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IN THE MATTER OF THE POLICE (CONDUCT) REGULATIONS 2012 

And GREATER MANCHESTER POLICE 

CONCERNING 

FORMER POLICE CONSTABLE SIMON ANTHONY BEECH 

_________________________________ 

DETERMINATION 

_________________________________ 

 

1. This is a composite document which includes a) the decision on whether to proceed 

in absence b) the findings of fact, breach and misconduct and c) outcome. 

2. Simon Beech joined Greater Manchester Police on 10th March 2008. He resigned 

on the 6th January 2019 and his last day of service was the next day. 

3. The alleged misconduct which these proceedings are concerned with came to the 

attention of the Appropriate Authority on or shortly after the 13th July 2017. This is 

therefore a case heard under the Police (Conduct) Regulations 2012, as modified 

by Schedule 3 (the former officer provisions). 

 

Preliminary Decision 

4. We will call Mr Beech ‘the Officer’ in this determination. The Officer has taken a 

very limited part in these proceedings. He was interviewed under caution on the 

25th July 2017 as part of a linked criminal investigation. He gave a brief prepared 

statement which we have read and answered no comment to the questions asked 
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in the interview. We are told, and accept, that he has been properly served with the 

various notices required by the regulations. The panel are aware of only one 

response from the Officer. In an email dated 10th February 2022 the Officer sent an 

email as follows: 

Dear DI Fearn.  

 I have notified Dan Weed that I do not wish to take part in any police related 

proceedings nor do I want anything sent to my home address. I have not 

withdrawn from Dan Weed services, therefore any related material can you send 

to him.  

I merely wish to be left in peace. 

regards. 

5. Mr Weed was his solicitor, and Mr Weed’s firm have also subsequently withdrawn 

from the proceedings. 

6. The panel have considered whether to proceed in the Officer’s absence. The panel 

have reminded themselves of the Guidance on the 2012 regulations, in particular 

paragraphs. Meeting/hearing in absence of officer concerned  

2.252. It is in the interests of fairness to ensure that the misconduct 

meeting/hearing is held as soon as possible. A meeting/hearing may take place 

if the police officer fails to attend.  

2.253. In cases where the police officer is absent (for example through illness or 

injury) a short delay may be reasonable to allow him or her to attend. If this is 
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not possible or any delay is considered not appropriate in the circumstances 

then the person(s) conducting the meeting/hearing may allow the police officer 

to participate by telephone or video link. In these circumstances a police friend 

will always be permitted to attend the meeting/hearing to represent the police 

officer in the normal way (and in the case of a misconduct hearing the police 

officer’s legal representative where appointed).  

1. Mr Apthorp has referred us to the case of GMC v Adeogba [2016] EWCA Civ 

162 in which Sir Brian Leveson stated that it would,  

 

"run entirely counter to the protection, promotion and maintenance of the 

health and safety of the public if a practitioner could effectively frustrate the 

process and challenge a refusal to adjourn when that practitioner had 

deliberately failed to engage in the process." 

  

7. The panel are of the view that the Officer is fully aware of these proceedings and 

had deliberately absented himself. In the circumstances further delay, on top of the 

very considerable delay already apparent in this case would be both fruitless and 

not in the public interest. The panel saw no reason to think the Officer would attend 

on another occasion or would take up the offer of a video link or other remote 

means of participation which are suited to Officers unable to attend. This was 
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already a remote hearing. The panel therefore decided to proceed in the absence 

of the Officer. 

Allegations 

8. The allegations faced by the Officer are set out in the Regulation 21 notice in the 

bundle. 

 

Determination on Facts, Breaches of Standard and level of any Misconduct. 

9. The first stage in the panel’s task is to consider what facts it finds. The burden is on 

the Appropriate Authority throughout.  

10. The panel has applied the balance of probabilities and has not drawn inferences 

from silence, resignation, or non-attendance. The panel were (we think 

inadvertently) given details of past conduct matters recorded against the Officer. 

We were able to put those from our minds.  

