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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 complaint in this case arose following officers forcing entry into the applicant’s home. 

 

The Complaint 

We have reviewed the handling of 1 complaint, namely that officers failed to carry out sufficient 

enquiry into a welfare call prior to forcing entry into the applicant’s home. 

 

Police Scotland’s Decision 

Police Scotland did not uphold the applicant’s complaint.   

 

Our Findings 

We have found that Police Scotland handled the applicant’s complaint to a reasonable standard.  

 

No further action is required from Police Scotland in this connection. 
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Background 

On 18 September 2018, Mr A, an acquaintance of the applicant’s, contacted Police Scotland to 

report a concern for the applicant’s wellbeing as the applicant failed to attend a pre-arranged 

social engagement. Mr A was unable to contact the applicant and the applicant’s neighbours had 

not seen him since the previous Wednesday, 12 September 2018. 

 

Constables B and C conducted enquiries into this welfare concern in order to trace the applicant; 

however, they were unable to do so. Therefore, Sergeant D authorised the officers to force entry 

into the applicant’s home. However, the applicant was not within the property. 

 

The applicant made a complaint using Police Scotland’s online complaint form on 11 May 2019. 

Chief Inspector E thereafter issued a final written response to the applicant on 6 September 2019. 

 

The Complaint 
The applicant complained that officers failed to carry out sufficient enquiry into a welfare call prior to 

forcing entry into his home. 

 

The applicant’s position is that he believes the phone call to the police was malicious and the 

police should have conducted more enquiries prior to forcing entry into his home. The applicant 

stated that the police should have tried to phone him and verify Mr A’s comments and concern 

around the applicant’s wellbeing. 

 

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

In her response, Chief Inspector E correctly highlighted the applicant’s position as well as the 

circumstances surrounding Mr A’s call to the police. 

 

She highlighted that Constables B and C conducted enquiries by speaking with Mr A, speaking 

with the applicant’s neighbours, checking hospitals and custody centres which had a negative 

result, and also by going to the applicant’s door where they observed his house keys inside and 

could smell a faint smell coming from within. She advised that the applicant’s neighbours had not 

seen the applicant since 12 September 2018 and that the officers’ supervisor had tried to phone 

the applicant’s mobile number but it went to voicemail. She stated that the officers’ supervisor 

thereafter authorised the officers to force entry to the applicant’s home. 

 

Chief Inspector E acknowledged that Mr A had only known the applicant for a short period of time 

but said that he was concerned for the applicant. She further stated that when it was established 

that the applicant was not inside his property, further enquiries were made with his family and 

landlord but these also failed to establish his whereabouts. She highlighted that the applicant’s 

whereabouts was not established until he appeared at the police station to collect the keys to his 

home. 
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Chief Inspector E further highlighted the relevant procedure used when forcing entry into a 

premises which states: “where the threat to the occupant or any property is unknown as the 

occupant has not been seen for some time and there is no information to suggest that the 

occupant is within, the attending officer(s) should first consider the age and vulnerability of the 

occupier. The officer should then carry out local enquiries (e.g. door to door enquiries, telephoning 

relatives or friends, checking police systems and making contact with local hospitals) in an effort to 

ascertain the whereabouts of the owner or occupier or the property.” 

 

She concluded that Constables B and C believed Mr A to be genuine and that despite enquiries 

being conducted, they failed to establish the applicant’s whereabouts. She acknowledged that Mr 

A did not know the applicant well however, said that this did not amount to calculated malice. Chief 

Inspector E further stated that the officers’ actions were consistent with the guidance provided in 

relation to Forced Entry to Premises. 

 

Chief Inspector E did not uphold the complaint. 

 

Our Review of the Complaint  

During our review, we have considered: the applicant’s statement of complaint; Constable B and 

C’s statements; Sergeant D’s statement; the incident report; and Police Scotland’s standard 

operating procedure on Forced Entry to Premises (“The Forced Entry SOP”). 

 

Both Constables B and C advised in their statements that they spoke with Mr A who told them that 

the applicant and he had arranged to meet at a pub but the applicant failed to appear and despite 

trying to phone the applicant, there was no answer. Constable C further advised that Mr A was 

concerned that no one had seen the applicant for over one week and was concerned that the 

applicant may have fallen within his home or passed away. Constable C said that he tried to 

phone the applicant but it went to voicemail and stated that there was a decomposing smell 

coming from the applicant’s home. As referred to within Chief Inspector E’s response, both 

constables explained, in their statements, the enquiries which they conducted prior to forcing entry 

into the applicant’s home.  

 

Sergeant D advised in her statement that she considered the enquiries which were conducted and 

was concerned that the applicant may have been within the premises. She therefore authorised 

the officers to force entry into the applicant’s home to establish if he was within. We note that 

another sergeant has provided a statement whereby he advised that he tried to call applicant’s 

mobile, carried out a search on vulnerable persons database, and that whilst he did not personally 

authorise forced entry into the applicant’s home, given the circumstances presented, he would 

have made same decision. 

 

Having examined the incident log, we can confirm that it supports Constables B and C’s positions 

in relation to the enquiries which were conducted. As referred to within Chief Inspector E’s 

response, it documents that further enquiries were conducted when it became apparent that the 

applicant was not within his home and these enquiries also failed to establish the applicant’s 

whereabouts until such time that he attended the police station to collect the keys to his home. 
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We can confirm that Chief Inspector E correctly referred to the relevant sections of the Forced 

Entry SOP in order to explain the reason for the officers forcing entry into the applicant’s home.  

 

While it is unfortunate that the applicant was simply away on a trip at the time entry was forced 

into his property, we acknowledge that numerous enquiries were conducted in order to trace the 

applicant which failed to establish his whereabouts.  

 

For the reasons given above, we conclude that Chief Inspector E’s response is adequately 

reasoned and supported by the material information available. Consequently, we are satisfied that 

this complaint was handled to a reasonable standard. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Emma Reid 

Review Officer 

Ilya Zharov 
Head of Reviews & Policy 

 

Our Conclusion on the Complaint 

We conclude that Police Scotland handled this complaint to a reasonable standard. 

 

No further action is required in this connection. 


