
 

 

PIRC/00619/18 

November 2019 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Report of a 

Complaint Handling Review 

in relation to Police Scotland 
 
 



C O M P L A I N T  H A N D L I N G  R E V I E W  R E P O R T    

 

 

1  

 
What we do 
Under the terms of the Police, Public Order and Criminal Justice (Scotland) Act 2006, 
as amended (“the Act”), we examine the manner in which non-criminal complaints 
about the police have been dealt with. 
 

How we do it 

First, we obtain the relevant information from the police and the applicant. We then use this to 

review how the complaint was dealt with by the police and we reach a conclusion on whether the 

complaint was handled to a reasonable standard. In carrying out our review, we consider factors 

such as: 

 

 whether the police carried out sufficient enquiries into the complaint; 

 whether the police response to the complaint was supported by the material information 

available; 

 whether the police adhered to the relevant policies, procedures and legal provisions in dealing 

with the complaint; 

 whether the police response was adequately reasoned; and 

 where the complaint resulted in the police identifying measures to improve their service, that 

these measures were adequate and implemented. 

 

Finally, where we deem appropriate, we give reconsideration directions, make recommendations 
and identify learning points for the police. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



C O M P L A I N T  H A N D L I N G  R E V I E W  R E P O R T    

 

 

2  

Executive Summary 
The complaints in this case arose following the applicant’s contact with police over a 
number of years in relation to his concerns for his mother’s welfare. 

 

The Complaints 

We have reviewed the handling of four complaints, namely that:  

 

1. officers broke the applicant’s kitchen window to gain entry to his home, which he considered 

unjustified; 

2. the applicant received an unacceptable level of service from officers at a named police station; 

3. an officer did not take action against named individuals, as requested by the applicant; and 

4. Police in a named area should have done more to investigate reports made by the applicant. 

 

Police Scotland’s Decision 

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

 

Our Findings 

We have found that Police Scotland handled complaints 1 and 2 to a reasonable standard but not 

so complaints 3 and 4.  

 

Consequently, we have made two recommendations to address the shortcomings in Police 

Scotland’s handling of the complaints. In summary, we recommend that further enquiries are 

carried out in relation to complaints  3 and 4. A further response should then be sent to the 

applicant. 

 

Our recommendations should be implemented by Police Scotland within two months of the date of 

this report. 
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Background 
 

The applicant had been in correspondence with Police Scotland, the NHS and Social Work 
services regarding his concerns for the welfare of his mother, Ms A, since 2013. During this time 
the applicant also sent correspondence to his mother, his mother’s friends and her church. This 

resulted in the applicant being placed on bail with specific conditions in April 2016 which prevented 
the applicant from making contact with his mother or her ex-partner, Mr B. A non-harassment 
order was also granted prohibiting the applicant contacting Ms A or Mr B for a period of five years. 
 

On 12 May 2017, the applicant was due to be sentenced in relation to a breach of the above bail 
conditions, however he failed to appear at court. As a result, Ms A called the police the next day 
(13 May 2017) to report her concerns for his safety. Constables C and D were allocated the 
enquiry and attended at the applicant’s address. After undertaking enquiries, including taking a 

statement from the applicant’s neighbour, Ms E, Sergeant F authorised officers to force entry, 
which was effected by breaking the kitchen window. 
 
The applicant made his complaint in relation to this incident by letter dated 23 August 2018, within 

which he also raised concerns regarding his interactions with Chief Inspector G, and expressed 
his dissatisfaction with the level of investigation carried out into his concerns by officers of Police 
Scotland based at police station H and in area J. 
 

The applicant’s complaint in relation to Constables C and D was allocated to Inspector K, who 
completed the heads of complaint form and obtained the applicant’s statement of complaint on 15 
November 2018. A response to this complaint was sent to the applicant from Chief Inspector L 
dated 18 December 2018. 

 
The applicant’s complaint in relation to police station H was allocated to Sergeant M. Inspector K 
had already completed the heads of complaint form and obtained the applicant’s statement of 
complaint. A response to this complaint was sent to the applicant from Chief Inspector N dated 15 

January 2019. 
 
The applicant’s complaints in relation to Chief Inspector G and Area J were allocated to Chief 
Inspector O. Inspector K had already completed the heads of complaint form and obtained the 

applicant’s statement of complaint. A response was sent to the applicant from Chief Inspector O 
dated 5 April 2019.  

