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The Allegations 

 
1. The Panel was referred to a Regulation 21 notice in respect of FPC Gilligan and 
allegations that the Officer’s conduct amounted to gross misconduct. 
 
2. In particular, it is alleged that FPC Gilligan had breached the following standards of 
professional behaviour, as set out in the notice in the following terms: - 
 
 

Allegation 1 

 
1. Being a member of the Metropolitan Police Service, having been appointed on 

26th March 2019 as the officer in charge of an investigation into allegations of 
domestic abuse being made to the police by a complainant Ms X against her 
former partner, on and after the 20th June 2019, you  
 

a. Pursued and/or established and/or engaged in an improper sexual relationship 
with Ms X, and 

b. Ms X was or may have been vulnerable to an abuse of trust or power by you 
 

2.  By reason of the matters above, your behaviour did not meet the standards 
required by the Standards of Professional Behaviour set out in Schedule 2 to the 
Police (Conduct) Regulations 2012 as to Authority, Respect and Courtesy, namely 
you abused your powers and/or your authority. 
 

3. Your behaviour amounts to gross misconduct. 
 



Allegation 2 

 
1. Being a member of the Metropolitan Police Service, on or about 28th October 2019 

you made unauthorised disclosures, for which there was no policing purpose, to 
Ms X of sensitive data relating to a police investigation you were involved in, 
including 
 

a. An image of a suspect for a serious sexual assault, and/or 
b. An image of an alleged victim of a serious sexual assault, and/or 
c. CCTV footage and/or stills from such CCTV relating to a serious sexual assault, 

and/or 
d. Information as to what was depicted on CCTV footage and/or stills relating to a 

serious sexual assault 
 

2. By reason of the matters above, your behaviour did not meet the standards 
required by the Standards of Professional Behaviour set out in Schedule 2 to the 
Police (Conduct) Regulations 2012 as to Confidentiality, namely you failed to treat 
information with respect and/or disclose it only in the proper course of police 
duties. 
 

3. Your behaviour amounts to gross misconduct. 
 
 

Allegation 3 

 
1. Being a member of the Metropolitan Police Service, on the evening of 29th 

November 2019, you collided your private vehicle into another vehicle in the 
Colindale Police Station car park, and 

 
a. At the time of this collision you had consumed alcohol to an extent that you 

believed you might be over the prescribed limit for driving a motor vehicle, 
b. You failed to report the collision shortly after the collision had taken place due 

to your concern that you might be over the prescribed limit for driving a motor 
vehicle, and/or 

c. When you did report the matter the next day 30th November 2019 at the 
Colindale Police Station, you 
i. Untruthfully reported that you had suffered a diabetic episode at the time 

of the collision the evening before, and 
ii. That that was the reason that the collision had occurred 
 

2. By reason of the matters above, your behaviour did not meet the standards 
required by the Standards of Professional Behaviour set out in Schedule 2 to 
the Police (Conduct) Regulations 2012 as to Honesty and Integrity, namely you 
were not honest and/or you did not act with integrity. 

3. Your behaviour amounts to gross misconduct. 
 
 



Allegation 4 

 
1. Being a member of the Metropolitan Police Service, you conducted 

unauthorised searches for which there was no policing purpose on MPS 
computer systems in relation to Ms X and/or Ms X’s former partner on the 
following dates: 

 
a. 4th January 2020, and/or 
b. 9th January 2020, and/or 
c. 29th January 2020, and/or 
d. 11th February 2020 
 

2. By reason of the matters above, your behaviour did not meet the standards 
required by the Standards of Professional Behaviour set out in Schedule 2 to 
the Police (Conduct) Regulations 2012 as to Confidentiality, namely you failed 
to treat information with respect and/or access it only in the proper course of 
police duties. 
 

3. Your behaviour amounts to gross misconduct. 
 
 

Allegation 5 

 
1. Being a member of the Metropolitan Police Service, on 19th December 2019 

without authorisation you forwarded confidential emails from your MPS work 
email account to your personal email account, there being no policing purpose 
for so doing, these emails relating to police criminal investigations of or 
concerning: 
 

a. Ms X; 
b. Ms X’s former partner; 
c. Other members of the public 

 
2. By reason of the matters above, your behaviour did not meet the standards 

required by the Standards of Professional Behaviour set out in Schedule 2 to 
the Police (Conduct) Regulations 2012 as to Confidentiality, namely you failed 
to treat information with respect and/or access it and/or disclose it only in the 
proper course of police duties. 
 

3. Your behaviour amounts to gross misconduct. 
 

Allegation 6 

 
1. Being a member of the Metropolitan Police Service, on the following occasions, 

without Ms X’s consent: 
a.  Whilst at Ms X’s home, on or about 1st December 2019, you accessed her 

mobile phone and you 
i. Viewed messages and/or photographs on such mobile phone, and/or 



ii. Deleted photographs on such mobile phone 
b. Whilst at Ms X’s home, on or about 8th December 2019, you accessed her 

mobile phone and you: 
i. Viewed a work conversation recorded on her mobile phone, and/or 
ii. Recorded yourself viewing a text message she had sent to a work colleague, 

and 
iii. Sent such recording of you viewing a text message to another person, 
c. Whilst at Colindale Police Station, on or about 11th December 2019, you 

accessed Ms X’s mobile phone and viewed a message on such mobile 
phone 

 
2. By reason of the matters above, your behaviour did not meet the standards 

required by the Standards of Professional Behaviour set out in Schedule 2 to 
the Police (Conduct) Regulations 2012 as to Discreditable Conduct, namely 
that you behaved in a manner which discredited the police service and/or 
undermined public confidence it, whether on or off duty. 
 

3. Your behaviour amounts to gross misconduct. 
 

Representation 

 
4. Throughout the hearing the Appropriate Authority (‘AA’) has been ably 

represented by Mr Milne of Counsel, who opened the case to the Panel. 
 

