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IN THE MATTER OF POLICE (CONDUCT) REGULATIONS 2020 

 

 

                                                     Gloucestershire Constabulary 

 

-v- 

 

Former PC 252745 Paige Hardiman 

                

1. The Panel sat on Tuesday June 7th at Police Headquarters, Quedgeley, Gloucester. 
The Panel was chaired by Peter Cadman, Solicitor, sitting with Mr. John Evans 
(independent Panel member) and Detective Superintendent Paul Keasey. 

2. Mr. Michael Griffiths, counsel, represented the AA. The Former Officer (PH) did not 
attend and was not represented  

Factual Allegations 
 
These are set as out in the Regulation 30 Notice provided to PH: 
 
It appears that your conduct may have fallen below the Standard of Professional Behaviour, it 
being alleged that: 
 
ALLEGATION 1 

 
That on the 10th February 2021 at approximately 08.00 hrs and within the Sergeants’ Office 
at Cirencester Police Station and in the execution of your police duties, you informed Police 
Sergeant 2881 Antony Mee that your Insurance Company (being Admiral Group PLC) had 
previously been informed by you of certain modifications that you had caused to be carried 
out upon your Renault Clio motor vehicle registered number .  

 
You specifically informed him that you had informed Admiral of these modification(s) straight 
after the vehicle was “re-mapped” in November 2020. 

 
In fact you only amended your policy after you had spoken to Sergeant Mee.  
 
You therefore lied to Sergeant Mee about having previously informed Admiral of the 
modifications in November 2020. 
 
Your behaviour is contrary to the Honesty and Integrity Standard of Professional Behaviour.   
 
ALLEGATION 2 
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That on the 10th February 2021 at approximately 08.20 hrs you spoke further with Police 
Sergeant 2881 Antony Mee during the execution of your duties regarding the modifications 
that you had caused to be carried out upon your Renault Clio motor vehicle registered 
number . 

 
During this conversation you showed Sergeant Mee your mobile telephone which displayed 
information from the Admiral Insurance App relating to the terms of their Insurance Policy 
and this information appeared to confirm your earlier verbal account to Sergeant Mee that 
Admiral were in fact aware of the modifications. 

 
In acting as aforesaid you were seeking to further mislead Sergeant Mee as to the correct 
state of affairs because you failed to inform him that during the previous 20 minutes or so 
and only after your first conversation with him you had updated your Insurance policy via the 
relevant Admiral App and in particular you had expressly informed your insurers of the said 
modifications for the first time. You also had to pay an additional premium of £57.56 to cover 
the modifications. 

 
Therefore you sought to maintain your previous lie to Sergeant Mee by showing him 
information which was misleading and by not informing him when you had made the 
changes to your policy. 
 
Your behaviour is contrary to the Honesty and Integrity Standard of Professional Behaviour. 
 
ALLEGATION 3 

 
That on the 10th February 2021 at approximately 09.00 hrs and following a request from 
Sergeant Mee for you to do so and during the execution of your duties you sent him a 
screenshot of your Admiral Insurance Policy as captured on the Admiral App. 

 
As stated this screenshot confirmed that Admiral were in fact aware of the modifications. 

 
However you again failed to make known to Sergeant Mee as you ought to have done that 
you had only updated / amended you policy that morning and not months before as he 
believed the position to be following his previous conversations with you on the matter. 

 
Therefore this was a further attempt by you to mislead Sergeant Mee as to the correct state 
of affairs regarding your Insurance position. 
 
Your behaviour is contrary to the Honesty and Integrity Standard of Professional Behaviour. 

 
ALLEGATION 4 

 
That on the 21st February 2021 and during the execution of your duties at Cirencester Police 
Station and in relation to a request by Sergeant Mee for you to explain the modifications to 
your said motor vehicle you again informed him that your vehicle was correctly insured. 

 
When Sergeant Mee asked you whether you had in fact only updated your Insurers with the 
information regarding the modifications to the said motor car on or about 9th or the 10th 
February 2021 and only after your receipt of an e-mail from Inspector Griffin querying the 
same you denied that was in fact the case. 

