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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 after Police Scotland searched the applicant’s house under warrant. 
We have reviewed seven complaints, namely that:  
 

1. the applicant’s house should not have been searched as her son does not live with her; 
2. excessive damage was caused to her door; 
3. excessive force was used to restrain the applicant and that a sergeant grabbed her wrist too 

tightly; 
4. a sergeant was overbearing, intimidating and shouted in the applicant’s face; 
5. the applicant was unhappy at the level of mess and damage left by the police; 
6. an officer involved in the search opened the urn containing her dog’s ashes; and 
7. the applicant should not have been strip-searched. 

 

 
 
Police Scotland’s Decision 
 
Police Scotland upheld complaint 7 but did not uphold the remaining six complaints. 
 

 
 

Our Findings 
 
We have found that Police Scotland did not handle complaint 3 to a reasonable standard but that the 
remaining six complaints were handled reasonably.  
 
Consequently, we have made a recommendation to address the shortcomings in both the complaint 
enquiry and Police Scotland’s response to complaint 3.   
 
In relation to complaint 7, which was upheld, we have issued a learning point in respect of whether 
guidance about the level of authorisation required before a strip search is conducted should be more 
widely circulated to officers.  
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Background 

 
 

On 12 April 2018, police officers attended at the applicant’s address with a search warrant in the names 
of the applicant and her son (Mr A) which had been issued under the Misuse of Drugs Act 1971. On 
arrival, the officers forced entry to the address via the front door and conducted the search.  
 
The applicant was out when the officers initially attended, but returned home before the search 
commenced. Mr A was present throughout. In addition to searching the premises, the officers also 
searched the applicant and Mr A. 
 
The applicant submitted her complaints about the police on 21 April 2018. Sergeant B met with her on 
24 May 2018 to take a statement of complaint. The Heads of Complaint that would form the basis of the 
enquiry were also agreed during the meeting. Inspector C conducted the complaint enquiry and Chief 
Inspector D wrote to the applicant on 20 June 2018 to explain the outcome.  
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Complaint 1 

 
 

The applicant complained that her house should not have been searched in relation to her son as he 
does not live there. 
 
The applicant said in her statement that a check with the local council would have confirmed this as she 
had told the council that Mr A did not reside there.  

 
Police Scotland’s Handling of Complaint 1 (not upheld by the police) 
 
In response to this complaint,1 Chief Inspector D explained how Police Scotland evaluates and records 
intelligence and how this assessment links to the warrant application process. He did not disclose any 
information which may have led to the warrant being sought, but confirmed that the search warrant 
specifically related to the applicant’s address.  
 
Chief Inspector D also confirmed that Mr A had told officers that he lived at the applicant’s address. He 
stated that Mr A identified which bedroom was his and noted that the room contained Mr A’s 
belongings.  
 
While Chief Inspector D acknowledged the applicant’s frustration that her home was searched, he did 
not uphold the complaint for the reasons explained above. 

 
Our Review of Complaint 1 
 
During the course of our review, we have considered the documents provided to us by Police Scotland 
which relate to the search warrant. We can confirm that Police Scotland sought to clarify the tenancy 
details, which we acknowledge related to the applicant. Nonetheless, we are satisfied that the 
information available to the police was evaluated in accordance with the system explained in Chief 
Inspector D’s complaint response and that it was considered to be reliable. 
 
In addition, we have viewed the video recording taken by the officers who attended at the applicant’s 
address to execute the search warrant. We can confirm that Mr A stated that he lived at the address 
and that one of the bedrooms contained his personal belongings. Therefore, the information available 
to us suggests that Mr A was indeed living with the applicant at the time the warrant was executed.  
 
As Chief Inspector D has adequately explained the processes relative to the receipt and evaluation of 
intelligence, as well as the warrant application process, we are satisfied that Police Scotland has 
handled this complaint to a reasonable standard.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                      
1 The full response to complaint 1 is included as an appendix to this report. 

