
NOTIFICATION OF OUTCOME OF MISCONDUCT HEARING 
PC 6683 Terry QUICK 

 
PC 6683 Terry QUICK on 3 May 2022 you attended a gross misconduct hearing which was conducted 
by: 

Legally Qualified Chair: William Hansen 

Independent Panel Member: Mr John Hill 

Police Panel Member: Chief Superintendent Katy Barrow-Grint 

 to answer the following breaches of the Standards of Professional Behaviour. 

Charge 1 

Being a police officer Thames Valley Police on 20 December 2020 you breached the Standards of 
Professional Behaviour set out in Schedule 2 to the Police (Conduct) Regulations 2020 by indecently 
assaulting a female colleague. 

Particulars 

a. On 20 December 2020 you met Witness A at Hughenden Park, High Wycombe, 
to go for a walk; 

 

b. at the end of the walk you: 
i. asked Witness A for a kiss; and 
ii. leant forward to kiss her on the lips; 

 

c. Witness A moved away from you and told you that she did not want you to 
touch her, and that she had a boyfriend; 

 

d. you then: 
i. took hold of her and pulled her towards you; 
ii. placed one hand firmly on her neck; 
iii. tried again to kiss her on the lips; 
iv. kissed her on the cheek; 

 

e. the said acts were without Witness A’s consent, either express or implied; 
 

f. your said conduct was gross misconduct and in breach of the following 
Standards of Professional Behaviour: 
i. Authority, respect and courtesy; 
ii. Discreditable conduct. 

 

Charge 2 

Being a police officer with Thames Valley Police between around 5 January 2020 and 18 October 2020 
you breached the Standards of Professional Behaviour set out in Schedule 2 to the Police (Conduct) 
Regulations 2012 and in Schedule 2 to the Police (Conduct) Regulations 2020 by using your force issue 
mobile telephone for personal communications while both on and off duty. 



Particulars 

a. Prior to 2020 you were issued with a force mobile telephone, number; 
 

b. the mobile telephone was to be used only for policing purposes; 
 

c. between 5 January 2020 and 18 October 2020 you sent and received around 
1,654 communications, including SMS messages and voice calls, to and from 
five women you had contacted through online dating websites; 

 

d. the said communications were wholly personal and not for policing purposes;  
 

e. around 443 of the SMS messages that you sent to the women were sent while 
you were on duty; 

 

f. five of the voice calls that you made to the women were made while you were 
on duty; 

 

g. your said conduct was gross misconduct and in breach of the Standards of 
Professional Behaviour relating to: 
i. Orders and instructions; 
ii. Duties and responsibilities; and  
iii. Discreditable conduct. 

 

Charge 3 

Being a police officer with Thames Valley Police between around 1 June 2020 and 5 August 2020 you 
breached the Standards of Professional Behaviour set out in Schedule 2 to the Police (Conduct) 
Regulations 2020 by engaging in inappropriate personal communication with a female member of the 
public whom you had met in the course of your duties. 

Particulars 

a. On 1 June 2020 you took a witness statement from a female in connection with 
a domestic incident; 

 

b. whilst speaking to the female you told her that you were a “super boyfriend” 
and had ten girlfriends; 

 

c. on 2 June 2020 the female initiated email contact with you that was social in 
nature; 

 

d. between 2 June 2020 and 5 August 2020 you continued social email 
correspondence with the female; 

 

e. in the course of that correspondence you: 
i. sought to develop a personal relationship with the female; and 



ii. failed to maintain a professional boundary between yourself and the 
female. 
 

f. your said conduct was gross misconduct and in breach of the Standards of 
Professional Behaviour relating to: 
i. Orders and instructions; and  
ii. Discreditable conduct. 

 

Charge 4 

Being a police officer with Thames Valley Police between around 19 November 2017 and 19 January 
2021 you breached the Standards of Professional Behaviour set out in Schedule 2 to the Police 
(Conduct) Regulations 2012 and in Schedule 2 to the Police (Conduct) Regulations 2020 by sending 
emails with sexist and/or sexualised content from TVP work e-mail addresses.  