 
More specifically you informed Sergeant Mee during this conversation that you had in fact 
informed your Insurers of the modifications in November 2020. 

 
This statement was a lie. 



3 
 

 
Therefore this was a further attempt by you to mislead Sergeant Mee as to the correct state 
of affairs regarding your Insurance position as you only amended your Insurance Policy by 
informing your insurers of the modifications on the 10th February 2021. 
 
Your behaviour is contrary to the Honesty and Integrity Standard of Professional Behaviour. 

 
ALLEGATION 5 

 
That shortly thereafter, Sergeant Mee drafted an e-mail to Sergeant Wood which 
endeavoured to capture the content of the earlier conversation that day between Sergeant 
Mee and you. 

 
Sergeant Mee sought your confirmation of the facts before sending that e-mail. 

 
During the execution of your duties you therefore viewed the contents of the same prior to it 
being sent and assured Sergeant Mee that it was factually accurate or words to such effect. 

 
In particular Sergeant Mee’s e-mail recorded the following facts provided by you to him 
within that communication, namely –  
 
 

a.      That you had informed your Insurers of the car remap modification when it was 
done in November 2020; 

b.     That you had also informed your Insurers of the exhaust and spoiler modifications 
which were done “sometime last year”; 

c.      That you had not spoken to your Insurance Company to inform them of the said 
modifications last week; 

d.     That you denied informing the insurance company of the changes on the 10th 
February (notwithstanding the fact that Sergeant Mee specifically informed you 
that enquiries in the interim with the insurers had in fact shown that to be the 
case.) 

 
All of the above statements were false and inaccurate. 
 
You lied to Sergeant Mee when you verbally confirmed to him that the contents were true 
and accurate. 
 
Your behaviour is contrary to the Honesty and Integrity Standard of Professional Behaviour. 
These allegations have been assessed individually as amounting to Gross 
Misconduct.  Furthermore, these allegations have also been assessed cumulatively as 
amounting to Gross Misconduct. 
 
You will be subject to disciplinary proceedings under the Police (Conduct) Regulations 2020. 
 

BACKGROUND 

3. Prior to the hearing the Chair made the following directions: 

(a)  That no witnesses attend to give oral evidence 

(b) That the hearing be in public 

(c) That Notice of the hearing be published  
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Service and absence of the Former Officer  

4. Notice of these proceedings was sent to PH by Registered Post on April 4th 2022 
and signed for as being received on April 5th 2022 . An email was sent by the Police 
Federation on April 7th stating that they had spoken to her and  that her position is 
that she does not wish to provide a response and won’t be attending or engaging with 
the process. She is content that she won’t be represented” 

5. In these circumstances the Panel was satisifed that PH was aware of these 
proceedings and that the proceedings should proceed in her absence .There is a 
public interset in these proceedings being heard promptly and she had voluntarily 
absented herself.  

EVIDENCE  

6.1   The following paragraphs are a summary of the evidence heard and not a complete 
record. All evidence was considered by the Panel including the written witness 
statements and documents in the hearing bundle. 

6.2 (a) PH was the owner of a motor car that had vehicle modifications in November 2020, 
she did not actually notify her insurance company of the changes until February 10th 
2021 when she paid an additional premium of £57.56 

       (b) Concerns arose about the noise created by PH’s car and as to whether it was 
properly insured. On February 9th Inspector Griffin sent an email to PH stating: 

  “ it has been brought to my attention that your private car may have modifications that 
must be declared to your insurance company ……..I must strongly advise you to 
consider making contact…..to advise them of any modifications……..before you drive 
it any further “ . 

        (c) The next day,  February 10th Sergeant Mee spoke to PH and she assured him that 
the insurance company was told about the modifications straight after she had the 
car remapped in November 2020. Sergeant Mee asked for proof and PH said she 
would find the details on the insurance company app on her phone. In fact, 
immediately after the discussion with Sergeant Mee PH downloaded the app and 
then made the changes to her policy (Para 6.2(a) above). 

