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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 following the applicant’s contact with the police in relation to what he 

described as a vendetta against him by individuals in his neighbourhood. 

 

The Complaints 

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

 

1. the applicant is dissatisfied with the lack of coordinated response to ongoing issues he is 

experiencing; 

2. a Sergeant was uncivil to the applicant during a meeting at a police station in relation to the 

comments made and had a dismissive tone on 24 August 2018; 

3. a Constable was uncivil to the applicant, stating “what is this all about?” in an aggressive 

manner and raised voice on 5 October 2018;  

4. an Inspector was uncivil to the applicant in respect of some of the comments made on 14 

December 2018; 

5. the applicant is dissatisfied with comments made by an Inspector during a phone call on 20 

December 2018; 

6. the applicant is dissatisfied with the way the police dealt with an incident he reported to them 

on 23 February 2019; 

7. the applicant is dissatisfied that the phone number he was provided for a single point of 

contact at a police station was not answered and he was offered no solution to this; 

8. the applicant does not believe that the measures an Inspector said would be put in place have 

been actioned; 

9. a Constable attended at the applicant’s address on 25 February 2019 and breached his 

privacy by looking in his window; and 

10. officers failed to carry out sufficient enquiries into an allegation of  breach of bail reported by 

the applicant on 10 October 2018. 

 

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, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 10 to a reasonable 

standard but not so complaints 2, 3 and 9.  

 

Consequently, we have made one recommendation 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 complaint 3. A further response should then be sent to the applicant. 
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Our recommendation should be implemented by Police Scotland within two months of the date of 

this report. 

 

Background 

The applicant alleged that he had been the victim of an ongoing vendetta by individuals in his 

neighbourhood since August 2015, which had also involved his cousin, Ms A. As a result of this 

vendetta, the applicant had two meetings with Sergeant B from the applicant’s local police station. 

The first of these meetings was in July 2017 and the applicant was accompanied by Ms A and his 

mother, Ms C. 

 

Associated with this vendetta, the applicant alleged that he had been assaulted at his home on 1 

January 2018 and then outside the home of Ms C on 5 October 2018. The incident on 5 October 

2018 was initially attended by Constables D and E from a different police station. However, 

Constables F and G from the applicant’s local police station then attended and took over dealing 

with the incident. The applicant stated that, as well as Ms C, Ms H was also a witness to this 

incident. 

 

The applicant’s second meeting with Sergeant B took place on 24 August 2018 and the applicant 

was accompanied by Ms A, Ms C, and his local councillor, Mr J. 

 

The applicant subsequently reported breaches of bail conditions by individuals involved in the 

vendetta on 10 and 23 October 2018, which were dealt with by Constables K and L. 

 

The applicant made his complaints to Police Scotland relating to the above circumstances via the 

online complaint form on 26 October 2018, which was followed by a letter dated 5 November 

2018. The complaint enquiry was allocated to Inspector M, who completed the heads of complaint 

form and obtained the applicant’s statement of complaint on 14 December 2018. A response letter 

was sent to the applicant by Chief Inspector N dated 30 January 2019. 

 

While the above complaint enquiry was ongoing, the applicant made a complaint about Inspector 

M via the online complaint form on 27 December 2018. This complaint enquiry was allocated to 

Inspector O, who completed the heads of complaint form and obtained the applicant’s statement of 

complaint on 11 January 2019. A response letter was sent to the applicant by Chief Inspector N 

dated 4 February 2019. 

 

The applicant made a further complaint regarding the police response to the alleged ongoing 

vendetta via the online complaint form on 25 February 2019. The applicant’s complaint related 

specifically to the actions of Inspector M, Constables P and Q and Sergeant R in respect of the 

applicant’s report that an individual had breached an interdict with a power of arrest attached. The 

complaint enquiry was allocated to Inspector S, who completed the heads of complaint form and 

obtained the applicant’s statement of complaint on 12 March 2019. A response letter was sent to 

the applicant from Chief Inspector N dated 5 April 2019. 
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Complaint 1 

The applicant complained about the lack of coordinated police response to ongoing 
issues he was experiencing. In his statement of complaint, the applicant stated that 
“individual officers have not always been aware of the background” to the ongoing 
issues and that this had left the applicant feeling “let down by Police Scotland”. 
 
In addition, in his letter of complaint to the police, the applicant stated that “nothing is 
being taken seriously” about the concerns that he had raised. He also raised concerns 
in his letter that Sergeant B had stated that he would inform his officers “of the on going 
[sic] issues” and that the response of officers to the incident of 5 October 2018 
suggested that this had not been done. The applicant also queried in his letter why 
management of the incident had not been passed to someone else “if [Sergeant B 
was] not capable of giving some constructive solution to this situation”. 