Our Conclusion on Complaint 1 
 
We conclude that Police Scotland handled this complaint to a reasonable standard.  
 
No further action is required.  
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Complaint 2 

 

 
The applicant complained that the level of damage caused to her door was excessive. She said in her 
statement that her house was no longer secure. 

 
Police Scotland’s Handling of Complaint 2 (not upheld by the police) 
 
Chief Inspector D provided the following response: 
 

“Officers executing search warrants, particularly those granted under the Misuse of Drugs 
Act, are required to enter premises in a dynamic and speedy manner to prevent evidence 
being destroyed and to take control of the premises. In order to do this, entry is forced by a 
trained officer using a device approved for that purpose. In the case of your home, the 
device used is called an ‘Enforcer’ and the two officers who effected entry are fully trained 
and authorised in its use. These approved devices do cause damage to doors and 
[Inspector C] has attended at your home and examined the external damage to your door. 
It is entirely consistent with the normal levels of damage caused when forcing entry to 
premises. As such I must conclude that your allegation regarding the level of damage 
caused is not upheld.  

 

 
Our Review of Complaint 2 
 
As part of our review, we have considered the content of the video footage, which shows damage to the 
right hand side of the door. Chief Inspector D has acknowledged that there was some damage.  
However, he implied that he did not consider the damage to be excessive by explaining that it was 
consistent with the use of an ‘enforcer’. Chief Inspector D also explained why it was appropriate to force 
entry to the property on this occasion i.e. to minimise the risk of potential evidence being lost.   
 
In terms of whether the property was left unsecured, the relevant incident log shows that Police 
Scotland contacted the local housing association in relation to the damaged door. The video footage 
confirms that a joiner attended before the police had left the premises. The complaint response would 
have been strengthened if Chief Inspector D had mentioned that arrangements were made to re-secure 
the property. Nonetheless, we consider that Chief Inspector D has broadly addressed the complaint by 
explaining why an ‘enforcer’ was used and why he did not consider the resulting damage to be 
excessive. Accordingly, we consider that the complaint has been handled 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 required.  
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Complaint 3 

 
 

The applicant complained that excessive force was used to restrain her and that a sergeant grabbed 
her wrist too tightly. 
 
The applicant said in her statement that, when she arrived at her front door, a male sergeant who was 
standing inside the property grabbed her wrists when she tried to remove something from her pocket. 
According to the applicant, she kept asking why the officers were there and tried to free her wrists but 
said that the sergeant was not letting go and kept telling her to calm down. 
 
The applicant said that the sergeant did not need to grab her left wrist so tightly and that, although she 
was uninjured, it was “sore”. 

 
Police Scotland’s Handling of Complaint 3 (not upheld by the police) 
 
As part of the complaint enquiry, Inspector C obtained statements from the officers who attended at the 
applicant’s address. He also viewed the police video footage of the search.  
 
Chief Inspector D provided the following response: 
 

“[Sergeant E] states that he took hold of your left wrist to control your movements while he 
informed you that you were being detained for the purposes of a search authorised by a 
judicial search warrant. His statement is corroborated by other officers who state he took a 
light grip of your wrist and asked you to sit down and listen to his explanation. The position 
of the officers who were present when [Sergeant E]  took hold of your wrist is that when 
you arrived home, you were extremely upset, angry and would not listen to the explanation 
being provided regarding the reason for your home being searched. [Inspector C] has 
viewed the video footage which commenced with the warrant being read over to you and 
your son although it does not capture your wrists being taken hold of, it is clear you were 
upset and angry at the police presence. 
 
On the balance of all the available evidence, I must conclude that this allegation regarding 
excessive force is not upheld.  

 
Our Review of Complaint 3 
 
During our review, we have considered the information provided by the applicant in her statement of 
complaint and the accounts provided by the officers who attended at her address. We have also viewed 
Police Scotland’s guidance relating to the use of force. 
 