 

Complaint 1 
The applicant complained that officers broke his kitchen window to gain entry to his 
home, which he considered unjustified. The applicant stated in his statement of 
complaint that, on the evening of 13 May 2017, he was in his bed and heard a noise 
that he thought was his neighbour. He also said that it had been “ explained to [him] 
that [his] mother and other [sic] person had expressed concern for [his] welfare but [he 
did not] consider [the officers forcing entry to his home] acceptable” and “it wasn’t 
justified”. 

 

Police Scotland’s Handling of the Complaint (not upheld by the police) 

Inspector K advised the applicant that the circumstances of the incident had been reviewed. 
Inspector K said that this included the report made to the police by the applicant’s mother [Ms A], 



C O M P L A I N T  H A N D L I N G  R E V I E W  R E P O R T    

 

 

4  

the information obtained by Constables C and D as a result of their enquiries, and the concerns 
expressed for the applicant by an independent witness [Ms E]. Inspector K also advised the 
applicant that a number of enquiries had been directed by the on duty supervisor [Sergeant F] 

prior to the officers forcing entry to his address, “which included checks of police systems, local 
hospitals, door to door enquiries, checks with local transport providers, reviewing CCTV and 
general area checks”. However, all lines of enquiry proved “negative with the last confirmed 
sighting of [the applicant] still being on the previous day when [he] appeared to be in a low mood”. 

 
Inspector K advised the applicant that, following a risk assessment, “it was determined that it was 
necessary and justified to check if [he was] within [his] home” and that entry was forced by the 
officers after repeatedly knocking on the applicant’s door and receiving no answer. Inspector K 

advised the applicant that Constables C and D had been spoken to and that they stated that they 
had considered the applicant to be “at risk and vulnerable”. Inspector K also advised the applicant 
that both Constables C and D “confirmed that they made repeated knocks on the door and checks 
to ascertain if entry could be gained without force”. 

 
Inspector K advised the applicant that “it is recognised police procedure to use common law 
powers to gain entry by force if necessary without warrant, when officers are undertaking enquiries 
and there is concern for a person’s welfare”. Inspector K advised the applicant that officers have 

the power to force entry to “preserve life or render assistance” and that this included situations 
where an officer had “reasonable grounds” to believe that an individual “may be within the 
premises but is unable to respond or answer the door due to illness or injury ”. 
 

Inspector K advised the applicant that, based on the information available to the officers at the 
time, she considered their actions to be “justified and proportionate” and that she was “satisfied 
entry was forced for legitimate reasons and was done in [the applicant’s] best interests to ensure 
[his] wellbeing”. On this basis, the applicant’s complaint was not upheld. 

 

Our Review  

We have been provided with copies of the statements obtained during the complaint enquiry from 
the applicant, Constables C and D, and Sergeant F. We have also been provided with a copy of 

the incident report raised following Ms A’s call to the police, as well as a recording of the call itself 
and copies of Constables C and D’s notebook entries relating to the incident, which contains the 
statement obtained from Ms E at the time of the incident. We have also considered the relevant 
standard operating procedures in relation to forced entry to private premises.  

 
Inspector K’s response letter accurately reflected the content of the statements and incident report 
relating to this complaint. We have also listened to the recording of Ms A’s call to the police on 13 
May 2017 and note that Ms A appeared very concerned and upset. 

 
We have reviewed Police Scotland’s Forced Entry and Insecure Premises Standard Operating 
Procedure (the “Forced Entry SOP”). This supports Inspector K’s position that “ it is recognised 
police procedure to use common law powers” to force entry to a property where there is “concern 

for a person’s welfare”. 
 
The applicant’s position was that Constables C and D had no justification for forcing entry to his 
property. Inspector K’s position, however, was that the report made by the applicant’s mother, in 

conjunction with the concern raised by Ms E, and the fact that the last sighting of the applicant was 
around 1100 hrs the previous day, provided the officers with ample justification for forcing entry to 
his property. Having reviewed the statements obtained as part of the initial  and complaint 
enquiries, coupled with the recording of the call made to the police by Ms A and the incident report 
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raised as a result of this call, we agree with Inspector K’s position. The information available to the 
officers at that time suggested that there was a genuine concern for the applicant’s welfare that 
necessitated the use of force to gain entry to his property in line with the Forced Entry SOP. On 

this basis, we consider that Inspector K’s response is supported by the material information 
available, is sufficiently detailed  and adequately reasoned. We conclude, therefore, that this 
complaint was dealt with reasonably. 

 

 

Complaint 2 
The applicant complained that he received an unacceptable level of service from 
officers at police station H. The applicant said in his statement of complaint that he had 
contacted officers at police station H “on several occasions to intervene wi th [Mr B] … 
but despite having the witness statements, they could find no charge against him that 
would explain to me that [Mr B] was lying and [police station H] should have done 
more”. 