 

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

In his response letter Chief Inspector N summarised the applicant’s complaint before providing the 

applicant with a summary of “some of the actions carried out prior” to the applicant submitting his 

complaints. Chief Inspector N advised the applicant that these actions included “appointing a 

single point of contact at an early stage, responding to every incident reported by [the applicant] 

and others involved in this dispute, arresting and charging persons where there has been sufficient 

evidence and it was appropriate to do so”. Chief Inspector N also advised the applicant that these 

actions resulted in the conviction and imprisonment of one of the individuals involved in the 

dispute and that Police Scotland had “proactively policed bail conditions” in relation to other 

individuals. 

 

Chief Inspector N further advised the applicant that the police had “fully liaised” with the local 

council “regarding all discloseable matters of anti-social behaviour”, that the council had instigated 

an investigation, that all parties had been invited to a meeting at the local police station and that 

mediation was suggested at an early stage. Chief Inspector N also advised the applicant that 

police carried out additional patrols in his area, a “response marker” had been added to the 

applicant’s address to alert the “Contact Centre and attending officers that this is an ongoing 

issue”, “two emails” had been sent to local officers to raise “their awareness of the issue” and the 

police “briefing protocol” had been used to “highlight the issue to all sub-divisional officers”. 

 

Chief Inspector N advised the applicant that he had considered the evidence available to him and 

was “satisfied that the response by Police Scotland to the issues [the applicant] reported was 

proportionate, appropriate and entirely reasonable in the circumstances”. On this basis, the 

applicant’s complaint was not upheld. 

 

Our Review  

We have been provided with copies of the statements obtained from the applicant and Sergeant B 

in relation to this complaint. We have also been provided with copies of the Object Marker 

Requests submitted by Sergeant B, Sergeant B’s briefing emails and copies of the disclosures 
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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 of Police Scotland in relation to this complaint.  

made by Police Scotland to the local council’s antisocial behaviour team. The applicant also 

provided us with a copy of the recording of his meeting with the complaint enquiry officer, 

Inspector M, in which the applicant’s statement of complaint was taken. During this meeting, 

Inspector M confirmed to the applicant that the details contained in his letter of complaint would be 

added to his statement in order to be considered and addressed during the complaint enquiry. 

 

Chief Inspector N’s response accurately reflected the content of the statements provided in 

relation to this complaint. 

 

The crux of the applicant’s complaint was that nothing had been done to inform officers of the 

background to the ongoing issues he was experiencing with individuals in his neighbourhood. The 

position of Chief Inspector N, however, was that Sergeant B, and by extension Police Scotland, 

had taken all reasonable steps to ensure that local officers were aware of these issues. Having 

reviewed the documents referred to above, we agree with this position. On this basis, we consider 

that Chief Inspector N was justified in not upholding the applicant’s complaint. The response letter 

provided a detailed explanation to the applicant, which is adequately reasoned and supported by 

the available information. We conclude, therefore, that this complaint was dealt with to a 

reasonable standard. 

 

 

 

 

 

Complaint 2 

The applicant complained that a Sergeant was uncivil to him during a meeting at a 
police station on 24 August 2018 in relation to the comments made and his dismissive 
tone. In his statement of complaint the applicant stated that Sergeant B said during the 
meeting “I don’t know what to do”, “what part of it do you want me to do” and advised 
the applicant that he had “not been slashed yet”. 
 
In addition, in his letter of complaint to the police, the applicant stated that Sergeant B 
said during the meeting that the applicant was going to “blow [his] top” and “you hate 
me” when addressing the applicant’s cousin, Ms A. 

 

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

Chief Inspector N advised the applicant that he had reviewed the applicant’s statement of 

complaint, as well as the statements of “others present at the meeting” and advised the applicant 

that “there was general agreement that the meeting was not successful, and that [Sergeant B] 

made comments similar to those” alleged by the applicant. Chief Inspector N also advised the 

applicant that Sergeant B “used the word “explode” in a comment referencing a comment” the 

applicant had apparently made in his earlier meeting with Sergeant B. Chief Inspector N advised 
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the applicant that the “tone and intent” of comments can be interpreted differently, despite the fact 

that the “comments themselves are not inherently uncivil”. Chief Inspector N also advised the 

applicant that “the only independent witness present has confirmed that [Sergeant B] acted 

professionally” during the meeting. Chief Inspector N went on to advise the applicant that, “as 

there is an apparent lack of incivility and conflicting views of the intent of what was said I have to 

favour the viewpoint of the independent witness”. On this basis, the applicant’s complaint was not 

upheld. 

 

Our Review  

We have been provided with the statements obtained from the applicant, Ms A, Sergeant B and Mr 

J during the complaint enquiry. We have also reviewed the recording of the applicant’s meeting 

with Inspector M as it relates to this complaint. 