5. FPC Gilligan was not represented at the hearing, having been given notice of 
it, and had declined to attend. The AA applied to proceed in his absence. Having 
heard oral submissions from the AA and noted the contents of the regulation 22 
notice, set out below, the Panel determined to continue to hear the case in his 
absence. The Panel noted in doing so that FPC Gilligan had voluntarily 
absented himself, having had proper notice of it, and had no intention of 
attending any hearing in the future. 
 

6. The Panel would like to thank Mr Milne for his assistance in hearing this case, 
including the provision of an opening note. 

 

Preliminary Issues 

 
7. The Panel directed that due to the sensitive nature of her evidence the 

Complainant in this case would be referred to as Ms X. Furthermore, while the 
hearing was to be held in public, (passage redacted). 

8. The Panel enquired whether pages 1298 – 1935 related to further examples of 
unauthorised access by FPC Gilligan. The AA were unable to confirm the position 
but submitted that as part of his job FPC Gilligan had been required to access 
such records. The AA did not seek to rely on the records as further evidence of 
misconduct. The Panel made it clear that it would not take any adverse account 
of the entries when making its findings of fact, considering any breaches of the 
standards and determining whether his conduct amounted to misconduct or 
gross misconduct. 



9. The Panel also enquired: - 
a. Whether Superintendent Alexander had followed up on his conversation with 

FPC Gilligan, where FPC Gilligan asked about entering into a relationship 
with a member of the public. It was confirmed by the AA that no further action 
had been taken by Supt. Alexander following his initial conversation with FPC 
Gilligan. 

b. Whether Ms X had been given a further opportunity to have her original 
complaint be reinvestigated. It was confirmed by the AA that to date this had 
not occurred but was being given active consideration. 

c. Whether Charles Thakker, referred to within the bundle at various locations, 
was a police officer. It was confirmed by the AA that he was not a police 
officer. 

d. What evidence supported allegation 6. It was confirmed by the AA that the 
evidence came from journal entries made by FPC Gilligan, dated 12 
December 2019. 
 

Response to Regulation 21 Notice 

 
10. On the morning of the hearing on 22 March 2022 the Regulation 21 notice, set 

out above, was read out. 
11. While FPC Gilligan was not present, a copy of his Regulation 22 notice, as set 

out below, was also read out. 
 

“In this case, former DC Joseph Gilligan (“the Accused Officer”) faces six allegations 
in relation to four alleged breaches of the Standards of Professional Behaviour. 
 
The allegations are denied; the Accused Officer denies that he has committed gross 
misconduct by virtue of his relationship with Ms X. 
 
The Accused Officer resigned from the MPS in February 2021, and has a new life. He 
does not wish to attend the Hearing and does not propose to do so. Whilst ordinarily 
he would be concerned to attend and assert his robust denial of the allegations where 
appropriate, he now has other commitments in relation to employment, and returning 
to academic study, and intends no disrespect to the Panel in the circumstances. 
 
The Accused Officer adopts for the purposes of this response the written Response to 
Caution 
 
(pp. 1 – 26) prepared and submitted to IOPC investigators at the time of the original 
investigation. The content of that document is true and is adopted as his response to 
each individual allegation (1 – 6) set out in the Regulation 21 Notice served on him. 
 
The Accused Officer would assert that he entered into a consensual relationship with 
Ms X only after he believed it was appropriate for him to do so, when he was no longer 
effectively the OIC in her case and therefore is not therefore capable to interpret his 
relationship as arising out of his professional position. 
 
He denies that Ms X was in any way vulnerable; she was a willing participant in this 
relationship from the outset and indeed in many ways initiated it. 



 
To the extent that concessions are made within the written Response to Caution, the 
Accused Officer would concede misconduct in relation to allegation 2, allegation 4 and 
allegation 5. 
 
Allegation 3 is denied for the reason set out in the written Response to Caution. 
 
Allegation 6 is denied for the reason set out in the written Response to Caution. 
 
The Accused Officer is content for the Panel to consider the matter on the written 
material served by the Appropriate Authority alone (pp. 1 – 2042). 
 
The Accused Officer does not require any witnesses to be called to give evidence at 
the 
Hearing. 
 
The Accused Officer is content for Ms X to be anonymised subject to the discretion 
and view of the Chair in these proceedings. 
 
(passage redacted). 
 
The Accused Officer would invite the Panel to come to such determinations as to 
finding which they consider appropriate by reference to the applicable Guidance in 
these matters, on the basis of the written material.   
 
In the event of an adverse finding as to any standard of professional behaviour being 
found proven as misconduct, or gross misconduct the Panel are equally invited to 
proceed to consider the question of outcome, in accordance with the appropriate 
Guidance. The Accused Officer wishes to raise no issues in this regard and does not 
seek to call any evidence of character or make any representation as to finding in the 
event of an adverse outcome. 
 
The Accused Officer has no points of law to raise at the Hearing or further matters to 
canvass before the Panel by way of written, or oral submissions. 
 
The Accused Officer has no Federation Representative acting for him; he has not had 
one for some considerable time. Accordingly, it is not anticipated he will be 
represented either legally or by a Federation Representative at the Hearing but is 
content for the matter to proceed in the absence of both the Accused Officer, and any 
form of representation. 
 
The Accused Officer would wish to emphasize that he intends no disrespect or no 
discourtesy to the appointed Chair or Panel members. The Accused Officer does not 
however, wish to either engage with this process, or attend the Hearing and is content 
for the matter to proceed on that basis. In so far as the Accused Officer now recognises 
and concede with hindsight that any of his actions were wrong or inappropriate, he 
would wish to apologise and express his sincere regret. He has developed an insight 
into where he went wrong and has learned some difficult and valuable lessons from 
this experience. He would wish to apologise if in any way he has brought any discredit 



upon the MPS through his actions, and to extremely limited extent that he feels he 
may have done in the course of these events. 
 
The Accused Officer would confirm that he has been advised as to the implications of 
the barred list held by the College of Policing and the impact that will have on any 
future employment in the event that the determination of the Panel is such that he be 
dismissed without notice, and therefore placed on the barred list.” 
 

