
 

 

 

 

 
 
 

     PIRC/00512/18 
August 2019 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Report of a  
Complaint Handling Review  
in relation to  
Police Scotland  

 
 

 

 

independent and effective investigations and reviews 



 

1 | P a g e  

 

 

 

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 Complaint 
 
The complaint in this case arose following the applicant’s contact with the police regarding alleged 
incidents of stalking by her neighbour.  
 
We have reviewed the handling of one complaint, namely that an officer disclosed to the applicant’s 
employer that she had been using her work email address to contact Police Scotland regarding a 
personal matter.  
 

 
 
Police Scotland’s Decision 
 
Police Scotland did not uphold the applicant’s complaint. 
 

 
 

Our Findings 
 
We have found that Police Scotland did not handle the complaint to a reasonable standard.  
 
Consequently, we have made a recommendation to address the shortcomings in Police Scotland’s 
handling. In summary, we have recommended that further enquiries be carried out and a fresh 
response issued to the applicant. 
 
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 has been in contact with Police Scotland over a number of years to report various 
allegations of stalking by her neighbour. Due to the applicant’s ongoing concerns, she was appointed a 
single point of contact (SPOC) with the police.  
 
Sometime between September 2017 and February 2018, Sergeant A took over as the applicant’s 
SPOC when her original SPOC, Sergeant B, moved to a specialist post. 
 
On 17 May 2018, the applicant became aware that Inspector C had contacted the applicant’s area 
manager at work, for what she believed to be a third time, to raise concerns that she was emailing 
Police Scotland during working hours via her work email address.  
 
The applicant submitted her complaint by email on 1 June 2018 and Sergeant D was appointed as the 
enquiry officer. A response letter was issued to the applicant by Chief Inspector E dated 3 October 
2018. 
 
 

 

The Complaint  

 
 

The applicant complained that Inspector C contacted the applicant’s area manager and disclosed to 
him that she was sending emails to Police Scotland from her work, during working hours, regarding a 
personal matter. 
 
In respect of the last email the applicant had sent to Police Scotland – which resulted in Inspector C 
reporting her to the area manager – she stated that the email was drafted using her work email 
account, sent to her personal email address and thereafter forwarded to Sergeant A from her personal 
email address. The applicant stated that this was to provide an update to her SPOC in relation to what 
she considered to be an ongoing crime. 
 
The applicant stated that she had been communicating with Police Scotland for a period of 
approximately three years from her work email address without any issues. The applicant felt that the 
disclosure was an attempt to discredit her and get her into trouble at work.   
 

Police Scotland’s Handling of the Complaint (not upheld by the police) 
 
Chief Inspector E outlined the applicant’s complaint and stated that the applicant believed Police 
Scotland’s action had been unusual given that the police had been emailing the applicant at work, at 
their suggestion, for the past three years. Chief Inspector E acknowledged that the applicant had been 
receiving emails at her work email address from various individuals at Police Scotland for some time.  
 
Chief Inspector E stated that it appeared that this method of contact had not been an issue until a new 
point of contact, Sergeant A, had been appointed in September 2017 and had noted that the applicant 
was routinely communicating with him during office hours using work contact details. Chief Inspector E 
stated that Sergeant A had raised his concerns with Inspector C and had requested that Inspector C 
address the matter. 
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In providing his determination to the complaint, Chief Inspector E stated the following: 
 
 “After consideration, I have not upheld this allegation. Inspector [C] has contacted your employer 
 in respect of this matter on the basis you were repeatedly sending emails from your work email 
 address, signed in your professional capacity concerning a non-work related matter. Whilst I 
 have not upheld this allegation, I have made both Inspector [C] and Sergeant [A] aware this 
 complaint could have been avoided had they simply spoken to you directly in the first instance 
 and advised you of their concerns.” 
 

Our Review of the Complaint  
 
As reflected in the response by Chief Inspector E, Inspector C indicated that his contact with the 
applicant’s area manager followed Sergeant A bringing the matter to Inspector C’s attention during 
January 2018 as the applicant was “routinely communicating with him during office hours”. Inspector C 
reported the applicant to her employer by email on 25 January 2018.  
 
