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IN THE MATTER OF POLICE (CONDUCT) REGULATIONS 2012 

 

Gloucestershire Constabulary  

-v- 

Former Officer T/DC 2317 Jonathan Eaton 

 

 

1. The Panel sat on January 10th and January 11th at Gloucester Police Headquarters, 
Gloucester.  The Panel was chaired by Peter Cadman, Solicitor, sitting with Mr. Tim 
Smith (independent Panel member) and Detective Superintendent Steve Bean.   

2. The Appropriate Authority was represented by Mr Gerard Boyle QC.  

3. Former Officer Jonathan Eaton did not attend and was not represented. 

 

The Allegations: 

This is to notify you that the investigation into the alleged breaches of the Standards 

of Professional Behaviour made against you has been completed and a 

determination has been made that there is a case for you to answer in respect of 

gross misconduct, and the allegations have been referred to a misconduct hearing. 

 

Details of the conduct that is alleged may have breached the Standards of 

Professional Behaviour are set out below: 

 

Factual Background  

 

1. In February 2019 you were a Trainee Detective Constable posted to Crime 

Team 1 of the Criminal Investigations Department, stationed at Prism House, 

Gloucester Police HQ, Waterwells. 

2. At approximately 0720 on the morning of 27th February 2019 you entered the 

communal changing rooms on the ground floor of Gloucester Police HQ. 

3. Whilst inside the changing rooms you made your way to a shower cubicle. 

4. You remained fully clothed and had in your possession an iPhone mobile 

telephone. 

5. Whilst inside the shower cubicle you used or attempted to use the mobile 

telephone by placing it underneath the partition between the cubicles to  
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a. observe the person using the shower cubicle next to you; and/or 

b. photograph or video the person using the shower cubicle next to you. 

6. You left the cubicle and, before leaving the changing rooms, at or about 0725 

you were confronted by the person in the cubicle next to you. 

7. She alleged that you had used your mobile phone under her cubicle to film 

her. 

8. Others were present, including a Gloucestershire Police Superintendent, who 

said words to the effect of ‘let’s do this properly’.  

9. In the circumstances you knew that a serious allegation was being made 

against you involving the use of your mobile phone to record or photograph a 

female inside a shower cubicle in the changing rooms. 

10. You knew or ought to have known that your mobile phone was likely to be 

relevant to, and potentially an exhibit in, any investigation of that allegation.  

11. After you left the changing rooms you went to see your supervisor 

complaining of feeling unwell and obtained her permission to leave Police HQ 

and return home.  

12. You did not inform her of what had happened in the changing rooms. 

13. You did not surrender to her, or anyone else, your mobile telephone. 

14. Prior to leaving Police HQ at or about 07.42 you searched ‘How for pay for 

iCloud storage’ and accessed the ‘Apple Support – Buy more iCloud storage’ 

webpage. 

15. After departing Police HQ at or about 09.25 you searched ‘how to back up 

photos from iPhone to iCloud’. 

16. Between approximately 0926 and 0936 you performed a back up to iCloud 

from your phone. 

17. At approximately 0936 you performed a factory reset of your iPhone. 

18. Any photographs or video footage obtained by you from inside the shower 

cubicle and deleted from the mobile phone prior to the iCloud backup you 

performed, were accordingly deleted. 

19. At approximately 1015 you deleted your mobile phone’s web browser history. 

20. At approximately 1035 you were arrested on suspicion of voyeurism and your 

mobile phone was seized. You did not inform the arresting officer that you 

had performed a backup, factory reset of your mobile phone or deleted the 

browsing history. 

21. At approximately 1645 the same day you were interviewed. Despite 

discussing your movements and activities that morning you did not inform the 
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interviewing officer that you had performed a backup, factory reset of your 

mobile phone or deleted the browsing history.         

 

Allegations and Breaches of the Standards of Professional Behaviour 

 

1. At or about 0725 on 27th February 2019 whilst inside a shower cubicle in 

the changing rooms at Gloucester Police HQ you used or attempted to 

use your mobile telephone to (i) observe the person using the shower 

cubicle next to you; and/or (ii) photograph or video the person using the 

shower cubicle next to you.  