The Panel’s Approach 

 
12. The Panel determined it was: - 

 
a. Required to consider the facts of the case and to make its findings of fact in 
relation to each of the allegations; 
b. Determine whether those findings of facts found constitute a breach of the 
relevant standards; 
c. Determine whether the conduct found proven against the Officer amounted to 
misconduct or gross misconduct. 
 

13. The Panel reminded itself that the burden of proof is on the Appropriate Authority 
throughout and the standard of proof is the balance of probability, namely what is 
more likely than not. 

14. The Panel also reminded itself of relevant guidance from the ‘Home Office 
Guidance’: - 
 
“2.265. The more serious the allegation of misconduct that is made or the more 
serious the consequences for the individual which flow from a finding against him 
or her, the more persuasive (cogent) the evidence will need to be in order to meet 
that standard. This does not mean that the standard is higher. It means only that 
the inherent probability or improbability of the conduct occurring is itself a matter to 
be taken into account when weighing the probability and deciding whether on 
balance the conduct occurred.” 
 

15. The Panel noted the following in relation to character evidence, per Collins J in 
Wisson v Health Professions Council [2013] EWHC 1036 (Admin) at [44]: “As it 
seems to me, good character must always be likely to be relevant for the panel 
where there is a substantial issue of fact to be decided and where credibility of the 
registrant in the evidence that he gives, is an issue and it can also go to whether it 
is likely that he did what is alleged against him. Both aspects were prima facie 
material in relation to the findings that the panel had to make and the circumstances 
of this case.” 
 

 

Evidence 

 
 

16. We have been referred to a bundle of documentary evidence (2041 pages). The 
Panel read the documentary evidence in its entirety. 



 
17. The Panel heard no live evidence. Ms X did not wish to attend the hearing and her 

attendance was excused by the Panel, although the Panel took into account the 
contents of her witness statement, contained in the bundle. The Panel also carefully 
noted the contents of FPC Gilligan’s regulation 22 response and his MG 14 
response to caution document, dated 11 March 2021. 

 

The Facts 

 
18.  In considering the facts, save for the matters set out above, we make it plain that 

we reviewed and considered the entirety of the evidence presented to us. The 
Panel make the following findings of fact. 
 

Background 

 
19. FPC Gilligan joined the MPS in August 2015 at the age of 24. He is currently aged 

31 years. He had completed a degree in criminology and law and various clerical 
jobs before joining the MPS. As part of his service with the MPS he had worked in 
the Domestic Violence Unit. 

 

Allegation 1: Inappropriate sexual relationship with Ms X, who was vulnerable 
to an abuse of trust or power 

 

The June 2019 Meeting 

 
20. Ms X detailed that she first met FPC Gilligan on 20 June 2019, following a report 

she made about her abusive ex partner in February 2019. Her original report 
alleged in particular that Ms X had been kicked by her ex partner, which had 
resulted in an injury to her left arm, forcing her to take time off work. She also 
reported emotional abuse. FPC Gilligan had been assigned to her case and she 
had been invited to attend an appointment with FPC Gilligan on 20 June 2019. 

21. During their meeting, Ms X described FPC Gilligan as being “extremely nice and 
reassuring. He put me at ease extremely quickly and even gave me a lift back to 
the train station.” She considered they had a good rapport. 

22. A search of FPC Gilligan’s email account revealed the existence of a journal. The 
entry on 20 June 2019 stated: “In the evening I interviewed the fittest girl ever who 
was the vic [victim] of a DV [domestic violence] common assault. She was 
stunning. She was wearing a little summer dress and her legs and cleavage were 
out, pretty sure she wasn’t wearing a bra. We got on well. I still kept it professional. 
She was polish [sic] and taking the UK citizen test next week. She said I should 
take a practice test and did and passed with 79 percent, you needed 75 percent. 
I passed in line [sic] 7 minutes and you had 45 minutes. She was impressed haha. 
She was so fit. I wanted to ask her out but she [sic] one of the victims of my crimes. 
I didn’t and gave her a lift to Colindale tube station.” 



23. Further journal entries recovered from FPC Gilligan’s MPS email account referred 
to Ms X as “fit” and wanting to “fuck her”. 

 

Email Contact after the Meeting 

 
24. Following this meeting Ms X stated there was contact via email between them 

concerning her case. Ms X thanked FPC Gilligan for making the process bearable, 
having been stressed about attending the police station. FPC Gilligan told her it 
was great to meet her. There were a number of emails between 21 June and 28 
June, which were friendly in nature but did not principally relate to her original 
complaint. 

25. She stated that on 28 June 2019, FPC Gilligan sent her an email from his work 
account asking if she would like to meet with him for a coffee; from this time she 
described the nature of their contact as “30% to do with my case and 70% to do 
with our private lives.” 

26.  A journal entry, written by FPC Gilligan dated 28 June 2019, stated he had asked 
Ms X out for a coffee, and described himself as “a naughty boy” and putting himself 
in a “compromising position”. The Panel considered this entry confirmed that FPC 
Gilligan was well aware that he was acting improperly. 

27.  Ms X stated she received a call from FPC Gilligan in early July 2019 in which he 
provided an update on her case and reiterated the offer of meeting up for a coffee. 
She stated he told her they should only meet when the case was closed as “he 
had gone through some regulations and he had found out that it was advisable to 
wait for a period of time.” 

28. Ms X stated that “looking back on this I do not feel as though I was capable of 
making smart decisions for myself as I can just remember an overwhelming urge 
to be with someone and feel safe. Joseph knew about this as I told him during our 
private conversations and I truly believe that he took advantage of this.” 

29. In his journal entry on 3 July 2019, FPC Gilligan stated, “I called Ms X about her 
case I was on the ohone [sic] to her form [sic] 16 minutes, she seems genuinely 
nice and is really fit, she seems interested in me, she said I should get a job nearer 
Canary Wharf where she lives haha, I’m genuinely looking forward to going out 
with her after the investigation is over, I told her it could be a few weeks after this 
still, she’s easy to get on with.” 