 

Chief Inspector N’s response accurately reflected the content of the statements provided in 

relation to this complaint. We note that Mr J stated that Sergeant B did not make any “derogatory 

or unprofessional remarks” during the meeting. In addition, Mr J also stated that he could not recall 

Sergeant B making either of the following comments alleged by the applicant: “what do you want 

me to do about it?”; and “you hate me [Ms A]”. Sergeant B, however, admits in his statement to 

making the following comments alleged by the applicant: “I don’t know what to do” and “what part 

of it do you want me to do”, albeit perhaps not in the exact words used by the applicant. Crucially, 

however, Sergeant B denies that any of his comments were intended “in any way to be perceived 

as in-civil [sic] or ill mannered”. 

 

We note, however, that Sergeant B does not address the applicant’s allegation that he responded 

to the applicant’s concerns that he would be physically attacked by saying “you’ve not been 

slashed yet”, or words similar to this, in the statement that he provided to the complaint enquiry. 

Having reviewed the papers in the complaint file, in particular Sergeant B’s statement, we note 

that this is a thorough and detailed statement that appears to address the specific points raised 

with Sergeant in which he provides explanations and context for the comments made during his 

meeting with the applicant. We can find nothing within the complaint file, however, to suggest that 

the enquiry officer, Inspector M, raised this particular allegation with Sergeant B during the 

complaint enquiry, which is contrary to Police Scotland’s Complaints About the Police Standard 

Operating Procedure (the “CAP SOP”). Bearing in mind the level of detail contained in the 

statement provided by Sergeant B, we consider that, had Inspector M raised this issue with 

Sergeant B, Sergeant B would, more likely than not, have provided a full response to the 

applicant’s allegation. We consider this to be a significant shortcoming in the complaint enquiry 

because this particular comment, if said and depending on the context in which it was said, could 

be deemed to be unprofessional. We conclude, therefore, that this complaint was not dealt with 

reasonably. 

 

As noted above, however, Mr J stated in his statement to the complaint enquiry that Sergeant B 

did not make any “derogatory or unprofessional remarks” during the meeting. On this basis, 

despite the significant shortcoming of Inspector M’s complaint enquiry, we consider that it would 

be disproportionate to require any further enquiries into this complaint. 
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Our Conclusion on Complaint 2 

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

 

No further action is required of Police Scotland in relation to this complaint.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

Complaint 3 

The applicant complained that a Constable was uncivil to him, stating “what is this all 
about?” in an aggressive manner and raised voice on 5 October 2018. The applicant 
also said in his statement of complaint that the officer had a smirk on her face when 
saying this. 
 
In addition, in his letter of complaint to the police, the applicant said that the officers 
that dealt with this incident subsequently attended at the hospital where they advised 
him that he was “not assaulted” but rather “had been involved in a stand up fight” and 
that the applicant had “better listen to what [the officers] said! In an intimidating 
manner”. 

 

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

Chief Inspector N advised the applicant that he had reviewed the statements provided by 

Constables D, E, F and G in relation to the applicant’s complaint, “and all state that [Constable G] 

was not uncivil to you and acted in a professional manner”. Chief Inspector N advised the 

applicant that, having considered the information available, it was his view that there was 

“insufficient evidence that [Constable G] was uncivil” towards the applicant. On this basis, the 

applicant’s complaint was not upheld. 

 

Our Review  

In our view, there are two distinct aspects to the applicant’s complaint: (i) the behaviour of 

Constable G towards the applicant while at Ms A’s house on 5 October 2018; and (ii) the 

behaviour of Constable G towards the applicant when she and Constable F attended at the 

hospital following the incident earlier that day. These will be considered in turn. 

 

In relation to the first aspect, we have been provided with copies of the statements obtained from 

the applicant and Constables D, E, F and G during the complaint enquiry. Chief Inspector N’s 

response accurately reflected the content of these statements. We note, however, that no 

statements were obtained from either Ms A or Ms H during the complaint enquiry, both of whom 

were present during the incident, nor has any explanation been provided for this. 

 

In relation to the second aspect, we have been provided with copies of the statements provided by 

the applicant and Constables F and G. We note that Chief Inspector N has not addressed this 
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Our Conclusion on Complaint 3 

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

 

We recommend that: 

(a) statements are obtained from Ms A and Ms H in relation to the first aspect of the 

applicant’s complaint; 

(b)  further statements are obtained from Constables F and G which specifically address the 

second aspect of the applicant’s complaint regarding Constable G’s conduct at the hospital; 

and 

(c) based on the information obtained, both aspects of the applicant’s complaint should be 

reassessed and a further response sent to the applicant, which should make clear whether 

the complaint has been upheld, fully setting out the reasons for the decision reached. 

aspect of the applicant’s complaint within his response letter, despite the assurances of Inspector 

M that all aspects of the applicant’s complaints contained in his complaint letter would be 

considered and addressed. We also note that neither Constables F nor G addressed the 

applicant’s allegation that Constable G spoke to him in an intimidating manner while at the hospital 

in the statements they provided to the complaint enquiry, nor does this appear to have been raised 

with either officer by the enquiry officer, Inspector M. 

