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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. 
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Executive Summary 

The complaints in this case arose after the applicant reported money as having been stolen from a 

box containing donations from a charity event. 

 

The Complaints 

We have reviewed the handling of 2 complaints, namely that:  

 

1. Police officers that came to the applicant’s house accused the applicant, her family and her 

guests of stealing money; and 

2. The applicant feels that the initial investigation into the theft of money on 18 June 2016 from 

her local bowling club was not completed properly 

 

Police Scotland’s Decision 

Police Scotland did not uphold complaint 1, but did uphold complaint 2. 

 

Our Findings 

We have found that Police Scotland has handled both of the applicant’s complaints to a 

reasonable standard. 

 

No further action is required in this connection. 
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Background 
On 24 June 2016, the applicant contacted Police Scotland to report that money had been stolen 
from a donations box after a charity event she had organised at her local bowling club on 18 June 
2016. The applicant advised that the donations box had been kept overnight in a store cupboard 
under lock at the bowling club before being returned to the applicant the following day. 
 
On 26 June 2016, the applicant provided a statement regarding the alleged theft to Sergeant A. 
Sergeant A thereafter raised a crime report, which was allocated to Constable B for further 
enquiry. Constable B  investigated the alleged theft; however, did not identify any suspects. The 
applicant was provided with an update to that effect by Constable B. 
 
On 7 March 2017, the applicant made a complaint to the police, expressing dissatisfaction with the 
outcome of the investigation into the alleged theft and requested that a different officer review the 
case. In response, Constables B and C attended and spoke with the applicant on 8 March 2017. 
The applicant accepted the explanation provided by Constables B and C on that date, and stated 
that she did not wish to pursue the matter further.  
 
However, on 7 March 2019, the applicant made several calls to Police Scotland, expressing 
further dissatisfaction over the investigation into the alleged theft.    
 
Sergeant D was appointed as complaint enquiry officer, and met with the applicant on 1 April 
2019. The heads of complaint form was agreed and signed by the applicant on the same day.  
 
Chief Inspector E responded to the applicant by way of letter dated 27 May 2019.  
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Complaint 1 

The applicant complained that officers that came to her house accused her, her family 
and guests of stealing money following a charity event. 

 

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

Chief Inspector E explained that the applicant had previously complained to the police, whereby 
she had expressed dissatisfaction about how the initial enquiry into the theft of money was 
conducted. In response, two male police officers visited the applicant, during which the applicant 
alleged that the officers stated that a number of different people, including the applicant, her family 
or her guests on the evening could have been responsible.  
 
Chief Inspector E advised that the complaint enquiry established that Constables B and C had 
visited the applicant on 10 March 2017 at her home address, and that operational statements had 
been obtained from both officers. Chief Inspector E advised that both officers stated that they 
explained to the applicant the enquiries that were carried out and the difficulties in identifying a 
potential suspect for the alleged theft. Chief Inspector E advised that both officers stated that, 
while they had made a general reference to the applicant that any person attending the event 
could have had access to the donations box, they did not specify one person or a group of 
individuals in particular as being responsible.  
 
Chief Inspector E clarified with the applicant that she was “not listed nor considered as a formal 
suspect on police records in regard to the matter”. 
 
As there were no witnesses to the conversation the applicant referred to, Chief Inspector E 
concluded that based on all the available evidence, he did not uphold the complaint. 
  

 

Our Review  

 

There is conflicting information between Chief Inspector E’s response and the Complaint about the 

Police (CAP) Record with regard to when Constables B and C visited the applicant. However, as 

we are satisfied that the officers only visited the applicant on one occasion in March 2017, the 

CAP record supports that this visit occurred on 8 March 2017. 

 

We have reviewed the operational statements provided by Constables B and C. We can confirm 

that Chief Inspector E’s response has accurately reflected both officers’ statements. Both officers 

state that, during their visit to the applicant on 8 March 2017, they reiterated that anyone with 

access to the local bowling club where the donations box containing the money was being stored 

could have accessed the ballot box as it was left unattended for the duration of the evening. 

 

The standard of proof that is applied to non-criminal complaints about the police is the balance of 
probabilities test. This is a test that is used to assess the available evidence in order to reach a 
determination as to which version of events is more probable. The applicant’s position is that 
officers have accused her, her friends, and her family as being responsible for stealing the money. 
This is contrary to the position of Constables B and C, both of whom state that they made a 
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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. 

