish Public 

Employment Service for requiring an individual 

to provide their personal identity number in 

order to be sent public documents 

After an individual requested copies of public 

documents to be sent to him, the Swedish Pub-

lic Employment Service informed the individual 

that he needed to provide his personal identity 

number for the authority to be able to charge 

him for the copies and then send them to him. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman notes that 

an authority that is to charge for copies of 

public documents normally needs particular 

information, for example a personal identity 

number, in order to be able to administer the 

charge and send the copies to the individual. 

This means that an individual who would like 

copies of the public documents to be sent to 

them must understand that this usually means 

they will need to provide information which 

will lead to a waiver of anonymity. However, 

there must be no ambiguity that could make 

the individual think, wrongly, that providing 

the requested information is a condition for 

them having access to the documents. It must 

be made clear that the requirement is solely 

as a result of the individual’s request to have 

the documents sent to them and to enable the 

authority to invoice the fee. If the individual 

chooses not to waive their anonymity, he or 

she needs to visit the authority to pay for the 

requested copies there. The Parliamentary 

Ombudsman emphasises that the authority 

must inform the individual of the situation and 

why the information is needed and requested, 

and that there are alternatives in the event 

that he or she does not wish to provide the 

information. The authority must provide the 

information about alternative ways of paying at 

the same time as informing the individual that 

they will be charged a fee for copies. [Reg. no. 

2541-2023]

The Swedish Public Employment Service is 

criticised for having requested an individual to 

identify themselves in order to get access to 

public documents and for not having provided 

the documents quickly enough

An individual made a request to the Swed-

ish Public Employment Service for access to 

certain public documents. While the disclosure 

request was being processed, the Swedish 

Public Employment Service informed the 

individual that, on the grounds of confidential-

ity, they needed to visit the agency’s office and 

identify themselves in order to then receive 

the documents there. No visit took place and 

the individual was informed instead that the 

documents would undergo a confidentiality 

assessment and be sent to her. However, they 

did not do so and the individual was advised 

that this was because the authority needed to 

ensure, among other things, that confidentiali-

ty rules had been followed. The Swedish Public 

Employment Service subsequently assessed 

that the documents were not subject to confi-

dentiality and then sent them to the individual. 

By then, around three months had passed since 

the authority had received the individual’s 

request for disclosure. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman is critical 

of the Swedish Public Employment Service for 

providing different information about how and 

when the documents would be disclosed. Ac-

cording to the Parliamentary Ombudsman, the 

way the authority expressed itself meant the 

individual could get the impression she needed 

to go to the head office and identify herself in 

order to obtain the documents. How the mat-

ter was subsequently handled shows that there 

was no legal basis for such a requirement. The 

Swedish Public Employment Service is criti-

cised for this and for not having disclosed the 

documents quickly enough. 

In conclusion, the Parliamentary Ombuds-

man recalls that there is no legal basis for an 

authority to instruct an individual to make 

their request for the disclosure of a public 

document in a particular way, for example, that 

they must send it to a particular e-mail address 

or fill in a particular form. [Reg. no. 3055-2023]

Union Unemployment Insurance Fund and 

Municipal Workers’ Unemployment Insurance 

Fund criticised for lack of accessibility and 

service

In 2023, the Parliamentary Ombudsman 

received several complaints about accessibil-

ity and service at unemployment insurance 
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funds. The Parliamentary Ombudsman chose 

to investigate two of them and primarily make 

general statements. 

Both the Union and Municipal workers’ 

Unemployment Insurance Funds have had 

problems with high workloads and long pro-

cessing times over a long period, which has led 

to, among other things, limited accessibility by 

telephone in order to free up resources for case 

handling. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman states that 

it is the duty of the unemployment insurance 

funds to ensure there is capacity both for 

answering phone calls and written messages 

and for processing cases within a reasonable 

amount of time. The Parliamentary Om-

budsman is of the view there were no special 

circumstances during the period under review 

which would have justified setting aside the 

normal requirements on an unemployment 

insurance fund in terms of availability and 

services. Therefore, adequate accessibility and 

services should have been made available by 

the unemployment insurance funds during that 

period. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman also states 

that it is importance for an unemployment 

insurance fund to be both reachable by phone 

and available, which means that waiting times 

must be reasonable, a high proportion of the 

calls must be answered and phone hours must 

be sufficient. The Parliamentary Ombuds-

man states that the unemployment insurance 

funds fell short of this during the period 

under review. In addition, the unemployment 

insurance funds provide limited opportunities 

to talk to ordinary case workers and receive 

answers to questions about specific cases 

by phone. In view of this, the Parliamentary 

Ombudsman states that those who contact an 

unemployment insurance fund must be able to 

expect someone to answer questions about an 

individual case and not only general questions. 

It is also unacceptable to refer individuals who 

have particular questions to contact the fund 

in a different way than by phone. [Reg. no. 

6693-2023]

The Swedish Public Employment Service is 

criticised for failing to consider necessary 

measures to fulfil its service and investigation 
obligations in a case involving a person with a 

disability

A woman registered as a jobseeker with the 

Swedish Public Employment Service in March 

2022. On registration, she noted that she had 

a visual impairment that meant she needed 

considerable support to be able to find, get 

and hold down a job. Furthermore, it was 

noted that she had registered medical grounds. 

Despite the woman contacting the authority 

on several occasions to explain her need for 

help and support, no concrete measures were 

taken with regard to the matter. It was not 

until November 2022 that she was invited to a 

meeting and a disability code was registered. In 

January 2023, the code was removed, despite 

the fact that there was probably sufficient 

medial grounds. There was then a delay until 

November 2023 before the woman was given 

an appointment with an eye specialist and an 

assessment was made that there were grounds 

for a new registration. The Parliamentary Om-

budsman notes that the woman was left with-

out help and support for far too long and states 

that the Swedish Public Employment Service 

should have considered which measures the 

authority needed to take in order to meet its 

service and investigation obligations when the 

women first registered as a jobseeker. 

The Swedish Public Employment Service 

also reached a number of sanction decisions 

as the woman had not submitted her activity 

reports to the authority. The Parliamentary 

Ombudsman states that, given its knowledge 

of the disability, the Swedish Public Employ-

ment Service should have informed her of the 

possibility of reporting activity orally when she 

first registered. According to the Parliamentary 

Ombudsman, as a rule the Swedish Public Em-

ployment Service should consider contacting 

jobseekers who fail to report on time, which it 

did not do in this case. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman criticises 

the Swedish Public Employment Service for 

administrative shortcomings. [Reg. no. 6938-

2023]

Migration

Criticism of the Swedish Migration Agency for 

the design of a moratorium on decisions con-

cerning asylum applications from citizens of 

Ukraine, and for failing to comply with a court 
injunction to decide a matter without delay

As a result of Russia’s full-scale invasion 

of Ukraine in 2022, the Swedish Migration 

Agency imposed an indefinite moratorium on 

examining grounds for protection for citizens 

of Ukraine, as it was not possible to make an 

adequately safe prognosis of the need for pro-

tection. The Parliamentary Ombudsman states 
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that, while it may well be objectively justified 

for the Swedish Migration Agency to postpone 

the examination of the need for protection in 

relation to a given country, special reasons are 

required. This may be the case when the situa-

tion in the country changes suddenly and there 

is uncertainty as to how long circumstances 

of significance to the need for protection will 

persist. It should be stated from the beginning 

when the moratorium on decisions will cease 

and it is not acceptable to postpone processing 

for an indefinite period of time. The Swed-

ish Migration Agency is criticised for failing 

to place a time limit on the moratorium and 

because the legal grounds were not sufficiently 

clearly formulated. The Swedish Migration 

Agency is also criticised for failing to comply 

with an injunction from a court to determine 

an asylum case as quickly as possible. [Reg. no. 

7382-2023]

New review of the Swedish Migration Agency’s 

processing times

The Parliamentary Ombudsman has reviewed 

the Swedish Migration Agency’s processing 

times. The review looked at processing times 

in general for four types of case (citizenship 

and residence permits based on connections 

to someone in Sweden, higher education or 

work), as well as five individual complaints. 

The cases that have previously caused the 

Swedish Migration Agency major problems 

are those related to citizenship and residence 

permits based on connections to someone in 

Sweden. The Parliamentary Ombudsman notes 

that the backlog of cases remains very high. In 

the Parliamentary Ombudsman’s opinion, the 

situation is completely unacceptable. 

Previous reviews by the Parliamentary Om-

budsmen have not included residence permits 

for higher education and labour-market cases. 

The Swedish Migration Agency has clearly pri-

oritised cases related to higher education and 

highly qualified labour, and there is no need for 

the Parliamentary Ombudsman to comment 

on processing times for these types of cases. 

In terms of other labour-market cases, there 

remains a large backlog of cases. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman notes that 

there remains an obvious need for greater 

effort so that the Swedish Migration Agency 

can get to grips with its long processing times. 

Withe regard to the individual complaints, the 

Swedish Migration Agency is criticised for slow 

and passive administration. 

JO intends to continue to monitor the 

Swedish Migration Agency’s processing times. 

A copy of the decision is therefore sent to the 

Government Offices of Sweden for informa-

tion. [Reg. no. 8819-2023]

Cases involving police,  
prosecutors and custom officers
In a murder investigation, the police did not 
include the identification of the perpetrator in 
the preliminary investigation    

One evening in summer 2021, a murder was 

committed in Luleå and a preliminary investi-

gation was opened. During the night, the police 

were contacted by a person who told them he 

had witnessed the murder. When the police 

were picking the person up to interview him, 

he told them who the perpetrator was, but said 

he was afraid to confirm this in an interview. 

For this reason, the identification was not doc-

umented in the preliminary investigation but 

was included in an intelligence report. Instead, 

the preliminary investigation indicated that the 

identification only took place during an inter-

view almost a month later. As a result, neither 

the man identified, who was later convicted of 

murder, nor the prosecutor who took over as 

lead investigator, found out how the original 

identification had taken place. 

In terms of what should be documented in 

a preliminary investigation, according to the 

Parliamentary Ombudsman, there may be 

limitation issues, for example, when concern-

ing information that originates in intelligence 

gathering, and, based on current regulations, 

how certain information is to be documented 

may be decided on a case-by-case basis. The 

decision should be guided by the requirement 

of objectivity and the requirement that the pre-

liminary investigation report must give a true 

a picture of findings that are of significance for 

the case. 

