


(2) On the evening of 11 July 2020, after the end of your team’s 07.00 – 17.00 shift, you 

attended The Super Mare public house, Weston-Super-Mare (“the pub”) with police 

colleagues from your team. 

(3) You had arranged the gathering. 

(4) The pub is in close proximity to Weston-Super-Mare Police Centre and is regularly 

frequented by police officers. 

(5) Both off-duty police colleagues and members of the public were present in the pub 

and its beer garden and in close proximity to you at all material times.  

(6) You were the most senior police officer present. 

(7) During the course of the evening, you consumed a number of alcoholic drinks and 

became intoxicated. 

(8) You spoke to and in the hearing of police colleagues about PC A1 having a “weird” 

friendship with Inspector R and about your dislike for PC A1. 

(9) You spoke to and in the hearing of police colleagues about having taken cannabis and 

Class A controlled drugs in your youth. 

(10) You asked police colleague about their use of drugs, saying words to the effect of 

“Surely you have tried cocaine. Everyone must have”. 

(11) You said to PC J words to the effect of “I bet you had wild teenage years”; and asked 

if she considered cocaine to provide a good high.   

(12) PC A2 was talking to PC J and PC D about recently having had hair extensions fitted. 

PC A2 told PC D to feel the difference between her real hair and the extension and 

that  

(13) You began to feel PC A2 hair without her consent. 

(14) You then said “You don’t mind me touching your hair do you?” to PC A2 replied “No, 

it’s fine”.  

(15) PC J, who was wearing a hoodie over her black police uniform shirt, said that she was 

hot. 

(16) In the hearing of police colleagues, you said to PC J “Why don’t you take your top 

off”? 

(17) PC J said she would not be taking her top off. 

(18) PC C challenged your remark, saying words to the effect of “With all due respect 

Sarge, I think you should stop talking” 

(19) You asked PC J, in the hearing of police colleagues, on multiple occasions about 

rumours that she had had ‘relations’ with another officer at a Christmas party. 

(20) PC J said that she had, but that she did not want to talk about it. 



(21) You spoke to PC C, in the hearing of police colleagues, about a rumour that she and 

PC D were in an intimate relationship which had ended because PC D was too old for 

PC C. 

(22) PC C said that this was untrue. 

(23) You spoke to and in the hearing of police colleagues about your attraction to PC J: 

a. You said that it was a shame that you were not 10 years younger and PC J was 

interested in you. 

b. You said that PC J was your ‘type’. 

c. You said, with respect to your partner that you would “trade her in for a younger 

model” (a reference to PC J). 

(24) You said to and in the hearing of police colleagues, words to the effect of “I’d destroy 

her, and the things that I would let her do to me” (a reference to PC J). PC J heard 

you say these words. 

(25) You said to SC B “Don’t tell her about what I’ve said” (a reference to PC J). 

(26) PC J and other colleagues left the pub shortly after you made these comment about 

her. 

(27) In the hearing of police colleagues, you invited PC D and PC A3 (separately) to attend 

a swingers’ BBQ party with you later that evening at which you suggested they were 

guaranteed have sexual encounters. 

(28) You showed PC D a photograph of some women who you said would be at the BBQ. 

(29) PC D declined your invitation to the BBQ. 

(30) In the hearing of your police colleagues, you said to PC A3 that all he had do to get 

‘laid’ was to ask words to the effect of “Which one of you is going to let me on 

your face?” to be guaranteed a sexual encounter. 

(31) You took a photograph of PC A3 without his consent, sent the photograph to a woman 

who you said was going to be at the BBQ, and said words to the effect of “They have 

seen your picture, they want you to come”. 

(32) PC A3 declined your invitation to the BBQ on multiple occasions. 

(33) You invited PC W to attend the BBQ. 

(34) You invited SC B to the BBQ. 

(35) You spoke to and in the hearing of police colleagues about sexual matters, including 

your sexual preferences, stating that: 

a. In the context of a discussion about stag parties, your favourite destination was 

Prague because the women were stunning and willing to perform  for 

money, which you had availed. 





 

Your said conduct was in breach of the Standards of Professional Behaviour as follows:  

 

Authority, Respect and Courtesy 

(A) You failed to treat your colleagues with respect and courtesy by your actions 

particularised at paragraphs 8 – 13, 16, 19, 21, 23, 24, 26 28, 30 - 31, 35 - 37, 39 

and/or 42. 

