
Notice of Outcome of Police Misconduct Hearing 

(Regulation 43 Police (Conduct) Regulations 2020) 
 

CHAIRPERSON’S ACCOUNT 
 

Between the 7th – 11th February 2022 Police Sergeant George Panayi based at East 
Area Command Unit, answered allegations that his conduct amounted to a breach of 
Standards of professional Behaviour, in respect of: 

Authority, Respect & Courtesy 
 
Background 

 
Response to the Allegations 
With regard to the Allegations as contained in the Regulation 30 Notice; the Officer 
denies that his behaviour amounts to misconduct or gross misconduct.  The Officer 
admits the facts as set out in Allegations 1 and 2 in the Regulation 30 notice. With 
regard to Allegation 3 the Officer disputes some of the facts alleged. We have 
considered the Officer’s Regulation 31 Response and the submissions made on his 
behalf in reaching the decisions we have made.   
 
Burden and Standard of Proof 
We have taken into consideration that the burden is on the Appropriate Authority 
(“AA”) to prove that the Officer behaved in the manner that is alleged; and that in doing 
so he breached the Standards of Professional Behaviour; and that the manner of the 
breach is of such a nature or degree that it amounts to misconduct or gross 
misconduct. We have reminded ourselves that we do not need to make a finding on 
every issue and need only make findings on those issues which we believe to be 
relevant and material to the Allegations. 

The Officer was represented by Ms Alisa Williamson. The Appropriate Authority (“AA”) 
was represented by Mr Julian Walters. We heard oral evidence from the Officer, PC 
A, PC B, PC C, PC D, PC E and PC F. The last two witnesses gave evidence remotely 
by video. We have also considered the following documents; 

1. The AA’s bundle of documents comprising the Investigating Officer’s report, 
including the statements of the witnesses, witness statements from others we did not 
hear oral evidence from, interview transcript, emails, MG14 statement of the Officer 
and documents listed in the Index thereto comprising pages 1- 169. Mr Julian Walters 
also submitted an opening note and Ms Alisa Williamson submitted written closing 
submissions. We also received a separate bundle of character evidence comprising 
17 statements at pages 1 – 22 as detailed in the index thereto, photographs, further 
transcripts of the MG15 interview with PC A, copy management action to PC A, and 
transcripts of questions provided to the Officer. The hearing was conducted in person 
and in public. 



2. Regulation 31 response submitted on behalf of the Officer.   

We have also given due consideration to the Standards of Professional Behaviour as 
set out in the Police (Conduct) Regulations 2020 and the relevant Home Office 
Guidance. In addition, we have reminded ourselves that the overriding concern is 
fairness to the Officer concerned and the AA. Finally, we have reminded ourselves 
that the purpose of professional disciplinary proceedings is not, primarily punishment, 
but to protect the public and to maintain the high standards and good reputation of the 
Police Service. 

Findings on Gross Misconduct/Misconduct 
 
Allegation 1 
The allegation that the Officer kissed PC A on the cheek is not denied, was witnessed 
by PC B and many of the facts surrounding the incident are agreed. We have carefully 
examined the evidence from the Officer, PC A and PC B as to the circumstances 
leading up to the incident and the explanations provided. 
We find there are very few areas where the accounts do not accord, save that the 
Officer claimed there had been a light-hearted conversation about his having joined 
dating apps which he says took place sometime prior to PC A and PC B sitting in the 
police van. PC A cannot remember the earlier conversation and believes the 
discussion about dating apps took place in the police van just prior to the kiss. In her 
oral evidence PC A has claimed that the Officer held her face with both hands prior to 
planting the kiss so she could not move her face. The Officer denies any sexual 
motivation surrounding the kiss on the cheek. 
 
We considered initially the evidence of PC A in her interview and oral evidence before 
us. She confirmed that the Officer asked for the logbook whilst she and PC B were 
sitting in the police van and that in response she replied; “Who are you trying to fuck 
over?” She says this was said in a jokey way that the Officer had replied that he was 
Mr XXXX’s bitch. PC A says that when the Officer took out his phone to take 
photographs of the logbook, he showed her some photos of females he was dating, 
asked what she thought about them and said that he was only dating them because 
PC A was not available. PC A claims that the Officer grabbed her face and kissed her 
and held her face so she could not move. In her oral evidence PC A described the 
Officer holding her face with both hands and said she had been held in a headlock. 
 
