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1
Issue for Consideration

1.1 The purpose of this report is to enable Members of the Committee to comment at the meeting on the Constabulary's procedures for handling and investigating complaints in respect of files they have viewed.   
2
Recommendation

2.1
To receive a report on the scrutiny of complaints files.
3
Background
3.1
The Commissioner has requested that the Joint Audit and Ethics Committee review the complaints process for Police officers and Police staff. This has been undertaken by way of dip sampling complaints on a quarterly basis. Two members have reviewed 17 such cases this quarter and additionally have reviewed complaints from a specific individual who makes numerous complaints on a continual basis.

3.2
The complaints reviewed have been categorised as follows:
	Local Resolution by Division
	5

	Direction and control
	4

	Other means (local or PSD investigation)
	4

	Appeal cases
	2

	Cases of interest
	2


3.3
Timeliness and Accuracy in Recording

There are no major concerns in respect of timeliness and accuracy of recording.

In some cases complaints are taking longer to finalise than one might hope and where this is the case members, have enquired as to the reasons why. In fairness, some complaints are extremely complex and delays were found to be entirely understandable.

There are some cases where dates have not accurately reflected the actions taken due to record conversion following on from the move to a new recording and case handling IT system.

In some cases there have been resourcing issues in the administration of cases. These have been recognised and in some cases resolved by management within PSD

Where complaints are dealt with which cross over internal management / divisional / departmental boundaries, delays are sometimes seen because of a lack of clarity on who is leading the inverstigation into the complaint.

In the majority of cases however, recording of cases, allocation for action and administrative management of actions is very good.
3.4
Style 

On each successive dip sample, there have been question marks raised about the style adopted when feeding back to complainants. There is no question that in general terms those tasked with resolving complaints do so with openess, fairness and professionalism.

The culmination of their investigation into a complaint however, is a report submitted back to PSD with their findings which in most cases states that the complaint is not upheld. Very often, this is because the complainant has judged a situation at the time without the benefit of a subsequent explanation and once that explanation has been forthcoming, the cause for complaint is no longer there. Sometimes, the complaint based on the facts is simply unfounded.

This report generated for PSD is copied to the complainant and whilst this is excellent in terms of openness and transparency, it does fall foul of officers using jargonistic language which members feel is capable of being misinterpreted by the complainant. For example, a report may say in respect of a PC’s explanation         “PC X and PC Y will say ....”   When reading these reports it is apparent that phrases such as this could be interpreted that an officer or group of officers have colluded to rebut an allegation in a defensive manner, when in fact it is simply a style of wording commonly used to present a summary of evidence to CPS  

Other examples state  “No management action taken”  Whilst that is correct in terms of disciplinary sanctions, in the case examined, management action WAS taken and a policy was altered for future. The repeated use of “No management action taken” listed against each complaint listed suggests that the complainant has achieved nothing as a result of complaining, when in reality they have been listened to and changes were made.

A further example can be found where after investigating a complaint, the conclusion is “The allegation is denied” which sounds somewhat defensive and a better form of words could have been found. 

If the copying of reports to complainants is to continue the committee may wish to note that there is a training issue regarding the style and consistency of wording that should be adopted given that the same report is intended for two different audiences (PSD internally and the Complainant)
3.5
Appeals  

In overall terms, the length of time taken to finalise a complaint via an appeals process is excessive, typically close to a year which is a considerable length of time (particualrly for those cases deemed less serious and dealt with internally rather than via the IPCC) PSD have acknowledged this and have made some recent staffing adjustments to ensure that such cases are dealt with by a dedicated member of staff who will administer them to a speedier resolution.
3.6
Cases of Interest

Inevitably, some cases have the potential to become protracted and difficult. One such case involved allegations of racism in the way the case was being handled and members asked to keep a watching brief on it. Whilst still problematic, there is good evidence that the handling of the complaint is being open and transparent. Some parts of the complaint have been upheld and there is a good ongoing dialogue, with the Force which is proactively writing to the complainant seeking further information regarding the alleged racist issues.

In another case, the complainant appears to have good cause for complaint about poor service received by a particular department within the force, but there is little evidence that this complaint directed to and dealt with by PSD, is communicated effectively to the department responsible for the poor service.  
3.7
Resource demands 

There is clearly considerable pressure on resources within PSD although the overall level of service, adherence to timescales and quality of work is very high. One such resource pressure relates to a particular complainant who while we were engaged in dip sampling, telephoned the department no less than five times that day. 
In 2010 he made 14 complaints,

In 2011 he made 12 complaints

In 2012 he made 64 complaints

In 2013 he made 32 complaints

In 2014 he made 13 complaints

In 2015 he made 12 complaints 

In 2016 he has made 13 complaints to date
Each complaint typically contains 3 -4 separate allegations (sub complaints) and as a consequence PSD estimate this one person engages one member of staff full time. Furthermore, dealing with such a demanding member of the public is extremely stressful.

Overall, members concluded that there are no major concerns and management is well sighted and responsive to resourcing and demand pressures. The only issue appears to be an ongoing lack of training for AOs in terms of the consistency and appropriate use of language in reports fed back to complainants.
4
Implications
	Financial:
	Resource requirements to enable development and implementation of the above can be found from existing budgets.

	Legal:
	 

	Equality Impact Assessment:
	 

	Risks and Impact:
	 

	Link to Police and Crime Plan:
	 


5
List of attachments / appendices
6
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· None
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