In this case, a preliminary investigation 

had been opened when the perpetrator was 

identified and the person who provided the 

information had been picked up by police to be 

interviewed about his observations in connec-

tion with the crime. Identification of a person 

could be of key significance for the criminal 

investigation. Against this background, the 

Parliamentary Ombudsman is of the view there 

are no grounds for failing to document the 

identification in the preliminary investigation 

merely because the person said he would not 

confirm it in an interview. The Parliamentary 

Ombudsman states therefore that details of 

the identification should have been document-
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ed in the preliminary investigation. This would 

also have ensured that the prosecutor became 

aware it. The Police Authority is criticised for 

what happened. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman regards the 

investigation as insufficient to be able to com-

ment on the responsible prosecutor’s actions. 

[Reg. no. 7035-2022]

Without a legal basis, the Police Authority dis-

closed information on persons deemed to have 

connections to criminal gangs with the aim 

of preventing them from visiting certain pubs 

(‘the pub list’)
In the Medelpad local police area, a list was 

produced of persons deemed to be involved 

in criminal activities connected to criminal 

networks within the police area. At a meeting, 

the list and information about the persons was 

given to representatives of a number of pubs 

with the aim of preventing those persons from 

visiting the pubs. 

The information that was disclosed came 

from the Police Authority’s intelligence gather-

ing activities and was subject to confidentiality. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman states that 

there was no legal basis in the confidentiality 

legislation for the disclosure. According to 

the Parliamentary Ombudsman, nor was it 

compatible with the right to move freely under 

(inter alia) the Instrument of Government or 

the right to respect for private life under the 

European Convention.   

The Parliamentary Ombudsman takes the 

findings seriously and criticises the Police Au-

thority for what happened. [Reg. no. 768-2023]

Criticism of a prosecutor for allowing informa-

tion from a preliminary investigation to be pub-

lished on the television programme Efterlyst. 

Also a statement on the Swedish Prosecution 

Authority’s assistance with JO’s investigation

A prosecutor decided to release the names 

and photographs of two people suspected of 

attempted murder for publication on the tele-

vision programme Efterlyst. The measure was 

intended to illicit the help of the public in lo-

calising the suspects. The information that was 

disclosed was subject to a secrecy provision. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman expresses 

an opinion on the prerequisites for a disclosure 

of this kind and on the careful and exhaustive 

consideration that must precede any such 

measure. Furthermore, the Parliamentary Om-

budsman emphasises that, from the viewpoint 

of legal certainty, documentation of what has 

been taken into consideration is a legitimate 

demand. 

The prosecutor is criticised for allowing the 

disclosure of confidential information without 

legal grounds for doing so. She is also criti-

cised for not giving sufficiently careful and 

exhaustive consideration before reaching the 

decision, as well as for deficiencies in docu-

mentation. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman also 

discusses the constitutional duty of public 

authorities and civil servants to assist JO in 

an investigation, and is critical of the Swedish 

Prosecution Authority’s failure to live up to 

this demand. [Reg. no. 2478-2023]

Statements on the grounds that a crime could 

not be reported at a police station at a certain 

time of day

A person who visited a police station to report 

a crime was asked to come back a few hours 

later, as the reporting desk was closed at the 

time. The Parliamentary Ombudsman states 

that the criminal activity the person wanted to 

report was of such a nature that it should have 

been reported immediately in accordance with 

the applicable procedure at the police station. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman further 

states that it appears unsatisfactory for it only 

to be possible to report a crime at an open 

police station at a particular time of day. Even 

if an exception is made for urgent cases, it may 

give the impression that the Policy Authority is 

not sufficiently prioritising its task of investi-

gating and combatting crimes subject to public 

prosecution. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman notes that 

it is of urgent public interest for an individual 

to be able to quickly and simply contact the 

police to report a crime. Insufficient accessi-

bility risks harming public trust in the Police 

Authority and may reduce people’s willingness 

to report a crime. [Reg. no. 2683-2023]

Severe criticism of the Policy Authority for not 

drawing up a police report until almost ten 

months after the report was initially made

A person visited the local police station in 

Gävle to report an offence and handed in a 

written report. However, it took almost ten 

months for the police to draw up a report. 

During that time, a detective inspector had 

contacted the person who made the report and 

questioned the criminal nature of the what 

they reported and discussed individual aspects 

of the description of the offence. The Parlia-

mentary Ombudsman states that the inspector 

instead should have promptly ensured that 

the complaint was processed and allowed an 
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investigator to consider any questions during a 

subsequent review. 

The Police Authority is severely criticised 

for not initially dealing with the report with 

sufficient urgency and for taking an unaccept-

ably long time to draw up a police report. The 

detective inspector is also criticised for their 

actions. 

The investigation also revealed that the 

possibilities for reporting an offence at the 

police station in question were very limited. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman emphasises 

what he has said in other contexts, that is, that 

a lack of accessibility can damage public trust 

in the police and reduce the willingness to 

report crime. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman also makes 

statements on an authority’s obligation to 

assist the Parliamentary Ombudsman when it 

is conducting a review. [Reg. no. 2690-2023]

The Parliamentary Ombudsman’s review of the 

prosecutor’s handling of the “Swish list” in 

Sundsvall

In the preliminary investigation report in a 

case regarding drug offences, the prosecutor 

had included a list of Swish payments made to 

the suspect. The list – which has been called 

the “Swish list” – contained both the first and 

last names of those sending the payments and 

those people could be perceived as possible 

buyers of drugs. The list received wide public-

ity and attention, and questions were raised in 

the media and among the general public as to 

whether the prosecutor’s handling of the case 

was acceptable. The Parliamentary Ombuds-

man therefore undertook an own-initiative 

case to examine the prosecutor’s handling of 

the data. 

In the decision, the Parliamentary Ombuds-

man emphasises that the decisive factor for 

whether information should be included in a 

preliminary investigation report is whether it 

is of significance to the investigation. This is 

a matter of judgement, with scope for differ-

ent conclusions. During the Parliamentary 

Ombudsman’s investigation, the prosecutor 

explained that his judgement was that the 

names on the list could not be left out, as that 

would have made it impossible for the suspect 

to defend himself. 

The investigation is not sufficient for the 

Parliamentary Ombudsman to be able to make 

any statements on whether the suspect’s 

right of defence justified the inclusion of both 

the first and last names of those sending the 

payments or whether the latter could have 

appeared in a way that made it more difficult to 

identify them. The Parliamentary Ombudsman 

states that no other obstacles have been raised 

to the inclusion of the names data. In summa-

ry, the Parliamentary Ombudsman’s review 

does not provide a basis for the conclusion 

that the prosecutor’s handling of the Swish list 

was not acceptable and there are therefore no 

grounds for criticism. 

However, the Parliamentary Ombudsman 

emphasises the importance of a prosecutor 

always carefully considering whether personal 

sensitive data relating to third parties really 

need to be included in a preliminary investi-

gation report and, if so, how to minimise the 

invasion of privacy. [Reg. no. 8057-2023]

Statement on the legality of certain coercive 

measures taken by Swedish Customs at internal 

border checkpoints

The Lernacken customs checkpoint beside the 

Øresund Bridge was visited during an inspec-

tion of Swedish Customs. This is an internal 

border checkpoint, i.e., on the border between 

EU Member States. It emerged that the driver 

and any passengers in vehicles subject to a 

routine search were also subject to a pat-down 

search, and held in a room comparable with a 

cell while the vehicle was searched, and that 

possessions such as mobile phones were tem-

porally seized. 

In this enquiry, the Parliamentary Om-

budsman has investigated whether Swedish 

Customs has the necessary legal authority to 

take such coercive measures when conducting 

checks at the internal border. The Parliamenta-

ry Ombudsman’s conclusion is that this is not 

the case. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman underlines 

that Swedish Customs must review how these 

checks are carried out and ensure that the 

measures taken are legal. According to the 

Parliamentary Ombudsman, there is reason to 

send a copy of the decision to the Government 

for information. [Reg. no. 1666-2024]

Prison and probation service

Severe criticism of the Prison and Probation 

Service, Borås Remand Prison, for not respect-
ing inmates’ right of association, etc.
Over a period totalling around two months, a 

remand prisoner who was neither subject to 

restrictions nor placed in segregation was only 

allowed to spend time with other inmates in 
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a common area on average once a week and 

had the opportunity to walk for one hour a day 

with a group of other inmates. The Parliamen-

tary Ombudsman states that those measures 

do not satisfy the inmate’s right of association 

in accordance with the Remand Prison Act. 

The remand prison receives severe criticism 

for this. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman also makes 

certain statements setting the requirement of 

see page double occupancy as a condition for 

spending time with others and stresses that it 

is worrying if an inmate refrains from a mea-

sure designed to break isolation such as this 

on the grounds that it may lead to him or her 

having to share a cell with another inmate. 

In the decision, the Parliamentary Ombuds-

man sets out the basic rules on inmates’ right 

of association and the applicable rules for 

those who are subject to restrictions or placed 

in segregation. [Reg. no. 7437-2022]

Severe criticism of the Prison and Probation 

Service, Kumla Prison, for its reaction when the 
Parliamentary Ombudsman wanted to contact 

an inmate; also questions regarding the exam-

ination of post   

A case officer at the Parliamentary Ombuds-

men’s office tried to contact an inmate at Kum-

la Prison by telephone in relation to certain 

information in his complaint to the Parliamen-

tary Ombudsmen. At the prison’s request, the 

case officer sent an e-mail about this. After the 

inmate requested to call back the Parliamen-

tary Ombudsmen’s office, the prison refused 

the phone call, but later changed its mind and 

allowed it. A telephone conversation between 

the Parliamentary Ombudsman and the inmate 

was subsequently listened to by Prison and 

Probation Service staff. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman states that 

the Parliamentary Ombudsmen office is part 

of the constitutional protection of individuals’ 

fundamental rights and freedoms and that it is 

self-evident that the Parliamentary Ombuds-

men should be allowed to conduct individual 

interviews with persons deprived of their 

liberty as part of their supervisory duties. She 

is very critical of the prison’s management of 

the situation which meant the Parliamentary 

Ombudsman’s ability to interview a detainee 

was initially restricted.   

In the decision, it is further stressed that the 

scope for the Prison and Probation Service to 

listen in to telephone conversations between 

the Parliamentary Ombudsmen and the detain-

ee is basically non-existent. According to the 

Parliamentary Ombudsman, it is unthinkable 

that the authority being reviewed itself has 

the freedom to monitor conversations about 

potential shortcomings at that authority. The 

Parliamentary Ombudsman considers it wholly 

unacceptable that such a phone call is listened 

to and Kumla Prison receives serious criticism 

for what occurred. 

