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WRITTEN DECISION OF HEARING AND NOTIFICATION OF 
ENTITLEMENT TO POLICE APPEALS TRIBUNAL 

 
Regulation 43 Police (Conduct) Regulations, 2020 

 
Officer’s Name: Ryan Connolly   Force No.  2133 
 
Rank: Constable                  
 
At a Misconduct Hearing held at Merseyside Police Headquarters, Rose Hill 
between the 15th and 18th November 2021, the following breach(s) of the 
Standards of Professional Behaviour were alleged: 
 
Being a Constable of Merseyside Police between 2015 and 2018 you 
breached the standard of professional behaviour as set out in the annex to 
the Police (Conduct) Regulations 2020 in that: 
 
1.1 You had on your personal phone photographs of those with whom you have 
interacted as a police officer or documents that you have had access to, as set out 
below. There being no reason for such photographs to have been taken, let alone 
stored on your phone, it appears that some of the persons are vulnerable, or at the 
time of the photograph being taken are in a position of vulnerability:- 
 
1.1.1  – a male on constant observations 
1.1.2  – a male who became unwell whilst under arrest 
1.1.3 Unknown male – reference IMG-20151005 – WA009.jpg 
1.1.4  – a male taken to hospital whilst under arrest 
1.1.5 Unknown male – reference IMG-20151011-WA0001/jpg 
1.1.6  – a male detained pursuant to s136 of the Mental Health 
Act 1983 
1.1.7  – a child who was missing from home 
1.1.8  – a male being detained pursuant to S136 Mental Health Act 1983 
1.1.9  – a male under constant observations at the Royal Liverpool 
Hospital 
1.1.10  – a male in custody 
1.1.11  – a male being detained pursuant to S136 Mental 
Health Act 1983 
1.1.12  – a male arrested at the Salvation Army Premises on Prescot 
Road 
1.1.13  – a male under arrest 
1.1.14 Constable Connolly – lying on the grass at a murder scene, the murder of 

 
1.1.15 – a male who spoken to as part of a police investigation 
1.1.16  – a male victim of an assault 
1.1.17  – a female arrested by Constable Connolly 
1.1.18  – a male reported as missing from home 
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1.1.19  – a male missing from home 
1.1.20  – a male being detained at the Broadoak Unit 
1.1.21 A domestic violence victim form relating to  
1.1.22  – a member of the public who was a complainant  
1.1.23  – a male handcuffed to the rear before being 
transported to the Broadoak Unit 
1.1.24  – a female complainant who alleged that she had been 
threatened against her will  
1.1.25 An unknown male in a hospital bed 
1.1.26 – a suspect 
1.1.27  – a male in custody and under constant observations 
1.1.28 Image of a Storm Log relating to a person Missing From Home  
and a complaint against Constable Connolly 
1.1.29 Image of a male wanted for an offence of Sexual Assault 
1.1.30 E-mail trail between Ryan Connolly and  
1.1.31 Images of an Occurrence Enquiry Log created by Constable Connolly 
1.1.32 Image of the rear of Constable  creating a VPRF form 
1.1.33 Image of  a female Missing From Home (Doc 46 refers) 
 
Particulars of Misconduct 
 
1.2 Orders and Instructions; In relation to having the photographs on your 
personal phone, as listed above, in breach of the force mobile phone and ICT 
acceptable use policies. 
 
1.3 Confidentiality; in that by having on your personal phone, images that you 
have gathered during the course of your duties as a police officer, the information 
gathered during the course of your duty being confidential, you have breached the 
duty of confidence  
 
1.4 Honesty and Integrity; in that by taking and/or having these images on your 
personal phone you lack integrity and have compromised your integrity as a police 
officer and abused your position in respect of these persons, some of which are in 
a position of vulnerability  
 
1.5 Discreditable Conduct; in that by taking and/or having these images on your 
personal phone you have undermined public confidence in the police service 
 

1. Being a Constable of the Merseyside Police between 2015 and 2018 you 
breached the Standards of Professional Behaviour as set out in the annex 
to the Police (Conduct) Regulations 2020 in that you had stored on your 
personal mobile phone imagery that is racist, homophobic and severely 
offensive and on occasion you shared that imagery with others:- 

 
Particulars of Fact 
 
2.1 Contained within your personal mobile phone were the following images. 
 
2.1.1 An image of a black person, wearing a red t-shirt, standing in the dark with 
the caption ‘black lad from work has been missing since Friday, any chance you 
could show his pic to people you know in case they might have seen him’ 
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2.1.2 An image of 2 males kissing in what appears to be an airport with the caption 
‘These guys beat me to the airport today.  They must have had their shit packed 
last night’ 
 
2.1.3 An image of a male and female Muslin couple in religious clothing.  The 
female is wearing a niqab, the male is taking a selfie, the caption reads ‘Seriously 
mate.......what’s the fuckin point?’ 
 
2.1.4 An image of a number of black males sitting on the floor with a white male 
guard standing behind them.  The caption reads ‘Black Friday Sale’ 
 
2.1.5 An image of a black pregnant female looking at a screen whilst having an 
ultrasound scan.  There is a white hand pointing at the screen and on the screen 
there is an image of a monkey. 
 
2.1.6 An image exchanged between Constable Connolly and his father  

 via WhatsApp.  The image is of a ‘Klu Klux Klan’ (KKK) member. 
 
2.1.7 A video which begins as if a scene from Jurassic Park.  The male actor says 
‘Welcome to Jurassic Park’ and other cast members then begin to look into the 
distance as the Jurassic Park music is playing.  The clip then cuts to a severely 
disabled black person walking whilst the sound of dinosaurs from Jurassic Park 
are playing in the background as if the disabled person is making the sound.  The 
male appears to have a carer walking behind him (Doc 45 refers) 
 
 
Particulars of Misconduct 

 
2.2 Equality & Diversity; In holding the material described at 2.1.1–2.1.6 
above on your phone, you demonstrate that you are both homophobic and 
racist. 
 
2.3 Discreditable Conduct; In holding the material described at 2.1.1–2.1.6 
on your phone, you being the police service into disrepute 
 

2. Being a Constable of the Merseyside Police you breached the Standards of 
Professional behaviour as set out in the annex to the Police (Conduct) 
Regulations 2020 in that you maintained contact with a Criminal Associate 
namely  

 
Particulars of Fact 
 
3.1  has six convictions for 10 offences.  They can be described 
as offences against property, fraud and kindred offences, offences relating to 
courts, police, prisons, drugs and miscellaneous offences.  Significantly he has 
served a term of imprisonment of 4 years for possession a controlled drug with 
intent to supply. 
 