It was suggested that PC A may have embellished her account as she was unhappy 
at work and had made the complaint as a means to achieve a transfer and that her 
description of herself as a professional highly regarded officer was not credible in the 
light of statements from the Officer and other witnesses and that this damages her 
credibility. We did not find there was any evidence to indicate that PC A was in anyway 
motivated to make a complaint about the Officer due to a desire to change roles, there 
was no objective evidence to support this claim, which she in any event denies. We 
do find that there is clear evidence that PC A at times had not performed satisfactorily, 
this is evidenced by the management advice that was given to her in 2017 and that 
she had apologised to the Officer for her behaviour in the past. However, PC A had 
not initiated any of the actions which are the subject of these allegations, these are all 



acts done to her by the Officer and in considering the manner in which she disclosed 
to Sgt XXXX details of the Officer’s behaviour, we find that there is no satisfactory 
evidence to support an inference that she had orchestrated a claim to portray the 
Officer as predatory and inappropriate. We find that PC A in her interview at times did 
relay, what was in effect station gossip about the Officer, but this is entirely peripheral 
to the allegations.  
 
We found that PC A has given a consistent and credible account in her interview and 
oral evidence and that she was a credible witness in respect of the salient aspects of 
her claim. We find that there had been a jokey exchange prior to the kiss about the 
logbook and that discussion did refer to the Officer’s dating. She cannot recall that 
there had been an earlier conversation with the Officer and PC B about the Officer’s 
dating when they were standing in the hangar prior to the incident in the van. Both the 
Officer and PC B state that there had initially been a discussion between all three of 
them about dating prior to PC A and PC B sitting in the van. We find on balance that 
then may well have been a conversation about dating prior to PC A and PC B sitting 
in the van, the fact that PC A may not recall that the conversation took place prior to 
her being the van does not undermine the credibility of her account as to the salient 
facts. The Officer denies showing PC A any photographs of women that he was dating 
on his mobile phone whilst she was seated in the van. However, we see no reason 
why PC A would embellish this aspect of her claim and the Officer’s comments to her, 
which he accepts making, that he was only dating “them” because PC A was not 
available does lend support to her claim.  
 
However, we find it unlikely that the Officer would have held her face with both his 
hands in a headlock, she had not previously claimed this although she had clearly 
stated in her interview that the Officer had held her face. In his oral evidence before 
us the Officer said that he had placed one hand on her head and another on her 
shoulder we find that this is the more likely to have been the position, as if he had both 
his hands on either side of her face as she had demonstrated in the hearing it is likely 
that his hands would have covered her cheeks and he could not have delivered the 
kiss.  
 
PC B in her statement and oral evidence confirmed that the Officer had kissed PC A 
on the cheek and described it as a peck. In her statement she confirmed that they had 
continued to laugh and joke about the dating conversation that had occurred earlier 
when PC A got into the driver’s seat. Although she confirmed PC A was in the driver’s 
seat, she said she could not remember where she was in the van. We heard oral 
evidence from PC B and did not find her to be a satisfactory witness. We found her 
answers evasive and hesitant. We did not find it credible that she did not know where 
she was sitting in the van notwithstanding that she had witnessed the kiss. The panel 
requested that the video be played to PC B which demonstrated that for over 30 
minutes she was sitting in the passenger side of the van prior to the appearance of 
PC A who proceeds to get into the driver’s seat. Notwithstanding, in her statement that 
she says that the conversation about dating had continued in the van, in her oral 
evidence she said she could not recall the conversation in the van although she could 
recall the conversation that took place previously in the hangar. In her statement she 
says that the kiss seemed to be in the context of the conversation, this being a 



conversation in respect of which she could not recall any details. She also says that 
she cannot recall PC A discussing the kiss after it happened, that she had not thought 
anything of it at the time as it was in the context of the conversation which she says 
she cannot now recall. She was asked if she thought the kiss was out of place or 
appropriate and described it as odd. She also confirmed that she had not previously 
observed a sergeant kiss a constable, she was asked if she thought this was normal 
behaviour and said she did not know; she was asked why she was not surprised if this 
was the first time, she had observed a sergeant kissing a constable and she said she 
had not reacted to it. 
 
From consideration of PC B’s evidence we find that she was very reluctant to provide 
any detailed answers to the questions put to her and that she was likely to have been 
motivated by a desire not to say anything that would be detrimental to the Officer. We 
did not find it credible that there would not have been a discussion between her and 
PC A after the kiss given her evidence that this is the first time, she had ever observed 
such an incident taking place and that the incident itself was odd.  
 
