
 

Guide for Handling AI-Assisted Complaints 

1. Purpose of this guide 

This guide supports Principals and senior leaders in handling complaints that appear to have been drafted, 
translated, structured or expanded using artificial intelligence (AI) tools. It should be read alongside the Trust’s 
Complaints Policy, Appendix B – Policy for Handling Unreasonable Complaints, and Appendix C – Policy for 
Handling Complaints Assisted by Artificial Intelligence (AI) . 

The purpose is to help Principals respond fairly, proportionately and consistently, while ensuring that 
complainants are not disadvantaged because they have used AI as a writing, accessibility, translation or 
communication support tool. 

2. Core principle 

The use of AI does not make a complaint invalid. 

Principals should focus on: 

• what issue is being raised. 
• whether the complaint falls within the scope of the Complaints Policy.  

• whether the complaint is clear enough to investigate.  

• what evidence has been provided. 

• what outcome is being sought. 
• whether any reasonable adjustments or support may be required.  

• whether the volume, tone or nature of correspondence is reasonable and proportionate.  

The focus should not be on proving whether AI has been used.  

3. Do not try to “detect” AI 

Principals should not spend time trying to establish whether correspondence has been generated by AI. AI -
detection tools are unreliable and may lead to unfair assumptions.  

Instead, consider whether the complaint: 

• identifies specific events, decisions or actions.  

• provides enough detail to understand the issue.  

• includes dates, names, examples or evidence where relevant.  

• explains what outcome is being sought. 

• raises matters within the scope of the Complaints Policy.  

• contains inaccurate, irrelevant or unsupported claims.  

• repeats issues that have already been considered.  

A complaint should never be dismissed simply because it appears polished, lengthy, generic, translated or 
formulaic. 

4. Initial triage checklist 

When receiving a complaint that may be AI-assisted, ask: 

A. Is this the right process? 

Check whether the matter should be handled under another policy or process, for example:  

• safeguarding or child protection. 
• admissions. 
• suspensions and permanent exclusions.  
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• staff grievance. 
• staff conduct or disciplinary procedures.  

• whistleblowing. 
• data protection, subject access or freedom of information.  

• curriculum withdrawal. 
• legal proceedings. 

If safeguarding concerns are raised, follow safeguarding procedures immediately and do not wait for complaint 
clarification. 

B. Is the complaint clear enough to progress? 

Consider whether the complaint answers the following: 

• What happened? 
• When did it happen? 
• Who was involved? 
• What has already been done to resolve it? 
• Why does the matter remain unresolved? 
• What outcome is being sought? 
• What evidence is available? 

C. Is there any indication that reasonable adjustments or support may be required? 

Consider whether the complainant may need support because of: 

• disability. 
• neurodivergence. 
• literacy difficulties. 
• English as an additional language. 
• anxiety, distress or communication needs.  

• digital exclusion. 
• difficulty completing written forms. 

5. Indicators that clarification may be needed 

Clarification may be appropriate where the complaint: 

• is very lengthy but does not identify a clear issue.  

• lists numerous allegations without dates, examples or evidence.  

• includes generic legal or policy references that appear inaccurate or irrelevant.  

• contains apparent factual inaccuracies or fabricated references.  

• seeks outcomes that are unclear, unrealistic or outside the academy’s control.  

• repeats points already addressed in previous complaint responses.  

• includes multiple new issues that need to be separated.  

• appears to include personal or sensitive information about pupils, staff, governors, trustees or parents.  

• is difficult to understand because of translation, formatting or wording.  

Clarification should only be requested where it is needed to deal with the complaint fairly. It should not be used 
as a barrier to progressing the complaint. 

6. How to request clarification 

Clarification requests should be neutral, concise and supportive. Avoid saying or implying that the complaint is 
invalid because AI may have been used. 
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Suggested wording 

Thank you for your correspondence. To ensure that we can consider your complaint fairly and efficiently, please 
confirm the specific issue or issues you would like the academy to investigate, the outcome you are seeking, and 
any evidence you would like us to consider. 

