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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 sufficient enquiries into the complaint were carried out by Police Scotland; 

 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 as a result of the applicant’s daughter (Ms A) reporting that she had 
been the victim of a sexual crime. We have reviewed six complaints, namely:  
 

1. that there was a continual lack of contact from a named officer after he was appointed as the 
Sexual Offences Liaison Officer; 
 

2. that, although the suspect was interviewed on 27 November 2017, Ms A was not informed of this 
until 3 January 2018, i.e. five weeks later. The applicant believes that the five week delay risked 
Ms A’s safety; 
 

3. that an update from a named officer, who informed Ms A that the suspect had been interviewed, 
was given in an insensitive manner; 
 

4. that the deputy first minister was informed of the suspect’s interview before Ms A herself was 
informed of this;  

 
5. that there was a lack of quality updates provided to Ms A and a lack of clarity around the 

progress/status of the enquiry, including contact with witnesses; and 
 

6. that Ms A did not receive any update on the police investigation into information that was 
provided regarding the suspect’s behaviour. 

 

 
 
Police Scotland’s Decision 
 
Police Scotland upheld complaints 2 and 5, but did not uphold complaints 1, 3, 4 and 6.   
 

 
 

Our Findings 
 
We have found that Police Scotland handled complaints 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 to a reasonable standard, but 
did not handle complaint 1 to a reasonable standard.  
 
Consequently, we have made a recommendation to address the shortcoming in Police Scotland’s 
handling of complaint 1.   
 
We expect our recommendation to be implemented by Police Scotland within two months of the date of 
this report. 
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Background 

 
 

The applicant’s daughter (Ms A) was a student who resided away from home during term time. On 24 
March 2017, Ms A went out socialising with friends in the city where she went to university. Ms A said 
that, over the course of the evening, she consumed a quantity of alcohol and drugs. Later in the 
evening, Ms A and some of her friends went to Mr B’s flat where she said that she was sexually 
assaulted by Mr B.  
 
Ms A reported the incident to the police on 26 May 2017 in her home city. Detective Constable C was 
initially appointed as the Sexual Offences Liaison Officer (SOLO) and he noted a statement from Ms A 
on 27 May 2017. The incident was subsequently transferred to the police office in the university city, 
and Detective Sergeant D acted as the SOLO for Ms A. On or around 12 October 2017, Detective 
Constable E took over the role of SOLO. 
 
On 18 January 2018, the applicant complained to Police Scotland via an online form. Sergeant F was 
appointed to investigate the applicant’s complaints. On 2 February 2018, Sergeant F noted a statement 
of complaint from the applicant. The applicant agreed and signed a Police Scotland’s ‘Heads of 
Complaint’ form on the same date. Police Scotland responded to the applicant’s complaints by way of a 
letter from Chief Inspector G dated 29 August 2018.  
 
 
 

 

Complaint 1 

 

 
The applicant complained that there was a continual lack of contact from Detective Constable E after 
he was appointed as SOLO.  
 

Police Scotland’s Handling of Complaint 1 (not upheld by the police) 
 
In his letter of response, Chief Inspector G outlined the applicant and Ms A’s positions. Chief Inspector 
G advised that Ms A said: that, during a conversation with Detective Sergeant H on an unknown date, it 
was agreed that Detective Constable E would update her every two weeks; that she had not received 
any telephone calls from Detective Constable E since his appointment as the SOLO; that she had 
received approximately five emails from Detective Constable E since his appointment; that she had 
sent emails to Detective Constable E requesting updates on the investigation; that Detective Constable 
E’s response emails lacked clarity and content; that she received “out of office” emails from Detective 
Constable E, but she was not updated that he would not be in work; and that she did not contact 
Detective Constable E by telephone as, due to a previous incident involving Detective Sergeant H, she 
feared the possibility of receiving an “unkind manner” over the phone and would not be able to prove 
this had occurred.  
 
Chief Inspector G advised that Detective Sergeant H had provided a statement to inform Police 
Scotland’s complaint investigation. Chief Inspector G said that Detective Sergeant H said that he spoke 
to Ms A by telephone on 16 September 2017; that his next contact with Ms A was by email on 22 
September 2017; that his email explained that Detective Constable D would contact Ms A on his return 
from annual leave and that he would not take any further part in the enquiry because he was moving to 
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a new position; that he started his new role on 25 September 2017 and was unaware that Detective 
Constable E had replaced Detective Constable D as the SOLO; and that he did not make any 
assurances to Ms A about how often Detective Constable E would contact her.  
 
Chief Inspector G’s response also referred to a statement that Detective Constable E provided to inform 
Police Scotland’s complaint investigation. Chief Inspector G advised that Detective Constable E said 
that he was appointed to the role of the SOLO on 12 October 2017; that he emailed Ms A that day, 
providing his contact details and offering for Ms A to contact him should she have any questions; and 
that, over the next three months, he emailed Ms A on five different occasions to provide updates. Chief 
Inspector G said that he provided Ms A with updates on attempts to trace witnesses involved in the 
criminal investigation, the progress of the forensic examinations being conducted and that the suspect 
had been interviewed. Chief Inspector G advised that Detective Constable E also said that emails were 
used to contact Ms A, as previous issues regarding telephone contact had been encountered during 
earlier stages of the criminal investigation. Chief Inspector G also advised that Detective Constable E 
said that he was not informed of any requirement to contact Ms A every two weeks to provide updates 
on the criminal investigation.  
 