 

Your behaviour demonstrated a lack of integrity, a lack of respect and 

courtesy and was discreditable. Accordingly, your behaviour breached the 

Standards of Professional Behaviour in relation to Honesty and Integrity 

(Integrity only), Authority, Respect & Courtesy and Discreditable Conduct.  

 

2. After leaving the changing rooms at or about 0730 having been accused 

of a serious allegation involving the use of your mobile phone (i) you failed 

to surrender your phone so that it could be examined in its 

contemporaneous state; (ii) you interfered with what you knew or ought to 

have known was a potentially relevant piece of evidence or exhibit; (iii) 

you deprived the investigation of the ability to examine the phone before 

you interfered with it, backed it up and restored the phone to factory 

settings; (iv) you deleted any photographs or video footage you had taken 

that morning from inside the cubicle; (v) you failed to inform the arresting 

or interviewing officers that you had backed up and restored your phone 

that morning.  

 

Your behaviour demonstrated a lack of honesty (operational dishonesty), 

a lack of integrity, a failure to perform your duty conscientiously and 

diligently and was discreditable. Accordingly, you have breached the 

Standards of Professional behaviour in relation to Honesty & Integrity 

(both limbs), Discreditable Conduct and Performance of Duties.  

 

These failings in 1 and 2 above individually and/or cumulatively amount to 

gross misconduct.  
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The Former Officer denied the allegations in his Regulation 22 Response and the case 
proceeded as a fully contested matter  

 

PRIOR MATTERS 

4.     The Chair had been invited to make preliminary rulings with regard to 

notification/publicity of the hearing, witness orders and anonymity.  

5. The Chair had made orders in the following terms: 

 (a)  Notification of publicity of hearing be made. 

 (b)  The hearing will be in public. 

 (c) The following witnesses be called to give evidence Witness A, DC Shaw, DS 

Casling and Mr D Gilmour. Other witnesses would be on standby. 

6.  The Panel ruled that under the Police (Conduct, Complaints and Misconduct and 

Appeals Tribunal) Regulations 2017 this Panel had jurisdiction to hear these 

allegations against the Former Officer as his resignation came after 15th December 

2017. His resignation took effect on January 9th 2022. 

7.   The Panel ruled that notice of these proceedings had been validly served. Indeed, a 

twenty six page Regulation 22 Response had been lodged on behalf of the Former 

Officer. 

8.     The Panel also ruled that the hearing would take place in the absence of the Former 

Officer. His former solicitors had indicated that he would not be attending and the 

Former Officer himself confirmed this in his email of 17th December 2021 in which he 

said: 

                       “1. I will not be attending the hearing. 

2. I completely deny the allegations. 

3. I do not require any witnesses to attend. 

 

4. I wish for attention to be given to my response and the court transcript” 

The Panel considered this with the utmost care and caution. The Former Officer had 

voluntarily absented himself and there was no prospect that he would attend if the 

case was adjourned. There is a public interest in misconduct hearings being heard as 

promptly as possible. The Panel decided to proceed in the absence of the Former 

Officer. 
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THE HEARING 

9.  The Panel ruled that Witness A’s name be anonymised. It would be a contempt of 

court to publish or refer to her by name as a result of Section 1 of the Sexual 

Offences Act (Amendment) Act 1992. 

10.  The Panel noted reference in the Regulation 22 response suggesting that the 

criminal proceedings might have meant that the current proceedings constituted 

double jeopardy. The Panel confirmed that the proceedings do not constitute double 

jeopardy and can proceed. Further, although reference was also made to alleged 

delay between the time of the events and this hearing, the Panel ruled that a fair 

hearing can take place. It should be noted that there was indeed no application to 

stay these proceedings by his former solicitors or by the Former Officer himself.  

  

 

EVIDENCE AT THE HEARING 

11.  Evidence was heard from Witness A, Sarah Shaw, Mr J. D Gilmour and DS Casling. 

Their evidence is summarised in Paragraph 12 below. The Panel, of course took into 

account the totality of their evidence, their witness statements and the relevant 

transcripts of their evidence given at the Crown Court trial. 

   

 

AGREED FACTS 

12.   The Former Officer had denied both allegations and the alleged facts supporting 

those allegations. 