We can confirm that police officers have the power to detain a person for the purposes of a drugs 
search. Police Scotland’s Use of Force Standard Operating Procedure (‘the Use of Force SOP’) 
provides that those who have been arrested or detained must be under ‘proper control’ and that this 
can be achieved by physically holding a person where proportionate.2 In this case, the attending 
officers were in possession of a warrant which allowed for the search of the applicant’s address and 
any persons within3 and the complaint response states that Sergeant E held the applicant’s wrist whilst 

                                                      
2 The relevant sections of Police Scotland’s Use of Force Standard Operating Procedure are reproduced at Appendix II.  
3 This power does not extend to a strip search without further authorisation. This is discussed more fully under complaint 7. 
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she was being detained for the purposes of a search in order to control her movements. However, the 
position as stated in the complaint response is not fully supported by the officers’ accounts or the video 
footage of the incident.  
 
The video footage shows that the applicant was told that she was detained whilst she was in the living 
room. At that time Sergeant E held her wrist briefly. We would not describe his action as an attempt to 
“control” the applicant. Rather, it seemed to be an attempt to calm her down as she was clearly 
angry/upset.  
 
Although Sergeant E confirmed that he held the applicant’s arm whilst in the living room, this does not 
appear to be the cause of her complaint. Instead, she complained that an officer grabbed her wrists 
when she arrived at the front door of the property. In that regard, two officers, Constables F and G, 
commented on the applicant arriving home. Constable F said that the applicant  was “irate”, would not 
“co-operate with the police” and refused to move into the living room area. He stated that Sergeant E 
took hold of the applicant’s arm and led her into the living room, warned her about her conduct, and 
explained that there would be a search. Constable G said that Sergeant E escorted the applicant into 
the property.  Both officers denied that excessive force was used. Neither commented on whether the 
applicant was told that she was detained at that point. 
 
The accounts from Constables F and G are contradicted by Sergeant E who said that he was already in 
the living room when the applicant was brought into the room. He described her as being angry and 
“very vocal”. He could not recall who initially told the applicant that she was detained prior to her 
coming into the living room. He stated only that she  “would have been informed of her detention on her 
arrival at [the property]”  as “this is common procedure” and that he “re-iterated” the position when he 
spoke with her in the living room. 
 
The only other officer who commented on the excessive force allegation was Detective Sergeant H. He 
described the applicant as “angry and obstructive” and stated that Sergeant E tried to calm her down 
and explain the circumstances of the search. He did not clarify whether this took place at the front door 
or within the living room but stated that, at no time, was excessive force used against her.  
 
In short, none of the officers have confirmed who, if anyone, advised the applicant that she was 
detained when she arrived at the property. Furthermore, given the contradictory statements, it is not 
clear who held the applicant’s wrists and escorted her into the living room.  
 
We consider that, if the applicant was advised that she was detained and behaved in the manner 
described by the officers, then it would be appropriate, necessary and proportionate to take hold of her 
wrists and escort her into the living room. However, if the applicant was not advised that she was being 
detained, then Police Scotland should have considered whether the use of force, irrespective of the 
level of force (which appears to be the crux of the complaint), was lawful and justified. As these points 
were not addressed in the officers’ statements, we consider that insufficient enquiry has been carried 
out. Consequently, the complaint response is not supported by the material information available.  We 
therefore consider that the complaint has not been handled to a reasonable standard. 
 
 
 
 
# 
 
 
 
 

Our Conclusion on Complaint 3 
 
We conclude that Police Scotland did not handle this complaint to a reasonable standard.  
 
We recommend that Police Scotland seeks further accounts from Sergeant E, Constables F and 
G and Detective Sergeant H to establish whether the applicant was informed of her detention 
before she was led into the living room area. Police Scotland should then issue a further response 
to the applicant which adequately addresses the shortcomings we have identified in both the 
complaint enquiry and the original complaint response.   
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Complaint 4 

 
 

The applicant complained that Sergeant E was overbearing, intimidating, and shouted in her face to 
such an extent that spittle hit her. 