 

Police Scotland’s Handling of the Complaint (not upheld by the police) 

Chief Inspector N summarised the applicant’s complaint as follows. Chief Inspector N said that the 

applicant believed that Mr B “was abusive towards [Ms A] and that he had committed perjury 
during various criminal trials”. Chief Inspector N said that the applicant believed that Ms A “was 
deluded about these matters” and that the applicant was “seeking Police intervention to highlight 
[Mr B’s] nefarious conduct. No Police Officer has yet done so”. 

 
Chief Inspector N advised the applicant that a statement had been obtained from Ms A in relation 
to the applicant’s complaint, which he summarised as follows. Ms A stated that the applicant’s 
anger towards Mr B began in July 2013 and that subsequent events led to the applicant’s 

“conviction and court imposed 5 year Non Harassment Order”. Ms A stated that Mr B had never 
been abusive. Ms A stated that Police had explored the applicant’s concerns “on numerous 
occasions” and that she believed that the complaints made by the applicant were malicious in 
nature. Ms A stated that she had always had a “fantastic” response from the police and that she 

was “fully aware” that she could contact police if she had any concerns. 
 
Chief Inspector N advised the applicant that Sergeant M had reviewed the correspondence sent 
by the applicant to Ms A and her friends and neighbours in 2013, which made clear the applicant’s 

feelings in relation to Mr B. Chief Inspector N advised the applicant that his current complaint 
appeared to be a continuation of his “feelings and beliefs which have been explored previously 
and formed part of a criminal conviction” against the applicant. Chief Inspector N also advised the 
applicant that his current complaint appeared to be a repeat of correspondence with another 

officer at police station H in 2017. Chief Inspector N advised the applicant that he could “find no 
merit” in the applicant’s position and “agreed” with Ms A that the applicant was “the only person 

Our Conclusion on Complaint 1 

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. 
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who is behaving in an abusive manner towards [Ms A]”. Chief Inspector N advised the applicant 
that, based on the information presented to him, the applicant’s complaint was not upheld. 
 

Chief Inspector N also advised the applicant that further attempts to have Police Officers engage 
with either Ms A or Mr B on the applicant’s behalf may be considered as a breach of his non-
harassment order. 

 

Our Review  

We have been provided with copies of the letters sent by the applicant to Ms A and Mr B in 2013, 
referred to in Chief Inspector N’s response letter, a copy of the letter to the applicant from an 
officer at police station H in November 2017, and a copy of the statement provided to the 

complaint enquiry by Ms A. The applicant also provided us with copies of 29 letters from the 
applicant to Police Scotland between 28 December 2014 and 19 September 2017. 
 
Chief Inspector N’s response accurately reflected the content of Ms A’s statement in relation to 

this complaint. 
 
The position of Chief Inspector N was that the complaints made by the applicant were the same as 
those raised by him and responded to by an officer in 2017. Having reviewed the correspondence 

contained in the complaint file, we agree with this position, in part. Throughout the 29 letters the 
applicant sent to Police Scotland between 28 December 2014 and 19 September 2017, he 
repeatedly accused Mr B of abusing Ms A. In the letter sent to him on 2 November 2017, the 
applicant was advised that his allegations about “the treatment [Mr B] has inflicted upon [Ms A]” 

had been “thoroughly investigated by Police Scotland and no criminality has been established”. 
The applicant was further advised that “Police Scotland has found no evidence between 2013 and 
2017 that your mother is in any danger from [Mr B] and consider this matter closed”. On this basis, 
we consider that, in respect of the applicant’s allegations that Mr B was abusive towards Ms A, 

Chief Inspector N’s response is supported by the material information available. 
 
We note, however, that throughout the 29 letters from the applicant to Police Scotland, the 
applicant also makes allegations of perjury against Mr B in ten of them, dated 21 September 2015, 

25 March 2016, 12 October 2016, 29 October 2016, 23 November 2016, 18 December 2016, 6 
March 2017, 12 April 2017, 18 April 2017 and 23 May 2017. We also note that none of these ten 
letters are addressed to Police Station H. Rather, the letters are primarily addressed to Chief 
Inspector G within Area J. 