      (d) PH saw Sergeant Mee about twenty minutes later and showed him her mobile phone 
suggesting that the insurance company was aware and he asked for a screen shot 
which she sent him. 

      (e)  On February 21st Sergeant Mee had received information that PH had only notified 
her insurance company on February 10th and not in November 2020 as she had 
asserted. However, when he spoke to her that day, she again asserted that she had 
notified the insurance company of the modifications in November 2020 and that it 
was categorically untrue that she had not notified the insurance company until 
February 2021.  

         (f) That same day Sergeant Mee prepared an email confirming what PH had told him. 
He read out the email in full to PH and she confirmed that the contents were correct. 
That email repeated her assertions that the insurance company was informed in 
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November and included the words ‘if Paige is lying and we can prove it then she has 
backed herself into a corner and we will need to deal with it formally’. 

        (g)  In interview on July 1st 2021 PH accepted that she only contacted the insurance 
company on February 10th and not in November 2020 and that all the assertions that 
she had made to Sergeant Mee were untrue. During that interview she accepted that 
she was “not being honest “and “I wasn’t’ being honest “. She also accepted that she 
had fallen far below the Standard of Honesty and Integrity.  

DECISION ON FACTS 

7.1 The Panel gave careful consideration to all the material presented to it. 

7.2 The Panel reminded itself that the burden of proof was on the Appropriate Authority and 
the standard of proof was on the balance of probabilities. 

7.3 The Panel did not hold it against PH that she had not participated in the hearing. 

7.4 The Panel found all the Allegations proved on the basis of the clear evidence presented 
and the admissions made in interview. 

8.1 On the basis of these findings of fact, the Panel found that the conduct was in breach of 
the Standard of Honesty and Integrity. The Panel found her actions were dishonest. 

MISCONDUCT/GROSS MISCONDUCT 

9.1 The Panel next considered whether the proven facts and allegations constituted gross 
misconduct or just misconduct. 

9.2. The Panel considered each allegation separately. It found that each individually was 
gross misconduct and that cumulatively this was gross misconduct. 

DECISION ON SANCTION  

10.1 The Panel heard submissions on sanctions. The Panel was aware there had been no 
previous misconduct allegations against PH. 

10.2 The Panel noted and followed the Guidance of Outcomes in Police Misconduct 
Proceedings.   

10.3 The Panel bore in mind the threefold purposes of the police misconduct regime 
namely: 

(a) Maintain public confidence in and the reputation of the police service 

(b) Uphold high standards in policing and deter misconduct 

(c) Protect the public  

11.1 The Panel first considered the seriousness of the proven allegations and took all 
factors into consideration and these included: 

a. Culpability 
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This was a deliberate course of dishonest conduct over a period of some 
eleven days where PH had persisted with lies and had produced a 
screenshot to support those lies. 

b. Harm 

Although this was not operational dishonesty, it was a dishonest course of 
conduct in answer to questions from a senior officer. Her actions caused 
reputational damage to the police service. 

c. Aggravating factors  

This was dishonest conduct over a period of time after PH had received a 
clear warning from Inspector Griffiths before she embarked on her lies. 

d. Mitigating factors    

This was an isolated incident from an officer young in service. There was 
no member of the public involved. 

11.2   Personal mitigation. The Panel reminded itself of the threefold purpose of the police 
misconduct regime. The Panel was also aware that personal mitigation carries less 
weight in these proceedings than in the criminal courts. The Panel noted PH’s good 
character and her service record.  

DECISION 

12 As a former officer, the sanction open to the Panel was to take no action or to order 
that had PH been a serving officer the Panel would have dismissed her . The Panel 
concluded that taking no action was inappropriate in this case and the sanction is that 
PH would have been dismissed had she still been a serving officer. 

13.  The Panel understands that PH will automatically be placed on the Barred List.  
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