(B) You failed to treat Mrs X with respect and courtesy by your actions particularised at 

paragraph 41. 

 

Equality and Diversity  

(C) The matters particularised at paragraphs 16, 19, 23, 24 and/or 36 above amounted to 

harassment of PC J related to her sex. 

(D) The matters particularised at paragraph 13 amounted harassment of PC A2 related to 

her sex. 

(E) The matters particularised at paragraph 16, 19, 23, 24 and/or 36 amounted to 

harassment of a sexual nature of PC J. 

(F) The matters particularised at paragraph 27 and/or 28 amounted to harassment of a 

sexual nature of PC D. 

(G) The matters particularised at paragraph 27, 30 and/or 31 amounted to harassment of 

a sexual nature of PC A3. 

 

Confidentiality  

(H) You shared information about PC G, as particularised at paragraph 35(h), that you 

knew or reasonably ought to have known was confidential. 

 

Honesty and Integrity (integrity) 

(I) You offered ‘protect’ PC D and/or PC A3 the following day if they went out drinking 

with you after the gathering in the pub as particularised at paragraphs (37) and (39). 

 

Discreditable Conduct  

(J) Your conduct as particularised above was likely to bring discredit upon the police 

service and/or undermine public confidence in it. 

 



As a result of that stated above, if proven, your conduct singularly or in its totality amounts to 

gross misconduct. 

  

 

4 BACKGROUND 

4.1 Prior to the hearing the Chair alone had made the following directions on Wednesday 
March 9th 2022 at a preliminary hearing attended by Mr Ley-Morgan on behalf of the 
Appropriate Authority  and Mr Loker on behalf of X:  

(a) That the only witness to attend would be Dr. Ruth Bagshaw and that she 
should give her evidence by video link 

(b) That the hearing be in public 

(c) That Notice of the hearing be published  

(d) These directions were made after the Police Federation had confirmed that 
the Officer had resigned; he would not be attending and did not challenge the 
witness evidence. 

4.2 Earlier, on May 25th 2021, directions had been made by a different Chair and those 
directions included Direction 5 that there should be no reporting or publicity in relation 
to this matter which has the potential to identify the former Officer, his partner and/or 
their children. 

4.3 Shortly prior to the commencement of the hearing itself, an email was rec’d from a 
representative of the media, J.A Sinclair. He raised issues about the notice of these 
proceedings and the decision to anonymise the name of the officer. The Panel 
allowed him to make oral representations and he confirmed that his first application 
was to be informed of the reasons for the decision that the name of the Former 
Officer was anonymised. The Appropriate Authority explained the decision had been 
made by a former Chair and the Police Federation on behalf of the Former Officer 
queried whether the application now made was too late to be considered. 

4.4 The Panel was not persuaded that the application was out of time.The Panel 
informed Mr Sinclair of the general reason for the anonymity including health issues 
of the Former Officer and his child/children. On this basis the Former Chair had 
directed anonymity of X. 

4.5 Mr Sinclair had indicated that, after he had been informed of the general reasons for 
the anonymity decision, he might seek to ask for that decision to be overturned. Upon 
being informed of the general reasons as per 4.4 above, he confirmed that he did not 
wish to challenge the decision. 

4.6 In his undated Regulation 31 response, X had admitted misconduct but denied gross 
misconduct. He had not identified which Professional Standards he admitted 
breaching. Shortly prior to the hearing he had confirmed through the Police 
Federation that he did not challenge any of the evidence to be presented and would 
not be attending. He again did not identify which Standard he admitted breaching  



4.7 He had resigned from the Constabulary on March 19th 2022. 

5 ABSENCE OF THE OFFICER  

5.1 X did not attend and was not to be represented at the full evidential hearing. The 
Police Federation representative confirmed that he had seen the correspondence 
and considered that X had had sufficient notice. He also confirmed that the 
Federation had been given no instructions by X to make any representations to make 
any representations at the hearing. 

5.2 Mr Ley-Morgan submitted that the hearing should continue in X’s absence. 

5.3 The Panel decided that X had been properly made aware of the hearing date and all 
papers had been served on him in accordance with Police Conduct Regulations 
2020. 

5.4 The Panel then considered whether the hearing should proceed in X’s absence. The 
Panel gave this the utmost care and caution. It balanced the right of X to attend and 
present his case with the right of the Appropriate Authority to have such matters 
heard promptly and the right of the public to be reassured that misconduct hearings 
against police officers or former police officers are concluded within a reasonable 
time. The Panel concluded that there was no reason to believe that an adjournment 
would secure his attendance and found that he had in fact, voluntarily absented 
herself from the hearing. 