 
We note that while Chief Inspector N refers to the applicant advising Sergeant M of his allegations 
of perjury against Mr B, Chief Inspector N’s response focuses solely on the actions taken by Police 
Scotland to ensure the welfare of Ms A and their investigation into the applicant’s allegations that 

Mr B was abusive towards Ms A. No reference is made within Chief Inspector N’s response letter 
to any investigation carried out into the applicant’s allegations that Mr B had committed perjury 
during the applicant’s trials, which is a separate and distinct allegation. However, the evidence 
available to us suggests that the applicant did not make these allegations of perjury to any officer 

of Police Station H. Rather, the majority of the allegations of perjury made by the applicant against 
Mr B of which we have evidence were made to Chief Inspector G of Area J. For this reason, we 
will consider the service received by the applicant in relation to these allegations in our 
consideration of complaints 3 and 4, below. 

 
In light of the above, we consider that Chief Inspector N’s response to this complaint is supported 
by the material information available. We conclude, therefore, that this complaint was dealt with 
reasonably. 
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Complaint 3 
The applicant complained that Chief Inspector G did not take action against named 
individuals, as requested by him. The applicant said in his statement of complaint that 
he had written to Chief Inspector G “approximately sixty times” expressing his concerns 
about Ms A and her links with these named individuals. The applicant said that he 
“highlighted that the [named individuals] who are family friends are manipulating [his] 
mother but [Chief Inspector G] didn’t stop that or do anything about that”. The applicant 
also stated that he felt that “[Chief Inspector G] should have intervened with the 
[named individuals]”. 
 
The applicant further stated in his statement of complaint that he wanted to “press 
charges against the [named individuals] who are obstructing justice and 
intervening/interfering with court trials and committing fraud with intent”. 

 

Police Scotland’s Handling of the Complaint (not upheld by the police) 

Chief Inspector O advised the applicant that Chief Inspector G sent an initial response to the 
applicant in May 2015, in which Chief Inspector G advised the applicant that “all issues raised by 
[the applicant] had been acted upon however Police Scotland could find no supporting evidence to 

substantiate” the applicant’s concerns. Chief Inspector O reminded the applicant that Chief 
Inspector G continued to correspond with the applicant “over several years” between the end of 
2014 and May 2017. Chief Inspector O also advised the applicant that Chief Inspector G wrote to 
the applicant in May 2017, in which Chief Inspector G advised the applicant that he had not made 

any complaints to Chief Inspector G about the named individuals concerned. Chief Inspector O 
also advised the applicant that Chief Inspector G was not aware of “any outstanding Police 
matters” regarding the applicant, the applicant’s family, Mr B or the named individuals. 
 

Chief Inspector O advised the applicant that Chief Inspector G had “clearly stated he had not 
received a complaint from you regarding” the named individuals. Chief Inspector O advised the 
applicant that he was “satisfied that Police Scotland have carried out diligent enquiries in respect 
of all matters raised” and therefore the applicant’s complaint was not upheld. 

 

Complaint 4 
The applicant complained that Police in area J should have done more to investigate 
reports made by him. He said in his statement of complaint that he felt that the inaction 
attributed to Chief Inspector G, in respect of complaint 3, “also applies to [Area J] 
Police in general who failed to act against the [named individuals]”. 

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. 
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Police Scotland’s Handling of the Complaint (not upheld by the police) 

Chief Inspector O advised the applicant that Chief Inspector G had provided a statement to inform 
the complaint enquiry, which he summarised as follows. Chief Inspector G stated that he “ took 
ownership” of the applicant’s complaint and wrote to him “on numerous occasions between May 
2015 and July 2017”. Chief Inspector G provided the following dates on which he had written to 
the applicant: 7 May 2015; 3 June 2015; 20 July 2015; 12 May 2016; 17 May 2017; and 14 July 

2017. Chief Inspector G stated that he addressed the applicant’s concerns in “each letter and had 
his officers personally attend” Ms A’s address to check her health and wellbeing. Chief Inspector G 
also stated that enquiries were carried out with Area J Social Work Department and Ms A’s 
General Practitioner to ascertain whether either had any concerns about her. 

 
Chief Inspector O advised the applicant that, from the evidence presented to him, it was clear that 
Chief Inspector G had taken personal ownership of the applicant’s complaints and directed the 
actions of officers “to ensure that [the applicant’s] concerns were addressed”. Chief Inspector O 

advised the applicant that, having considered his complaint, he believed that Police Scotland had 
“collectively” tried to ensure that the applicant “received the best possible service” and therefore 
the applicant’s complaint was not upheld. 

 

Our Review of Complaints 3 & 4 

We have considered the response to complaints 3 and 4 together as we consider them to be, 
essentially, the same complaint, with Chief Inspector O’s response to both complaints focussing 
on the actions of Chief Inspector G. 

