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In the Matter of The Police (Conduct) Regulations 2020 
 

 
Officer Name:- Christopher TIERNEY  
  
Rank:- POLICE CONSTABLE 4069 
 
Name of complainants/interested parties (If appropriate)  
 
 
Case reference number:   PSD/CM/17/20 

 
 

You are hereby given notification of the outcome of misconduct proceedings which relate to 
your alleged breach of the Standards of Professional Behaviour.  Details are as follows: 
 
Misconduct Hearing / Meeting 
 
Dates of misconduct proceedings:  18 - 20 May 2022  
 
Location:- Ormskirk Police Station, 1 Derby Street, Ormskirk, L39 2BJ 
 
Person or persons conducting misconduct hearing  
 
LQC/Chair:- MR KARIMULLA AKBAR KHAN 
 
Independent member:- MISS SUSAN KNOWLES 
 
Police member:- SUPERINTENDENT ABID KHAN  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

RESTRICTED (when complete) 
 
Notification of Outcome of Misconduct Proceedings regarding 

allegations of breaches of the Standards of Professional 
Behaviour; other than senior officers.  

 
Regulation 43 Police (Conduct) Regulations 2020. 
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SUMMARY BACKGROUND  
 
1. This matter arises from the alleged inappropriate behaviour of PC Christopher Tierney 
(the subject ‘officer’) towards 9 female officers (referred to as ‘female colleagues A-L’), 8 
of whom were student officers at the time of the allegations. All of the female officers are 
younger than the subject officer.   
 
1.1. The Appropriate Authority (‘AA’) alleges in their Regulation 30 Notice filed pursuant 
to the Police (Conduct) Regulations 2020 that between 2015 and 2020 the officer used 
the workplace to instigate, or to attempt to instigate, sexual and/or emotional 
relationships with female colleagues A-L. He did this by offering to provide them with 
assistance, approaching them via social media, inviting them to meet for coffee/a brew, 
making personal/sexual compliments about their attractiveness and/or kissing them or 
trying to kiss them. The AA alleges that the officer treated those female colleagues 
disrespectfully and discourteously and his actions led to colleagues believing him to be a 
bit creepy, a ‘player’, and to make them feel uncomfortable. His actions also created 
workplace friction. 
 
1.2. The AA asserts that such conduct breached the Standards of Professional 
Behaviour relating to Authority, Respect and Courtesy, Equality and Diversity, Orders 
and Instructions, Duties and Responsibilities and Discreditable Conduct, which if proven 
amounts individually and/or collectively to gross misconduct. 
 
1.3. The Panel notes that on 27 April and 3 May 2022, the LQC held two Misconduct pre-
hearings. It was directed that no live evidence was necessary in the interests of justice 
and the Misconduct hearing was listed for three days in duration. An application by the 
officer for the hearing to be held in private was refused by the LQC on the basis that no 
exceptional reason(s) had been advanced to displace the presumption that the hearing 
should be held in public. Following agreement by the AA, the LQC also struck out 
paragraph 52 of the Regulation 30 Notice relating to PC F.      
 
1.4. The Panel wishes to record that Mr. Matthew Holdcroft appeared for the AA. The 
officer attended but was not legally represented, although he was accompanied by a 
Police Federation Representative, Police Sergeant Ian McVety.    
 
 
THE LEGAL FRAMEWORK  
 
1.5. The Panel approached its role in the following structured manner (as required by R 
(on the application of the Chief Constable of Dyfed Powys Police) v Police 
Misconduct Tribunal [2020] EWHC 2032 (Admin):  
 

• To ascertain the facts (whether as admitted or found proven). 
• To ascertain whether the facts as determined by the Panel, constitute a breach of 

the Standards of Professional Behaviour, as alleged; 
and, 

• Whether the breach of the Standards of Professional Behaviour amount to 
Misconduct or Gross Misconduct? 

• What Disciplinary Action (sanction) is appropriate?    
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1.6. In deciding matters of fact, the Panel is fully cognisant that the AA brings the case 
and the burden of proof of proving the allegations rests with the AA. The standard of 
proof in misconduct proceedings is the civil standard of the balance of probabilities; what 
is more likely than not. The seriousness of the allegation of misconduct and/or the 
seriousness of the consequences for the officer do not require a different standard of 
proof, merely appropriately careful consideration by the Panel before it is satisfied of the 
matter which has to be established.  
 