We carefully considered the various accounts given by the Officer as an explanation 
as to why he kissed PC A. We found his explanations inadequate and not to be 
consistent throughout his varying accounts. In his initial interview he could not recall 
referring to himself as Mr XXXX’s bitch in his conversation with PC A at the van, but 
was able to recall this when giving his oral evidence saying that he has had time to 
think about it. With regard to whether he showed PC A any photographs on his mobile 
phone, he had initially denied showing any pictures to PC A and said at the time he 
was not on dating apps as he was in a long-term relationship and also denied sharing 
any details of his personal life with PC A. In his oral evidence he said that he was 
unhappy with his relationship at the time and that he had joined some dating apps and 
could not recall showing any pictures of women but said that PC A might have seen 
pictures when he had opened his phone to use the camera to photograph the logbook. 
However, he accepts that he did talk and joke about dating and going on dates. In his 
interview he also said he could not remember making a comment to PC A that she 
was unavailable to date, whereas in his oral evidence he said that on reflection he 
could remember saying it and described it as an innocent comment. In his oral 
evidence for the first time the Officer claims that the kiss was in response to a 
compliment that PC A had paid him following the jokey exchange, that he leaned 
forward and placed his hand at the back of her head and gave her a peck on the cheek. 
We find that the Officer entirely failed to mention in any of his previous accounts about 
any compliment being paid by PC A to him which motivated him to kiss her. 
 
In considering the totality of Officer’s varying accounts we find that his accounts are 
not consistent and we do not accept that he would have a better recall of events some 
2 years after the incident than he did when it was freshest in his mind when he was 
interviewed in August 2020. We do not find that there was any sexual motivation for 
the kiss or that it was done for sexual gratification. We did not find the Officer’s account 
that he has on occasions kissed other female officers and that he would do so when 
seeing them after a long absence, congratulating them on a promotion or on the birth 
of the child to be a plausible or satisfactory explanation for his account of why he 
kissed PC A in the circumstances which he did. They were both on duty, the Officer 



was superior in rank, PC A was trapped in a police van and could not avoid the 
unsolicited kiss, the evidence indicates she had not any in way initiated the kiss, or 
shown any indication that she wished to be kissed.  
 
We have considered carefully the considerable character evidence submitted by the 
Officer from fellow officers, and the statements included in the bundle. Many are from 
female officers and the majority state that the Officer has never made them feel 
awkward or uncomfortable and all attest to his abilities as a good supervisor. As the 
Officer’s representative conceded he does have a Final Written Warning so cannot be 
considered as someone of entirely good character. 
 
We find that the Officer has clearly failed to treat a junior female colleague with 
courtesy and respect and that his actions were oppressive and offensive. The 
Professional Standards relating to authority, respect and courtesy requires an Officer 
to carry out their roles and responsibilities in a professional manner and avoid any 
behaviour that might impair or damage his or the reputation of policing, we find that 
Officer’s behaviour is entirely unprofessional. We find Allegation 1 proven as 
Misconduct. 
 
Allegation 2  
With regard to Allegation 2 again there is no dispute as to the salient facts and the 
Officer admits that he pinched PC A on the cheek. His action was also witnessed by 
PC C from whom we heard oral evidence. We found PC C, to be a credible witness 
who gave his evidence in a clear, straightforward and open manner. PC C’s account 
is entirely consistent with that of PC A neither of whom support the account given by 
the Officer as to conversation that he claims took place whilst PC A and PC C were 
restraining a female patient. It is not disputed that the female patient was abusive, that 
she had to be physically restrained and she was attempting to lash out at officers and 
harm herself. The Officer’s explanation for his act is that the patient had indicated that 
PC A was nice whereupon he said he lent forward and pinched PC A on the cheek; 
said that she was a nice person and that he had done this in an attempt to calm the 
patient down and it was done to defuse a difficult situation. The Officer says he did this 
in a playful manner and was using his personality and human side to keep an 
aggressive female onside and that he received no sexual gratification from doing so. 
When asked in his interview if he would touch PC C in the same manner, he said he 
would have done something like this or ruffled his hair depending on the 
circumstances. 
On the balance of probabilities, we find that the Officer’s explanation for his action is 
not credible and is inconsistent with the accounts given by PC A and PC C whose 
accounts accord with one another. The evidence from PC C was that prior to the 
Officer pinching PC A on the cheek, that the patient had been sedated, that he was 
kneeling by the patient’s legs and PC A was at her head and that they were facing 
each other. PC C had a very good view of the incident and he describes the Officer as 
coming into the room, walking past him on his right side to where PC A was holding 
the patient’s head. In his statement he says the Officer had attempted initially to 
squeeze PC A on the cheek but had initially missed on the first occasion and then 
squeezed her cheek on second. PC C describes that he and PC A looked at one 



another as to say “what was all that about?” he describes the action as odd and that 
PC A was annoyed by the actions of the Officer. 
 
