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1. Role of the PIRC  

 
Sections 34 and 35 of the Police, Public Order and Criminal Justice (Scotland) Act 2006 (“the Act”) 
provide that the Police Investigations and Review Commissioner (“the PIRC”) may examine the 
manner in which particular kinds of complaints are dealt with by Police Scotland and the Scottish 
Police Authority.  Through agreements with UK police bodies operating in Scotland, the PIRC may 
also examine the manner in which these bodies deal with complaints.  The PIRC cannot review 
complaints of criminal behaviour against police officers or police staff, or complaints made by persons 
serving, or who have served with the police, about the terms and conditions of their service. 
 
In performing this review function, the PIRC obtains information from the police body which dealt with 
the complaint.  This information is considered together with information provided by the person who 
made the complaint (“the applicant”).  An assessment is then made as to whether in all the 
circumstances the complaint was dealt with to a reasonable standard.  Among the factors taken into 
account when making this assessment are the following: 

 
 

 whether sufficient enquiries into the complaint have been carried out by the policing body; 
 

 whether the policing body’s response to the complaint is supported by all material  information 
available; 
 

 whether in dealing with the complaint the policing body has adhered to all relevant policies,  
 procedures and legal provisions; 

 

 whether the policing body’s response to the complaint is adequately reasoned; and 
 

 where the complaint has resulted in the policing body identifying measures necessary to improve 
its service, whether these measures are adequate and have been implemented. 

 
 
2. Key findings 

 
The complaints in this case arose from the action taken by the police in response to non-recent sexual 
offences reported by the applicant. Five complaints were reviewed, namely that:  
 

1) the applicant was not updated or contacted in relation to the progress of the police 
 investigation; 

2) an officer failed to keep an appointment with a witness and attended at the witness’s 
 home address which the applicant believes is inappropriate 

3) insufficient enquires were carried out into the allegation; namely that the applicant’s 
 medical records were not seized and the relevant witnesses were not interviewed; 
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4) the applicant was informed about the outcome of the investigation over the phone by a 
 male officer which the applicant believes is inappropriate; and 

5) officers from Police Scotland conducted themselves in an unprofessional manner 
 and showed lack of empathy to the applicant’s situation and feelings. 
 

The review has found that two of the complaints have been handled with to a reasonable standard and 
three have not. Four recommendations have been made in this connection. 
 
 
3. Background 

 
On 12 May 2016, the applicant contacted Police Scotland to report non-recent sexual offences. 
 
The enquiry was allocated to Detective Sergeant A, a trained Sexual Offences Liaison Officer (SOLO). 
Detective Sergeant A met with the applicant on 16 May 2016 and noted her statement. Detective 
Sergeant A was accompanied by Detective Constable B at this time..  
 
Detective Sergeant A carried out initial enquiries into the allegations made by the applicant, but was 
then seconded to another  investigation. In her absence, Detective Sergeant C – who had no previous 
involvement in the enquiry – carried out the suspect interviews. On 21 February 2017 Detective 
Sergeant C thereafter telephoned the applicant and advised her that there was insufficient evidence for 
the case to proceed 
 
On 9 March 2017, the applicant submitted her complaints online. The complaint enquiry was allocated 
to Sergeant D, with the applicant receiving a response to her complaints from Superintendent E in a 
letter dated 29 August 2017. 

 
 

 
4. The Review 

 
 
Complaint 1: Insufficient updates 
 
The applicant complained that she was not contacted or updated in relation to the progress of the 
police investigation. 
 
 
Police Handling of Complaint 1  
 
Superintendent E responded to the applicant’s complaint as follows: 
 

“You explained that making the decision to report historical sexual abuse was the most 
important decision of your life. You stated you met Detective Sergeant [A] and Detective 
Constable [B] once and months went by without any further communication. You further 
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state you expected further contact as you had more information; however, these officers 
failed to contact you again.  
 
