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 Allegation Findings      Proven/Not Proven        Outcome 

1 Breach of the Standard of Professional behaviour in 
 

relation to Integrity            Proven.                  Dismissal without notice. 

 
 

2       Breach of the Standard of Professional Behaviour in relation to Authority, 
 
         Respect and Courtesy.          Proven.                 Dismissal without notice. 
 
 
 3         Breach of the Standard of Professional Behaviour in relation to Conduct. 
 



                                                          Proven.                     Dismissal without notice.    
   
 

Counsel acting for the Appropriate Authority was Mr. M. Holdcroft and the Panel received a 
helpful Case Summary from Mr. Holdcroft setting out the AA’s case against PC Bower-
Wilson. Counsel acting for PC Bower-Wilson was Mr. N. Yeo and the Panel received oral 
submissions from both counsel at the fact finding stage of the Misconduct Proceedings. 

The Panel had received and read the Regulation 30 Notice setting out the allegation 
and PC Bower-Wilson’s Regulation 31 Response to the allegation. 

The Panel received and read a 130 page bundle of evidence. The Panel received and 
read 23 pages of character evidence, a Police Public Bravery Award, an Area 
Commander’s Commendation, Antecedents, a letter of apology to person A, a brief 
medical report together with a staff history. 

The Panel heard no live evidence from any witness. 

The Panel also utilised a copy of the College of Policing Code of Ethics – July 2014 
and the College of Policing Guidance on Outcomes in Police Misconduct Proceedings 
(2017). 

Brief Factual Background and Chronology 

Paragraphs 11 to 29 of Mr. Holdcroft’s Case Summary on behalf of the AA set out the 
agreed factual events. 

Paragraph 42 to 52 provided the emphasis of the AA’s case in respect of the 
seriousness level of the misconduct, Culpability and Harm. 

Paragraphs 53 to 56 repeated the approach to be taken to determining outcome and 
paragraph 57 related established case law guidance. 

To his credit PC Bower-Wilson admitted the allegation of misconduct and breaches of 
the three Standards of Professional Behaviour, disputing only the case against him in 
terms of the seriousness level of the misconduct. 

Issues for determination by the Panel. 

The first issue the Panel had to make a determination upon, was whether the admitted 
conduct amounted to simple misconduct or whether the conduct admitted was so 
serious, as to justify dismissal and was therefore proven as gross misconduct. 

The Panel considered in detail all of the evidence presented and submissions heard. 



The Panel considered the submissions of both counsel upon this issue in detail. Both 
Counsel assisted the Panel with their helpful submissions. 

The honesty aspect of the Standard of Professional Behaviour in respect of Honesty 
and Integrity was not engaged nor considered relevant by the Panel. 

The Panel applied the single unvarying standard in decision making and considered 
what had been proven and admitted upon a balance of probabilities. The facts were 
not disputed and the Panel considered the misconduct to be so serious as to justify 
dismissal as a possible outcome given the nature and extent of the proven gross 
misconduct. 

Determination of Outcome. 

Having heard and considered the detailed submissions of Mr. Yeo and the submission 
of Mr. Holdcroft upon the appropriate outcomes available to reflect seriousness and 
also to fulfil the threefold purposes of the misconduct proceedings, the Panel adopted 
the approach as set out in the HOG paras 10.41 to 10.49 to the imposition of outcome 
utilising the College of Policing Guidance on Outcomes (2017) to assist in determining 
the correct outcome. The Panel followed the three stage approach as set out at 
paragraph 4.2 of the CoPGO. 

Assessing Seriousness. 

The Panel followed the approach suggested at paragraph 4.4 of the CoPGO. 

Culpability. 

The Panel considered PC Bower-Wilson to be fully culpable for his misconduct, which 
was intentional, deliberate and planned. 

Whilst some harm may well have been unintentional and due to PC Bower-Wilson’s 
lack of knowledge concerning the vulnerability of person A, a risk of harm could have 
been foreseen given the relatively young age of person A and PC Bower-Wilson’s 
work and life experience. 

All police officers are in a position of trust and person A was a comparatively young 
adult. There was a degree of impropriety present and an intention to mislead person 
A about PC Bower-Wilson’s status as a BTP officer. 

The Panel found sexual impropriety in that PC Bower-Wilson was utilising his status 
and occupation to further his wishes for sexual gratification. Such misconduct 
undermined public trust and the trust of person A, and was of itself a breach of trust. 

PC Bower-Wilson had received appropriate training and guidance in respect of 
relationships. 

Person A was a very vulnerable person; the Panel accepted fully that PC Bower-
Wilson was unaware of the vulnerability of person A, but paragraph 4.47 of the 
Guidance was relevant in considering his gross misconduct. 

Whilst PC Bower-Wilson was unaware of person A’s vulnerability and ill-health, he 
was aware of her relatively young age, and he failed to recognise that the sexualised 



comments he repeatedly made were not being reciprocated. 