 

13. EVIDENCE 

13.1 Witness A adopted her witness statements as being true. She confirmed that after 

she had showered she saw the front of a phone under the partition between her 

shower cubicle and the next. The phone was angled up into her cubicle and it was 

not on the ground. She could see blue edges on the phone. She thought that 

someone was taking photographs or using it to film. She heard movement from the 

next cubicle, heard footsteps scurrying away. She put a towel round her and shouted 

“Stop that man“. She confronted the Former Officer between the lockers and the 

bench. She told him that he had just held a phone under her cubicle. He replied that 

that he had just been to the toilet. Sarah Shaw and Amy Morris arrived and then 

Former Superintendent Woodall. The Former Officer took his phone out and showed 
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only the back. When he turned it over she recognised the phone from its blue edge. 

He left through the men’s toilet. 

She stated that his hair was not wet and he had not showered. She later went to the 

cubicle next to hers from where the phone had appeared. It was completely dry and, 

if it had been used the floor would have been wet.    

13.2 PC Sarah Shaw confirmed that her witness statement was true. She confirmed that 

she knew the Former Officer from a recent four week course. She said that she had 

been drying her hair when she heard Witness A shout “Stop that policeman”. At that 

time she had not seen the Former Officer that morning. She then saw him between 

the lockers and the bench. Witness A said to him that she had seen the light from a 

mobile phone from the cubicle next to her. The Former Officer said that he had just 

had a wee. However, he had come from the opposite direction from the toilets. She 

did not remember seeing his phone but he did leave through the men’s toilets. He 

had not been in a shower: his hair was not wet and his clothes were not wet.  

13.3  Mr J D  Gilmour confirmed his witness statements as true. He gave evidence as an 

expert and confirmed his expertise. He stated that, from his examination of the i-

Phone and the iCloud account, the Former Officer’s phone on February 27th had 

been wiped at 09.36 and restored at 09.49. He stated that the pattern of usage was 

consistent with the Settings menu being used to delete the Safari web browser’s 

history record and he had been unable to find any other explanation consistent with 

these actions. He also stated that, even if the i-Cloud were full, the iPhone could 

continue to take photos and videos.  

13.4 DS Alexander Casling confirmed that his witness statement was true. He confirmed 

that the Former Officer was on restricted duty from the date of his arrest until 

February 2020 when he was charged. From that date until his resignation he was 

suspended. No complaint had been made about his health in either police interview.  

 

 

14.1  Prior to any evidence being heard, the Panel did walk through the changing room 

area to view the part of the premises where the events allegedly took place. 

14.2  The Panel’s attention was drawn by the AA to the hearing bundle and in particular to 

the following written statements. 

14.3  Amy Morris stated that Witness A stated to the Former Officer that she had seen a 

phone be placed under the shower cubicle at the bottom although she did not see a 

flash she was adamant that footage had been obtained or at least attempted. The 

Former Officer stated “I haven’t even used the shower, I have been to the toilet“ 

14.4  Former Superintendent Bridget Woodhall stated that Witness A said “I want to see 

he(sic) phone, Bridget. He had his phone under my cubicle. He has taken a picture” 

The Former Officer replied “It wasn’t me; I’m just going to the toilet”. She said that 

she would get dressed (as she was in a towel) and would go and inform PSD. The 

Former Officer walked off presumably through the male toilets. She stated that she 
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was sure that the Former Officer was not showering at the same time as her. He was 

not wet and did not have wet hair. Further she did not believe that anyone else would 

have had an opportunity to enter the changing rooms and go past her cubicle in the 

time it took her to exit the shower. 

14.5  Detective Sergeant Sarah Ward stated that probably just prior to 08.00 she saw the 

Former Officer arrive at Prism House and sit at his desk. At about 08.30 he stated 

that he felt awful and he had just come back from being off sick. She advised him to 

go home as she assumed he was ill. The next day she visited the Former Police 

Officer at his home. He said that he had felt genuinely sick but it was not related to 

his previous illness and was related to an incident that had occurred earlier that day.  

 

DISPUTED FACTS 

15.  The Panel noted the Regulation 22 Response from the Former Officer. This was a 

denial of the Allegations with detailed representations including  giving his  

recollection of events, comments on the Regulation 21 Notice, the Investigators 

Report, the witness statements, his interviews, statements of witnesses, evidence 

given at the criminal trial, assertions of conflict of interest and unfair treatment and 

missing unused material. 