Detective Sergeant [A] states she was allocated your enquiry in May 2016 and attended to 

speak to you at your home address on 16 May 2016. She subsequently telephoned you to 
check on your welfare and arrange a further visit. You requested that she did not re-attend 
at your home address as this was too much for you. She states she contacted you prior to 

your holiday to Cuba between 22 June and 6 July 2016 and you then contacted her on your 
return to say that you had not enjoyed your holiday. She states you have periodically 
contacted her in relation to problems with your family and friends, and continuously offered 

you support in relation to this. She states between May 2016 and September 2017, she 
contacted you repeatedly and informed you she would be speaking to your family and your 
psychiatrist and enquired about your wellbeing. Detective Sergeant [A] states she contacted 

you in December 2016, following an incident where you had dealings with local officers after 
being ejected from a nightclub. She states she provided you with reassurance, ensured an 

incident was recorded and contacted the local Sergeant to facilitate a meeting with local 

officers. Detective Sergeant [A] denies that you were not contacted or updated regarding 
the progress of the investigation. 

 
Detective Constable [B] states she accompanied Detective Sergeant [A] to your home 
address and Detective Sergeant [A] explained to you in great detail her role in the 
investigation and as a Sexual Offences Liaison Officer (SOLO). Detective Constable [B] 
also states she advised you of additional support, including Rape Crisis, which was 
available to you. Detective Constable [B] had no further involvement in the enquiry; 
however, states Detective Sergeant [A] provided you with her contact details and informed 
you she would be in touch.  
 
It is your belief that you were not contacted or updated regarding the progress of the 
investigation. I understand this was a difficult and emotionally draining experience for you, 
especially due to the nature of the enquiry. SOLO Officers are specially trained to deal with 
these enquiries to minimise the distress they cause and provide support when they can. 
However, I realise this can still be a distressing experience. Detective Sergeant [A] denies 
that she did not contact you to support you or update you in relation to this enquiry. 
However, Detective Sergeant [A] cannot provide any written evidence to Sergeant [D] of 
when she contacted you and for that reason, it is my determination that this element of your 
complaint is upheld.” 

 
Consideration of Complaint 1  
 
Detective Sergeant A has provided an account in response to this allegation, within which she has 
detailed the communications that she had with the applicant and the updates provided. Of note is that 
her statement has been accurately reflected in Superintendent E’s response to the applicant.  
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It is noted that in her response, Superintendent E has acknowledged that Detective Sergeant A had not 
documented the contact that she made with the applicant and, on this basis, has determined that the 
applicant’s complaint be upheld. During the course of the review, the PIRC has queried as to whether a 
completed SOLO contact book or log existed. This document provides a means by which a SOLO can 
record any contact that they have with a victim and document their actions accordingly. In this case, 
there is no recorded contact and no associated documentation detailing any enquiries that have been 
carried out; the nature of any action taken; or any decision that was made by the investigating officer. In 
response to the PIRC’s information request, an officer from Police Scotland has advised that SOLO 
contact logs or books are only completed in rape incidents. However, Police Scotland’s Sexual Crime 
Investigation Standard Operating Procedure (‘Sexual Crime SOP’) makes clear that the nature of the 
offences reported by the applicant are defined to be a serious sexual offence, and as such, constitutes 
the type of offence for which a SOLO will ordinarily deployed. Of note it is that no clear distinction exists 
in either the SOP nor the associated guidance documents in relation to the processes that should be 
followed or the documentation that should be completed for rape incidents in comparison to other 
serious sexual offences. 
 
On the basis that Superintendent E has recognised that Detective Sergeant A could not provide any 
documented evidence of the contact she made with the applicant, and has determined that the 
applicant’s complaint should be upheld, it is considered that this complaint  has been handled to a 
reasonable standard. 
 
That said, it is considered that Superintendent E’s response does not specifically address nor explain if 
the contact Detective Sergeant A had with the applicant should have been formally logged in the first 
place. Similarly, the response also falls short of giving due consideration to whether Detective Sergeant 
A’s failure to do so went against the provisions of the relevant procedure and/or associated guidance 
documents.  
 
As such, it is recommended that Police Scotland (if necessary) update their standard operating 
procedures to clearly reflect any distinction in the processes that are required to be followed and the 
documentation to be completed in rape incidents in comparison with other serious sexual offences. In 
the event that a contact log and any other associated documentation is required in all cases of rape and 
other serious sexual offences, it is recommended that Police Scotland recognise this incident as an 
opportunity to provide Detective Sergeant A with individual learning regarding the importance of 
completing and retaining the relevant documentation. Police Scotland should confirm with the PIRC 
when this has been done. 
 
 
Complaint 2: Failed to keep appointment 
 
The applicant has complained that an officer failed to keep an appointment with a witness – Mr F - and 
instead attended at his home address unannounced. The applicant believes this was inappropriate. 
 