 

In light of the above, we consider that insufficient enquiry has been carried out into the applicant’s 

complaint and that Chief Inspector N’s response is not well reasoned. We conclude, therefore, that 

this complaint was not dealt with reasonably. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Complaints 4 and 5 

Complaint 4 

The applicant complained that an Inspector was uncivil to him in respect of some of the 
comments made on 14 December 2018 during a meeting at the applicant’s home. In 
his statement of complaint, the applicant stated that Inspector M made the following 
comments while noting his statement of complaint, which the applicant found to be 
sarcastic, rude, or said with the intention of provoking a reaction from him: “I know you 
don’t have an axe to grind”; “I get your enthusiasm”; “I get your frustration”; “I get you’re 
annoyed”; “I’m in charge of this, if you don’t comply it will be abandoned”; “I will see 
where the evidence takes me”; “You had a problem with your neighbours, you had a 
problem with [Sergeant B], you had a problem with [Mr J] and [Constable Q], you even 
had a problems with me for a time”; “you’ve got to help us help you”; “you’ve got to co-
operate” and “Police Scotland is not a logging system”. 
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Our Conclusion on Complaint 4 

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.  

 

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

Chief Inspector N dealt with complaints 4 and 5 as a single head of complaint, making a single 

determination that they were not upheld. For ease of reference within our report, we have outlined 

the response to each complaint separately below, followed by our consideration. 

 

Chief Inspector N advised the applicant that Inspector O had listened to the recording of the 

applicant’s meeting with Inspector M on 14 December 2018 and confirmed that, while there were 

“some differences in terms of the wording used” by Inspector M, “they are not so different that they 

make any significant difference to the meaning of the comments” made by Inspector M. Chief 

Inspector N also advised the applicant that Inspector M had provided a statement in relation to this 

complaint. 

 

Chief Inspector N advised the applicant that he had reviewed the evidence available and that he 

could not “conclude that any of the comments made by [Inspector M] could reasonably be viewed 

as being uncivil”. Chief Inspector N advised the applicant that he did not view it as inappropriate 

for an officer to “offer viewpoints which may not always be entirely in agreement with the other 

party, as long as these comments are made in the correct manner” during a lengthy conversation. 

 

Our Review  

We have been provided with copies of the statements obtained from the applicant and Inspector M 

in relation to this complaint, as well as a copy of the recording of the meeting between the 

applicant and Inspector M on 14 December 2018. 

 

Chief Inspector N’s response accurately reflected the content of the statements provided in 

relation to this complaint. 

 

Having reviewed the recording of the applicant’s meeting with Inspector M, we agree with the 

position of Chief Inspector N that there is no evidence of incivility on the part of Inspector M during 

this conversation. While it is true that Inspector M makes comments very similar to those alleged 

by the applicant, it is our view that the tone of the meeting between Inspector M and the applicant 

can only be described as cordial. On this basis, we consider that Chief Inspector M’s response is 

supported by the material information and that he was justified in not upholding the applicant’s 

complaint. We conclude, therefore, that this complaint was dealt with reasonably. 

 

 

 

 
 

Complaint 5 

The applicant complained about comments made by an Inspector during a phone call 
on 20 December 2018. In his statement of complaint, the applicant stated that 
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Our Conclusion on Complaint 5 

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.  

Inspector M replied to the applicant’s offer to meet at the local police station by saying 
“huh, you want to come to a police office you’re livid about”. 

 

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

Chief Inspector N advised the applicant that Inspector M had provided a statement to inform the 

complaint enquiry, which he summarised as follows. Inspector M stated that he was surprised by 

the applicant’s offer to attend the local police station “due to previous conversations … and also 

correspondence” in which the applicant was opposed to this. Chief Inspector N advised the 

applicant that he did not consider this reply “as falling under the category of incivility”. 

 

Our Review  

We have been provided with a copy of the statements obtained from the applicant and Inspector M 

in relation to this complaint. 

 

Chief Inspector N’s response accurately reflected the content of the statements provided in 

relation to this complaint. 

 

The crux of the applicant’s complaint was that Inspector M’s response to the applicant’s offer to 

meet at the local police office was uncivil. Chief Inspector N’s position was that Inspector M’s 

response was the result of his surprise at the applicant’s offer, due to the applicant’s documented 

opposition to meeting at the local police station and was therefore not uncivil. Having reviewed the 

documents in relation to this complaint, we agree with this position and consider that Chief 

Inspector N’s response is supported by the material information available. We conclude, therefore, 

that this complaint was dealt with reasonably. 