We find that at the time that the Officer pinched PC A’ cheek that the situation was 
under control as the Officer left immediately afterwards. The act of pinching the cheek 
is not an affectionate gesture it was done when the situation appeared to be under 
control and was coming to an end, the explanation offered by the Officer is implausible 
and unsupported by the evidence. We find that the act was wholly demeaning to PC 
A and was entirely without justification. Once again, the act was carried out by 
someone who was superior in rank, it was a deliberate act as he had to walk past PC 
C to pinch PC A. We did not find the Officer’s justification, that this is an affectionate 
gesture which he has encountered throughout his Mediterranean upbringing to be a 
plausible explanation for his action. We did not find that this was a sexual act done for 
sexual gratification. 
 
We find that the Officer has wholly failed to treat PC A with respect and courtesy in the 
execution of her duty and that once again the action was conducted when PC A was 
at a physical disadvantage, kneeling on the floor restraining a patient. We find 
Allegation 2 proven as Misconduct. 
 
Allegation 3 
With regard to Allegation 3 there were no witnesses to the event. It is alleged that the 
Officer opened the toilet door knowing that PC A was inside and then placed his foot 
in the doorway, preventing the door from being closed. We find that there is greater 
disagreement between the Officer and PC A around this incident. PC A alleges that 
she had closed the door and was about to lock it while simultaneously beginning to 
remove her belt and that the Officer opened the door and placed his foot in the open 
door, and laughed and walked off. The Officer says that prior to the incident he had 
had a conversation with PC A about a splinter in her finger which they had laughed 
and joked about. He said shortly afterwards he had gone to the men’s toilet and when 
he came out, he saw PC A was just going into the female toilet and placed his foot 
against the bottom of the door and continued their joke and asked to see the splinter. 
He denies that he opened the toilet door or that PC A was fully inside the toilet or that 
she had closed the door. 
 
We have carefully considered both accounts and the oral evidence and examined 
photographs of the adjacent male and female toilets. There is a statement from Sgt 
XXXX who confirms that he issued a Taser to PC A at 07.11am on the day of incident. 
PC A said she had gone straight from parade to the toilet and had not been in 
conversation with the Officer before going into the toilet. PC A said the splinter had 
been removed on a visit to hospital and that this had been removed prior to the incident 
and that for a week afterwards she had a bandage. We find it highly unlikely that PC 
A would have been issued with a Taser if she still had a splinter or difficulties using a 
Taser. On the balance of probabilities, we prefer PC A’s account that the discussion 
about the splinter did not take place as asserted by the Officer. 
 



We find on the balance of probabilities that PC A had not fully closed the toilet door 
when the Officer placed his foot against it. We find that it is more likely than not, that 
the Officer saw PC A entering the female toilet and by his own evidence put his foot 
against the door which prevented PC A from closing it. We did find PC A’s repeated 
assertion that the Officer could have walked in when she was on the toilet not to be 
credible given that in all likelihood, she would have locked the door. 
 
We find that the Officer’s action in placing his foot against the door and preventing PC 
A from closing it, albeit very briefly, was an intrusion into what is a private personal 
space where a female officer would expect to be able to enter unimpeded. Even if the 
Officer had wanted to talk to PC A, he could have said to her that he would talk to her 
after she had come out of the toilet. In placing his foot against the door, we find this to 
be an intimidatory and oppressive act carried out by someone of superior rank to a 
junior officer. We find Allegation 3 proven as Misconduct. 
 
We considered each allegation individually and also gave consideration as to whether 
having found all 3 allegations proven as misconduct, if collectively the breaches of the 
Standards of Professional Behaviour are of such a nature or degree as to amount 
collectively to gross misconduct. We have found that the acts, although serious were 
not at the higher level for us to make a finding that they amounted to gross misconduct.  

Finding on outcome, including any aggravating or mitigating factors affecting 
the seriousness of the failures in standards 

The College of Policing Guidance on Outcomes in Police Misconduct Proceedings is 
a document that clearly sets out the stages of the decision-making process. We have 
applied those Guidelines and that process to our decision-making today. The first 
stage of deciding on the outcome is to assess the seriousness of the conduct. The 
second stage is to keep in mind the purpose of the police misconduct regime. This has 
three elements: to maintain public confidence in and the reputation of the police 
service, to uphold high standards and deter misconduct, and to protect the public. The 
police misconduct regime is not designed to punish police officers – it is about the 
reputation and standing of the profession as a whole. The third stage is to choose the 
outcome that most appropriately fulfils the purpose given the seriousness of the 
conduct in question. We were also mindful of the principles set out in R (on the 
application of the Chief Constable of Greater Manchester Police) v Police Misconduct 
Panel [2018] 11 WL UK 822 and Police Misconduct Panel v Officer “A” – Interested 
Party [2020] EWHC 1400 (Admin) which emphasizes the importance of following the 
structured approach as set out in the CoP guidance. 