If your correspondence was prepared with the assistance of any digital or AI tool, please ensure that you have 
reviewed it and that it accurately reflects your concerns. 

If you require any support or reasonable adjustments to help you provide this information, please let us know so 
that we can consider how best to support your access to the complaints process.  

If timescales need to be paused 

We are not yet able to progress the complaint because further clarification is required. The complaints timescale 
will be paused from the date of this letter and will restart once we have received sufficient information to 
understand and consider the complaint fairly. 

7. Offer alternative ways to clarify 

Do not assume clarification must be provided in writing. Where reasonable and proportionate, consider offering:  

• a telephone call. 
• an in-person or virtual meeting. 
• supported completion of the complaint form.  

• communication through an agreed representative.  

• additional time to respond. 
• larger print or accessible formats. 
• simpler written prompts. 
• signposting to external support, such as Citizens Advice.  

Keep a brief record of any support offered and the complainant’s response.  

8. Avoid assumptions 

Principals and investigating officers or reviewers should avoid making assumptions about a complainant’s 
credibility, motivation or needs based only on: 

• tone. 
• grammar. 
• spelling. 
• length. 
• formatting. 
• sophisticated vocabulary. 
• generic phrasing. 
• translated wording. 
• repeated use of similar phrases. 

AI may be used legitimately to improve clarity, translate text, structure thoughts or help someone express 
concerns in a more formal way. 

9. Investigating AI-assisted complaints 

Once the complaint is clear enough to investigate, handle it in the usual way under the Complaints Policy.  

Good practice 

• Identify the specific complaint points to be investigated. 
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• Group overlapping issues into themes where appropriate. 
• Confirm the scope of the investigation if the complaint is broad. 
• Focus on verifiable evidence. 
• Distinguish between fact, opinion, interpretation and requested outcome.  
• Keep the response proportionate. 
• Do not answer every repeated, irrelevant or unsupported point individually.  

AI-generated assertions, summaries or interpretations should not be treated as evidence unless supported by 
verifiable information such as: 

• academy records. 
• correspondence. 
• meeting notes. 
• policy documents. 
• witness accounts. 
• first-hand evidence. 
• other relevant documentation. 

10. Managing lengthy or repeated AI-assisted correspondence 

AI can enable complainants to generate large volumes of correspondence quickly. This can place pressure on staff 
and delay resolution. 

Where correspondence is lengthy or repeated, Principals may: 

• ask the complainant to identify the key issues.  

• consolidate related issues into one complaint investigation.  

• confirm that repeated points will not receive separate responses.  

• refer to previous responses where issues have already been addressed.  

• set reasonable expectations about response times.  

• identify a single point of contact. 
• ask the complainant to use one communication route.  

• consider a communication plan where appropriate.  

Before applying the serial, persistent or unreasonable complaints provisions, consider whether the frequency, 
tone or form of correspondence may be linked to distress, disability, language barriers, communication needs or 
misunderstanding. 

11. When AI-assisted correspondence may become unreasonable 

AI use may become relevant where it contributes to behaviour or correspondence that is unreasonable under the 
policy, for example: 

• repeated lengthy complaints about the same issue.  

• large volumes of correspondence that hinder fair consideration.  

• fabricated evidence or false allegations. 

• abusive, threatening or harassing content. 

• repeated refusal to clarify the complaint while still seeking investigation.  

• raising new issues repeatedly during an existing investigation.  

• insisting on unrealistic outcomes. 
• continuing to pursue a complaint that has completed the procedure.  

Any decision to treat correspondence as unreasonable must be based on conduct, clarity, evidence, relevance 
and proportionality — not on the use of AI itself. 
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12. Data protection and confidentiality 

Complaints often contain personal or sensitive information about pupils, staff, parents, governors or trustees.  

Principals should: 

• avoid entering complaint information into public AI tools.  

• ensure staff do not upload personal, sensitive or confidential information into public AI platforms.  

• handle complaint information in line with Trust data protection procedures.  