 

 

 
 

 

Complaint 6 

The applicant complained about the way the police dealt with an incident he reported to 
them on 23 February 2019. In his statement of complaint the applicant stated that he 
reported an individual for breaching an interdict that had a power of arrest attached to 
it, however this was not dealt with appropriately by officers at his local police station, 
despite numerous calls by the applicant. 

 

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

Chief Inspector N advised the applicant that Inspector S had reviewed the incident report raised as 

a result of the applicant’s call to the police on 23 February 2019, which he summarised as follows. 

The incident report showed that the applicant had called the police at 1051 hrs on 23 February to 



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 1  

report that an individual had approached him and called him a “f*****g grass” despite there being 

an interdict in place preventing this individual from approaching the applicant. Chief Inspector N 

advised the applicant that “the call taker had noted that, at times, [the applicant was] not engaging 

and [was] shouting over the call taker before hanging up”. Chief Inspector N advised the applicant 

that the incident report notes that he called the police again at 1055 hrs requesting that officers 

attend his address and that officers were instructed to do so when they had “completed an incident 

that they were currently dealing with”. Chief Inspector N also advised the applicant that Sergeant 

R became aware at 1230 hrs that officers had not yet attended his address due to the ongoing 

incident they were dealing with and therefore decided to call the applicant “to offer assistance and 

an explanation”. 

 

Chief Inspector N advised the applicant that Inspector S obtained an operational statement from 

Sergeant R as part of the complaint enquiry, which he summarised as follows. Sergeant R stated 

that she attempted to explain the reason the officers had not attended to the applicant, however 

he “spoke in an angry tone” and was “not willing to listen”. Sergeant R also stated that the 

applicant told her to “cancel police attendance” as the applicant intended to speak to his solicitor 

about the matter. Sergeant R stated that, as it was not an ongoing incident, she complied with the 

applicant’s request and cancelled police attendance at the applicant’s address. 

 

Chief Inspector N advised that the applicant had contacted the police at 1026 hrs the next day (24 

February 2019) and requested that officers attend at his address in relation to the incident he had 

reported the previous day. However, Chief Inspector N said that the applicant also advised the call 

handler that he would not allow officers from his local police station entry to his property if they 

attended. Chief Inspector N advised the applicant that the incident report records that Sergeant R 

called the applicant at 1130 hrs on 24 February 2019 “to discuss how the police could assist [the 

applicant]”. However, the applicant advised Sergeant R that he did not want officer from his local 

police station to attend and that he would contact his lawyer before terminating the call. Chief 

Inspector N advised the applicant that “given the nature of the incident and as [the applicant] had 

expressed a desire to speak to a point of contact [Sergeant R had] e-mailed [Constables P and Q] 

to make contact with [the applicant] to discuss the matter”. 

 

Chief Inspector N advised the applicant that Constable Q reviewed the incident reported by the 

applicant and attended at his address on 25 and 26 February to try and speak with the applicant 

about it. On both occasions Constable Q received no reply and left a calling card requesting the 

applicant to contact him. 

 

Chief Inspector N advised the applicant that, as he had advised Sergeant R that he did not wish 

police to attend as he intended to pursue the matter through his solicitor, and he had not 

contacted Constable Q, it was assumed that the applicant “no longer wished to report the matter to 

police and the incident was closed”. On this basis, the applicant’s complaint was not upheld. 

 

Our Review  

We have been provided with copies of the statements obtained from the applicant, Sergeant R 

and Constable Q during the complaint enquiry, as well as a copy of the relevant incident report. 
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Our Conclusion on Complaint 6 

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.  

 

Chief Inspector N’s response accurately reflected the content of the statements provided in 

relation to this complaint, as well as the incident log created following the applicant’s call to the 

police on 23 February 2019. 

 

The crux of the applicant’s complaint was that the report he made on 23 February 2019 had not 

been properly investigated by officers at his local police station. The position of Chief Inspector N 

was that it was assumed that the applicant had decided that he no longer wished to report the 

matter to the police as he had advised Sergeant R that he would contact his solicitor regarding it 

and had failed to make contact with Constable Q following his attendance at the applicant’s 

address on two separate occasions. Having reviewed the information relating to this complaint, we 

agree with this position. We consider that Chief Inspector N’s response is supported by the 

material information and that Chief Inspector N was justified in not upholding the applicant’s 

complaint. We conclude, therefore, that this complaint was dealt with reasonably. 