 
Police Scotland’s Handling of Complaint 4 (not upheld by the police) 
 
To address this complaint, Inspector C again obtained accounts from the attending officers and viewed 
the video footage. 
 
Chief Inspector D provided the following response: 
 

“The sergeant’s position is that you were shouting at him and his colleagues and would not 
listen to the explanation being given to you. He states that at no time did he shout in your 
face but instead, spoke to you in a calm manner. This is supported by another officer who 
was present. On the video footage viewed by [Inspector C], which was taken a short time 
after you arrived at your home, you are shouting and clearly upset.  
 
On the balance of all the available evidence, I must conclude that the allegation regarding 
oppressive conduct is not upheld.” 

 
Our Review of Complaint 4 
 
We have again viewed the statements as detailed at complaint 3. Sergeant E stated that he spoke with 
the applicant in a “calm and authoritative manner”, while Constables F and G said that Sergeant E did 
not shout in the applicant’s face. Detective Sergeant H did not specifically comment on whether 
Sergeant E shouted. He stated only that Sergeant E tried to calm the applicant down, and said that all 
officers acted professionally and courteously at all times during the incident.  
 
As already explained, the video footage shows Sergeant E speaking to the applicant in the living room.  
The applicant was obviously angry/upset at the situation she had found herself in and Sergeant E 
asked her to calm down and explained that they had a process to follow in respect of the search 
warrant. Sergeant E did not shout at the applicant during this part of the discussion. In terms of whether 
he was overbearing or intimidating, the video footage does not support this aspect of the applicant’s 
allegation. Although the applicant complained that a sergeant had shouted at her shortly before they 
reached the living room, and despite the fact that Police Scotland did not clearly establish under 
complaint 3 which officer led the applicant into the living room,  we consider that the footage provides a 
reliable overview of the general tone of her interaction with the officers who were present. None of the 
officers raised their voices towards her.  
 
We acknowledge that not all of the officers specifically addressed the applicant’s complaint that a 
sergeant shouted at her. Nonetheless, the video footage supports the position that Sergeant E’s 
manner towards her (and that of the other officers) was calm. Therefore, ‘on balance’, Chief Inspector D 
was warranted in not upholding the applicant’s complaint. As he has broadly explained his rationale in 
the complaint response, we consider that this complaint has been handled to a reasonable standard.  
 
 
 
 

Our Conclusion on Complaint 4 
 

We conclude that Police Scotland handled this complaint to a reasonable standard.  
 

No further action is required.  
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Complaint 5 

 
 

The applicant complained about the level of mess and damage left by the police. She stated that 
officers: “pulled everything out of cupboards and didn’t replace them”; pulled off kick boards in the 
kitchen; burst open her son’s punching bag; knocked over a candle causing wax to spill; and broke a 
clothes airer. The applicant also stated that “orange stuff” (which originated from inside the damaged 
door) “had got everywhere”.  
 

Police Scotland’s Handling of Complaint 5 (not upheld by the police) 
 
As part of the complaint enquiry, Police Scotland obtained accounts from the officers involved in the 
search and again considered the video footage.  
 
Chief Inspector D provided the following response: 
 

“[Inspector C] has viewed the video footage of the search and it is apparent that the 
officers involved in searching were doing so in a methodical manner and making every 
effort to minimise the impact of their search activities in your house. The systematic and 
detailed search of a dwelling house for controlled drugs will always involve some 
disruption but I am satisfied that on this occasion every effort was taken to leave your 
home in as good a condition as possible. I understand [Inspector C] offered to attend at 
your home in order to see the alleged damage but you refused his offer. The position of 
the officers involved in removing the kick boards in your kitchen is that they agreed with 
your son that they replace them to avoid damage being caused to your flooring. 
 
On the balance of all the available evidence, I must conclude that this allegation regarding 
an irregularity in procedure is not upheld” 

 
Our Review of Complaint 5 
 
During our review, we considered the video recording, which shows the applicant’s property being 
searched. As explained in the complaint response, the search was systematic and detailed. However, 
we can see from the footage that items in the kitchen area were placed back in their original location 
after they had been checked. It also shows that Detective Sergeant H discussed pre-existing damage 
to the kitchen flooring with Mr A, who agreed that he would push the washing machine back into place. 
The kick-boards were replaced where possible and although some were left not fully attached, it 
appears that this was to avoid causing further damage to the flooring.  
 