• report any suspected data breach involving academy systems or staff use of AI through the Trust’s data 
protection process. 

• remind complainants, where appropriate, to take care when sharing personal or sensitive information 
with third-party AI tools. 

Suggested wording for complainants 

Please take care when using digital or AI tools to prepare complaint correspondence. The Trust cannot control 
how third-party AI providers process information entered into their systems. You may wish to avoid entering 
personal, sensitive or confidential information about pupils, staff, parents, governors or trustees into publicly 
available AI tools unless you are satisfied it is lawful and safe to do so.  

13. Staff use of AI when handling complaints 

Staff should not enter personal, sensitive or confidential complaint information into public AI tools.  

Where approved Trust digital tools are used to support drafting, summarising or administration, staff must ensure 
that: 

• data protection requirements are followed.  

• confidential information is protected. 

• outputs are checked carefully. 
• no decision is delegated to AI. 
• the response remains accurate, fair and personalised.  

• the complaint outcome is determined by the appropriate person, reviewer or panel.  

AI may support administration, but it must not replace professional judgement.  

14. Practical “do and don’t” guide 

DO DON’T 

FOCUS ON THE SUBSTANCE OF THE COMPLAINT. Dismiss a complaint because it appears to be AI-
assisted. 

ASK FOR CLARIFICATION WHERE NEEDED. Try to prove whether AI was used. 

OFFER SUPPORT OR REASONABLE ADJUSTMENTS WHERE 
APPROPRIATE. 

Assume polished or formulaic wording means the 
complaint is not genuine. 

KEEP RESPONSES CLEAR, CONCISE AND PROPORTIONATE. Respond separately to every repeated or irrelevant 
point. 

RELY ON VERIFIABLE EVIDENCE. Treat AI-generated assertions as evidence without 
checking them. 

RECORD WHY CLARIFICATION, PAUSING TIMESCALES OR 
RESTRICTIONS ARE NEEDED. 

Base decisions on assumptions about AI use. 

PROTECT STAFF TIME AND WELLBEING. Allow excessive correspondence to overwhelm 
staff or delay resolution. 

SEEK ADVICE FROM THE TRUST GOVERNANCE TEAM 
WHERE THERE IS COMPLEXITY OR RISK. 
 

Handle safeguarding, legal, data protection or high-
risk complaints without advice. 
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15. Suggested acknowledgement wording 

Thank you for your complaint. We will consider the matters raised in line with the Trust’s Complaints Policy. Our 
consideration will focus on the specific issues raised, the evidence available and the outcome sought.  

If we require clarification or further information in order to progress the complaint fairly, we will contact you to 
request this. If you require any support or reasonable adjustments to access the complaints process, please let us 
know. 

16. Suggested wording where complaint points are excessive or unclear 

Your correspondence raises several issues. To ensure that these can be considered fairly and proportionately, 
please identify the key complaint points you would like investigated and the outcome you are seeking.  

We may group related points together where this helps us respond clearly and efficiently. We will not normally 
respond separately to repeated points or matters that fall outside the scope of the Complaints Policy.  

17. Suggested wording where repeated AI-assisted correspondence is received 

We note that your recent correspondence repeats matters that have already been raised and are being 
considered or have already been responded to. To ensure that the complaint can be handled fairly and 
proportionately, future correspondence should focus only on new and relevant information.  

Repeated submissions that restate the same issues may not receive a separate response and may be managed 
under the Trust’s provisions relating to serial, persistent or unreasonable complaints.  

18. Record-keeping checklist 

Where AI-assisted correspondence raises additional handling issues, keep a brief note of:  

• what clarification was requested and why.  

• whether timescales were paused. 

• what support or reasonable adjustments were offered.  

• whether complaint points were consolidated.  

• why any issues were excluded from scope.  

• what evidence was relied on. 

• any advice sought from the Trust Governance Team.  

• any communication plan or restrictions considered.  

• the rationale for any decision to apply unreasonable complaints provisions.  

The rationale should refer to clarity, evidence, relevance, proportionality or conduct — not assumptions that AI 
was used. 