 

 

 

 

 

Complaint 7 

The applicant complained that the phone number he was provided for a single point of 
contact at a police station was not answered and he was offered no solution to this. 
The applicant said in his statement of complaint that he tried calling the number he had 
been given on numerous occasions but that it was not answered. He also said that 
when he called 101 no-one he spoke to knew anything about the number he had been 
given and that he was told that “everybody phones 101”. The applicant also said in his 
statement that he had not been given any specific times to call the number for his 
single point of contact. 

 

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

Chief Inspector N advised the applicant that Inspector S had obtained statements from Inspector 

M and Sergeant R in relation to the calls to his single point of contact and that Inspector S had 

also reviewed the letter sent to the applicant by the police on 30 January 2019. Chief Inspector N 

advised the applicant that this letter provided him with “a direct dial number for [Constables P and 

Q]” and also informed the applicant “that this was not a substitute for 999 or 101, and further 

provided [the applicant] with an e-mail address to contact both officers”. 

 

Chief Inspector N advised the applicant that Inspector M said in his statement that he had advised 

the applicant that “the direct dial number would not always be answered and, as such, [the 

applicant] could e-mail or call 101” to contact Constables P and Q. Chief Inspector N advised the 

applicant that Sergeant R said in her statement that she had tried to explain this to the applicant 
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on two occasions but that the applicant was “unwilling to listen to her advice” and that the 

applicant advised Sergeant R that he “did not want officers to attend and that [the applicant] would 

deal with matters” via his solicitor. Chief Inspector N said that this was supported in the applicant’s 

statement to Inspector S in which the applicant stated that he “gave up and called” his solicitor and 

MSP. 

 

Chief Inspector N advised the applicant that it was his view that the applicant had been provided 

with “a sufficient amount of detail regarding contact details and procedures” and on this basis, the 

applicant’s complaint was not upheld. 

 

Our Review  

We have been provided with the statements obtained from the applicant, Inspector M and 

Sergeant R during the complaint enquiry, as well as a copy of the letter sent to the applicant on 30 

January 2019. We have also been provided with a copy of a recording of the meeting between the 

applicant and Inspector M on 14 December 2018. 

 

Chief Inspector N’s response accurately reflected the content of the statements obtained in 

relation to this complaint. We note, however, that Sergeant R did not state that she attempted to 

explain to the applicant on two occasions that the direct dial number he had been provided would 

not always be answered. Rather, Sergeant R makes only one specific reference to attempting to 

explain to the applicant that Constable Q “was on a shift pattern and not available”. Sergeant R 

did, however, state that during both her conversations with the applicant he either “provided little 

opportunity for [her] to offer any form of explanation” or “continued to speak appearing to ignore 

anything [she] said”. 

 

We have reviewed the letter sent to the applicant on 30 January 2019 and note that it provides him 

with details of Constables P and Q and advises the applicant that they can be contacted at his 

local police station “on [redacted], or via 101. They can also be emailed at [redacted]. In an 

emergency [the applicant] should always dial 999 however channelling reports via the single point 

of contact will help us to ensure a consistent and fair response”, suggesting that the applicant 

should contact Constables P and Q in all cases other than emergencies. The letter contains no 

information regarding Constables P and Q being operational officers, or the fact that the direct dial 

number provided to the applicant may not always be answered, which is contrary to the statement 

provided by Inspector M to the complaint enquiry that these details were repeated in the letter 

provided to the applicant. 

 

Having reviewed the recording of the meeting between the applicant and Inspector M on 14 

December 2018, however, we note that Inspector M does, indeed, advise the applicant that 

Constables P and Q are operational officers and therefore will not be available to answer the direct 

dial number at all times. Inspector M can be heard to advise the applicant that, if the officers are 

not available to answer the number given, he can leave a message for them via 101 and that the 

applicant should always call 999 in an emergency. 
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Our Conclusion on Complaint 7 

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.  

We consider that Chief Inspector N’s response would have been strengthened if the supporting 

information from the recording of the applicant’s meeting with Inspector M had been outlined within 

the response letter. Despite this, we consider that Chief Inspector N’s response is supported by 

the material information available. We conclude, therefore, that this complaint was dealt with 

reasonably. 

 

 

 

 

 

Complaint 8 

The applicant complained that he did not believe that the measures an Inspector said 
would be put in place had been actioned. In his statement of complaint the applicant 
stated that Inspector M told him during their meeting on 14 December 2018 that the 
applicant would “get an urgent marked [sic] on the house, a flag on the address, a 
single point of contact and the details of [his] incidents would be put on electronic 
briefings so officers would know what’s happening”. However, the applicant also stated 
that he had reported incidents but that “there has been no fast response” and that he 
had received no contact from his single point of contact. He also stated that other 
officers had no knowledge of the situation when speaking to the applicant. 

