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 Introduction 

We are pleased to present our 
second Annual Review of Local 
Government Complaints, which 
publishes our complaints statistics 
for all English local authorities for 
the financial year 2014/15. 

We write to each local authority 
annually to feed back on their 
performance. This includes 
a summary of the complaint 
statistics we have recorded 
against them for the year including 
the amount of complaints we 
uphold. The combination of 
statistics from these letters forms 
the overall data we are publishing 
in this report.

The headlines from this year’s 
data show that:

 > we experienced a 10% increase 
in social care complaints

 > we upheld 46% of all 
complaints where we carried 
out a detailed investigation 

 > we received a 11% decrease in 
complaints about benefits and 
tax

 > as a proportion of our total 
work, education and children’s 
services remains our most 
complained about area

 > despite these changes, the 
overall number of local authority 
complaints and enquiries we 
received remained largely static 
to the previous year. 

As the Ombudsman we only 
see the complaints that have not 
been resolved at a local level. 
To provide an insight into the 
complaints process at the local 
authority level, we surveyed 
councils about their experiences 
over the last three years.

The results, combined with 
concerns raised in last year’s 
annual review, point to a local 
complaints system that is under 
increasing pressure. 

We argue that:

 > councils are increasingly 
stretched when it comes to 
handling complaints - more 
than half are having to do ‘more 
with less’, due to a combination 
of increased volumes of 
complaints and reduced 
resources in complaint handling 
teams 

 > people are waiting too long to 
have their issues sorted - the 
average time people spent 
trying to resolve their complaint 
before coming to us was nine 
months 

 > the redress system is not 
accessible enough - 43% of 
people were not advised they 
could refer their complaint 
to the Local Government 
Ombudsman.

In addition, this year we saw 
a small, yet unprecedented, 
increase in the number of 
councils that sought to challenge 
our decisions and chose not to 
implement our recommendations 
to remedy a fault. While these 
cases are still rare, they raise 
an important question of how 
a council’s actions can be held 
to account if it does not follow 
the recommendations of its 
ombudsman. 

A responsive and outcome-
focussed local complaints system 
is not only what the public should 
expect, it is an excellent driver 
for improving public services. 

The intelligence from complaints 
can be used to learn lessons, 
spot early warning signs and 
understand public sentiment. 
Particularly in this current financial 
climate, further investment in 
good local complaint handling, 
both in terms of resources and 
developing an open culture, could 
help councils to achieve better 
outcomes for people at a lower 
long term cost.

By sharing our knowledge from 
complaints, the LGO can support 
this process. Releasing the data 
in this report is just one example 
where we can help hold a mirror 
up to councils so they can 
compare, contrast and reflect on 
their own approach to handling 
complaints. In doing so, we help 
to encourage local accountability 
by supporting the scrutiny of local 
services.

We stress that a higher volume of 
complaints does not necessarily 
mean poorer standards of service, 
it may indicate a council’s open 
approach to listening to feedback 
and using complaints as early 
indicator of potential issues.

The final section of this report 
focuses on local scrutiny. The 
annexe of data tables allows 
anybody to view our complaint 
statistics by local authority or 
subject. It should be of particular 
use for elected members as a 
part of their scrutiny tool-kit. We 
we provide a set of questions 
that councillors may wish to 
consider asking in order to build 
a clearer picture of how their 
authority responds to, and learns 
from, complaints.
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 Complaint numbers and 
common issues

17%

16%

12%
13%

14%

11%

9%
8%

In 2014/2015 we registered 18,211 complaints and enquiries about local authorities. 

In comparison to the previous year the number remains broadly static – we recorded 18,436 complaints 
and enquiries in 2013/14. 

While this report concentrates on local government, our remit also includes private adult care providers 
and some other organisations1, and so our total amount of registered complaints and enquiries across all 
jurisdictions is 20,286.

2013-14

Highways & transport 

Education & children’s services

Benefits & tax

Planning & development 

Adult care services (council only)

Housing

Environmental, public protection & regulation

Corporate & other services 
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1 In this report we consider only local government complaints, defined as those registered 
against local and national park authorities. Our jurisdiction also extends to private care 
providers and some other organisations including school admission appeal panels, drainage 
boards, fire and rescue authorities and some government arms length bodies. 



 

18,211 registered local authority complaints & enquiries 

10%
6%

Adult care services Benefits and tax Planning & development 

Upheld complaints
This year we upheld 46% of all complaints where we carried out a detailed investigation. 

This does not include complaints where the person has approached us before giving the council 
opportunity to resolve the problem, or where we are not able to look at the complaint because it is outside 
of our jurisdiction. 

We record a complaint as upheld when we find some fault in the way a council acted, even if it has 
agreed to put things right during the course of our investigation or had accepted it needed to remedy the 
situation before the complainant approached us. 

In terms of the number of complaints, this year we saw a 10% increase in complaints about adult care 
services (where the local authority was the responsible body) and an 11% reduction in complaints 
about benefits and tax.

The number of planning and development complaints were also down slightly (6%) on 2013/14.

Complaint numbers and 
common issues
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As a proportion of our total caseload, education and children’s services remains the subject about 
which we received the most complaints and enquiries.

Some of the common areas in which we receive complaints are child protection issues, fostering, 
school admission appeals and special educational needs.

This year we also contributed to the ongoing debate about the children’s social care complaints 
system, asking whether it is creaking under the strain. Our report highlighted some of the common 
issues we see and questioned whether the current statutory procedure is the best way to ensure 
effective outcomes for children and young people who wish to complain.

Our work on school admission appeals remains important in giving parents recourse to an 
independent review if they feel their admission appeal has not been carried out fairly. However, 
the number of complaints we receive continues to decline, which coincides with the increase in 
the number of academies and free schools being created – over which we have no jurisdiction. 
We released a report which showed that the number of complaints to us has fallen by 50% in last 
four years, and detailed some typical faults we uncover.

 Complaint numbers and 
common issues
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Subject focus: Education and children’s services 

http://www.lgo.org.uk/GetAsset.aspx?id=fAAyADEAMwAzAHwAfABUAHIAdQBlAHwAfAAwAHwA0
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Case study: reactive response put child at further risk 
Mr and Mrs Roberts have two adopted daughters, Evie and Sally. They 
adopted Sally when she was five. Sally had suffered abuse and neglect 
in her early years and had spent time with foster carers before she was 
adopted.

Sally, who is now 16 years old, exhibited challenging behaviour, which became more severe after she 
was sexually assaulted.

Mr and Mrs Roberts complained about the lack of support from the council and its failure to protect 
their daughter from risk of sexual exploitation. Our investigation found the council took almost eight 
months for it to assess Sally’s needs and put a support package in place, and failed to review this 
package for over three years.

The council’s response was fragmented, reactive and not considered with the urgency the situation 
required. While we cannot say the council could have prevented Sally’s risky behaviour, its poor 
response compounded the family’s distress. The council had identified that Sally was at risk of 
serious harm, but then:

 > failed on four occasions to conduct a section 47 investigation (a section 47 enquiry is required 
under the Children Act where there is reasonable evidence that a child is suffering, or likely to 
suffer harm)

 > delayed in arranging a multi-agency meeting, exposing Sally to further risk which resulted in her 
being detained in police protection

 > delayed in involving the Child Sexual Exploitation service

 > failed to use the risk assessment matrix or case management template created by the Local 
Safeguarding Children Board specifically for children at risk of sexual exploitation

As a result of our investigation the council agreed to:

 > make sure that all staff who deal with vulnerable children are aware of the robust procedures and 
follow them where a child appears to be at risk of sexual exploitation

 > apologise for the distress caused by the lack of urgent response and for not following the correct 
procedures when assessing the risk of harm to Sally

 > pay £2,500 to the family for the lack of effective support which placed a strain on the whole family

 > review its handling of the separate allegations it mismanaged that Mr and Mrs Roberts harmed 
their children, with a view to repairing the damage done to its relationship with Mr and Mrs 
Roberts.

Complaint numbers and 
common issues

page 5



 

Complaints and enquiries about local authority adult social care increased by 10% against the 
previous year, and so remains our fastest growing area of work.

In this report we consider only the adult social care complaints where the local authority is the 
responsible body. As the Social Care Ombudsman, our jurisdiction extends to complaints about 
any adult care service, including privately funded care. We are publishing a separate annual 
review of social care complaints, which includes data on private providers, later this year.

Common areas of complaint include care assessments, charging for care, safeguarding and 
residential care. 

Ensuring the safety of adults at risk, who are unable to protect themselves from abuse or 
exploitation, is a critical role that councils with adult social care responsibilities undertake. 
We receive a range of complaints about safeguarding, including when a council decides 
a safeguarding alert does not meet the threshold for investigation, delays in the process, 
disagreements about the outcome of an investigation, and not involving the families of the adult at 
risk. 

If having received a complaint we have concerns somebody may be at risk, we adopt a ‘good 
citizen’ approach and raise an alert with the relevant local authority. In addition, we work closely 
with the care regulator, Care Quality Commission (CQC), to share information if we receive an 
individual complaint that we think could have implications for the overall quality of care at an 
organisation.