In the decision, the Parliamentary Ombuds-

man also makes a statement on the prison’s 

management of outgoing post. [Reg. no. 7834-

2022]

Criticism of the Prison and Probation Service, 
Asptuna prison, because inmates have to re-

ceive visitors in a sports hall

Asptuna prison does not have a dedicated 

visitors’ section. Instead, six inmates at a 

time must receive unsupervised visits in the 

prison’s sports hall. Before the visits, a number 

of tables, chairs and screens are put out. To 

maintain order and security, staff make rounds 

during the visits. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman questions 

whether, for reasons of privacy in respect of 

both inmates and visitors, it is appropriate for 

visits to take place under these conditions. She 

maintains, among other things, that it may lim-

it the opportunities for private conversations 

and closer contact between inmates and their 

family members, and may result in inmates and 

their fellow inmates’ visitors being exposed to 

each other. The latter is problematic from a 

confidentiality point of view. In addition, she 

questions whether, by doing the rounds, the 

prison really respects the right to unsupervised 

visits. In her view, it is clear that the prison 

needs more visiting rooms to enable such visits 

to be carried out in an appropriate and digni-

fied manner. The Parliamentary Ombudsman 

also makes statements about visiting hours at 

the prison. [Reg. no. 9212-2022]

Severe criticism of the Prison and Proba-

tion Service, Kumla Prison, for unauthorised 
eavesdropping on a telephone conversation 

between an inmate and his lawyer; also state-

ments on inmates’ participation in hearings via 

video link

An inmate participated in a trial via video link 

from Kumla Prison, while his lawyer was on 

court premises. During a break in the hear-

ing, the inmate had a telephone call with the 

lawyer, which was listened in on by prison staff 

who were also present in the video link room. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman states that 
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the eavesdropping was unauthorised and the 

prison therefore receives severe criticism.  The 

investigation shows that previously there was 

no possibility for prisoners to have confidential 

telephone conversations with their lawyers 

during short breaks in the trial in such cases. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman emphasises 

that the prison has a responsibility to ensure 

that the ban on eavesdropping in prison is 

always upheld. 

It has come to the Parliamentary Ombuds-

man’s attention that the Prison and Proba-

tion Service recently informed the Courts 

of Sweden that it would free up significant 

resources for the authority if hearings via video 

link could be carried out on a larger scale. In 

the light of the findings of the case, the Par-

liamentary Ombudsman emphasises, among 

other things, the importance of the Prison and 

Probation Service arranging for inmates to 

participate in such a way that they are not de-

prived of their access to effective defence when 

the defence counsel is elsewhere. [Reg. no. 

11-2023]

Criticism of several Prison and Probation 

Service sites for giving prisoners’ mail and 

documents to the wrong person

A common complaint the Parliamentary 

Ombudsman now receives is of prisoners’ 

mail and documents containing confidential 

or otherwise sensitive information being given 

to the wrong person. This decision comprises 

eight such complaints, seven of which result 

in criticism.  Some of the cases concerned 

information of an extremely sensitive nature, 

such as protected personal information.  The 

Parliamentary Ombudsman takes the incidents 

very seriously.

The Parliamentary Ombudsman concludes 

that inadequate handling of prisoners’ mail 

and documents is a widespread and recurrent 

problem within the Prison and Probation Ser-

vice. In her view, this is very worrying, as these 

shortcomings can have serious consequences 

for prisoners and their families. Through this 

decision, the Parliamentary Ombudsman wants 

to draw the Prison and Probation Service’s 

attention to the scale of the problem and calls 

on the authority to take immediate action to 

remedy the matter. [Reg. number: 1005-2023]

Occupancy levels within the Prison and Proba-

tion Service are resulting in reduced opportu-

nities for inmates to receive visits

As occupancy levels become increasingly 

strained, the Prison and Probation Service 

is increasingly using visiting rooms as cells 

for inmates. The Parliamentary Ombudsman 

stresses that visits are of vital importance for 

inmates and believes that there is an imminent 

risk of the authorities going too far and apply-

ing the rules in a way that erodes the right to 

visits and it will eventually become meaning-

less. She recognises that in the current circum-

stances, it may be necessary to temporarily 

place inmates in areas other than normal cells, 

but believes that, in principle, inmates should 

not be accommodated in visiting rooms. When 

this does happen, it is very important in her 

view that it does not become a permanent 

solution. She considers that the Prison and 

Probation Service must strive to return to 

using visiting rooms for their intended purpose 

as soon as possible and should consider com-

pensation measures that could be taken in the 

meantime to reduce the negative impact on 

inmates. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman states that 

developments in this area give cause for con-

cern, and she considers that it is a matter of 

urgency for the Prison and Probation Service 

to plan for and ensure that existing and new 

premises have sufficient room for visitor activ-

ities. She intends to monitor developments in 

this area. [Reg. no. 1037-2023]

Serious criticism of the Prison and Probation 

Service after a sentenced person remained in 

a remand prison for nearly a year while waiting 

to be placed in a prison. Also criticism for not 

allowing the inmate to spend time with other 

prisoners

An inmate of Sollentuna remand prison began 

serving their prison sentence but despite this 

was not placed in a unit where he could associ-

ate with others. There had been no decision on 

segregation which could have explained this. 

According to the Parliamentary Ombudsman, 

the information in the case must be under-

stood to mean that the remand prison did not 

act in conformity with the Detention Act. The 

Parliamentary Ombudsman is critical of this. 

The inmate was then transferred to Nor-

rköping remand prison. He was placed there 

for almost eight months. He was not allowed 

to regularly spend time with others there 

either. The Parliamentary Ombudsman notes 

that the remand prison took several measures 

to facilitate AA’s time with others and that 

attempts were made both to have him trans-

ferred to an association remand prison (where 

detainees can freely associate with one another 
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during the day) and to speed up the process 

of his continued execution. The Parliamen-

tary Ombudsman considers the conditions 

were nevertheless completely unacceptable 

and, against this background, directs criticism 

against the Prison and Probation Service. 

Only after almost a year from the start of 

his prison sentence was AA placed in a prison. 

This was a flagrant breach of the absolute time 

limits in the Terms of Punishment Act and the 

Parliamentary Ombudsman therefore directs 

severe criticism against the authority. [Reg. no. 

2834-2023]

Inmates are having to wait an unreasonably 

long time for the Prison and Probation Service’s 

in-depth conditions investigations

In this case, the Parliamentary Ombudsman 

reviewed the processing times for in-depth 

conditions investigations and related matters. 

An inmate must normally undergo such an in-

vestigation if the execution of his or her prison 

sentence is to be subject to special conditions 

which, for security reasons, are necessary for, 

inter alia, placement in a prison and leave. 

The survey commissioned by the Prison and 

Probation Service following the Parliamentary 

Ombudsman’s initiative shows that proceed-

ings often take a long time and that a large por-

tion of the investigation time consists of sim-

ply waiting. This means, among other things, 

that the assessment of the conditions does not 

take place as soon as execution of the sentence 

begins, which is contrary to the Imprisonment 

Act. Furthermore, it is not uncommon for the 

inmates concerned to remain in a remand pris-

on while awaiting the correct prison place, and 

the Parliamentary Ombudsman notes that this 

is also contrary to mandatory legal rules. She 

addresses some of the negative consequences 

of these circumstances for the inmates. 

Despite the efforts of the Prison and Pro-

bation Service, it is clear, according to the 

Parliamentary Ombudsman, that the problem 

of lengthy processing times is far from being 

solved. She considers the findings of the review 

to be extremely serious and that there is good 

reason for continuing to monitor the issues. 

[Reg. no. 4837-2023]

Criticism of the Swedish Prison and Probation 

Service, Sollentuna Remand Prison, for losing a 
preliminary investigation report and, in another 
case, erasing a report from a device
In their decision, the Parliamentary Ombuds-

man goes into detail on the legal points of 

departure for inmates’ access to preliminary 

investigation reports. The suspect’s right to 

material gathered while investigating a crim-

inal case is part of the fundamental right to a 

fair trial under the Swedish Constitution and 

the European Convention on Human Rights. 

According to the Parliamentary Ombuds-

man, inmates’ access to preliminary investi-

gation reports and other documents in an on-

going legal matter is a very important issue of 

legal certainty. An inmate who is not permitted 

to have the report on their case in their pos-

session is entirely dependent on the Swedish 

Prison and Probation Service to store and oth-

erwise handle documents in a secure manner. 

According to the Parliamentary Ombudsman, 

the authority also has a responsibility to ensure 

that an inmate is given access to the material 

to the necessary extent and in an appropriate 

manner to allow them to prepare their defence. 

In practice, the Swedish Prison and Probation 

Service and its staff have an essential function 

in this regard. 

In one of the cases in question, Sollentuna 

Remand Prison lost parts of a preliminary 

investigation report and it took some time 

before the centre took action to ensure that 

the inmate received new copies of the doc-

uments. In the other case, another inmate’s 

preliminary investigation report and their 

notes were erased from a device in conjunction 

with a move. The Parliamentary Ombudsman 

holds that this is especially serious as, in both 

cases, it occurred during a critical period in the 

preparation of their respective defences. Ac-

cording to the Parliamentary Ombudsman, the 

prison’s handling of the preliminary investiga-

tion reports is deserving of criticism. [Reg. no. 

5689-2023]

Severe criticism of the Swedish Prison and Pro-

bation Service, Helsingborg Remand Prison, for 
failing to comply with a court of appeal order 

setting aside certain restrictions on an inmate

On appeal, Scania and Blekinge Court of 

Appeal revoked the prosecutor’s permission 

to impose restrictions on an inmate, including 

restricting the right to associate with other 

inmates. Helsingborg Remand Prison failed to 

comply with this decision. Instead, the remand 

prison followed a procedure that prevented 

inmates with restrictions on the right to re-

ceive visits, communicate with others through 

electronic communication or send and receive 

post from joining the general population. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman notes that, 

in practice, the inmate has been separated and, 
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furthermore, that there are no legal grounds 

for restricting an inmate’s opportunities to as-

sociate in this manner. She finds it remarkable 

that an individual facility would take it on itself 

to ignore a court order. Moreover, as no formal 

decision was made to apply the restrictions, 

the inmate has not been able to challenge the 

situation through an appeal; a state of affairs 

that the Parliamentary Ombudsman considers 

completely unacceptable. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman finds that 

the remand prison is deserving of severe criti-

cism. [Reg. no. 5711-2023]

Complaints and investigations into alleged 

misconduct at Skänninge prison. Also state-

ments about the Parliamentary Ombudsmen’s 

duties

In summer 2023, three inmates raised serious 

complaints against certain employees of Skän-

ninge prison. The complaints concerned staff 

subjecting inmates to excessive violence and 

threats and making racist and other derogatory 

statements. The complaints have been dealt 

with in the cases covered by this decision. 