Particulars 

a. As an officer with the Thames Valley Police you had a work e-mail account that 
was only for use in the course of your duties, save for occasional and reasonable 
personal use; 
 

b.  on 19 November 2017 you sent an email from your work account to a male 
colleague in which you wrote: 

“There is some new fit girl working here you need to see her mate.  You’d love 
her.  Too young for me but right up your street.” 

c. on around 20 September 2018 you sent an email from the work account of a 
female officer, purporting to be from her, to a male officer, in which you made 
reference to him having a large penis; 

 

d. on 18 November 2018 you sent an email from the work account of a female 
officer, purporting to be from her, to a male officer, in which you wrote: 

“Heard you got a huge dick?” 

e. on 18 November 2018 you sent an email from your work account to a female 
officer, copied to a male officer, in which you wrote: 

“Not sure why you felt the need to tell him this but it is true.” 

f. on 20 March 2020 you sent two emails from your work account to a male officer 
in which you wrote: 
i. “Can we send her Dick pics.  I am sure she mentioned before she left 

she liked getting them.” 
ii. “Right she’s getting a clear picture of mine and that will make her fall 

deeply in love with me because that is what women look for in a man.  
Mine is so amazing it hypnotises women.” 

 

g. on 7 June 2020 you sent an email from your work account to a male officer in 
which you wrote:  

“Is this me getting a laptop as well?  I wonder if we get access to special 
websites that involve young women removing lots of clothes and dancing 
provocatively?” 



h. on 12 January 2021 you sent an email from your work account to a male officer 
in in which you wrote: 

“I have decided that this guy that lives down my road needs to keep his 
girlfriend well away from me.  Romanian blonde, hazelnut latte GOLD.  If he 
does not keep her away from me bad things will happen. Ha ha ha.” 

 

i. on 14 January 2021 you sent an email from your work account to a male officer 
in which you wrote: 

“Keep flirting as much as humanly possible! It is good for morale and the 
women love it especially if they are married. Although you can do way better 
than her though mate trust me.” 

j. on 19 January 2021 you sent an email from your work account to a male officer 
in which you wrote:  

“Honestly Romanian women are a nightmare but I have an obsessive addiction 
to them.” 

k.  the emails were neither in the course of your duties nor for reasonable personal 
use; 

 

l. the said content of the emails was: 
i. sexist; and/or 
ii. sexualised; and 
iii. inappropriate. 

 

m. your said conduct was gross misconduct and in breach of the Standards of 
Professional Behaviour relating to: 
i. Orders and instructions; 
ii. Discreditable conduct. 

 

1. These misconduct proceedings are concerned with four allegations of misconduct as set out 
above. The Standards of Professional Behaviour (“SPB”) alleged to have been breached are 
(i) Authority, Respect and Courtesy, (ii) Discreditable Conduct, (iii) Orders and Instructions 
and(iv) Duties and Responsibilities. 
 

2. The allegations relate to (i) the indecent assault of a female colleague (Charge 1); (ii) the 
inappropriate use of the force issue mobile telephone for personal communications whilst on 
duty (Charge 2); (iii) engaging in inappropriate personal communications with a female 
witness to a crime (Charge 3) and (iv) sending sexist and/or sexualised and/or inappropriate 
emails from TVP work e-mail addresses (Charge 4)  
 

3. Having heard the opening by Counsel for the Appropriate Authority, the officer resigned with 
immediate effect and his resignation was accepted by the Force. His barrister also departed, 
leaving only his Federation friend Inspector Foy in attendance. However, we determined that 
it was entirely appropriate and fair to proceed with the hearing in his absence, albeit under the 
former officer regime, given the gravity of the allegations, and the fact that the case had been 
fully prepared. The Appropriate Authority indicated that it wished to proceed and would have 
proceeded had the officer resigned before the hearing.  
 



4. We are therefore now dealing with a former officer. Schedule 1 of the Police (Conduct) 
Regulations 2020 modifies the application of the 2020 Regulations to former officers and in 
effect replicates the former officer misconduct regime, originally established in 2017.  
 