 

Ms A 

11. Panel find: 

11.1. The Officer responded to a call from her in July 17 about emotional abuse 

from her partner. After his official involvement was over the Officer sent a 

number of messages to her, which are set out in the investigator’s report at 

[11]. 
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11.2. It is not inappropriate for a police officer to check on a victim of crime’s 

welfare, but this was repeated contact, and the messages, even taken in 

isolation, were “very unprofessional’ according to Inspector Wardle [56]. The 

panel share that view. These repeated messages go beyond a simple check on 

welfare. Further, looking at the evidence presented to us in the round, the panel 

find on the balance of probabilities that this was sexually motivated. 

11.3. The panel accept that it was Ms A’s partner finding out which prevented 

the Officer going further and that the Officer’s disclosure to Inspector Wardle 

was not born out of reflection or insight into his own behaviour but a desire to 

get ahead of a complaint. 

 

12. The investigation then identified a number of other women with whom the officer 

had contact. We deal first with Ms B 

Ms B 

13. The panel find: 

13.1. Ms B reported an incident of domestic violence on 5th April 2017. PC 

Beech was the officer who attended. Ms B described his conduct as “really flirty” 

and that he stayed for an excessive period of time. [136] The case was closed 

on 10th April 2017. 

13.2. Between 6th April and 28th April 2017 there were 295 contacts by call and 

text. The panel note that there was also clearly contact via the Snapchat App 
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which is not included in that total. The panel are familiar with the way that 

Snapchat operates and its potential to be used to avoid scrutiny. The panel are 

satisfied on balance that this was the reason for the Officer’s use of that method 

of communication. The panel accept Alwyn Murray’s evidence that the Officer 

asked him about whether Snapchat messages could be retrieved. The more 

colourful description repeated to Sgt Cope is not included in SC Murray’s 

statement. The panel are not sufficiently confident in the hearsay involved to 

make a positive finding that the Officer made that statement. 

13.3. The panel accept Ms B’s evidence that he told her to delete messages as 

they went. The panel regard her evidence as credible and note that this is 

supported by the wider evidence, including the fact that messages were in fact 

deleted.   

13.4. The panel accept that the Officer requested sexual photographs of her. 

The panel note that sexual photographs showing a woman in the uniform of a 

company that Ms B worked for at the relevant time were recovered from the 

Officer’s phone. Put in context with the chronology of the calls and messages 

which are known [395] the panel accept that the photographs were of Ms B.  

13.5. Further, the panel find that the Officer sat outside her home in a police 

vehicle when she came home from a party. There is evidence that the Officer 

attended on other occasions as well [detail] used a police vehicle to give her a 

lift to work. Whilst the date may be less clear there is supporting evidence from 

PCSO Singh and the radio data. 
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14. The panel therefore accept the AA’s allegation that the Officer was seeking to 

establish a sexual relationship with Ms B, and that he was using his police mobile 

phone and police vehicle to do so. 

 

Ms C 

15. Ms C is another woman who the Officer met in the course of his duty. The panel 

make the following findings in respect of the allegations involving her. 

15.1.  She appears to have been the focus of considerable attention from the 

Officer [detail] despite only having a very limited role in the incident the Officer 

was attending. The Officer gave her his phone number and there was a 

considerable volume of calls and texts between the 5th and 13th May 2017. Ms 

C’s witness statement dated 27th February 2018 says that the Officer arranged 

to meet her at a coffee shop, when he was in uniform and may have been on 

duty, to discuss her potentially joining the police. The messages had a flirty 

tone, for example saying that she “scrubbed up well.”  The Officer invited her 

to use Snapchat. The panel infer from the evidence taken as a whole that this 

sought to avoid scrutiny of his contact with Ms C. Ms C rang the Officer on the 

12th May 2017 when she’d been a passenger in a car which had been involved 

in a road traffic accident. Although the police were called officially, no officer 

was dispatched. When Ms C called PC Beech personally, he attended, and gave 

her a lift to her car. Ms C’s evidence about this is supported by SC Smyth’s 
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statement. Ms C alleges that the Officer then met her at a Starbucks in the 

Trafford Centre at around 2am where he repeatedly asked her for a kiss. SC 

Smyth cannot recall whether there was such a meeting. The Panel find that Ms 

C’s evidence is credible and is generally consistent with the technical evidence 

and other witnesses. The Panel accept that her account of this meeting is 

accurate. 

