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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 police disclosed the applicant’s partner’s domestic abuse 
convictions to her. We have reviewed the handling of four complaints, namely that:  
 

1. officers disclosed incorrect information about the applicant’s partner; 
2. the applicant felt intimidated by officers during the disclosure; 
3. officers visited the applicant’s neighbour’s address and left contact details with an identifiable 

number; and 
4. officers did not provide the applicant with details of the appropriate support services. 

 

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

 
 

Our Findings 
 
We have found that Police Scotland handled two complaints to a reasonable standard and two not so. 
 
We have made three recommendations and identified a learning point to address shortcomings in 
Police Scotland’s handling of the complaints. In summary, we have recommended that statements be 
sought from the officers involved and a further response issued to the applicant. 
 
We expect our recommendations to be implemented by Police Scotland within two months of the date 
of this report. 
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Background 

 
 

An application was submitted to the police under the Disclosure Scheme for Domestic Abuse 
requesting information about the applicant’s partner, Mr A. Police Scotland made the decision to 
disclose Mr A’s previous domestic abuse convictions to the applicant. The Disclosure Scheme for 
Domestic Abuse aims to provide potential victims with further information in order for them to safeguard 
themselves.  
 
Constables B and C were tasked with providing the disclosure to the applicant. The officers made 
efforts to trace the applicant and visited her neighbour’s home address. The officers left a contact card 
with the applicant’s neighbour which had a phone number on it, and the applicant’s neighbour passed 
these details to the applicant. 
 
After the disclosure was made, the applicant signed a waiver on 30 May 2018 confirming that she 
would not discuss the information with any other person and acknowledging that legal proceedings may 
result against her if she breached the confidentiality. The applicant came to understand that the 
disclosure was incorrect, and therefore she challenged the police on this. Police Scotland found that, 
although part of the information was indeed inaccurate, the purpose of the disclosure and its content 
remained the same. 
 
The applicant made several complaints about Constables B and C by way of a letter dated 31 May 
2018. Sergeant D responded to the applicant via email on 5 June 2018, and the applicant replied 
requesting that her correspondence be treated as a formal complaint. After receiving no further 
response from Sergeant D, the applicant sent another letter dated 17 August 2018. On 20 August 2018, 
when the letter was received, a police complaint record (the “CAP record”) was created and Inspector E 
was appointed to investigate the applicant’s concerns. Chief Inspector F subsequently wrote to the 
applicant on 25 September 2018 with the outcomes of her complaints. 
 
 

 

Complaint 1 

 
 

The applicant complained that Constables B and C disclosed incorrect information about Mr A’s 
previous convictions.  
 
The applicant said that the officers told her that Mr A had two previous convictions against two of his 
ex-partners, which she believed to be incorrect as Mr A had always been honest with her regarding his 
previous convictions. 

 
Police Scotland’s Handling of Complaint 1 (upheld by the police) 
 
In his response, Chief Inspector F stated that the applicant highlighted that Mr A had only one 
conviction in relation to one former partner, although he had been investigated by the police for 
violence towards two former partners.  
 
Chief Inspector F said that this discrepancy was highlighted after the applicant confronted Mr A with the 
information which had been disclosed to her. Chief Inspector F further stated that the information was 
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disclosed to her for the purpose of keeping herself and others safe, and that the applicant had signed a 
waiver confirming that she would not disclose the information to anyone. Chief Inspector F highlighted 
that the applicant did not have permission to discuss with any other person the information shared with 
her. 
 
In upholding the complaint, Chief Inspector F acknowledged that the disclosure was not as accurate as 
it should have been, although he was satisfied that the general content of the disclosure was accurate 
and that the conclusion remained that Mr A posed a risk.  
 

Our Review of Complaint 1 
 
Police Scotland has provided us with: the CAP record; emails between the applicant and Sergeant D; 
emails between the applicant and Inspector E; the police disclosure and waiver signed by the applicant; 
and two letters from the applicant detailing her complaints.  
 
The police disclosure said that Mr A had been investigated in relation to domestic abuse incidents 
towards two previous partners. It also stated that Mr A had previous convictions for disorderly conduct 
and violence towards previous partners.  
 