3.2 Material gathered from your mobile phone demonstrates that you were in 
contact with  over a period between 8.12.2013 and 2.2.2020 in 
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which you socialised with him.  This includes a wedding invitation for the 
wedding of  and  (Doc 39 – 44 inclusive refers) 
 
3.3 On one occasion contact can be observed via mobile telephone at 20:35hrs 
‘well you’re only 30 once, I had it large with a 4pm bang up on mine (laughing 
face emoji)’ indicating that you knew he was in prison on his 30th birthday and 
therefore criminally convicted (Document 48 refers) 
 
3.4 You did not disclose this relationship to the Chief Constable of Merseyside 
Police in accordance with the Notifiable Association Policy. 

 
Particulars of Misconduct 
 
3.5 Orders and Instructions; In that you did not notify the Chief Constable of 
your association with  in accordance with the Notifiable Association 
policy 
 
3.6 Discreditable Conduct; In that associating with and socialising with a 
criminal you brought the police service into disrepute 

 
3. Being a Constable of the Merseyside Police on 4.11.2015 you breached the 

Standards of Professional behaviour as set out in the annex to the police 
(Conduct) Regulations 2020 in that you sought to acquire controlled drugs 
namely cannabis from : 

 
Particulars of Fact 

 
4.1 At 12:09hrs there is an exchange between you and , you ask him to 
supply you with a ‘liquorice stick’ and ‘green’. 
 
4.2 Liquorice stick is a possible name for Cannabis resin and Green is a 
colloquial term for Cannabis bush. 

 
Particulars of Misconduct 

 
4.3 Discreditable Conduct: In seeking to purchase a controlled drug you 
discredit the police service and as such undermine public confidence. 
 
4.4 Honesty and Integrity: By attempting to purchase controlled drugs you 
lack integrity and have compromised your position as a police officer. 

 

 

 
The finding(s) of the Misconduct Hearing and the outcome(s) imposed if the 
breach(s) of the code of conduct is proven is as follows:- 
 
Gross Misconduct    Misconduct 
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 Existing Written Warning       Existing Final Written  
 
 

Outcome Indicate Below 
Written Warning (Misconduct only)  

Final Written Warning  

Reduction in rank   

Dismissal without notice X 
 
The reasons are shown below:- 
 
Consideration of Outcome – Former PC 2133 Connolly 

1. Prior to making its decision, the Panel heard further oral submissions from 
Mr Holdcroft.  He reminded the Panel of his written opening submissions 
and in particular Regulation 42 (as set out in Schedule 1 of the 2020 
Regulations), which deals with outcomes for former officers, and which 
states that:  
 
“42 — Outcome of misconduct hearing  
 
(1) The persons conducting a misconduct hearing may, subject to the 
provisions of this regulation—  
(a) where they find the conduct amounts to gross misconduct, impose 
disciplinary action for gross misconduct, or  
 
(b) where they find that the conduct amounts to misconduct but not gross 
misconduct, record a finding of misconduct but take no further action.  
 
(2) Where the question of disciplinary action for gross misconduct is being 
considered, the persons considering it—  
 
(a) must have regard to the record of police service of the officer concerned 
as shown on the officer's personal record;  
 
(b) may receive evidence from any witness whose evidence would, in their 
opinion, assist them in determining the question, including evidence of 
mitigating circumstances disclosed prior to the hearing to—  
 
(i) a police force;  
(ii) a registered medical practitioner, or  
(iii) a staff association…  
 
…(3) Paragraph (4) applies where disciplinary action for gross misconduct 
is imposed.  
 
(4) The person chairing a misconduct hearing must provide any information 
to the appropriate authority or, as the case may be, the originating authority, 
that the person considers ought to be included by virtue of regulation 3(2)(l) 
of the Police Barred List and Police Advisory List Regulations 2017 in the 
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barred list report relating to the officer concerned (information relating to 
whether exemptions to requirement to publish the barred list entry apply)."  
 

2. Accordingly, the Panel noted that, where a Panel makes a finding of Gross 
Misconduct, it “may” decide to impose “disciplinary action” on the former 
officer. "Disciplinary action for gross misconduct" means a finding that the 
officer concerned “would have been dismissed” if he had not ceased to be 
a member of a police force.  
 

3. It follows that:  
 
a) the Panel has a choice between taking disciplinary action or taking no 
disciplinary action;  
 
b) where there is a finding of Gross Misconduct, and if the Panel decides to 
impose disciplinary action, it can only be that PCC “would have been 
dismissed” had he still been serving, with the consequence that he will be 
included on the Barred List. If the Panel determines that the matter does not 
justify the sanction that the former officer would have been dismissed, no 
action will be taken and the finding of Gross Misconduct will simply be 
recorded.  
 

4. Mr Holdcroft confirmed that the AA was seeking an Outcome whereby 
disciplinary action would be imposed and therefore that the Panel should 
decide that PCC would have been dismissed had he still been a serving 
police officer. 
 

5. Mr Holdcroft drew the Panel’s attention to the part of his opening Case 
Summary which dealt with Outcome.  This states: 
 
“The Approach to Outcome  
 
83. The HOG sets out the approach to the imposition of outcome at paras. 
10.41–10.49. This is expanded upon by the College of Policing Guidance 
on Outcomes in Misconduct Proceedings…(‘the Guidance’).  
 
84. There are three stages to determining the appropriate sanction (the 
Guidance at 4.2):  
 
(i) Assess the seriousness of the misconduct:  
 
i. the Officer’s culpability for the misconduct  
 
ii. the harm caused by the misconduct  
 
iii. the existence of any aggravating factors and/or the existence of any 
mitigating factors.  
 
(ii) Keep in mind the purpose of imposing sanction;  
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(iii) Choose the sanction which most appropriately fulfils that purpose for the 
seriousness of the conduct in question.  
 
85. In R (Chief Constable of the Greater Manchester Police) v Police 
Misconduct Panel (2) PC Roscoe…the High Court emphasised, at [16], that,  
 
‘The only way a court or anyone else reading the decision can be satisfied 
that the correct structured approach had been adopted is if either the panel 
identifies the structured approach that it is required to adopt expressly in the 
body of its decision and then explains how it has arrived at the relevant 
decision applying that approach.’  
 
86. When considering outcome, the Panel must consider the evidence and 
submissions in their entirety.  
 
The law in relation to outcome. 
 
