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Investigation name: Alice Ruggles 

IOPC reference: 2017/091096 

> Summary of IOPC conclusions  

A summary of our conclusions and our rationale is set out below. 

> Officer B  

> Allegations 

It is alleged that Officer B may have breached the standards of professional behaviour. 

1. It is alleged that Officer B failed to recognise the offence of stalking (S2A, 
Protection from Harassment Act 1997). 

 Case to answer for misconduct. Officer B will receive management action. 

2. It is further alleged that Officer B failed to comply with Northumbria Police’s 
procedure on stalking and harassment by issuing Mr Dhillon with a Police 
Information Notice (PIN). 

Case to answer for misconduct. Officer B will receive management action. 

3. Finally, it is alleged that, having submitted a crime for the offence of 
‘harassment without fear of violence’, Officer B failed to conduct an appropriate 
investigation. 

Case to answer for misconduct. Officer B will receive management action. 

> Summary of rationale 

Allegation 1: Failed to recognise the offence of stalking 

The evidence presented in the report outlines how Officer B stated that he believed the 
circumstances Miss Ruggles reported in relation to Mr Dhillon’s behaviour was 
harassment rather than stalking. Some of the behaviour she reported appears to have 
pointed to stalking and she herself called it ‘stalking’. However, there is no actual legal 
definition of stalking; rather a list of behaviours that could be classed as stalking e.g. 
contacting a person by any means, monitoring the use by a person of the internet, 
email or any other form of electronic communication, or loitering in any place. The 
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Protection from Harassment Act (PHA) sets out that just because a case of 
harassment features behaviours on the list, it should not automatically be treated as 
stalking. The Crown Prosecution Service guidance states the course of conduct must 
fit the generally received interpretation of the word stalking.  

We were of the opinion that what Miss Ruggles reported to police amounted to stalking 
and not harassment. Officer B believed he had identified the correct crime and was 
clear when explaining that he would have always investigated the case based on the 
facts. Northumbria Police’s procedure on stalking and harassment does not outline any 
investigative difference between the two crimes.   

Allegation 2: Failed to comply with Northumbria Police’s procedure on stalking 
and harassment by issuing Mr Dhillon with a PIN 

Officer B did not issue Mr Dhillon with a PIN but set a course of action in train that 
reflected the spirit of such a process; while it may have been the logistical reasons 
explained in the report that influenced Officer B’s decision-making and actions in this 
respect, the IOPC decision maker was of the opinion that his approach was contrary to 
the force’s procedure on stalking and harassment. Officer B accepted that his 
objectives in asking army personnel to deliver the warning were the same as if it was a 
PIN. In order to consider this matter, we looked at the application of the local and 
national guidance on PINs against the circumstances.  

Officer B stated that he did not believe a course of conduct had been established. Both 
he and Officer C stated they believed Miss Ruggles had been ‘willingly’ conversing with 
Mr Dhillon and, as such, he may not have known that his behaviour constituted 
harassment (one of the points to prove for harassment). The officers’ accounts reveal a 
degree of confusion between what constitutes a course of conduct and any evidence 
that could prove an offence at a later date. 

National and local guidance on stalking and harassment states it is not appropriate to 
issue a PIN once a course of conduct had been established.  A course of conduct 
under the PHA is simply behaviour that caused alarm of distress on one or more 
occasion. A course of conduct is defined in the PHA as conduct on at least two 
occasions. Harassment is not defined, but includes conduct causing alarm or distress. 
Miss Ruggles reported that Mr Dhillon had repeatedly contacted her after she told him 
not to and had turned up at her home; as such, our opinion was that Mr Dhillon had 
established a course of conduct and by that interpretation of events Officer B did not 
follow the procedure.  

Local and national procedures say that PINs should be issued by police; in exceptional 
circumstances a PIN could be sent by recorded delivery. Officer B discussed how he 
believed involving the army in the delivery of such a warning was a better option than 
recorded delivery. However, his decision to do so was also contrary to local and 
national procedures on stalking and harassment. 