Care assessments form a vital role in ensuring people receive the care they need and for which 
they are eligible. Often we find a failure to regularly review care plans, not place the individual’s 
needs central to the process and not take all relevant factors into account when carrying out an 
assessment.

Typical complaints around charging for care include issues such as poor information given about 
costs, a lack of clarity over whether a someone is a temporary user or not, calculation of private 
contributions or ‘top-up fees’, and inadequate notice of fee or service changes.

 Complaint numbers and 
common issues
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Subject focus: Adult social care 



 

Case study: inadequate safeguarding investigation remedied 
Archie’s father, George, had lived in a care home for a number of years 
when his health began to deteriorate following a stroke.

He had concerns that his father was at increased risk of falls. George fell 
out of bed and sustained a head injury; he was admitted to hospital but 

sadly passed away a few days later. 

Archie made a safeguarding alert to the council, who asked the manager at the care home to 
investigate the complaint. The manager’s report found his father’s fall from bed could not have been 
foreseen and was therefore not preventable.

Archie was not satisfied and brought his complaint to us. As part of our investigation we requested 
all the daily care records. These showed that on 11 occasions carers had reported finding George 
hanging from his bed in the three weeks prior to the fall. His bed had also been raised higher than 
usual. 

Further investigation revealed the care home manager had not referred to the daily care records 
during his investigation. George’s clear risk of falling from his bed that had not been identified, 
assessed or mitigated. 

The council had accepted the findings from the care home manager without question. Had it checked 
the care records as we had done, it would have been clear that the safeguarding outcome report was 
inaccurate. 

Following our investigation the council acknowledged its failings and took robust action to improve its 
safeguarding procedures. 

It issued new detailed guidance to its staff, which directed them to check the validity of information 
provided by care providers and cross reference records where any abuse, neglect or injury is 
suspected. 

The council also agreed to our recommendations to provide Archie with a written apology for failing to 
conduct the safeguarding investigation properly, and make a £750 payment to recognise the distress 
and time and trouble caused.

Complaint numbers and 
common issues
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As the independent body for reviewing complaints, we only see those cases that cannot be resolved 
locally between the council and the person complaining. To present a picture of the local complaints 
system, we invited all councils to take part in a survey2 which looked at the volume, resources available 
and approach to managing complaints. This builds on customer research we published last year that 
looked at the accessibility and timeliness of the local complaints system. 

0 20 40 60 80 100%

Don't know 

Similar level 

Less

More 34%

16%

44%

6%

Have you received more or less complaints last year 
than the previous year?

Volume of local complaints 

The survey showed that for the majority of councils, the number of complaints they received remained 
at a similar level or increased on the previous year. Only 16% of councils said that their number of 
complaints had decreased. While the results do not account for the size and composition of the councils 
responding, this data indicates that many councils on average are having to handle increasing numbers 
of complaints. It is important to note that a higher volume of complaints does not necessarily mean 
poorer standards of service, it may indicate a council’s open approach to listening to feedback and using 
complaints as early indicator of potential issues.

 The local complaints system  
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What councils told us 

2 The research was carried out between February and March 2015, where we invited all local 
authorities to take part in a survey. Results are based on 149 responses received. 



 

More capacity 
to deal with 
complaints

Similar capacity 
to deal with 
complaints

Less capacity 
to deal with 
complaints Don’t know 

More complaints 3% 17% 13% >1%

Similar level of 
complaints 3% 16% 25% >1%

Fewer 
complaints >1% 5% 9% 1%

Don’t know >1% 2% 3% 0%

At the same time that local complaints are increasing, the survey also shows councils have less capacity 
available to manage them. 

The chart above combines the results for volume of complaints and resources to manage complaints. It 
shows that some councils whose resources had remained at a similar level had also reported an increase 
in complaints, and in total, 55% of councils’ complaint handling teams are having to ‘do more with 
less’.

Of those that gave a reason for these changes to capacity, the majority mentioned either a reduction 
in staff levels within complaint handling teams, or the effects of staffing reductions across the council 
leaving those handling complaints to do so on top of an increasingly busy day job. 

On a more positive note, the results suggest councils may be taking a more proactive approach to 
ensuring complaints are dealt with efficiently locally. We asked council complaint handlers if it had 
become easier or harder to secure the cooperation of colleagues in other parts of the business when 
dealing with complaints. Despite staffing reductions that all councils have experienced over the last three 
years, more councils said it had become easier (29%) to secure cooperation handling complaints than 
those that said it had become more difficult (19%). Nearly half (48%) said it remained unchanged. 

The local complaints system  
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Volume of complaints/ resources to manage complaints 

Resources to manage complaints  



 The local complaints system  

Providing remedy
We asked councils whether their 
approach to providing remedies 
had changed over the last 
three years, for example due 
to financial restrictions, policy 
changes or commissioning 
arrangements. 

70% of councils said they had 
not changed their approach 
to providing remedies. It is 
encouraging that a good number 
of authorities are continuing to 
learn from complaints and take 
a proactive approach to putting 
things right. 

Of the just under a quarter of 
councils that had changed their 
approach to remedies, it is 
interesting to look at the reasons 
behind these.

Most of the responses quoted 
financial considerations as being 
at least part of the reason for 
changes to their approach. While 
some councils are generally 
looking to restrict financial 
recompense across the board, 
a number are more amenable 
to offering financial payments 
at an earlier stage or trying to 
resolve issues at the first point 
of contact, in an effort to reduce 
the costs associated with longer 
investigations.
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Accessibility and timeliness
In last year’s annual review 
we highlighted our concerns 
that not enough people may 
be aware of their right to an 
independent review by the 
Ombudsman. Independent 
customer research3 showed that 
43% of complainants were not 
advised that they could refer 
their complaint to the LGO. 

Our customer research also 
showed that 62% of people 
had been trying to resolve their 
problem locally for at least six 
months, including more than 
a third (36%) who had been 
trying for over a year. The 
average time that people spent 
trying to resolve their complaint 
before approaching us was nine 
months.

With councils now just as likely 
to be commissioning services 
as delivering them directly, the 
traditional lines of accountability 
and routes to complaining when 
things have gone wrong are 
more complex. We welcome the 
good practice that some councils 
are undertaking by ensuring 
that an effective and accessible 
complaints service forms part of 
the contract with commissioned 
service partners.

Here is one typical example:

“On the one hand, and from a 
cultural perspective, officers are 
more amendable to providing 
remedies, particularly of a 
financial nature where things 
have gone wrong. On the other 
hand officers are working with 
less and less resource and more 
and more consideration of public 
funds so in some areas this can 
be more difficult.”

A number of responses mention 
that councils are taking more 
time to discuss the desired 
outcomes from a complaint 
with the person involved, and 
assessing the level of injustice 
further, to try to come to a 
satisfactory outcome at the 
earliest opportunity. We fully 
support a complaints system 
which enables people to feel 
confident in speaking up, listened 
to and understood and assured 
that their complaint makes a 
difference. 

3 Research was carried out between January and May 2014. An independent research 
company carried out more than 800 telephone interviews from a random selection of people 
who had an ongoing case with us. The full research report is available on our website. 



 The role of the Ombudsman  

Remedying injustice 
Any member of the public can come 
to Local Government Ombudsman 
for an independent review of their 
complaint if they are dissatisfied with 
what the local authority has done to 
put things right. If we find an individual 
has suffered as a result of the actions 
of the council, we usually recommend 
action to be taken by the authority to 
repair the situation, as well as avoid 
the same thing happening to others.

The courts have made clear that 
the findings of our independent 
investigations are binding – our 
decisions are final and can only be 
challenged through the high court. 
However, councils have a democratic 
mandate to make decisions about 
local public services and so have the 
right to decide how to implement our 
recommendations, with their actions 
being ultimately accountable to the 
local electorate. 

Complying with recommendations 
Each year more than 99.9% of councils comply with our 
recommendations, however this year we saw a small but 
unprecedented increase in the number of councils refusing to 
implement our recommendations. A number of these sought 
to publicly challenge the validity of our decisions through the 
media. 

These councils are reminded of the formal process for 
accepting ombudsman recommendations as detailed below, 
and that the only formal way to challenge our findings would be 
through the courts.

If a council does not comply with our recommendations, we 
will always choose to publish a report of the investigation in the 
public’s interest. This also requires the council to make a public 
announcement and make the report available to its residents. 

After thorough consideration of our report, which we insist is at 
a full council meeting, if a council still refuses to implement our 
recommendations; our legislation allows us to issue a further 
public interest report updating our position on the case.

Ultimately our legislation does not allow us to force a council 
to implement a recommendation. So if after full consideration 
of our further report a council still decides not to comply, we 
will respect their democratic right. However we will require the 
council to notify the public by publishing a statement of  
non-compliance explaining the reasons for its decision. We will 
also publish this on our website.
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Case study: Selby District Council – refusal to refund 
planning fees 
We found the Selby District Council failed to deal properly with relevant and 
material planning considerations when deciding a planning application for 
an extension to a cottage close to the complainants’ converted barn. We 
issued a public interest report. 

The council questioned our conclusions, and was wrong to challenge these in the media. It also 
questioned our recommended remedy. It did offer to apologise to the complainants and pay £250 
to reflect their time and trouble in pursuing their complaint. However it refused to accept our 
recommendation to reimburse the planning consultant fees of £1,896 incurred by the complainants. The 
council made this offer on the basis of us closing the complaint without issuing a report.