30. The Panel concluded that FPC Gilligan was fully aware that Ms X was a vulnerable 
individual, having heard the detail of her original complaint, and that he had a 
general awareness of the regulations that he should not engage in a relationship 
with her. The Panel rejected his assertion to her that he only needed to wait for a 
period of time – the regulations do not make any such reference to waiting for a 
period of time or until an investigation has concluded. 

31. There was then further communication between FPC Gilligan and Ms X in the form 
of email exchanges between 28 June and 8 September 2019 relating to the 
investigation, during which she sent FPC Gilligan supplementary evidence relating 
to her complaint, requested an update on the progression of the investigation and 
sought FPC Gilligan’s professional advice on an unrelated matter. 

 

The Closing of the Original Complaint 

 



32. Crime report (redacted) relating to Ms X’s allegations about her ex-partner 
recorded the final entry by FPC Gilligan on 31 July 2019, which confirmed the 
Crown Prosecution Service (CPS) had decided no further action (NFA) would be 
taken in relation to the allegations and the case was submitted for closure. 

33. On 1 August 2019, Ms X stated she received a call from FPC Gilligan to update 
her that the CPS had NFA’d the case due to conflicting evidence. He had then 
suggested they meet on 8 September 2019. Ms X stated they subsequently met 
8 September 2019 in Canary Wharf. An intimate relationship started, which lasted 
until 13 December 2019, a period of some three months. Ms X felt that she was 
still at this point recovering from her relationship with her previous partner. 

34. In his statement prepared following caution he stated “She [Ms X] told me in late 
September 2019 that maybe I should mention it [their relationship] to a supervisor, 
and that she was “happy to then confirm” that there is “no taking advantage” of the 
situation, or anything like that. I have been able to retrieve a lot of the messages, 
texts, and other communications that took place between us. She was often more 
“flirty, and overtly sexual” in that messaging than perhaps I was. She willingly 
agreed to create an account that we had met in a coffee shop and that was how 
our relationship had started. She expressed what I thought at the time were 
genuine, deep-seated feelings for me and a real interest in going on a date, and 
then developing the relationship as we got to know each other more.” 

35. He added “She did not want people to know the real reason how we met, 
especially her mum. Both she and I wanted people to think we met in a coffee 
shop. I was aware of this because I was aware that potentially I could lose my job, 
not because I was trying to cover up anything criminal, but because of the advice 
I had received. To be honest, I was prepared to lose my job to be with her.” 

36. The Panel noted the following from the above. First, that she had raised with him 
drawing the attention of his supervisor to their relationship. Second, that they had 
discussed creating a fictitious account of how they had met. If there was nothing 
inappropriate as to how their relationship started, there would have been no need 
on his part to create such a fictitious account. The Panel concluded that it was 
plain to FPC Gilligan that entering into a relationship in the way that he did was 
plainly inappropriate. He was also clearly aware that he may lose his job as a 
result of his conduct but was prepared to enter into a relationship with her 
notwithstanding the consequences. 

37. Ms X states in her statement that she has been taken advantage of by FPC 
Gilligan - “Looking back on our relationship I feel empty inside. Not only have I 
been let down by the police but I have also been preyed upon by those who are in 
charge of protecting us, those who are in a position of trust.” She added later in 
her statement that she felt that FPC Gilligan had closed the case against her ex 
partner prematurely, without getting all of the available evidence, in order that he 
could see her more quickly in a personal capacity. She considered that he thought 
her case against her ex partner was an obstacle to getting together with her. 

 

Training 

 
38. As part of his service he completed the following courses: - 

• MPS Computers - 8 August 2015 
• Total victim care - 6 November 2015 and on 4 August 2016 
• Integrated Information Platform (IIP) - 12 November 2015 



39. In his statement under caution FPC Gilligan commented about his training in this 
way “cannot recall what specific training I may have had in relation to the College 
Policing Guidance in connection with relationships, or the NPCC Guidance on 
maintaining professional boundaries.” 

 

Discussion with Supt. Alexander 

 
40. He confirmed that he had spoken to his Superintendent Tim Alexander in June 

2019.  “He told me that there might be disciplinary implications if I entered into a 
relationship with somebody who I had met in the circumstances in which I had 
met Ms X. He never suggested to me that such conduct might ever be perceived, 
or regarded as criminal in nature. Heeding his advice, I decided not to enter into 
any relationship with her until the criminal case was concluded.” 

41. FPC Gilligan added that he knew that “it would not have been right to pursue her 
romantically, as it were, whilst I was still dealing with her case in a professional 
capacity. I did think it would be alright to go on a date with her a few weeks after 
the investigation was over.” He also stated “To be honest, my disenchantment 
with the police by then was such that I was not particularly concerned about the 
disciplinary repercussions.” 

42. He gave a slightly different version in his journal – “I went to speak to Supt. 
Alexander briefly about dating views. He said don’t do it. He said he’d stuck 
people on for gross misconduct for it before. He said there was 2 policy pages 
dedicated to it and that I shouldn’t have any problems with women haha. I said 
what about after the investigation and he said its my choice but he wouldn’t….I 
really wanted to ask that girl out but couldn’t or I would get in potentially serious 
shit at work….” 

43. Supt. Alexander was spoken to and has provided a statement. He confirmed the 
following “I do recall a conversation with Joseph Gilligan, I cannot recall the exact 
date, but it was in the office that I used at Colindale Police Station. From memory 
he explained that he had met a female member of the public through an 
investigation and sought advice on whether he could take her out on a date. My 
advice was not to start any form of personal relationship and that there was both 
specific Force and national guidance that made this clear.” 

44. Taking into account his training and the unequivocal advice offered by Supt. 
Alexander, the Panel determined that FPC Gilligan was fully aware that it was 
inappropriate to embark on romantic relationship with Ms X. The Panel also 
determined that FPC had deliberately sought to misconstrue the advice from Supt. 
Alexander, in that Supt. Alexander made it clear that he should not start any form 
of relationship, not that he should not start a relationship until after the criminal 
case was concluded. He also referred him to the relevant guidance. He did not 
heed the advice offered by Supt. Alexander as he suggested that he had done. 
There was nothing in the guidance that suggested it would be appropriate to start 
a relationship after a criminal investigation was over. 