5. The Panel’s task remains to determine the facts, to determine whether on the basis of the 
founds fact the officer has breached the Standards of Professional Behaviour (SPB), to decide 
whether the conduct of the former officer amounts to misconduct or gross misconduct or 
neither and to determine the appropriate outcome. However the range of possible outcomes is 
different for a former officer; if the Panel find misconduct it records the finding but may not 
take any further action. Where the Panel finds gross misconduct it will record that finding and 
may impose disciplinary action or choose not to. The only disciplinary action available is a 
finding that the officer would have been dismissed if he had still been a member of the force. 
Accordingly our task is to: (i) determine the facts on the balance of probability, the burden of 
proof being on the Appropriate Authority (ii) decide whether on the facts found the conduct 
has breached the SPB (iii) decide whether the breach amounts to gross misconduct (iv) decide 
what the outcome should be. In approaching our task we have regard to the purpose of 
misconduct proceedings which is to protect the public and maintain the high standards and 
good reputation of the police service.  
 

6. The Officer has made a number of admissions. He admits the facts in relation to Charge 2 and 
Charge 4 but denies that they amount to gross misconduct. He admits the facts in relation to 
Charge 3 save for the matter contained in paragraph 3(e)(i) but denies that they amount to 
gross misconduct. He denies Charge 1.  
 

7. Charge 1. The complainant in relation to Charge 1, whose identity we anonymised and who 
should only be referred to as “Witness A”, attended the hearing and verified the truth of the 
content of the three witness statements she had made in these proceedings, dated respectively 
21.01.21, 17.03.21 and 01.04.21. This latter statement was dated 01.04.21 but was in fact 
prepared in February 2021. We accept her evidence. It was unchallenged but was also 
persuasive and compelling on its face and corroborated to an extent by the unchallenged 
evidence of another female witness whose evidence we also accept. We can see no possible 
reason why Witness A would have made up such a serious allegation, particularly as she was 
quite new to the team, and indeed, to the job. The Officer did give a rival account but he 
resigned, as noted above, and there was therefore no opportunity to test his evidence. In those 
circumstances, we have no hesitation in preferring the evidence of Witness A to that of PC 
Quick. Accordingly, we find the following facts in relation to Charge 1: (i) Witness A went 
for a walk in a park with PC Quick on 20 December 2020; (ii) the walk lasted approximately 
90 minutes; (iii) when Witness A and PC Quick arrived back at the car park PC Quick asked 
for a hug; (iv) Witness A, whilst rather taken by surprise at this request, agreed to a hug; (v) 
following the hug PC Quick attempted to kiss Witness A who moved backwards out of the 
way and said “No, don’t touch me, I have a boyfriend, get off me” (v) whereupon PC Quick 
grabbed Witness A with both hands and managed to kiss her on the cheek. We are satisfied 
that this was without Witness A’s consent and against her wishes, as would have been clear to 
PC Quick at the time. This account is corroborated by another female witness who Witness A 
telephoned almost immediately after the incident. The fact that Witness A delayed for a 
period of time before making a formal complaint and escalating the matter with her superiors 
does not cause us to have any doubt about the veracity of her account. We accept in particular 
what Witness A says in her witness statement dated 17.03.21 about feeling uncomfortable 
after this incident and wanting to make things less awkward at work. This was a clear and 
flagrant breach of the SPB relating to Authority Respect and Courtesy and Discreditable 
Conduct and as clear an example of gross misconduct as one can imagine. Its seriousness 
needs no further elaboration and was self-evidently a breach of the SPB that is so serious that 
the officer concerned would have been dismissed if the officer had not ceased to be a member 
of the police force. 