We issued a further report calling on the council to reconsider its position. It did apologise and pay £250 
for time and trouble, but refused to reimburse the fees. Since the remedy offered did not put right all the 
injustice suffered, we issued a further report highlighting our unresolved concerns.

A statement of non-compliance was published after the council refused to accept all of the 
recommendations in the further report. We regret the council has failed to fully remedy the complaint and 
remain dissatisfied with its actions on this matter.



  

Case study: Tameside MBC – refusal to refund care charges 
We issued a public interest report where we found fault in the way Tameside 
Metropolitan Borough Council had acted when it changed the way it 
commissioned care and left existing care users disadvantaged. 

When the council reviewed the way it commissioned placements, the home in 
which a man’s mother lived was excluded from a new quality framework, despite meeting the set criteria. 
As a result, the council reduced the amount paid to ‘off framework’ homes and there was a shortfall in the 
amount paid to the care home, which the mother’s family had to make up. The man’s only options were 
to pay significantly more for his mother’s care or move her to a different home – at a significant risk to her 
health. 

Our investigation also highlighted that potentially a further 160 older people and their families across the 
area could be similarly affected.

The council was incorrect in its public assertion that we acted outside our powers in investigating this 
complaint, and was wrong to dispute our findings in the media. As it refused to implement all of our 
recommendations we issued a further report calling on the council to provide 
a remedy to the man by apologising, refunding the mother’s estate the top-
up fees incurred and a time and trouble payment for pursuing the issue. The 
council is currently considering our further report. 

The role of the Ombudsman  
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Case study: Isle of Wight – refusal to remedy housing 
complaint
We issued a report that found Isle of Wight Council at fault for offering a man 
and his family a property which was too small for their needs. The man and 
his four children were moved from accommodation which, although temporary, 
met their needs, into a property which was significantly less suitable and too small for them.

We recommended the council provide guidance to its housing officers, elevate the man’s housing priority 
and pay £1,000 to recognise the distress suffered in living in unsuitable accommodation for more than two 
years longer than necessary.

The council accepted our recommendation to provide guidance to housing officers, and we accepted how it 
mitigated the effect of classifying the family’s accommodation as temporary. However, we did not accept the 
council’s justification for offering to make a payment of only £250 to recognise the distress caused. 

We issued a further report that called on the council to make a payment of £1,000. After considering the 
further report, the council still rejected this recommendation. A statement of non-compliance was issued, 
which stated that we found the council’s actions unacceptable in its failure to recompense the family for its 
severe and prolonged distress.



  

Improving Public Services 
As well as putting things right for individuals, we always look to make recommendations that will help 
others who have been affected by a similar issue or will avoid similar problems happening in the future.

Case study: Bin collections resolved for many
Dozens of keen gardeners were aggrieved when their green waste collection, 
which they paid the council £45 for, was significantly reduced without prior 
notice.

After the council failed to respond to Tony’s complaint properly he approached 
us to investigate. We found that at the time the council sent out Tony’s renewal notice, it had already 
decided to increase the winter collection break from the usual 6 weeks to 17 weeks – but had charged 
the same amount as the previous year. They did not inform him until 4 months later. 

We found no evidence that the letter Tony received included a disclaimer about the level of service 
being ‘under review’, which the council claimed had been sent. We also decided the wording of the 
disclaimer was not open and transparent because the council should have shared information at the 
time, that the service would be suspended for 17 weeks.

The council also received nearly 100 other complaints about the extended winter suspension period, 
which increased our concern that others did not receive the disclaimer.

As a result of our investigation the council apologised to and partially refunded Tony. It also agreed to 
partially refund all other customers affected via a discount off the next year’s bill.

The role of the Ombudsman  
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 The role of the Ombudsman  

Supporting learning from planning complaints
In December 2014 we published the Focus report Not in my back yard: 
Local people and the planning process, which shared the lessons from 
our complaints about planning and development.

The report explains the role of the ombudsman in the planning process, 
encourages greater transparency in the way councils make decisions, 
and helps the public understand more about the impact they can have 
on the planning process.

Some organisations have told us how they have used the report in 
constructive ways to encourage learning and support better practices.

Allerdale Borough Council now hosts a copy of the report on the 
planning pages of its website, offering it as a resource for local people 
when commenting on applications. It used social media to promote this 
to people. The Chair of the council’s Development Panel also wrote an editorial in the 
local press drawing on the report and offering advice to the public on how to submit their views on local 
planning applications.

Dartmoor National Park Authority used the report as the basis for a workshop for its planning officers 
and managers. They found it beneficial to debate their approach to each scenario set out in the case 
studies, with the outcome being clarification of roles on some issues and some changes to protocol – for 
example, making changes to how neighbourhood consultation is recorded. The report was also shared 
with members of the Development Management Committee.

The Royal Town Planning Institute (RTPI) has recommended the report and its case studies to its 
members and planning practitioners in its June edition of The Planner magazine, and intends to use it for 
future guidance publications.

Our Focus report can be downloaded here.

We regularly publish thematic reports which highlight systemic issues we find through our casework, 
or where we need to raise awareness of particular themes. These feed back our experiences from 
complaints so others can take on board the lessons learned and consider how these could help improve 
services. 
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 Supporting local scrutiny   

By publishing our complaints data for all local authorities in one report we are providing an open resource 
to help people compare statistics with other local authorities and inform scrutiny at the local level. Data 
tables can be found as an annexe to this report.

These figures should only be used as a starting point for a discussion about the council’s complaint 
handling, as numbers alone don’t tell the full story. A high number of complaints maybe as likely to show 
that the authority is open and engaged with its residents, as it is to suggest there is a problem.

As part of our local authority survey, we asked some questions about how complaints data is shared 
locally both with the public and elected members.

More than 50% of councils publish data about their complaints for public consumption above the statutory 
requirement to report to cabinet annually. However, there were still 41% of councils that did not, and we 
would encourage more open access to information on how complaints are being managed so the public 
can make better informed decisions about public services. 

As local representatives of the community, councillors have a democratic mandate to scrutinise local 
service delivery for the benefit of all. We encourage councillors to use this report, and its data, to support 
scrutiny – we provide some questions they can consider asking below.

We have worked in partnership with the Local Government Association to produce a workbook and 
e-learning package, and we have also established a Councillors Forum. This group aims to help us to 
better understand the needs of councillors and to help them to become champions for learning from 
complaints. These are some of the examples of the recent work we have been doing with councillors to 
support them as community representatives in helping people complain locally, and to scrutinise local 
services.

Questions for councillors
Does your council:

 

  

  

 

actively welcome feedback from service users about how it manages complaints?

report the outcomes and lessons learned from complaints to all members?

provide similar information that is easily accessible for the public?

consider how commissioned partners implement an effective complaints handling service?

clearly signpost its complaints procedure, including people’s right to come to the LGO, within all 
access points?
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Data annex: complaints and enquiries received by category

Adult care 
services

Benefits 
& tax

Corporate 
& other 
services

Education 
& children’s 

services

Environmental 
services, public 

protection & 
regulation

Highways & 
transport Housing

Planning & 
development Total 

Adur 0 6 0 0 0 0 2 1 9
Allerdale 0 2 5 0 0 35 1 12 55
Amber Valley 1 1 0 0 4 1 1 14 22
Arun 0 2 2 1 3 1 9 5 23
Ashfield 0 4 4 0 6 1 2 6 23
Ashford 0 4 1 0 3 0 8 3 19
Aylesbury Vale 0 7 2 0 3 0 2 7 21
Babergh 0 2 1 0 2 0 2 16 23
Barking & Dagenham 12 17 10 22 9 32 21 1 124
Barnet 12 52 9 17 17 48 25 20 200
Barnsley 4 6 4 11 12 5 5 8 55
Barrow 0 3 2 1 3 0 0 0 9
Basildon 2 9 7 0 6 0 17 5 46
Basingstoke & Deane 0 8 0 0 5 0 2 9 24
Bassetlaw 0 2 1 0 0 0 1 10 14
Bath & NE Somerset 7 6 3 5 3 8 2 11 45
Bedford 3 11 2 7 3 3 4 4 37
Bexley 13 16 7 13 1 10 15 5 80
Birmingham 67 174 30 69 62 46 105 25 578
Blaby 0 6 2 1 1 0 1 17 28
Blackburn w/Darwen 5 6 3 8 0 5 1 5 33
Blackpool 17 6 2 9 3 2 5 6 50
Bolsover 0 3 2 0 3 1 2 2 13
Bolton 9 8 3 9 17 4 8 10 68
Boston 0 3 0 0 4 2 4 2 15
Bournemouth 21 12 7 13 6 6 6 5 76

page 16



Data annex: complaints and enquiries received by category

Adult care 
services

Benefits 
& tax

Corporate 
& other 
services

Education 
& children’s 

services

Environmental 
services, public 

protection & 
regulation

Highways & 
transport Housing

Planning & 
development Total 

Bracknell Forest 3 1 2 4 2 3 2 1 18
Braintree 0 2 0 0 3 0 2 1 8
Breckland 0 2 1 0 2 0 0 6 11
Brent 31 27 8 18 8 14 57 6 169
Brentwood 0 2 2 0 2 0 3 3 12
Brighton & Hove 27 13 15 14 19 13 25 12 138
Bristol 11 34 11 8 10 13 23 21 131
Broadland 0 5 1 0 2 0 6 11 25
Broads Authority 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 2
Bromley 28 49 6 16 12 10 30 16 167
Bromsgrove 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 8 13
Broxbourne 0 4 1 1 5 1 3 4 19
Broxtowe 0 3 4 0 3 0 4 2 16
Buckinghamshire 16 1 6 27 2 54 0 2 108
Burnley 0 6 3 0 2 0 2 0 13
Bury 5 6 1 4 7 12 6 8 49
Calderdale 4 15 9 19 8 7 2 5 69
Cambridge 0 2 0 0 3 1 6 4 16
Cambridgeshire 20 0 2 31 0 6 0 1 60
Camden 21 10 9 9 8 25 46 14 142
Cannock Chase 0 3 0 0 1 0 2 3 9
Canterbury 1 4 5 0 6 3 9 10 38
Carlisle 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 4 6
Castle Point 0 3 0 0 2 0 5 4 14
Central Bedfordshire 5 4 8 12 5 10 5 9 58
Charnwood 0 12 2 0 1 1 3 8 27
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Data annex: complaints and enquiries received by category