According to the applicant, she did not become aware that Sergeant A had taken over as her point of 
contact from Sergeant B until February 2018. This appears to be supported by an email provided to us 
by the applicant dated November 2017, wherein she had continued to copy Sergeant B and not 
Sergeant A regarding her neighbour’s ongoing behaviour. Sergeant A has advised us that, while he 
was appointed as the new SPOC in September 2017, he did not in fact have any direct contact with the 
applicant until February 2018 after the applicant had emailed Inspector C regarding an allegation of 
continued stalking. Moreover, Sergeant A has further clarified that he first raised his concerns with 
Inspector C around May 2018 and, on doing so, Inspector C “agreed that he would take the matter 
forward as he had previously raised similar concerns with [the applicant’s] line management and was 
assured that it would stop”. Sergeant A’s position that he did not have contact with the applicant until 
February 2018 and did not raise concerns with Inspector C until May 2018 is at odds with Inspector C’s 
position that he contacted the applicant’s employer in January 2018 following concerns raised with him 
by Sergeant A. 
 
We note from emails provided by the applicant and those contained in the police complaint file that, 
following Inspector C’s first report to the applicant’s employer, Sergeant A emailed the applicant on 19 
February 2018 at her work email address with a view to arranging a meeting to discuss her requests for 
assistance. As this would appear to be the first contact that Sergeant A had with the applicant directly, it 
seems that he himself instigated contact via her work email. Furthermore, this was despite Inspector C 
having relayed his concerns to the applicant’s area manager on the same date, and despite Inspector C 
having advised Sergeant A on 6 February 2018 not to reply to the applicant on her work email address.    
 
We note that Sergeant A was not asked to provide a full account to inform the complaint enquiry. 
Instead, Sergeant D provided Sergeant A with a summary of Inspector C’s account and asked Sergeant 
A to confirm if this was, in his view, an accurate representation of events. While Sergeant A’s reply 
supported Inspector C’s position, we consider that it did not contain a sufficient level of detail and did 
not constitute Sergeant A’s own version of events, as expected in terms of Police Scotland’s Standard 
Operating Procedure on Complaints About the Police1. This was a shortcoming in the complaint 
enquiry. 
 
Inspector C stated that it was not his intention to have any disciplinary proceedings instigated against 
the applicant.  However, the remarks made by Inspector C in his emails between 25 January 2018 and 
17 May 2018 in respect of the applicant included the following: that the issue needed to be “nipped in 
the bud”; that “if she has had two previous warnings, is there now something more robust that can be 
done”; and that his aim was to have the applicant “conduct herself professionally and communicate in 

                                                      
1 Version 4.00, paragraph 6.7.11 
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an acceptable manner”. In our view, Inspector C’s comments suggest that he expected the applicant to 
be reprimanded in some way. 
 
Although Inspector C perceived the applicant’s contact to be unprofessional and unacceptable, the 
applicant was contacting Police Scotland to provide updates in relation to ongoing incidents which she 
believed amounted to crimes. This would appear to render somewhat unimportant the question of 
which email address the applicant utilised to communicate with the police. As highlighted by Chief 
Inspector E, sending personal emails from the applicant’s work contact was not something the police 
should have become involved in, with this instead being covered by the applicant’s employer’s own 
policy. Accordingly, it was not for Inspector C to take a view on whether it was appropriate for the 
applicant to use her work email and work time to contact the police. Chief Inspector E rightly recognised 
this in his response, acknowledged the fact that the applicant had been receiving emails at her work 
from Police Scotland without issue for some time, and further stated that he had advised Inspector C 
and Sergeant D that they should have raised this directly with the applicant if they had concerns. 
However, despite identifying all these factors, Chief Inspector E did not uphold the complaint. The 
rationale for not upholding the complaint was wholly unclear from the response. 
 
In addition, Inspector C said in his statement that, in respect of contacting the applicant’s area 
manager, Inspector C had “discussed his actions with [Chief Inspector E] who was entirely supportive”. 
Impartiality and the ability to be perceived as objective are crucial to ensuring public confidence in the 
police complaints process. Having seemingly endorsed Inspector C’s actions, Chief Inspector E should 
have had no involvement in the handling of the applicant’s complaint about Inspector C.   
 
In view of the shortcomings noted above, we find that the complaint was not dealt with reasonably. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

What happens next 

 

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

Aisha Hussain 
Review Officer 

 
Peter Innes 

Senior Review Officer 

Our Conclusion on the Complaint  
 
We conclude that Police Scotland did not handle this complaint to a reasonable standard.  
 
We recommend that Police Scotland seek a further statement from Inspector C to establish the 
grounds on which he initially contacted the applicant’s area manager. Thereafter, the applicant 
should be sent a further response which addresses the shortcomings identified in this report and 
provides full reasoning as to whether the complaint is upheld. The further response should be 
authored by an officer with no previous involvement in any aspect of the case.  


