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What we do 

 

 
We obtain all the material information from Police Scotland and the applicant.  We then use this to 
review how the complaint was dealt with and conclude whether the complaint was handled to a 
reasonable standard*.  In doing so, we consider factors such as: 
 

 whether Police Scotland carried out sufficient enquiries into the complaint; 

 whether Police Scotland’s response to the complaint was supported by the material information 
available; 

 whether Police Scotland adhered to the relevant policies, procedures and legal provisions in 
dealing with the complaint; 

 whether Police Scotland’s response was adequately reasoned; and 

 where the complaint resulted in Police Scotland identifying measures necessary to improve its 
service, that these measures were adequate and have been implemented. 

 
Finally, where we deem appropriate, we give reconsideration directions, make recommendations and 
identify learning points for Police Scotland. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
*Sections 34 and 35 of the Police, Public Order and Criminal Justice (Scotland) Act 2006 as amended (“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. 
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Executive Summary 
 

 

The Complaints 
 
The complaints in this case arose from Police Scotland’s response to a noise report made by the 
applicant, and the subsequent attendance of officers at the applicant’s address. We have reviewed the 
handling of three complaints, namely:  
 

 that the police did not respond to the initial phone call made by the applicant;  

 that one of the officers who attended was uncivil towards the applicant; and 

 that the officers had greater concern for charging the applicant than checking on the welfare of 
his family or his neighbour.  

 
 
Police Scotland’s Decision 
 
Police Scotland upheld two of the applicant’s complaints and did not record the third.  
 

 
 

Our Findings 
 
We have found that Police Scotland handled two of the applicant’s complaints to a reasonable standard 
and one not so. 
 
We have made a recommendation in respect of the third complaint, namely that matters be assessed 
and a further response sent to the applicant by Police Scotland.  
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Background 

 
 

On 17 May 2018, the applicant was at home with his partner and two grandchildren when he became 
aware of noise coming from the home of his upstairs neighbour. The applicant contacted Police 
Scotland at around 0150hrs to raise concern about the level of noise coming from his neighbour’s 
property. The applicant was informed by Police Scotland that officers would attend his neighbour’s 
house to deal with the report.  
 
However, the police did not attend in the hours that followed. The applicant contacted Police Scotland 
again at around 0435hrs to request police attendance at his neighbour’s house as the noise was still 
ongoing. Subsequently, the applicant activated a panic alarm, in response to which the police rapidly 
attended. Constables A and B attended the applicant’s house, Constable C remained outside the 
applicant’s property, and Constables D and E went to the applicant’s neighbour’s property. The 
applicant was charged with wasting police time by Constable A for the activation of the panic alarm. 
After the officers left, the applicant spoke with Inspector F, who apologised for the delay in the police 
response.  
 
The applicant submitted his complaint about the police via email on 17 May 2018. The applicant gave a 
statement and completed a heads of complaint form on 22 May 2018. Sergeant G was appointed as 
the enquiry officer, and Chief Inspector H responded to the applicant’s complaints in writing on 18 July 
2018. Chief Inspector H’s response letter is attached below in the appendix.  
 

 

Complaint 1 

 
 

The applicant complained that Police Scotland did not respond to his initial call regarding the noise he 
reported coming from his neighbour’s property.  

 
Police Scotland’s Handling of Complaint 1 (upheld by the police) 
 
In his response to this complaint, Chief Inspector H took account of statements from the applicant and 
Inspector F, and the relevant incident logs. Chief Inspector H summarised the applicant’s complaint, 
and explained that the applicant contacted the police at around 0150hrs in response to noise coming 
from the home of his upstairs neighbour. Chief Inspector H noted from the incident logs that the 
applicant activated a panic alarm at 0436hrs, which led to prompt police attendance. 
 
Chief Inspector H explained that, after officers attended, the applicant spoke with Inspector F who 
apologised for the delay in police attendance and explained the reasons behind it. Chief Inspector H 
explained that there was a “prolonged delay” in police attendance, and apologised for officers not 
attending more promptly. Chief Inspector H upheld the applicant’s complaint. 
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Our Review of Complaint 1 
 
We have considered statements from the applicant and Inspector F, in addition to the incident logs and 
Police Scotland’s Standard Operating Procedure on Incident Prioritisation (“the Prioritisation SOP”).  
 