5.5 The Panel decided to proceed in the absence of X. 

5.6 Mr Loker of the Police Federation in accordance with his instructions took no further 
part in the proceedings and left the hearing. 

6 EVIDENCE CALLED 

6.1 The following paragraph is a summary of the evidence heard and not a complete 
record. All evidence heard was considered by the Panel as were all the written 
witness statements and documents in the hearing bundle. 

6.2 All fifteen witness statements were submitted in evidence. The Former Officer had 
through the Federation Representative confirmed that no challenge was presented to 
those statements. 

6.3 Evidence was presented to the Panel about events in 2015. These were not 
allegations against X directly relevant for the purposes of this case but were 
presented as background and established that he had been given a final warning 
about his conduct towards female officers. This was evidenced in the statement of 

 dated November 9th 2021. 

6.4 The witness statements support each and every alleged fact. Further they can be 
summarised to include: 

(a) On the evening of 11th July 2020 PS X attended a public house in Weston 
Super Mare with police colleagues. 

(b) He had arranged the gathering. 



(c) Both off-duty police colleagues and members of the public were present in the 
pub and its beer garden, and in close proximity to him at all material times. 

(d) He was the most senior police officer present. 

(e) During the course of the evening, he consumed a number of alcoholic drinks 
and became intoxicated. 

(f) He had a number of conversations with and within the hearing of other police 
colleagues which were inappropriate and unprofessional. 

(g) He spoke about taking drugs in his youth and suggested that other officers 
would have done the same. 

(h) He touched another officer’s hair without their consent and took a photograph 
of another officer without their permission. 

(i) He disclosed private information to officers that he had been privy to and 
should not have shared. 

(j) He had discussions with officers and asked questions of a highly sexualised 
nature, which were unwarranted and inappropriate. These included him 
describing sexual acts. 

(k) He made inappropriate comments to and about an officer’s mother. 

 

6.5 The Panel heard oral evidence from Dr. R Bagshaw. She had, on AA’s behalf, 
interviewed X for three hours over two days on October 12th and 13th 2021. The 
interview was via Teams with X and his partner. She produced a report dated 
October 27th 2021.X had earlier been seen by Dr D.Kannan on May 29th 2021, 
instructed on behalf of X. Both doctors agree that X has Attention Deficit 
Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD). Dr. Kannan’s opinion is that he also has features 
indicative of Obsessive-Compulsive Disorder: Dr Bagshaw disagreed with that 
diagnosis.  

6.6 In her evidence Dr Bagshaw helpfully clarified her diagnosis. Further, when asked 
about X’s behaviour on the night of the allegations, her opinion was that his 
behaviour was not explained by ADHD but by his personality and character traits. 

7 DECISION ON FACTS 

7.1 The Panel gave careful consideration to all the material presented to it and all the 
evidence it had heard.   

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 noted that X had not participated in these proceedings but did not hold 
that against him in coming to its findings of fact. 

7.4 The Panel had been told that facts not challenged. The Panel itself considered the 
evidence presented and had no doubt that the facts were proved. Further, the Panel 
was persuaded that all the contents of all the witness statements were true.  



8 Breaches 

8.1 The Panel was aware that in his Regulation 31 reply he had admitted misconduct. He 
had not specified which Standards he admitted breaching. This had not been clarified 
by him when he decided not to attend and not to challenge the evidence.   

8.2 The Panel did not find that there had been a Breach of Confidentiality. The Panel 
considered that Standard was more relevant to release of information confidential to 
the Constabulary. However, the Panel found that the proven facts did constitute 
Breaches of the Standards of Authority, Respect and Courtesy: Equality and 
Diversity; Honesty and Integrity but integrity only not dishonesty: and Discreditable 
Conduct. 

9 MISCONDUCT/GROSS MISCONDUCT. 

9.1 The Panel next considered whether the proven facts and allegations constituted 
gross misconduct or just misconduct. The Panel considered the proven allegations 
were very serious misconduct over a period of hours in public with an element of 
premeditation as he had stated that he intended to get drunk and apologized for his 
behaviour in advance. He was aware of the risk of his behaviour and decided to take 
these risks regardless. His actual conduct was appalling and was so serious it could 
give rise to dismissal. The Panel decided that his conduct was gross misconduct. 