87. The law as it relates to the imposition of a disciplinary outcome following 
a finding of gross misconduct may be summarised as follows:  
 
(i) A finding of gross misconduct is, by definition, a finding that the 
misconduct was so serious that the Officer’s dismissal would be justified, 
see Williams at [75].  
 
(ii) However not every finding of gross misconduct will lead to dismissal, see 
R (COP) v (1) PAT (2) Naulls [2013] EWHC 1684 (Admin)…at [40].  
 
(iii) The most important purpose of police misconduct proceedings, and the 
outcome to be imposed, is to maintain public confidence in the police 
service and to maintain its collective reputation, see Salter at [24 (i) (c)].  
 
(iv) Whilst there may be a punitive element to an outcome the imposition of 
an 
outcome is not primarily punitive, and may not be punitive at all, see Salter 
[24 (i) (a)].  
 
(v) The outcome imposed may be designed to ensure that the police officer 
does not have the opportunity to repeat the misconduct, see Salter [24 (i) 
(b)]. 
 
(vi) The Panel must always take personal mitigation into account, see 
Williams [67]  
 
(vii) However personal mitigation is likely to have a limited impact on the 
outcome where the misconduct threatens the maintenance of public 
confidence and respect in the police, see Williams [66 - 67].  
 
(viii) The Panel must consider the misconduct and mitigation and impose 
the most appropriate outcome – the question of which outcome is 
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appropriate should be approached by considering the range of outcomes 
available starting with the least severe.  
 
(ix) The public should be able unquestioningly to accept the honesty and 
integrity of a police officer, see Salter [22].  
 
(x) Almost invariably an officer that has found to have behaved dishonestly 
or 
with a lack of integrity will be dismissed, see Williams [67].  
 
(xi) If the misconduct has had the effect of rendering an officer non-
operational then it may follow, almost inevitably, that dismissal will be the 
appropriate outcome, see R (CC of Wiltshire) v (1) PAT (2) Woollard [2012] 
EWHC 3288 (Admin)…at [59].  
 
(xii) Public confidence is likely to be adversely affected if an officer that is 
disqualified by their misconduct from performing a substantial part of their 
ordinary duties is given a ‘non-job’ or a role which might otherwise have 
been available to an injured or disabled officer, see Salter [36].  
 
(xiii) What is ‘exceptional' will depend on the facts of the individual case.  
 
(xiv) If it is felt that an officer’s case is ‘exceptional' then the Panel must 
identify the features of the circumstances of the misconduct that support the 
exceptional outcome, see Salter [30].” 
 

6. The College of Policing’s Guidance on Outcomes in Police Misconduct 
Proceedings [“the Guidance”] and particularly to the conclusion at Section 
7, part of which the Panel reproduces below: 
 
“…7.2 There are three stages to determining outcome:  
 
(i) assess the seriousness of the misconduct  
 
(ii) keep in mind the threefold purpose for imposing outcomes in police 
misconduct proceedings [which the Panel reminds itself was to: (i) maintain 
public confidence in and the reputation of the police service; (ii) uphold high 
standards in policing and deter misconduct, and (iii) protect the public]. 
 
(iii) choose the outcome which most appropriately fulfils that purpose, given 
the seriousness of the conduct in question.  
 
7.3 Assessing the seriousness of the conduct is the first of these three 
stages. In assessing the seriousness of the conduct, have regard to the four 
categories outlined: culpability, harm, aggravating and mitigating factors.  
 
7.4 Consider less severe outcomes before more severe outcomes. The 
more serious the conduct found proven against an officer, the more likely it 
is that dismissal will be justified.  
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7.5 Always take personal mitigation into account. Due to the purpose of 
disciplinary proceedings, its impact will necessarily be limited. Less weight 
can be attached to personal mitigation where serious misconduct has been 
proven.  
 
7.6 The reasons for imposing a particular outcome should be recorded and 
usually read out in public. Refer to this guidance and explain any departures 
from it.  
 
7.7 Each case will depend on its particular facts. Have regard to all relevant 
circumstances when determining the appropriate and proportionate 
outcome to impose.” 
 

7. In his additional oral submissions, Mr Holdcroft reminded the Panel about 
some of its conclusions regarding PCC, such as: he had taken the photos 
of himself at the scene of a murder for the purpose of self-aggrandisement; 
the photos he took of individuals were not taken for any good reason, let 
alone for police work purposes; a number of the photos taken by PCC were 
of people who appeared to be injured, or partially clothed, and therefore 
were either vulnerable or in a position of vulnerability; PCC’s accessing of 
police records regarding a complaint that was made against him 
demonstrated improper motives of, if not personal gain, then securing a 
personal advantage; at least one of the subjects of PCC’s photographs 
found his actions “degrading and upsetting” and, in the Panel’s opinion, his 
actions towards such subject had undermined public confidence in the 
police service; his sharing of the KKK image with his father was a clear 
indication that he approved of their sentiments or found them amusing but 
there was nothing amusing about such a racist organisation which glorified 
in the murders of countless black people; PCC’s actions had clearly brought 
the Police service into disrepute; and PCC’s association with a known 
criminal which he had not reported had led the Panel to state that a clearer 
breach of the standards could not be imagined. 
 

8. Mr Holdcroft specifically referred to paragraph 88 of its decision on facts, 
standards and misconduct, which stated (in part):  
 
“…members of the public who were photographed by him felt humiliated 
and demeaned.  The Panel was particularly concerned about PCC taking 
photographs of people who were particularly vulnerable and were struggling 
with their lives or with their mental health.  Moreover, PCCs actions in taking 
photos of himself at a murder scene were, the Panel concluded, entirely 
disrespectful of the murder victim.  In addition, the Panel considered that it 
was the sending of the racist and homophobic images to third parties that 
was particularly distasteful.  Finally, his undeclared association with a 
known criminal was a clear repudiation of all that the Code and Standards 
stood for and arguably went to the heart of what good policing should be.”   
 

9. Otherwise, the Panel took account of Mr Holdcroft’s specific submissions 
on the additional matters it had to consider, to which reference may be 
made as appropriate below. 
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10. The Panel therefore first addressed the issue of seriousness. 

 
Analysis of Seriousness (Stage One) 

 
11. The Panel noted the opening paragraphs of Part 4 of the Guidance: 

 
“4.1 Assessing the seriousness of the conduct lies at the heart of the 
decision on outcome under Parts 4 and 5 of the Conduct Regulations.  
Whether conduct would, if proved, amount to misconduct or gross 
misconduct for the purposes of Regulation 12 of the Conduct Regulations 
is also a question of degree, ie: seriousness.  
 