In responding to the applicant, Chief Inspector H noted a conversation that the applicant had with 
Inspector F shortly after the police attended. Chief Inspector H stated that Inspector F had explained 
the delay in police attendance to the applicant, and offered an apology. The incident log documents that 
Inspector F explained to the applicant that the delay in police attendance was due to a “number of more 
serious / resource intensive incidents which had taken priority”. The incident log also documents that 
Inspector F apologised to the applicant and that the applicant accepted this apology. Inspector F noted 
in his statement that the applicant was offered an apology which he “appeared to accept”. In his 
application to us, the applicant stated: “I agree with the third and final log in relation to speaking with 
[Inspector F]”.  
 
For the reasons above, we consider that Chief Inspector H’s response was supported by the material 
information available and was adequately reasoned. In addition, Chief Inspector H recognised that 
there had been a prolonged delay in the officers attending, upheld the applicant’s complaint and further 
apologised on behalf of Police Scotland. Accordingly, we find that this complaint was dealt with to a 
reasonable standard. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Complaint 2 

 

 
The applicant complained that one of the officers who attended his property was uncivil towards him. In 
particular, the applicant alleged that, when he did not disclose his occupation to Constable A, 
Constable A informed the applicant “I take it you’re unemployed then”. In the applicant’s online 
complaint form, he described Constable A as having been “curt and rude” during their interaction. 

 
Police Scotland’s Handling of Complaint 2 (upheld by the police) 
 
In his response, Chief Inspector H took account of statements from the applicant, Constables A, B, C, D 
and E, and the relevant incident logs. 
 
Chief Inspector H summarised the applicant’s statement, and stated that the applicant considered one 
of the officers who attended his address to have displayed a negative attitude towards him. Chief 
Inspector H explained that, during the interaction, Constable A queried the applicant on his employment 
status and subsequently stated that he would record the applicant as unemployed. Chief Inspector H 
stated that the applicant displayed aggression towards the officers and required to be spoken to in an 
“assertive manner”.  

Our Conclusion on Complaint 1 
 
We conclude that Police Scotland handled this complaint to a reasonable standard.  
 
No further action is necessary in this regard. 
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Chief Inspector H advised the applicant that both officers denied the allegation against Constable A. 
Chief Inspector H advised the applicant that Constable A stated that he remained calm throughout, and 
that Constable B stated that both officers remained professional during their interaction with the 
applicant. Chief Inspector H stated that three other officers were also in attendance, and all said that 
Constable A had remained “calm and professional at all times”. Nonetheless, Chief Inspector H found 
that Constable A’s comments regarding the applicant’s employment status were unnecessary, and 
acknowledged that they had offended the applicant. On this basis, Chief Inspector H upheld the 
applicant’s complaint and issued an apology to the applicant on behalf of Police Scotland. Chief 
Inspector H also stated that corrective advice would be given to Constable A.  
 

Our Review of Complaint 2 
 
We have considered statements from the applicant and Constables A, B, C, D and E, and also the 
relevant incident logs.  
 
Chief Inspector H stated that all five officers denied the allegation against Constable A, namely that 
Constable A acted uncivilly towards the applicant by displaying a negative attitude and showing him a 
lack of respect. Chief Inspector H’s position was supported by the evidence available in the shape of 
the officers’ statements. In his application to us, the applicant stated that only four officers attended 
rather than the five stated by Chief Inspector H. However, we have been provided with the statements 
of the officers concerned, namely Constables A, B, C, D, and E, and we are satisfied that these support 
that all five officers were in attendance. 
 
Although he came to the view that Constable A was not rude to the applicant throughout their 
interaction, Chief Inspector H upheld the applicant’s complaint on the basis of a comment that 
Constable A made regarding the applicant’s employment status. The applicant asserted that when he 
refused to divulge his employment details, Constable A replied “I take it you’re unemployed then”. In his 
statement, Constable A said that he advised the applicant that he would “put him down as 
unemployed”.  
 
Chief Inspector H advised the applicant that, where an individual does not state their employment 
status, it is “perfectly acceptable to record this (as opposed to unemployed)”. With regard to Constable 
A’s comment, Chief Inspector H deemed that this was unnecessary and “did little to diffuse the difficult 
situation that had developed”.   
 
