
 
Could you please provide details of how many complaints have been made regarding policing at football 
matches since the start of August 2013. I would like the information broken down by individual complaint 
and provided as a spreadsheet please. 
 
For each complaint could you please provide where possible: 
The date of the incident to which the complaint refers 
The match taking place 
What the complaint was 
The outcome of the complaint 
 
Please see the attached document.  
 
Unfortunately we are unable to provide full descriptions therefore redactions have been applied by virtue 
of by virtue of Section 40(2) Personal Information. 
 
Additionally we are unable to provide details of ongoing investigations as this information is exempt by 
virtue of Section 30(1) Investigations and Section 31(1)(2) Law Enforcement. 
 
Please see Appendix A for the full legislative explanation. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Appendix A 
 
 
The Freedom of Information Act 2000 creates a statutory right of access to information held by public 
authorities.  A public authority in receipt of a request must, if permitted, state under Section 1(a) of  the 
Act, whether it holds the requested information and, if held, then communicate that information  to the 
applicant under Section 1(b) of the Act.  
  
The right of access to information is not without exception and is subject to a number of exemptions 
which are designed to enable public authorities to withhold information that is unsuitable for release.   
Importantly the Act is designed to place information into the public domain, that is, once access to  
information is granted to one person under the Act, it is then considered public information and must  be 
communicated to any individual should a request be received.  
  
DECISION  
  
This letter serves as a Refusal Notice under Section 17 of the Freedom of Information Act 2000.    
  
Section 17 of the Act provides:  
  
(1)  A public authority which, in relation to any request for information, is to any extent relying on a  claim 
that information is exempt information must, within the time for complying with Section 1(1),  give the 
applicant a notice which:-  
  
(a) states the fact,  
(b) specifies the exemption in question, and  
(c) states (if that would not otherwise be apparent) why the exemption applies.  
  
REASONS FOR DECISION  
  
The reason that we are unable to provide you with this information is covered by the following 
exemption(s):  
 
S31(1)(2) – Investigations and Proceedings Conducted by the Public Authority 
 
Section 31 is a qualified, prejudice based exemption and there is a requirement to conduct a harm and 
public interest test.  
 
Harm 
To release details of investigations which are currently ongoing could potentially undermine any 
proceedings to determine whether the law has been broken or whether any person is responsible for 
improper conduct. It is important that public authorities have the space to fully investigate any allegations 
of improper conduct without fear of any speculation entering the public domain and undermining the 
investigation. 
 
Factors favouring disclosure: 
Disclosure would provide a full representation of conduct and complaint cases and maintain public 
confidence in the force’s ability to deal with such investigations appropriately and responsibly. Disclosure 
would also promote greater openness and transparency. 
 
Factors favouring non-disclosure 
Some of the information requested is subject to an ongoing investigation and therefore to disclose this 
information could prejudice any proceedings which may arise. It is important that public authorities have 
the space to fully investigate any allegations of improper conduct and that all investigative material is 
protected. 
 
 
 



 
Section 30(1) – Investigations and proceedings conducted by a public authority. In relation to the 
above qualified exemption I am obliged to conduct a public interest test on the information held and here 
are my considerations: 
 
Factors favouring disclosure  
Disclosure would adhere to the basic principle of being open and transparent and would allow for a more 
accurate public debate. 
 
Factors favouring non-disclosure  
The description is an account given by the reporting person at the time the allegation is reported. If we 
were to disclose full description details and information relating to ongoing investigations it has the 
potential to undermine any potential criminal proceedings which could arise. 
 
Balancing Test: 
The Police Service is tasked with enforcing the law and protecting the community we serve and there is 
a public interest argument in ensuring we are open and transparent with regard to policing investigations. 
The ability of West Yorkshire Police to conduct such enquiries is crucial to the principles of prevention 
and detection of crime and internal conduct. It is therefore our opinion that the balance lies in favour of 
non-disclosure of the information at this time.  
 