Chief Inspector G then said that he had reviewed the SOLO contact log and the crime report that was 
raised for the criminal enquiry. Chief Inspector G explained that Detective Sergeant H was transferred 
to another post on 25 September 2017, and that Detective Constable E was appointed as the SOLO on 
12 October 2017. Chief Inspector G then summarised Detective Sergeant H and Detective Constable 
E’s positions. He said that Detective Sergeant H had denied that an agreement was made with Ms A to 
have Detective Constable E update her every two weeks, and that Detective Sergeant H moved to a 
new role prior to Detective Constable E being appointed. Chief Inspector G said that Detective 
Constable E said that he was not aware of any such agreement and denied that there was a lack of 
contact, which supported the version of events given by Detective Sergeant H. 
 
Chief Inspector G also advised that Sergeant F had obtained details of the email exchanges between 
Ms A and Detective Constable E. Chief Inspector G said that it was recorded that Detective Constable 
E sent a minimum of five emails over a four month period, and two “out of office” emails. Chief 
Inspector G explained that the emails provided updates on the status of the forensic enquiry, the 
difficulties in obtaining witness statements and the suspect being interviewed. He also explained that 
the two “out of office” emails informed Ms A that Detective Constable E would be at work the day after 
she sent her email.  
 
Chief Inspector G said that, whilst it was unfortunate that Ms A believed that the emails lacked clarity or 
content, it was evident that the emails provided updates on the criminal enquiry. Chief Inspector G said 
that there was no intimation in Ms A’s emails that she found that Detective Constable E’s emails lacked 
clarity or content and he would therefore have been unaware of her perception, but could have adjusted 
his emails accordingly if he had been made aware.  
 
Chief Inspector G highlighted that Ms A had received two “out of office” emails from Detective 
Constable E, which said that he would be back at work the day after Ms A received the emails. Chief 
Inspector G said that it would be impracticable for officers to inform all persons involved in all of their 
numerous enquiries that they were having days off and that as such, he believed that an “out of office” 
email was an acceptable method of notification.  
 
Chief Inspector G said that, on review of the evidence available and based on the balance of 
probability, Detective Sergeant H did not make any agreement with Ms A regarding updates and 
Detective Constable E provided sufficient updates to Ms A.  
 
Chief Inspector G found that the  complaint was not upheld.  
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Our Review of Complaint 1 
 
The paperwork provided by Police Scotland included a file note relative to a telephone call between the 
police and Ms A on 14 February 2018. The file note has recorded that Ms A said that, in a previous 
discussion with Detective Sergeant H, he agreed that “the new liaison officer would contact her every 
two weeks with an update on the enquiry”. The paperwork provided by Police Scotland also included 
statements that Detective Sergeant H and Detective Constable E provided to inform Police Scotland’s 
complaint investigation. Detective Sergeant H said that he had “absolutely no recollection” of an 
agreement with Ms A about providing updates every two weeks, and Detective Constable E said that 
he was not informed of any requirement to contact Ms A every two weeks to provide updates. 
Accordingly, Ms A has alleged one version of events and Detective Sergeant H has alleged another. 
Nevertheless, and in any event, paragraph 5.5.3 of Police Scotland’s Standard Operating Procedure 
regarding Sexual Crime Investigation (“the Sexual Crime Investigation SOP”) provides that a SOLO 
should keep the victim advised of the progress of the enquiry until submission of a report to the Crown 
Office and Procurator Fiscal Service or to the point where it is clarified that there will be no such report. 
Accordingly, and regardless of whether Detective Sergeant H made an agreement with Ms A, the 
SOLO would have had an obligation to keep Ms A updated about the criminal investigation. We 
acknowledge, however, that the Sexual Crime Investigation SOP does not stipulate the frequency that 
such updates should be given.  
  
The evidence available supports that Detective Constable E was appointed as SOLO on 12 October 
2017. The paperwork provided by Police Scotland included a copy of the incident report that was raised 
in relation to Ms A’s allegation, which contains an entry dated 12 October 2017. This entry has detailed 
that, due to a complaint about Ms A’s previous SOLO, Detective Constable E was to assume the role of 
SOLO and contact Ms A to update her with this information. The paperwork provided by Police 
Scotland also included an email from Detective Constable E to Ms A dated 12 October 2017, in which 
he provided his contact details; said that Ms A could contact him if she had any questions about the 
investigation; and advised that “enquiries [were] being progressed”. Detective Constable E’s email did 
not, however, specifically advise that he would be Ms A’s new SOLO.  
 