 

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

Chief Inspector N advised the applicant that Inspector S had obtained an operational statement 

from Inspector M in which Inspector M confirmed that he had met with the applicant, offered him 

advice and advised him of the measures that would be “put in place to support [the applicant’s] 

contact with officers”. Chief Inspector N advised the applicant that these measures included “a 

marker on the STORM Command and Control System … information on the electric [sic] briefings 

that officers see on commencing duty and a single point of contact”. Chief Inspector N advised the 

applicant that Inspector M had “confirmed that a marker is placed on your address to make call 

takers aware of ongoing issues” faced by the applicant. Chief Inspector N also advised the 

applicant that Inspector S had “checked this system and can confirm that this incident marker is on 

the system and is on the incident from 23 February 2019”. Chief Inspector N also advised the 

applicant that Inspector M had confirmed that “information was placed on the electronic briefing 

system for officers and that local officers … were also notified via email of the issues”. Chief 

Inspector N further advised the applicant that it had been confirmed by “[Inspector M, Constable Q 

and the applicant] that [Constables P and Q] were allocated as single points of contact”. 

 

Chief Inspector N advised the applicant that, based on the evidence available, the applicant’s 

complaint was not upheld. 
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Our Conclusion on Complaint 8 

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.  

Our Review  

We have been provided with copies of the statements obtained from the applicant and Inspector M 

during the complaint enquiry. We have also been provided with copies of the STORM Object 

Marker and Electronic Briefing requests submitted by Sergeant B, the emails sent by Sergeant B 

to officers in his area, the incident report from 23 February 2019 and the letter to the applicant 

dated 30 January 2019 providing details of his single point of contact. 

 

Chief Inspector N’s response accurately reflected the content of the statements provided in 

relation to this complaint. 

 

We have reviewed the documents described above and can confirm that the actions as described 

by Inspector M were, in fact, taken. 

 

In light of the above, we consider that Chief Inspector N’s response is supported by the material 

information available and that he was justified in not upholding the applicant’s complaint. We 

conclude, therefore, that this complaint was dealt with reasonably. 

 

 

 

 

 

Complaint 9 

The applicant complained that a Constable attended at his address on 25 February 
2019 and breached his privacy by looking in his window. The applicant stated in his 
statement of complaint that he had returned home from a meeting with his MSP to be 
advised by a neighbour that “the police had been up and looking in [his] window” and 
that this had been captured on the CCTV system installed at the applicant’s property. 

 

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

Chief Inspector N advised the applicant that Constable Q had provided a statement to inform the 

complaint enquiry, which he summarised as follows. Constable Q stated that he attended at the 

applicant’s address on 25 and 26 February 2019 to try and discuss the incident reported by the 

applicant. Constable Q stated that on 25 February he was “satisfied that there was no-one within” 

the applicant’s address and therefore left a card requesting the applicant contact him. Constable Q 

stated that on 26 February he “observed lights to be on and a car to be parked” in the applicant’s 

driveway. Constable Q stated that he received no answer from the knocking on the applicant’s 

door and therefore knocked on the window in an “attempt to attract [the applicant’s] attention”. 

Constable Q stated that “at no time did he have any intention of invading” the applicant’s privacy. 
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Chief Inspector N advised the applicant that he appreciated that the actions of Constable Q “may 

have caused [the applicant] annoyance” but that they had “been done with the best interest [sic] 

and in an effort to assist” the applicant. On this basis, the applicant’s complaint was not upheld. 

 

Our Review  

We have been provided with a copy of the statements obtained from the applicant and Constable 

Q during the complaint enquiry. The applicant also provided us with a copy of the CCTV footage 

from his property dated 25 February 2019. 

 

Chief Inspector N’s response accurately reflected the content of the statements provided in 

relation to this complaint. 

 

We note that Constable Q does not state within his statement whether he looked into the 

applicant’s window while at his property on 25 February 2019. The CCTV footage provided to us 

by the applicant is dated on 25 February 2019 at 1042 hrs, which is the date and time that 

Constable Q confirmed his attendance at the applicant’s property within his statement to the 

complaint enquiry. The footage shows an officer walk from one side of the applicant’s property to 

the other and back again before disappearing from view. A police car can then be seen to drive 

away from the applicant’s property. It is not possible to determine from the camera angle where 

the applicant’s living room window is situated. The footage shows no car in the applicant’s 

driveway. It is unclear from Chief Inspector N’s response whether this footage was provided to, or 

requested by, Inspector S during the complaint enquiry. We note, however, that it was referred to 

by the applicant in his statement of complaint. 