Whilst we note that no statement was taken from the applicant, we have copies of the emails she sent 
to both Sergeant D and Inspector E regarding the disclosure. It was the applicant’s position that Mr A 
had always been honest about his previous convictions. The day after meeting with Inspector E, the 
applicant stated in an email to him that, upon speaking with Mr A, they were confused as to what the 
two convictions were against two of his ex-partners. The applicant went on to explain that Mr A was 
convicted of two domestic assaults against his first wife and, while his second wife took him to court for 
stalking, the verdict was “not proven”. Inspector E replied to this email on the same date confirming 
that, after checking the information disclosed to the applicant, he acknowledged that the information 
was inaccurate. He stated that the two convictions were in relation to the same person and not two 
different people. He apologised to the applicant for the information being inaccurate and explained that 
this would not have had an effect on the disclosure being made.  
 
Chief Inspector F upheld the complaint, acknowledged that inaccurate information was provided to the 
applicant during the disclosure, and reasonably explained that this would not have had an impact on 
the disclosure being made or its purpose. In addition, individual learning outcomes were recorded on 
the CAP record explaining that Constables B and C had been advised to confirm previous convictions 
prior to making a disclosure.  
 
Despite the complaint being upheld, Chief Inspector F did not offer an apology in his letter. In line with 
Police Scotland’s complaint handling protocol, an apology should always be given when things have 
gone wrong. Whilst Chief Inspector F’s response would have been strengthened had he included an 
apology, Inspector E had apologised to the applicant via email when he acknowledged that the 
information was indeed inaccurate. We are therefore satisfied that the applicant was given an apology 
by the police for the failing identified.  
 
For the reasons given above, we consider 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 she felt intimated by Constables B and C due to the way they shared the 
disclosure with her.   
 
In an email to Sergeant D, dated 11 July 2018, the applicant clarified why she was unhappy with the 
way the information was shared, and stated that she felt intimidated by Constables B and C during the 
disclosure. She said that she felt that she was being put under pressure during the meeting. The 
applicant further stated that Constable C had said that she should “seriously think about whether [she] 
should end [her] relationship”. The applicant continued by stating that Constable B had said that, 
although a person may have committed a crime historically, it might happen again years later. 
Furthermore, the applicant stated that she felt that she was being coerced into providing detrimental 
information about Mr A during the meeting.  

 
Police Scotland’s Handling of Complaint 2 (not upheld by the police) 
 
In his response, Chief Inspector F explained that the Disclosure Scheme for Domestic Abuse was 
introduced to allow a person in a relationship, or third parties including the police and other agencies, to 
apply for a disclosure if they had sufficient concerns that an individual may be at risk.  
 
Chief Inspector F explained how the information is disclosed under the scheme in general terms by 
advising that a senior police officer agrees the content of the information to be provided and this is 
presented in a pre-set format. He said that he understood the applicant’s concern to be that she was 
unhappy at receiving the disclosure. Chief Inspector F continued by stating that, after assessment of 
the potential risk to the applicant, it was deemed that a disclosure was required to allow the applicant to 
safeguard herself from the potential risk associated with her current relationship.  
 
Chief Inspector F concluded that the disclosure was necessary and proportionate, and he did not 
therefore uphold the complaint. 
 

Our Review of Complaint 2 
 
This complaint was categorised by the police as one of “quality of service”. However, we consider that it 
would have been more accurately categorised as a complaint of “oppressive conduct” as per Police 
Scotland’s complaint handling protocol, which provides that allegations of intimidation fall into this 
category. In our view, the applicant’s allegation that she was intimidated, pressured and coerced more 
closely fits the definition of oppressive conduct. 
 
We note that no statements were obtained from Constables B and C in relation to the complaint. 
Sergeant D stated in an email to the applicant that he had spoken with the officers, however we have 
not been provided with a record of these conversations. These were shortcomings in the complaint 
enquiry. 
 
Chief Inspector F’s response focussed on the way that disclosures are generally carried out, advising 
that they are standard in nature and that senior officers agree the content of the information. However, 
the applicant’s complaint was not about this, but instead the manner in which Constables B and C 
disclosed the information, what they said to her and how they made her feel. 
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It appears therefore that Police Scotland missed the crux of the applicant’s complaint. This may be due 
to the fact that the “heads of complaint” form was not properly completed. Indeed, in the applicant’s 
correspondence with us, she stated: that she did not agree the complaints; that Inspector E decided the 
complaints for her; and that the complaints were not appropriately identified.  
 