 
8. Charge 2. In relation to Charge 2, this is admitted but the Officer submits that the admitted 

facts amount to misconduct only, not gross misconduct. This is entirely unrealistic. The 
admitted facts demonstrate that PC Quick used his force mobile phone to send 443 SMS 
messages to five women he had met on internet dating sites whilst he was on duty over a ten-
month period beginning in January 2020. There is of course nothing wrong with this sort of 
contact off duty using a private mobile phone but that is not what the charge relates to. Nor 
does it relate to the type of urgent message which an officer might on occasion have to send 
using his force mobile. The charge relates to what Ms Powell fairly in our judgment described 
as “prolific” use of the force mobile for personal, non-urgent messages whilst on duty. The 
Force’s Mobile Telephony Policy is quite clear: “The phone … is not for private use” (para. 
1.3). PC Quick was also using the force mobile phone for personal outgoing calls whilst on 
duty. By way of example, he made a call which lasted more than 10 minutes to a female 
friend whilst on duty on 15 July 2020. Looking at his whole pattern of usage over the period 
in question, we are satisfied that, again, this was a flagrant and prolonged breach of the SPB, 
this time relating to Orders and Instructions and Duties and Responsibilities. We are also 
satisfied that this was a breach of the SPB that is so serious that the officer concerned would 
have dismissed if the officer had not ceased to be a member of the police force. The police 
perform a vital and important public service and it is of the utmost importance that they are 
fully focused on the job at hand, not engaged in voluminous text messaging with potential 
paramours whilst on duty.  
 

9. Charge 3. The facts are admitted save for paragraph 3(e)(i) which alleges that the officer 
sought to develop a personal relationship with a female witness and member of the public. 
We note that the witnesses unchallenged evidence was to the effect that she regarded PC 
Quick’s contact with her as flirtatious. We have no doubt that it was and that that was the 
intended effect. We therefore reject the officer’s denial of the fact alleged in paragraph 3(e)(i) 
and find that he was intent on pursuing a personal relationship with the witness. As an 
experienced officer, this Officer must have known and (we find) did know that he was 
venturing into forbidden territory in relation to his dealings with the witness whom he had 
met in the course of his duty when he was asked to take a statement from her as a witness to a 
domestic incident. PC Quick admits misconduct but denies gross misconduct. This was a 
clear and flagrant breach of the SPB relating to Orders and Instructions and Discreditable 
Conduct and a further clear example of gross misconduct. Its seriousness needs no further 
elaboration and the breach was self-evidently a breach of the SPB that is so serious that the 
officer concerned would have dismissed if the officer had not ceased to be a member of the 
police force. 
 

10. Charge 4. The facts are admitted. PC Quick admits misconduct but denies gross misconduct. 
We shall not repeat the contents of the charge. Using his own or a colleague’s force email 
address to send unwanted, sexist emails about the size of one’s own or a male colleague’s 
penis is the type of conduct that has no place in any organisation, let alone the police service 
whose collective reputation is its greatest asset. Contrary to the officer’s suggestion, there is 
clear evidence that this conduct caused great upset to at least one of the female officers from 
whose account an offensive email was sent. This was a clear and flagrant breach of the SPB 
relating to Orders and Instructions and Discreditable Conduct and as clear an example of 
gross misconduct as one can imagine. Its seriousness needs no further elaboration and was 
self-evidently a breach of the SPB that is so serious that the officer concerned would have 
dismissed if the officer had not ceased to be a member of the police force. 
 

11. Gross misconduct in this context means a breach of the SPB so serious that the officer 
concerned would have been dismissed if the officer had not ceased to be a member of the 
police force.  For the reasons set out above we find each of the factual allegations contained 
in the Regulation 30 notice admitted or proved on the balance of probabilities. We further 
find that the proven and/or admitted conduct breaches the SPB identified above and agree 



with the Authority’s classification of the conduct as gross misconduct. We have no hesitation 
in doing so and consider the attempt to characterise the admitted breaches as merely 
misconduct entirely unrealistic. 
 

12. Individually, we find that each separate allegation has been proved and/or admitted and 
amounts to a breach of the SPB alleged so serious as to amount to gross misconduct and the 
cumulative effect is overwhelming. The proven conduct clearly discloses breaches of the SPB 
so serious that the officer concerned would have dismissed if the officer had not ceased to be 
a member of the police force and therefore amounts to gross misconduct. We will now hear 
submissions and consider the officer’s record of police service before we determine what (if 
any) disciplinary action to take.  
 