4.2 As Mr Justice Popplewell explained, there are three stages to 
determining the appropriate sanction: 
 
■ assess the seriousness of the misconduct  

■ keep in mind the purpose of imposing sanctions  

■ choose the sanction which most appropriately fulfils that purpose for the 
seriousness of the conduct in question.  

4.3 Assessing the seriousness of the misconduct is the first of these three 
stages.  

4.4 Assess the seriousness of the proven conduct by reference to:  

■ the officer’s culpability for the misconduct  

■ the harm caused by the misconduct  

■ the existence of any aggravating factors  

■ the existence of any mitigating factors.  

4.5 When considering outcome, first assess the seriousness of the 
misconduct, taking account of any aggravating or mitigating factors and the 
officer’s record of service. The most important purpose of imposing 
disciplinary sanctions is to maintain public confidence in and the reputation 
of the policing profession as a whole. This dual objective must take 
precedence over the specific impact that the sanction has on the individual 
whose misconduct is being sanctioned.  

4.6 Consider personal mitigation such as testimonials and references after 
assessing the seriousness of the conduct by the four categories above.  

4.7 There may be overlap between these four categories and/or imbalances 
between them. Low-level culpability on the part of a police officer, such as 
a failure to respond in good time to an incident, can result in significant 
harm. Equally, an officer may commit serious misconduct which causes 
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minimal harm to individuals or the wider public but may still damage the 
reputation of the police service.  

4.8 Carefully assess the officer’s decisions and actions in the context in 
which they were taken. Where the misconduct has taken place on duty, 
consider the policing context and whether the officer followed the College 
of Policing’s National Decision Model. Many police officers are required to 
take decisions rapidly and/or in highly charged or dangerous situations, for 
example, in a public order or other critical incident. Such decisions may 
carry significant consequences. Take care not to confuse these 
consequences with what the officer knew or could reasonably have known 
at the time of their decision.  

4.9 Weigh all relevant factors and determine the appropriate outcome based 
on evidence, independently of any views expressed by the media.” 

12. In relation to Culpability, the Panel noted the following paragraphs of the 
Guidance (and has underlined factors that appear to be relevant in this case 
and has included reference to Mr Holdcroft’s submissions): 
 
“4.10 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. 
[Mr Holdcroft submitted that PCC’s culpability was high]. 

4.11 Conduct which is intentional, deliberate, targeted or planned will 
generally be more culpable than conduct which has unintended 
consequences, although the consequences of an officer’s actions will be 
relevant to the harm caused. [Once again, for these reasons, Mr Holdcroft 
submitted that PCC’s culpability was high]. 

4.12 Where harm is unintentional, culpability will be greater if officer could 
reasonably have foreseen the risk of harm.  

4.13 Culpability will also 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. [Mr Holdcroft 
submitted that PCC was in a position of trust due to the vulnerability of many 
of the subjects of his photographs]. 

4.14 It is not possible to categorise all types of case where dismissal will be 
appropriate because the circumstances of the individual case must be 
considered. Many acts have the potential to damage public confidence in 
the police service.  

4.15 The following types of misconduct, however, should be considered 
especially serious… 

…Data protection and misuse  
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4.33 The misuse of police computer systems or confidential police 
information more generally is a particular concern for the police service. 
Police computer and manual systems hold a significant amount of 
information about members of the public. Most of this is sensitive and it is 
both a public expectation and a legal requirement that information obtained 
during the course of policing duties should be treated in strictest confidence, 
properly protected and only used for legitimate policing purposes.  

4.34 Under no circumstances should anyone access or use police 
information for personal benefit. Personal reasons for accessing 
confidential police information, such as general curiosity or a desire to check 
on criminal activity near an officer’s home, are not acceptable. If an officer 
is accessing police information not available to the general public, there 
should always be a specific and proper policing purpose for doing so.  

4.35 Accessing confidential police information without a legitimate policing 
purpose is an abuse of an officer’s position and may merit dismissal in 
serious cases… 

4.36 Factors that support a more serious outcome include:  

…■ personal gain 

 
Breach of position of trust or authority  

4.42 The nature of the Office of Constable means that all police officers are 
in a position of trust and authority in relation to members of the public. An 
officer’s misconduct will be more culpable where it involves an abuse of this 
position… 

…4.45 The misconduct may involve members of the public, victims of crime, 
offenders or witnesses during the course of an officer’s duties or as part of 
an investigation.  

Misconduct involving a vulnerable person  

4.46 Many people come into contact with the police when they are at a 
particularly difficult or distressing point in their lives, and they are entitled to 
be treated professionally…  

…4.48 Where an officer has a specific responsibility to a person… there is 
likely to be a high level of reliance by that person on the officer, which may 
make that person vulnerable…  

4.49 Factors which may give rise to vulnerability include:  

■ age, and any other protected characteristic  
■ physical disability  
■ mental ill health or learning disability  
■ substance misuse  
■ social circumstances such as homelessness or bereavement…   
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■ experience of crime, including harassment or domestic abuse  
 

4.50 Decide whether a person could be considered vulnerable in a given 
situation and whether the officer recognised or should have recognised this, 
taking account of all the circumstances. 

…Discrimination  

4.51 Persons affected by discrimination are those with protected 
characteristics:   

…■ disability  
…■ race…  

Discrimination towards persons on the basis of any of these characteristics 
is never acceptable and always serious. 

4.52 Discrimination may involve language or behaviour. It may be directed 
towards members of the public or colleagues. It may be conscious or 
unconscious.  

4.53 Cases where discrimination is conscious or deliberate will be 
particularly serious. In these circumstances, the public cannot have 
confidence that the officer will discharge their duties in accordance with the 
Code of Ethics…”       

 
13. The Panel considers that the following matters are relevant in this case 

regarding Culpability.  PCC’s actions were: intentional, deliberate, targeted 
and planned and therefore he would generally be more culpable (4.11); his 
culpability was increased as he was holding a position of responsibility at 
the relevant time due to the subjects of the photos being mainly vulnerable 
(4.13); his actions demonstrably undermined public trust in the Police and 
were therefore serious (4.14); his actions in accessing confidential police 
information for personal gain without a legitimate policing purpose was an 
abuse of his position which “might merit dismissal in serious cases” (4.35 
and 4.36); many of the subjects of his photos were particularly vulnerable 
on many levels as a result of their personal characteristics (4.46 and 
4.49)…his actions were discriminatory on the basis of race and disability, 
which is “never acceptable and always serious” (4.51); and finally, were 
conscious and deliberate, which “will be particularly serious” since the public 
could not have confidence that PCC would discharge his duties in 
accordance with the Code of Ethics (4.52 and 4.53).     
 