 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

16. The burden of proving the alleged facts is on the AA with the standard of proof being 

the civil standard namely the balance of probabilities. 

17.  The Panel gave credit to the Former Officer for his good character and this was 

borne in mind when considering his interviews, his evidence on oath at his trial and 

the Regulation 22 response. 

18.  The Panel made no adverse inference from his non-attendance. The Panel reminded 

itself that there was no obligation on him to attend: no obligation on him to give 

evidence even if he attended and no burden on him to prove anything. 

19. The Panel noted that he raised his health in his Regulation 22 response. It had not 

been raised by him as a relevant factor at the time of the events and there had been 

no reasonable adjustment needed in the investigation. The Panel had decided to 

proceed in his absence (see Paragraph 8 above) as anticipated by his former 

solicitors and by him. If he had attended, his current health could have been explored 

to see if any adjustments such as frequent breaks would be appropriate. No medical 

evidence had been lodged by his former solicitors or by him. The Panel ruled that his 

health was not engaged and there was no issue of disability. 

20.  With regard to Allegation 1 the key dispute on the facts was about his phone. Was it 

placed on the floor when he wet his hair or was it held by him into Witness A’s 

cubicle aimed upwards into her cubicle? 
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21. The Panel bore in mind the totality of the evidence including the Regulation 22 

response and the trial transcript. The Panel noted the following undisputed evidence: 

(a) He left the cubicle and was confronted by Witness A. He said he had been for a 

wee. This was in answer to the accusation that he had been in the cubicle next to 

Witness A. As his was an answer to her specific question, it was a lie to the extent 

that it was not an acceptance that he had just come out of the cubicle as was the 

case he presented at his trial and in his Regulation 22 response. 

(b) Superintendent Woodhall informed him that she would report him to PSD 

(Professional Standards Department). He was aware of this and while at home he 

contacted the Police Federation. 

(c) After he left the changing rooms, he went to his desk in Prism House. Shortly 

thereafter, he spoke to DS Ward and left Prism House to go home with her believing 

he had had a recurrence of an earlier illness. 

(d) When at home, his actions resulted in the contents of his phone at the time of the 

events in the shower not being the same as when it was seized from him. 

 

22.   The Panel considered the evidence of Witness A including her witness statements, 

the transcript of her evidence in the criminal trial and her oral evidence on January 

10th. The Panel found her a credible and honest witness. Her reaction to the sight of 

the phone was immediate and vociferous. The Panel found that the Former Officer’s 

phone was off the ground, held by him and angled into her cubicle. 

 

23. The Panel was assisted in coming to these conclusions by the totality of the evidence 

but in particular the following: 

 

(a) If the Former Officer had wanted to wet his hair, it was implausible that he 

would have chosen the shower. It had a fixed shower head above head 

height so that his hair and clothes would inevitably have got wet. The 

Panel accepted the cumulative evidence of Witness A, Sarah Shaw and 

Superintendent Woodall that the Former Officer’s hair and clothes were 

not wet. 

(b) His lie as to having a wee was immediate. This was an answer given in 

reply to being accused of voyeurism from a cubicle but he did not admit 

being in the cubicle and give any explanation. 

(c) He misled DS Ward as to his reason for leaving Prism House. If she had 

been aware of what had just happened, the accusation and PSD 

becoming involved, there was a risk that she would not have allowed him 

to leave Prism House. 

 

24. Further, the Panel noted his behaviour on his return home as to his phone. He was 

aware that serious allegations had been made against him. The Panel accepted the 

evidence of Witness A that she had repeatedly asked for the phone and that the 
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Former Officer was aware that PSD were going to be involved with him contacting 

the Police Federation for help. The allegations against him related to any use or non-

use of his phone. If he were innocent, his phone was the key evidence that would 

prove his innocence and he would have taken every step to preserve the phone and 

all its content. 

 

The Panel did not believe that it was coincidental that on returning home his actions 

with regard to the phone had wiped its memory. The Panel accepted the evidence of 

Mr Gilmour as to what had happened to the phone. The Panel found that his actions 

after he returned home were a deliberate attempt to destroy damaging evidence on 

his phone as to what he had been doing in the shower cubicle namely putting the 

phone into the cubicle occupied by Witness A. The Panel concluded that he had 

taken photographs or videos as, otherwise, there was no reason to take urgent action 

to erase material from his phone.  