 

The applicant’s complaint related to the circumstances of Constable Q’s attendance at his property 

on 25 February 2019, on which date the applicant alleged that Constable Q looked in his living 

room window and breached his privacy. Chief Inspector N’s response focused on the actions of 

Constable Q on 26 February 2019, on which date the officer acknowledged looking in the 

applicant’s window. However, Constable Q makes no reference within his statement provided to 

the complaint enquiry about whether he looked in the applicant’s living room window on 25 

February 2019, and we can see no evidence within the complaint file that this was raised with him. 

We consider this to be a shortcoming within both the complaint enquiry and Chief Inspector N’s 

response. On this basis, we consider that insufficient enquiry has been carried out and that Chief 

Inspector N’s response is not well reasoned. We conclude, therefore, that this complaint was not 

dealt with reasonably. 

 

We note, however, that the circumstances of Constable Q’s attendance at the applicant’s property 

on both 25 and 26 February are almost identical and that Chief Inspector N determined that the 

actions of Constable Q on 26 February 2019 were justified. It is likely, therefore, that the same 

determination would be made in relation to the officer’s actions of 25 February 2019. On this basis, 

we do not consider it proportionate to direct that any further enquiries are carried out in relation to 

this complaint. 
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Our Conclusion on Complaint 9 

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

 

No further action is required of Police Scotland in relation to this complaint. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Complaint 10 

The applicant complained that officers failed to carry out sufficient enquiries into a 
breach of bail reported by him on 10 October 2018. In his statement of complaint the 
applicant stated that he received no update on his report of 10 October 2018 until Ms A 
made a complaint to the police and was advised that the matter had been “sent to 
some hub” and then was further updated that the report “had not been e-mailed 
correctly”. The applicant further stated that he had “still not been updated” with regards 
to his report of breach of bail conditions. 

 

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

Chief Inspector N advised the applicant that Inspector S had carried out enquiries into the incident, 

which included obtaining operational statements from Constables K and L, and obtaining a copy of 

an email from the Procurator Fiscal (PF). 

 

Chief Inspector N advised the applicant that Constables K and L confirmed that they attended the 

applicant’s address regarding his allegation of breach of bail and that they reviewed the CCTV 

provided to them by the applicant, which Chief Inspector N then summarised. Chief Inspector N 

advised the applicant that Constable K stated that she had approached the PF for “advice on how 

to progress the matter” and was advised that the matter should not be reported as arrangements 

had been made for a review of the relevant bail conditions to be carried out. 

 

Chief Inspector N advised the applicant that he was aware of a further report of the same 

individual having breached their bail conditions being made on 23 October 2018, which was also 

dealt with by Constables K and L. Chief Inspector N advised the applicant that Constables K and L 

“confirmed that there was an error on the information that was held on the Police National 

Computer” and that further enquiries were carried out with the Scottish Court Enquiry Site, which 

revealed that the bail conditions for one individual had been changed and therefore, there had 

been no breach of bail on this occasion. 

 

Chief Inspector N acknowledged the “confusion and upset” that this may have caused the 

applicant, however it was his view that the “course of action that the officers took ensured that the 

incidents were fully investigated and that the Procurator Fiscal was consulted prior to any police 

action”. On this basis, the applicant’s complaint was not upheld. 
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Our Conclusion on Complaint 10 

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.  

Our Review  

We have been provided with copies of the statements obtained from the applicant and Constables 

K and L during the complaint enquiry. We have also been provided with copies of emails between 

Police Scotland and the PF and a print out from the Scottish Court Enquiry Site. 

 

Chief Inspector N’s response accurately reflected the content of the statements provided in 

relation to this complaint. We also note that both Constables K and L refer in their statements to 

providing the applicant with updates in relation to his report of breach of bail. 

 

The crux of the applicant’s complaint was that officers carried out insufficient enquiry into his 

report that an individual had breached their bail conditions. The available information suggests that 

there were two separate incidents reported by the applicant. On the first occasion, the 

circumstances of the alleged breach were somewhat unusual which prompted officers to seek 

advice from the Procurator Fiscal. As the specific bail conditions in question were due to be 

reviewed by the Court, the officers were advised not to submit a full report in relation to this 

incident. As the incident was captured on the CCTV, it is clear that the matter did not progress 

further on instruction from the COPFS rather than insufficient enquiries undertaken by the subject 

officers.  

 

In relation to the second incident, the response confirmed that at the time of the alleged breach of 

bail, the specific bail conditions were no longer in place, having been removed/amended by the 

Court. It appears that the police system has not been updated timeously on this occasion which 

caused confusion. Having reviewed the information available in relation to this complaint, we 

agree that Chief Inspector N was justified in not upholding the applicant’s complaint. We conclude, 

therefore, that this complaint was dealt with reasonably. 

 

 

 

 
 

What happens next 

We have made one recommendation. This 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 recommendation has been implemented. 
 

 

Ann McGruer 

Review Officer 

 

Ilya Zharov 

Head of Reviews & Policy 


