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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 making a complaint and being dissatisfied 

with the Enquiry Officer’s conduct. 

 

The Complaints 

We have reviewed the handling of 3 complaints, namely that:  

 

1. an Inspector had a bad attitude towards the applicant during a telephone call; 

2. an Inspector terminated his call with the applicant on two occasions; and 

3. an Inspector refused to expand on why he was not upholding the applicant’s complaint. 

 

Police Scotland’s Decision 

Police Scotland upheld complaint 1 and did not uphold complaints 2 or 3.  

 

Our Findings 

We have found that Police Scotland handled all of the applicant’s complaints to a reasonable 

standard. 

 

Consequently, there is no further action required of Police Scotland. 
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Background 

In September 2019, the applicant made a complaint about a Sergeant of Police Scotland. This 

complaint was allocated to Inspector A to investigate. In October 2019, the applicant contacted 

Inspector A to establish whether he was upholding the complaint. 

 

During the call, Inspector A informed the applicant that he was not upholding the complaint. The 

call between the applicant and Inspector A thereafter deteriorated which resulted in Inspector A 

terminating the call. 

 

The applicant made three complaints regarding Inspector A’s conduct by contacting Police 

Scotland via telephone on 11 October 2019. The applicant met with complaint enquiry officer on 

14 November 2019 to confirm the heads of complaint and Chief Inspector B responded to the 

applicant’s complaints by letter on 5 December 2019. 

 

Complaint 1 
The applicant complained that Inspector A had a bad attitude on a telephone call. 

 

The applicant’s position is that he contacted Inspector A to discuss his complaint and Inspector A was 

abrupt, unprofessional and inappropriate. The applicant stated that Inspector A said he “doesn’t have 

time to speak with members of the public” and that he “should have just called 101 and asked for him”. 

The applicant’s view is that Inspector A was annoyed that he had provided his direct telephone 

number as he was finishing his duty at 2pm. 

 

Police Scotland’s Handling of Complaint 1 (upheld by the police) 

In his response, Chief Inspector B summarised the applicant’s position in relation to the complaint.  

 

Chief Inspector B advised that Inspector A said that the applicant’s manner during the telephone 

call was unreasonable. Chief Inspector B advised that Inspector A said the applicant refused to 

accept anything that was said and that the applicant continually interrupted him during the call and 

was unwilling to allow him to speak.  

 

Chief Inspector B informed the applicant that the two call recordings, provided by him, had been 

listened to and highlighted that the initial call was not recorded as it was a direct dial to an internal 

number rather than via the call centre. Chief Inspector B stated that the recording identified the 

applicant’s “robust telephone manner” and said whilst he was not abusive, it could be perceived as 

intimidating to the recipient. Chief Inspector B further stated that his expectations are that officers 

should remain professional and act in accordance with Police Scotland’s values. 

 

Chief Inspector B highlighted that it is not Police Scotland’s policy to refuse to provide internal 

telephone numbers but confirmed that it is a matter to be determined by individual officers. He 

highlighted that by calling the call centre, people are able to leave messages for the intended 

recipient and said that these calls are recorded. 
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Chief Inspector B advised that police officers should speak to members of the public in a 

professional manner. He also stated that it may have been due to Inspector A’s poor phraseology 

that gave the applicant the impression that Inspector A does not have time to speak to members of 

the public. 

 

Chief Inspector B advised that the call between the applicant and Inspector A was evidently 

difficult and somewhat confrontational. However, he concluded that the tone, language and 

incorrect information being provided fell below the standard expected of Police Officers. He 

therefore upheld the complaint, apologised and advised that the issues identified would be relayed 

to Inspector A for learning and improvement. 

 

Our Review of Complaint 1  

We have considered: the applicant’s statement of complaint; Inspector A’s statement; and a 

recording of the telephone call between the applicant and Inspector A. 

