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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 the applicant reported his neighbour to Police Scotland for 
threatening behaviour. We have reviewed two complaints, namely that:  
 

1. Police Scotland failed to dispatch officers to the applicant’s home in a reasonable period of time 
in response to his 999 call; and 

2. an officer provided the applicant with inaccurate advice in relation to his guard dog. 
 

 
 
Police Scotland’s Decision 
 
Police Scotland did not uphold either of the applicant’s complaints.  
 

 
 

Our Findings 
 
We have found that Police Scotland handled both of the applicant’s complaints to a reasonable 
standard. No further action is required of Police Scotland in respect of these complaints. 
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Background 

 
 

At approximately 11.35am on 27 June 2018, the applicant called 999 alleging that his neighbour was 
behaving in a threatening manner towards him. Constables A and B attended the applicant’s home in 
the late afternoon. The applicant advised the officers that his guard dog, a German shepherd, had been 
present during the altercation. There followed a conversation regarding control of the dog.  
 
The applicant made an online complaint to Police Scotland on 28 June 2018 and subsequently met with 
Inspector C as the appointed enquiry officer. The matter was dealt with by way of frontline resolution, 
with the applicant seemingly accepting an explanation provided by Inspector C and stating that he 
would be happy if Constables A and B were spoken to regarding his complaint. 
 
A letter was issued by Chief Inspector D dated 10 August 2018 confirming that the officers had been 
spoken to and concluding that the applicant did not wish to pursue the matter further. However, the 
applicant submitted further correspondence on 14 August 2018 stating that he was unhappy with the 
contents of the letter and wanted the matter progressed. The complaints were looked at again and a 
final response was issued to the applicant by Chief Inspector D dated 19 September 2018.  
 
 

 

Complaint 1 

 
 

The applicant complained that, on 27 June 2018, Police Scotland took an unreasonable length of time 
to attend his home in response to a 999 call in which he had reported his neighbour for threatening 
behaviour.  

 
Police Scotland’s Handling of Complaint 1 (not upheld by the police) 
 
In his initial letter, Chief Inspector D confirmed that the applicant’s 999 call had been listened to and he 
explained that calls are prioritised according to risk under the grading system employed by Police 
Scotland. The final response issued on 19 September 2018 echoed this position. Chief Inspector D 
explained and concluded the complaint with the following: 
 

“Key to the effectiveness of the response provided by Police Scotland is the ability to assess and 
prioritise incidents and ensure high priority incidents are resourced and attended quickly. This 
assessment process involves a system of call grading, prioritising incidents according to 
vulnerability and risk. Whilst you contacted police via 999, personnel within the ACR have 
assessed the circumstances and available information, identifying that there was no immediate 
threat to life. This call was therefore downgraded and officers were not dispatched immediately.  
 
Whilst I appreciate you felt threatened by your neighbour’s behaviour, when you called the police 
you were within your home address and not at immediate risk. ACR staff gave you advice 
regarding your safety and informed you that officers would attend later that day. In line with our 
call grading protocols, officers did attend at your home address later that day.  
 
In the circumstances, this call has been managed appropriately and in line with the Police 
Scotland incident prioritisation and response guidelines. As such, I do not uphold this allegation.”  
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Our Review of Complaint 1 
 
We have examined the recordings of the phone calls between the applicant and the police, together 
with the incident logs and statements obtained from the applicant and Constables A and B. We have 
also considered Police Scotland’s Standard Operating Procedure on Incident Prioritisation and 
Response (“the SOP”), which was referred to in Chief Inspector D’s final response. This guidance 
specifies five levels of grading for Police Scotland to assess and respond to incidents. The initial 
grading is based upon an assessment of the information made known at the time of the originating call. 
The SOP also stipulates that the prioritisation of an incident must take account of risk and the caller’s 
vulnerability. 
 
During the 999 call, the applicant advised the operator: that his neighbour had obstructed his path on 
the communal stairs leading to the applicant’s property; that his neighbour had “verbally attacked” him; 
that his neighbour was being threatening towards him; that, after eventually moving from his path, his 
neighbour had continued to follow and shout at him; that his neighbour had a walking stick and an 
angry expression on his face, and it appeared his neighbour would “do something”; and that the 
incident had taken place in the garden and communal area approximately five minutes prior to his call. 
 
Further call recordings document that the applicant pursued police attendance on two occasions that 
day, and highlighted a number of times that he had mental health issues. As acknowledged in the 
applicant’s statement, he was advised in a subsequent call that a time could not be given for police 
attendance. Our review of a call made by the control room to the applicant at approximately 3.00pm 
confirms that the applicant was informed that no one was available to attend at that time but “if officers 
were available later, someone will come out to speak to you”. Given that the applicant was advised by 
the 999 operator in his initial call that someone would be out as soon as they could, this may have led 
the applicant to believe that the incident was being treated with more urgency than in fact it was.  
 
