
Notice of hearing outcome for former PC Hetheecharan 
 
Hearing held in public on 13 May 2022 
 
 

Background/Preliminary Hearing/Legal Argument 
1. The Appropriate Authority was represented by Mrs Loraine of Counsel whilst former PC 
Hetheecharan did not attend but was represented by PS Steven Grant. 

2. The panel had read and considered the bundle, numbered 296 pages, produced by the 
Appropriate Authority. Former PC Hetheecharan submitted a brief response to the Regulation 30 
notice indicating that he disputed all the allegations and did not accept that his conduct amounted 
to misconduct or gross misconduct. He also provided two Response to Caution documents dated 11 
November 2020 (consisting of 8 pages) and 3 March 2021 (consisting of 5 pages). 

3. The panel firstly considered whether notice of the hearing had been served and were informed 
that notice of the hearing in accordance with Regulation 35 was served on the officer's last known 
address on 30 December 2021. Former PC Hetheecharan's Federation Representative, PS Grant, 
confirmed that former PC Hetheecharan was aware of the hearing and had indicated to PS Grant on 
11 May 2022 that he did not intend to attend the hearing. PS Grant also confirmed that former PC 
Hetheecharan whilst originally intending to provide a letter to the panel had decided ultimately not 
to do so. 

4. The panel was satisfied that notice had been proper1y served in accordance with the 2020 
Regulations and that it was appropriate, in the interests of justice, and in former PC Hetheecharan's 
own interests, that the hearing proceed in his absence in accordance with Regulation 37(3) with no 
benefit to be gained from adjourning the proceedings. 

5. At a Misconduct Pre-Hearing held on 9 February 2022, in accordance with Regulation 33, it was 
directed that whilst the hearing would be in public the complainant, and main witness in these 
proceedings, would be anonymised and referred to as 'Miss A' during the proceedings, in the 
decision and any notice issued. No other legal arguments or preliminary issues were identified as 
needing to be dealt with. 

 

Findings of Fact 
6. The panel has reminded itself that the burden of proof remains on the Appropriate Authority 
throughout and that the standard of proof is that of the balance of probabilities, unless facts are 
admitted. 

7. Former PC Hetheecharan made no formal admissions as to the allegations but did agree with a 
number of the factual issues. 

8. The panel heard no live evidence as no witnesses were directed to attend the hearing. 

9. The panel found as fact, from the bundle of written evidence provided, the following: 

(a) That between October 2018 and 18 May 2020 former PC Hetheecharan stored and on occasions 
accessed, the mobile telephone number of Miss A on his personal mobile telephone from the 



evidence of Miss A as well as former PC Hetheecharan's own agreement that he had stored and 
accessed Miss A's telephone number on his own personal mobile telephone. 

(b) That former PC Hetheecharan had obtained Miss A's contact information as a result a 

of being the Officer in Charge of her case when Miss A was a victim of crime in August 2018 given 
Miss A's evidence of this as well as former PC Hetheecharan's own agreement that this is how he 
had obtained her contact information. 

(c) That on the occasions former PC Hetheecharan accessed Miss A's mobile telephone number 
between October 2018 and May 2020 he did so without any proper policing purpose given that 
police records confirm that as of 3 October 2018 a decision had been taken that the offence which 
Miss A had reported had been recorded as 'no further action'. Therefore, after this time, up to May 
2020, there was no policing purpose for any contact between former PC Hetheecharan and Miss A. 
In addition, contact was made, using Miss A's telephone number, when former PC Hetheecharan 
was not on duty, which again demonstrates that such communication was not for a policing purpose 
e.g. calling her at 6.57 pm on 16 May 2020 when he was not due to begin his shift until 10 pm. 

(d) That on or about 15 June 2019 PC Hetheecharan contacted Miss A via WhatsApp given Miss A's 
evidence and former PC Hetheecharan's own agreement that he messaged Miss A on this date. 