 

We can confirm that Inspector A provided a statement during the complaint enquiry. Having 

reviewed the statement, we can confirm that Chief Inspector B has accurately reflected Inspector 

A’s position. 

 

We requested a copy of the call recording which we have also considered. Throughout the call, 

both the applicant and Inspector A continued to speak over each other which resulted in the call 

deteriorating. We note that Inspector A told the applicant that it was Police Scotland’s policy not to 

provide internal phone numbers to members of the public and that the applicant should have 

called 101 and a staff member from the call centre could have either taken a message or passed 

the call through to him. Furthermore, Inspector A stated that he did not have time to speak with 

members of the public due to ongoing serious incidents which is why Police Scotland employ staff 

for the call centre.  We therefore agree with Chief Inspector B’s position that this may have been 

poor phraseology and more importantly, incorrect.  

 

We note that Chief Inspector B explained that there is no voicemail facility available when a 

person calls an officer’s direct telephone number. Therefore, in our view, Chief Inspector B was 

justified by highlighting that by calling the contact centre via 101, messages can be left for the 

intended recipient and calls are also recorded. 

 

We agree with Chief Inspector B’s position that the telephone call between the applicant and 

Inspector A was difficult and to an extent, confrontational. We further agree that officers should 

remain professional at all times. Taking inspector A’s tone into consideration as well as speaking 

over the applicant and providing incorrect information, we conclude that Chief Inspector B was 

justified in upholding this complaint and providing corrective advice to Inspector A. 

 

For the reasons given, we conclude that Chief Inspector B’s response was well reasoned and 

supported by the material information available. Consequently, we are satisfied that this complaint 

was handled to a reasonable standard.  
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Complaint 2 

The applicant complained that Inspector A terminated his call on two occasions. 

 

The applicant’s position is that the call between him and Inspector A deteriorated and Inspector A 

terminated the call twice for no justified reason. 

 

Police Scotland’s Handling of Complaint 2 (not upheld by the police) 

In his response, Chief Inspector B summarised Inspector A’s position, advising that the applicant 

had an aggressive demeanour and specifically recalls the applicant saying “he was making a fool 

or an idiot of himself”. Chief Inspector B stated that Inspector A advised that the applicant 

continued to repeat the same information and it was clear that the conversation was going around 

in circles therefore, he advised the applicant that he would terminate the call as he found this to be 

his only option. 

 

Chief Inspector B advised that the calls had been listened to which corroborated Inspector A’s 

position that the call was going around in circles. He advised the applicant could be heard stating 

that Inspector A was making a fool of himself to which Inspector A responded by stating that the 

comment was abusive and warned the applicant. 

 

Chief Inspector B highlighted section 4.2.2 of Police Scotland’s Standard Operating Procedure on 

Unacceptable, Persistent or Unreasonable Actions by Complainers (“The Unacceptable Actions 

SOP”) which defines aggressive or abusive behaviour and provides examples of that behaviour 

being: threats, physical violence, personal verbal abuse, derogatory remarks, and calculated 

rudeness.  

 

Chief Inspector B further advised that guidance is provided to officers when dealing with behaviour 

that is perceived to meet the criteria above. He highlighted section 5.5 of the Unacceptable 

Actions SOP which highlights that staff may end telephone calls if the caller becomes aggressive, 

abusive or offensive. It states that the staff member has the right to make this decision, inform the 

person that their behaviour is unacceptable and end the call if the behaviour does not change. 

 

Chief Inspector B stated that the decision as to what behaviour constitutes abuse or ridicule is the 

decision of the receiving officer. He concluded that Inspector A’s actions were in accordance with 

the procedure and guidance provided and therefore, he did not uphold the complaint. 

 

Our Conclusion on Complaint 1 

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

 

No further action is required in this connection. 
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Our Review of Complaint 2 

We can confirm that Chief Inspector B accurately reflected Inspector A’s position in relation to this 

complaint.  

