
Accelerated Misconduct Hearing of Detective Constable Francois Olwage held 
on 17th May 2022  
 

Finding 
 
I have had the benefit of the papers in advance of today and have read them carefully before the 

Hearing. I have listened to the case presented by the Appropriate Authority. I knew no submissions 

were likely from DC Olwage, and that has proved to be the case. 

I have carefully considered the documentary evidence provided to me, including: 

• The record of DC Olwage’s convictions and sentencing for three offences against the Sexual 

Offences Act 2003 and one of police corruption under the Criminal Justice and Courts Act 2015 

• The statement provided by DC Olwage at his interview 

• Details of the messages DC Olwage sent to the undercover operative and the replies 

DC Olwage has not provided a response for this Hearing. He is currently serving a prison sentence and 

so is not present, however he has had the opportunity to provide a response. As there has been no 

acceptance from DC Olwage that his conduct amounts to gross misconduct, it is for me to make a 

formal finding of the facts in this case and the level of misconduct that those facts amount to. 

The facts of this case are clear. Over about a fortnight, DC Olwage engaged in online chat with a person 

who he had been told was a 13-year old girl. DC Olwage initiated sexual chat. He arranged to meet the 

person, and by now it was clear he was sure she was a 13 year old girl. He travelled to meet her, when 

he should have been working from home. On arrival, he was arrested for arranging / facilitating the 

commission of a child sex offence. In interview, he provided a prepared statement denying the 

offences. He was convicted of three offences following a not guilty plea. These were:  

a. Adult attempt to engage in sexual communication with a child  

b. Attempt to cause / incite a girl 13 to 15 to engage in sexual activity – penetration  

c. Adult attempt to meet a girl under 16 years of age following grooming  

All offences were contrary to the Sexual Offences Act 2003. These convictions were at a level of 

‘beyond reasonable doubt’. I am sure, on the balance of probabilities that DC Olwage knew what he 

was doing and I have found that as fact accordingly. 

DC Olwage also pleaded guilty to a fourth offence: Police corruption contrary to s.26(1) of the Criminal 

Justice and Courts Act 2015. 



He has been sentenced to a total 5 and a half years imprisonment and an indefinite Sexual Harm 

Prevention Order. 

Behaving in this way, that is by attempting to meet a 13 year old girl for sexual purposes and doing so 

when he was on duty has clearly undermined trust in the police service and brought us into disrepute.  

I therefore consider that DC Olwage has breached the Standards of Professional Behaviour in respect 

of:  

• Discreditable Conduct 

I have reminded myself that gross misconduct is a breach of the Standards of Professional Behaviour 

so serious that dismissal would be justified. Applying that definition, I find the matter proven as gross 

misconduct.  

DC Olwage behaved in the manner described and can have been in no doubt whatsoever that this was 

wrong. In addition, it is unacceptable for police officers, who are responsible for upholding the law, to 

break the law themselves and to do so brings discredit on the service. His convictions, their 

seriousness, and the immediate custodial sentence that followed further reflect the gravity of the 

breaches of the Standards of Professional Behaviour.  

For all of these reasons I therefore find the matters proven as gross misconduct. 

  



Outcome decision 
 

Having considered the matter fully and having had regards to the nature and severity of the breach of 

the Standards of Professional Behaviour, my decision is that DC Francois Olwage is: 

• Dismissed without notice. 

I would like to explain my rationale for that decision in detail now.  

The College of Policing Guidance on Outcomes in Police Misconduct Proceedings is a clear document 

that sets out the stages of the decision-making process. I have applied those Guidelines and that 

process to my decision-making in this case. 

The first stage of deciding on the outcome is to assess the seriousness of the conduct. This covers the 

areas of the officer’s culpability – that is, their blameworthiness or responsibility for their actions - the 

harm caused and any aggravating or mitigating factors. 

The second stage is to keep in mind the purpose of the police misconduct regime. This has three 

elements: 

• To maintain public confidence in and the reputation of the police service, 

• To uphold high standards and deter misconduct, and 

• To protect the public. 

The police misconduct regime is not designed to punish police officers – it is about the reputation and 

standing of the profession as a whole. 

The third stage is to choose the outcome that most appropriately fulfils the purpose given the 

seriousness of the conduct in question. This should be the least severe outcome which deals 

adequately with the issues identified, while protecting the public interest. 