Adult care 
services

Benefits 
& tax

Corporate 
& other 
services

Education 
& children’s 

services

Environmental 
services, public 

protection & 
regulation

Highways & 
transport Housing

Planning & 
development Total 

Chelmsford 0 2 6 0 3 0 3 3 17
Cheltenham 0 2 4 0 3 2 1 3 15
Cherwell 0 3 0 0 0 5 1 7 16
Cheshire East 14 15 12 29 16 18 3 28 135
Cheshire W & Chester 13 13 9 17 5 18 3 24 102
Chesterfield 0 3 2 0 6 0 9 3 23
Chichester 0 4 2 0 5 2 4 1 18
Chiltern 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 2 5
Chorley 0 2 1 0 1 1 1 6 12
Christchurch 0 2 2 0 2 1 0 5 12
City of Bradford 19 19 12 21 12 18 2 19 122
City of London 1 0 2 0 1 4 4 0 12
Colchester 0 7 2 0 3 3 4 11 30
Copeland 0 3 6 0 1 1 1 2 14
Corby 0 1 3 0 3 0 3 1 11
Cornwall 24 22 17 32 13 12 11 69 200
Cotswold 0 2 1 0 0 1 1 3 8
County Durham 19 25 22 26 43 10 13 29 187
Coventry 13 15 14 22 22 13 5 6 110
Craven 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 7 11
Crawley 0 4 2 0 2 1 6 1 16
Croydon 28 46 13 21 22 18 74 12 234
Cumbria 14 0 3 22 1 8 0 1 49
Dacorum 0 7 1 0 4 3 4 2 21
Darlington 7 3 6 10 10 3 2 4 45
Dartford 0 5 1 0 4 3 10 3 26
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Data annex: complaints and enquiries received by category

Adult care 
services

Benefits 
& tax

Corporate 
& other 
services

Education 
& children’s 

services

Environmental 
services, public 

protection & 
regulation

Highways & 
transport Housing

Planning & 
development Total 

Dartmoor National Park Authority 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2
Daventry 0 1 3 0 1 0 3 4 12
Derby 10 9 2 20 7 7 3 8 66
Derbyshire 30 0 5 20 1 12 0 0 68
Derbyshire Dales 0 2 1 0 2 2 0 2 9
Devon 38 0 10 41 3 26 0 3 121
Doncaster 20 5 7 20 9 2 5 14 82
Dorset 18 1 3 12 4 4 0 5 47
Dover 3 4 2 0 7 1 3 6 26
Dudley 12 9 6 19 13 6 12 5 82
Ealing 18 35 11 15 22 36 42 11 190
East Cambs 1 3 0 0 0 0 1 5 10
East Devon 0 4 2 0 4 1 6 24 41
East Dorset 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 4 9
East Hampshire 0 2 2 0 1 0 1 7 13
East Herts 0 3 1 0 2 2 3 7 18
East Lindsey 1 5 6 0 5 2 7 5 31
East Northants 0 3 2 0 4 0 0 10 19
East Riding of Yorks 11 5 5 10 7 12 8 16 74
East Staffs 0 5 2 0 0 0 1 4 12
East Sussex 65 0 6 32 6 16 0 2 127
Eastbourne 0 6 1 1 2 1 2 6 19
Eastleigh 0 1 1 0 4 3 6 4 19
Eden 0 0 0 0 4 1 3 4 12
Elmbridge 0 3 2 0 1 2 2 7 17
Enfield 16 26 14 17 18 17 35 11 154

page 19



Data annex: complaints and enquiries received by category

Adult care 
services

Benefits 
& tax

Corporate 
& other 
services

Education 
& children’s 

services

Environmental 
services, public 

protection & 
regulation

Highways & 
transport Housing

Planning & 
development Total 

Epping Forest 0 4 0 0 1 0 16 4 25
Epsom & Ewell 1 5 2 0 1 0 4 4 17
Erewash 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 2 5
Essex 38 0 14 57 2 36 0 4 151
Exeter 0 1 0 0 1 2 2 4 10
Exmoor National Park Authority 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
Fareham 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 4 8
Fenland 0 2 1 0 1 1 2 15 22
Forest Heath 1 1 0 0 0 0 4 2 8
Forest of Dean 0 1 3 0 1 0 2 8 15
Fylde 1 3 0 0 1 0 0 6 11
Gateshead 4 4 2 13 4 3 9 9 48
Gedling 1 7 0 0 8 1 1 4 22
Gloucester 0 3 0 0 4 0 1 2 10
Gloucestershire 35 1 5 24 1 7 0 2 75
Gosport 1 2 6 0 1 1 4 1 16
Gravesham 0 9 2 0 0 4 11 4 30
Great Yarmouth 0 4 2 0 2 0 1 1 10
Greenwich 14 17 6 28 6 4 45 12 132
Guildford 0 1 2 0 4 2 3 9 21
Hackney 9 20 8 19 6 19 70 10 161
Halton 6 6 2 10 7 1 1 1 34
Hambleton 0 3 4 0 3 0 1 6 17
Hammersmith & Fulham 2 23 7 12 8 26 35 6 119
Hampshire 40 0 5 46 2 11 0 3 107
Harborough 0 5 2 0 2 0 0 5 14
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Data annex: complaints and enquiries received by category

Adult care 
services

Benefits 
& tax

Corporate 
& other 
services

Education 
& children’s 

services

Environmental 
services, public 

protection & 
regulation

Highways & 
transport Housing

Planning & 
development Total 

Haringey 13 45 8 16 22 38 56 10 208
Harlow 0 5 1 0 3 1 10 1 21
Harrogate 0 3 2 1 1 2 2 14 25
Harrow 15 39 5 11 7 36 17 15 145
Hart 0 1 1 0 1 3 3 6 15
Hartlepool 2 3 4 3 2 0 1 1 16
Hastings 0 6 1 2 2 0 1 5 17
Havant 0 4 0 2 4 1 0 5 16
Havering 9 13 3 13 9 17 19 14 97
Herefordshire 7 6 6 13 14 14 3 8 71
Hertfordshire 37 0 5 64 3 13 0 4 126
Hertsmere 0 3 2 0 1 3 4 3 16
High Peak 0 1 2 0 2 0 1 6 12
Hillingdon 12 13 8 14 5 16 22 14 104
Hinckley & Bosworth 0 1 0 0 2 1 1 4 9
Horsham 0 3 2 0 1 0 2 12 20
Hounslow 12 23 6 11 7 34 38 13 144
Huntingdonshire 0 3 3 0 3 0 0 7 16
Hyndburn 0 5 0 0 0 0 1 6 12
Ipswich 0 4 2 0 4 0 4 0 14
Isle of Wight 19 3 5 8 11 9 3 12 70
Isles of Scilly 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Islington 19 14 6 11 10 11 31 9 111
Kensington & Chelsea 8 7 7 9 7 11 20 6 75
Kent 60 0 8 96 14 25 1 1 205
Kettering 0 8 1 0 4 1 5 4 23
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Data annex: complaints and enquiries received by category

Adult care 
services

Benefits 
& tax

Corporate 
& other 
services

Education 
& children’s 

services

Environmental 
services, public 

protection & 
regulation

Highways & 
transport Housing

Planning & 
development Total 

Kings Lynn & West Norfolk 0 6 2 0 2 1 0 6 17
Kingston upon Hull 3 15 7 21 12 6 7 3 74
Kingston upon Thames 4 6 5 9 6 25 8 7 70
Kirkless 16 9 10 26 10 8 7 9 95
Knowsley 8 14 3 9 1 3 5 2 45
Lake District National Park Authority 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 3
Lambeth 24 57 23 29 20 32 93 7 285
Lancashire 54 0 8 65 4 27 0 0 158
Lancaster 0 4 2 0 5 2 3 6 22
Leeds 28 25 24 58 19 13 23 22 212
Leicester 17 16 9 18 6 8 20 9 103
Leicestershire 16 0 7 15 4 16 2 1 61
Lewes 0 5 0 0 1 1 4 4 15
Lewisham 19 31 5 31 14 15 45 5 165
Lichfield 0 5 2 0 1 0 1 6 15
Lincoln 1 7 2 0 4 2 6 5 27
Lincolnshire 23 0 5 38 6 5 0 4 81
Liverpool 26 49 10 30 25 10 7 12 169
Luton 8 12 3 18 2 3 14 4 64
Maidstone 0 5 1 0 4 2 5 11 28
Maldon 0 3 0 0 2 0 2 2 9
Malvern Hills 0 2 2 0 2 1 1 8 16
Manchester 16 37 9 46 11 17 11 9 156
Mansfield 1 6 1 0 3 0 4 3 18
Medway 15 22 18 32 9 12 17 12 137
Melton 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 3 6
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Data annex: complaints and enquiries received by category