 

general reference to the applicant that anyone in attendance at the charity event could have been 
responsible; however neither speaks to having identified any particular individual or group of 
individuals as being responsible. The officers are supported in their position by the accompanying 
crime report, which does not identify any potential suspect(s). Whilst it would seem reasonable to 
infer that the applicant has misinterpreted the general position of Constables B and C (i.e. that 
anyone in attendance at the charity event could have been responsible) as referring to her, her 
family and friends, there is nothing in the available evidence to support that the officers have 
specifically accused the applicant, her friends or her family as having committed the theft. 
Accordingly, and on balance, Chief Inspector E’s decision not to uphold the complaint is supported 
by the material information available.  
 
Although we consider Chief Inspector E’s response would have been strengthened if he had 
explained to the applicant how he had applied the balance of probabilities test to inform his 
decision not to uphold the complaint,  we are nonetheless satisfied that the complaint has been 
reasonably handled. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Complaint 2 

The applicant complained that the initial investigation in the theft of money on 19 June 
2016 was not completed properly.   
 

Police Scotland’s Handling of the Complaint (upheld by the police) 

Chief Inspector E’s response states that, upon reviewing how the initial enquiry was conducted 
and recorded, Sergeant D identified that a “more proportionate enquiry” could and should have 
been carried out by Constable B.    
 
Chief Inspector E advised that, during the complaint enquiry, Sergeant D identified further 
witnesses from the original investigation that should have been traced and spoken to; and that 
statements had since been taken from these witnesses to help establish whether a crime had 
been committed. Chief Inspector E advised the applicant that Sergeant D spoke with staff at the 
bowling club and reviewed the CCTV to identify any further evidence; however advised that 
Sergeant D could not find sufficient evidence to substantiate that a crime of theft had occurred.  
 
Chief Inspector E’s response explained to the applicant the role of the Scottish Crime Recording 
Standards in, “providing uniformity in crime recording standards across Scotland and provide 
guidance to officers in crime recording procedures”. Chief Inspector E’s response further advised 
that the circumstances of the incident were referred to the Crime Registrar by Sergeant D to 
establish if there was a sufficiency of evidence for a crime to be recorded; however, both Sergeant 
D and the Crime Registrar were in agreement that the threshold had not been met for a crime to 
be recorded in this instance. 
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Our Conclusion on Complaint 2 

We conclude that Police Scotland handled this complaint to a reasonable standard. No 

further action is required in this connection. 

 

 

Chief Inspector E states that, although there was insufficient evidence to substantiate a crime, he 

acknowledged that Constable B should have carried out a more proportionate investigation into 

the alleged theft during the original investigation, and for this reason, he upheld the complaint 

 

Our Review  

The crux of the applicant’s complaint is that initial investigation was not carried out properly. Chief 

Inspector E has acknowledged that the initial investigation “could and should have been more 

proportionate”. Chief Inspector E has therefore correctly upheld the complaint, provided the 

applicant with an apology, and has advised that Constable B will receive corrective advice in this 

connection.   

 

During the complaint enquiry, and as per Chief Inspector E’s response, we can confirm from the 

paperwork provided that Sergeant  D carried out further enquiry into the alleged theft. More 

specifically, we can confirm that Sergeant D reviewed the original evidence and identified new 

lines of enquiry. This  is supported by the crime report – which was updated to reflect the enquiries 

carried out – and copies of the witness statements provided to us that were obtained by Sergeant 

D during the complaint enquiry. As Chief Inspector E has advised, despite further enquiry by 

Sergeant D, there remains to be insufficient evidence to support that a crime had been committed. 

Police Scotland are supported in their position by the crime report, which documents that Sergeant 

D consulted with a Crime Registrar, who was in agreement that there was insufficient evidence.   

 
We therefore consider that Chief Inspector E’s response is supported by the material information 

available. Chief Inspector E has correctly acknowledged shortcomings in the initial investigation 

and has upheld the complaint. Furthermore, and to address the shortcomings identified, Sergeant 

D carried out further enquiry into the allegation of theft in order to allay the applicant’s concerns in 

this regard. We consider this is to be an example of good complaint handling. We therefore 

conclude that this complaint has been handled to a reasonable standard. 
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Senior Review Officer    