(e) That when former PC Hetheecharan contacted Miss A, by WhatsApp on 15 June 2019, he had 
asked her out for a drink, given both Miss A's evidence and former PC Hetheecharan's acceptance of 
having done so. The panel further are satisfied, on the balance of probabilities, that this was done, in 
an attempt to form an inappropriate sexual or emotional relationship with her and not in an attempt 
to obtain emotional support from her as former PC Hetheecharan suggested. The panel found that 
asking someone if they would like to go out for a drink is a common precursor to seeking to engage 
in a romantic, emotional or sexual relationship. Contrary to former PC Hetheecharan's assertion that 
he was seeking support for alleged mental health issues his textual communication did not refer to 
him seeking such support or a 'shoulder to cry on'. Indeed the second message he sent to Miss A on 
this date specifically said, "Had a thought and was wondering if you wanted to go for a drink 
sometime?" when no response was forthcoming former PC Hetheecharan then wrote "I'll take that 
as a no, no worries [laugh crying emoji]." The panel also found his account lacking in credibility and 
reliability given that Inspector Haslett's (page 71) and Sergeant Griffiths-Pearson's evidence (pages 
72-73) both confirmed not only that former PC Hetheecharan was offered occupational health 
support in 2019, which he declined, but that he was referred to the Mind Blue Light program and his 
own GP such that there was no need for him to seek assistance from someone who was a virtual 
stranger to him save for a brief interaction they had had the year beforehand. The evidence from 
Inspector Haslett and Sergeant Griffiths-Pearson also satisfied the panel that former PC 
Hetheecharan had received briefings and training in relation to maintaining appropriate professional 
boundaries contrary to his assertion that he had not (paragraph 17 of page 83). Accordingly, the 
panel was satisfied, on the balance of probabilities that the communication on this date, and others, 
was undertaken in an effort to engage in an inappropriate relationship whether sexual or emotional. 

(f) The panel was satisfied that the use of Miss A's personal contact information in this way on 15 
June 2019 was for a non-policing purpose for the same reasons as already set out above. 

(g) That on or about 18 May 2020 former PC Hetheecharan contacted Miss A, again via WhatsApp, 
given Miss A's evidence as well as former PC Hetheecharan's own agreement that he messaged Miss 
A on this date. 



(h) That when he contacted her by WhatsApp on 16 May 2020 he dishonestly claimed to be 
following up in relation to her report of theft given former PC Hetheecharan's own admission 
(paragraph 13 on page 82 of the bundle) that he "pretended" that the police were somehow 
reviewing, the original investigation. The panel was satisfied that "pretending" is an admission of 
having fabricated a situation and that applying the test for 'dishonesty' i.e. what was former PC 
Hetheecharan's knowledge as to what going on namely that the investigation had not been 
reopened by saying that it had he was being dishonest applying the standards of ordinary 
reasonable. Again, the panel was satisfied that this was done in an attempt to form an inappropriate 
sexual or emotional relationship with her which was a non-policing purpose for the reasons already 
set out above. 

(i) That on or about 16 May 2020 PC Hetheecharan also contacted Miss A by calling her on the 
telephone given Miss A's evidence that he did so which former PC Hetheecharan agreed with. 

(j)  That when he called Miss A by telephone on 16 May 2020 he acted dishonestly by informing her 
that the case she had reported in August 2018 had been 'reopened', for the same reasons as already 
given above. The panel was also satisfied that Miss A's evidence that former PC Hetheecharan had 
said that it was necessary to attend her home address to take a statement from her was to be 
preferred to former PC Hetheacharan's account that he had instead said that she should attend at a 
police station. The panel found Miss A's evidence to be credible and reliable given that it was 
consistent with her other evidence including the recent complaint made to her colleague (page 57 of 
the bundle) and was consistent with the fact that, as the panel have already concluded, former PC 
Hetheecharan was seeking to form an inappropriate relationship with Miss A, whether sexual or 
emotional and, in so doing, was again using her personal contact information for a non-policing 
purpose. The panel was satisfied that this was an attempt to gain access to Miss A in her home when 
there was no legitimate policing purpose for doing so. The panel noted that contrary to Miss A's 
consistency former PC Hetheecharan was inconsistent in that in his first Response to Caution (page 
82 of the bundle) he did not assert that he had asked her to attend a police station and this was only 
stated in his second Response to Caution over 3 months later (page 87 of the bundle). In addition, 
the panel concluded that there was no logical reason for former PC Hetheecharan to have requested 
Miss A to attend at a police station whereas his asking to attend at her home address was logical and 
consistent with his efforts to engage with Miss A outside of a policing context in an effort to engage 
in an inappropriate relationship. His assertion that he wanted her to attend a police station so that 
he could explain himself with a colleague or suitable supervisor is illogical since, had he wished to, 
he could have made his supervisor aware of his actions, which he did not. The panel also took into 
account former PC Hetheecharan's acceptance of having repeatedly lied about the reason why he 
was contacting Miss A and therefore concluded that his evidence was unreliable in relation to where 
he asked to speak with her. 