For the reasons given, we consider that the crux of this complaint was not investigated or responded to, 
and that both the enquiry and the response were lacking in this regard. Consequently, we are not 
satisfied that this complaint was dealt with to a reasonable standard.  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 

Complaint 3 

 

 
The applicant complained that Constables B and C left a calling card with an identifiable contact 
number on it with her neighbour. 
 
The applicant stated in her email to Sergeant D, dated 11 July 2018, that officers visited her 
neighbour’s home and left their names and a phone number. She said that her neighbour passed the 
details to her. The applicant stated that she felt it possible that her neighbour was aware that the 
officers were from the domestic abuse team. In her correspondence with us, the applicant advised that 
the number was for a landline and was linked to the domestic abuse team in a particular area.  

 
Police Scotland’s Handling of Complaint 3 (not upheld by the police) 
 
In his response, Chief Inspector F stated that the applicant was unhappy that officers had attended her 
neighbour’s home to try to locate her, and left a contact card with the neighbour to pass on to the 
applicant. Chief Inspector F advised that the applicant was worried that her neighbour may have been 
able to identify the officers as being from the Domestic Abuse Investigations Unit, and may have 
become aware of information which the applicant did not wish to share. 
 
Chief Inspector F stated that Inspector E advised him that he had spoken to Constables B and C, who 
indicated that they attended the applicant’s neighbour’s home in an attempt to trace the applicant, but 
they did not divulge any information regarding the department they worked in and did not share any 
details about the enquiry. Chief Inspector F said that he had considered Constable B and C’s actions. 
He stated that he was aware that there was an urgency attached to the disclosure and that the officers 

Our Conclusion on Complaint 2 
 
We conclude that Police Scotland did not handle this complaint to a reasonable standard.  
 
We recommend that Police Scotland: 
 

a) record this complaint as an allegation of oppressive conduct; 
b) seek statements from Constables B and C in reply to the specific contentions made by the 

applicant in her email to Sergeant D on 11 July 2018; 
c) assess the evidence available; and 
d) issue a fresh response which gives the applicant a reasoned explanation as to whether, on 

the balance of probabilities, her complaint is upheld.  
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were trying to establish whether the applicant resided at that address. Chief Inspector F continued by 
stating that he was satisfied that the constables were trying to act in the applicant’s best interests, and 
that they did not disclose anything which would have compromised the applicant’s privacy.  
 
Chief Inspector F concluded that the risk and urgency merited Constable B and C’s actions, and thus 
he did not uphold the complaint. 
 

Our Review of Complaint 3 
 
Sergeant D responded to the applicant via email stating that he had spoken to Constables B and C to 
establish why they went to her neighbour’s house as this was “outwith normal practice”. Sergeant D 
stated that Constables B and C advised that, due to the applicant’s rural location, there was a difficulty 
in finding her home and the address was not clear. He said that, while the officers went to her 
neighbour’s home, they did not disclose the department that they worked in and wore plain clothes for 
this reason. Sergeant D nonetheless apologised to the applicant for the anxiety this would have 
caused. 
 
During our review, Inspector E advised us that no statements were taken from Constables B and C. 
Again, this was a shortcoming in the complaint enquiry. Notwithstanding, Inspector E confirmed that the 
officers left a card with the applicant’s neighbour with a contact number on it which was a direct number 
for the domestic abuse team. Inspector E was of the opinion that the constables did this due to lack of 
experience, and said that he personally would not have left a card.  
  
Chief Inspector F stated in his response that, due to the urgency attached to the disclosure and the 
difficulty in tracing the applicant, the officers were justified in attending the applicant’s neighbour’s 
home. While this was a reasonable finding, it did not address the crux of the applicant’s complaint, 
which was that the card left with her neighbour contained an identifiable contact number linked to the 
domestic abuse team. From the papers provided to us by Police Scotland, it is unclear whether Chief 
Inspector F was aware that Inspector E had confirmed that Constables B and C left a contact card with 
the applicant’s neighbour. Notwithstanding, and despite having acknowledged in his response that the 
applicant “was worried that the neighbours may have been able to identify the officers as being from the 
Domestic Abuse Investigation Unit”, Chief Inspector F failed to address this concern, which was the 
crux of the applicant’s complaint. In our view, this left the response inadequate. 
 