14. No reasonable or suitable explanation for those actions has been 
volunteered by PCC at any stage.   
 

15. Accordingly, the Panel concludes that PCC is particularly culpable and 
blameworthy in relation to the breaches of the standards found proved.   
 

16. In relation to Harm, the Panel noted the following paragraphs of the 
Guidance: 
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“4.57 The harm caused by an officer’s actions can be considered in various 
ways including:  
 
Type of harm  
 
The types of harm caused or risked by different types of police misconduct 
are diverse. Victims may suffer:  
 

…■ damage to health  
■ psychological distress  
■ reputational harm… 

 
Persons affected  
 
Misconduct may affect particular individuals, in which case the harm caused 
may depend on the victim’s personal characteristics and circumstances. 
Misconduct can also harm the wider community. Such harm may involve 
economic loss, harm to public health or interference with the administration 
of justice.  
 
Effect on the police service and/or public confidence  
 
Harm will likely undermine public confidence in policing. Harm does not 
need to be suffered by a defined individual or 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.  
 
4.58 Assess the impact of the officer’s conduct, having regard to these 
factors and the victim’s particular characteristics.  
 
4.59 Where no actual harm has resulted, consider the risks attached to the 
officer’s behaviour, including the likelihood of harm occurring and the gravity 
of harm that could have resulted.  
 
4.60 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. 
 
4.61 If applicable, consider the scale and depth of local or national concern 
about the behaviour in question. A case being reported in local or national 
media, however, does not necessarily mean that there is a significant level 
of local or national concern. Distinguish objective evidence of harm to the 
reputation of the police service from subjective media commentary.  
 
4.62 Whether a matter is of local or national concern will be a matter for the 
person(s) conducting the proceedings based on their experience and the 
circumstances of the case.  
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4.63 Consideration of the harm caused will usually follow findings in relation 
to the facts, breaches of Standards of Professional Behaviour and whether 
the behaviour amounted to misconduct or gross misconduct.  
 
4.64 Harm, including death or serious injury, can result where an officer has 
behaved appropriately and no misconduct has been established.  
 
4.65 Where gross misconduct has been found, however, and the behaviour 
caused or could have caused, serious harm to individuals, the 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.” 
 

17. The Panel considers that the following matters are relevant in this case in 
relation to Harm: although it is correct that there is no evidence before the 
Panel of any significant or long term harm being caused to the subjects of 
the photographs at 1.1.4  and 1.1.17 , both gave written 
statements, which PCC did not challenge, that they felt: “embarrassed” and 
moreover “…it is as if the officer is laughing at me and my misfortune.  I am 
shocked that the officer has taken this image of me on his personal phone.  
I..feel silly, the officer should not have taken pictures without my permission 
but also I have no top on. I am offended by this and let down by Merseyside 
Police but mainly that officer personally…” ; and that the image taken 
by PCC was “degrading and upsetting” and that she was “disgusted and let 
down” by PCC as well as being “shocked” . Accordingly, the Panel 
considers that such feelings could be said to equate to either “damage to 
health” and/or “psychological distress” referred to in paragraph 4.57 of the 
Guidance.  The Panel also notes that the Guidance does not indicate that 
any threshold of harm has to be reached.  In addition, it was apparent from 
their statements that, notwithstanding that these incidents occurred five and 
two years respectively before giving their statements, both  and  
appeared to be emotionally affected by being told about the incidents, so 
arguably it could be said that they had some adverse long term effect upon 
them.   
 

18. Of more concern to the Panel, however, is the issue of the reputational 
damage and harm to the Police generally caused by PCC’s actions.  The 
Panel notes, in particular, the provisions of paragraphs 4.57: 
 
“Harm will likely undermine public confidence in policing. Harm does not 
need to be suffered by a defined individual or 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.”  
 
and 4.65:  
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“A factor of the greatest importance is the impact of the misconduct on the 
standing and reputation of the profession as a whole” 
 

19. Accordingly, the Panel asked itself what a fully informed member of the 
public would think if s/he discovered that a police officer, whose 
fundamental duty is to obey rules and uphold standards, wilfully ignored his 
obligations to abide by those rules and standards as set out above 
(especially by behaving in a racist and homophobic fashion and knowingly 
associating with a criminal).  It concluded that such a member of the public 
would be shocked at such behaviour and would consider that there was no 
obligation upon the public to obey the same rules or abide by the same 
standards since a police officer thought fit not to.  

 
20. Accordingly, the Panel is led to the conclusion that PCC’s actions caused 

some distress and harm to  and , and was unquestionably capable of 
causing substantial harm to public confidence in policing. 
 

21. The Panel next considered the Aggravating and Mitigating Factors in 
relation to it findings. 
 

22. In relation to Aggravating Factors, the Panel noted paragraphs 4.66 and 
4.67 of the Guidance, which state (the Panel has underlined what it 
considers may be relevant factors): 
 
“4.66 Aggravating factors are those tending to worsen the circumstances of 
the case, either in relation to the officer’s culpability or the harm caused. 
 
4.67 Factors which indicate a higher level of culpability or harm include:  

 
■ premeditation, planning, targeting or taking deliberate or predatory steps  
■ malign intent, eg, sexual gratification, financial gain or personal 

advantage  
■ abuse of trust, position, powers or authority  
■ deliberate or gratuitous violence or damage to property  
■ concealing wrongdoing in question and/or attempting to blame others  
■ regular, repeated or sustained behaviour over a period of time  
■ continuing the behaviour after the officer realised or should have 

realised that it was improper  
■ serious physical or psychological impact on the victim  
■ vulnerability of the victim  
■ multiple victims  
■ additional degradation, eg, taking photographs as part of a sexual 

offence  
■ any element of unlawful discrimination  
■ significant deviation from instructions, whether an order, force policy or 

national guidance  
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■ failure to raise concerns or seek advice from a colleague or senior officer  
■ scale or depth of local or national concern about a particular issue  
■ multiple proven allegations and/or breaches of the Standards of 

Professional Behaviour”                
 

23. The Panel considers that the underlined matters above are (due to their 
having been referred to earlier in this determination) self-explanatory but 
would make the following additional comments: in relation to the 
aggravating factor of “additional degradation” the Panel would comment 
that it has highlighted this to take account of the fact that  and  felt 
humiliation and embarrassment. 
 