I will also consider DC Olwage’s record of service during this decision-making process. 

At all times I must be aware of and adhere to human rights and equality legislation. That is, of course, 

part of my approach at all times as a police officer.  

Every case is different and I have made my decision on the specific facts of this individual case.  

I have started by assessing the seriousness of the conduct. 

In terms of culpability, DC Olwage deliberately chatted online with a person he believed to be a 13-

year old girl, steered the chat to become sexual, arranged to meet her and travelled to meet her with 



the intention of having a sexual encounter. This series of events occurred over a fortnight and he had 

options at every stage of these actions to cease this despicable behaviour, but did not. He made the 

contact despite it being obvious that he would cause a high level of harm by treating a young girl in 

this way.  He acted deliberately and was wholly responsible for what he did and his culpability is 

therefore high. 

In terms of harm, I have placed weight on three factors.  

• Firstly, in behaving as he did, DC Olwage could have caused serious harm to a 13 year old girl. 

This harm is not lessened by the fact that the girl was in fact an adult police officer.   

• Secondly, this behaviour of itself will have had a very severe impact on public confidence in 

policing. To discover that a person who behaved in this way was in fact a police officer is likely 

to have very considerably undermined the MPS’s reputation. 

• And thirdly, it is entirely unacceptable for police officers who are responsible for enforcing the 

law to break the law themselves. Such behaviour and the convictions that followed would also 

severely harm the public’s confidence in and the reputation of the MPS.  

Taken both individually and as a whole, this level of harm is extremely grave. 

I find as aggravating factors that DC Olwage used planned, deliberate, targeted and predatory 

behaviour, that he had the malign intent of sexual gratification, and that the behaviour was repeated 

and sustained over a period of time. In addition, I find as a further aggravating factor that DC Olwage 

was on duty and should have been working from home at the point he travelled to meet the girl.  

I do not find any mitigating factors.  

I have reviewed DC Olwage’s record of service, having joined the Met in 2012 and having previously 

served in Hertfordshire Constabulary.  I note his service as a detective and an intelligence officer. No 

commendations are recorded. His unit commander would not wish to retain him at the OCU were I to 

make a different decision today. His service record is insufficient to reduce my view of the gravity of 

his culpability and the harm caused, as set out above. 

In addition to this, and because he has not engaged with this Hearing in any way, I have not seen the 

evidence of remorse or insight from DC Olwage that might help to mitigate the gravity of the harm 

caused.  

Therefore, because the culpability and harm are so high, and the mitigation so weak, the mitigation 

as a whole does not reduce the gravity of DC Olwage’s behaviour in a way that means I could consider 

a final written warning to be justified. (This would have been my only alternative option.)  



I explained earlier that the decision making process has three stages. I now move to the second stage, 

which is to keep in mind the purpose of the police misconduct regime. As I mentioned before, this has 

three elements: 

• To maintain public confidence in and the reputation of the police service, 

• To uphold high standards and deter misconduct, and 

• To protect the public. 

In behaving in the way he did, as I have described above, and in being convicted of four criminal 

offences in respect of that behaviour, DC Olwage has discredited himself and the Metropolitan Police 

Service.  

This was very grave misconduct which undermines public confidence in policing as well as our 

reputation. The public could not have confidence in DC Olwage to protect them if he puts them in 

danger in such a way. Nor would the public have confidence in the MPS if we appeared not to take a 

criminal conviction and such behaviour by a police officer seriously, which I know would be the case 

if I imposed any lesser sanction today. A lesser sanction would not serve to uphold high standards and 

deter misconduct that is so out of keeping with colleagues’ and the MPS’s ethics and values.   

I now move to the third stage of decision making, which is to choose the outcome that most 

appropriately fulfils the purpose given the seriousness of the conduct in question. And for the reasons 

set out above, it is clear to me and it is my decision that the imposition of a final written warning would 

be an inadequate outcome for behaviour and criminal convictions of this kind. Therefore nothing less 

than dismissal would fulfil the purpose of the police misconduct regime. 

 

A/Deputy Commissioner Helen Ball QPM 
17th May 2022 (decision made 17th May, full written rationale provided 20th May) 
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