 
We have been provided with copies of the statement obtained from Chief Inspector G, as well as 
copies of the letters sent by Chief Inspector G to the applicant between 7 May 2015 and 14 July 
2017. We have also been provided with copies of the correspondence between Police Scotland 

and Ms A’s General Practitioner and notes of conversations between Police Scotland and Area J 
Social Work Department regarding Ms A’s welfare. 
 
Chief Inspector O’s response accurately reflected the content of Chief Inspector G’s statement in 

relation to these complaints. 
 
Having reviewed the 29 letters sent by the applicant to Police Scotland, as referred to in relation to 
complaint 2 above, we note that the applicant raises concerns regarding the named individuals in 

all but one of them. We also note that Chief Inspector G is correct in his statement that the 
applicant did not want his mother to have any further contact with these named individuals. 
However, the applicant also makes a number of repeated potentially criminal allegations against 
these individuals throughout the letters which he terms as “obstructing the course of justice” and 

“suborning perjury”. These allegations can be found specifically in the applicant’s letters to Police 
Scotland dated 21 July 2016; 29 July 2016; 4 August 2016; 9 August 2016; 15 August 2016; 1 
September 2016; 12 October 2016; 29 October 2016; 18 December 2016; 10 January 2017; 18 
April 2017 and 19 September 2017. We also note that 9 of these letters making repeated 

potentially criminal allegations against the specified individuals were addressed specifically to 
Chief Inspector G (21 July 2016, 4 August 2016, 9 August 2016, 15 August 2016, 1 September 
2016, 18 December 2016, 10 January 2017, 18 April 2017 and 19 September 2017), while the 
remaining letters were addressed either to Police Scotland generally or other officers.  

 
The crux of the applicant’s complaint was that Chief Inspector G and the police in Area J should 
have done more to investigate the reports that the applicant had made about the named 
individuals. While Chief Inspector O’s response is accurate in relation to the actions carried out by 
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Chief Inspector G and officers in Area J regarding Ms A’s welfare, it makes no reference to the 
potentially criminal allegations made by the applicant against the named individuals and whether 
any action was taken by Chief Inspector G, or other officers in Area J. We also note that the 

applicant stated specifically within his statement of complaint that he wanted to “press charges” 
against the named individuals, suggesting that he was specifically referring to the potentially 
criminal allegations made by him in his letters sent to Police Scotland between 28 December 2014 
and 19 September 2017. We accept that there is very little information within the applicant’s 

correspondence which would enable police to establish whether the named persons’ conduct 
complained about amounts to a crime. Equally, however, we can find no evidence to suggest that 
these issues have been specifically and adequately addressed in the correspondence between 
the applicant and Chief Inspector G.   

 
As discussed above in relation to complaint 2, the applicant also made allegations of perjury 
against Mr B in ten of these letters he sent to Police Scotland, the majority of which were 
addressed specifically to Chief Inspector G. Having reviewed the correspondence sent from Chief 

Inspector G to the applicant, as detailed above, we note that no reference is made to these 
allegations of perjury, or any action that may have been taken by Police Scotland in relation to 
them. 
 

In light of the above, we consider that Chief Inspector O’s response is not supported by the 
material information available and that insufficient enquiry has been carried out into the applicant’s 
complaint. We conclude, therefore, that this complaint was not dealt with reasonably. 

 

 
 

 

 

 

Our Conclusion on Complaints 3 & 4 

We conclude that Police Scotland did not handle this complaint to a reasonable standard. 
We recommend that: 
 

a) further enquiries are carried out into the applicant’s complaint to establish whether any 
actions were taken, or required, as a result of the potentially criminal allegations made 
against the named individuals by the applicant in his letters sent to Police Scotland between 
28 December 2014 and 19 September 2017. A further response should then be sent to the 

applicant. This should make clear whether the complaint has been upheld, fully setting out 
the reasons for the decision reached. 
 
b) further enquiries are carried out into the applicant’s complaint to establish whether any 

actions were taken, or required, as a result of the criminal allegations of perjury made against 
Mr B by the applicant in his letters sent to Police Scotland between 28 December 2014 and 
19 September 2017. A further response should then be sent to the applicant. This should 
make clear whether the complaint has been upheld, fully setting out the reasons for the 

decision reached. 
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What happens next 
We have made two recommendations. These should be implemented within two 
months of the date of this report. We will continue to liaise with Police Scotland until we 
consider that the recommendations have been implemented. 
 

 

Ann McGruer 

Review Officer 
 

Ilya Zharov 
Head of Reviews and Policy 

 

 

 

     

 

 

 

 

 

 