24. In relation to Mitigating factors, the Panel notes paragraphs 4.70 to 4.72 of 
the Guidance.  Once again, it has underlined those factors which may apply 
in this case: 
 
“4.70 Mitigating factors are those tending to reduce the seriousness of the 
misconduct. Some factors may indicate that an officer’s culpability is lower, 
or that the harm caused by the misconduct is less serious than it might 
otherwise have been.  
 
4.71 Factors indicating a lower level of culpability or harm include:  
 

■ misconduct confined to a single episode or brief duration  
■ extent of the officer’s involvement in the misconduct  
■ any element of provocation, threat or disturbance which may have 

affected the officer’s judgement, eg, in relation to the use of force in 
the heat of the moment  

■ acting pursuant to a legitimate policing purpose or in good faith, ie, a 
genuine belief that there was a legitimate purpose but getting things 
wrong  

■ mental ill health, disability, medical condition or stress which may have 
affected the officer’s ability to cope with the circumstances in question  

■ whether the officer was required to act outside their level of experience 
and/or without appropriate training or supervision  

■ open admissions at an early stage  
■ early actions taken to reduce the harm caused  
■ evidence of genuine remorse, insight and/or accepting responsibility for 

one’s actions.  
 
4.72 In cases where the misconduct occurred several years prior to the 
meeting or hearing, consider the outcome by reference to the standards of 
the time rather than current attitudes and standards. Give due account to 
the officer’s conduct in the intervening years, for example, whether they 
performed their duties to a high standard.” 
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25. The Panel considers that the underlined matters require some explanation:  
PCC did indicate that he did not dispute a large number of the factual 
allegations; PCC’s service record indicates that he had an unblemished 
record (although it was otherwise uneventful); and there is some (albeit 
limited) evidence of insight in that, in his statement of 18 June 2020, he 
stated: “Having viewed the images disclosed as part of the investigation, I 
do have the insight to know that the images should not have been in my 
possession. This has been a learning experience for me to be more mindful 
of the WhatsApp groups that I am in and being more aware material that is 
sent to me”.  However, it could be argued that his actions in resigning from 
the Police before the hearing demonstrated a lack of resolve to remedy his 
failings. 
 

26. The Panel notes that PCC’s Service Record (which was produced to the 
Panel at the Outcome stage) showed that he had been a serving Police 
officer since November 2003 (a period of 18 years or so until his 
resignation); and had an unremarkable sickness record (14 days off sick in 
those 18 years).  
 

Conclusion on Seriousness 
 

27. The Panel therefore concludes that PCC’s misconduct is particularly 
serious for all the reasons identified above. 
 

Purpose of imposing disciplinary action (Stage 2)  
 

28. At this stage the Panel is required to keep in mind the purpose of imposing 
disciplinary action in police misconduct proceedings. The Panel reminds 
itself of its threefold purpose, which is:  
 
a) Maintaining the public confidence in, and the reputation of policing;  
b) Upholding high professional standards; and  
c) Protecting colleagues and the public.  
 

29. The Panel must choose the outcome which most appropriately fulfils this 
threefold purpose, given the seriousness of the conduct in question.  The 
Panel considers that all three factors are engaged: 
 
a) Maintaining the public confidence in, and the reputation of policing – 
PCC’s misconduct (in all of the Allegations 1, 2 and 3) is capable of causing 
the public to lose trust in the police;  
 
b) Upholding high professional standards – robust disciplinary action is 
required to mark the seriousness of the misconduct (again in respect of all 
the Allegations) and deter similar misconduct in future;  
 
c) Protecting colleagues and the public – PCC’s behaviour (once again, in 
all three Allegations) demeaned and potentially put members of the public 
at risk of harm and should be condemned.  
 

Appropriate disciplinary action in this case (Stage 3)  
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30. At Stage 3 the Panel is required to decide which form of disciplinary action 

most appropriately fulfils the purpose of imposing such action (as identified 
at Stage 2) having regard to the seriousness of the conduct in question (as 
assessed at Stage 1).  
 

31. Less severe outcomes (in this case no disciplinary action) should be 
considered before more severe outcomes; and the more serious the 
conduct found proven against an officer, the more likely it is that dismissal 
will be justified (Guidance at 7.4).  
 
Personal mitigation  
 

32. The Courts have given clear guidance on the limited weight to be given to 
personal mitigation (as opposed to conduct mitigation) in professional 
disciplinary proceedings in general and police misconduct hearings in 
particular (see the Guidance, section 6) because of the importance of 
maintaining public confidence in the police service.  
 

33. The Guidance emphasises that the dual objective of maintaining public 
confidence in, and the reputation of, the policing profession, must take 
precedence over the specific impact that a sanction may have on the 
individual concerned (at 4.5). Less weight can be attached to personal 
mitigation where serious misconduct has been proven (at 7.5).  
 

34. In this case any personal mitigation should be given limited weight because 
of the seriousness of PCC’s misconduct and its potential to undermine 
public confidence in police officers. In any event, PCC has not submitted 
details of any personal mitigation and the Panel notes that, as he is now 
retired from the Police, any disciplinary action will be notional and will more 
likely have a reputational as opposed to a financial effect upon him.    
 
Conclusion  
 
42. Mr Holdcroft, on behalf of the AA, submitted that only disciplinary action 
can be justified, meaning that the officer “would have been dismissed”. He 
maintained that only this outcome appropriately reflects the seriousness of 
the misconduct and fulfils the Panel’s threefold purpose.  

 
The Panel’s decision on Outcome 

 
35. Having found that PCC’s conduct is particularly serious, the Panel then 

considered what Outcome to impose, if any.  It took account of Mr 
Holdcroft’s submissions.  It particularly noted the three-fold purpose of 
imposing disciplinary action (as set out above) and agrees that all three 
limbs are engaged in this case for the reasons stated. 
 

36. In deciding the appropriate disciplinary action, the Panel reminded itself 
that, as set out by Mr Holdcroft, the Panel has a straightforward choice 
before it.  It can either (i) take disciplinary action or (ii) take no disciplinary 
action.  As the Panel has already found Gross Misconduct, if it decides to 
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impose disciplinary action, the Outcome can only be that PCC “would have 
been dismissed” had he still been serving, with the consequence that he will 
be included on the Barred List.  However, if the Panel determines that the 
matter does not justify the sanction that the former officer would have been 
dismissed, no action will be taken and the finding of Gross Misconduct will 
simply be recorded.  The Panel also notes that taking no action runs the 
danger of not maintaining public confidence in the regulatory process. 