Even after the Prison and Probation Service 

had responded to the complaints, the Par-

liamentary Ombudsman received further 

information about similar alleged misconduct 

in parts of Skänninge Prison’s operations. This 

led to the Parliamentary Ombudsman Katarina 

Påhlsson deciding on 18 January 2024 in a par-

ticular case to open a preliminary investigation 

into misconduct and abuse at the prison. The 

examination of the above-mentioned com-

plaints was therefore postponed. On 16 Sep-

tember 2024, the Parliamentary Ombudsman 

decided to close the investigation on the basis 

that no criminal offence could be proven. 

With regard to the complaints dealt with in 

this decision, the Parliamentary Ombudsman 

emphasises that it would be fully unacceptable 

if the Prison and Probation Service acted in the 

way the complainants described. She notes, 

however, that the Prison and Probation Service 

rejected the information and the authorities 

have carried out different investigative mea-

sures and that the relevant officials will have 

had the opportunity to give their perspective. 

As it is one person’s word against another’s, 

she concludes that what has been presented 

cannot serve as the basis for criticism. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman stresses 

that she has made advanced plans to carry out 

an inspection of the prison, but in light of the 

measures taken, among other things, this is not 

relevant at the present time. As the Parlia-

mentary Ombudsman is investigating several 

other cases concerning the prison, she does 

have, however, reason to return to the different 

conditions there in the near future. 

In the decision, the duties of the Parliamen-

tary Ombudsman are described as constituting 

an extraordinary oversight body. The Parlia-

mentary Ombudsman describes, among other 

things, how her supervision is primarily exer-

cised and notes that it is extremely unusual 

for the Parliamentary Ombudsmen to open a 

preliminary investigation. [Reg. no. 6048-2023]

Severe criticism of the Swedish Prison and 

Probation Service, Umeå Remand Prison, for 
failing to ensure that an inmate received the 

preliminary investigation report on their case, 
as well as for supplying incorrect information 

on the matter to public defence counsel and 

the police

On noticing that his remanded client had not 

received a preliminary investigation report, a 

public defence counsel contacted the remand 

prison and explained that the client needed the 

material immediately. The police also contact-

ed the remand prison to ensure that the inmate 

could access it. Staff at the remand prison 

confirmed that the documents were there and 

stated that the inmate could access the docu-

ments on request. 

It was not until shortly before the inmate 

was transferred from the remand prison that 

any attempt was made to locate the prelim-

inary investigation report in question, but it 

could not be found. Only after the Parliamen-

tary Ombudsman commenced their review 

that the documents were found in a box in the 

post room. The investigation suggests that 

the preliminary investigation report had been 

there the entire time. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman is unable 

to draw any conclusion other than that, on at 

least two occasions, staff at the remand prison 

gave a positive response regarding the inmate’s 

possibility to access the preliminary investi-

gation report without following up on which 

preliminary investigation report the inquiry 

related to and whether it was available at the 

detention centre. Irrespective of the cause, the 

Parliamentary Ombudsman finds it completely 

unacceptable that the remand prison supplied 

information that under the circumstances was 

plainly incorrect to the public defence counsel 

and the police. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman considers 

the deficiencies revealed in the case to be 
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remarkable to say the least. It is unacceptable 

for a matter as important as an inmate’s access 

to the preliminary investigation report on their 

case to be handled in such a nonchalant and 

substandard manner. The remand prison is 

severely criticised. [Reg. no. 6346-2023]

Criticism of the Prison and Probation Service, 
Skogome prison, for management, after sleep-

ing pills were found in a double-occupancy cell

After two sleeping pills were found on the floor 

of a double-occupancy cell, at least one of the 

two inmates placed there was reported for 

suspected misconduct in breach of regula-

tions. The prison found that the misconduct 

was proven, but that it should not lead to a 

warning. The decision stated that the inmate 

is personally responsible for anything found 

inside their cell. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman considers 

that the description in the report is on the brief 

side, inter alia, because it fails to give details of 

the circumstances of the discovery. According 

to her, the grounds for the decision itself do 

not fulfil the requirements of the Administra-

tive Procedure Act and she is critical of the 

prison’s handling of the case. In this context, 

the Parliamentary Ombudsman states that a 

starting point which in practice means that 

inmates who share a cell are considered re-

sponsible for everything that is there cannot be 

considered compatible with the requirement of 

objectivity and that an individual assessment 

of circumstances must be made in each case. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsmen believes that 

a suspicious object must actually be able to be 

linked to an inmate in order for misconduct to 

be investigated and that it is important that the 

Prison and Probation Service does not com-

promise the legal certainty of inmates sharing 

a cell now that double occupancy is becoming 

increasingly common. 

As the Parliamentary Ombudsman is cur-

rently carrying out a series of inspections to 

examine in particular the consequences and 

risks that double occupancy of remand centres 

and prisons can have for persons deprived of 

their liberty, she assumes that there will be 

reason for her to return to questions relating 

to this. [Reg. no. 9478-2023]

On the processing of warning cases in the 

Prison and Probation Service

The Parliamentary Ombudsman has conduct-

ed a series of inspections to take a closer look 

at the processing of warning cases in three 

security category 1 and 2 prisons. Before every 

visit, several such decisions were reviewed and, 

when on site, the Parliamentary Ombudsman’s 

team took note of, inter alia, written proce-

dures and held interviews with both prisoners 

and staff. In this decision, the Parliamentary 

Ombudsman makes her statements on the 

basis of the findings of the inspections. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman notes that it 

is common for only one prison officer to write 

a report on suspected misconduct, even if 

several staff members were present at the time 

of the incident. According to the Parliamentary 

Ombudsman, it is worrying that reporting in 

this way can lead to the combining of different 

observations without that being indicated. Ul-

timately, this may make it more difficult for the 

prisoner concerned to exercise their rights. 

In some cases, the staff member who wrote 

the report was also present at the subsequent 

interview. According to the Parliamentary Om-

budsman, this is likely to affect the prisoner’s 

confidence in the process and in the Prison 

and Probation Service. The decisions reviewed 

generally contained correct provisions and in-

structions on how to appeal the decision. How-

ever, the investigation gives the Parliamentary 

Ombudsman reason to recall the obligation to 

state reasons, meaning the decision to issue a 

warning must make clear which information 

resulted in the misconduct being considered 

to have been investigated and the inmate’s 

objections must be addressed. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman notes that 

the prisons essentially process the cases at 

issue in accordance with the requirement to 

act promptly laid down in the Imprisonment 

Act, which she emphasises in particular. In 

the decision, she also highlights good practice 

examples in the individual prisons. [Reg. no. 

4400-2024]

Public access to documents and 
secrecy as well as freedom of 
expression

Complaint brought against the Municipal Exec-

utive Board in Piteå municipality because one 

of its members was informed about a request 

for the disclosure of a document   

A journalist requested access to a member’s 

travel expenses to and from Municipal Exec-

utive Board meetings and Municipal Council 

meetings. An official working for the Municipal 

Executive Board informed the member about 

the document’s disclosure and forwarded an 
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email to the member which contained the 

journalist’s name. 

Provided that it is done for objective reasons, 

and that the requirements for disclosing doc-

uments are not disregarded, the Ombudsman 

sees no obstacle to, for example, a member 

of a municipal assembly being informed of 

circumstances that may attract media attention 

because a public document has been requested. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman states that 

it has not been found that any irrelevant con-

siderations were taken into account or that the 

disclosure of documents was held up due to 

the member being notified. Therefore, neither 

the fact that the member was informed that 

the request had been received nor how it was 

handled give rise to grounds for criticism. 

However, the Parliamentary Ombudsman 

considers that the forwarding of the journal-

ist’s name to the member was not in compli-

ance with the principle of the protection of 

anonymity laid down in the Freedom of the 

Press Act and criticises the Municipal Execu-

tive Board for this. [Reg. no. 10048-2022]

By criticising an employee who wrote an 

opinion piece in the police newspaper, a police 
chief infringed that employee’s freedom of 

expression

An employee of the Police Authority was called 

to an awareness-raising meeting. According 

to the Police Authority, the purpose of such a 

meeting is to find out the causes of miscon-

duct and clarify what requirements are to be 

imposed on the employee’s future behaviour. 

One of the points raised at the meeting was an 

opinion piece in the police newspaper that the 

employee had written. 

According to the Parliamentary Ombuds-

man, based on the Police Authority’s descrip-

tion of an awareness-raising meeting, what is 

raised during such a dialogue can typically be 

seen as a reprimand. The scope for raising is-

sues in the interview in relation to an employ-

ee’s exercising of their freedom of expression 

is extremely limited. 

At the meeting, the Local Police Area Com-

mander made various negative statements 

about the fact the employee had written the ar-

ticle. According to the Parliamentary Ombuds-

man, these statements went beyond what is 

permitted and may be seen as an infringement 

of the prohibition of reprisals in the Freedom 

of the Press Act and the Fundamental Law on 

Freedom of Expression. The Local Police Area 

Commander is criticised for this. [Reg. no. 

1180-2023]

Criticism of a region for the deficient and slow 
processing of a request to access a public 

document; also statements on the importance 

of ensuring that the principle of public access 

to official records is reflected in the authorities’ 
choice of technical solutions and organisation-

al structure

Region Dalarna has set up a special joint dis-

closure service tasked with processing requests 

to access public documents. In the case of 

medical records, the disclosure service does 

not accept orders by e-mail. Persons wishing to 

request medical records are asked either to use 

1177 Healthcare guide’s e-services or to phone 

via Tele-Q, a telephone system with a queue 

and callback service. In Regiona Dalarna, for a 

certain period, it could take around two weeks 

for a case officer to call back a person who had 

called via Tele-Q to request a public document. 

The Chief Parliamentary Ombudsman states 

that there is no formal requirement in terms of 

how a request for access to a public document 

is to be made. Persons wishing to submit their 

request by e-mail, for example, can do so. The 

Region is criticised for not processing and 

replying to a request sent to the authority by 

e-mail. The Region is furthermore criticised 

for only disclosing the document in question 

two months after it had been requested. The 

Chief Parliamentary Ombudsman states that it 

is evident that the management of requests is 

contrary to the requirement to act promptly in 

the Freedom of the Press Act. 

