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Complaint Review Report 
 

This report is provided to document the findings of the review of a complaint carried 
out under   is the review of a number of live and historic 
complaints against officers of Police Scotland’s CCU department (and the CCUs of 
the 10 individual forces that merged to form Police Scotland). 
 
The review of this investigation aims to establish  
 
• Whether the processes utilised were appropriate and complied with Lord 

Advocate’s Guidelines which are outlined within the Police Scotland 
Standard Operating Procedure ‘Complaints against Police’ 

• Whether the investigation was proportionate to the seriousness of the 
allegations. 

• Whether sufficient evidence was gathered to reach a reasonable conclusion.  
• Whether the outcome appears reasonable in light of the evidence and 

circumstances. 
 

CO.1549.09 and CO.1645.09  
 

Date reported Date recorded IO IO dept 

08.03.10 08.03.10  
Legacy Strathclyde 
Police - CCU at the 

relevant time 

PSD 

Date finalised Findings Appeal to PIRC Allegations 
recorded 

03.06.10 Unsubstantiated Notified of right. 
File sent to PF. 
Not known PIRC. 

Oppressive Conduct 
(2 allegations) 

 
Neglect of Duty 
 (3 allegations) 

 
Irregular Procedure 

(7 allegations) 
 

Incivility  
(1 allegation) 

 
Unlawful detention 
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 (1 allegation) 
 
 

Assessed as Officers subject Date of Review Reviewed by 

Non Criminal 
Complaint 

 
 

06/08/17  

 
 
 
1. Complaint summary 
 

 
 
 

  
 

           
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
2. Documents/information considered in review 
 

 Initial complaint form made by  08.03.10 

 Statement of  taken by I.O 12.04.10 

 Statement of  taken by I.O 04.05.10 

 Statement of  taken by I.O 15.04.10 

 Statement of   12.04.10 taken by  

 Statement of  05.05.10  

 Statement of  taken by  01.03.10 

 Statement of  taken by  03.03.10 

 I.O report 29.05.10  

 Final outcome letter to  03.06.10  

 Correspondence letters sent between PSD and the Procurator Fiscal 
 
3. Review 
 

Timeliness 
 
6.3.3 of the SOP states that the complainer should receive a “letter of 
acknowledgment from PSD as early as possible and in any case within 3 working 
days of the complaint being received. This letter should inform the complainer who is 
investigating their complaint and provide the target date of 56 days (from receipt of 
the complaint) for conclusion.” 
 
This complaint was not concluded within the target of 56 days. This complaint was 
raised on 08/03/10 by  and not finalised until  was notified in a letter 
on the 03/06/10, a total investigation time of 87 days.  
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The acknowledgment of notification was within the 3 days and fully explained in a 
letter sent out on the 11/03/10. 
 
Recording, Assessment and Allocation 
 
6.5.8 of the SOP states “When assessing any complaint, all information will be 
considered and not just what is being alleged”  
 

 
 

 
  
The investigation into this initial allegation was conducted by .  
 

 
 

 
 
The matter was assessed as an On Duty Non-Criminal Complaint and allocated to 

.  
 
This was a complaint against , the final report submitted by  
dated 29th May 2010 details that  had been subject to six complaints in 
six years, referred to as ‘Appendix B’.  
 
During the assessment it is not clear whether this complaint was considered against 
these other complaints outstanding or finalised as stated in the SOP “When 
assessing any complaint, all information will be considered”. 
 
If this formed part of on-going complaints against this single officer, , 
then the allocation may not have been appropriate and may have led to several 
fragmented investigations as opposed to a coherent focussed investigation into  

.     
 
Proportionality of investigation and Sufficiency of Evidence Gathered 
 
6.10 SOP deals with Effective Investigation. This sections states that “the Enquiry 
officer/investigating officer should make every reasonable effort to investigate all of 
the relevant circumstances and information surrounding the complaint. The 
investigation should be proportionate and should reflect the ability to provide a 
reasoned response based on the balance of probabilities. Ultimately the Enquiry 
officer is responsible for determining what level of information is required to conclude 
the complaint, and for ensuring the information gathered is of suitable quality and 
quality to enable a full and informed response to be provided to the complainer”. 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Within the file reviewed there is no statement from , this would have 
been a relevant statement for the investigating officer.  
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Within the file reviewed there is no statement or note if the investigating officer 
approached or spoke with , this would have been a relevant 
statement for the investigating officer. 
 
Within the file reviewed there is no statement from   or any 
correspondence to suggest any of  were spoken to in order to corroborate 

 complaint against . This would have been a relevant statement 
for the investigating officer. 
 
The documents held within the file for review include two statements taken by  

 from . 
 
The investgating officer, , then re-visits  and obtains a 
second statement from . There are additional statements obtained by  

.  
 
There are no other documents held within the file relating to the actual investigation 
which  lists as a ‘schedule of contents’ used to form the final outcome 
report. 
 
Points of note from investigation. 
 

 There was no Appendices A or B, as listed in the IO report which relate to 
complaints against . These would be relevant for the review.  
 

 There was no statement from  who worked alongside . 
This would be relevant material for the review.  
 

 The IO report lists the detention forms A and B and the custody record print 
however these were not found. This material would be relevant material for review.  
 

 This complaint was finalised by the IO on the 3rd June 2010. The complainant has 
then appealed the decision; the material reviewed suggests that this has then been 
referred to the Procurator Fiscals office. Letters found within the file show that they 
have reviewed the material and have found that that the complaint is unsubstantiated. 
However within the letter dated 17th June 2013 the Procurator Fiscals make reference 
that no criminal action should take place but given clear direction as to the provision 
of corrective advice and training specific to . 
 
 There is no material available to establish if this direction has been complied with 
or if the complainant  has been notified of this outcome. 

 

 6.14 SOP deals with the ‘identifying organisational and individual learning’. It is 
clear that the investigation in 2010 was not the first allegations against . 
The subsequent findings and directions given by the PF some 3 years later in 2013 
highlight the lack of an understanding of the SOP.  

 
 
4.  Appropriateness of Outcome 
 
 

 Whether the processes utilised were appropriate and complied with Lord 
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Advocate’s Guidelines which are outlined within the Police Scotland Standard 
Operating Procedure ‘Complaints against Police’ 
 
It appears that the Lord Advocate guidelines were mostly complied with during this 
complaint procedure. 
 
• Whether the investigation was proportionate to the seriousness of the 
allegations. 
 
This investigation was proportionate to the allegations.  
 
 
• Whether sufficient evidence was gathered to reach a reasonable conclusion.  
 
There is some evidence which does not appear to have been obtained. Other 
material has been gathered by the investigating officer but was not found within the 
file for review. However sufficient evidence appears to have been gathered to enable 
a reasonable conclusion on the allegations.  
 
 
• Whether the outcome appears reasonable in light of the evidence and 
circumstances. 
 
The outcome of this investigation does appear to be reasonable in the circumstances 
given the review of the evidence found. 

 
5. Recommendations 
 
No recommendations. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

. 
 
 
 
 