In his letter of response, Chief Inspector G said that Detective Constable E emailed Ms A on five 
occasions to provide updates. We have been provided with copies of the further email correspondence 
between Detective Constable E and Ms A, which consisted of the following:  
 

1. an email from Ms A to Detective Constable E dated 30 October 2017, in which she asked for an 
update on her case and said that she had not heard anything since she spoke to Sergeant H 
over a month ago; 

2. an email from Detective Constable E to Ms A dated 7 November 2017, in which he apologised 
for taking time to reply to Ms A; said that the enquiry was progressing, but the police were having 
great difficulty contacting and speaking to an important witness in the case (Ms J); asked Ms A 
to contact Ms J and provide her with his contact information; and advised that the police were 
seeking to note a statement from Ms J; 

3. an email from Detective Constable E to Ms A dated 13 November 2017, in which he asked Ms A 
if she had received his previous email; said that the police had not heard from Ms J; and asked 
Ms A if she had been able to contact Ms J; 

4. an email from Ms A to Detective Constable E dated 23 December 2017, in which she said that 
she had spoken to Ms J, who advised that she had spoken to the police; asked if it was true that 
the police had spoken to Ms J; and asked if there were any further updates that she should be 
aware of;  

5. an “out of office” email from Detective Constable E to Ms A dated 23 December 2017, which 
advised that he would be away from his desk until  24 December 2017 without access to emails;  

6. an email from Detective Constable E to Ms A dated 3 January 2018, in which he apologised for 
the delay in replying to her; said that the police had spoken to Ms J; advised that the police had 
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detained and interviewed the suspect on 27 November, but he was released without charge; and 
said that enquiries were still ongoing and the police were progressing forensic opportunities with 
the lab;  

7. an email from Ms A to Detective Constable E dated 17 January 2018, in which Ms A asked for 
an update on DNA and whether any witnesses had provided helpful evidence; said that, in her 
statement, she had mentioned that another witness (Mr K) had referred to the incident and said 
that it had happened before; and asked the police to investigate this. 

8. an “out of office” email from Detective Constable E to Ms A dated 17 January 2018, which 
advised that he would be away from his desk until  18 January 2018 without access to emails; 
and   

9. an email from Detective Constable E to Ms A dated 29 January 2018, in which he said that  the 
lab had  declined to examine the trousers submitted, as they would not expect to find semen on 
trousers that were worn over underwear; that enquiries with the forensic lab were on-going in 
relation to the underwear being examined for the presence of the suspect’s DNA; that he had 
spoken to Mr K and he was unable to furnish any details in respect of previous girlfriends of the 
suspect; and asked the applicant to provide any such details if she could.  

 
The available evidence therefore supports that, between 12 October 2017 and 29 January 2018, 
Detective Constable E sent five emails to Ms A. We acknowledge that Detective Constable E’s emails 
provided brief updates to Ms A on the status of investigation. However, we consider that the majority of 
Detective Constable E’s emails were sent in response to correspondence from Ms A herself or to ask 
for Ms A’s assistance with the ongoing investigation. The evidence available would therefore appear to 
support, on balance, that Detective Constable E only emailed Ms A in response to her instigating 
contact and because she had asked for updates or raised questions.  
 
We also consider that there was a further shortcoming in the complaint enquiry. In Detective Constable 
E’s statement of complaint, he said that he understood that his role as SOLO would be to communicate 
with Ms A and “take no active part in the ongoing investigation”. Detective Constable E also said that he 
felt that he kept in continuous contact with Ms A and provided her with information as and when he 
received it, “bearing in mind [he was] not involved in the ongoing investigations”. Paragraph 5.5.1 of the 
Sexual Crime Investigation SOP says that the SOLO should, unless there are pressing reasons to the 
contrary, be “an integral part of the enquiry team”. The available evidence supports that this guidance 
was not followed in the foregoing case. We consider that, given the evidence available supports that 
Detective Constable E was not actively involved in the criminal investigation, the complaint enquiry 
should have addressed whether he himself was kept informed of the enquiries being undertaken and 
was in a position to provide Ms A with regular, accurate and meaningful updates. The paperwork 
provided by Police Scotland contained no evidence of such enquiries being undertaken during the 
complaint enquiry and as such, we consider that the complaint enquiry was insufficient. This is very 
significant as Detective Constable E was appointed as Ms A’s SOLO after her previous complaint about 
lack of communication with the previously appointed SOLO (Detective Constable D) was upheld.  
 
Consequently, and for the reasons outlined above, we are not satisfied that this complaint was handled 
to a reasonable standard.  
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Complaint 2 

 

 
The applicant has complained that, although the suspect was interviewed on 27 November 2017, Ms A 
was not informed of this until 3 January 2018, i.e. five weeks later. The applicant believes that the five 
week delay risked Ms A’s safety.  
 

Police Scotland’s Handling of Complaint 2 (upheld by the police) 
 
In his letter of response, Chief Inspector G outlined the applicant and Ms A’s positions. Chief Inspector 
G explained that Ms A said that the police did not phone her to advise that the suspect had been 
interviewed, which showed a complete lack of regard for her safety and mental wellbeing. He also 
explained that Ms A said that she felt that she was being kept in the dark about the investigation.  
 
Chief Inspector G then referred to Detective Constable E’s statement. Chief Inspector G advised that 
Detective Constable E said that he sent an email to Ms A on 3 January 2018, in which he informed her 
that the suspect was detained, interviewed and released without charge on 27 November 2017. Chief 
Inspector G also advised that Detective Constable E said that his email was sent on the instruction of 
the senior investigating officer, as a number of previous attempts to update Ms A had been 
unsuccessful.  
 