If the service of a PIN was not appropriate, the next option would have been to arrest 
Mr Dhillon. Officer B appears to have given a significant degree of weight to what he 
reflected were Miss Ruggles’ wishes for police not to arrest Mr Dhillon. However, APP 
guidance on domestic abuse sets out that is ultimately the officer’s decision to make 
and to be able to justify why they didn’t make an arrest when an offence has been 
disclosed. Officer B stated he did not believe there was a necessity to arrest Mr Dhillon 
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as he had not made any direct threats, lived 120 miles away and there had been no 
previous incidents of violence between the two parties.  

In our opinion, his logic in this assessment is not sound. Officer B appears to have 
concentrated on the view that only reason to arrest Mr Dhillon was to prevent physical 
harm to Miss Ruggles, rather than there being an offence for him to investigate. 

Officer B did take some positive action, which is the obligation put on him in such an 
instance, but the course of action he took was contrary to Northumbria Police’s 
procedure on stalking and harassment; local procedure does state that authorising a 
PIN came down to the supervising officer and Officer C did accept that ‘the buck 
stopped’ with him.  

While Officer B did fail to comply with Northumbria Police’s procedure on stalking and 
harassment, the IOPC’s view was that his actions in doing so were authorised and 
supported by Officer C. 

Allegation 3: Failed to conduct an appropriate investigation 

Officer B did not seize Miss Ruggles’ telephone, any of the messages from Mr Dhillon, 
record a copy of the voicemail he had left or seize the chocolates and flowers he had 
left outside her home. Northumbria Police’s procedures for investigating both domestic 
incidents and stalking and harassment highlight the importance of collecting available 
evidence from the start. As noted in the investigator’s report, a key element in such an 
approach is to prevent any digital media, e.g. messages, being lost and importantly in 
the case police need to go ahead with a victimless prosecution. Officer B explained 
that he prioritised issuing the warning over these investigative enquiries and asked 
Miss Ruggles to retain such evidence in case Mr Dhillon did breach his warning. 

The IOPC interpreted this stance to indicate that Officer B’s belief was that the warning 
to Mr Dhillon would have the desired effect in stopping his behaviour towards Miss 
Ruggles and that, as such, the evidence would not be needed. We believed this to be 
flawed logic. We were of the opinion that an offence had already been committed by 
Mr Dhillon and Officer B’s pursuit of delivering a warning to him was therefore not 
appropriate and that police needed to gather and preserve relevant evidence in order 
to pursue a prosecution. The investigation report also outlines some other basic lines 
of enquiry that Officer B could have pursued at an early stage had he perhaps been 
more open to the idea that Mr Dhillon had committed an offence and/or as a 
contingency should the service of a warning to Mr Dhillon not have its desired effect. 
From the evidence presented, it appears Officer B did not plan for such an eventuality 
either from an investigative point of view or from a risk assessment perspective. There 
is no evidence that he considered how the delivery of such a warning by an army 
officer could have acted as an aggravating factor in the circumstances and lead to an 
escalation in Mr Dhillon’s behaviour towards Miss Ruggles. 

> Officer C 

> Allegations 
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It is alleged that Officer C may have breached the standards of professional behaviour. 

1. It is alleged that Officer C failed to appropriately supervise Officer B while he 
investigated a report made by Miss Ruggles on 1 October 2016 

 Case to answer for misconduct. Officer C will receive management action. 

> Summary of rationale 

Officer C gave Officer B extra time to spend with Miss Ruggles and then extra time for 
him to make enquiries with Mr Dhillon’s employers at Glencorse Barracks, which is in 
line with the expectation that supervisors are required to give officers sufficient time to 
complete all the necessary enquiries. National guidance on stalking and harassment 
and Northumbria Police’s procedure on domestic abuse stated it was the responsibility 
of the supervising officer to ensure a specific investigation plan was formulated. Officer 
C had a conversation about the investigation with Officer B over the radio and then had 
a meeting about the case the following day. Both officers recalled discussing how best 
to go forward, how to issue Mr Dhillon with a PIN and what lines of enquiry were 
needed. The national guidance was that an investigation plan should be documented. 
While Officer C left the supervisory plan page blank on the crime record, it appears an 
investigation plan was formulated verbally with Officer B, albeit not recorded formally. 
Officer C, as a response sergeant, was required to deal with a number of different 
incidents every day, and did offer some supervision to Officer B in these 
circumstances.  