Adult care 
services

Benefits 
& tax

Corporate 
& other 
services

Education 
& children’s 

services

Environmental 
services, public 

protection & 
regulation

Highways & 
transport Housing

Planning & 
development Total 

Mendip 0 1 3 0 3 0 3 21 31
Merton 10 16 4 12 2 29 9 16 98
Mid Devon 0 1 2 0 10 0 3 4 20
Mid Suffolk 0 3 2 0 0 0 1 5 11
Mid Sussex 0 6 1 0 1 0 1 10 19
Middlesborough 6 8 2 11 3 2 3 2 37
Milton Keynes 15 7 7 18 8 3 17 4 79
Mole Valley 1 3 1 0 3 0 1 6 15
NE Derbyshire 1 4 2 0 1 0 1 5 14
New Forest 0 0 2 0 2 0 1 7 12
New Forest National Park Authority 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 7 11
Newark & Sherwood 0 6 1 0 3 0 2 15 27
Newcastle 11 8 3 10 9 9 4 3 57
Newcastle-under-Lyme 0 9 4 0 2 1 1 2 19
Newham 15 31 9 39 13 82 99 10 298
Norfolk 20 0 2 21 2 6 0 2 53
North Devon 0 3 3 0 1 4 1 9 21
North Dorset 1 2 1 0 1 0 0 6 11
North East Lincs 4 8 6 13 5 5 2 2 45
North Herts 0 6 3 0 2 2 6 2 21
North Kesteven 1 5 0 0 2 0 2 3 13
North Lincolnshire 4 4 5 3 1 5 2 9 33
North Norfolk 0 3 1 0 3 0 0 2 9
North Somerset 9 28 1 4 6 3 1 15 67
North Tyneside 9 9 4 5 5 7 12 4 55
North Warwick 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 1 4
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Data annex: complaints and enquiries received by category
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Highways & 
transport Housing

Planning & 
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North York Moors National Park Authority 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2
North Yorks 35 0 5 41 4 14 0 4 103
Northampton 2 4 4 2 3 1 17 7 40
Northants 24 0 8 52 0 5 1 0 90
Northumberland 10 8 10 22 10 2 4 21 87
Northumberland National Park Authority 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
Norwich 0 7 6 1 4 4 15 8 45
Nottingham 15 28 5 23 8 13 12 6 110
Notts 23 0 3 48 3 14 1 2 94
Nuneaton & Bedworth 0 6 0 1 2 1 4 2 16
NW Leics 1 2 1 0 3 0 4 9 20
Oadby & Wigston 0 4 1 0 4 0 3 1 13
Oldham 17 7 6 17 11 7 3 4 72
Oxford 0 10 0 0 5 2 7 8 32
Oxfordshire 16 0 4 24 0 7 0 2 53
Peak District National Park Authority 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3
Pendle 0 7 1 0 5 1 1 4 19
Peterborough 10 6 3 16 3 1 1 5 45
Plymouth 16 5 6 20 9 15 4 15 90
Poole 8 0 4 6 2 3 2 10 35
Portsmouth 10 3 4 11 3 9 4 1 45
Preston 0 8 7 0 5 0 2 3 25
Purbeck 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 7 10
Reading 3 3 2 11 3 18 17 5 62
Redbridge 28 28 5 28 22 27 29 22 189
Redcar & Cleveland 7 14 3 6 2 4 0 3 39
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Data annex: complaints and enquiries received by category

Adult care 
services
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Corporate 
& other 
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protection & 
regulation

Highways & 
transport Housing

Planning & 
development Total 

Redditch 0 1 0 0 4 0 4 5 14
Reigate & Banstead 1 5 2 0 0 1 6 5 20
Ribble Valley 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 4
Richmond upon Thames 9 4 7 9 1 9 9 12 60
Richmondshire 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 2 6
Rochdale 12 21 5 14 7 2 2 9 72
Rochford 0 3 2 0 1 0 1 2 9
Rossendale 1 4 2 0 7 1 1 9 25
Rother 0 8 2 0 4 0 1 4 19
Rotherham 8 3 5 25 10 7 4 3 65
Rugby 0 1 1 0 0 1 3 8 14
Runnymeade 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 0 4
Rushcliffe 0 0 0 1 1 1 2 2 7
Rushmoor 0 3 1 0 1 1 1 2 9
Rutland 5 0 2 4 0 0 0 3 14
Ryedale 0 3 0 0 1 0 4 6 14
Salford 16 15 4 17 12 3 5 8 80
Sandwell 15 33 6 24 9 4 21 5 117
Scarborough 0 5 5 2 5 2 2 9 30
Sedgemoor 0 3 2 0 3 0 4 9 21
Sefton 11 14 7 16 5 6 5 8 72
Selby 0 2 1 0 0 2 1 17 23
Sevonoaks 0 4 2 0 1 0 1 10 18
Sheffield 38 24 8 33 18 34 22 11 188
Shepway 0 5 4 0 1 3 1 4 18
Shropshire 14 7 10 18 6 9 3 22 89
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Data annex: complaints and enquiries received by category

Adult care 
services

Benefits 
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Corporate 
& other 
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& children’s 
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protection & 
regulation

Highways & 
transport Housing

Planning & 
development Total 

Slough 3 8 0 9 2 5 18 3 48
Solihull 15 0 7 19 5 2 8 5 61
Somerset 27 1 4 35 3 11 0 1 82
South Bucks 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 2 6
South Cambs 0 4 1 1 3 1 4 10 24
South Derbyshire 0 1 2 1 0 0 1 2 7
South Downs National Park Authority 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3
South Glos 14 7 5 10 10 5 1 11 63
South Hams 1 1 9 0 0 2 1 13 27
South Holland 0 2 2 0 1 0 2 10 17
South Kesteven 0 1 0 0 4 0 3 14 22
South Lakeland 0 2 6 0 2 1 1 7 19
South Norfolk 0 1 3 0 2 0 0 6 12
South Northants 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 7 10
South Oxfordshire 1 2 1 0 3 0 9 7 23
South Ribble 0 1 3 0 2 0 2 6 14
South Somerset 1 2 1 0 1 0 4 9 18
South Staffs 1 1 2 0 0 0 1 13 18
South Tyneside 5 2 4 11 8 6 9 2 47
Southampton 9 11 6 11 7 4 10 11 69
Southend-on-Sea 6 10 3 9 9 4 11 6 58
Southwark 13 34 14 15 14 16 82 10 198
Spelthorne 2 4 1 0 1 0 4 2 14
St Albans 0 4 1 0 6 4 4 8 27
St Edmundsbury 0 3 1 0 0 2 1 2 9
St Helens 8 9 2 10 6 3 1 2 41
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& other 
services

Education 
& children’s 

services

Environmental 
services, public 

protection & 
regulation

Highways & 
transport Housing
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Stafford 0 3 0 0 2 0 0 7 12
Staffordshire 40 0 4 40 3 19 0 2 108
Staffs Moorlands 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 9 10
Stevenage 1 1 0 1 1 0 3 5 12
Stockport 9 20 10 17 7 5 4 10 82
Stockton-on-Tees 12 5 5 17 6 1 4 4 54
Stoke-on-Trent 10 17 8 13 14 5 5 5 77
Stratford-on-Avon 0 1 0 0 2 0 3 6 12
Stroud 0 4 2 0 1 0 2 9 18
Suffolk 19 0 3 37 1 10 0 5 75
Suffolk Coastal 0 2 1 0 1 2 3 13 22
Sunderland 6 8 7 7 4 6 2 11 51
Surrey 66 0 9 64 10 21 1 3 174
Surrey Heath 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 3 6
Sutton 6 9 4 12 2 3 5 5 46
Swale 0 4 3 0 1 0 6 7 21
Swindon 5 17 1 6 7 4 6 4 50
Tameside 13 9 4 20 16 4 2 6 74
Tamworth 0 0 2 1 3 0 3 2 11
Tandridge 0 0 0 0 3 1 5 2 11
Taunton Deane 0 1 1 0 3 0 9 6 20
Teignbridge 0 3 2 0 2 0 0 5 12
Telford & Wrekin 11 5 2 11 1 4 4 12 50
Tendring 1 2 1 1 3 0 1 4 13
Test Valley 0 4 2 0 3 0 3 4 16
Tewkesbury 0 1 1 0 3 0 2 4 11
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Highways & 
transport Housing