1.7. The inherent probability or improbability of the conduct occurring is itself a matter to 
be taken into account when deciding whether, on the balance of probabilities, the 
conduct occurred. In making a decision whether the alleged conduct is proven or not, the 
persons conducting or chairing will need to exercise reasonable judgment and give 
appropriate careful consideration to the evidence (See Paragraphs 9.10/9.11. of the 
Home Office Guidance 2020).  
 
THE FACTS AS ASCERTAINED BY THE PANEL (whether admitted or found 
proven)   
 
1.8. As previously directed the Panel heard no live evidence from any witnesses but 
relied upon the written evidence and documentation in the case file. The officer chose to 
give live evidence limited to the context of the racist messages he admitted sending to 
PC H stated at paragraph 64(i)-(xxii) of the Regulation 30 Notice. 
 
1.9. In his Regulation 31 Response, the officer admitted the factual allegations save for 
paragraph 52 of the Regulation 30 Notice in relation to PC F which was subsequently 
struck out by the LQC, leaving formal admissions by the officer to all the remaining 
Regulation 30 allegations.   
 
1.10. In light of developments, and based on the full admissions made by the officer to all 
the factual allegations, the Panel finds the Regulation 30 Notice proven.  
 
 
TO ASCERTAIN WHETHER THE FACTS AS DETERMINED BY THE PANEL 
CONSTITUTE A BREACH OF THE STANDARDS OF PROFESSIONAL BEHAVIOUR  
 
1.11. The Panel has considered the facts and is mindful that, in considering this 
question, it will need to exercise reasonable judgement and give appropriate and careful 
consideration to the evidence.  
 
1.12. The Panel is also aware that when applying the Standards of Professional 
Behaviour in any decision or misconduct hearing they shall be applied in a reasonable, 
transparent, objective, proportionate and fair manner and that the procedures are 
intended to encourage a culture of learning and development for individuals and the 
organisation. Disciplinary action has a part, when circumstances require this, but all 
outcomes should include learning opportunities [see 2020 Home Office Guidance, para 
2.9]. The Panel also notes that the nature of the Office of Constable means that all police 
officers are in a position of trust and authority in relation to members of the public.  
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1.13. Turning to the Standards of Professional Behaviour engaged in these proceedings, 
these are set out below:   
 
Authority, Respect & Courtesy  
 
1.14. According to this Standard an officer will act with self-control and tolerance, treating 
members of the public and colleagues with respect and courtesy.  
 
1.15. The AA alleges that the officer failed to act in a professional manner that might 
damage both his reputation and that of the policing service; that he pursued sexual 
relationships with female colleagues that he had met while performing his role as a police 
officer and/or utilised power imbalances to engage in sexualised behaviour with female 
colleagues junior to himself and/or failed to treat his colleagues with either respect or 
courtesy.  
 
1.16. The officer gave evidence at the hearing that he was in a toxic relationship with PC 
H. He provided the Panel with several examples of messages he said PC H sent to him 
which sought to illustrate that they sent each other disrespectful messages of a similar 
nature which he said were innocuous. These included calling him ‘Hitler’, ‘White boy’ and 
saying ‘Go and elope with one of your own’.  
 
1.17. The Panel was told that PC H had sexually assaulted the officer. This was not in 
his Regulation 31 Response. He also said that PC H had wrongfully driven a vehicle on a 
provisional driving licence without insurance. He accepted he did not report this latter 
matter to a superior.  

 
 
 
 
 

     
 
1.18. The officer further stated that while he accepted the public would likely find his 
messages breached the Standard of Authority, Respect and Courtesy, he did not 
consider that PC H would have felt them inappropriate given the nature of their 
relationship. However, on later reflection the officer changed his mind and informed the 
Panel that he fully accepted that his conduct did breach the Standard of Authority, 
Respect and Courtesy towards PC H.  
 