However, it is the quality and impact of the supervision Officer C undertook that we 
believed was a cause for concern. Having endorsed Officer B’s plans to deal with Mr 
Dhillon by issuing a PIN, Officer C accepted that ‘the buck stopped’ with him. The 
course of action he agreed with Officer B, for which he was ultimately responsible, was 
contrary to Northumbria Police’s procedure on stalking and harassment; local 
procedure does state that authorising a PIN came down to the supervising officer. 

> Officer D 

> Allegations 

It is alleged that Officer D may have breached the standards of professional behaviour. 

1. It is alleged that Officer D failed to appropriately investigate Miss Ruggles report 
and failed to take positive action. 

Unsatisfactory performance. Officer D will attend an Unsatisfactory Performance 
Procedure  (UPP) level 1 meeting. 

2. It is alleged that Officer D dealt with Miss Ruggles in a discourteous manner. 

No case to answer for misconduct  
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> Summary of rationale 

Allegation 1: Failed to investigate and failed to take positive action 

The evidence shows that Officer D dealt with Miss Ruggles’ report on 7 October 2016 
in isolation; she recorded a new crime for harassment but did not recognise the 
continuing course of conduct by Mr Dhillon. The evidence shows Officer D had three 
separate telephone discussions with Miss Ruggles; the latter two as a result of her 
failing to obtain sufficient information in the initial and subsequent calls.  After she 
recorded the incident as harassment and completed the crime record and domestic 
violence records, Officer D appears to have taken no further action. The evidence 
shows she did not contact Officer B to make him aware of the development, did not 
update his ongoing crime record or link the two incidents together; in fact, it appears 
she did not complete any lines of enquiry. National and local procedure on domestic 
abuse highlight the duty an officer has to take positive action. 

Officer D acknowledged seeking Miss Ruggles’ views on how she wanted police to 
progress matters. This appears to have been based on a misapprehension regarding 
the correct course of action to follow in such circumstances; her rationale being that 
what a victim wanted was the correct course of action and this was because 
Northumbria Police was ‘victim led.’ This approach is contrary to national guidance on 
domestic abuse, which stated officers should not ask victims if they require a suspect 
to be arrested and the decision to arrest a suspect lies with the officer. Northumbria 
Police has no such policy or procedure on ‘victim-led’ policing. The IOPC considered 
that, even if Miss Ruggles had indicated she did not want Mr Dhillon to be arrested, 
Officer D appears to have just accepted that as the end of the matter and took no 
positive action or put any other measures in place. There is no evidence she explored 
the possibility of a victimless prosecution/evidence led prosecution.  

APP states police officers have a duty to take positive action when dealing with 
domestic abuse incidents. This will often mean making an arrest, providing the grounds 
exist and it is a necessary and proportionate response. It appears the grounds to arrest 
Mr Dhillon did exist in this instance, even if to have done so was contrary to Miss 
Ruggles’ wishes. The guidance states that in some situations, other positive 
approaches may be more appropriate; however, officers must be able to justify not 
making an arrest.  It does not appear that Officer D put any other actions in place in 
lieu of arresting Mr Dhillon and her only justification for not initiating an arrest was that 
Miss Ruggles did not want it. One positive step she could have carried out was to 
complete the DASH risk assessment and then referred Miss Ruggles to support 
services. 

Despite their three conversations, Officer D did not ask the questions necessary to 
complete the DASH risk assessment; instead, she used the answers Officer B had 
completed on the previous DASH assessment as in her view ‘nothing had changed.’ 
The evidence shows that the situation had changed as Mr Dhillon had made further 
contact with Miss Ruggles. This resulted in Officer D failing to provide Miss Ruggles 
with an opportunity to answer those questions. Northumbria Police’s procedure on 
stalking and harassment states that officers must ask victims of stalking and 
harassment the additional 11 questions on the DASH form. Northumbria Police’s 
procedure on domestic incidents states that, while completing the DASH, officers must 
encourage the victim to give explicit consent for referral to support services and sign 
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the form as appropriate. Officer D also did not discuss support services with Miss 
Ruggles and did not follow the relevant policies and procedures regarding the 
completion of DASH risk assessments. 