Police Handling of Complaint 2 
 
Superintendent E responded to the applicant’s complaint as follows: 
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“You state Detective Sergeant [A] failed to keep appointments with Mr [F] and attended, 
unannounced, at his home address 3 weeks late, which you felt was inappropriate.  
 
Detective Sergeant [A] states she arranged a meeting with Mr [F], who agreed to attend at 
[named] Police Station. She received a telephone call from [Mr F] as he had been refused 
entry to the Police Station for refusing to provide his name or the reason for his visit. 
Detective Sergeant [A] states she re-arranged a suitable date and time; however, he could 
not commit to this and she thereafter attended at his home address in order to progress the 
enquiry; however, Mr [F] refused to co-operate with her.  
 

Another officer attended with Detective Sergeant [A] and states she conducted herself in a 
professional and polite manner; however, Mr [F] refused to co-operate with her. 
 
Sometimes, the nature of Police enquiries necessitates officers attending at witnesses' 
home addresses unannounced. While I understand this can be inconvenient and upsetting, 
officers also have a duty to ensure they have made all reasonable efforts to contact 
individuals who may have pertinent information. On this occasion, I believe Detective 
Sergeant [A] has made all reasonable efforts to pursue her enquiries on your behalf and 
while I appreciate that you, may not agree with the methods, these were carried out with the 
best of intentions. For this reason, I do not uphold this element of your complaint.” 

 
Consideration of Complaint 2  
 
There are two aspects to the applicant’s complaint, namely that: (i) Detective Sergeant A had failed to 
keep an appointment with Mr F; and (ii) Detective Sergeant A had attended at Mr F’s address 
unannounced which the applicant believes to be inappropriate. 
 
(i) Failed to keep appointment 
 
It is noted that the account provided by Detective Sergeant A has been accurately reflected in the 
response provided to the applicant. Within her account, Detective Sergeant A has confirmed that she 
had received a call from Mr F. At this time, Mr F had advised Detective Sergeant A that he had 
attended at the police office to speak with her but had refused to provide his name or a reason for his 
visit. This resulted in Mr F storming out of the police office. Detective Sergeant A has further stated that 
she attempted to re-arrange the appointment with Mr F, but he was unable to commit to another date or 
time. 
 
However, having reviewed the applicant’s statement of complaint, it is not clear as to why she believed 
that Detective Sergeant A had missed an appointment with Mr F or as to how she had obtained this 
information. It is also noted that no statement was obtained nor sought from Mr F as part of the 
complaint investigation. Whilst the PIRC appreciates that Mr F was deemed to be ‘uncooperative’ 
during the criminal investigation, with it being entirely possible that he might have refused to provide a 
statement to inform the complaint investigation, it is considered that efforts to obtain a statement from 
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him would have been a reasonable and proportionate line of enquiry. This is particularly true given the 
fact that it is unclear as to why the applicant believed that Detective Sergeant A had missed an 
appointment with Mr F in the first instance. 
 
 Accordingly, it is considered that the level of enquiry into this aspect of the complaint has been 
insufficient. 
 
(ii) attended unannounced 
 
Within her statement, Detective Sergeant A has confirmed that she did attend at Mr F’s address. Whilst 

she did not expressly say as much, it is implied that her attendance was not pre-arranged with Mr F. 
In her decision not to uphold the complaint, Superintendent E has advised that the nature of police 
enquiries will sometimes require that officers attend unannounced at a witness’s home address. She 
has acknowledged that this action may be perceived as inconvenient and upsetting, however has 
explained that Detective Sergeant A’s attendance at Mr F’s home address was with the best of 
intentions in order to progress the enquiry. 
 
The response is supported by the statement provided by Detective Sergeant A,  who has recorded in 
her account that attending at a witness’s home address is common place and  that her purpose in doing 
so in this case was  to progress the enquiry. 
 
Accordingly, it is considered that the response to this aspect of the complaint is adequately reasoned 
and is supported by the material evidence available. 
 
However, in light of the short-comings identified in response to aspect (i) of this complaint, it is 
concluded that overall, this complaint has not been handled to a reasonable standard. 
 