Disciplinary Action Imposed 

1. In determining the appropriate sanction the Panel have followed the 3-stage approach identified 
by Popplewell J in Fuglers LLP v SRA [2014] EWHC 179 (Admin) at paragraph 28 which is in 
these terms:  
 

“There are three stages to the approach which should be adopted 
by a […] disciplinary tribunal in determining sanction.  The first 
stage is to assess the seriousness of the misconduct.  The second 
stage is to keep in mind the purpose for which sanctions are imposed 
by such a tribunal.  The third stage is to choose the sanction which 
most appropriately fulfils that purpose for the seriousness of the 
conduct in question”. 

 

2. In applying the above-mentioned 3-stage approach and arriving at our decision on the 
appropriate sanction, we have also given careful consideration to the ‘Guidance on Outcomes 
in Police Misconduct Proceedings’ (“the Guidance”) published by the College of Policing.   
 

3. The relevant parts of the Guidance are as follows. At paragraphs 1.3 and 1.4 the Guidance 
states:  

“The guidance does not override the discretion of the person who is 
conducting the meeting or hearing.  Their function is to determine 
the appropriate outcome and each case will depend on its particular 
facts and circumstances.  Guidance cannot and should not prescribe 
the outcome suitable for every case.   

Instead this guidance outlines a general framework for assessing the 
seriousness of conduct including factors which may be taken into 
account.  These factors are non-exhaustive and do not exclude any 
other factors that the persons conducting the proceedings may 
consider relevant”.  

 

4. At paragraphs 2.1 to 2.3 the Guidance states:  
“Police officers exercise significant powers. The misconduct regime 
is a key part of the accountability framework for the use of these 
powers. Outcomes should be sufficient to demonstrate the individual 
accountability for any abuse or misuse of police powers if public 
confidence in the police service is to be maintained.  They must also 
be imposed fairly and proportionately.   



When determining the appropriate outcome to impose consider the 
purpose of police misconduct proceedings.   

The purpose of the police misconduct regime is threefold:    

1. Maintain public confidence in and the reputation of the police 
service.   

2. Uphold high standards in policing and deter misconduct.   

3. Protect the public”. 

 

5. The Guidance draws specific attention to the decision of the House of Lords in R (Green) v 
Police Complaints Authority [2004] UKHL 6 at paragraph 78 where Lord Carswell stated in 
relation to the police service:  
 

“Public confidence in the police is a factor of great importance in 
the maintenance of law and order in the manner of which we regard 
as appropriate in our polity.  If citizens feel that improper behaviour 
on the part of police officers is left unchecked and they are not held 
accountable for it in a suitable manner that confidence will be 
eroded”.   

 

6. Chapter 4 of the Guidance deals with ‘Assessing Seriousness’. It refers firstly to the Fugler 
stages set out above. It then goes on to emphasise that assessing seriousness is the first stage 
and directs attention to four central reference points set out in paragraph 4.4 in these terms:  
 

“1. The officer’s culpability for the misconduct.   

2. The harm caused by the misconduct.   

3. The existence of any aggravating factors.   

4. The existence of any mitigating factors”.   

 

7. Under the heading ‘Culpability’ at paragraph 4.10 the Guidance contains the following: 
‘Culpability denotes the officer’s blameworthiness or responsibility for their actions.  The more 
culpable or blameworthy the behaviour in question the more serious the misconduct and the 
more severe the likely outcome’.  At paragraph 4.13 the guidance adds:  
 

“Culpability will be increased if the officer was holding a position 
of trust or responsibility at the relevant time.  All police officers are 
in a position of trust but an officer’s level of responsibility may be 
affected by specific circumstantial factors such as rank, their 
particular role and their relationship with any persons affected by 
the misconduct”.   

 

8. The Guidance adds at paragraph 4.15, ‘The following types of misconduct however should be 
considered especially serious…’  There then follows a series of categories of conduct which 
fall within this category which includes “Misconduct involving violence, intimidation or sexual 



impropriety undermines public trust in the profession and is therefore serious” (para. 4.39).  
 