45. The Panel was entirely satisfied of the following: - 
a. That FPC Gilligan had entered into an improper relationship with Ms X, when 
she was plainly vulnerable, having reported a crime relating to her ex partner 
involving physical violence. 



b. That FPC Gilligan had made the initial request for a coffee on 28 June 2019, 
despite acknowledging in his journal that he could not ask her out as she was 
“one of his victims’. 
c. That it was entirely evident to FPC Gilligan that it was inappropriate for him to 
enter into a relationship with Ms X, in that he had discussed creating a fictitious 
story with Ms X about how they met. Furthermore, in his journal entry dated 28 
June 2019 he described himself as a “naughty boy” and putting himself in a 
“compromising position.” 
d. That he entered into a relationship with Ms X, contrary to his training (which 
included victim care courses), the regulations (which he claimed to Ms X to have 
consulted) and the clear advice of Supt. Alexander. 

 

Allegation 2 – Sharing of sensitive CCTV images 

 
46. The Panel determined that on 28 October 2019 FPC Gilligan had shared an image 

of a suspect for a serious sexual assault and an image of underage victim of the 
offence. This had been done over WhatsApp. This had been admitted by FPC 
Gilligan in his regulation 22 response and statement under caution. He had 
apologised for his conduct. 

47. The images in question had been taken from CCTV that he had been tasked to 
review in the course of his duties. He had in fact prepared a statement in relation 
to those CCTV images as part of that investigation. The image of the male had the 
following warning underneath – “For police eyes only. MPS personnel must be 
aware that this image may relate to either a convicted or unconvicted record and 
may therefore be subject to destruction provisions. It is the responsibility of the 
individual requesting this image to ensure that continued possession of it is lawful 
and justified”. 

48. FPC Gilligan also explained in the messages to Ms X that the underage female 
had been kidnapped and raped by the male concerned, who had been arrested. 
He alleged the male was a paedophile. He had set out the male’s defence to Ms 
X. Ms X also stated that FPC Gilligan had shown her CCTV of the incident, 
although it did not contain images of the actual rape. 

49.  In response to caution FPC Gilligan stated that “I did send her a picture of a victim 
in a rape, and the suspect. My recollection is the girl was not a particularly 
handsome child, and I simply made a reference to something like ‘’straight over 
the balcony we will try again” with laughing emojis [sic] attached, making reference 
to hoping our children don’t look or turn out like this. I did not provide any detailed 
explanation in relation to the rape or any details or names or anything else; I did 
not have those details myself. I was not the OIC. I had just done a CCTV trawl. 
Her response to this was to regard it as quite funny that I made the reference and 
she said ‘’I’m gonna [sic] shoot myself if my daughter looks like this at age 16’’. At 
no stage did I show her any CCTV.” 

50. The Panel determined that FPC Gilligan made unauthorised disclosure to Ms X of 
sensitive data relating to a police investigation in which he was involved and for 
which there was no policing purpose. In particular, he disclosed images of a 
suspect/ victim relating to a serious sexual assault, CCTV stills relating to that 
serious sexual assault and information as to what was depicted on those stills. 
The Panel was also satisfied that he also disclosed the name of the suspect and 
in particular showed her the underlying CCTV. The Panel preferred the evidence 



of Ms X on this issue, and noted that if he was able to send her the images then 
he must have in possession of the underlying CCTV. 

51. The Panel also determined that this conduct was particularly inappropriate and 
offensive. The images related to a serious, live investigation. The victim was 
alleged to be under age. There was a specific warning on one of the images about 
the need to justify possession of it and that it was for Police eyes only. There was 
no policing basis for FPC Gilligan to share the evidence with Ms X. Furthermore, 
the Panel’s view was that his response to the allegation in fact aggravated the 
matter, stating that he had shown Ms X the image to comment on the unattractive 
nature of the child, the same child who had been alleged to have been kidnapped 
and been subject to a rape. 

 

Allegation 3 – FPC Gilligan was involved in a vehicular collision while under 
the influence of Alcohol 

 
52. Ms X stated that on 29 November 2019 FPC Gilligan came home and admitted he 

had drunk three pints and then driven home from Colindale police station. As he 
left the station car park he admitted to hitting a parked white Mercedes, causing 
damage to the front bumper. He had however managed to bend it back into shape. 
She stated that he told her he “thought of reporting it to the station but was worried 
that he might have been over the drink drive limit and so stopped himself, making 
his way home instead”. Ms X stated, “I told Joseph that I wasn’t happy about this 
and convinced him to go in the next day and report it”. 

53. Ms X stated that on 30 November 2019 she attended the police station with FPC 
Gilligan to report the incident. She stated that FPC Gilligan said he would report 
the incident to the “dampest person who wouldn’t take any action. He also lied to 
this person and blamed his diabetes for the reason that he crashed, rather than 
the alcohol.” 

54. On 11 December 2019 FPC Gilligan made a journal entry. He stated the following: 
“I was a disaster pretty much from the second night when I crashed into that car 
at Colindale when I was reversing. Going with the Butterfly Effect, if I hadn’t of 
crashed into that car, we wouldn’t have gone to Colindale the next day. Going 
back even further, if I didn’t have a drink and a half with Charles at VQ before 
going to Colindale and crashing the car, I would have reported it there and then to 
a sergeant. I didn’t report it there and then because I had the drink, that is why me 
and Ms X went back to Colindale the following morning, because I wanted to cover 
my arse in case [sic] someone reported the damage or the crash was caused [sic] 
on CCTV, because I did cause damage to another car in the yard by reversing into 
it.” 

