
 

 

Notice of hearing outcome for PC Pamplin  
 

Hearing held in public on 30th May 2022  
 
Background 
In the early hours of the 25th December 2020 PC Pamplin drove a marked police BMW 5 series estate car 
at speeds in excess of the national speed limit when he had no authority to do so. He was answering an 
emergency assistance call from a colleague, PC Tahira Ahmed, who was dealing with a disturbance in 
Farmway, Dagenham. He took PC Roberts with him as operator. The vehicle was driven by PC Pamplin from 
Fresh Wharf Custody Base leaving at 04:09:25 and arriving at Farmway at 04.:14:37, a duration of 5 minutes 
12 seconds, during which time it reached a speed of 88 mph and regularly exceeded the speed limit, which 
was 30 mph throughout the route, apart from a short section where it was 20 mph. On 3 occasions during 
the journey PC Pamplin used the blue lights on the car to announce his presence on the road. PC Pamplin 
had joined the Metropolitan Police Service on 25th May 2015. He had no training whatsoever on driving a 
police vehicle at speed. He was not authorised to drive a police vehicle in excess of the speed limit, nor to 
operate the vehicle's blue lights except in order to signal another vehicle to stop. The details of the 
journey from Fresh Wharf Custody Base to Farmway have been obtained from the incident data recorder 
(IDR) fitted to the vehicle. A warning light on this device was activated by a road shock which may have 
been due to the road surface or heavy acceleration or braking during the journey which caused a 
subsequent examination of the recorder to be undertaken first by PS Allen and then by Mr Donald 
MacAlpine. 

 
Finding of Facts 
In considering the facts alleged against PC Pamplin the Panel bore in mind that the burden of proof is on 
the Appropriate Authority (AA) and the standard of proof is the balance of probability. In other words, the 
Panel must be satisfied that it is more likely than not that a fact is true before the Panel can find it proved. 
Prior to the hearing starting the Panel had read the hearing bundle consisting of 99 pages, the Regulation 
30(1) Notice and the Regulation 31 Response from PC Pamplin. 
The Panel heard oral evidence from PS Allen, who is now an Emergency Response Team Police Sergeant. 
Prior to January 2021 he was based at Chadwell Heath Traffic Garage where he was employed to 
download and interrogate IDR data. He undertook the inspection of the data from the BMW 5 series 
estate car driven by PC Pamplin on the 26th December 2020. The Panel accepted the evidence of PS Allen 
in which he said that during his shift on the 26th December 2020 he was alerted to the fact that a police 
vehicle had activated its IDR. There was no damage to the vehicle but it was not uncommon for vehicles 
to activate the IDR by going over speed humps or potholes or excessive braking. PS Allen met PC Pamplin 
at Chadwell Heath Traffic Garage where PC Pamplin told him that he had used the blue lights and exceeded 
the speed limit. He also admitted that he was a basic police driver. This meant that he had no training 
other than that to obtain his civilian driving licence. PS Allen confirmed that this meant that PC Pamplin 
must at all times drive a police vehicle as if they were driving their own vehicle in order for that driving 
to be lawful. He should drive within the confines of the Highway Code and within statutory speed limits. 
PS Allen's statement described the 4 minute journey undertaken by PC Pamplin where he reached a speed 
of 88 mph along Longbridge Road, reducing to 69 mph before increasing to 79 mph. He described 
Longbridge Road as a densely populated residential street subject to a 30 mph limit with a number of 
lateral options for danger from both houses and minor roads. PC Pamplin used his blue lights 
intermittently when travelling at 55 mph and 67 mph. In PS Allen's opinion PC Pamplin displayed a severe 
lack of judgement putting the public, himself, his passenger and the Metropolitan Police Service (MPS) at 
extreme risk with potential fatal consequences. On examination of PC Pamplin's permit to drive a police 
vehicle he found his last DVLA check was conducted on 10.8.19 and was over 4 months out of date. The 



 

 

police service have their own points system for drivers which is operated independently of the DVLA 
system administered by the Courts. PS Allen recommended_  that  PC  Pamplin  received  6  points  for  
being  a  basic  driver  using  police exemptions (exceeding the speed limit and using the blue light) and 
a further 6 points for the extremely high speeds he reached on a road with a 30 mph limit. This in itself 
would have resulted in a disqualification period if not a dangerous driving prosecution if he were a 
member of the public. PS Allen said that this was not a momentary mistake because the driving continued 
for some 4 minutes. He also recommended 1 point for the expired DVLA check on his police permit. 
After PS Allen conducted his examination of the IDR data it was sent to Mr Donald MacAlpine, a Forensic 
Collision Investigator and Vehicle Examiner. He found the IDR data to be accurate and his evidence which 
is contained in a written report within the hearing bundle confirms PS Allen's findings. Mr MacAlpine 
confirms that PC Pamplin operated the blue light whilst on the A124 Northern Relief Road and twice 
when travelling along the A124 Longbridge Road, which was when he achieved his highest speeds. 