On the basis of the foregoing, we consider that Chief Inspector H’s response was adequately reasoned 
and in line with the material information available. Furthermore, the complaint was upheld, an apology 
was issued and corrective action was recommended for Constable A in the form of advice from his line 
manager. We have received confirmation from Police Scotland that corrective advice was indeed given 
to Constable A. Consequently, we find that this complaint was dealt with to a reasonable standard. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Our Conclusion on Complaint 2 
 
We conclude that Police Scotland handled this complaint to a reasonable standard.  
 
No further action is necessary in this regard.  
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Complaint 3 

 

 
In his statement, dated 22 May 2018, the applicant complained that “the officer had come out with the 
intention of charging me and had no interest in our wellbeing”. The applicant continued that he 
perceived the attending officers to be more concerned with his activation of the panic alarm than the 
safety of his family or his upstairs neighbour.  The applicant stated that the “first thing” Constable A said 
to him was “I’m here to charge you for using your panic alarm”. 
 
In the applicant’s online complaint form and in his statement, he highlighted that he activated his panic 
alarm as he feared for his upstairs neighbour. In his statement, the applicant said that he heard his 
neighbour screaming in such a way that he thought someone was hitting her. 

 
Police Scotland’s Handling of Complaint 3 (not recorded by the police) 
 
Chief Inspector H did not address this as a standalone complaint, but partially considered the matter 
alongside Complaint 2.  
 
In summarising the applicant’s statement, Chief Inspector H stated that the applicant had been 
informed by Constable A that he was attending to charge the applicant for activating his panic alarm. 
Chief Inspector H conveyed the applicant’s view that Constable A “did not try to establish what had 
happened” or whether the applicant and his family were safe. 
 
Chief Inspector H advised the applicant that, while the use of the panic alarm for a non-urgent incident 
was inappropriate, the applicant “immediately” highlighted the “true nature” of the incident to the police 
control room. Furthermore, Chief Inspector H considered that the applicant’s reason for contacting the 
police was genuine. Chief Inspector H stated that the decision by Constable A to charge the applicant 
with wasting police time was “disproportionate and unnecessary”. On this basis, Chief Inspector H 
considered that Constable A’s decision to charge the applicant with wasting police time was 
unnecessary, and no report would be submitted to the Procurator Fiscal. 
 

Our Review of Complaint 3 
 
In his complaint form, the applicant highlighted a number of specific expressions of dissatisfaction 
concerning the actions of the police. In addition to his concerns about the police response time and 
incivility on the part of Constable A, the applicant also expressed dissatisfaction about the officers 
having been more concerned with charging the applicant with activating his panic alarm, rather than 
checking on the welfare of his family and his neighbour. In our view, this was a distinct allegation which 
could have been upheld or not upheld independently of the applicant’s other complaints. 
 
Chief Inspector H concluded that the applicant’s reason for contacting the police was genuine, 
irrespective of the method used. Chief Inspector H deemed the charge of wasting police time to have 
been “disproportionate and unnecessary”, and advised the applicant that it would be filed as “no further 
action”. In our view, this sufficiently addressed the applicant’s concern about Constable A’s intention to 
charge him.  
 
However, as stated above, the applicant also alleged that the attending officers did not check on the 
welfare of his family or his upstairs neighbour. That contention was not addressed by Chief Inspector H, 
leaving the response inadequate in this connection. Accordingly, we consider on the whole that this 
complaint was not dealt with to a reasonable standard. 
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What happens next 

 

 
We have made a recommendation and we expect this to be implemented within two months of the date 
of this report. We will continue to liaise with Police Scotland until we consider that the recommendation 
has been implemented to our satisfaction. 
 
 
 

Calum McLenachan 
Review Officer 

 
Peter Innes 

Senior Review Officer 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Our Conclusion on Complaint 3 
 
We conclude that Police Scotland did not handle this complaint to a reasonable standard.  
 