55. In his statement under caution FPC Gilligan stated he had been out with a friend 
on 29 November 2019. He had consumed a small quantity of alcohol with a full 
meal over a number of hours. He had slightly bumped a vehicle when reversing. 
His diary entry was nothing more than bravado – he had not drunk three pints and 
he had not caused any damage to the car. He did have a diabetic episode. 

56. The investigation had not identified any evidence of a report regarding this matter 
or the identity of the uniform sergeant. No statement had been taken from Mr 
Thakker. 

57. The Panel preferred the account of Ms X, which was in turn was supported by FPC 
Gilligan’s diary entries. The Panel determined that at the time of the collision that 



FPC Gilligan had consumed alcohol and was concerned that he might be over the 
limit. He then deliberately failed to report the collision due to that concern and 
when he did report it, on 30 November 2019, he falsely stated that he had a 
diabetic episode at the time of the collision. The Panel also noted that FPC Gilligan 
drove home following the collision, when he believed that he might been over the 
legal limit to drive. 

 

Allegation 4 – Conducting Unauthorised Searches on MPS Computer Systems 

 
58. The Panel determined that on 4, 9 and 29 January 2020 and 11 February 2020, 

following the conclusion of their relationship, searches for Ms X were undertaken 
from FPC Gilligan’s police account. There was no apparent policing purpose for 
those searches. This allegation was admitted by FPC Gilligan. The search also 
showed FPC Gilligan searched for Ms X’s ex-partner on 4 January 2020, 
following the conclusion of any investigation into him. 

59. In his response to caution FPC Gilligan indicated that he carried out searches 
“bizarrely to feel close to her.” The Panel however determined that not only did 
he enter her name in searches but that he viewed CRIS records beyond the first 
page. 

Allegation 5 – Forwarded Confidential Emails from your MPS email account to 
your personal Email Account 

 
60. Enquiries undertaken by the IOPC to interrogate FPC Gilligan’s work email 

account recovered a number of emails relating to Ms X. These documents were 
sent from FPC Gilligan’s work email address to his personal email on 19 
December 2019. The emails contained information relating to the allegation Ms X 
made about her expartner, including attachments of copies of investigative 
material. The emails contained evidence of FPC Gilligan inviting Ms X out for a 
coffee and further conversations they shared evidencing the transition to a 
personal relationship. 

61. The Panel noted that the allegation was admitted by FPC Gilligan. He had 
apologised for his conduct, which he had linked in part to ongoing health issues at 
that time. In his statement under caution he stated “I can see that on the 19th 
December 2019 I sent a quantity of material from my work email address, to my 
personal email account because again, it made me feel close to Ms X.” 

 

Allegation 6 – Access to Ms X work mobile phone on various occasions 
without her Consent 

 
62. Ms X stated that on 1 December 2019, FPC Gilligan admitted that whilst they were 

at her flat collecting her belongings, he accessed her work phone without her 
permission and looked through her photographs. She stated, “He went on my 
phone without my permission and looked at my pictures. Whilst doing this he saw 
pictures of me and my ex-partner [partner’s name removed] which had annoyed 
him, however he was apologetic when he told me this as I think he was worried 
about how I would react.” 



63. On 4 December 2019 FPC Gilligan admitted to her that not only had he accessed 
her phone but he had also deleted 500 images. Ms X stated she was “extremely 
distressed” by this information as her employer “are extremely security 
conscious”,and any breaches of security would have to be reported and she could 
be liable for any such breach. 

64. On 8 December 2019 Ms X was in bed asleep when she was awoken by her 
bedroom door being opened. She stated that FPC Gilligan was not in the bedroom 
with her and she felt the bedside table for her phones. She discovered her work 
phone was missing. She stated she left the bedroom and went into the living room 
where she found FPC Gilligan going through her work phone and she “could see 
that he was looking at a private work conversation with one of my male work 
colleagues. Joseph was startled when he realised I was watching him look through 
my phone however didn’t say anything. I then took my phone out of his hand and 
went straight back to bed as I was extremely tired and didn’t want to speak to him 
as I knew it would start an argument. The next day, whilst I was at work I sent 
Joseph a text, asking him why he had taken my phone and explained how upset I 
was with him. He texted me back admitting to taking my phone saying, “Let’s talk 
about it later when I’m back and I will explain why I did”” 

65. Ms X stated that a couple of days after this incident, FPC Gilligan said she could 
look through his phone. When she did so, she discovered he had recorded himself 
looking through her phone. Ms X stated she sent this recording to herself, reported 
the incident to her employer and ended her relationship with FPC Gilligan. The 
Panel understood that IOPC have been provided with a copy of this video which 
shows someone scrolling through messages between 3.27am to 3.28am for 23 
seconds – the Panel have not seen that video. During his response to caution, 
FPC Gilligan stated, “I did make a video of the text messages she had sent to a 
friend of hers at work.” FPC Gilligan stated he also sent the video he recorded of 
the messages to a friend of his. 

66. In his journal entry dated 11 December 2019, FPC Gilligan stated that whilst at 
Colindale he checked a message from one of Ms X’s friends, and “lied to Ms X 
saying it took a while to find someone to speak to, I wsa [sic] gone for like 45 
minutes.” 

67. FPC Gilligan stated that later on at Canary Wharf, Ms X gave him her phone again 
to take pictures of the room. While in possession of the phone he had discovered 
500 photographs of Ms X and her ex-partner, which he had deleted. The entry 
stated, “I felt really anxious for the rest of Saturday and all of Sunday. I told Ms X 
on Sunday I had gone through her phone and found pics of her and [her expartner] 
kissing. I didn’t tell her the extent I went through the phone”, or that he had deleted 
the images. 

68. The Panel determined that FPC Gilligan had accessed her phone on three 
occasions. The first occasion occurred at Colindale police station, where he had 
accessed her phone without her consent or even knowledge. While his journal 
entry indicates this occurred on 11 December 2019, the Panel determined this 
took place prior to 1 December 2019. 