1.19. In light of the officer’s admissions to paragraphs 9,13,14, 23, 24, 25, 26, 31, 51, 52, 
38, 40, 41, 44, 47, 48, 53, 57, 58, 59, 60, 61, 64, 65 and 66 of the Regulation 30 Notice, 
the Panel finds a breach of the Standard of Professional Behaviour relating to Authority, 
Respect and Courtesy.     
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Equality and Diversity 
 
1.20. According to this Standard an officer will act with fairness and impartiality and will 
not discriminate unlawfully or unfairly. The AA alleges that the officer’s behaviour in 
sending PC H numerous racist messages as alleged at paragraph 64 of the Regulation 
30 Notice breached this Standard. In light of the officer’s full admission to the factual 
allegations, the Panel finds a breach of the Standard of Professional Behaviour relating 
to Equality and Diversity. 
 
Orders and Instructions     
 
1.21. According to this Standard an officer will give and carry out lawful orders and will 
abide by police Regulations. The AA alleges that the officer utilised police systems for 
personal reasons and/or not for policing purposes on 22 separate occasions. In light of 
the officer’s factual admissions to paragraphs 42, 43, 54 and 63 of the Regulation 30 
Notice, the Panel finds a breach of the Standard of Professional Behaviour relating to 
Orders and Instructions. 
 
Duties and Responsibilities  
 
1.22. According to this Standard an officer will be diligent in the exercise of their duties 
and responsibilities. The AA alleges that the officer while on duty in a marked police car 
collected PC E who was off duty attending a party at a friend’s house. In light of the 
officer’s factual admissions to paragraph 35 of the Regulation 30 Notice, the Panel finds 
a breach of the Standard of Professional Behaviour relating to Duties and 
Responsibilities.  
 
Discreditable Conduct      
  
1.23. According to this Standard an officer will behave in a manner, whether on or off 
duty, which does not bring discredit on the police service or undermine public confidence 
in policing. The AA alleges that the officer’s conduct has discredited the policing service 
and/or undermined public confidence in it. In light of the officer’s full admissions to the 
factual allegations the Panel finds a breach of the Standard of Professional Behaviour 
relating to Discreditable Conduct.   
 
 
WHETHER THE BREACH OF THE STANDARDS OF PROFESSIONAL BEHAVIOUR 
AMOUNTS TO MISCONDUCT OR GROSS MISCONDUCT?  
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         
1.24. In light of the proven multiple breaches of the Standards of Professional Behaviour 
the Panel went on to consider the issue of seriousness of the proven conduct to 
determine whether the proven conduct amounts to ‘misconduct’ or ‘gross misconduct’. In 
undertaking this task, the Panel is mindful that ‘Misconduct’ is defined as ‘a breach of the 
Standards of Professional Behaviour’ that is so serious as to justify disciplinary action’ 
and ‘Gross Misconduct’ is defined as a breach of the Standards of Professional 
Behaviour that is so serious as to justify dismissal.  
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1.25. The Panel is aware that the officer has made admissions in respect of the severity 
of the breach concerning each of the Standards of Professional Behaviour engaged in 
this case. Regarding the Standards of Authority, Respect and Courtesy, Equality and 
Diversity and Discreditable Conduct the officer has admitted to the level of gross 
misconduct. In respect of the Standards of Orders and Instructions and Duties and 
Responsibilities the officer has admitted to the level of misconduct only.      
 
1.26. Notwithstanding the officer’s own assessment, the Panel went onto assess the 
seriousness or severity of the proven conduct based on the findings in line with the 
College of Policing Guidance. In doing so, the Panel is aware that assessment of this 
issue is to be informed by consideration of the officer’s culpability for the misconduct, the 
harm caused by the misconduct, and the existence of any aggravating and mitigating 
factors.  
 
1.27. In terms of culpability, the Panel finds the officer is solely responsible for his own 
misconduct. The findings show that his conduct was intentional, deliberate, targeted and 
planned over a long period of time. He adopted a ‘modus operandi’ aimed at targeting 
younger female officers in service with the sole aim of instigating, or attempting to 
instigate sexual and or emotional relationships with them by initially targeting them 
through social media and the invitation of a coffee or a brew.  
 
1.28. He accessed police systems for his own personal gain to find out the contact 
details of female colleagues without any policing purpose on 22 separate occasions. As 
the College of Policing Guidance notes ‘under no circumstances should anyone access 
or use police information for personal benefit’. He also used a marked police vehicle 
while on duty for personal reasons.   
 