10. The panel therefore found all the allegations in the Regulation 30 notice to be made out. 

 

Findings on Misconduct/Gross Misconduct 
11. Having found the allegations proved the panel went on to consider whether fonner PC 
Hetheecharan's conduct amounts to misconduct or gross misconduct. Misconduct is defined as a 
breach of the Standards of Professional Behaviour that is so serious as to justify disciplinary action. 
Gross misconduct means a breach of the Standards of Professional Behaviour that is so serious as to 
justify dismissal. 



12. Whether the conduct alleged amounts to either misconduct or gross misconduct is a matter for 
the panel's own independent judgment to which no burden or standard of proof applies. In reaching 
its finding, the panel has carefully considered all the evidence presented to it and the submissions 
made by Mrs Loraine who submitted that the allegations involved breaches of: (i) honesty and 
integrity, (ii) authority respect and courtesy, (iii) confidentiality and (iv) discreditable conduct and 
was such that it amounted to gross misconduct. 

13. In reaching its decision the panel had regard to not only the Police (Conduct) Regulations 2020 
but also the Home Office's Statutory Guidance 0n Professional Standards, Performance and integrity 
in Poliein1 2020 and the Code of Ethics. The panel's view is that former PC Hetheecharan's conduct, 
both individually and collectively, amounts to gross misconduct being serious breaches of the 
Standards of Professional Behaviour such that dismissal could be justified. The panel were satisfied 
that there were breaches of: (i) Honesty and Integrity, (ii) Authority Respect and Courtesy, (iii) 
Confidentiality and (iv) Discreditable Conduct. The panel also considered that the conduct amounts 
to gross misconduct as it is so serious as to justify dismissal. 

14. The panel came to these findings because former PC Hetheecharan deliberately chose to retain 
Miss A's mobile telephone number, on his own personal telephone, despite this being contrary to 
established policy and procedure. He deliberately chose to retain this personal data relating to Miss 
A for over 18 months and to access this personal data on a number of occasions for no legitimate 
policing purpose. Former PC Hetheecharan sought to initiate an inappropriate relationship with Miss 
A and, when these attempts proved unsuccessful, he deliberately and repeatedly lied to Miss A 
suggesting that the investigation into the matter she had reported had been reopened when he 
knew that this was not the case. This, the panel found, was not only dishonest but was an attempt to 
abuse his trusted position as a police officer for his own ends. The fact that he did not stop himself 
from repeatedly contacting Miss A demonstrates the panel concluded a lack of self-control and a 
lack of respect for the rights of Miss A to be left alone. Former PC Hetheecharan's behaviour, the 
panel further concluded, has discredited the police service and undermined public confidence in it 
given the evidence of Miss A and her colleague both of whom were understandably and rightly 
concerned at his actions. This being perhaps most vividly demonstrated by the fact that Miss A 
withdrew her involvement in the investigation of former PC Hetheecharan out of concern for her 
own safety. 

15. Having found that the allegations individually and collectively amount to gross misconduct the 
panel went on to consider the outcome. 

 

Finding on outcome including any aggravating or mitigating factors affecting the 
seriousness of the failures in standards 
16. The Panel heard submissions from Mrs Loraine as to the appropriate outcome namely that had 
former PC Hetheecharan not resigned the appropriate sanction would have been summary 
dismissal. The panel was also provided with former PC Hetheecharan's human resources record as to 
training and absences since he joined as a Police Constable in 2016 which indicated that he had 
taken courses in total victim care in July 2016, in relation to crime data integrity and MPS computers 
in September 2016 and handling information and intelligence in December 2017. The Panel had 
regard to Regulation 42(14) as well as the "Guidance on outcomes in police misconduct 
proceedings" and the "Home Office's Statutory Guidance on Professional Standards, Performance 
and Integrity in Policing 2020" and the guidance in The Queen (on the application of the Chief 
Constable of Greater Manchester Police) v Panel Chair (Officer A - Interested Party (202] EWHC 1400 



(Admin). The Panel reminded itself that in reaching its decision on the outcome the Panel must have 
regard to: the seriousness of the misconduct by considering former PC Hetheecharan's culpability, 
both the actual and potential harm caused, any aggravating circumstances and mitigating 
circumstances; the purpose of imposing sanctions namely the need to protect the public, to 
maintain confidence in the police service and to uphold high standards in policing and deter 
misconduct and to choose which sanction most appropriately fulfils the purpose of imposing 
sanctions in light of the seriousness of former PC Hetheecharan's conduct. 