The report outlines how Officer D appeared to show a lack of understanding when it 
came to dealing with crimes of harassment, believing that what Miss Ruggles was 
reporting was a new crime and not a continuation of the ongoing crime. In our opinion 
such a fundamental lack of understanding of the circumstances did not explain or 
justify the seeming absence of Officer D taking any appropriate, positive action. Her 
inaction and failure to follow policies and procedures meant that the escalation in Mr 
Dhillon’s behaviour towards Miss Ruggles was not flagged with Officer B, denying him 
(and Northumbria Police in general) the opportunity to make provisions to safeguard 
her welfare, whether through arresting Mr Dhillon or by other means. 

Allegation 2: Officer D dealt with Miss Ruggles in a discourteous manner 

The telephone conversations between Officer D and Miss Ruggles were not recorded. 
It appears from accounts given by Miss Ruggles’ sister and mother that she had 
previously formed a positive view of her contact with Northumbria Police, largely 
following her dealings with Officer B. The investigation report details conflicting 
recollections/interpretations of Officer D’s telephone contact with Miss Ruggles; Officer 
D maintains that she was courteous and non-confrontational towards Miss Ruggles. 
Her mother explained Miss Ruggles told her Officer D had asked “what do you want us 
to do, arrest him?” with emphasis on ‘arrest’ as if it was a ridiculous thing to expect. 
Miss Ruggles’ sister recalled that Alice told her Officer D had asked “do you want him 
locked up?” and had said her contact with Officer D had been awful and she was made 
to feel like she was being a burden. Their mother explained Miss Ruggles had been 
made to feel like she was being ridiculous and wasting police time. Officer D confirmed 
she did ask Miss Ruggles if she wanted police to arrest Mr Dhillon and if she wanted to 
make a statement, but not in the ways described by her mother and sister.  

National guidance on domestic abuse incidents stated that officers should not ask 
victims if they want the police to make an arrest. The accounts of Miss Ruggles’ sister 
and mother indicate that she had been left unhappy and dissatisfied following her 
dealings with Officer D. In the decision makers opinion, what was clear was that Miss 
Ruggles was left confused by their conversations as she sent an email afterwards to 
Officer B explaining how she had contacted the police but “it wasn’t clear what next 
steps” she should have taken. In the IOPC’s opinion, this was perhaps supporting 
evidence of a lack of clarity rather than any degree of discourtesy.  Having considered 
the report and supporting evidence, it was not possible for us to be conclusive with any 
degree of certainty as to whether Officer D dealt with Miss Ruggles in a discourteous 
manner. 

> Call Hander A 

> Allegations 
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It is alleged that Call Handler A may have breached the standards of professional 
behaviour. 

1. It is alleged that it was inappropriate of Call Handler A to ask Miss Ruggles to 
decide how her report of harassment was to be progressed by Northumbria 
Police 

 No further action 

2. It is alleged that Call Handler A failed to elicit sufficient information from Miss 
Ruggles to grade her call in line with Northumbria Police’s call handling 
procedure. 

No further action 

3. It is alleged that Call Handler A failed to record all relevant information provided 
by Miss Ruggles on the incident log. 

No further action 

> Summary of rationale 

In respect of all three allegations 

We did consider Call Handler A’s actions against the allegations contained in their 
Notice of Investigation and the evidence presented in the investigator’s report.  

Call Handler A was treated as a subject in the investigation. However, as Call Handler 
A no longer works for Northumbria Police, no formal determinations as to whether or 
not there is a case to answer can or should be made in relation to Call Handler A. In 
these circumstances, the IOPC could not ask the appropriate authority to make any 
determinations in respect of these matters. 

 