We have started by assessing the seriousness of the conduct and have considered 
the harm caused by the Officer’s actions; the culpability borne by the Officer for his 
actions; the existence of any aggravating factors; and the existence of any mitigating 
factors. The Panel has already found that Allegations against the Officer, which have 
been found proven, are serious and did cause harm to PC A and have the potential to 
cause serious harm to the reputational standing of the MPS and policing in general 
and undermine public confidence. We found that the harm caused to PC A was at the 
lower end of the seriousness scale although she clearly found the actions demeaning 



and offensive. We also note that the actions were of fleeting duration and were done 
in the presence of other parties, save Allegation 3 which could have been observed if 
someone had been passing. The Panel has already found there was a high degree of 
culpability by the Officer in respect of Allegation 2 which we found was deliberate and 
not an affectionate action. However, we find that his actions were not planned and that 
they were not part of a targeted campaign against PC A. 
 
The Panel found the existence of aggravating factors as the Officer was superior in 
rank to PC A but we found there was no motive of sexual gratification or a malign intent 
and the Officer had not sought any personal gain from his actions. With regards to 
mitigation no submissions of substance were made in mitigation other than in 
reference to personal mitigation and the considerable volume of character evidence 
and evidence of commendations submitted to the Panel and that his thought 
processes may have been affected by the jubilant mood about the improvement in his 
personal circumstances following the end of his restriction to duties, which may have 
affected his judgement. We do accept that his actions are at odds with the evidence 
disclosed by the extensive character evidence and from the witnesses (other than PC 
A) we heard oral evidence from. The evidence is that his actions were out of character. 
We find that the Officer has shown remorse and accepts responsibility for his actions 
and is likely to have learnt from this experience. We also note the role that the Officer 
has played as a member of the East Area where he serves which has added value in 
terms of managing a response team which contributed to his team rising from the 
lowest performing team for response times to the highest whilst he was leading them, 
whilst on restricted duties. We also note that the Officer clearly has confidence of his 
colleagues and superiors and that there is clear willingness by the BCU Commander 
to retain him within the MPS and that he be allowed to make a fresh start, albeit with 
a new BCU. We note that the Officer has shown commitment and dedication whilst on 
restricted duties and during the disciplinary process.  
 
At the time of the assessment of the conduct by the Officer he had already received a 
Final Written Warning which was still in place. We have carefully considered the 
findings of the panel in respect of the previous misconduct proceedings in 2019 which 
found that the sanction of a Final Written Warning was the appropriate proportionate 
outcome to those proceedings. We find that the Final Written Warning was in respect 
of entirely different conduct arising at a specific time in the Officer’s life from very 
particular circumstances in his private life due to breakdown of his marriage and did 
not involve conduct of the nature before us. 
 
We considered all of the available outcomes starting with the least serious. Under the 
2020 Regulations the options of a Written Warning and Final Written Warning cannot 
be imposed as the Officer is already subject to a Final Written Warning. The only 
outcomes that are available are a reduction in rank or dismissal. Given our findings 
that the Allegations amounted to misconduct, and not gross misconduct, that the 
Officer has considerable experience over many years performing to a high level, and 
has the confidence of his superior officers to continue within the service of the MPS, 
we considered whether a reduction in rank would be sufficient to mark and declare the 
significance of the misconduct and have decided that this would be wholly sufficient to 
mark its seriousness and found that it would reflect the potential harm caused by the 



Officer’s conduct and would be sufficient to maintain public confidence in the police 
service. 
 
In our view, this is the proportionate outcome as a reduction in rank is a serious 
outcome, because it conveys to the Officer, his colleagues, the service at large and 
the public the level of seriousness with which the facts were objectively viewed in the 
context of the public interest.  It sends the message that is warranted in this case, 
namely, that despite all the pressures under which they work for the good of the public, 
officers must always act with restraint.  In our view, the facts and circumstances in this 
particular case, are such that it is not necessary and would be disproportionate to 
dismiss the Officer.   
 
Decision on publication 
 
The panel considers there is no reason not to publish this decision 
 
Legally Qualified Chair: Ms Eileen Herlihy 
Independent Panel Member: Mr Vincent Walker 
Assessor: Superintendent John Pendleton 
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