Chief Inspector G referred to the statement of the senior investigating officer, namely Detective 
Inspector L. Chief Inspector G advised that Detective Inspector L said that the suspect was detained 
and interviewed on 27 November 2017; that, on completion of the interview, he asked a detective 
sergeant to contact Ms A and provide an update; that numerous unsuccessful attempts were made to 
contact and update Ms A during the following weeks; that, as Ms A was residing in England and the 
suspect remained in Scotland and was not aware of Ms A’s location, any risk to Ms A from the suspect 
was assessed as being low; that he was unaware of any notifications being received from Ms A raising 

Our Conclusion on Complaint 1 
 
We conclude that Police Scotland did not handle this complaint to a reasonable standard.  
 
We recommend that Police Scotland reassess the complaint on the basis of the points highlighted 
in our report. Specifically, Police Scotland should:  
 

a) consider whether, given that the evidence available appears to support that Detective 
Constable E only emailed Ms A in response to her instigating contact and because she had 
asked for updates or raised questions, the complaint should be upheld; and 

b) undertake further enquiry to establish whether Detective Constable E was kept informed of 
the enquiries being undertaken and was in a position to provide Ms A with regular, 
accurate and meaningful updates.  
 

Police Scotland should provide the applicant with a further response thereafter, which considers 
the aforementioned points.  
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concern for her safety; and that, if any concerns had been raised, appropriate arrangements would 
have been taken to ensure the threat remained low.  
 
Chief Inspector G advised that Detective Sergeants M and N, who were instructed to make contact with 
Ms A following the suspect’s interview, had also provided statements. Chief Inspector G explained that 
Detective Sergeant M said that she phoned Ms A on 27 November 2017; that she did not get any reply 
and left a voicemail message asking Ms A to contact her; and that she sent an email to Ms A on the 
same day, updating Ms A on the suspect’s interview and offering for Ms A to contact her should she 
want any further information. Chief Inspector G also explained that Detective Sergeant N said that he 
made numerous unsuccessful attempts to contact Ms A by telephone on 29 November 2017 and 6 
December 2017 to update her regarding the suspect’s interview. Chief Inspector G said that Sergeant F 
had confirmed that the number used by Detective Sergeant N was Ms A’s previous telephone number. 
Chief Inspector G further advised that Detective Sergeant N said that he made contact with the 
applicant on 29 November 2017; that he requested the applicant’s assistance with contacting Ms A; 
and that the applicant agreed to ask Ms A to contact him, but he did not receive any contact from Ms A.  
 
Chief Inspector G went onto explain that Sergeant F had obtained the SOLO contact log and crime 
report; that they had both recorded the attempts made by the two detective sergeants to contact Ms A 
by email and telephone; that Sergeant F had also reviewed the email sent by Detective Sergeant M on 
27 November 2017; and that Sergeant F’s review confirmed that the email was sent to Ms A’s current 
address and that the content of the email was as described by Detective Sergeant M. Chief Inspector G 
also explained that Sergeant F had obtained a letter dated 15 December 2017, which Police Scotland 
had sent to the applicant in response to previous complaints that she had made about the police. Chief 
Inspector G explained that the letter contained information that the suspect had been detained and 
interviewed.  
 
Chief Inspector G assessed that, although he was satisfied that some attempts were made to contact 
and update Ms A between 27 November 2017 and 3 January 2018, no direct contact was made with 
Ms A and it was evident that further attempts should have been made to ensure that she was fully 
aware. Chief Inspector G acknowledged that some of the attempts to contact Ms A were made using an 
incorrect telephone number. Chief Inspector G said that, in relation to the contention that Ms A was at 
risk due to the delay in her being updated, he agreed with the Detective Inspector L’s assessment that 
any threat from the suspect towards Ms A was low. He said that this assessment was based on Ms A 
and the suspect residing some distance apart, and that the suspect was not aware of Ms A’s precise 
location. Chief Inspector G also said that the suspect would not have been given any information during 
the interview which would have increased the threat to Ms A.  
 
Chief Inspector G concluded that, although he was satisfied that the risk to Ms A was not increased due 
to the delay, there was an excessive delay in updating Ms A and insufficient attempts were made to 
inform her of the interview. Chief Inspector G said that confirmation should have been obtained that Ms 
A had been informed at an earlier time. Chief Inspector G found that the complaint was upheld and 
apologised for any inconvenience or distress that was caused to the applicant, Ms A and their family.  
 

Our Review of Complaint 2 
 
We have been provided with a copy of the statement that Detective Sergeant M provided to inform 
Police Scotland’s complaint investigation. As outlined correctly in Chief Inspector G’s response, 
Detective Sergeant M said that she tried to phone Ms A on the day that the suspect was interviewed; 
that Ms A did not answer her phone; and that she emailed Ms A on the same date. Detective Sergeant 
M’s account is supported by the information contained in the police incident report.  In addition to the 
information outlined in Chief Inspector G’s response, Detective Sergeant M said that she was asked to 
contact Ms A because the applicant had raised a complaint about the previous SOLO (Detective 
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Constable D); she knew that, due to the complaint about Detective Constable D, Detective Constable E 
was Ms A’s single point of contact; and she was aware that Detective Constable E was on rest days.  
 
