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Complaint to the Independent Police Complaints Commission (IPCC) – 

Recommendation 

 

I recommend that we should submit a formal complaint to the IPCC about the lack of 

response and inaction by Surrey Police relating to the financial safeguarding case in 2016. 

Had they acted on the information received on 4th October regarding the latest cash 

withdrawal made from Tesco Leatherhead on 30th August, then CCTV footage might have 

been available as evidence. By the time they came to ask Tesco in November 2016, they 

were told that Tesco only keep their CCTV footage for 6 weeks (which is still quite a long 

time compared to the usual 30 days). As a result, no evidence on this case was possible. 

A summary of the key correspondence dates is below, and we have a trail of the relevant 

emails that highlight how much we sought guidance and advice on next moves: 

 

21st September:  Police (Becky) visited The Grange regarding the arson offence and 

spoke to Sylwia and Sally about the concerns possibly linking the 

arson with the unexplained cash withdrawals (which at that point had 

not been reported to safeguarding because Sylwia was still collecting 

information). Becky advised that the spreadsheet should be put 

together first, other VL tenants finances should also be looked into, 

and then this information forwarded to the police. 

23rd September: Sylwia notified Safeguarding and CQC of the possible financial abuse 

(SG). She also emailed the police contact centre (FAO Becky) the initial 

spreadsheet listing SG withdrawals. This first version did not contain 

the cash withdrawal made on 30th August – that was added in the 

updated spreadsheet that Sylwia sent to the police on 4th October. 

 NO RESPONSE FROM THE POLICE 

4th October: Sylwia sent an updated version of the SG withdrawals spreadsheet 

through to the police saying that she was available in case they 

needed any further support. 

 NO RESPONSE FROM THE POLICE 

5th October: Sally returned from annual leave and emailed Safeguarding 

requesting a meeting with them and the Police, stating that Sylwia 

had received no response to date from the Police from the 

information sent through. 

6th October: Safeguarding said they would try and get hold of the Police the next 

day. 
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7th October: Safeguarding sent secure messages via Egress to check information 

received and any actions arising from that. 

7th October: PC Hartley responded via email to say that, in his opinion and based 

on the information received, an internal investigation needed to take 

place. No feedback on info sent through, however, or guidance on 

what the investigation should entail. 

 RESPONSE RECEIVED NOT HELPFUL 

11th October: Safeguarding emailed SG’s dad in response to his quest for 

information, to say ‘Whilst the Police are gathering information it is 

not appropriate for any other investigation to happen as this could 

jeopardise any evidence or police enquiries. We are awaiting guidance 

from the Police.’ 

14th October: Sally emailed PC Hartley with lots more information and a proper 

timeline, requesting feedback and guidance.   

 NO RESPONSE RECEIVED FROM THE POLICE 

21st October: Email received from Safeguarding in response to that last email 

(which they had been cc’d on), asking me to let them know if we get 

any feedback from the Police. 

22nd October: Email received from PC Hartley making no reference to the 

information sent through – just to let us know that IB had been 

arrested for questioning on her re-entry to the UK. 

 RESPONSE RECEIVED NOT RELEVANT OR HELPFUL 

25th October: I replied to thank PC Hartley for the update and asking him to provide 

us with feedback to all the information provided re SG financial 

safeguarding. Expressed concern at how increasingly unlikely it would 

be to be able to get hold of CCTV footage the longer it was left. 

 NO RESPONSE RECEIVED FROM THE POLICE 

7th November: Email sent to PC Hartley to update on matters coming to light re SG 

financial safeguarding and asking specifically about Tesco Leatherhead 

CCTV footage. 

 NO RESPONSE RECEIVED FROM THE POLICE 

14th November: Email received from Safeguarding who had updated our CQC 

Inspector. Wording as follows ‘Maalika is in the process of speaking to 

our managers about a meeting to try and get some 

conclusions/direction from the police. We are still needing to be led 

by the police and therefore there is little more we can advise at this 

point. As I explained to Vicky this morning, the process taken by the 
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Police in this case has been unusual requiring The Grange to complete 

a lot of the work.’ 

21st November: Darshika took a call from PC Hartley advising there was insufficient 

evidence to prosecute IB for the arson offence and adding ‘with 

regards to the safeguarding incident, the feedback was: 

1) Tesco held CCTV for 6 weeks and the Coop held CCTV for 13 days – this was no 

longer available when the police went to check 

2) There is less chance of charges being brought to IB on the safeguarding matter due 

to: 

a. The victim having limited verbal communication and therefore unable to 

confirm that the money was stolen by IB 

b. Other staff members had access to the card 

c. Other staff also did not record the money withdrawals 

3) PC Hartley will contact safeguarding with an update on the matter 

 

23rd December: Email received from safeguarding saying ‘apologies if you feel the 

process has been disjointed but there have been issues from the start 

with this safeguarding which have now been addressed and the delay 

in response and approach of the police has also caused issues’. 

 

Summary and rationale for making a formal complaint 

In my view, even if we had only got footage of a staff member on their own withdrawing 

just £100 on 30th August 2016 from Tesco Leatherhead who keep their footage for 6 weeks, 

that would have been sufficient to press charges for the £100 and prevented that person 

from working in care again. The police missed the point completely, and focussed their 

efforts and hopes on the arson offence at the expense of the financial safeguarding. A 10-

minute phone call to Tesco Leatherhead could and should have been made on 4th October 

2016 when the spreadsheet containing that information was received by the Police. It 

wasn’t, and therefore the opportunity to obtain any solid evidence at all was missed. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sally Lines OBE, 13th February 2017 