 
37. The Panel has also reminded itself to act proportionately. 

 
38. The Panel also took account of Personal Mitigation, as it is required to under 

Section 6 of the Guidance.  It noted, in particular, the paragraphs in the 
Guidance which indicated that, where gross misconduct was concerned, it 
has limited effect. 
 

39. Having said that, however, the Panel notes that, in any event, there is little 
or no evidence of personal mitigation before it, save what is suggested in 
the Mitigating Factors set out above.  
 

40. Taking all these factors together, the Panel came to the conclusion overall 
that the allegations and findings against PCC (as set out above) were not 
only serious enough to amount to Gross Misconduct, but also were 
particularly serious when looked at in the wider spectrum of seriousness.  
PCC’s actions were deliberate and planned; they caused significant distress 
to members of the public; but more than that, these actions (particularly with 
regard to his racism and homophobia and improper association with a 
known criminal) clearly have caused, and would cause, members of the 
public to lose confidence in the Police as a whole.   
 

41. The Panel reminded itself that it had the choice of either taking no 
disciplinary action, or taking disciplinary action.  It unhesitatingly came to 
the conclusion that it would be failing in its regulatory duties if it took no 
disciplinary action, having found that PCC’s actions amounted to Gross 
Misconduct which was particularly serious. It also took account of paragraph 
4.65 of the Guidance which made it clear that the outcome of dismissal was 
likely in circumstances where: 
 
“gross misconduct has been found…and the behaviour caused or could 
have caused, serious harm to…public confidence in the police service…A 
factor of the greatest importance is the impact of the misconduct on the 
standing and reputation of the profession as a whole”. 
 

42. Accordingly, the Panel concluded that the appropriate and proportionate 
outcome was to take disciplinary action which, in the case of a former police 
officer, meant that the only outcome would be that PCC “would have been 
dismissed” had he still been serving.    
 

43. The Panel therefore decided that the appropriate outcome is that PCC 
 
Would have been dismissed without Notice had he still been serving 
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with the consequence that he will be included on the Barred List. 

 
 
 
 
Presiding Officer:  Mr R. Ince 
 
 
Ch/Superintendent:             Superintendent C. Joughin 
  
 
Independent Member:         Mr A. Buckle 
         
 
 
Signed:      _________________________ 
  
 
                
Date:    19.11.21 
  
 
 

 
Outcomes & Appeal 

 
Written Warning- The warning will be put on your personal file and will remain live for 18 
months beginning with the day on which it was notified to the officer concerned. This 
means that any proven or admitted misconduct in the next 18 months is likely to lead to 
(at least) a final written warning. 
 
Final Written Warning - The final written warning will be put on your personal file and will 
remain live for two years beginning with the day on which it was notified to the officer 
concerned. This means that only in exceptional circumstances will further misconduct 
during that period (that justifies more than management advice) not result in dismissal. (In 
exceptional circumstances only, the final written warning may be extended to a maximum 
period of 5 years.  
 
Reduction in rank – A reduction in rank may only be imposed under this regulation where 
the persons imposing the disciplinary action consider this is an appropriate sanction, 
taking in to account the views of the appropriate authority or, as the case may be, the 
originating authority.  
 
You have the right of appeal to the Police Appeals Tribunal against any finding of 
misconduct or gross misconduct made by the panel at this hearing unless that finding was 
made following acceptance by you that your conduct amounted to misconduct or gross 
misconduct. 
 
You also have the right of appeal to the Police Appeals Tribunal against any disciplinary 
action imposed as a result of that finding. The Tribunal can increase any outcome imposed 
as well as reduce or overturn the decision of the misconduct hearing. 
 
Your appeal must be based on one or more of the following grounds: 
 

• The finding or disciplinary action imposed was unreasonable 
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• There is evidence that could not reasonably have been considered at the 

misconduct hearing which could have materially affected the finding or decision on 
disciplinary action 

 
• There was a serious breach of procedures set out in these Regulations or other 

unfairness which could have materially affected the finding or decision on 
disciplinary action. 

 
You have 10 working days starting with the first working day after the day you have been 
served with this notice to provide the Police Commissioner with written notice of appeal. 
Application outside this period can be considered by the Chair of the Police Appeals 
Tribunal under Rule 10 of the Police Appeals Tribunal Rules 2020. 
 
Should you wish to a request a transcript of the misconduct proceedings (or part of the 
proceedings) then this should be made in your notice of appeal. 
 
On receipt of your appeal notice the Police Commissioner will as soon as practicable 
supply the respondent (The Chief Constable), and in the case of a ‘specified appeal’ the 
IPCC, with a copy of the notice of appeal. The respondent shall then within 15 working 
days of receipt of the notice of appeal supply to the Police Commissioner a copy of this 
hearing decision notice, any documents made available to the panel who conducted your 
hearing and a copy of any transcript of the proceedings requested by you. A copy of any 
such transcript shall at the same time be supplied to you. 
 
You are also required to provide to the Police Commissioner a statement of the relevant 
decision and your grounds for appeal, and any supporting documents. If your appeal is 
based on the ground that there is evidence that could not reasonably have been 
considered at the misconduct hearing which could have materially affected the finding or 
decision on disciplinary action then you must also supply a list of any proposed witnesses 
as defined in Rule 13(6)(b) and a witness statement from each of those witnesses.  If you 
consent to the appeal being determined without a hearing then this consent must be given 
in writing. 
 
These documents shall be supplied before then end of 20 working days from the day on 
which you are supplied with a copy of the transcript, or if no such transcript was requested 
before the end of 35 working days from the day you gave notice of appeal to the Police 
Commissioner. The Police Commissioner shall then supply a copy of those documents 
provided to the respondent as soon as practicable. 
 
The respondent then has 20 working days from receipt of those documents to supply the 
Police Commissioner with a statement of response to the appeal, any supporting 
documents, and a list of any proposed witnesses as defined in Rule 13(6)(b) together with 
a witness statement from each proposed witness. The respondent must also give in writing 
any consent for the appeal to be determined without a hearing. 
 
At the same time as supplying the above documents to the Police Commissioner the 
respondent shall provide you with a copy of those documents save in the case of the 
supporting documents a list of those documents only need be supplied. The Police 
Commissioner will then provide to the Chair a copy of all documents supplied to it under 
these Rules. 
 
Both you or the respondent may apply to the Police Commissioner for an extension to a 
relevant period as defined in Rule 14(1). This application must set out the reason for such 
application and the period of extension required. A copy of the application will be supplied 
to the other party who will be asked if they consent to the extension. If the other party does 
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not consent then the application will be forwarded to the Chair who will determine if an 
extension shall be granted and for how long. 
 