9. Under the heading ‘Harm’ at 4.57 there is a section on the effect on public confidence in these 
terms:  

 

“Harm will likely undermine public confidence in policing.  Harm 
does not need to be suffered by a defined individual group to 
undermine public confidence.  Where an officer commits an act 
which would harm public confidence if the circumstances were 
known to the public take this into account.  Always take seriously 
misconduct which undermines discipline and good order within the 
police service even if it does not result in harm to individual 
victims”. 

 

10. At paragraph 4.60 the guidance adds, ‘How such behaviour would be or has been perceived by 
the public will be relevant whether or not the behaviour was known about at the time’.   
 

11. At paragraph 4.65 the guidance states:  
 

“Where gross misconduct has been found however and the 
behaviour caused or could have caused serious harm to individuals, 
community and/or public confidence in the police service dismissal 
is likely to follow.  A factor of the greatest importance is the impact 
of the misconduct on the standing and reputation of the profession 
as a whole”.   

12. There then follows a list of aggravating factors at paragraph 4.67 and mitigating factors at 
paragraph 4.71.   
 

13. Chapter 7 of the guidance is entitled ‘Conclusion’.  It repeats that there are three stages to 
delivering outcome.  It adds that when considering outcome less severe outcomes should be 
considered before more serious ones but adding at paragraph 7.6, ‘The reasons for imposing a 
particular outcome should be recorded and usually read out in public…’   
 

14. In determining the appropriate sanction we have followed the 3-stage approach identified above 
and have had regard in particular to the importance of maintaining public confidence in and the 
reputation of the police profession as a whole. This dual objective takes precedence over the 
specific impact that the sanction has on the individual whose misconduct is being sanctioned: 
see Guidance at paragraph 4.5. 
 

15. Dealing with Stage 1 and seriousness, we consider that all of the allegations are of the utmost 
severity, but particularly Charges No.1 and No.3. Their seriousness is self-evident from our 
findings above and in one sense requires no further elaboration. The Officer’s culpability is 
high and obvious. His conduct was intentional and deliberate. He has abused his position to 
pursue a relationship with a potentially vulnerable woman. He only has himself to blame. There 
is no suggestion of anything that might begin to explain, still less justify his behaviour. In terms 
of harm, this type of behaviour risks seriously undermining public confidence in the police 
service. There are multiple aggravating factors here, including sustained behaviour over a 
period of time, and multiple proven breaches of the SPB. We have given careful consideration 



to the Officer’s admissions and his mitigation as well as his solid record of service and the 
references he has supplied but we regard this material as providing scant mitigation in the 
circumstances of this case.  
 

16. Turning then to Stage 2, we remind ourselves that by far the most important purpose of 
imposing disciplinary sanctions is to uphold the reputation of the police service as a whole in 
the eyes of the general public. As Sir Thomas Bingham MR famously observed in Bolton v The 
Law Society [1994] 1 WLR 512 at p 518H: “The second purpose is the most fundamental of 
all: to maintain the reputation of the solicitors’ profession as one in which every member, of 
whatever standing, may be trusted to the ends of the earth. To maintain this reputation and 
sustain public confidence in the integrity of the profession it is often necessary that those guilty 
of serious lapses are not only expelled but denied readmission. … A profession’s most valuable 
asset is its collective reputation and the confidence which that inspires.” That was a case about 
the solicitors’ profession, but the same considerations apply to the police service.  
 

17. Finally, we turn to Stage 3 and consider the appropriate sanction, reminding ourselves that in 
determining the appropriate outcome, we must have regard to proportionality and choose the 
least severe outcome which adequately deals with the issues identified whilst protecting the 
public. Having done so, we have concluded that the only appropriate sanction for the breaches 
of the SPB which we have found proved or admitted and indeed the only available sanction 
open to us in the circumstances is to find that the officer would have been dismissed if he had 
not ceased to be a member of the police force. No other sanction would be sufficient to maintain 
public confidence in the police service and uphold the reputation of the police service and the 
high standards that are reasonably expected of police officers by the public.  
 

18. The officer’s name will be placed on the College of Policing Barred List. 
 