The paperwork provided by the applicant included a copy of Detective Sergeant M’s email to Ms A 
dated 27 November 2017. In her email, Detective Sergeant M advised that she had attempted to 
contact Ms A on her mobile number; that she had left a voicemail for Ms A to get in touch with her; that 
she was phoning to update Ms A that the suspect had been detained, interviewed and released without 
charge on 27 November 2017 for further enquiries to be carried out; that this meant that the police had 
obtained further evidence that required to be investigated fully; and that Ms A could contact her to 
discuss matters. We also have a copy of Police Scotland’s letter to the applicant dated 15 December 
2017, which was sent in response to previous complaints that she made about the police. As outlined in 
Chief Inspector G’s response, the letter advised the applicant that the suspect had been detained, 
interviewed and released pending further investigation.  The available evidence therefore supports that 
Ms A was sent an email dated 27 November 2017 and the applicant was sent a letter dated 15 
December 2017, which both advised that the suspect had been detained and interviewed. 
 
The paperwork provided by Police Scotland also included statements that were obtained from Detective 
Sergeant N and Detective Constable E to inform Police Scotland’s complaint investigation. Detective 
Sergeant N said that he made attempts to contact Ms A’s mobile on 29 November 2017, but received 
no answer and could not recall if he left a voicemail; that he thereafter made contact with the applicant, 
and gave his details to the applicant to pass onto Ms A; that, on 6 December 2017, he was asked to 
phone Ms A to provide an update between 3 pm and 4 pm; that he made several attempts to contact 
Ms A between 3 pm and 4 pm, but the calls went straight to voicemail; and that he left a message for 
Ms A to contact his office. Furthermore, Detective Constable E said that, as Ms A had not 
acknowledged Detective Sergeant M’s email or the voicemail messages by 3 January 2018, he and 
Detective Inspector L thought it appropriate for him to contact Ms A on that date.  
 
In addition, the incident report has recorded that the police made contact with a police officer in the 
English city where Ms A lived. According to the incident report, the police officer in England had another 
enquiry involving Ms A as the complainer and was also unable to contact her by phone or in person at 
her home address.  
 
In his letter of response, Chief Inspector G determined that the complaint was upheld. Chief Inspector 
G said that, although he was satisfied that some attempts were made to contact and update Ms A 
between 27 November 2017 and 3 January 2018, no direct contact was made with Ms A until 3 January 
2017. He accepted that further attempts should have been made to ensure that she was fully aware. He 
also accepted that Detective Sergeant N’s attempts to contact Ms A were made using an incorrect 
telephone number. We acknowledge that Ms A’s alleged failure to acknowledge phone calls or emails 
may have unnecessarily delayed the process. However, and as accepted in Chief Inspector G’s 
response, we also consider that the evidence available supports that the police could have made 
further/better efforts to contact Ms A and confirm that she was aware of the suspect’s detention and 
interview. We therefore consider that Chief Inspector G’s response was supported by the evidence 
available and was reasonable in the circumstances.   
 
Chief Inspector G also assessed that, in relation to the contention that Ms A was at risk due to the delay 
in her being updated, he agreed with the Detective Inspector L’s assessment that any threat from the 
suspect towards Ms A was low. We have been provided with the statement that Detective Inspector L 
provided to inform Police Scotland’s complaint investigation. Detective Inspector L said that it was his 
understanding that Ms A was residing near to a named English city and the suspect was in a named 
Scottish city; that he was not aware of how the suspect would know a current address for Ms A, unless 
it was furnished to him by Ms A or a mutual friend; that, given that all mutual friends were very much 
aware of the current investigation and the distance both parties are apart, he believed that the risk to 
Ms A would have been low; and that, had Ms A  communicated her concerns with the police, measures 
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could have been put in place. We consider that Chief Inspector G’s assessment in this regard was 
supported by the evidence available and reasonable in the circumstances.  
  
We consider, however, that there was a shortcoming in the complaint enquiry. We acknowledge that 
Detective Sergeant M said that the SOLO, namely Detective Constable E, was on a rest day when the 
suspect was interviewed. However, Detective Constable E said that he had not known of the suspect’s 
detention and interview prior to 3 January 2018 and could not therefore have emailed Ms A any earlier. 
It is not clear why Detective Constable E did not know in advance of 27 November 2017 that the 
suspect was going to be interviewed. Furthermore, and as outlined above at complaint 1, Detective 
Constable E said that he understood that his role as SOLO would be to communicate with Ms A and 
“take no active part in the ongoing investigation”. We therefore consider that the complaint enquiry 
should have addressed whether Detective Constable E himself was kept informed of the enquiries 
being undertaken. However, as we made a similar recommendation in relation to complaint 1 above 
and Police Scotland upheld this complaint, we do not intend to make a further recommendation here.  
 
Consequently, and notwithstanding the above-mentioned shortcoming, we are satisfied that this 
complaint was handled to a reasonable standard.  
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Complaint 3 

 

 
The applicant complained that Detective Constable E’s update, which informed Ms A that the suspect 
had been interviewed, was given in an insensitive manner.   
 
The applicant elaborated on this complaint in her correspondence with us. She said that Detective 
Constable E’s email consisted of two lines; that email was preferred for continual updates and that, for 
something as important as the suspect being interviewed, she would have expected a detailed email.  