In conclusion, the Chief Parliamentary 

Ombudsman emphasises that the principle of 

public access to official records, which includes 

the right to access public documents, is central 

to the Swedish legal system and a foundation 

of our democracy. It is therefore very import-

ant for an authority to ensure that the princi-

ple is reflected in the choice of, for example, 

technical solutions, staffing and organisational 

structure. Digital contact routes often suit the 

vast majority of people, but not everyone can 

or wants to use them. The Chief Parliamentary 

Ombudsman assumes that Region Dalarna is 

taking the necessary appropriate measures so 

as to ensure that the requirement for prompt 

handling can be met in the future, regardless of 

the contact routes individuals choose to use to 

request access to a public document. {Reg. no. 

1274-2023]

Statement on a public authority blocking a user 

from the authority’s account on X (formerly 

Twitter)
A user was blocked from a public authority’s 
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account on X (formerly Twitter). The investi-

gation does not make it possible for the Parlia-

mentary Ombudsman to make an assessment 

of the case in question. Instead, the Parliamen-

tary Ombudsman discusses the issue of a pub-

lic authority blocking a user from its account 

in general terms. [Reg. no. 8164-2023]

Criticism of the municipal executive board in 

Gagnef municipality for publishing information 

from a whistle-blower investigation without as-

sessing with sufficient care how the identities 
of the persons concerned would be protected

In a whistle-blowing case, the municipality 

published what is referred to as a preliminary 

investigation on its website. The persons’ 

names in the case had been replaced with their 

job titles, but nevertheless could be easily 

linked to them. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman states that 

the assessment of how the identity of the 

persons concerned should be protected upon 

publication was not carried out with sufficient 

care and criticises the municipal executive 

board for this. [Reg. no. 9145-2023]

Social insurance

The Social Insurance Agency is criticised for 

having documented verification investigations 
in relation to assistance payments in a way that 

hampered the exercising of the right to party 

insight and that was contrary to the require-

ments of objectivity and impartiality  

When the Social Insurance Agency received an 

anonymous complaint against a personal as-

sistant to AA, it initiated, among other things, 

five different verification investigations, one 

investigation for each assistant interviewed for 

the purposes of the investigation. It eventual-

ly also began an investigation into AA’s need 

for a personal assistance. The documentation 

from one of the interviews was transferred to 

AA’s case file and shared with her. However, 

AA’s representative was denied access to the 

documentation from the other verification 

investigations. 

The interviews had thus been documented 

but had been inserted into different case files. 

In the decision, the Parliamentary Ombuds-

man states that the purpose of the documen-

tation requirement in the Administrative 

Procedure Act (2017:900) is that the documen-

tation which forms the basis for a decision in a 

case must be complete, identifiable and easily 

accessible. In order for these aims not to be 

lost, there are solid reasons for not splitting up 

an investigation into a person’s right to certain 

benefits or the revocation of such benefits. 

When the documents relating to the same 

investigation are allocated to several different 

case files, there is an imminent risk that a party 

will not be aware of their content, and it may 

appear as though the authority is withholding 

the documents. 

In the current case, all documentation that 

could be relevant to the question of AA’s need 

for assistance should have been included in 

her case file. As the Social Insurance Agency 

did not do this immediately, nor when the 

error was discovered at the time the docu-

mentation was requested, it failed to fulfil the 

documentation requirements laid down in the 

Administrative Procedure Act, for which the 

Social Insurance Agency is criticised. [Reg. no. 

4056-2022]

The Swedish Pensions Agency receives severe 

criticism for not taking decisions in certain cas-

es regarding the income pension complement 

and because a request for review was treated 

as a general enquiry

On 15 December 2020, the Swedish Parlia-

ment decided to introduce an income pension 

complement as a benefit for those with a low 

pension. The Pensions Agency was to start 

paying the complement in September 2021. 

Before then, the authority needed to decide 

who fulfilled the requirements for receiving the 

complement without the individuals having to 

apply for the benefit. To examine the matter, 

the Pensions Agency sent an information letter 

to people who received a Swedish pension 

and had worked in another country. The letter 

asked the individuals to provide information 

on any pensions from other countries. The 

letter was sent, inter alia, to those persons who 

fulfilled these requirements and who lived in 

the United Kingdom. Later in the spring of 

2021, the Pensions Agency assessed that UK 

residents could not receive the income pension 

complement due to the UK leaving the EU. 

However, the Pensions Agency did not inform 

affected persons in the UK of this position. 

According to the Parliamentary Ombudsman, 

failing to make a decision in this way on the 

entitlement of certain persons to an income 

pension complement is contrary to both the 

rules on decisions in the Administrative Proce-

dure Act and the principle of equality. 

AA, who lived in the UK, had provided 

information about his pension in accordance 

with the Pensions Agency’s request in the in-
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formation letter. When he asked the Pensions 

Agency about the status of his case, he was told 

by email that he did not fulfil the requirements 

for receiving the benefit. He then requested 

a review of the email message. The Pensions 

Agency treated the request as a general enquiry 

which was answered by letter two months lat-

er. The Parliamentary Ombudsman emphasises 

that when someone requests a review of a de-

cision that does not exist, the authority should 

consider the request as an application for the 

benefit in question. [Reg. no. 4681-2022]

The Social Insurance Agency is criticised for, 
among other things, informally withholding 
previously granted sickness allowance and for 

changing a favourable decision to the disad-

vantage of the individual without assessing 

whether the prerequisites for doing so were 

met

The Social Insurance Agency granted AA sick-

ness allowance for a period of eight months in 

accordance with her application. However, she 

was not informed of the decision other than 

through payment notices on the Agency’s “My 

pages” website and the fact that some pay-

ments were made. When the sickness allow-

ance was withheld part way through the period, 

no formal decision was taken on the matter 

and AA was not informed. Subsequently, a new 

decision on sickness allowance was taken at 

a lower level, without making it clear that the 

new decision was an amendment of the previ-

ous decision on sickness allowance. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman criticises 

the handling of AA’s case in several respects. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman states, inter 

alia, that when a decision is made to grant a 

benefit for a longer period of time or for sev-

eral periods of time, it is often appropriate for 

the individual to be informed of the decision – 

this is to clarify what actually applies and what 

rights and potential obligations the individual 

has. The Parliamentary Ombudsman further 

points out that when the Social Insurance 

Agency intends to change a previous decision 

in a way that is disadvantageous to the individ-

ual, it must examine whether the prerequisites 

for doing so are met. If this is found to be the 

case, the decision must be documented and the 

individual must be informed that the previous 

decision has been replaced by a revised deci-

sion. The Social Insurance Agency is criticised, 

because this did not happen in AA’s case. The 

Parliamentary Ombudsman is also critical of 

the fact the Social Insurance Agency withheld 

the granted benefit during the investigation 

period without making any formal interim 

decision on the matter. 

The Social Insurance Agency is also criti-

cised for a lack of telephone accessibility and 

for delays in handling a request from a party 

seeking access to information in their case. 

[Reg. no. 9883-2022]

The Swedish Social Insurance Agency is 

severely criticised for visiting an individual in 

their home unannounced and without consent 

during a verification investigation
Within the scope of an investigation to verify 

a claim for assistance allowance, the Swedish 

Social Insurance Agency (Försäkringskassan) 

made an unannounced visit to an individual in 

their home. Försäkringskassan’s staff were ad-

mitted to the individual’s home by an assistant. 

Pursuant to Section 6 of Chapter 2 of the 

Instrument of Government, everyone shall be 

protected against house searches and other 

such invasions of privacy by public institu-

tions. The Parliamentary Ombudsman affirms 

that there are no provisions that restrict this 

protection with regard to Försäkringskassan. 

Protection is however limited to coercive 

measures. Hence the individual may consent to 

Försäkringskassan’s staff entering their home. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman states that, 

as a general rule, when intending to visit a 

client’s home, Försäkringskassan must give no-

tice so that the individual has the opportunity 

to decide in advance whether she or he wishes 

to consent to the measure. When a home 

visit is unannounced, and the individual may 

feel compelled to admit Försäkringskassan’s 

staff, the case officers must make sure that the 

individual actually consents to them entering 

the home. 

According to the Parliamentary Ombuds-

man, in the case in question Försäkringskassan 

should have contacted the individual before 

visiting her home. The Parliamentary Ombuds-

man also finds that there is no documentation 

showing that Försäkringskassan’s staff ob-

tained the individual’s consent before entering 

her home. Rather, the documentation suggests 

that the case officers behaved in a manner 

that gave the impression that she had no other 

choice than to accept them entering her home. 

In the Parliamentary Ombudsman’s assess-

ment, Försäkringskassan failed to respect the 

provisions of Section 6 of Chapter 2 of the 

Instrument of Government when conducting 

the home visit. The agency is severely criticised 

given the facts that have emerged during the 

review. [Reg. no. 4013-2023]
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The Social Insurance Agency is strongly criti-

cised for unnecessarily making inquiries with 

several private individuals during a verification 
investigation

The Social Insurance Agency started a verifica-

tion investigation after receiving information 

that an individual who was receiving sickness 

benefit was also engaged in, among other 

things, sales. In connection with the investi-

gation, the authority obtained a Swish report 

with information on payments made between 

the individual and various private individuals. 

The Social Insurance Agency then contacted 

a number of those people by phone to obtain 

further information about the sales. 

In his decision, the Parliamentary Ombuds-

man states that, based on the individual’s own 

information, it seems to have been undisputed 

that he had sold various things, and informa-

tion in the Swish report allowed the agency to 

evaluate the extent of this. The Parliamentary 

Ombudsman therefore finds no support for the 

view that the Social Insurance Agency needed 

information from the private individuals in 

the Swish report for its assessment in the case. 

Furthermore, the Parliamentary Ombudsman 

states that the authority failed to carefully con-

sider what investigative measures were neces-

sary and notes that there is no documentation 

of what considerations were actually made. In 

addition, the Parliamentary Ombudsman con-

siders that contacting the private individuals 

in the Swish report was not proportionate and 

constituted an unjustified breach of privacy. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsmen takes a 

serious view of the fact that there are still 

errors that indicate that the Social Insurance 

Agency does not carry out its verification 

investigations with sufficient accuracy and 

with sufficient consideration for the privacy 

of individuals. The Social Insurance Agency is 

strongly criticised for its shortcomings in the 

case. [Reg. no. 8143-2023]

The Social Insurance Agency is strongly 

criticised for persistent long processing times 

in cases concerning the reimbursement of 

healthcare costs abroad and for, among other 
things, inadequate handling of a delay action in 
such a case

The time taken by the Social Insurance Agency 

to process a case regarding the reimbursement 

of the costs of medical treatment abroad was 

almost 13 months, despite the fact decisions 

in such cases must normally be taken within 

90 days. The agency is severely criticised for 

its slow processing and for failing to fulfil its 

service, notification and documentation obliga-

tions during the processing. 