 

25.  The Panel therefore found that both Allegations were proved in their entirety.  

  

 

BREACH OF STANDARDS 

26. As a consequence of the proven facts, the Panel considered whether there had been 

breaches of the standards of professional behaviour. 

26.1 Allegation 1. Having made its findings of fact the Panel then considered whether 

those findings constituted breaches of Standards as pleaded. The Panel had found 

that the Former Officer had used his phone to observe and take photographs or 

videos of Witness A while naked and, of course, without her consent. The allegations 

came into the public domain in the criminal trial and in these proceedings which were 

open to the public. The Panel found that he had breached Professional Standards 

lack of integrity (not dishonesty); Respect and Courtesy (but not Authority) and 

Discreditable Conduct. 

26.2  Allegation 2. Having made its findings the Panel considered whether those findings 

constituted breaches of Standards as pleaded. The Panel had found that there had 

been deliberate actions of the Former Officer to destroy material on his phone and 

deliberately to interfere with evidence. The Panel found that his actions breached 

Professional Behaviour (both dishonesty and lack of integrity) and Discreditable 

Conduct. The Panel, however, was not persuaded that it was a breach of the 

Performance of his Duties as his actions in deleting records from his phone were 

more actions as a suspect rather than as a police officer. 

.  
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MISCONDUCT/GROSS MISCONDUCT   

27. The Panel then considered whether the breaches constituted misconduct or gross 

misconduct. 

 

28. With regard to Allegation 1 the Panel considered these to be very serious breaches. 

His actions were deliberate, intentional and targeted causing harm to Witness A and 

to the police service. The Panel found this Allegation to be gross misconduct in that it 

could justify dismissal. 

 

 

29. With regard to Allegation 2, the Panel had found his actions to be dishonest. He had 

deliberately destroyed evidence and had tried to hide that destruction. His actions 

were deliberate and dishonest with a degree of planning. The Panel found this 

allegation to be gross misconduct in that it could justify dismissal. 

 

 

 

OUTCOME 

30.1 The Panel heard representations from the Appropriate Authority. It noted the matters 

raised in the Regulation 22 response. The Panel gave the Former Officer full credit 

for his unblemished career prior to these events and thereafter. Although no 

character evidence was produced in these proceedings, the Panel noted the 

character evidence produced in the criminal trial 

30.2  The Panel considered the guidance on outcomes in police misconduct proceedings.  

The Panel bore in mind the threefold purposes of the police misconduct regime 

namely: 

(a) Maintain public confidence in and the reputation of the police service 

(b) Uphold high standards in policing and deter misconduct 

(c) Protect the public 

30.3  The Panel firstly considered the seriousness of the misconduct. In terms of culpability 

his actions were intentional, deliberate and targeted. With regard to Allegation 1 they 

also involved sexual impropriety. There was actual harm caused to Witness A as 

evidenced by her witness statements. His actions also undermined public confidence 

in the police force. Allegation 2 also involved acts of dishonesty. 

30.4  The Panel identified aggravating factors including premeditation, concealing 

wrongdoing, serious harm on Witness A and multiple proven breaches of the 

Standards of Professional Behaviour. 
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30.5  The Panel considered all the material presented by the Former Officer both in the 

Regulation 22 response and in the trial. The Panel noted his previous good character 

and the matters raised as to his health and personal matters. The Panel also noted 

that this was a single episode with regard to Allegation1 and that Allegation 2 

constituted a series of actions but with a single aim. 

30.6  The Panel was aware that, as a Former Officer, its powers were limited to take no 

action or to rule that, if he had been a serving officer, it would have dismissed him. In 

the particular circumstances of this case the Panel concluded that taking no action 

would not be an appropriate and an adequate sanction.  The Panel decided the only 

sanction that was appropriate to maintain public confidence in and the reputation of 

the police services, to uphold high standards in policing and to deter misconduct was 

that if he had still been a serving officer he would have been dismissed. This 

outcome is for each of the two allegations individually and, of course, for both 

cumulatively. 

 

CONCLUSION  

31  The Panel decided to take disciplinary action by making a finding that the Former 

Officer would have been dismissed if he had still been a serving member of the force. 

This decision is made with regard to each of the two allegations. 

  

 