 

Having also considered the call recordings, we can confirm that they support Inspector A’s position 

as Chief Inspector B correctly highlighted within his response. We can also confirm that Chief 

Inspector B has accurately reflected the content of the telephone calls within his response letter.  

 

We have examined the Unacceptable Actions SOP which provides guidance to staff when dealing 

with individuals who they perceive to be unreasonable or persistent. Chief Inspector B correctly 

highlighted sections of the Unacceptable Actions SOP which indicate examples of abusive or 

aggressive behaviour as well as indicating that staff may terminate telephone calls when they 

perceive a person to be acting in this manner.  

 

Given that the applicant can be heard stating that Inspector A was “making a fool of himself” and 

the conversation appeared to be going around in circles we agree with Chief Inspector B’s position 

that Inspector A acted in accordance with procedure when he terminated the calls.  

 

For the reasons given above, we conclude that Chief Inspector B was justified in not upholding this 

complaint. His response was adequately reasoned and supported by the material information 

available. Consequently, we are satisfied that this complaint was handled to a reasonable 

standard.  

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Complaint 3 
The applicant complained that Inspector A refused to expand on why he did not uphold the 

applicant’s previous complaint. 

 

The applicant’s position is he asked Inspector A if he was upholding his complaint to which 

Inspector A abruptly told him he was not. The applicant said that he asked Inspector A to explain 

his reasons for this but Inspector A refused to do so.  

 

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. 
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Police Scotland’s Handling of Complaint 3 (not upheld by the police) 

In his response, Chief Inspector B summarised the applicant’s position. He further stated that 

Inspector A denied the allegation. Chief Inspector B stated that Inspector A advised that he 

informed the applicant that he had listened to a telephone call in relation to the applicant’s 

previous complaint and that he found no fault with the officer. 

 

Chief Inspector B advised that guidance is available to officers in relation to complaint handling 

(“The Complaints About the Police SOP) which specifically refers to updating complainers with the 

outcome. He highlighted section 6.14.3 of the procedure which confirms that a final written 

response should be provided to the complainer which considers the needs of the complainer. 

Chief Inspector B further highlighted section 6.14.4 of the procedure which indicates that it may be 

beneficial to explain the result of the complaint investigation to the complainer prior to the letter 

being sent. 

 

Chief Inspector B stated that he was presented with two conflicting accounts and was unable to 

determine whether one account was more credible than the other. Chief Inspector B stated that 

without any other supporting evidence and on the balance of probabilities, he was unable to 

uphold the complaint. 

 

Our Review of Complaint 3 

We can confirm that Chief Inspector B accurately reflected Inspector A’s position in relation to this 

complaint. 

 

As explained by Chief Inspector B, the initial telephone call was not recorded as the applicant 

contacted Inspector A by calling his direct number. Therefore, we have been unable to listen to the 

call.  

 

Chief Inspector B referred to sections 6.14.3 and 6.14.4 of the Complaints About the Police SOP. 

This indicates that Inspector A was obliged to provide the applicant with a final written response to 

his complaint. It also indicates that in certain circumstances officers may find it beneficial to 

discuss the outcome of the complaint with the complainer prior to the letter being issued. Despite 

Chief Inspector B referring to these provisions, he did not explain the relevance to this complaint 

or why he referred to it at all.  

 

However, whilst the applicant’s position is that Inspector A did not explain why he was not 

upholding the applicant’s complaint, Inspector A advised that he did explain his reasons to the 

applicant. Given the call was not recorded, Chief Inspector B was faced with two conflicting 

accounts. We note that there was nothing to warrant Chief Inspector B preferring the applicant’s 

account over Inspector A’s. We therefore conclude that Chief Inspector B was justified in not 

upholding the applicant’s complaint.  

 

In our view, Chief Inspector B’s response was supported by the material information available. 

Consequently, we are satisfied that this complaint was handled to a reasonable standard.  
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Our Conclusion on Complaint 3 

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

 

No further action is required in this connection. 