Planning & 
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Thanet 2 2 7 0 12 1 10 8 42
Three Rivers 0 6 3 0 3 0 1 4 17
Thurrock 4 21 3 14 6 6 17 11 82
Tonbridge & Malling 0 1 1 0 2 0 3 3 10
Torbay 9 9 1 6 9 7 2 4 47
Torridge 0 2 0 0 3 0 1 14 20
Tower Hamlets 12 15 7 13 8 29 37 7 128
Trafford 14 21 0 16 13 4 5 8 81
Tunbridge Wells 0 5 0 0 1 1 3 4 14
Uttlesford 0 1 1 0 3 1 4 11 21
Vale of White Horse 1 6 1 0 1 0 1 6 16
Wakefield 10 11 7 20 15 6 7 8 84
Walsall 11 7 3 20 5 5 2 7 60
Waltham Forest 22 23 11 19 21 29 46 10 181
Wandsworth 13 17 7 9 4 12 22 24 108
Warrington 12 7 0 7 4 4 1 9 44
Warwick 0 4 2 0 2 1 7 4 20
Warwickshire 41 0 2 40 1 5 0 0 89
Watford 0 6 2 1 0 1 3 4 17
Waveney 0 5 1 0 1 0 0 6 13
Waverley 0 2 1 0 2 1 2 12 20
Wealden 0 3 0 1 1 1 0 7 13
Wellingborough 0 4 2 1 1 0 1 4 13
Welwyn Hatfield 1 5 1 0 2 1 4 9 23
West Berkshire 5 3 3 8 6 4 2 9 40
West Devon 0 2 1 0 1 0 0 8 12
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West Dorset 0 4 0 1 0 0 0 10 15
West Lancs 0 7 1 0 3 0 5 5 21
West Lindsey 0 4 1 0 1 0 1 4 11
West Oxfordshire 0 1 1 0 3 0 0 6 11
West Somerset 0 1 2 0 0 0 1 2 6
West Sussex 34 0 5 39 4 23 0 1 106
Westminster 12 47 10 10 12 28 48 5 172
Weymouth & Portland 0 2 0 0 1 1 1 0 5
Wigan 17 21 4 9 9 3 10 11 84
Wiltshire 14 6 6 24 8 10 5 23 96
Winchester 0 0 2 0 4 2 5 9 22
Windsor & Maidenhead 6 5 2 5 2 3 3 5 31
Wirral 39 11 7 31 9 9 4 13 123
Woking 0 3 2 0 1 1 2 7 16
Wokingham 5 5 1 12 3 4 0 9 39
Wolverhampton 12 6 9 26 11 2 12 2 80
Worcester 1 2 1 0 1 1 3 3 12
Worcestershire 24 0 5 21 10 5 0 2 67
Worthing 0 5 2 0 2 4 6 4 23
Wychavon 0 3 0 0 2 1 1 8 15
Wycombe 0 1 1 0 4 1 3 8 18
Wyre 0 6 1 0 5 0 1 10 23
Wyre Forest 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 3
York 11 11 6 9 11 17 5 21 91
Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
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Data annex: complaints and enquiries received by category
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Notes

The statistics include all the complaints and enquiries received in 2014/15.

Number of complaints and enquiries received: a number of cases will have been received and decided in different business years, this means the number of 
complaints and enquiries received will not always match the number of decisions made.

For further information on interpreting the statistics click here.

http://www.lgo.org.uk/publications/annual-report/note-interpretation-statistics/


Data annex: decisions made (by local authority)

Advice given
Closed after 

initial enquiries 
Incomplete/

invalid

Referred 
back for local 

resolution Upheld Not upheld % upheld Total 

Adur 1 0 1 4 2 3 40% 11
Allerdale 0 8 0 42 1 3 25% 54
Amber Valley 1 4 0 5 3 5 37.5% 18
Arun 1 8 2 8 4 6 40.0% 29
Ashfield 0 9 0 7 1 4 20.0% 21
Ashford 1 4 1 10 1 5 16.7% 22
Aylesbury Vale 0 12 0 8 1 2 33.3% 23
Babergh 0 7 0 4 4 7 36.4% 22
Barking & Dagenham 11 32 1 54 9 10 47.4% 117
Barnet 2 49 9 107 17 19 47.2% 203
Barnsley 3 14 1 19 6 7 46.2% 50
Barrow 0 4 2 3 0 1 0.0% 10
Basildon 4 7 4 26 1 3 25.0% 45
Basingstoke & Deane 0 9 2 10 3 1 75.0% 25
Bassetlaw 0 4 0 6 1 3 25.0% 14
Bath & NE Somerset 0 8 1 20 7 7 50.0% 43
Bedford 0 9 0 15 6 6 50.0% 36
Bexley 0 24 1 37 8 6 57.1% 76
Birmingham 40 120 10 305 53 34 60.9% 562
Blaby 0 5 1 15 0 4 0.0% 25
Blackburn w/Darwen 0 8 4 14 3 5 37.5% 34
Blackpool 2 12 1 20 9 6 60.0% 50
Bolsover 2 5 0 2 2 1 66.7% 12
Bolton 3 17 4 30 6 6 50.0% 66
Boston 1 6 0 6 1 1 50.0% 15
Bournemouth 1 18 4 26 6 9 40.0% 64
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Data annex: decisions made (by local authority)

Advice given
Closed after

 initial enquiries 
Incomplete/

invalid

Referred 
back for local 

resolution Upheld Not upheld % upheld Total 

Bracknell Forest 0 3 1 8 1 5 16.7% 18
Braintree 0 4 1 2 4 0 100.0% 11
Breckland 0 4 0 4 1 0 100.0% 9
Brent 8 39 6 77 23 16 59.0% 169
Brentwood 1 2 1 6 2 0 100.0% 12
Brighton & Hove 3 39 7 43 17 16 51.5% 125
Bristol 5 35 5 54 19 15 55.9% 133
Broadland 0 10 2 2 0 10 0.0% 24
Broads Authority 0 1 0 0 0 1 0.0% 2
Bromley 5 39 4 67 29 20 59.2% 164
Bromsgrove 0 4 0 6 1 0 100.0% 11
Broxbourne 0 4 2 9 1 1 50.0% 17
Broxtowe 0 5 3 3 1 2 33.3% 14
Buckinghamshire 1 60 7 21 5 7 41.7% 101
Burnley 1 6 2 3 0 3 0.0% 15
Bury 3 10 3 17 8 4 66.7% 45
Calderdale 1 24 4 19 8 9 47.1% 65
Cambridge 1 4 1 6 4 3 57.1% 19
Cambridgeshire 1 8 2 22 10 12 45.5% 55
Camden 12 40 5 51 11 14 44.0% 133
Cannock Chase 0 0 0 8 0 0 0.0% 8
Canterbury 1 10 3 17 1 2 33.3% 34
Carlisle 0 2 0 2 0 2 0.0% 6
Castle Point 0 3 0 7 0 4 0.0% 14
Central Bedfordshire 5 16 1 21 6 5 54.5% 54
Charnwood 1 10 0 13 0 1 0.0% 25
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Data annex: decisions made (by local authority)

Advice given
Closed after

 initial enquiries 
Incomplete/

invalid

Referred 
back for local 

resolution Upheld Not upheld % upheld Total 

Chelmsford 1 6 1 6 1 3 25.0% 18
Cheltenham 2 4 1 4 1 3 25.0% 15
Cherwell 0 7 1 3 0 3 0.0% 14
Cheshire East 4 27 1 50 21 30 41.2% 133
Cheshire W & Chester 0 45 2 30 11 19 36.7% 107
Chesterfield 3 2 2 13 0 4 0.0% 24
Chichester 0 4 1 8 1 5 16.7% 19
Chiltern 0 2 0 2 0 1 0.0% 5
Chorley 0 4 0 5 0 0 0.0% 9
Christchurch 0 4 0 3 2 2 50.0% 11
City of Bradford 1 22 6 50 10 32 23.8% 121
City of London 2 8 0 3 0 0 0.0% 13
Colchester 4 6 0 19 1 0 100.0% 30
Copeland 0 5 0 7 2 0 100.0% 14
Corby 1 3 0 4 1 1 50.0% 10
Cornwall 3 37 8 89 37 31 54.4% 205
Cotswold 0 2 1 2 1 3 25.0% 9
County Durham 4 59 11 54 13 29 31.0% 170
Coventry 2 25 6 47 9 18 33.3% 107
Craven 0 5 0 4 1 3 25.0% 13
Crawley 2 3 0 9 1 0 100.0% 15
Croydon 8 48 11 117 24 28 46.2% 236
Cumbria 1 12 2 18 5 5 50.0% 43
Dacorum 2 5 0 8 1 1 50.0% 17
Darlington 2 17 2 12 3 2 60.0% 38
Dartford 3 6 1 15 1 0 100.0% 26
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Data annex: decisions made (by local authority) 