 
Police Scotland’s Handling of Complaint 3 (not upheld by the police) 
 
In his letter of response, Chief Inspector G said that it was not in doubt that Ms A was informed of the 
suspect’s interview on 27 November 2017 by way of an email dated 3 January 2018. Chief Inspector G 
advised that Ms A’s preferred method of communication was by email. He also said that, as outlined in 
complaint 2, unsuccessful efforts were made to inform Ms A of the suspect’s interview prior to the email 
being sent on 3 January 2018. 
 
Chief Inspector G advised that Sergeant F had reviewed the email and confirmed that it was not one 
line. Chief Inspector G concluded that he was satisfied that the method of passing the update to Ms A 
was appropriate and found that the complaint was not upheld.  
 

Our Conclusion on Complaint 2 
 
We conclude that Police Scotland handled this complaint to a reasonable standard.  
 
No further action is required of Police Scotland in this connection.  
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Our Review of Complaint 3 
 
The paperwork provided by Police Scotland included a file note relative to a telephone call between the 
police and Ms A on 14 February 2018. The file note has recorded that Ms A said that she had not made 
any attempt to contact Detective Constable E by telephone since his appointment, as she was aware 
that Police Scotland do not record telephone calls and wanted to ensure that she had evidence of 
contact made on her behalf. The file note also recorded that Ms A said that, due to a previous 
experience with another officer, she feared that she would receive an unkind manner over the 
telephone without being able to prove it. In addition, Detective Inspector L said that the preferred 
method of contact by Ms A was email from the early stages of the enquiry. He said that email is not the  
preferred contact method of the police, but that every effort is made to accommodate complainers 
requests in such enquiries. Furthermore, Detective Constable E said that, when he was appointed as 
SOLO, he was informed that email was considered the best way of maintaining contact with Ms A. We 
therefore consider that the evidence available supports, on balance, that the preferred method of 
contacting Ms A was by email.    
 
The paperwork provided by Police Scotland included a copy of Detective Constable E’s email to Ms A 
dated 3 January 2018, which said the following:  
 

“Hi [Ms A],  
 
Sorry for the delay in replying to you.  
 
Yes, we have spoken to [a named witness], thanks.  
 
We have also detained and interviewed the named suspect. That took place on 27th November 
and on that date he was released without charge. Enquiries are still very much ongoing and 
presently we are progressing forensic opportunities with the lab.  
 
I will be in touch in due course. 
 
Kind regards,  
 
[Detective Constable E]”  

 
We consider that Detective Constable E’s email was sufficient to inform to inform Ms A of the suspects 
detention and interview. We also consider that email was an appropriate means of updating Ms A in 
this regard.  
 
For the reasons outlined above, we consider that Chief Inspector G’s response was supported by the 
evidence available and reasonable in the circumstances.  
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Our Conclusion on Complaint 3 
 
We conclude that Police Scotland handled this complaint to a reasonable standard.  
 
No further action is required of Police Scotland in this connection.  
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Complaint 4 

 

 
The applicant complained that the deputy first minister was informed of the suspect’s interview before 
Ms A. 

 
Police Scotland’s Handling of Complaint 4 (not upheld by the police) 
 
Chief Inspector G’s letter of response outlined the applicant’s position. He said that the applicant 
explained that a letter was sent to the deputy first minister of Scotland (Mr O), which he received on 4 
January 2018 and which informed him that the suspect had been interviewed on 27 November 2018.  
 
Chief Inspector G said that Sergeant F had reviewed the correspondence, which recorded that Mr O 
had received an electronic copy of a letter from Detective Chief Inspector P on 4 January 2018. Chief G 
said that the electronic letter confirmed the date that the suspect was interviewed.  
 
Chief Inspector G said that, on reviewing the available information, it was not in doubt that Ms A was 
informed of the interview on 3 January 2018. Chief Inspector G also said that the applicant and the 
aforementioned correspondence indicated that Mr O was made aware of the interview on 4 January 
2018, being the day after Ms A was made aware.  
 
Chief Inspector G found that the complaint was not upheld.  
 

Our Review of Complaint 4 
 
The applicant made another separate complaint about the letter to Mr O, which we have not considered 
in this review. That being said, we consider that the applicant’s other complaint is relevant to the 
foregoing complaint. The other complaint was that the police inserted incorrect dates onto the letter that 
was sent to Mr O. The applicant said that the letter to Mr O was dated 24 November 2017; that the 
letter advised that the suspect had been interviewed; and that the date was obviously incorrect, as the 
suspect was not actually interviewed until 27 November 2017. In his response to that complaint, Chief 
Inspector G acknowledged that the date on the letter was incorrect. He said that, although the correct 
date of the letter was not established, Sergeant F had reviewed correspondence which indicated that 
“the letter was drafted on the same day as the suspect was interviewed”. The evidence available 
therefore supports that the police drafted a letter to Mr O on the day of the suspect’s interview to inform 
him of the same.  
 