In relation to (i) above, it is now recommended that Police Scotland: 
 
(a) make reasonable efforts to obtain an account from Mr F regarding the allegation that Detective 
Sergeant A missed a pre-arranged appointment with him; 
(b) based on this account, re-considers the complaint as a whole using the balance of probabilities; and  
(c) issue the applicant with a fresh response. If efforts to obtain a statement fail, Police Scotland should 
provide the PIRC with evidence of the enquiries that were undertaken in this connection. 
 
 
Complaint 3: Insufficient enquiries 
 
The applicant has complained that insufficient enquiries were carried out into her allegations; namely 
that her medical records were not requested ,and that an officer failed to interview relevant witnesses. 
 
Police Handling of Complaint 3 
 
Superintendent E responded to the applicant’s complaint as follows: 
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“You explained to Detective Sergeant [A] and Detective Constable [B] that your mental 
health had been adversely affected by your experiences and you expected to sign a 
medical mandate. Your medical and psychiatric records would contain important and crucial 
information relating to the enquiry and you provided Detective Sergeant [A] with the details 
of five witnesses…You believe Detective Sergeant [A] failed to contact all the witnesses or 
secure your medical records.  
 
Detective Sergeant [A] states she spoke to your psychiatrist… who advised her there was 

no medical evidence held that would corroborate the incidents reported, but she was aware 
you had made a report to the Police. Detective Sergeant [A] denies she failed to request, 
medical records pertinent to the investigation. 
 
Detective Sergeant [A] states that unless seizure of records by Police is necessary to the 
ongoing police investigation, sensitive personal records are only obtained on the instruction 
of the Procurator Fiscal. As a result, an operational decision was taken, at this time, not to 
seize your medical notes. Any report submitted to the Procurator Fiscal would make them 
aware of the medical notes and they may or may not instruct seizure of same.  
 
Detective Sergeant [A] states you provided the details of four potential witnesses…She 
states she contacted all of these witnesses and, where appropriate, noted statements.  
 
Mr [F] was considered to be an unco-operative witness. Details surrounding this have been 
addressed in response to Complaint 3.  
 
Sergeant [D] has confirmed that all the witnesses you identified to Detective Sergeant [A] 
were spoken to and she identified and spoke to an additional seven witnesses identified 
through her enquiries. 
 
It is your belief that insufficient enquiries were carried out, namely your medical records 
were not requested and Detective Sergeant [A] failed to speak to all the witnesses. Medical 
enquiries are very intrusive and will only be used and obtained when required for the 
ongoing enquiry. On this occasion, Detective Sergeant [A] sought advice from a 
professional practitioner who advised that your records would not provide any corroboration 
of the allegations. I understand you feel these records may demonstrate the adverse effect 
these incidents have had on your emotional and mental health; however, in this case, they 
would not have been of evidential value to the ongoing enquiry.  
 
I am satisfied that Detective Sergeant [A] undertook all relevant enquiries and spoke to all 
the witnesses that she could identify for your criminal complaint…. 
 

It is my determination that based on the evidence available to me that sufficient enquiries 
were carried out and had any report been submitted to the Procurator Fiscal it would be 
their determination as to whether your medical records would be required. For this reason, 'I 
do not uphold this element of your complaint.” 
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Consideration of Complaint 3  
 
There are two aspects to the applicant’s complaint, namely that: (i) Detective Sergeant A had failed to 
seize her medical records;  and, (ii) Detective Sergeant A had failed to interview relevant witnesses. 
 
(i) medical records 
 
As stated above, it is noted that there are no completed forms or otherwise that documents or details 
the enquiries that were undertaken in this respect. In addition, the recorded crime report also contains 

very little information. This makes it difficult for the PIRC to review the level of enquiry that has been 
carried out into the applicant’s allegation.  
 
Accordingly, the only available evidence in this respect is the account provided by Detective Sergeant 
A, which has been referred to within Superintendent E’s response. Within her account, Detective 
Sergeant A has stated that, at the outset of her enquiry, she had contacted the applicant’s psychiatrist. 
At this time, Detective Sergeant A was told by the psychiatrist that there was no medical evidence held 
on record that would serve to corroborate the incidents reported by the applicant.   
 
It is acknowledged that during the course of an investigation, the police are required to follow all 
reasonable lines of enquiry. In this case, the available evidence would tend to suggest that Detective 
Sergeant A had considered seizing the applicant’s medical records as a potential line of enquiry. This is 
evidenced by the medical mandate that has been signed by the applicant authorising Police Scotland to 
seize her medical records; a copy of which was provided to the PIRC and examined during the course 
of the review. However, despite this being the case,  it would appear that Detective Sergeant A made 
the operational decision to not seize the applicant’s medical notes. This decision would appear to be  
based on the information that was relayed to her by the applicant’s psychiatrist. 
 