In that regard, the incident log shows that the applicant’s 999 call was originally categorised as a grade 
5, which the SOP defines as “Incidents that can be resolved by telephone or by some other means 
which do not require police attendance”. However, Police Scotland has informed us that the call was 
then reassessed and changed to a grade 3, which is defined by the SOP as “Incident not ongoing but 
police attendance is required and where the outcome could be prejudiced by significant delay”. While 
there was clearly a delay in police attendance, it does not appear from the evidence available that this 
could have prejudiced the outcome of the matter. Accordingly, Chief Inspector D was justified in stating 
that there was no immediate risk and that the officers’ attendance was in line with Police Scotland’s call 
grading protocol.   
 
Although Chief Inspector D mentioned in his response that it took four hours for the officers to attend, 
the material information available suggests that the officers actually attended around five hours after 
the 999 call was made. In addition, Chief Inspector D’s assertion that the control room gave the 
applicant advice regarding his safety does not seem to be supported by the call recordings given to us.  
 
Despite those points, we consider that Chief Inspector D provided an adequately reasoned explanation 
of how the call was dealt with on the basis of the circumstances presented by the applicant, and that 
this was consistent with the relevant procedures on the prioritisation of incidents. Consequently, we find 
that this complaint was dealt with to a reasonable standard. 
 
 
 
 
 

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

 

 
The applicant complained that Constable A provided inaccurate advice in relation to his guard dog, 
namely that the dog could be seized and destroyed, and the applicant could be charged, if it was 
perceived that the dog was being used as a weapon. The applicant’s initial complaint email stated that 
Constable A “threatened to have his guard dog put down for doing his job.” 

 
Police Scotland’s Handling of Complaint 2 (not upheld by the police) 
 
In his initial letter, Chief Inspector D stated that, whilst the information provided to the applicant was 
correct, he acknowledged that the dog was under the applicant’s control at the time and no complaints 
had been made in relation to the dog. Chief Inspector D confirmed that, following the applicant’s 
discussion with Inspector C, Constables A and B had been made aware of the applicant’s concerns as 
to how the information was passed to him.  
 
In his final response, Chief Inspector D further stated that, whilst he appreciated that the applicant felt 
he was being accused of not controlling his dog, Chief Inspector D was satisfied that the officers had 
acted appropriately and provided the applicant with factually correct advice. Chief Inspector D 
concluded that the complaint was not upheld. 
 

Our Review of Complaint 2 
 
The applicant stated that, when his neighbour was preventing him from accessing his property, the 
guard dog was present on a lead by the applicant’s side during the incident. According to both 
Constables A and B, the circumstances presented to them by the applicant included that he had stated 
to his neighbour that, if he did not move out of his way, the applicant would use his dog to move him. 
 
Although the applicant’s statement does not make reference to him advising his neighbour that he 
would use his dog, Constables A and B are supported in their position by the applicant’s 999 call, in 
which the applicant advised the operator that he told his neighbour that, if he did not move, he would let 
his dog off its lead. Further into the call, the applicant stated that, although he did not want to have to 
do so, he would use his dog for the purpose it was bought, namely protection. 
  
As reflected by Chief Inspector D in his final response, the officers accepted in their respective 
statements that the applicant was advised, specifically by Constable A, that his dog must be kept under 
proper control. Constable A stated that he drew the applicant’s attention to the Control of Dogs 
(Scotland) Act 2010 (“the 2010 Act”) and advised him of its stipulation that, if a person is alarmed 
regarding the behaviour of a dog, this would be enough for a crime to be constituted. Constable A 
stated that he advised the applicant of the consequences if the dog was used as a defence weapon. 
These consequences included that, if the matter went to court, an order could be imposed for the dog 
to be destroyed. Constable A stated that at no point did he threaten to have the applicant’s dog put 
down, and that the advice given was merely to explain the process in the event that matters proceeded 
that far.  
 
By the applicant’s account, Constable A advised him that he would need to “watch what he was doing”. 
In our view, this lends support to the officers’ position that the advice given was about what could 
happen if in the future the dog was to be used by the applicant in the manner proposed, rather than 
being a threat to put the dog down due to the incident in question. 
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In line with what was stated by Constable A, the 2010 Act provides at section 1 that a dog can be 
deemed as out of control if it is not being kept under control effectively and consistently, and if the dog’s 
behaviour gives rise to reasonable alarm or apprehensiveness in the circumstances. Where an owner 
fails to comply with a dog control notice that has been served as a result of a dog being out of control, 
the court may order the dog’s destruction under section 5 of the 2010 Act. Chief Inspector D’s response 
would have been enhanced by the inclusion of those provisions, as this would have given the applicant 
more information to explain why his complaint was not upheld. 
 
Notwithstanding, we find that Chief Inspector D was justified in his decision not to uphold the applicant’s 
complaint, and we consider that his response was consistent with the relevant legal provisions and 
adequately reasoned overall. For the reasons given, we are satisfied that this complaint was dealt with 
to a reasonable standard. 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 
Aisha Hussain 
Review Officer 

 
Peter Innes 

Senior Review Officer 
 
 

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 relation to this complaint. 