Under Rule 15, on receipt of the supplied documents the Chair shall determine whether 
the appeal should be dismissed on the basis that either the appeal has no real prospect 
of success or there is no other compelling reason why the appeal should proceed. If the 
chair considers that the appeal should be dismissed, before making his determination, he 
shall give you and the respondent notice in writing of his view together with the reasons 
for that view. You and the respondent may make written representations in response to 
the chair before the end of 10 working days and the chair shall consider any such 
representations before making his determination. The chair shall give you, the respondent 
and the relevant police authority notice in writing of his determination. Where the chair 
determines that the appeal should be dismissed the notification shall include the reasons 
for the determination. 
 
Where an appeal has not been dismissed under Rule 15, the chair shall determine 
whether the appeal should be dealt with at a hearing. The chair may only determine that 
the appeal shall be dealt with without a hearing if you have so consented. Where the 
appeal is to be dealt with at a hearing the chair shall give you and the respondent his 
name and contact address. 
 
At any time following the provision of the documents mentioned in Rule 13(5) and (9), you 
or the respondent (the “requesting party”) may apply to the chair for disclosure of any 
document by the other party which is relevant to the appeal. The chair may request the 
disclosure of any such document by the other party and where it is disclosed, a copy shall 
be given to the chair and to the requesting party. Where a party does not comply with a 
request to disclose under paragraph (2), he shall give the chair and the requesting party 
his reasons for non-disclosure in writing. 
 
The chair shall cause you and the respondent to be given written notice of the date, time 
and place of the hearing at least 20 working days, or such shorter period as may with the 
agreement of both parties be determined, before the date of the hearing. Where you are 
relying on the ground of appeal set out in rule 6(4)(b) and either you or the respondent (or 
both) have proposed witnesses, the chair shall determine which, if any, witnesses shall 
give evidence at the hearing. No witness shall give evidence at the hearing unless the 
chair reasonably believes that it is necessary for the witness to do so, in which case the 
chair shall where the witness is a police officer, cause that person to be ordered to attend 
the hearing; and in any other case, cause the witness to be given notice that his 
attendance is necessary and of the date, time and place of the hearing. 
 
You have the right to be represented at a hearing by a relevant lawyer or a police friend. 
Where you are represented at the hearing by a relevant lawyer, you may also be 
accompanied at the hearing by a police friend. If you choose not to be represented, the 
hearing may take place and the appeal may be determined without you being represented. 
The respondent has the right to be represented at a hearing by a relevant lawyer or by an 
officer of the police force or by the chief executive or other officer or employee of the 
relevant police commissioner’s office.  
 
Subject to these Rules, the procedure at a hearing shall be determined by the tribunal.  
The tribunal may proceed with the hearing in the absence of either party, whether 
represented or not, if it appears to be just and proper to do so, and may adjourn it from 
time to time if it appears necessary to do so. Unless the tribunal determines otherwise, the 
evidence adduced by you shall be given first. Witnesses giving evidence at the hearing 
may be subject to questioning and cross-questioning. Any question as to whether any 
evidence is admissible, or whether any question should or should not be put to a witness, 
shall be determined by the tribunal. A verbatim record of the evidence given at the hearing 
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shall be taken and the relevant police authority shall keep such record for a period of not 
less than two years from the date of the end of the hearing. 
 
The hearing shall be held in private, however, the tribunal may allow a person to attend 
all or part of the hearing as an observer for the purposes of training. In certain 
circumstances as prescribed in the Rules, the complainant, an interested party, or a 
representative of the IPCC shall also be allowed to attend the hearing. 
 
The tribunal shall determine whether the ground or grounds of appeal on which you rely 
have been made out. The determination of the tribunal shall be based on a simple majority 
but shall not indicate whether it was taken unanimously or by a majority. The chair shall 
prepare a written statement of the tribunal’s determination of the appeal and of the reasons 
for the decision. As soon as reasonably practicable after the determination of the appeal 
the chair shall cause you, the respondent and the police authority to be given a copy of 
such statement but, in any event, you shall be given written notice of the decision of the 
tribunal before the end of 3 working days beginning with the first working day after the day 
on which the appeal is determined. 
 
Any request for an appeal must be forwarded to:  
 
Emily Spurrell 
Police Crime Commissioner 
 
 
 
I have been served with a copy of this notice:- 
 
Signed: ______________________________________ 
 
Date: __________________ 
 
 
I have been served with a copy of the R –v- Edwards notice:- 
 
Signed: ______________________________________ 
 
Date: __________________ 
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CHIEF CONSTABLES MEMORANDUM 
 
 
           To :   
 
           Date:       
 
 

Regina –v- EDWARDS 
Disclosure of Disciplinary Convictions 

 
  

 Under the rules of disclosure you must reveal the full details of the wording of 
the charge(s) relating to these convictions/discipline findings to the Crown 
Prosecution Service in accordance with the instructions contained in Chapter 18 
of the Disclosure Manual (see Force Intranet). Failure to reveal your disciplinary 
record and/or any criminal convictions recorded against you may render you liable 
to further disciplinary proceedings. 

 
 The earliest date of expunction from your personal record of these convictions is 

in line with the Police Regulations 2003 as amended by the Police (Amendment) 
Regulations 2008.  At the appropriate time the Personnel Department will arrange 
for the conviction to be expunged from your personal record. You should inform 
the Crown Prosecution Service accordingly, when this has been done. 

 
A written warning will be expunged after the expiry of a period of 18 months from 
the date of it taking effect 
 
A final written warning will be expunged after the expiry of a period of 2 years from 
the date of it taking effect 
 
All potential disclosures should be placed in a sealed MG6b envelope (coloured 
blue) and sent to the Prosecutions Unit. Such disclosures should not be 
electronically placed on the Niche file 

 
 If you have any queries regarding this matter, the staff in the Professional 

Standards Department will be pleased to assist you. 
---------------------------------------- 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ADVICE AND GUIDANCE 
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Following the imposition of any sanction(s) upon you at this hearing it may be that you are 
experiencing some personal difficulties.  There are a number of contacts within the 
Organization who can provide help, guidance and advice to you in these circumstances.  
Please contact them should you feel the need.   
 
You may of course seek assistance from your Federation ‘Friend’ if you have selected one 
or your First Contact Officer. 
 
Federation Office, Green Lane   -               
 
Force Occupational Health & Welfare Dept  -   
 
Employee Relations     -   or  
 
 
 

------------------------------- 
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