The evidence provided by the AA of PC Pamplin's driving on the 26th December 2020 was admitted by 
him as being accurate. He did not dispute the evidence but sought to explain his actions. PC Pamplin gave 
a detailed response to the allegations against him in his written response to the Form 163 and 
accompanying Regulation 17 Notice served on him. In that document he referred to hearing an urgent 
assistance call over the police radio which sounded like the officer in attendance, PC Tahira Ahmed was 
being strangled. He heard a gargling noise and a lot of shouting over the radio. PC Ahmed had pushed her 
emergency button on her radio and doing so caused 10 seconds of uninterrupted transmission over the 
airwave channel. PC Pamplin was worried for PC Ahmed's safety as she is quite small in stature. PC 
Pamplin answered the emergency call by driving to assist PC Ahmed in the BMW 5 series marked police 
car. He took PC Roberts with him as Operator (the police term for the front seat passenger who monitored 
the information coming over the police radio and on the vehicle computer screen). There was a second 
urgent assistance activation from PC Ahmed's partner which was received by the 2 officers whilst on their 
way to render, assistance. It is evident that both PC Pamplin and PC Roberts were concerned for the 
welfare of their colleagues because of these 2 emergency calls which they had received. PC Pamplin 
endeavoured to justify his driving at excessive speed and his use of the blue lights by the fact that he 
believed his colleagues were in danger and required urgent assistance. He said he used the National 
Decision-Making Model (NDM) to assist him in deciding to act as he did. He said that he assessed the risk 
as he proceeded. In fact when they arrived at Farmway, where the incident had been taking place, they 
found that other units had arrived at the scene before them and the incident had been resolved 
successfully by those other officers. The AA did not dispute PC Pamplin's claim to have heard 2 radio calls 
for emergency assistance that morning and that he was answering those calls when he drove at excessive 
speed and illuminated the blue lights on the police car. However, the AA did dispute PC Pamplin's claim 
that because he was answering 2 emergency calls that he was justified in ignoring the highway-code and 
the speed limits for the roads that he travelled along. 
 
Findings on Gross Misconduct/Misconduct 
The AA allege that PC Pamplin's conduct on the 25th December 2020 was Misconduct. The AA allege that 
the Standard of Professional behaviour that was breached in this case was Orders and Instructions. Under 
the 2020 Regulations "Misconduct" is defined as a breach of the Standards of Professional Behaviour that 
is so serious as to justify disciplinary action. The College of Policing Code of Ethics provides guidance on 
the Standards. This guidance says that police officers must abide by police regulations. They can use their 
discretion but must do so wisely. Any decision not to obey orders or follow instructions must be able to 
stand scrutiny. The same principles must apply to police officers breaking the law. The Panel considers 
that in appropriate circumstances police officers can exceed the speed limit but they need to be specially 
trained and authorised to do so because of the potential risks involved to the public. PC Pamplin was not 
trained as a police driver. He was classed as a "basic driver". In the Panel's judgement PC Pamplin was not 
justified in driving at such excessive speeds and operating the blue light in the circumstances that he 
found himself on the 25th December 2020. Even though it was 4am and Tier 4 Covid restrictions meant 
that there was even less traffic than there might have been otherwise, there was still a serious risk of 



 

 

harm to members of the public who might have been in the path of PC Pamplin's BMW. In the Panel's 
judgement his application of the NDM was flawed and he should have driven to the scene of the incident 
within the speed limits and without using the blue lights. The actions of PC Pamplin were in breach of the 
Standard of Professional Behaviour because he ignored police guidance about the way in which basic 
drivers should drive police vehicles and also ignored the highway code and the speed limits for a number 
of the roads he drove along. This behaviour was a sufficiently serious breach of the standard to constitute 
misconduct as it certainly justified disciplinary action. 

 
Finding on outcome, including any aggravating or mitigating factors affecting the seriousness of the 
failures in standards 
In considering outcome the Panel is mindful of the restrictions on their powers under the provisions of 
The Police (Conduct) Regulations 2020. Usually, a Panel will consider the aggravating and mitigating 
circumstances. However, in the particular circumstances of this case the Panel is restricted in the available 
outcomes. Regulation 42.governs the potential outcomes available at this hearing. Regulation 42(8) 
provides that where, on the date of the severity assessment under Regulation 14(1) or under regulation 
16 of the Complaints and Misconduct Regulations, the officer concerned had a final written warning in 
force, neither a written warning nor a final written warning may be given. In the present case the severity 
assessment was undertaken on the 5th February 2021. On the 12th January 2021 PC Pamplin had been 
given a final written warning in relation to another, unrelated, allegation of misconduct which had been 
found proved. 
The only other alternative outcomes which might be available to the Panel would be reduction in rank 
and dismissal without notice. Because PC Pamplin is a police constable a reduction in rank is not possible. 
Therefore, the only outcome available to the Panel following a finding of misconduct is dismissal without 
notice. The Panel imposes t is outcome. PC Pamplin is dismissed without notice. His name should be 
added to the barred list. 

 
Chairperson’s signature: Mr Christopher McKay dated: 31/05/22  
Panel Members signature: Commander Marcus Barnett dated: 31/05/22 

Panel Members signature: Simon Williams dated: 31/05/22 
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