1.29. At the relevant time of his misconduct, he was a senior member of a team in 
relation to the 9 junior female colleagues. This situation created an imbalance of power 
which should have been managed in full equality through a respectful and courteous 
manner by adherence to the Standards of Professional Behaviour. Instead, the officer 
abused this position of trust and seniority to prey on junior female colleagues for his own 
sexual and emotional gratification.   
 
1.30. The impact of the harm of his behaviour towards the affected female colleagues 
and PC H in particular is serious given she was vulnerable and receiving treatment for 

 which he was aware of. He sent her repeated racist, demeaning and 
offensive messages such as ‘You’re an Arab peasant’ ‘Press 1 to order explosives, press 
2 for flight manifests and press 3 for assistance burning American flags’ and ‘Just do it. 
you’re female. Arab. You’ll get it on diversity alone’. His behaviour amounted to unlawful 
discrimination.  
 
1.31. He adopted an approach of coercive control to maintain the relationship with PC H. 
In her written evidence, PC H stated ‘When I confronted him [the officer] about the push 
and pull dynamic, or my wish to cut contact due to his refusal to be in an official 
relationship with me he would state that I was ungrateful and unappreciative of 
everything he had done for me and that I was childish to block him'. She also stated ‘I 
began to become depressed and felt trapped in a never-ending cycle. If I ignored Chris’ 
messages, he would feign an illness or state that he was suicidal so that I would talk to 
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him. I became stuck in a cycle that I could not break free from and was emotionally 
dependent on him’.    
 
1.32. There was also harm caused by the impact of his behaviour on his wider 
colleagues who felt uncomfortable around him, His behaviour earned him the reputation 
of being a bit creepy and a player which he acknowledges. His actions created 
workplace friction between colleagues as he sought to lie about his activities and cover 
up his duplicity amongst the different female colleagues who he treated disrespectfully 
and discourteously.  
 
1.33. The Panel finds there is clear harm caused to the reputation of the Lancashire 
Police Force. The officer’s conduct will undoubtedly significantly damage public 
confidence in policing among the wider public but will be felt keenly especially by 
vulnerable communities given the disgraceful discriminatory attitudes shown by him 
towards ethnic communities, especially persons of the Islamic faith, and woman and 
girls.          
  
1.34. In terms of aggravating factors present in this case, the Panel finds several factors 
present. These are targeting, or taking deliberate or predatory steps, malign intent for 
sexual or personal advantage, abuse of trust and authority, concealing wrongdoing and 
attempting to blame others, regular, repeated and sustained behaviour, continuing the 
behaviour when he should have realised that it was improper, psychological impact on 
PC H, vulnerability of PC H, multiple victims, unlawful discrimination, significant deviation 
from force policies, scale and depth of national concern about policing attitudes 
regarding racism and treatment of vulnerable communities, including women and girls, 
multiple breaches of the Standards of Professional Behaviour.    
 
1.35. In terms of mitigating factors, the only relevant factor present is that the officer 
made early open admissions which has avoided the need for the female officers to give 
evidence and be cross-examined.     
 
1.36. In light of the above considerations, the Panel finds the officer’s culpability to be 
very high and assesses the seriousness of the breaches of the Standards of Professional 
behaviour to amount to Gross Misconduct.    
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PANEL’S FINDINGS ON OUTCOME/SANCTION  
 
1.37. The Panel heard submissions from the AA and the officer concerning the 
appropriate and proportionate outcome in light of the Panel’s determination of gross 
misconduct.   
 
1.38.  Before turning to set out the outcome for the officer, the Panel wishes to first 
explain its approach by identifying some overarching considerations it has borne in mind.  
 
Overarching Considerations 
 
1.39. In approaching its decision making regarding an appropriate and proportionate 
sanction for the officer the Panel has considered the submissions, together with the 
officer’s record of police service in accordance with Regulation 42(14)(a) of the Police 
(Conduct) Regulations 2020. The Panel has also paid close attention to the general 
framework for assessing ‘Outcome’ set out in the College of Policing Guidance on 
Outcomes in Police Misconduct Proceedings (‘the guidance’). Of particular importance, 
are the following paragraphs in the guidance: 
 
At para 1.2: the guidance sets out the purpose of the misconduct regime as follows:  
 
“Police Officers exercise significant powers. The Misconduct regime is a key part of the 
accountability framework for the use of these powers. Outcomes should be sufficient to 
demonstrate the individual accountability for any abuse or misuse of police powers if 
public confidence in the police service is to be maintained. They must also be imposed 
fairly and proportionately.”    
 