17. The Panel has carefully considered all the evidence and submissions made during the course of 
this hearing. The Panel also recognises, as paragraphs 1.28 - 1.34 of the Home Office Guidance 
outlines, that officers are entitled to a private life and that due regard should be given to conduct 
which occurs whilst off-duty as opposed to whilst on duty. It has borne in mind that the purpose of 
imposing an outcome is not to be punitive although it may have a punitive effect. It has taken into 
account former PC Hetheecharan's interests, the "Guidance on outcomes in police misconduct 
proceedings" document and the need to act proportionately. 

18. The Panel reminded itself that, where gross misconduct is proved, the available disciplinary 
action is either: a final written warning, reduction in rank or dismissal without notice and began by 
considering the least serious outcome. However, as former PC Hetheecharan resigned from the 
Metropolitan Police Service on 31 December 2021 and the allegations have been proved' as gross 
misconduct the only disciplinary action that is available is a finding that the officer concerned would 
have been dismissed if he had not ceased to be a member of the police force. If the panel was to 
conclude that, for example, a final written warning would be appropriate; all that would be recorded 
is the finding of gross misconduct. 
 

19. The Panel therefore went on to determine the appropriate outcome by assessing the 

seriousness of the misconduct, keeping in mind the purpose of imposing the outcome and has 

chosen the sanction which the panel concludes most appropriately fulfils that purpose given the 

seriousness of the misconduct.  

20. The panel's decision was that this involved gross misconduct of a high level of seriousness given 

that former PC Hetheecharan was wholly culpable for his actions. By his own admission he lied on 

more than one occasion which the panel has found was for his own self-interest, that he knew 

exactly what he was doing and this was not an isolated incident but rather was repeated behaviour 

indicative of an attitudinal issue.  

21. The panel concluded that there was both actual and potential harm caused in that Miss A 

suffered actual distress on more than one occasion which is what led her to raise concerns in the 

first place. There was also actual reputational harm with former PC Hetheecharan's actions bringing 

the police service into disrepute as well as the further potential reputational harm that could result 

if this were more widely known as well as the potential harm of his actions deterring other victims of 

crime from coming forward.  
 
22. The panel found a number of aggravating circumstances to be present: former PC Hetheecharan 
acted in a premeditated and deliberate manner engaging in what the panel conclude were predatory 



steps towards Miss A. As the panel has already indicated former PC Hetheecharan's intent was 
malign in that his actions were in an effort to obtain sexual gratification and for personal advantage. 
In addition former PC Hetheecharan has abused his position of authority and the trust placed in him 
as a police officer by using personal data he obtained in his role. Furthermore, former PC 
Hetheecharan engaged in repeated behaviour over a period of time and was involved in significant 
deviations from force policy relating both to the unlawful retention and use of data and in breaching 
professional boundaries, a matter about which there is a significant and understandable scale of 
concern nationally.  
 
23. In regard to mitigating circumstances the panel concluded that whilst former PC Hetheecharan 
has referred to mental health issues and sought to rely upon these as an excuse for his actions the 
panel did not find that there was any link between these issues and his actions and therefore they 
do not provide any particular mitigation as to the sanction.  

24. The panel again reminded itself that the purpose of imposing sanctions includes the need to 
protect the public, to maintain confidence in the police service and to uphold high standards in 
policing and deter misconduct and to choose which sanction most appropriately fulfils the purpose 
of imposing sanctions in light of the seriousness of former PC Hetheecharan's conduct. The first 
option of a final written warning the panel found would be insufficient to meet the purpose of 
imposing sanctions and would neither protect the public, maintain confidence in the police service 
nor uphold high standards in policing. For similar reasons reduction in rank would not be appropriate 
as well as the fact that former PC Hetheecharan was only employed in the rank of constable.  

25. As a result of the Panel's finding, that former PC Shiva Hetheecharan would have been dismissed, 
had he still been in service, his name should be placed on the Police Barred List. The Panel find that 
there is no reason for this information to be withheld.  

 
Decision of Publication 
26. Mrs Loraine and PC Grant had no representations as to whether the panel's decision should be 
published. The panel's decision is that the decision should be published in accordance with the 
requirement in Regulation 43(6) since it is important that these hearings and decisions are 
transparent and there is no need to redact it save in relation to the identity of the complainant 
 
 
Learning Identified 
No learning at either an individual, local or organisational level. 
 
 
Chairperson’s signature: Mr Leslie Cuthbert dated 13/05/22 
Panel Members signature: Superintendent Ben Smith dated 13/05/22 
Panel Members signature: Sadhana Patel dated 13/05/22 
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