We recommend that Police Scotland: 
 

i) record this allegation as a distinct complaint about the police; 
ii) with reference to the evidence available, assess whether appropriate welfare checks 
were carried out in respect of the applicant’s family and neighbour; and 
iii) send the applicant a further response which details the outcome of the above and 
makes clear whether the complaint is upheld.  
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Appendix 

 
 

 

Copy of Chief Inspector H’s response letter dated 18 July 2018 
(Redacted and paragraphs numbered) 
 

Complaint 1 
 

1. You told us that at 0041 hours, on Thursday, 17 May 2018, you were at home with your partner and 
two young grandchildren when you started to hear loud noise coming from the property directly 
above you. You stated that the noise continued, culminating in you contacting the Police for 
assistance at around 0150 hours that morning. You stated you phoned 101, informed the call 
handler of the situation and asked that the Police did not attend at your address because it would 
upset your grandchildren, who are autistic. You stated that the call handler told you that they would 
send officers out. You stated that the noise then continued and that you phoned the Police back at 
around 0400 hours, that morning. You stated that having explained the situation again, the call 
handler told you that officers had earlier been diverted but were now on their way. You stated that 
you were initially quite happy with this. You stated that following the eventual attendance of officers 
you had a phone conversation with an [Inspector F] whereby you stated your wish to complain both 
about the length of time it took for officers to respond and their subsequent attitude towards you. 

2. Matters that are reported to the Police are recorded on an electronic command and control system. 
These electronic logs are commonly referred to by the Police as a STORM incident. A check of this 
system confirms that at 0152 hours, on 17 May 2018, you initially contacted the Police reporting an 
ongoing noisy party from a neighbouring property [log number redacted]. 

3. A subsequent incident log [log number redacted] documented a panic alarm activation at your home 
address at 0436 hours, on 17 May 2017 [sic]. This culminated in your caution and charge with 
wasting Police time. This will be discussed in greater detail in examination of Complaint 2.  

4. The third and final incident log detailed that you contacted the Police at 0523 hours, on 17 May 
2018, and that an [Inspector F] thereafter contacted you by phone to discuss your concerns. It also 
documents that [Inspector F] apologised for the delay in Police attendance to your initial call and 
that it had been explained to you that there were a number of serious and resource intensive 
incidents that had been prioritised. The incident log documented that you accepted this apology.  

5. [Inspector F] has subsequently confirmed that he contacted you at the material time to explain the 
delay for Police attendance and that an apology was issued to you.  

6. On review, it is not disputed that there was indeed a prolonged delay in officers attending your initial 
report. Ultimately, an apology and explanation was provided to you at the time by [Inspector F]. As 
such, I uphold this allegation and would wish to reiterate our full and sincere apologies for failing to 
attend your call more promptly.  

 
Complaint 2 
 

7. You told us that upon activating the panic alarm installed within your home, two officers attended 
within an unmarked vehicle and spoke with you at your front door. You described the particular 
officer who spoke with you as being white, dark hair, with dark beard, 5’7, slim to medium build and 
of scruffy appearance. You stated that this officer told you “I’m here to charge you with using your 
panic button”. You stated that this officer did not try to establish what had happened or if you and 
your family were safe within your home. You stated that this officer then asked for your details and 
was abrupt and uncivil with you. You stated that when the officer asked you about your occupation, 
he thereafter told you “I take it your [sic] unemployed then”. You acknowledged that faced with this 
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remark you were then abrupt with the officer. You stated that when the officer went on the charge 
you, he told you “You’re nothing but a waste of space”, before leaving your home. You described 
the officer as being curt and abrupt with you.  

8. Efforts were made to try and obtain a statement from your partner, [applicant’s partner]. Ultimately, 
[applicant’s partner] failed to respond to these efforts and, as such, no statement has been noted 
from him.  

9. All of the officers who attended this incident on 17 May 2018 were advised of your complaint and 
provided the opportunity to supply operational statements regarding it.  