10 MEDICAL EVIDENCE  

10.1 The Panel noted the medical evidence from Dr Bagshaw (both her report and oral 
evidence) and Dr Kannan’s report. It noted in particular Dr Bagshaw’s oral evidence 
that X’s behaviour on the evening of these events was not explained by his ADHD 
but by his character and personality. 

10.2 Firstly, there was no need to make any adjustments for the conduct of the hearing 
itself as X did not participate. 

10.3 The AA submitted that his health was not a relevant factor in deciding the facts, the 
Breaches and whether his conduct misconduct or gross misconduct.  

10.4 The Panel decided that his health was not a relevant factor in deciding the facts and 
they were not challenged by X and were supported by overwhelming evidence.  

10.5 The Panel also decided that his health was not a relevant factor to be considered at 
this stage of the process and in deciding on breaches of Standards.  

10.6 The Panel also decided that his health was not a relevant factor in deciding whether 
the facts proved were the misconduct or gross misconduct. However, even if the 
Panel had taken the medical evidence into account the Panel would still have found 
the facts to be gross misconduct. 

10.7 The Panel did take his personal circumstances and health into consideration when 
deciding sanction.   

 



11 DECISION ON SANCTION  

11.1 The Panel heard submissions on sanctions. In summary the AA submitted that the 
proved allegations were so serious that dismissal was the necessary sanction on a 
former police officer and that had he still been a police officer he would have been 
dismissed. Mr Ley-Morgan informed the Panel that the only other available sanction 
was to take no disciplinary action  

11.2 The Panel was aware there had been no previous misconduct allegations against X. 
The Panel had been informed about events in 2015 but disregarded those events for 
the in its consideration on sanction.  

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

11.4 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  

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

(a) Culpability 

The Panel considered X’s conduct at the high end of culpability. There was a 
risk of harm and X was in a position of trust. He was a Police Sergeant when 
all others attending were Police Constables or Special Constables. There was 
sexual harassment of PC J and in witness statements , accepted by the 
Panel, there were general comments about X’s inappropriate and 
unprofessional conduct. 

(b) Harm 

There was no physical harm to anyone nor was any evidence presented of 
any mental harm to any officer attending. However, PC J was very upset and 
felt physically sick. PC A3, whose photograph you had taken and sent to the 
party “felt he was being pimped “.  

Harm was caused to the reputation of the police. No complaint was received 
from any member of the public. Witness statements, however, confirm that it 
was known that X’s group was of police officers. Police witnesses talk of X 
talking loudly and within his conversation he talked about his own drug taking 
in the past and about explicit sexual matters and practices. 

(c) Aggravating factors 

There was premeditation with X stating his intention to get drunk. In addition 
he was aware of the risk of bad behaviour as he apologized in advance. One 
officer challenged X but he continued his conduct towards multiple victims as 
confirmed in their statements. 



(d) Mitigating factors 

The Panel noted that the events took place over one evening albeit over a 
number of hours. Medical evidence had been produced confirming that he 
suffered from ADHD. In the history given by him to Dr R Bagshaw in October 
he referred to stress at the time of the events in July 2020. 

The Panel also recognised some remorse in his Regulation 31 response 

(e) Personal mitigation 

The Panel reminded itself of the threefold purpose of the police misconduct 
regime (see para 10.4 above). The Panel was also aware that personal 
mitigation carries less weight in these proceedings than in the criminal courts.  

The Panel noted X’s good character. In this regard, it disregarded the events 
of 2015.The Panel noted his service record and took into account the medical 
evidence and the challenging family circumstances generally and at the time 
of the events. 

11 DECISION 

11.1 This was truly appalling behaviour of X. He deliberately went out with junior officers 
fully intending to get drunk. He was aware of the risk of his own misbehaviour. He 
had been warned in 2015. Dr R Bagshaw had given evidence that his partner had 
had to warn him as a result of sexualised comments made to her own mother. He 
apologized in advance as though foreseeing the events. He was aware of the risk of 
bad behaviour and this turned into a reality. 

11.2 Officers were offended by his behaviour and by what he was saying. Some tried to 
find safe spaces away from him: others hid. Officers left early and two jumped over a 
fence as they left. His behaviour later also included inappropriate words said to a 
civilian, the mother of one of the PCs. 

11.3 A finding of no further action is manifestly inadequate.  

11.4 The correct and proper outcome is a finding that he would have been dismissed if he 
were still a police officer. 

11.5  Further X should be included in the Police Barred List.  

 