The decision as to what lines of enquiry are pursued ultimately rests with the officer investigating any 
given allegation. In this case, Detective Sergeant A has provided a statement that explains the rationale 
behind her decision making, the contents of which has been accurately reflected in the response. 
 
In line with complaint 1, Police Scotland’s position would have been strengthened in this respect if 
Detective Sergeant A had completed an auditable record of the enquiries under taken during the 
investigation. Nevertheless, overall, it is considered that this aspect of the complaint is adequately 
reasoned and is supported by the material evidence available. 
 

(ii) relevant witnesses 
 
The response provided has again referred to the account provided by Detective Sergeant A, within 
which she has documented the details of the witnesses provided by the applicant and confirmed that 
they were all spoken to during the course of her enquiry. 
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Both Superintendent E’s response and Detective Sergeant A’s account  is supported by the associated 
the witness statements, copies of which have been provided to the PIRC and examined during the 
course of the review. Accordingly, the PIRC can confirm that Detective Sergeant A did obtain 
statements from all relevant witnesses referred to within the applicant’s original statement. 
 
In her statement of complaint, the applicant has specifically referred to the name of a witness, Ms G, 
that she had provided to Detective Sergeant A. Despite providing Detective Sergeant with Ms G’s 
details, the applicant has said that Ms G was not asked to provide a statement as part of the 
investigation. Within her application to the PIRC, the applicant has re-iterated her concerns that a 
statement was not obtained from this particular witness. However, having reviewed the statements and 

the associated paperwork, the name of this witness does not appear in the relevant documentation. 
Accordingly, whilst the applicant might have offered this name to Detective Sergeant  A as a potential 
witness, there is nothing in the file to support this position. Instead,  the available evidence would tend 
to support Police Scotland’s position that Detective Sergeant A undertook all reasonable lines of 
enquiry and spoke with all relevant witnesses identified from the applicant’s original statement. 
 
It is considered that the response to this aspect of the complaint is both adequately reasoned and 
supported by the material evidence available. 
 
It is therefore considered that, overall, this complaint has been handled to a reasonable standard. 
 
No further action is required. 
 
 
Complaint 4: Inappropriate update 
 
The applicant has complained that she was told about the outcome of the investigation over the 
telephone by a male officer. The applicant felt this was inappropriate as she had requested that only 
female officers contact her. 
 
Police Handling of Complaint 4 
 

Superintendent E responded to the applicant’s complaint as follows: 
 

“The male officer you initially identified was not involved in this enquiry, but Sergeant [D] 
has been able to identify the officer involved. The officer states he was unaware that you did 
not want to be contacted by a male officer. He states that he contacted you by telephone as 
that is the usual method of contact. He denies this was an inappropriate way to update you.  
 
Detective Sergeant [A] states that you initially attended at [named] Police Station and the 
enquiry was passed through to [named] Division to progress. She further states that you 
had requested to speak to a female SOLO at that time and this was facilitated by her 
attendance to complete your statement. She states at no time was an agreement made that 
only a female officer would contact you.  
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Detective Constable [B] states that when she attended at your home address with Detective 
Sergeant [A] she was not aware of any agreement that only a female officer would contact 
you.  
 

You state you believe it was inappropriate for a male officer to update you over the 
telephone. The officers state they were unaware that you wished to only be updated by a 
female officer and you had previously stated you found Police attendance at your home to 

be too difficult. The officers have stated that they were unaware of any agreement that only 
a female office would contact you. Furthermore, Sergeant [D] has informed me that you 
have spoken to male officers on previous occasions and you did not indicate that you were 
unhappy for this to take place. For this reason, I do not uphold this element of your 

complaint.” 
 

 
Consideration of Complaint 4  
 
Although not reflected in the response to the applicant, the available evidence suggests that Detective 
Sergeant A was seconded to another investigation whilst conducting enquiries into the applicant’s 
allegations. As a consequence, the applicant was updated on the outcome of the investigation into her 
criminal allegations by a male officer with no previous involvement in her case. 
 