Advice given
Closed after

initial enquiries 
Incomplete/

invalid

Referred
 back for local 

resolution Upheld Not upheld % upheld Total 

Dartmoor National Park Authority 0 2 0 0 0 0 0.0% 2
Daventry 1 4 1 2 2 2 50.0% 12
Derby 0 14 5 27 10 9 52.6% 65
Derbyshire 0 15 2 33 9 9 50.0% 68
Derbyshire Dales 1 3 0 4 1 2 33.3% 11
Devon 1 39 6 38 21 20 51.2% 125
Doncaster 2 24 6 26 12 7 63.2% 77
Dorset 0 11 3 16 3 13 18.8% 46
Dover 1 7 0 11 5 6 45.5% 30
Dudley 5 24 6 38 3 7 30.0% 83
Ealing 9 50 8 101 10 6 62.5% 184
East Cambs 0 2 0 2 3 3 50.0% 10
East Devon 1 7 1 13 3 9 25.0% 34
East Dorset 1 2 0 6 0 0 0.0% 9
East Hampshire 0 5 0 7 1 1 50.0% 14
East Herts 0 4 0 10 2 3 40.0% 19
East Lindsey 1 16 1 13 1 7 12.5% 39
East Northants 0 6 0 7 4 2 66.7% 19
East Riding of Yorks 0 22 2 29 8 10 44.4% 71
East Staffs 0 3 1 5 1 2 33.3% 12
East Sussex 0 27 4 30 20 28 41.7% 109
Eastbourne 0 4 0 11 1 0 100.0% 16
Eastleigh 0 5 0 11 2 2 50.0% 20
Eden 0 7 0 4 1 0 100.0% 12
Elmbridge 0 3 2 7 0 4 0.0% 16
Enfield 9 29 16 78 12 9 57.1% 153
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Advice given
Closed after 

initial enquiries 
Incomplete/

invalid

Referred 
back for local 
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Epping Forest 0 9 0 8 2 3 40.0% 22
Epsom & Ewell 0 3 1 11 0 1 0.0% 16
Erewash 0 2 1 1 0 0 0.0% 4
Essex 2 48 2 52 19 24 44.2% 147
Exeter 0 2 1 6 1 0 100.0% 10
Exmoor National Park Authority 0 0 0 1 0 0 0.0% 1
Fareham 1 2 0 2 1 2 33.3% 8
Fenland 1 5 3 7 1 4 20.0% 21
Forest Heath 0 1 0 4 2 0 100.0% 7
Forest of Dean 1 3 0 7 1 3 25.0% 15
Fylde 0 0 0 6 2 3 40.0% 11
Gateshead 4 15 0 27 3 4 42.9% 53
Gedling 0 7 1 6 2 6 25.0% 22
Gloucester 1 3 0 2 4 1 80.0% 11
Gloucestershire 3 16 4 25 11 21 34.4% 80
Gosport 0 9 0 4 2 1 66.7% 16
Gravesham 4 8 0 18 0 0 0.0% 30
Great Yarmouth 0 2 1 5 0 4 0.0% 12
Greenwich 18 27 10 53 14 9 60.9% 131
Guildford 2 7 1 9 0 0 0.0% 19
Hackney 21 31 14 68 12 10 54.5% 156
Halton 0 13 1 11 3 7 30.0% 35
Hambleton 0 7 0 6 1 3 25.0% 17
Hammersmith & Fulham 6 31 4 53 13 14 48.1% 121
Hampshire 1 18 8 53 15 13 53.6% 108
Harborough 1 4 0 5 3 3 50.0% 16
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Haringey 16 58 12 68 35 20 63.6% 209
Harlow 5 1 1 8 0 5 0.0% 20
Harrogate 1 7 1 8 2 6 25.0% 25
Harrow 3 37 8 64 19 12 61.3% 143
Hart 0 4 0 10 1 0 100.0% 15
Hartlepool 1 4 1 7 1 3 25.0% 17
Hastings 0 3 0 11 0 2 0.0% 16
Havant 0 6 1 6 1 1 50.0% 15
Havering 5 16 1 48 7 11 38.9% 88
Herefordshire 0 17 3 15 11 10 52.4% 56
Hertfordshire 0 29 4 57 7 18 28.0% 115
Hertsmere 0 6 0 8 1 2 33.3% 17
High Peak 0 3 1 2 1 7 12.5% 14
Hillingdon 8 27 7 38 12 17 41.4% 109
Hinckley & Bosworth 0 1 1 5 1 2 33.3% 10
Horsham 0 7 0 10 2 2 50.0% 21
Hounslow 3 27 3 74 13 12 52.0% 132
Huntingdonshire 1 7 0 5 0 3 0.0% 16
Hyndburn 0 1 0 7 4 1 80.0% 13
Ipswich 2 3 1 5 3 0 100.0% 14
Isle of Wight 1 15 2 34 6 7 46.2% 65
Isles of Scilly 0 1 0 0 0 0 0.0% 1
Islington 19 24 3 49 7 9 43.8% 111
Kensington & Chelsea 3 23 3 28 4 11 26.7% 72
Kent 3 55 6 75 32 34 48.5% 205
Kettering 2 5 1 11 2 1 66.7% 22
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Kings Lynn & West Norfolk 0 7 1 7 1 2 33.3% 18
Kingston upon Hull 6 17 3 35 7 2 77.8% 70
Kingston upon Thames 3 22 4 31 9 2 81.8% 71
Kirkless 4 22 4 35 4 23 14.8% 92
Knowsley 1 10 3 17 7 4 63.6% 42
Lake District National Park Authority 0 1 0 0 0 2 0.0% 3
Lambeth 37 65 7 118 42 24 63.6% 293
Lancashire 2 30 6 68 26 29 47.3% 161
Lancaster 2 7 0 10 1 1 50.0% 21
Leeds 13 51 15 75 24 41 36.9% 219
Leicester 6 21 2 47 9 12 42.9% 97
Leicestershire 2 13 4 26 7 10 41.2% 62
Lewes 0 1 3 7 2 2 50.0% 15
Lewisham 7 26 8 80 15 17 46.9% 153
Lichfield 0 5 1 5 2 1 66.7% 14
Lincoln 4 6 0 11 4 0 100.0% 25
Lincolnshire 0 15 2 37 10 15 40.0% 79
Liverpool 2 29 13 90 20 16 55.6% 170
Luton 2 15 1 31 3 13 18.8% 65
Maidstone 0 8 0 8 3 3 50.0% 22
Maldon 0 3 0 6 0 1 0.0% 10
Malvern Hills 0 6 0 4 3 4 42.9% 17
Manchester 4 34 9 60 18 27 40.0% 152
Mansfield 1 2 1 5 1 6 14.3% 16
Medway 0 39 6 47 19 14 57.6% 125
Melton 0 1 0 2 2 2 50.0% 7
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Mendip 0 2 4 7 2 5 28.6% 20
Merton 1 30 5 33 7 10 41.2% 86
Mid Devon 1 7 0 7 1 2 33.3% 18
Mid Suffolk 0 5 1 5 0 1 0.0% 12
Mid Sussex 0 5 3 2 3 2 60.0% 15
Middlesborough 0 8 0 18 7 9 43.8% 42
Milton Keynes 6 22 2 34 12 5 70.6% 81
Mole Valley 0 8 1 4 0 3 0.0% 16
NE Derbyshire 0 2 1 9 1 0 100.0% 13
New Forest 0 4 1 3 0 1 0.0% 9
New Forest National Park Authority 0 5 1 5 0 2 0.0% 13
Newark & Sherwood 3 8 0 9 1 4 20.0% 25
Newcastle 3 15 3 21 4 11 26.7% 57
Newcastle-under-Lyme 2 5 0 8 2 4 33.3% 21
Newham 19 74 8 136 44 30 59.5% 311
Norfolk 0 18 2 9 15 12 55.6% 56
North Devon 0 6 1 7 2 5 28.6% 21
North Dorset 0 3 1 3 0 4 0.0% 11
North East Lincs 1 13 2 13 8 9 47.1% 46
North Herts 0 4 2 7 2 6 25.0% 21
North Kesteven 2 4 1 6 0 0 0.0% 13
North Lincolnshire 1 11 2 13 0 4 0.0% 31
North Norfolk 0 2 1 5 1 2 33.3% 11
North Somerset 0 15 5 23 14 8 63.6% 65
North Tyneside 1 18 2 24 3 4 42.9% 52
North Warwick 1 1 0 1 0 0 0.0% 3
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North York Moors National Park Authority 0 0 0 2 0 0 0.0% 2
North Yorks 2 21 6 28 12 26 31.6% 95
Northampton 4 13 0 10 4 4 50.0% 35
Northants 0 18 3 45 9 8 52.9% 83
Northumberland 2 22 3 35 10 12 45.5% 84
Northumberland National Park Authority 0 0 0 0 1 0 100.0% 1
Norwich 6 8 1 18 7 6 53.8% 46
Nottingham 4 21 4 54 6 20 23.1% 109
Notts 1 30 6 24 12 28 30.0% 101
Nuneaton & Bedworth 3 4 0 8 1 0 100.0% 16
NW Leics 3 4 2 5 2 3 40.0% 19
Oadby & Wigston 0 4 0 7 1 0 100.0% 12
Oldham 2 12 1 34 5 9 35.7% 63
Oxford 4 6 2 11 3 5 37.5% 31
Oxfordshire 0 6 4 21 9 7 56.3% 47
Peak District National Park Authority 0 1 0 1 0 1 0.0% 3
Pendle 1 6 0 7 1 1 50.0% 16
Peterborough 1 11 0 21 11 6 64.7% 50
Plymouth 1 13 4 37 10 15 40.0% 80
Poole 0 10 1 12 4 11 26.7% 38
Portsmouth 1 7 3 23 9 6 60.0% 49
Preston 1 13 2 7 0 2 0.0% 25
Purbeck 0 1 0 5 0 2 0.0% 8
Reading 1 14 1 33 6 5 54.5% 60
Redbridge 6 39 10 80 26 20 56.5% 181
Redcar & Cleveland 0 11 0 21 3 3 50.0% 38

page 39

Detailed investigations



Data annex: decisions made (by local authority)