69. In relation to the further two incidents set out by Ms X, the Panel determined that 
he had accessed her phone on those occasions without her consent. The Panel 
preferred the evidence of Ms X in this regard. The Panel also took into account 
that by his own admission he had accessed her phone without her consent in 
relation to the first incident and that he had misled her as to what he was doing. 
Furthermore, Ms X was particularly security conscious about her phone due to her 



employment status. She was therefore less likely to grant him access to her phone. 
By virtue of an email sent to him on 2 July 2019 she had alerted him to the sensitive 
nature of the data on her phone from her employment. 

70. In relation to the second incident he had clearly felt anxious about accessing her 
phone and following this incident he would have been aware that she was very 
unhappy about his accessing her phone, making it unlikely she would have 
granted him access in relation to the third incident. In any event, even if he had 
her consent for the second or third incidents, that consent plainly would not have 
extended to viewing her messages, deleting those photos and making a video 
recording of messages to send to a friend of FPC Gilligan, which he had admitted 
doing. 

 

Arrest, interview and Investigation 

 
71. On 23 December 2019, Ms X made a report to the MPS that she was being 

harassed by FPC Gilligan. Ms X provided a statement on 16 February 2020. 
72. FPC Gilligan was arrested on 20 February 2020 by the MPS in relation to a number 

of offences. He made no response following the caution. FPC Gilligan was 
interviewed that day and made no response to caution. He did not offer a prepared 
statement at that stage. 

73. (passage redacted) 
74. The case was referred to the IOPC on 21 February 2020. An investigation was 

conducted by Ms Smith from the IOPC. 
75. FPC Gilligan resigned from the Metropolitan Police Service (MPS) on 20 February 

2021. 
76. The IOPC investigation was finalised on 8 June 2021. 

 

Approach to the Standards 

 
77. The Panel has considered the facts as relied upon within the Regulation 21 Notice, 

the facts found by the Panel as set out above and whether the conduct of FPC 
Gilligan individually or in its totality amounted to breaches of those standards. 

 

Standard - Authority, Respect and Courtesy 

 
78. Specifically in relation to relationships the standard states that officers should “not 

establish or pursue an improper sexual or emotional relationship with a person 
with whom you come into contact in the course of your work who may be 
vulnerable to an abuse of trust or power. Failure to follow this guidance may 
contravene the Standards of Professional Behaviour and may constitute a criminal 
offence. There is no place in policing for those who abuse their position for sexual 
purposes.” 

79. The standard goes on “Do not engage in, or pursue, a sexual or improper 
emotional relationship, on or off duty, with any member of the public who you have 
come into contact with during the course of your current work or duties. While you 
may find yourself attracted to a member of the public, or find yourself in a situation 
where someone is attracted to you, it is your responsibility not to act on these 



feelings. This is to prevent any harm that such actions may cause and to maintain 
the integrity of the policing profession.” 

80. Taking into account all of its factual findings set out under allegation 1 above, the 
Panel considered that FPC Gilligan’s conduct did amount to a serious and 
significant breach of the standard of authority, respect and courtesy. 

 

Standard - Discreditable Conduct 

 
81. The standard provides that “You must behave in a manner, whether on or off duty, 

which does not bring discredit on the police service or undermine public 
confidence in policing.” 

82. Taking into account all of its factual findings set out under allegation 6 above, the 
Panel considered that his conduct did amount to a breach of the standard of 
discreditable conduct. 
 

Standard – Honesty and Integrity 

 
83. The standard provides that Officers must act with honesty and integrity at all times. 

Examples include the need to be sincere and truthful, ensuring decisions are not 
influenced by improper considerations of personal gain and not making false, 
misleading or inaccurate oral statements in any professional context. 

84. Taking into account all of its factual findings set out under allegation 3 above, the 
Panel considered that his conduct did amount to a breach of the standard of 
honesty and Integrity. 

 

Standard – Confidentiality 

 
85. The MPS policy states “You must never use the Met’s web-based applications for 

personal reasons. It’s a disciplinary offence to do so and it may be illegal. These 
applications include: CRIS, Crimint [criminal intelligence system], PNC [Police 
National Computer], and Airwave [radio communications system].” 

86. The MPS policy cautions that “abuse, misuse or negligence in the use of Met 
information, ICT systems, mobile device or media could lead to: your use of it 
being suspended or stopped altogether, disciplinary action, or dismissal or 
prosecution, in the most serious cases.” 

87. As to information management, “Sharing police information must be linked to a 
policing purpose.” These purposes are defined as protecting life and property, 
preserving order, preventing and detecting offences, bringing offenders to justice, 
and any duty or responsibility arising from common or statute law. 

88. As to use of MPS systems for personal matters, the relevant policy states, “The 
use of the Met’s information and communications technology (ICT) systems needs 
both the proper authorisation and training, and your good judgment. It’s important 
to know what you can and can’t use the systems for and the possible 
consequences if you get it wrong. If you act without authority, or deliberately 
misuse the Met’s ICT systems and its information, you could face disciplinary 
action including dismissal and criminal or civil proceedings. You can only use the 
systems for which you have the right authority and security clearance level.” The 



policy states, “You mustn’t adapt, create, display, download, store, transmit or 
view: 

• any Met information (including personal data) other than for official Met 
purposes, 
• anything that could harm the Met’s effectiveness or reputation, or its staff 
and officers. 

89. Taking into account all of its factual findings set out under allegations 2, 4 and 5 
above, the Panel considered that his conduct did amount to a breach of the 
standard of confidentiality. 

 

Gross Misconduct or Misconduct 

 
90. Having found breaches of the standards as set out above, the Panel has carefully 

considered whether the breaches amount to gross misconduct or misconduct. 
91. Gross misconduct is defined in the Regulations as meaning a breach of the 

standards of professional conduct so serious that dismissal would be justified. We 
have again reminded ourselves of the circumstances of this case and the 
breaches that we have found. 

92. The Panel concluded that the breaches of the standards set out above did amount 
both individually and collectively to gross misconduct. When deliberating on this 
the Panel had reminded itself of the need to protect public confidence in and the 
reputation of the Police Service, the need to maintain high professional standards 
and the need to protect the public and officers and staff by preventing similar 
misconduct in the future. Save for those parts the Panel did not rely upon, the 
Panel also took into account the full factual matrix in finding that his conduct 
amounted to gross misconduct. 