However, the Sexual Crime SOP is clear that it is the responsibility of the SOLO to keep the victim 
advised as to the progress of an enquiry until such time as a report has been submitted to the COPFS 
or to the point in which it has been confirmed that no report will be submitted.  
 
In addition, the Sexual Crime SOP also states that in the event that a SOLO is redeployed or removed 
from an enquiry, then: 
 
  ‘another trained SOLO must be identified and the victim, where appropriate, to visited by 

 both SOLO officers to explain the changeover and introduce the newly deployed officer.’ 
 
In the applicant’s case, there is no information to suggest that a second SOLO was deployed or that the 
applicant was re-visited for the purposes of explaining the changeover. In her account, Detective 
Sergeant A has referred to the case as having been re-allocated,  and states that the applicant was 
made aware of this. However, Detective Sergeant A fails to detail as to how the changeover was 
communicated to the applicant, and indeed whom  continued  with the enquiry in her absence. 
Furthermore, although Detective Sergeant C within his account states that he carried out the suspect 
interviews, he does not expressly state as to whether he was allocated or assumed overall 
responsibility for the enquiry in the absence of Detective Sergeant A. Rather, Detective Sergeant C 
referred only to having been asked to carry out the interviews with the suspects. 
 
It is also noted that Superintendent E has again referred to the account provided by Detective Sergeant 
A in responding to the applicant’s complaint. However, contrary to the complaint response, Detective 
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Sergeant A did not say that there was never an agreement made with the applicant that only a male 
officer would contact her. Rather, Detective Sergeant A acknowledged in her account that the applicant 
had requested a female officer,  which was the reason as to why the enquiry had been allocated to her 
in the first instance. Detective Sergeant A’s account in this respect lends support to the applicant’s 
position that she had clearly stated that her preference from the outset was to deal with a female 
officer. 
 
For the reasons stated above, it is considered that the response to the applicant is inadequately 
reasoned, is not in line with the relevant procedure, and is not supported by the material evidence 
available. 

 
It is therefore concluded that this complaint has not been handled to a reasonable standard. 
 
It is recommended that Police Scotland take into consideration the points highlighted above and issue 
the applicant with a fresh response. In doing so, Police Scotland should refer the relevant standard 
operating procedures/guidance and reach a determination as to whether the action taken by officers 
was in line with the procedures. 
 
 
Complaint 5: Unprofessional and Lack of Empathy 
 
The applicant complained that officers conducted themselves in an unprofessional manner and showed 
a lack of empathy to her situation and feelings. 
 
Police Handling of Complaint 5 
 

Superintendent E responded to the applicant’s 
 

“Detective Sergeant [A] states when she was allocated the enquiry she contacted you by 
telephone to arrange a suitable date and time to attend at your home address. She states 
she introduced herself and provided reassurance to you. She facilitated your friend 
attending to provide support for you. Detective Sergeant [A] states she spent an hour fully 
explaining her role to you and answered any questions you had. She states she listened to 
your expectations of the enquiry and discussed possible outcomes with you. She 
continuously offered you reassurance and allowed you to take breaks where required due to 
you becoming distressed. She states she provided you with her contact details and some 
literature explaining the Criminal Justice process. She offered you a referral to Rape Crisis; 
however, you declined this as you were receiving counselling. Detective Sergeant [A] 
denies that she was unprofessional by failing to show empathy or understanding. Detective 
Sergeant [A] contacted a number of witnesses in order to progress your enquiry as far as 
possible. 
 
Detective Constable [B] states she attended at your home address with Detective Sergeant 
[A]. She states that Detective Sergeant [A]explained in great length her role in the enquiry 
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and their roles as SOLOS. Detective Constable [B] states that whilst your statement was 
noted, you were given breaks. She states she reassured you and encouraged you to speak 
freely about the allegations. She states Detective Sergeant [A]provided you with her contact 
details and information in relation to the Criminal Justice process. She further states that 
you were offered a referral to Rape Crisis; however, you refused this. She denies that she 
was unprofessional by failing to show empathy or understanding.  
 
It is your belief the enquiry officers conducted themselves with a lack of empathy to your 
situation and feelings. I understand this was a very difficult process for you to undertake. 
However, both officers state they fully explained their role to you and took your emotional 
state into consideration when noting your statement by facilitating breaks and allowing your 
friend to be present to offer emotional support. Both have denied that they did not show you 
empathy or understanding. For this reason, I do not uphold this element of your complaint.” 