 
Section 40(2) - Personal Information  
 
Section 40 is an absolute and class based exemption and so requires no harm or public interest test to 
be undertaken. 
 
To disclose full details of how the injury was sustained or where individuals are based as this would 
breach principle 1 (lawfulness, fairness and transparency) of the Data Protection Act 2018. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Case
Case 
Recorded

Case
Case 
Status

Case
Case Result Description

Allegation
Summary

Allegation
Type Description

12/08/2013 Finalised Local Resolution - by Division

Complainant was walking through Huddersfield town centre when he was surrounded by a number of Huddersfield Town and Bradford City football fans.  He continued 
walking away when he was approached from behind by a mounted police officer and was told to move on.  He states as he turned round to speak with the officer he was 
knocked over, the police horse then moved and stood on complainant's leg. Other assault

23/08/2013 Finalised Not Upheld - by Division
Complainant was arrested for allegedly causing damage to a plastic chair whilst watching a football match at Elland Road.  He alleges that his arrest was unlawful and his 
subsequent detention were unlawful. Unlawful/unnecessary arrest or detention

07/01/2014 Finalised Withdrawn - by Force
Complainant alleges that whilst officers were trying to disperse a crowd following a football match, mounted officer forced his horse onto the pavement and knocked the 
complainants disabled over. Other neglect or failure in duty

06/05/2015 Finalised Withdrawn - by Force

Complainant and her , attended at the Leeds United v Norwich football match.  During the match, officers spoke with a Norwich fan and the 
complainant took exception to this telling the officers to leave the fan alone and 'fuck off'.The complainant was asked to leave by the officers. She alleges that officers 

  The complainant pushed the officer away at which point she was pulled backwards by officers, onto a concrete stairway 
and pushed up against a wall. Other assault

30/11/2015 Finalised Local Resolution - by Division
Complainant attended the Huddersfield v Middlesbrough football match on 28th November 2015. He is dissatsified with the decision to use a cordon to escort and then hold 
fans in the Boy and Barrel pub before escorting them to the stadium. The complainant considers this was excessive and unjustified. Oppressive conduct or harassment

04/12/2017 Finalised Not Upheld - by PSD

The complainant alleges that whilst attending a football match, Huddersfield v Man Utd an officer forcibly pushed his hand into the complainants  face, he 
states that this force was unnecessary and excessive.

Other assault

08/12/2017 Finalised Not Upheld - by PSD complains that an officer was unecessarily rude and aggressive to him after a football match, Leeds v Aston Villa causing him to feel intimidated. Oppressive conduct or harassment

25/01/2018 Finalised Local Resolution - by PSD

The complainant,  states that he attended at Huddersfield on 13.01.2018 to watch the football match between Huddersfield Town and West Ham United.As he 
approached the ring road he saw officers with batons drawn who appeared to be escorting West Ham fans.As he approached with a group of other fans, officers proceeded to 
hold the group for approximately 35 minutes and he was then issued with a Dispersal Notice for a period of 6 hours.  Around 30 people in total were issued with a Dispersal 
Notice states that 

Lack of fairness and impartiality

19/02/2018 Finalised Local Resolution - by PSD

The complainant alleges that;There were no grounds for the officer to issue you with a dispersal notice.Identifying you as a supporter of Huddersfield Town Football Club and 
being present with other supporters is not sufficient to issue you with a dispersal notice.No individual assessments were made by officers before issuing you with dispersal 
notice, you were treated collectively as a group which is contrary to the intention of the legislation.There was a lack of communication from the officers as to why you were 
being dispersed which led to concern and worry about what was happening.

Lack of fairness and impartiality

27/02/2018 Finalised Local Resolution - by PSD
Complainant attended the Huddersfield Town v West Ham United football match.  On walking to the ground, he was issued with a dispersal notice.  He complains that it was 
unfair for him to be issued with the notice as he did nothing wrong and was just stood with a group of males. Lack of fairness and impartiality
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