At para 2.3, the three-fold purpose is explained: 
 

• Maintaining public confidence in and the reputation of the police service 
• Upholding high standards in policing and deterring misconduct  
• Protecting the public  

 
1.40. In the context of the purpose of professional disciplinary proceedings the Panel is 
aware this is drawn from established case-law:  
 
In Bolton v Law Society [1994] 1 WLR 512   
Sir Thomas Bingham MR (as he then was) stated “A profession’s most valuable asset is 
its collective reputation and the confidence which that inspires” 
 
 
In R (Green) v Police Complaints Authority [2004] UKHL 6   Lord Carswell stated in 
relation to the police service: 
 
“Public confidence in the police is a factor of great importance in the maintenance of law 
and order in the manner which we regard as appropriate in our polity. If citizens feel that 
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improper behaviour on the part of officers is left unchecked and they are not held 
accountable for it in a suitable manner, that confidence will be eroded”.    
 
1.41. At para 2.10 of the guidance, it is noted that misconduct proceedings are not 
designed to punish police officers. As stated by Lord Justice Laws in the decision of 
Rashid v GMC [2007] 1WLR 1460 “The Panel is centrally concerned with the reputation 
or standing of the profession rather than the punishment of the doctor”.   
 
That said, at paragraph 2.11. the guidance acknowledges: 
 
“The outcome imposed can have a punitive effect, however, and therefore should be no 
more than is necessary to satisfy the purpose of the proceedings. Consider less severe 
outcomes before more severe outcomes. Always choose the least severe outcome which 
deals adequately with the issues identified while protecting the public interest. If an 
outcome is necessary to satisfy the purpose of the proceedings, impose it even where 
this would lead to difficulties for the individual officer”.     
 
At paras 4.5-4.6, the guidance advises that, when considering outcome, a Panel should: 
 
“4.5……first assess the seriousness of the misconduct, taking account of any 
aggravating or mitigating factors and the officer’s record of service. The most important 
purpose of imposing disciplinary sanctions is to maintain public confidence in and the 
reputation of the policing profession as a whole. This dual objective must take 
precedence over the specific impact that the sanction has on the individual whose 
misconduct is being sanctioned.  
 
4.6 Consider personal mitigation such as testimonials and references after assessing the 
seriousness of the conduct.”    
 
At para 6.3 of the guidance regarding the scope of personal mitigation, it states:  
 
“Consider any personal mitigation advanced by the officer when deciding on the 
appropriate outcome. Such mitigation may include whether the officer has shown 
remorse, acted out of character or made a significant contribution to the police service.  
 
1.42.  The Panel also wishes to recall paragraph 2.9 of the 2020 Home Office Guidance 
which states:  
 
“Disciplinary action has a part, when circumstances require this, but all outcomes should 
include learning opportunities”.  
 
1.43. In distilling these important principles to reach an appropriate and proportionate 
outcome for the officer, the Panel is aware of the importance of following the three stage 
structured approach explained by Mr Justice Popplewell in the decision of Fuglers LLP v 
SRA [2014] subsequently reaffirmed by the High Court in the decision of His Honour 
Judge Pelling QC in the Chief Constable of Greater Manchester Police v Police 
Misconduct Tribunal (Roscoe - Interested Party) [13 November 2018] and in R (on 
the application of Chief Constable West Midlands Police) and Panel Chair, Police 
Misconduct Panel and ‘Officer A’ [2020] EWHC 1400.  
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1.44. The three stages are to assess the seriousness of the misconduct; to keep in mind 
the purpose of imposing sanctions; and, to choose the sanction which most appropriately 
fulfils that purpose for the seriousness of the conduct in question.  
 
1.45. Turning first to the issue of seriousness of the proven conduct, the Panel is aware 
that this is to be assessed based on the officer’s culpability for the misconduct; the harm 
caused by his misconduct and the existence of any aggravating and mitigating factors 
relevant to the conduct.  
 