Advice given
Closed after 

initial enquiries 
Incomplete/

invalid

Referred 
back for local 

resolution Upheld Not upheld % upheld Total 

Redditch 1 5 0 5 1 2 33.3% 14
Reigate & Banstead 1 5 0 8 1 3 25.0% 18
Ribble Valley 0 1 0 1 0 2 0.0% 4
Richmond upon Thames 3 15 4 10 10 4 71.4% 46
Richmondshire 0 3 0 1 0 1 0.0% 5
Rochdale 0 13 5 33 9 6 60.0% 66
Rochford 0 2 0 5 0 0 0.0% 7
Rossendale 0 5 1 13 0 2 0.0% 21
Rother 0 8 1 5 1 0 100.0% 15
Rotherham 4 19 1 23 4 7 36.4% 58
Rugby 1 4 0 8 1 1 50.0% 15
Runnymeade 0 1 0 2 0 0 0.0% 3
Rushcliffe 1 2 0 4 0 0 0.0% 7
Rushmoor 1 2 0 4 2 1 66.7% 10
Rutland 1 2 1 7 1 1 50.0% 13
Ryedale 0 3 1 7 2 1 66.7% 14
Salford 3 13 6 33 15 10 60.0% 80
Sandwell 9 18 6 59 19 7 73.1% 118
Scarborough 0 5 1 12 6 5 54.5% 29
Sedgemoor 2 8 1 3 1 3 25.0% 18
Sefton 0 13 4 33 8 14 36.4% 72
Selby 1 8 0 7 1 4 20.0% 21
Sevonoaks 0 2 2 6 1 4 20.0% 15
Sheffield 14 56 6 69 19 22 46.3% 186
Shepway 0 6 0 9 1 4 20.0% 20
Shropshire 0 22 3 39 22 12 64.7% 98
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Slough 2 9 2 22 5 3 62.5% 43
Solihull 4 12 3 18 6 6 50.0% 49
Somerset 1 15 7 31 17 8 68.0% 79
South Bucks 0 1 0 3 1 0 100.0% 5
South Cambs 0 4 0 12 0 1 0.0% 17
South Derbyshire 0 3 1 2 1 0 100.0% 7
South Downs National Park Authority 0 1 0 1 0 0 0.0% 2
South Glos 0 13 1 28 7 8 46.7% 57
South Hams 0 4 0 9 3 3 50.0% 19
South Holland 0 7 1 4 1 1 50.0% 14
South Kesteven 0 3 0 17 0 2 0.0% 22
South Lakeland 1 6 2 4 1 3 25.0% 17
South Norfolk 1 1 1 5 4 1 80.0% 13
South Northants 0 5 0 3 1 1 50.0% 10
South Oxfordshire 1 2 2 11 0 2 0.0% 18
South Ribble 0 2 0 10 1 1 50.0% 14
South Somerset 0 7 0 9 0 1 0.0% 17
South Staffs 0 4 1 5 4 1 80.0% 15
South Tyneside 4 14 1 10 4 8 33.3% 41
Southampton 2 17 6 30 7 8 46.7% 70
Southend-on-Sea 1 9 0 31 5 7 41.7% 53
Southwark 27 43 10 68 22 17 56.4% 187
Spelthorne 0 4 1 6 1 1 50.0% 13
St Albans 2 11 2 10 3 0 100.0% 28
St Edmundsbury 1 2 0 4 1 0 100.0% 8
St Helens 0 6 0 19 5 9 35.7% 39
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Stafford 0 4 0 4 0 2 0.0% 10
Staffordshire 0 31 4 39 19 13 59.4% 106
Staffs Moorlands 1 7 0 1 1 2 33.3% 12
Stevenage 1 2 0 5 1 2 33.3% 11
Stockport 3 20 4 33 5 15 25.0% 80
Stockton-on-Tees 0 12 1 21 4 9 30.8% 47
Stoke-on-Trent 1 20 3 28 9 11 45.0% 72
Stratford-on-Avon 0 1 0 8 1 1 50.0% 11
Stroud 0 5 3 6 1 0 100.0% 15
Suffolk 2 18 6 29 11 9 55.0% 75
Suffolk Coastal 0 5 0 7 1 8 11.1% 21
Sunderland 0 18 3 20 2 4 33.3% 47
Surrey 0 40 3 87 21 24 46.7% 175
Surrey Heath 0 1 0 3 1 1 50.0% 6
Sutton 1 14 1 20 6 4 60.0% 46
Swale 0 8 0 8 2 4 33.3% 22
Swindon 0 12 1 28 4 2 66.7% 47
Tameside 2 15 2 39 11 13 45.8% 82
Tamworth 0 2 0 4 0 2 0.0% 8
Tandridge 1 4 0 2 0 1 0.0% 8
Taunton Deane 3 4 1 9 1 2 33.3% 20
Teignbridge 0 5 0 5 0 2 0.0% 12
Telford & Wrekin 0 8 4 21 9 6 60.0% 48
Tendring 0 1 2 6 1 3 25.0% 13
Test Valley 1 4 1 3 2 2 50.0% 13
Tewkesbury 0 3 0 5 0 0 0.0% 8
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Thanet 1 7 0 22 4 5 44.4% 39
Three Rivers 1 8 1 7 1 1 50.0% 19
Thurrock 6 16 9 39 5 6 45.5% 81
Tonbridge & Malling 0 2 0 6 0 0 0.0% 8
Torbay 0 16 1 12 6 7 46.2% 42
Torridge 0 4 0 5 4 6 40.0% 19
Tower Hamlets 4 34 4 57 11 12 47.8% 122
Trafford 2 21 1 32 6 13 31.6% 75
Tunbridge Wells 1 2 0 7 2 1 66.7% 13
Uttlesford 2 4 0 10 2 4 33.3% 22
Vale of White Horse 1 3 0 7 2 1 66.7% 14
Wakefield 3 30 2 29 5 13 27.8% 82
Walsall 0 12 0 28 5 13 27.8% 58
Waltham Forest 10 41 14 71 27 19 58.7% 182
Wandsworth 6 20 4 46 10 4 71.4% 90
Warrington 2 6 1 18 10 6 62.5% 43
Warwick 0 6 0 10 4 1 80.0% 21
Warwickshire 0 19 1 36 18 24 42.9% 98
Watford 0 6 0 6 3 2 60.0% 17
Waveney 0 4 0 6 0 3 0.0% 13
Waverley 1 10 0 5 0 5 0.0% 21
Wealden 1 3 1 4 3 5 37.5% 17
Wellingborough 0 7 0 4 0 1 0.0% 12
Welwyn Hatfield 0 7 0 7 4 4 50.0% 22
West Berkshire 0 17 0 10 1 8 11.1% 36
West Devon 0 2 1 5 4 1 80.0% 13
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West Dorset 0 5 0 7 1 0 100.0% 13
West Lancs 2 4 1 13 1 1 50.0% 22
West Lindsey 1 5 0 2 2 4 33.3% 14
West Oxfordshire 0 1 1 5 2 2 50.0% 11
West Somerset 0 1 1 2 1 4 20.0% 9
West Sussex 1 43 6 23 20 18 52.6% 111
Westminster 9 45 4 71 17 19 47.2% 165
Weymouth & Portland 0 1 0 2 2 1 66.7% 6
Wigan 1 18 4 37 12 12 50.0% 84
Wiltshire 3 25 5 30 19 19 50.0% 101
Winchester 2 8 2 6 2 2 50.0% 22
Windsor & Maidenhead 0 7 1 13 3 5 37.5% 29
Wirral 0 14 9 57 22 17 56.4% 119
Woking 1 1 2 7 1 0 100.0% 12
Wokingham 0 13 1 15 2 3 40.0% 34
Wolverhampton 5 14 5 29 8 9 47.1% 70
Worcester 2 2 0 5 0 1 0.0% 10
Worcestershire 0 21 5 23 10 11 47.6% 70
Worthing 0 5 0 11 2 4 33.3% 22
Wychavon 0 4 1 8 0 5 0.0% 18
Wycombe 0 3 2 7 2 2 50.0% 16
Wyre 1 8 0 9 1 3 25.0% 22
Wyre Forest 0 1 0 1 1 0 100.0% 3
York 2 30 4 35 10 15 40.0% 96
Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0
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Notes

The statistics include all the complaints and enquiries received in 2014/15. 

Number of complaints and enquiries received: a number of cases will have been received and decided in different business years, this means the number of 
complaints and enquiries received will not always match the number of decisions made.

For further information on interpreting the statistics click here.

http://www.lgo.org.uk/publications/annual-report/note-interpretation-statistics/