The paperwork provided by Police Scotland included a letter from Mr O to the Deputy Chief Constable 
dated 17 January 2018, in which Mr O queried the date on the letter and said that he received an 
electronic copy on 4 January 2018. The paperwork provided by Police Scotland also included a 
response letter from the Deputy Chief Constable to Mr O dated 2 February 2018, which said that the 
date on the letter was a typographical error; that, although the date was incorrect, it was sent via Royal 
Mail; and that he did not know why the letter did not reach Mr O.  
 
As highlighted above at complaint 2, the evidence available supports that attempts were made to inform 
Ms A of the suspect’s interview prior to 3 January 2018. Most notably, the evidence available supports 
that Detective Sergeant M emailed Ms A on 27 November 2017 to provide her with this information. As 
outlined above, the paperwork provided by Police Scotland included a copy of Detective Sergeant M’s 
email. Detective Sergeant M’s email advised, amongst other things, that the suspect had been 
detained, interviewed and released without charge on 27 November 2017 for further enquiries to be 
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carried out. The evidence available also supports that the police sent a letter to the applicant dated 15 
December 2017, which was in response to previous complaints about the police and advised that the 
suspect had been detained and interviewed. However, and notwithstanding this, the applicant and Ms A 
have maintained that Ms A was not aware of the suspect’s interview until she received an email from 
Detective Constable E on 3 January 208.  
 
Accordingly, the available evidence supports the police made attempts to update Ms A and Mr O prior 
to 3 January 2018 and 4 January 2018 respectively. However, the available evidence also supports, on 
balance, that Ms A did not receive this information until 3 January 2018 and that Mr O did not receive 
this information until 4 January 2018.  
 
Consequently, and in light of the above, we consider the Chief Inspector G’s finding was supported by 
the evidence available and reasonable in the circumstances.  
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Complaint 5 

 

 
The applicant complained that there was a lack of quality updates provided to her daughter and a lack 
of clarity around the progress/status of the enquiry, including contact with witnesses.  
 

Police Scotland’s Handling of Complaint 5 (upheld by the police) 
 
In his letter of response, Chief Inspector G outlined Ms A’s account. He explained that Ms A said that 
the updates that she received lacked clarity, included minimal detail and contained vague answers. 
Chief Inspector G advised that Ms A said that, as a result of this, she felt that her case was not being 
taken seriously and was not being progressed.  
 
Chief Inspector G said that he believed that most of the points raised in this complaint had been 
addressed in his response to complaint 1. Chief Inspector G said that Detective Constable E had 
provided updates on the enquiry, including progress on the witnesses, the status of the suspect and the 
forensic examinations. Chief Inspector G also said that, during the email exchanges between Detective 
Constable E and Ms A, there was no intimation that the emails lacked clarity and content or that she 
was confused by the language. Detective Constable E said that, if this “perception” had been indicated 
to Detective Constable E, the emails could have been adjusted accordingly.  
 
Chief Inspector G found that the applicant’s complaint was upheld and apologised. Chief Inspector G 
said that he believed that it would be inappropriate to apportion blame on the officer concerned  
because, as previously stated, there was no indication from Ms A that she had this perception and the 
officer was therefore unaware. Chief Inspector G said that the senior investigating officer, namely 

Our Conclusion on Complaint 4 
 
We conclude that Police Scotland handled this complaint to a reasonable standard.  
 
No further action is required of Police Scotland in this connection.   
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Detective Inspector L, had been informed of this perception and had been asked to ensure that any 
future communications were provided with clarity to ensure understanding.  
 

Our Review of Complaint 5 
 
Chief Inspector G said that he considered that most of the points raised in this complaint had already 
been dealt with in his response to complaint 1. As outlined above, we found that complaint 1 was not 
dealt with to a reasonable standard. Chief Inspector G went onto say there was no intimation that the 
emails lacked clarity and content or that Ms A was confused by the language. However, and 
notwithstanding this, he upheld this complaint on the basis of Ms A’s perception that the emails 
provided insufficient updates on the enquiry, apologised to the applicant for the shortcoming and 
confirmed that the senior investigating officer had been spoken to in that regard. We are satisfied that 
these actions represent a suitable outcome to this complaint.  
 
Consequently, and for the reason outlined above, we are satisfied that this complaint was handled to a 
reasonable standard.  

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Complaint 6 

 

 
The applicant complained that Ms A did not receive any update on the investigation into information 
that was provided regarding the suspect’s behaviour. 
 

Police Scotland’s Handling of Complaint 6 (not upheld by the police) 
 
In his letter of response, Chief Inspector G outlined the applicant and Ms A’s accounts. Chief Inspector 
G explained that the applicant had said that, during the criminal investigation, Ms A informed officers 
that the suspect “had done this before”. Chief Inspector G said that the applicant had not provided any 
explanation in relation to other victims or subsequent enquiries carried out in respect of this information. 
Chief Inspector G also explained that Ms A had said that, when providing her initial statement, she 
informed the officer that a witness (Mr K) had told her that the suspect had carried out a similar act 
previously. Chief Inspector G advised that Ms A said that this information was not investigated until 
shortly before the applicant’s complaint was raised.  
 