 
Consideration of Complaint 5  
 
The response to the applicant appears to focus on the initial meeting she had with Detective Sergeant 
A, who at the time was accompanied by Detective Constable B. 
 
Both officers provided an account in response to this complaint, the details of which have been 
accurately reflected in the response provided by Superintendent E. It is noted that the accounts 
provided by both officers suggest that Detective Sergeant A had spent a great deal of time with the 
applicant during their initial meeting; noting her statement over a period of several hours; explaining 
police processes to her; and offering to refer her to the relevant support agencies. 
 
However, having reviewed the applicant’s statement of complaint, her dissatisfaction in this respect 
does not appear to be limited to her first interaction with the police. Rather, the applicant’s 
dissatisfaction appears to be related to the overall investigation and her dealings with the officers 
involved therein; extending to her perceived lack of communication as well as her dissatisfaction with 
the level of enquiry carried out. 
 
Although it is acknowledged that the applicant’s perception is entirely subjective, the response has 
failed to consider the wider circumstances of the investigation and as to whether the actions taken by  
the officers during this investigation could have reasonably contributed to the applicant’s feeling that 
there was a general lack of professionalism and empathy displayed towards  her situation. 
 
Accordingly, it is considered that the response is inadequately reasoned and has failed to fully address 

the complaint. 
 
It is therefore concluded that this complaint has not been handled to a reasonable standard. 
 
It is recommended that Police Scotland issue the applicant with a fresh response that takes into 
consideration the wider circumstances of the investigation as opposed to solely focussing on the initial 
meeting with the applicant. The response should thereafter consider if the action taken by any of the 
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officers involved in the  investigation might have impacted upon the applicant, and her perception that 
officers had conducted themselves in an unprofessional manner and showed a lack of empathy 
towards her situation and feelings. 
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5.   Conclusions   

 
Complaint 1: Insufficient updates 
 
It is concluded that this complaint has been handled to a reasonable standard. 
 
However, it is recommended that Police Scotland (if necessary) updates their standard operating 
procedures to clearly reflect the distinction, if any, in the processes that are to be followed and the 
documentation to be completed with rape incidents in comparison with other serious sexual offences. In 
the event that a contact log and any other associated documentation is required in all cases of rape and 
other serious sexual offences, it is recommended that Police Scotland recognise this incident as an 
opportunity to provide Detective Sergeant A with individual learning regarding the importance of 
completing and retaining the relevant documentation. Police Scotland should confirm to the PIRC when 
this has been done. 
 
 
Complaint 2: Failed to keep appointment 
 
However, in light of the short-comings identified in response to aspect (i) of this complaint , it is 
concluded that overall, this complaint has not been handled to a reasonable standard. 
 
In relation to (i) above, it is now recommended that Police Scotland: 
 
(a) make reasonable efforts to obtain an account from Mr F regarding the allegation that Detective 
Sergeant A missed a pre-arranged appointment with him; 
(b) based on this account, re-considers the complaint as a whole using the balance of probabilities; and  
(c) issue the applicant with a fresh response. If efforts to obtain a statement fail, Police Scotland should 
provide the PIRC with evidence of the enquiries that were undertaken in this connection. 
 
Complaint 3: Insufficient enquiries 
 
It is concluded that this complaint has been handled to a reasonable standard. 
 
No further action is required. 
 
Complaint 4: Inappropriate update 
 
It is therefore concluded that this complaint has not been handled to a reasonable standard. 
 
It is recommended that Police Scotland take into consideration the points highlighted above and issue 
the applicant with a fresh response. In doing so, Police Scotland should refer the relevant standard 
operating procedures/guidance and reach a determination as to whether the action taken by officers 
was in line with the procedures. 
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Complaint 5: Unprofessional manner 
 
It is concluded that this complaint has not been handled to a reasonable standard. 
 
It is recommended that Police Scotland issue the applicant with a fresh response that takes into 
consideration the wider circumstances of the investigation as opposed to solely focussing on the initial 
meeting with the applicant. The response should thereafter consider if the action taken by any of the 
officers involved in the  investigation might have impacted upon the applicant, and her perception that 

officers had conducted themselves in an unprofessional manner and showed a lack of empathy 
towards her situation and feelings. 
 
 

 
 

      Kirstin McPhee 
                      Review Officer  

 
Jacqui Jeffrey 

           Senior Review Officer 

  
 