1.46. The Panel has already considered the first stage of determining seriousness in the 
context of its severity assessment and adopts its earlier reasoning here. As the Panel 
noted it views the officer’s level of culpability and harm to be very high.  
 
1.47. Turning to the records of Police Service for the officer, the Panel notes that he is of 
good character. The records show that he joined Lancashire Police on 20 August 2007 
and was a Special Constable prior to this. He has received two Divisional Commanders 
Commendations, namely, in December 2015 and 2018 and one further nomination for a 
Divisional Commanders Commendation in 2019.  
 
1.48. The Panel has received several testimonials on his behalf. They paint a picture of a 
committed and dedicated officer with a high work ethic. By way of example, Police 
Sergeant Hardman with whom the officer had worked with in 2018/19 stated ‘His 
commitment to his work is commendable … I would often comment that I wished all 
officers had the drive and commitment he did around performance and locking up the 
bad guys and girls’. Inspector Plummer stated ‘Chris has always demonstrated a high 
work ethic and was a keen, enthusiastic officer with a passion for proactive policing when 
I worked with him’. PC Michelle Marshall stated ‘Having worked with Chris I can report 
that he is an extremely hardworking police officer. Chris is always professional and polite 
when dealing with members of the public. Chris treats people fairly and with respect’.  
 
1.49. These testimonials clearly paint a picture of a highly competent operational officer 
which is in direct contrast to the admissions he has made to several breaches of the 
Standards of Professional Behaviour amounting to gross misconduct. In considering the 
appropriate weight to place on personal mitigation provided, the Panel has been guided 
by the decision of Holroyde J in the case of Williams v The Police Appeals Tribunal 
[2016] EWHC 2708. The judgment makes it clear that the weight to be attached to 
personal mitigation in any particular case is necessarily limited. Accordingly, the Panel 
has attached limited weight to them.  
 
1.50. The Panel next turned to consider the purpose of imposing sanctions. In this 
regard, the Panel is aware that the most important purpose of imposing disciplinary 
sanctions is to maintain public confidence in and the reputation of the policing profession 
as a whole. This dual objective must take precedence over the specific impact that the 
sanction has on the individual whose misconduct is being sanctioned.  
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1.51. In terms of maintaining public confidence in and the reputation of the police service 
the public would be rightly concerned that the officer has acted in a discriminatory and 
predatory manner, accessing personal data for non-policing purposes and using a police 
vehicle for personal reasons without authority. He was an experienced officer with some 
8 years in service when his misconduct first started with PC E and PC G and knew very 
well what he was doing by using the imbalance of power in the workplace to instigate, or 
attempt to instigate sexual or emotional relationships with junior female colleagues.  
 
1.52. Taking these matters into account, the public would no doubt be concerned about 
the risk of reoccurrence. In considering the risk of reoccurrence and the protection of the 
public, the Panel notes that the officer has shown very little contrition or insight regarding 
his conduct and has actually sought to use the hearing to blame PC H, a vulnerable 
individual for his own misconduct.  
 
1.53. Taking the Panel’s findings into account and the officer’s explanations, the Panel 
has no confidence that the public can feel any reassurance that there will be no 
reoccurrence of his behaviour in the future or that he will adhere to the Standards of 
Professional Behaviour expected from him. His behaviour has been deplorable and 
disgraceful. There can be no place for him in a Police Service that has a duty to protect 
the public by being fair and impartial and giving a selfless service.      
 
1.54. These proceedings look forward and are designed to protect the public, deter future 
misconduct and maintain the reputation of the policing profession. The Panel has 
carefully taken into account all the relevant factors in the circumstances of the officer 
taking care to not ‘double count’. It has considered amongst other factors, the 
seriousness of the conduct, the harm caused to the reputation of the policing service, 
any remorse and insights shown about his individual conduct, and the likelihood of any 
harm manifesting itself in the future.  
 
1.55. Overall, the Panel finds that Dismissal without Notice is the only appropriate and 
proportionate outcome to reflect the serious circumstances of the officer’s misconduct 
and to maintain public confidence in and respect for the policing service.   
 
   

Legally Qualified Chairperson chairing the misconduct proceedings: 
 
 
Signature:  Karimulla Akbar Khan  
   Mr. karimulla Akbar Khan 
     
Date:   20 May 2022  
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