In relation to the search of Mr A’s bedroom, we can confirm that his punchbag was opened and that the 
interior was checked for drugs. Rather than bursting the bag open, the footage shows that Detective 
Sergeant H unzipped it to check the contents, which he removed and placed into a refuse sack. 
Although the stuffing was not put back inside the punchbag at the conclusion of the search, it appears 
that the officers took care to minimise the disruption to the applicant and Mr A by utilising the refuse 
sack. 
 
The applicant’s clothes airer can be seen in the video footage, firstly in the hallway and latterly in the 
kitchen. It is therefore evident that the airer was moved at some point during the search but it appears 
from both images to be in reasonably good order.   
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We did not observe a candle being knocked over in the video footage, although it is possible that this 
could have happened out of view. In relation to the damaged door, we can confirm from the audio that 
an officer vacuumed the hallway to clear some of the debris.   
 
In summary, Chief Inspector B could have provided a more comprehensive response and attempted to 
address the individual aspects of the applicant’s complaint. Nonetheless, for the reasons explained 
above, we consider that the decision not to uphold the complaint is supported by the video recording of 
the search.  Accordingly, we conclude that the complaint has been handled to a reasonable standard. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

Complaint 6 

 
 

The applicant complained that an officer involved in the search opened the urn containing her dog’s 
ashes. 

 
Police Scotland’s Handling of Complaint 6 (not upheld by the police) 
 
Chief Inspector D provided the following response: 
 

“The officers involved in this activity have stated that they suspected the ashes could be 
a controlled drug due to their colour and appearance. In order to quickly establish what 
the substance was, they carried out a presumptive test which confirm the ashes were not 
drugs. This was done in as sensitive a manner as possible and at your home rather than 
the usual location of a police station. Police officers have a duty to properly search 
premises where the supply of controlled drugs is suspected and they considered it 
reasonable to suspect that a white powder within a plastic bag could be a controlled 
substance. 
 
On the balance of all the available evidence, I must conclude that this allegation regarding 
an irregularity in procedure is not upheld.” 
 

Our Review of Complaint 6 
 
During our review, we considered the statements provided by two of the officers who were involved in 
the search, Constable F and Detective Sergeant H.   
 
We have also viewed the video footage, which shows that officers opened the urn which they found to 
contain a bag of white power. Although it is evident that officers opened the urn, we consider that the 
complaint should not have been upheld as it would be reasonable for the police to check the content of 
all containers to ensure that the search was thorough.   

Our Conclusion on Complaint 5 
 
We conclude that Police Scotland handled this complaint to a reasonable standard.  
 
No further action is required. 
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The video footage shows that the officers asked the applicant to confirm what was in the bag and she 
stated that it contained her dog’s ashes. The officers explained to the applicant that, as they were 
searching for drugs, they would have to confirm that the bag did not contain a controlled substance. 
They also explained the test process before proceeding i.e. that the bag would be opened and a very 
small sample of the ashes removed for testing. We consider that, under the circumstances, it would be 
reasonable to conduct such a test.  
 
As Chief Inspector B broadly explained why it was necessary to open the urn and test the ashes, and 
as we agree that the complaint should not have been upheld, we consider that the complaint has been 
handled to a reasonable standard.  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Complaint 7 

 
 

The applicant complained that she should not have been strip searched. 

 
Police Scotland’s Handling of Complaint 7 (upheld by the police) 
 
Chief Inspector D provided the following response: 
 

“[Inspector C]  has reviewed the circumstances which led to you being strip searched and 
has concluded that this was carried out without the proper processes being followed. The 
warrant which was granted to search your property authorised officers to search any 
person in your home. Even with this judicial authorisation in place, specific authorisation 
must be sought from an officer of the rank of inspector or above to carry out a strip search 
of any individual. On this occasion that authorisation was not sought by the officers who 
searched you or by the supervisory officers who were overseeing the operation. 
 