Harm. 

The misconduct involved sexual abuse; it was also predatory. The gross misconduct 
caused psychological distress to person A and very serious reputational damage to 
PC Bower-Wilson and the wider police service. Given Person A’s personal 
circumstances, she was directly and significantly affected by the misconduct in a way 
which was very serious. 

Damage to public confidence in the wider police service was an important and 
concerning aspect of the gross misconduct. Given the timing of the gross misconduct 
and the depth of national attention and concern about the behaviour of police officers, 
the potential for substantial and lasting damage to the public’s trust and confidence in 
police officers was readily apparent and should have been foreseen by PC Bower-
Wilson who at the time was only focused upon sexual gratification. 

Aggravating Factors. 

Premeditation and predatory behaviour were present in the gross misconduct; the 
repeated and persistent attempts to secure sexual gratification over two days were 
very serious. 

Abuse of position and police uniform/insignia for personal sexual purposes and to 
impress a young female were evident within the gross misconduct committed. 

The behaviour was clearly continued after PC Bower-Wilson should have realised his 
conduct was improper. 

There was a degree of psychological impact upon A who was a victim and albeit PC 
Bower-Wilson did not know it, person A was a very vulnerable person. 

Significant breaches of Force policies and guidance occurred in respect of an issue of 
national concern which was heightened at the time by crimes committed by another 
force’s officer in the South East of England. 

The Panel also found that there were multiple proven breaches of three Standards of 
Professional Behaviour. 

Mitigating Factors. 

PC Bower-Wilson had been unaware of the vulnerability of person A.  His conduct was 
off duty and he had a clear right of privacy. The Code of Ethics recognises that a 
balance needs to be struck between a right of privacy and an officer’s occupational 
obligations. 

PC Bower-Wilson had given 17 years excellent service, he had impressive character 
references and he had received awards. 

PC Bower-Wilson had written an apology to person A very early on and before he 
faced the misconduct proceedings, and he had tried to mitigate the harm caused. 



He had made full, frank and early admissions, cooperating fully with the investigator. 

It was the case that the gross misconduct was out of character and the Panel accepted 
the submission that the character evidence and role played by PC Bower-Wilson in 
mentoring others were important issues to weigh in the balance in considering 
outcome. He had provided good counsel and guidance to others and was a valuable 
asset to the police service and he could be valuable again in future. 

 He had been an acting sergeant previously and helped younger officers. 

PC Bower-Wilson was immediately remorseful, he had a clear insight into how his 
gross misconduct had affected person A and potentially damaged the reputation of 
the police and his own reputation. 

He could respond and learn from what was essentially one-off behaviour over a short 
period of time when his life was very difficult personally, emotionally and in terms of 
his health. 

He had been seeking simply to flirt to gain a boost to his confidence at a difficult time 
in his life and there would be no repetition; he had learned a lesson and a Final Written 
Warning it was submitted should meet the seriousness of the misconduct and the 
overall merits of sending out a clear message, but also to reflect the fact that 
misconduct can be punished, forgiven to some extent and damage put right. 

 

Decision as to Outcome. 

The Panel considered very carefully whether a final written warning should be imposed 
to ensure the threefold purposes of the police misconduct proceedings were fulfilled. 

PC Bower-Wilson did have both a good record of service and impressive character 
evidence and the Panel were conscious of this good personal mitigation but also that 
it had a limited impact, and that there was a need to maintain public confidence in the 
police service and to maintain the collective reputation of the police, particularly in light 
of the heightened awareness and damage which had been caused to public 
confidence as the result of the issue of national concern referred to under aggravating 
factors above at the salient point in time, and of which PC Bower-Wilson should have 
been fully cognisant. 

The Panel concluded therefore that the only appropriate outcome given the very 
serious nature of the gross misconduct overall, and to adequately and properly reflect 
the three purposes of the police misconduct proceedings, was immediate dismissal 
without notice. 

 Chairperson Signature  Gerald Sydenham 

Panel Member Superintendent   D Malpas 

Panel Member Bernadette Leverton 



Appeal Process: 

● You have a right of appeal to the Appropriate Authority, but may 
only appeal on the following grounds: 

● The finding or disciplinary sanction imposed was unreasonable; 

● There is critical new evidence that could not have reasonably have been 
considered at the misconduct hearing; or 

● There was a serious breach of the procedures set out in the British 
Transport Police Regulations 2015 or other unfairness which could have 
materially affected the finding or decision on disciplinary action. 
  

If you wish to appeal you must do so in writing to the British Transport Police 
Authority: BTP FHQ 25 Camden Road, London NW1 9LN within 10 working days 
of receipt of this letter. Your letter should state the grounds for appeal, whether 
you require a transcript of the hearing in whole or part and whether or not you 
consent to the appeal being dealt with without a hearing. 

 