Five weeks after the individual had requested 

the Social Insurance Agency to take a decision 

in the case, the agency rejected the request. 

Although the Parliamentary Ombudsman 

states that the Social Insurance Agency should 

have rejected the request instead for being 

submitted too early, he does not find sufficient 

grounds to criticise the agency for examining 

the substance of the request. He believes, 

however, that the decision should have been 

taken earlier. If a request is examined on its 

merits, such a decision must be taken within 

four weeks. According to the Parliamentary 

Ombudsman, a decision to reject a request that 

has been received too early should be taken 

much more quickly than this, and normally as 

soon as possible after it has been received. The 

Social Insurance Agency is criticised for inade-

quate handling of the action for delay. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman also notes 

that the Social Insurance Agency continues to 

have significant problems with long processing 

times in cases of reimbursement of medical 

and dental costs abroad, which is very worry-

ing. The Parliamentary Ombudsman intends to 

follow developments in processing times in its 

continued supervision. [Reg. no. 9375–2023]

The Swedish Pensions Agency is severely criti-

cised for its slow processing and incorrect han-

dling of a case concerning housing supplement 

An individual complained about the time taken 

by the Swedish Pensions Agency to process his 

case concerning housing supplement, adding 

that the agency had also failed to deal with 

his request to determine the matter without 

further delay pursuant to Section 12 of the 

Swedish Administrative Procedure Act (SFS 

2017:900). The processing time in the housing 

supplement case was just over one year. The 

Parliamentary Ombudsman holds that such a 

slow processing time is unacceptable, even if 

the case required a certain amount of investi-

gation. 

Regarding the request under Section 12 of 

the Administrative Procedure Act, it emerged 

that, rather than determining the matter or 

refusing the request in a separate decision, the 

Swedish Pensions Agency sent notification of 

a substantial delay pursuant to Section 11 of 

the same act. By this time, the processing of 

his case concerning housing supplement had 

been ongoing for 10 months. After two further 

requests from the individual to determine the 

matter, the Swedish Pensions Agency finally 
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responded to his request, by which time the 

deadline of four weeks prescribed in Section 12 

of the Administrative Procedure Act had long 

since passed. The Parliamentary Ombudsman 

is critical of the deficiencies in processing the 

individual’s request for the matter to be de-

termined without further delay and also states 

that the Swedish Pensions Agency should have 

notified him of a substantial delay considerably 

earlier than was actually the case. 

The decision also states that the Swedish 

Pensions Agency limited the number of notifi-

cations of substantial delays sent to individuals 

in order to evaluate whether this would result 

in an increased number of letters and calls to 

the agency. The Parliamentary Ombudsman 

is critical of the agency’s deliberate failure to 

apply Section 11 of the Administrative Proce-

dure Act concerning notification of substantial 

delays, stating that there is no reason to inves-

tigate whether compliance with a legal obliga-

tion would lead to an increased workload. 

In conclusion, the Parliamentary Om-

budsman makes certain remarks concerning 

the agency’s duty to assist with JO’s review. 

[Reg. no. 10065-2023]

Social services

Social Services Act

The Labour Market and Social Welfare Board 

in Tyresö municipality is criticised in a case on 

income support for making a home visit to an 

apartment where, in addition to the person who 
had applied for assistance, the landlord (and 
others) also lived, without first obtaining the 
consent of the landlord   

As part of an investigation into a woman’s right 

to income support, the Board carried out a 

home visit to an apartment where the woman 

rented a room. The woman’s landlord and the 

landlord’s children also lived in the apartment, 

which the Board knew. The woman consented 

to the home visit. During the home visit, staff 

from social services went around the apart-

ment and some of the areas which were only at 

the disposal of the landlord and her children. 

The home visit was carried out without the 

Board having checked in advance with the 

landlord what her position was on this. 

According the Chapter 2, section 6, of the 

Instrument of Government, everyone is pro-

tected against public intrusion into their home. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman has stated in 

several previous decisions that the Board, in 

certain cases, may have a legitimate interest, 

in the context of an income support investi-

gation, in carrying out a home visit to an indi-

vidual’s home to gain an understanding of the 

individual’s assistance needs. In order for such 

a home visit to take place, however, it is neces-

sary for the individual to give their consent to 

the measure. The Board must also ensure that 

it does not infringe the right of a third party to 

protection against public intrusion into their 

home when a home visit is carried out. 

According to the Parliamentary Ombuds-

man, the Board should have checked with the 

landlord whether she consented to the home 

visit in so far as it concerned the areas that 

were not available to the woman applying for 

assistance. The Parliamentary Ombudsman 

also stressed that it is the Board’s responsibil-

ity to ensure consent is obtained and that it is 

not a task that can be imposed on the person 

applying for assistance. Nor can he or she give 

consent on someone else’s behalf. [Reg. no. 

9539-2022]

The Social Welfare Board in Säffle municipal-
ity is criticised for infringing an individual’s 

freedom of expression in connection with the 

processing of a case under the Social Services 

Act

A Social Welfare Board stated in a letter to an 

individual that an authorised intervention in 

the form of drug testing would be terminat-

ed, because the individual had, among other 

things, disseminated negative information 

about social services’ activities on social media, 

which she was also asked to cease immedi-

ately. After the individual requested that the 

testing be resumed, the board sent another 

letter requiring the individual, as a condition 

for the continuation of the testing, not to write 

negative comments about social services staff 

on social media. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman states that 

an individual who applies for and is granted an 

intervention by an authority may be consid-

ered to be in a dependent relationship with the 

authority. In this case, the board had grant-

ed assistance in the form of testing, and the 

Parliamentary Ombudsman considers that the 

individual thus found themselves in a depen-

dent relationship such that the prohibition of 

reprisals applies. 

According to the Parliamentary Ombuds-

man, the contents of the first letter cannot be 

understood in any other way than that it was 

sent to the individual because she used her 

freedom of expression to criticise the social 
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services on social media. It is also clear that 

the testing was ceased because of this. The 

measure constituted an unauthorised reprisal 

by the board, according to the Parliamentary 

Ombudsman. In terms of the second letter, it is 

clear, in the Parliamentary Ombudsman’s view, 

that the purpose was to prevent the individual 

from continuing to criticise the board on social 

media. The contents of the letter therefore 

constituted an infringement of the individu-

al’s freedom of expression. The Parliamentary 

Ombudsman takes the incident seriously and 

the authority is criticised for its actions. 

According to the Parliamentary Ombuds-

man, by cancelling the testing, the board 

changed a favourable administrative decision 

to the detriment of the individual without a 

legal basis for doing so. The authority is also 

criticised for this. [Reg. no. 4795-2023]

The Social Welfare Board in Filipstad munici-

pality is criticised for not implementing another 

municipality’s decision concerning home help 

etc. for a person who intended to temporarily 

stay in his holiday home in Filipstad municipal-

ity

In summer 2023, an individual was granted, 

among other things, home help in his holi-

day home. The municipality where he was 

permanently resident, which had taken the 

decision, requested the Social Welfare Board 

in Filipstad municipality to implement it. The 

Social Welfare Board decided, however, that 

was not possible, partly because it was difficult 

to recruit enough staff. The individual was in-

stead offered to live in sheltered housing with 

assistance at home. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman states that, 

according to law, the municipality of temporary 

residence is obliged to implement the decision 

taken by the municipality of permanent resi-

dence, and it is not for the municipality of tem-

porary residence to make its own assessment 

of whether it is reasonable or not. Neither is it 

the intention that a decision that will enable 

the individual to stay in their holiday home 

should be implemented by allowing him to stay 

in other staffed accommodation in the munic-

ipality where his holiday home is located. The 

Parliamentary Ombudsman criticises the board 

for not implementing the decision. 

The Social Welfare Board also drew up a 

written agreement with the individual which 

meant that the interventions decided on would 

only be carried out for part of the period in 

question. In the view of the Parliamentary Om-

budsman, the board’s intention seems to have 

been to amend and limit the period of validity 

of the decision. The Parliamentary Ombuds-

man states that the municipality of temporary 

residence must implement the decision of the 

municipality of permanent residence and is not 

entitled to change an authorised intervention. 

If the duration of the interventions needed to 

be changed, that would have been a matter for 

the municipality of permanent residence. The 

Parliamentary Ombudsman is also critical of 

the agreement. [Reg. no. 4879-2023]

The Social Welfare Committee in Skellefteå 

Municipality is criticised because two people 

were only permitted written contact with social 

services in cases related to financial assistance
A unit of social services in Skellefteå Munic-

ipality sent letters to two people who had 

applied for financial assistance notifying then 

that they were only permitted to have contact 

with the unit in writing while their applications 

were being processed. The reason given was 

that relatives of the people in question had 

threatened and harassed staff at social services. 

In their decision, the Parliamentary Om-

budsman concludes that imposing such a 

categorical restriction on contact is incompat-

ible with the provisions of the Administrative 

Procedure Act (2017:900) concerning service 

and access, and the right of a private party to 

give information orally in a matter. The Social 

Welfare Committee is therefore criticised for 

its decision to permit only written contact 

during the processing of the applications. [Reg. 

no. 5245-2023]

Care of Young Persons (Special Provi-
sions) Act (LVU)
Statement on whether the Swedish National 

Board of Institutional Care has legal grounds 

for allowing inmates in separate care to associ-

ate with other inmates

JO has for many years drawn attention to 

the fact that the Swedish National Board of 

Institutional Care (SiS) employs a method 

that allows inmates subject to a decision 

on separate care to mix with other inmates 

without the decision first being revoked. The 

method, which in this decision is referred to as 

transition, may, for example, involve an inmate 

mixing with other inmates on the wing on a 

daily basis or between certain hours, or joining 

an excursion with others who are in care at the 

home. The scope and means of transition dif-

fers from one home to the next but is applied 
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at SiS homes for both youths and adults with 

substance abuse problems. 