On the balance of all the available evidence, I must conclude that your allegation that you 
should not have been strip searched is upheld as the correct procedure was not followed 
to obtain authorisation for that course of action. I would therefore apologise on behalf of 
Police Scotland and can assure you that all the officers involved will be provided with 
corrective action by a senior police officer regarding the correct procedure that must be 
followed.” 
 

 
 
 

Our Conclusion on Complaint 6 
 
We conclude that Police Scotland handled this complaint to a reasonable standard.  
 
No further action is required.  
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Our Review of Complaint 7 
 
During our review, we have considered Sections 8.5 and 8.6 of Police Scotland’s Stop and Search 
Guidance which relates to Strip and Intimate Searches. The document confirms that all strip searches, 
including those “conducted within homes under powers contained within a warrant” require to be 
authorised by an officer at the rank of inspector or above.   
 
We have also viewed the statement given by Detective Inspector N who had supervisory oversight of 
the incident. He appears to have been unaware that specific supervisory authorisation is required for a 
strip search, even where the warrant allows for such a search to be conducted. Chief Inspector D 
therefore upheld the applicant’s complaint as, on this occasion, the strip search was not properly 
authorised. He apologised to the applicant and explained the action that had been taken to remind 
officers of the authorisation requirements relating to strip searches. This has been recorded in the 
complaint file as a learning outcome for the officers who were involved in the applicant’s case.  We 
therefore consider that Police Scotland has handled the complaint to a reasonable standard.   
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Our C 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Our Conclusion on Complaint 7 
 
We conclude that Police Scotland handled this complaint to a reasonable standard.  
 
Although we have not made any recommendation, we have identified a Learning Point for Police 
Scotland regarding the guidance relating to strip-searches.  

Learning Point 
 
Searching of individuals, in particular strip-search, is intrusive and is therefore an area of policing 
that is likely to generate complaints. To ensure that the decision to conduct a strip-search can 
withstand scrutiny, it is important for officers to ensure that proper authorisation has been granted. 
In this case, the warrant identified that individuals within the applicant’s address could be 
searched. However, this provision of the warrant does not override the requirement to seek further 
authorisation if strip search is deemed necessary and appropriate. Police Scotland addressed this 
shortcoming by reminding the officers who were involved in the search of the additional 
authorisation requirements. While this is good complaint handling practice, Police Scotland should 
consider whether it would be beneficial to circulate guidance about the level of authorisation 
required for strip-searches more widely. This approach would minimise the risk of a similar 
situation recurring and would serve to increase public confidence in the police complaints  
process.  
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onclusion on Complaint 7 

 

What happens next 

 

 
We have identified a recommendation and a learning point for Police Scotland. We will continue to 
liaise with Police Scotland until such time as we consider that the learning point  has been addressed to 
our satisfaction. 
 
 

 
Lynn McCord 

Review Officer 
 
 

Jacqui Jeffrey 
Senior Review Officer  
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Appendix I 

 
 

 

Extracts from Police Scotland’s response letter dated 20 June 2018 
(Redacted and paragraphs numbered) 
 

1. [Complaint 1]  You allege an irregularity in procedure in that you do not believe your 
house should have been searched in relation to your son as he does not live with you. 

 
2. It is not in doubt that police officers forced entry to your property on 12 April 2018. [Inspector C] 

has viewed the warrant submitted through the Procurator Fiscal and issued by a Justice of the 
Peace. The warrant in question has been examined and I can confirm that it specifically relates to 
you and your home address. 
 

3. Police Scotland will not comment on the existence of any intelligence held and will not confirm the 
specific basis on which any warrant application is made. Neither will we confirm nor deny any 
individual’s suspected involvement in criminality. However, in order to provide some reassurance 
on quality control, you should be aware that a robust system of checks exists whereby the 
Divisional intelligence Manager reviews all intelligence-led warrant applicants prior to their 
presentation to a Procurator Fiscal. 
 