Chief Inspector G advised that Detective Constable C, being the officer who noted Ms A’s initial 
statement on 27 May 2017, had provided a statement to inform Police Scotland’s complaint 
investigation. Chief Inspector G explained that Detective Constable C did not recall Ms A passing 
information that the suspect had carried out a similar act previously and as such, did not include any 
such information within Ms A’s statement. Chief Inspector G said that Detective Constable C had also 
said that, as Ms A had previously been in a relationship with the suspect, she was asked if she was 

Our Conclusion on Complaint 5 
 
We conclude that Police handled this complaint to a reasonable standard.  
 
No further action is required of Police Scotland in this connection.  
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aware of whether he had hurt or harassed anyone else. Chief Inspector G said that Detective 
Constable C advised that Ms A answered “no” to this question, and that her answer was recorded on 
the appropriate form.  
 
Chief Inspector G then explained that Sergeant F had reviewed Ms A’s initial statement; that the 
statement was signed by Ms A; and that the statement did not make mention of the suspect carrying 
out a similar act. Chief Inspector G said that Sergeant F had also reviewed Police Scotland’s interim 
Vulnerable Persons Database (“the iVPD”), which was used to record details of incidents involving 
persons involved or previously involved in a relationship. Chief Inspector G said that the iVPD had 
recorded that Ms A answered “no” when asked if she was aware of whether the suspect had hurt or 
harassed any other person.  
 
Chief Inspector G went onto advise that Detective Constable E had said: that, prior to receiving Ms A’s 
email on 17 January 2018, he was not aware of the allegation regarding the suspect having previously 
carried out a similar act; that he had reviewed Ms A’s initial statement, and there was no mention of the 
suspect carrying out a similar act; and that, on being made aware of this allegation, further enquiries 
were carried out.  
 
Chief Inspect G assessed that, from the evidence presented to him, Ms A did not furnish this 
information prior to an email dated 17 January 2018. Chief Inspector G said that Sergeant F could not 
find anything to support that the allegation was raised prior to this date.  
 
Chief Inspector G found that the complaint was not upheld. He advised that, following receipt of the 
applicant’s allegation, enquiries were carried out with a view to obtaining additional evidence from 
witnesses and previous partners of the suspect. Chief Inspector G confirmed that these enquiries were 
still ongoing.  
 

Our Review of Complaint 6 
 
The paperwork provided by Police Scotland included a copy of Ms A’s email to Detective Constable E 
on 17 January 2018. In her email, Ms A said: that, in her statement, she mentioned that a witness (Mr 
K) had said that “this had happened before”; that she asked Detective Constable E to investigate this 
with Mr K; and that she said that, if Mr K was unhelpful, she could provide the name of one of the 
suspect’s previous girlfriends.  
 
The paperwork provided by Police Scotland also included a copy of the statement that Detective 
Constable C provided to inform Police Scotland’s complaint investigation. As outlined correctly in Chief 
Inspector G’s response, Detective Constable C said that he was unable to recall such information being 
passed during the initial police contact; that, due to the fact that Ms A and the suspect had previously 
been in a relationship, a domestic abuse questionnaire was completed; that, as part of the domestic 
abuse questionnaire, Ms A was asked if she knew whether the suspect had hurt or harassed anyone 
else; and that Ms A answered “no” to this question. In addition to the information outlined in Chief 
Inspector G’s response, Detective Constable C said that, within her statement, Ms A made reference to 
other relationships that the suspect had entered into; that this information was also added to the crime 
report; and that the crime report was forwarded to the rape investigation unit on 29 May 2017. 
 
In addition, we have been given a copy of the initial statement that Detective Constable C noted from 
Ms A on 27 May 2017. We have reviewed the statement and confirm that it contains no reference to Mr 
K informing her that the suspect had done something similar before. We have also been given a copy 
of the domestic abuse questionnaire that was completed on Ms A’s behalf. As outlined in Chief 
Inspector G’s response, the questionnaire has recorded that Ms A was asked if she knew whether the 
suspect had previously hurt or harassed anyone and that she answered “no”.   
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In addition, Detective Constable E said that, after receiving Ms A’s email on 17 January 2018, he read 
Ms A’s statement and it contained no mention of any such conversation with Mr K. Detective Constable 
E said that he spoke to Detective Inspector L and Detective Constable D, and informed them of the 
information that Ms A had provided. Detective Constable E said that this was new information to the 
enquiry. Detective Constable E also said that he spoke to Mr K via telephone; asked Mr K to provide 
names and details of any previous or current partners of the suspect; and that Mr K did not provide any 
information to assist. Detective Constable E went onto say that he emailed Ms A on 29 January 2018 
and invited her to provide details of the suspect’s previous girlfriends. We have been given a copy of 
Detective Constable E’s email, and confirm that his account has accurately summarised its content.  
 
As noted above, we have also been given a copy of the relevant incident report. The incident report 
supports that, following receipt of Ms A’s email and the applicant’s complaint, Police Scotland have 
undertaken some enquiry into establishing the identity of the suspect’s previous/other girlfriends.  
 
Consequently, and in light of the above, we consider that Chief Inspector G’s response was supported 
by the available evidence and was reasonable in the circumstances.  
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

What happens next 

 

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

     
Alan Buchanan 

Director Of Operations 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Our Conclusion on Complaint 6 
 
We conclude that Police Scotland handled this complaint to a reasonable standard.  
 
No further action is required of Police Scotland in this connection.  