In the decision, the Parliamentary Ombuds-

man gives an opinion on whether it is lawful 

for SiS to transition inmates from separate care 

without a decision first being revoked. The Par-

liamentary Ombudsman notes that a decision 

to place someone in separate care is made 

because the inmate needs to be prevented from 

meeting others being cared for in the home. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman’s conclusion 

is that a measure that involves returning the 

inmate to care alongside other inmates is not 

permitted unless the decision on separate care 

is first revoked. In the Parliamentary Ombuds-

man’s assessment, SiS also lacks legal grounds 

for the method created by the board, designat-

ed in the decision as transition from separate 

care.

 JO sends a copy of the decision to the 

Government and the Health and Social Care 

Inspectorate (IVO) for information. [Reg. no. 

1469-2023]

Statement on the new rules in the Care of 

Young Persons Act on decisions on taking sam-

ples prior to contact    

Since 1 July 2022, there have been provisions in 

law, and in particular in the Care of Young Per-

sons Act (LVU), which oblige a Social Welfare 

Board to check prior to contact, if there is rea-

son to do so, whether a guardian or parent is or 

has been under the influence of, for example, 

drugs or alcoholic drinks. The Social Welfare 

Board may then decide that the guardian or 

parent must be asked to provide a blood, urine, 

breath, saliva, sweat or hair sample (decision 

on taking a sample). 

In this decision, the Parliamentary Om-

budsman gives his views on certain issues that 

have arisen as a result of the new provisions. 

According to the Parliamentary Ombudsman, 

in this case, the Social Welfare Board failed 

in several ways in its handling of the issue of 

taking samples and deserves to be criticised for 

this. [Reg. no. 1908-2023]

The Social Welfare Committee in Svedala 

Municipality and the SiS special residential 

home for young people in Eknäs are severely 

criticised for unlawfully providing care under 

the Care of Young Persons (Special Provisions) 
Act in a secure unit. The Administrative Court 

in Malmö is also sharply criticised

The Social Welfare Committee in Svedala 

Municipality applied for a child who had been 

taken into care on an emergency basis under 

Sections 3 and 6 of the Care of Young Persons 

(Special Provisions) Act (SFS 1990:52) to be 

cared for in a secure unit at the Swedish Na-

tional Board of Institutional Care (SiS) special 

residential home for young people in Eknäs 

under Sections 2 and 3 of the same act. In its 

verdict, the Administrative Court in Malmö de-

cided that the child should be taken into care 

based solely on Section 2 of the Care of Young 

Persons (Special Provisions) Act. This means 

that the child is no longer receiving care pursu-

ant to Section 3 of the Care of Young Persons 

(Special Provisions) Act, and can therefore not 

be confined to a secure unit. However, neither 

the Social Welfare Committee nor the resi-

dential home noticed the omission when they 

were notified of the decision and the child was 

confined to the secure unit for a further 13 days 

without legal grounds.

 In their decision, the Parliamentary Om-

budsman states that there are obviously seri-

ous gaps in the knowledge of the committee 

regarding the application of the Care of Young 

Persons (Special Provisions) Act, and that the 

committee has not shouldered its responsibil-

ity for the care of the child. The committee is 

therefore severely criticised by the parliamen-

tary Ombudsman. 

According to the Parliamentary Ombuds-

man, the special residential home in Eknäs 

should have checked whether, in light of the 

verdict, there were still legal grounds for caring 

for the child in a secure unit. As there were 

not, the residential home should have taken 

immediate measures. This did not occur until 

several days later, for which the residential 

home in Eknäs is also severely criticised by the 

Parliamentary Ombudsman. 

The Administrative Court in Malmö does 

not escape criticism in the Parliamentary 

Ombudsman’s decision, as the court’s verdict 

stated where the child was to be placed. [Reg. 

no. 3348-2023]

The Social Welfare Committee in Örebro Mu-

nicipality is criticised for a delay in notifying 

the parties of a decision on transfer pursuant to 

the Care of Young Persons (Special Provisions) 
Act (SFS 1990:52)
A social welfare committee decided to transfer 

a youth to a special residential home run by 

the Swedish National Board of Institutional 

Care (SiS), and that neither the youth nor their 

parents were to be notified before the deci-

sion was executed. They were therefore not 

informed of the decision for four days. 
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In their decision, the Parliamentary Ombuds-

man notes that there were no legal grounds for 

the social services’ deliberate choice to delay 

notification. According to the Parliamentary 

Ombudsman, immediately on reaching the 

decision, the board should have notified them 

of the full content of the decision. The board 

thus failed in its processing of the decision 

and as such is deserving of criticism. [Reg. no. 

9213-2023]

Statements on aspects an authority needs to 

consider when choosing the means of commu-

nication in an individual case

A representative and public counsel for a legal 

guardian in a case under the Care of Young 

Persons Act requested to have the board’s 

written report sent to him by the authority 

concerned. The representative and the public 

counsel was informed that he could pick up the 

report at the social services’ reception instead. 

In his decision, the Parliamentary Ombuds-

man comments on what an authority needs to 

observe when making an assessment of how 

material in a case should be communicated. 

As the Parliamentary Ombudsman under-

stands that the individual officials did make 

an assessment of how the report should be 

communicated, the Ombudsman does not have 

criticisms in this case. [Reg. no. 9295-2023]

Support and Service for Persons with  
Certain Functional Impairments Act (LSS)
Munkfors Municipal Executive Board criti-

cised for the slow processing of a case on the 

increase of personal assistance according to 

the law on support and services for disabled 

people and for failure to apply sections 11 and 
12 of the Administrative Procedure Act   
An individual applied to the municipality for an 

increase in personal assistance in accordance 

with the Act (1993:387) on support and services 

for disabled people. A decision in the case was 

issued only after around nine months. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman states in the 

decision that the processing time in the case 

was too long and that the current Municipal 

Executive Board deserves to be criticised for its 

slow processing. The Parliamentary Ombuds-

man further states that during the processing 

of the case the Municipal Executive Board 

failed to apply both sections 11 and 12 of the 

Administrative Procedure Act (2017:900). This 

is because it did not carry out a detailed assess-

ment of whether the decision in the case would 

be significantly delayed or whether there were 

grounds for informing the individual of the 

possibility of bringing an action for delay. The 

Municipal Executive Board was also criticised 

for this. [Reg. no. 8537-2022]

The Individuals’ Board in Pajala municipality is 

strongly criticised for, among other things, the 
slow processing and inadequate documenta-

tion of a case concerning personal assistance 

under the Functional Impairments Act

In June 2023, an individual applied for personal 

assistance under the Act concerning Support 

and Service for Persons with Certain Function-

al Impairments (LSS, 1993:387). A decision in 

the case was only issued 14 months later. 

In his decision, the Parliamentary Ombuds-

man states that the processing time in the 

case was too long and considerably exceeded 

the guidelines for cases concerning personal 

assistance under the LSS, as the Parliamentary 

Ombudsman has previously stated. Even if 

circumstances such as the complexity of a case 

can lead to it taking longer to process, the Par-

liamentary Ombudsman underscores that the 

board always has a responsibility to make prog-

ress in the case and to take a decision within a 

reasonable amount of time. This requirement 

applies even if the individual, for example, is 

granted other assistance during the process-

ing period. The Parliamentary Ombudsman is 

critical of the board’s slow processing and of 

the fact the individual had to wait far too long 

for the decision. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman is also 

critical of the fact the case was not document-

ed in the manner required by the legislation. 

The inadequate documentation meant, among 

other things, that it was not possible to follow 

the processing of the case afterwards and 

to see what action the board had taken. The 

shortcomings also made the Parliamentary 

Ombudsman’s review of the case significantly 

more difficult and meant that it was not possi-

ble to assess when the board should have given 

notification of substantial delay in accordance 

with section 11 of the Administrative Proce-

dure Act (2017:900). On the basis of what has 

emerged in respect of the slow processing of 

the case, however, the Parliamentary Ombuds-

man can conclude that the limit for when the 

board must assess whether the case is going 

to be substantially delayed had passed. It was 

not possible to deduce from the documenta-

tion whether the board sent a notification of 

substantial delay at any point. The Parliamen-

tary Ombudsman is also critical of the board’s 

handling of the case in this respect. 
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All in all, the Parliamentary Ombudsman con-

siders that the board deserves serious criticism 

for its slow processing and for how it handled 

the case. 

Finally, the Parliamentary Ombudsman 

found there were grounds to comment on 

the authority’s obligation under Chapter 13, 

section 6, of the Instrument of Government 

to assist the Parliamentary Ombudsman in an 

investigation. [Reg. no. 5149-2023]

The Disability Support Committee in Jönköping 

Municipality is criticised for failing to submit 

written notification of a decision to end a mea-

sure pursuant to the Act concerning Support 

and Service for Persons with Certain Function-

al Impairments

AA was granted special service in the form 

of daily activities pursuant to the Act (SFS 

1993:387) concerning Support and Service for 

Persons with Certain Functional Impairments, 

which was implemented as a placement at 

a café. In their decision, the Parliamentary 

Ombudsman considers whether the commit-

tee should have applied the provisions of the 

Administrative Procedure Act (SFS 2017:900) 

when ending the measure at the café. The 

Parliamentary Ombudsman notes that the 

measure had real effects on AA and that the 

committee’s decision to end it therefore con-

stituted an official decision. This implies that 

the committee’s handling of the matter was a 

matter of processing at an administrative au-

thority, hence within the scope of the Adminis-

trative Procedure Act. 

AA was only informed that the placement 

had ended orally. According to the Parliamen-

tary Ombudsman, it is not clear that AA ended 

the placement in consultation with social 

services. In the assessment of the Parliamen-

tary Ombudsman, written notification of the 

decision would therefore have been clearer and 

reduced the risk of misunderstanding between 

AA and the committee. 

Moreover, AA requested a written decision 

or documentation of the decision on several 

occasions, justifying why he could not remain 

at the café. AA also stated that he made the re-

quest in order to have the decision reviewed by 

the administrative court. Among other things, 

Section 33 of the Administrative Procedure Act 

states that notification of a decision shall al-

ways be given in writing if a party so requests. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman states that 

AA should undoubtedly have received such 

a notification when he first requested it. It is 

also a serious matter that, by not complying 

with his request, the committee denied AA the 

opportunity of judicial proceedings. {Reg. no. 

7354-2023]

Taxation

Swedish Tax Agency is criticised for the passive 

handling of an estate inventory case Statement 

on the agency’s procedure for serving notice 

of a penalty fine  
In an estate inventory case at the Swedish Tax 

Agency, no registration of the estate inventory 

took place, despite the fact almost four and a 

half years had passed since the death. In the 

decision, the Chief Parliamentary Ombudsman 

directs criticism at the Swedish Tax Agency for 

its passive management of the case. 