For the reasons given, we are not satisfied that this complaint was dealt with 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 send a further response to the applicant which addresses 
whether it was appropriate for the officers to have left a contact card with an identifiable number 
on it for the domestic abuse team. The response should make clear whether the complaint is 
upheld and provide full reasoning for the outcome.  
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Complaint 4 

 

 
The applicant complained that Constables B and C did not provide details of support services after 
disclosing the information. 
 
The applicant stated in her letter of complaint to Police Scotland that she felt that the officers’ approach 
was not supportive as she was not offered further information regarding the support services available. 
In addition, the applicant stated that Constables B and C were aware that her partner was waiting for 
her in the car and did not discuss with her what she could say to him following the meeting.  

 
Police Scotland’s Handling of Complaint 4 (not upheld by the police) 
 
In his response, Chief Inspector F stated that Constables B and C advised Inspector E that the 
applicant had said that she was fully aware of her partner’s previous offending history and was 
confident that he posed no risk to her safety. Chief Inspector F said that the officers indicated that, due 
to the applicant’s insistence that she was not at risk, they determined that no further advice or support 
was wanted or required and, as a result, no such discussions took place.  
 
Chief Inspector F concluded that the officers had assessed the applicant’s views of not feeling at risk 
and deemed that there was no requirement to offer additional support. He did not uphold the complaint.  
 

Our Review of Complaint 4 
 
The waiver that the applicant signed highlighted that she could: use the information to keep herself and 
others safe, including any children she may have; ask what support was available; ask who she should 
contact if she felt she or others were at risk; and ask for advice on how to keep herself and others safe.  
 
Similar to complaints 1 to 3, no statements were obtained from Constables B and C regarding this 
complaint, which was again a flaw in the enquiry. However, in an email from Sergeant D to the 
applicant, he stated that the officers advised him that the applicant had said that she had never been a 
victim of domestic abuse and did not wish to be aided by any support services. Significantly, Sergeant 
D added that he had ensured that officers would henceforth leave support details regardless of whether 
the person felt that they needed them. While Sergeant D’s identification of this organisation learning 
was an example of good complaint handling, neither the CAP record nor Chief Inspector F’s response 
reflected this.   
 
Although Sergeant D’s course of action indicates that it may be good practice for officers to provide 
support details to those receiving the disclosure, there does not appear to have been any formal onus 
on the officers to provide such details to the applicant. Police Scotland’s protocol in this connection 
states that, when a person makes a disclosure request, the police should ensure that he or she is 
aware of the support available1. However, as the applicant did not herself make the disclosure request 
in this case, there was no procedural requirement on Constables B and C to provide details of support 
services. In addition, the applicant signed to acknowledge that she could ask what support was 
available. In any event, we note that Sergeant D provided the applicant with the relevant support details 
in an email dated 5 June 2018. 
 

                                                      
1 Police Scotland’s Standard Operating Procedure on the Disclosure Scheme for Domestic Abuse Scotland, paragraph 
8.1.11 
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For the reasons given above, we are satisfied that Chief Inspector F’s response was supported by the 
material information available and in line with the relevant protocol. Consequently, we conclude that this 
complaint was dealt with to a reasonable standard.  
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

What happens next 

 

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

Emma Reid 
Review Officer 

 
Peter Innes 

Senior Review Officer 
 

Our Conclusion on Complaint 4 
 
We conclude that Police Scotland handled this complaint to a reasonable standard.  
 
Nevertheless, we recommend that Police Scotland update the CAP record to reflect the learning 
outcome identified by Sergeant D. 

Learning Point 
 
Complaint enquiry officers should be reminded: that the “heads of complaint” form should be fully 
completed and signed by the applicant to ensure that the complaints are captured accurately; that 
statements should be sought from the applicant and any subject officers; and that, if verbal 
accounts are taken, these should be documented. Further guidance on these matters is available 
in Police Scotland’s Standard Operating Procedure on Complaints About the Police. 