4. The Police Scotland Warrants Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) states that, for the purposes 
of applying for search warrants based on intelligence recorded on and obtained from the Scottish 
Intelligence Database (SID), the Procurator Fiscal will require the grading of each piece of 
intelligence and may make further enquiries and seek guidance on how many separate sources 
are contained in the warrant application. This is based on the rationale that uncorroborated 
intelligence from more than one source adds credibility to the information that is being presented. 
The evaluation of the source of the intelligence will be reflected in the grading that is attributed to 
the intelligence contained in the relevant SID log. This effectively means that, in applying for the 
warrant, the Procurator Fiscal would have to be satisfied that there was a sufficiency of reliable 
and/or corroborated intelligence. 
 

5. It may be helpful to explain the guidance and protocols relative to the recording and retention of 
intelligence on SID. At present, the protocols relative to the recording, use and sharing of 
intelligence held on SID is contained in the Police Scotland SID standard Operating Procedure, 
which deals with the SID Rules, Conventions and Data Input Standards, and also makes 
reference to the legacy National Criminal Intelligence Service (NCIS) Code of Practice and the 
Association of Chief Police Officers in Scotland (ACPOS) Manual of Standards for the Recording 
and Dissemination of Intelligence Material. These documents provide that the origin of any 
intelligence must be appropriately explained prior to recording. The intelligence must be graded in 
accordance with the ‘5x5x5’ system, which aims to ensure adherence to the Data Protection Act 
1998 and the European Convention on Human Rights in relation to intelligence records held on 
persons. 
 

6. The ‘5x5x5’ system is used by UK police forces to evaluate the following: the reliability of the 
source providing the intelligence; the accuracy of the intelligence itself; and its potential to be 
shared with other agencies. Prior to being recorded onto SID, intelligence submitted by police 
officers and police staff must be assessed by an Intelligence Officer, who should examine it to 
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determine whether it meets the standard grounds for recording onto the system If it passes this 
test, the Intelligence Officer should examine the ‘5x5x5’ grading given by the submitting officer 
and make any necessary changes to the grading, dependant on their assessment of the 
appropriateness of the assigned grades. The guidance also states that it remains the 
responsibility of the intelligence area creating a record on SID to ensure that the data entered is 
correct, and has proper source and provenance. This guidance serves to demonstrate the robust 
principles that are in place regarding the recording and retention of intelligence. 
 

7. The search was video recorded and your son [Mr A] clearly states that his address is [the same 
as your address] when  asked by officers. He also identified one of the bedrooms as his and 
during the search it was apparent that he had numerous personal belongings within the room. He 
was also the sole occupant of the property when police forced entry to the dwelling house. 
 

8. Whilst I acknowledge that the search of your home may remain a source of frustration for you, for 
the reasons explained Police Scotland will not under any circumstances discuss the specific 
information relating to you or our property that was received and ultimately presented in the 
warrant application process. To this end, I do not uphold your complaint. 
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Appendix II 

 
 

 

Extracts from Police Scotland’s Use of Force Standard Operating Procedure 
 
3. Human Rights Implications  
 
3.1 Any use of force by an individual should be the minimum amount necessary to accomplish the 
lawful objective concerned and must be:  
 

 proportionate;  

 legal;  

 accountable;  

 necessary; and  

 ethical in the circumstances 
 

 5. Use of Force Considerations  
 
5.1 Arrest / Detention  
 
5.1.1 All persons who are the subject of lawful arrest or detention must be *under proper control (*if 
proportionate, the physical holding of a person, or if not proportionate, the appropriate tactical position 
and awareness as to prevent the person from carrying out any action which may be harmful to 
themselves or others) at all times.  
 

5.1.2 For the purposes of this SOP, the above definition extends to persons who have been lawfully 
detained for the purposes of a search under the relevant legislation. 
 
 
 