The measures the Swedish Tax Agency can 

take when an estate inventory is not received 

are to impose a fine or appoint a special estate 

inventory officer. An order for a penalty fine 

must be served on the addressee. The Swed-

ish Tax Agency applies a procedure whereby 

a notice of a penalty fine must be served by 

ordinary service, and if this fails, summons 

service may only be used in exceptional cases. 

In other cases, estate inventory cases are given 

a lower priority. 

The Chief Parliamentary Ombudsman states 

that the procedure appears to lead to most 

cases being given lower priority already at the 

point the ordinary service has failed, and that 

the Swedish Tax Authority is thus not exhaust-

ing the available service options. The Chief 

Parliamentary Ombudsman questions wheth-

er this reluctance to use a process server is 

compatible with the requirement that the Tax 

Agency ensure an estate inventory is carried 

out and filed. According to the Chief Parlia-

mentary Ombudsman, there are grounds for 

the Swedish Tax Agency to review its proce-

dures. [Reg. no. 998-2023] 

Verification visits pursuant to the Population 
Registration Act – general statements on the 

importance of the Swedish Tax Agency ensur-

ing that the individual has understood that the 

measure is voluntary before a verification visit
Under the Population Registration Act, the 

Swedish Tax Agency may decide to make a 

verification visit to a property or apartment 

to check who can be considered to be resident 

there. 

The Chief Parliamentary Ombudsman em-

phasises that for a verification visit to be jus-

tified, the person concerned by the visit must 

consent to it being carried out. It is important 
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that the individual does not perceive the visit 

to be a coercive measure. It must actually be 

voluntary. In a case where a person – in the 

light of the official’s statements or behaviour 

– reasonably perceives that they are obliged to 

agree to the verification visit, it is not genu-

inely voluntary. In the Chief Parliamentary 

Ombudsman’s view, the Swedish Tax Agency, 

on arrival at an address, should inform the 

persons concerned that they require consent 

and give them the opportunity to express 

their views on the measure. It is important 

for the Swedish Tax Agency to ensure that the 

individual has understood that the measure 

is voluntary and for the agency to document 

the information the person has received and 

their position on the measure. According to 

the Chief Parliamentary Ombudsman, the 

task description applied by the Swedish Tax 

Agency to verification visits of this kind does 

not clearly reflect the fact the measure requires 

consent. The document setting out the proce-

dure should therefore be reviewed. [Reg. no. 

4713-2023]

Other areas

Statements concerning the execution of a de-

cision to euthanise a dog despite an appeal

The County Administrative Board decided that 

a dog should be euthanised and the decision 

should apply with immediate effect. The 

decision was appealed by the dog’s owner. The 

day after the County Administrative Board had 

submitted the appeal to the Administrative 

Court, the Board instructed the kennels to eu-

thanise the dog. On the same day, the Admin-

istrative Court decided that the appealed deci-

sion would be temporarily suspended (stay of 

execution), but notice of this did not reach the 

shelter before the dog had been euthanised. 

According to the Parliamentary Ombuds-

man, in order to ensure that the right to appeal 

the decision to euthanise the dog was not 

undermined, the County Administrative Board 

should have considered carefully whether the 

execution of the decision should be postponed 

as a result of the appeal, at least until the 

Administrative Court had had the opportunity 

to take a position on the question of suspend-

ing the decision. If the County Administrative 

Board had then found that the circumstances 

were such that it was not possible to wait for 

this, the grounds for that assessment should 

have been documented. The Parliamentary 

Ombudsman states that it is not clear from 

the case documentation whether the County 

Administrative Board gave any special con-

sideration in that respect, which, according to 

the Parliamentary Ombudsman, constitutes a 

shortcoming. [Reg. no. 7698-2022]

Statements on the Board of Agriculture’s ability 

to charge differentiated fees depending on the 
application method at the time of registration; 

also criticism of the agency for inadequate and 

incorrect information about the ability to pay 

the fee in cash

The Parliamentary Ombudsman states that 

there is nothing to prevent  the Board of 

Agriculture from setting different fees for reg-

istering dogs and cats depending on how the 

application was made. The evidence in the case 

is insufficient for the Parliamentary Ombuds-

man to be able to give an opinion on whether 

the difference in the fee amounts is justified by 

the principle of full cost recovery. The findings 

in this respect do not give rise to any criticism 

on the Parliamentary Ombudsman’s part. 

The Board of Agriculture is criticised, how-

ever, for the insufficient clarity of the informa-

tion on the agency’s website about the ability 

to pay in cash and for the agency incorrectly 

indicating that the fee in question could not be 

paid in cash. [Reg. no. 15-2023]

Question about the obligation of a public 

authority, where there is doubt as to whether a 
decision is appealable, to give notice of how to 
appeal the decision

In a complaint to the Parliamentary Ombuds-

men, complaints were made against the Swed-

ish Authority for Privacy Protection for failing 

to inform a party of how to appeal a decision 

not to investigate a complaint further. At the 

time, the Supreme Administrative Court had 

granted leave to appeal regarding the ques-

tion of whether such a decision is appealable. 

According to the Chief Parliamentary Om-

budsman, the Authority for Privacy Protection 

should therefore have given notice of how to 

appeal the decision in question. The Author-

ity for Privacy Protection is criticised for not 

doing so. 

The Chief Parliamentary Ombudsman em-

phasises the importance of a decision-making 

authority providing information on how to 

appeal a decision every time there are doubts 

as to its appealability. [Reg. no. 3721-2023]
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Criticism of Sweden’s embassy in London for 

inadequate service and accessibility in terms 

of bookable appointments for passport appli-

cations

For some time now, the Parliamentary 

Ombudsman has been receiving complaints 

against Sweden’s embassy in London regarding 

long waiting times for passport applications 

due to a lack of bookable appointment times. 

According to the Parliamentary Ombuds-

man, it appears that there is insufficient capac-

ity in the passport services at the embassy and 

this has been a major contributing factor to 

the long waiting times. The information on the 

website about the restricted booking possibili-

ties should have been clearer, according to the 

Parliamentary Ombudsman.

The Parliamentary Ombudsman criticises 

the embassy for shortcomings in its services 

and accessibility. [Reg. no. 3740-2023]

Criticism of the City of Gothenburg’s Cultural 

Committee on the grounds that posts on a 

library’s Instagram account did not fulfil the 
requirements of objectivity and impartiality in 

the Instrument of Government

After an author wrote a high-profile newspa-

per article, a library posted on Instagram that 

books by the author were being removed from 

their collection and given away. 

According to the Parliamentary Ombuds-

man, the information the post communicated 

was incorrect and there was a risk that the 

library would be perceived as having removed 

the books because of the opinions expressed 

by the author. The publication of the post 

therefore did not fulfil the Instrument of 

Government’s requirements of objectivity and 

impartiality. A cultural committee is criticised 

for the incident. 

In the decision, the Parliamentary Om-

budsman makes a more general statement on 

the library’s engagement on social media and 

stresses the need for a system that minimises 

the risk of ill-considered or hasty posts. [Reg. 

no. 4381-2023]

Criticism of the Policy Authority for disclosing 

confidential information from a closed prelim-

inary investigation. Also statements on the obli-

gation on authorities and officials to assist the 
Parliamentary Ombudsman in an investigation

A person requested documents from the Police 

Authority that were from a closed preliminary 

investigation. Officials gave notice that only 

the decision to close the preliminary investi-

gation would be disclosed. Despite this, the 

crime report was disclosed. The crime report 

contained confidential information which was 

thereby disclosed. The Parliamentary Ombuds-

man criticises the Police Authority for this. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman notes that 

his investigation has not been able to fully 

clarify what actions preceded the disclosure 

and states that this is unsatisfactory. In view 

of the shortcomings in the Police Authority’s 

investigation of the incident and having regard 

to other observations and experiences in his 

supervisory activities, the Parliamentary Om-

budsman makes statements on the obligation 

on authorities and officials to assist the Parlia-

mentary Ombudsman in an investigation. [Reg. 

no. 5614-2023]

Severe criticism of the Governor of Stockholm 

County for her behaviour in three recruitment 

cases which led to a failure to respect the 

Instrument of Government’s requirements of 

objectivity and impartiality

On its own initiative, the Parliamentary Om-

budsman reviewed the County Administrative 

Board’s processing of three recruitment cases 

which concerned a head of planning, an organ-

isational developer and a head of department. 

The review was based on the requirements of 

objectivity and impartiality laid down in the 

Instrument of Government, as well as the pro-

visions on conflict of interest in the Adminis-

trative Procedure Act. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman concludes 

that, in all three cases, the County Governor 

acted in a way that did not respect the require-

ment of objectivity. In addition, she had a 

conflict of interest in the case concerning the 

head of planning. There, the procedure was 

also flawed in terms of impartiality. According 

to the Parliamentary Ombudsman, this indi-

cates a lack of concern and a lack of respect for 

fundamental provisions which aim to maintain 

public trust in public services. The Parlia-

mentary Ombudsman directs severe criticism 

against the County Governor for her actions. 

Further, the Parliamentary Ombudsman 

criticises the County Administrative Board as 

an authority, because the recruitment of the 

head of planning was only announced on the 

authority’s physical notice board and for a 

very limited amount of time, and because the 

Swedish Public Employment Service was not 

notified of the recruitment. 

The Parliamentary Ombudsman also makes 

statements on the importance of officials 

acting with integrity and highlights the risk 
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of non-compliance with the provisions of the 

constitution, including when it is the head of 

the authority who does not comply with the 

rules. [Reg. no. 3002-2024]
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Registered complaints in 2024

Development of complaints received and initiatives in the last 5 years

8 500

9 000

9 500

10 000

10 500

11 000

11 500

12 000

2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

Prison and probation

Social services incl. LSS

PoliceMigration

Medical care

Education

Courts

Labour market

Social insurance

Other areas

Environment and health protection

Other municipal matters

Complaints outside jurisdiction

Enforcement

Prosecutors
Taxation

Communications

Planning and building

Administrative courts
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Distribution of criticism 1 January 2024 – 31 December 2024

Prison and probation
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Social insurance

PoliceEducation

Courts

Medical care

Migration

Other areas

Planning and building

Labour market

Environment and health protection

Other municipal matters
Enforcement

Taxation
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Communications
Prosecutors
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