10. The officer who spoke with you and cautioned and charged you stated that about 0430 hours, he 
and his colleague were aware that two other officers were attending a complaint you had made 
regarding excessive noise. He stated that shortly thereafter he was made aware of a high priority 
panic alarm activation that had been made from your home address. He stated that he and other 
local officers thereafter engaged in an emergency response to your address. He stated that upon 
his arrival, he was updated by his control room that you had been contacted and had advised that 
you had only activated your panic alarm in order to ensure a more rapid Police response. He stated 
that three other officers attended at another property in order to deal with the original noise 
complaint, whilst he and his colleague attended at your door. He stated that you subsequently 
opened the door and shouted at him that you had “told yous [sic] not to come to my door”. He stated 
that he asked to come in and speak with you, which you agreed to. He stated that you continued to 
be aggressive towards him and his colleague and that you refused to listen to what he had to say. 
He stated that you continually called him and his colleague a “waste of space”. He stated that as he 
attempted to note your details, you refused to divulge your occupation and continued your 
aggression towards him. He stated that he then advised you that he would document that you were 
unemployed. He stated that upon charging you with the offence (of wasting Police time), you replied 
“You guys are a waste of space”. He stated that he and his colleague then left your property. He 
stated that during his dealings with you, you were unable to control your anger towards him and his 
colleague and that he was required to speak to you in an assertive manner. He stated that he 
remained calm during this time and that he attempted to explain matters to you but that you 
continued to be hostile towards him. He denied the allegation.  

11. The other officer who attended at your home address stated that upon attending at your door, you 
immediately told him “I told you not to come to my door”, in a manner he described as abrupt. He 
stated that having been granted entry to your home, you continually shouted that the Police were a 
disgrace and that he and his colleague were a “useless waste of space”. He stated that you were 
informed that Police had attended at your home in response to your panic alarm activation and that 
it was established with you that you had not been under attack or in danger and had pressed the 
alarm as a result of noise from your neighbour. He stated that when his colleague subsequently 
charged you with wasting Police time, you replied “You guys are a waste of space”. He stated that 
throughout this incident you were spoken to with assertively due to your highly agitated state, but 
with civility and respect. He stated that both he and his colleague remained professional at all times 
despite you shouting abuse at them. He denied the allegation. 

12. The three other officers who attended and dealt with the noise complaint all described you as being 
argumentative with the officer in question. Two of these officers also stated that it was you who 
remarked that the officers were a “waste of space”. All of the remaining officers stated that their 
colleague was calm and professional with you and denied the allegation against him. 

13. This incident was not captured on CCTV and there is no other known footage or recording of it. 
Furthermore, no further witnesses were identified.  

14. On review of the available evidence, it is your perception that the subject officer was abrupt and 
rude to you throughout this incident, particularly demonstrated by the comment he made regarding 
your employment. The subject officer acknowledged that he indeed informed you that he would 
document you as unemployed whilst noting your details, providing the explanation that you had 
refused to divulge your employment to him. In addition, he and the four other officers present have 
all denied the allegation and have in turn described you as being aggressive and argumentative with 
the officer in question. The weight of evidence indeed supports that you were acting in a manner 
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that was abrasive and confrontational with the subject officer and that you had presented as a 
challenging individual. Nevertheless, it is also my opinion that the officer’s remark regarding your 
employment was unnecessary and did little to diffuse the difficult situation that had developed. In 
circumstances where individuals decline to provide their occupation, it is perfectly acceptable to 
record this (as opposed to unemployed). 

15. In the final analysis, irrespective of the subject officer’s intentions behind this remark, the ultimate 
effect was that you were caused offence. As such, I uphold this allegation and, on behalf of Police 
Scotland, I would like to offer my sincere apologies to you for the upset and anger this caused.  

16. Having upheld both of your allegations, I would like to sincerely apologise on behalf of Police 
Scotland. In addition, having closely examined the full circumstances of the original incident, it is 
also my opinion that elements of this matter could have been better handled by the attending 
officers, particularly their decision to caution and charge you with wasting Police time. You have 
acknowledged that you activated your panic (TETRA) alarm for a non-urgent matter relating to 
another property within your common close. Whilst such an activation is clearly an inappropriate use 
of the TETRA system, it is also clear from the documented STORM incident that you immediately 
highlighted the true nature of the incident to the Police Area Control Room when they subsequently 
contacted you to establish your wellbeing. Irrespective of the method you used to contact the Police, 
I am satisfied that your reason for doing so was genuine. As such, it is my opinion that the officer’s 
decision to caution and charge you with this offence was disproportionate and unnecessary. This is 
a view that was also shared by the Divisional Crime Manager. As such, it has been decided that you 
will not be reported to the Procurator Fiscal for this offence and the Crime Report raised by the 
officers has been filed with no further action taken. This matter will be raised with the subject 
officer’s line manager with a view to corrective advice being provided. 

 
 
 
 