 

Outcome 

 

Approach and Findings 

 
93. In a case involving an Officer who is no longer a member of the Police service, 

there are only two potential outcomes, namely disciplinary action and no 
disciplinary action. 

94. Disciplinary action can only be the outcome if the former officer would have been 
dismissed without notice if he was still a member of the service. If the Panel were 
to decide that the conduct did not justify the sanction of dismissal without notice, 
no disciplinary action would be taken. 

95. We have been reminded and reviewed the College of Policing Guidance on 
outcomes in police misconduct proceedings (‘the guidance’). 1 We have also 
considered the relevant authorities, including the case of West Midlands Police 
and Officer A2 

96. In determining the appropriate and proportionate sanction we have applied the 
three stage approach set out at §4.2 of the guidance: - 

a. We have assessed the seriousness of the misconduct. In doing so we have 
considered: - 



i. The officer’s culpability for the misconduct. 
ii. The harm caused by the misconduct; 
iii. The existence of any aggravating factors; 
iv. The existence of any mitigating factors. 

b. We have kept in mind the purpose of imposing sanctions; 
c. We have chosen the sanction which most appropriately fulfils that purpose for 
the seriousness of the conduct in question. 

97. When deliberating on this matter the Panel has again reminded itself of the need 
to protect public confidence in and the reputation of the police service, the need to 
maintain high professional standards and the need to protect the public and officers 
and staff by preventing similar misconduct in the future. 

 

Culpability 

 
98. In relation to culpability, we consider that FPC Gilligan was entirely responsible for 

his actions. He was aware that Ms X was a vulnerable individual and engaged in 
a relationship with her notwithstanding he knew it was entirely inappropriate. 
Among other matters he had carried out searches on Ms X and her ex partner on 
MPS systems and distributed sensitive information relating to a live police 
investigation. He had deliberately sought to mislead in relation to the incident 
involving the collision with a vehicle. Pursuant to the factual findings set out above, 
we found that his conduct was wholly intentional and deliberate. 

99. We note under the guidance that conduct considered as especially serious (§4.15) 
in relation to culpability includes: - 

a. Data misuse – 4.33. The guidance makes it plain that under no 
circumstances should anyone access police information for personal benefit. 
Taking into the factual findings set out above, this is exactly what occurred 
here and was aggravated by not only accessing information relating to Ms X 
but also her ex partner. 
b. Breach of Position of Trust. Pursuant to §4.42, where an officer has used 
their position to pursue an improper sexual relationship, as has occurred here, 
this should be regarded as an abuse of authority for sexual gain. Such conduct 
causes substantial damage to public trust and confidence and ‘is particularly 
serious where the subject of the Officer’s behaviour is a vulnerable person.’  
§4.47 makes it very clear that Officers must not use their professional position 
to initiate a sexual relationship, as occurred here, with a vulnerable person.  
The Panel found that his conduct was particularly serious, pursuant to the 
guidance. 
 

Harm 

 
100. In terms of harm, the Panel found that emotional harm had been caused to Ms 
X, as set out in her statement, and in particular that significant reputational harm had 
been caused by his actions to the Met. Police Service. 
 

Aggravating Factors 

 



101.Taking into account the factual findings set out above, particular aggravating 
features were as follows (we note that there is a significant degree of overlap but have 
set them out in full for the sake of completeness – we make it plain we have not double 
counted matters when considering the issue of seriousness). 
 
a. The taking of deliberate steps in relation to Ms X; 
b. Malign intent, namely his own sexual gratification; 
c. Abuse of trust, particularly taking into account her vulnerable status; 
d. Concealing wrongdoing, in relation the vehicle collision; 
e. Sustained behaviour over a long period of time; 
f. Continuing the behaviour after the Officer realised it was improper or should have 
realised it was; 
g. Vulnerability of the victim; 
h. Significant deviation from national guidance in relation to sexual relationships with 
vulnerable persons, met in the course of their duties; 
i. Multiple breaches of the standards of Professional behaviour. 
 

Mitigating Factors & Personal Mitigation 

 
102. In terms of mitigating factors/ personal mitigation, the Panel noted the following: 
 
a. That he had admitted a number of the allegations, although had sought to 
minimise his culpability; 
b. (passage redacted) 
c. That he had apologised for his actions, demonstrating his remorse for some of 
what had occurred; 
d. The Panel also reminded itself of the contents of his regulation 22 response, in 
relation to the question of outcome. 
 
103. In relation to personal mitigation, the Panel noted FPC Gilligan’s record 
indicated that he had obtained the role of Detective Constable, but that there was a 
poor sickness record. His borough commander would not have wished him to remain 
on the borough, had he not resigned. 
 

Conclusion 

 
104. As set out above, in summary this case concerns serious breaches of the 
standards. 
The Panel considered the FPC Gilligan was well aware that his conduct was entirely 
inappropriate and involved a breach of trust placed in him by Ms X, a vulnerable 
individual, and the public. His further conduct, involving accessing confidential MPS 
computer information, failing to report an accident as he may have been intoxicated 
and distributing highly sensitive material relating to a live police investigation all 
amounted to extremely serious breaches of the standards. 
 
105. Having considered carefully all of the circumstances and in particular chapter 4 
of the College of Policing Guidance we have concluded that that the appropriate 
outcome is that of disciplinary action. We find that the appropriate and lowest possible 



sanction had FPC Gilligan still been a member of the Police service would have been 
that of dismissal without notice. 
 
106. The Panel is also satisfied that the breaches of the standards, as we have found, 
would have been incompatible with his service as a Police Officer if he had still been 
a member of the Metropolitan Police service and that the need to protect public 
confidence in and the reputation of the police service, the need to maintain high 
professional standards and the need to protect the public and officers and staff by 
preventing similar misconduct in the future is appropriately served by the outcome of 
disciplinary action. 
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