15.2. Ms C then goes on to describe Snapchat conversations in which he sent 

her pictures while he was on duty, mostly of his face but one of his penis. Taking 

the evidence, in the round the panel accept her evidence about this also. 

15.3. Ms C’s evidence is that they met up on a couple of occasions and had 

sex. She also describes some sinister behaviour where the Officer appeared to 

have identified her address and she saw a police car outside. The panel accept 

that this is also proved on balance.  

15.4. Ms C also describes meeting the Officer in a car park before she started 

work and that she performed oral sex on him. The panel accept her evidence 

about this which is supported by messages at [418]. The Panel accept her 

evidence that the Officer attended in full uniform in a marked police car. The 

Panel note the supporting evidence as to presence of the police car in the 

particular car park and the particular evidence that the Officer was on duty [pg 

30 IOPC report]. Ms C’s evidence is that the sexual contact took place in her 

car, but that is a matter of detail, and is no answer to this allegation nor is it 
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mitigation, save that had it been in the Police car this would have been an 

aggravating factor.  

 

Ms D 

16. In respect of Ms D, the panel find: 

16.1. On 22nd March 2017 Ms D contacted the police complaining of 

harassment by an ex-partner. PC Beech attended to see her on the 24th March 

and police records show a DASH form (domestic violence risk assessment) was 

completed by the Officer and he arrested the ex-partner. The case was closed 

on the 7th April 2017.  

16.2. While other contact was logged on the action board, the Officer 

contacted Ms D on other occasions that were not officially recorded. The 

telephone billing data shows eight texts and five telephone calls between the 

24th March and 25th March.  

16.3. Ms D’s account is contained in a note from the IOPC of a conversation 

with her on the 20th September 2017 [431] in which she describes not knowing 

if the contact with the Officer was inappropriate but that it was “boyish” and 

that she thought he was trying to make her feel better. She added that the 

contact was “different to what she expected police contact to be.” She 

describes one occasion when the Officer said something approximating 

“Where are you I come over and see you know (sic)”.  
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16.4. The evidence about this allegation is somewhat limited. If Ms D was 

willing to give a statement [432] then it is not clear to us why this was not done. 

Looking at the matter in the round however, Ms D’s description is striking; the 

Officer’s contact was “boyish” and trying to make her feel better after a dispute 

with a former romantic partner. That coupled, with the Officer’s conduct in 

respect of other women, has led the panel to conclude that this allegation is 

also proved on balance and that this contact was sexually motivated on the 

part of the Officer 

 

Ms E  

17. In respect of Ms E the panel find: 

17.1. The factual allegations are made out. The messages were sent. There is 

no reason on the evidence of a suspected burglary in progress or information 

about a neighbour dispute to explain why there was any conversation at all 

about dating websites. This is a formal communication with a victim of crime 

from an officer who, the evidence shows, has a proven track record of pursuing 

sexual relationships with female members of the public when he has come into 

contact with them in the course of his duties. The panel noted the suggestion 

that Ms E “look elsewhere” and regarded that as a clear  invitation to consider 

the Officer.  
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Ms F 

18.  The Panel find: 

18.1. The evidence proves that the Officer attended at a domestic violence 

incident in which Ms F was the alleged victim in January 2016. She was 

therefore a vulnerable person. The evidence also proves that the Officer and 

Ms F had sex [424]. Those messages also demonstrate the Officer’s concern 

that someone knew they had had sex and that he was a police officer, and one 

involved professionally with Ms F.  

18.2. The panel have considered what Ms F said to the IOPC [427] about 

meeting the Officer for the first time at Christmas 2016. The panel regard this 

as contradicted by the evidence about the call and view it as a misguided 

attempt to assist the Officer. 

 

Ms C  

19. The panel then went onto consider the allegations relating to interference with the 

investigation. PC Beech was arrested on 25th July 2017 

19.1. The AA allege that “Following your arrest you contacted Ms C in 

September 2017. You told her not to say anything to the police or the IOPC 

about her relationship with you or that you had been messaging other women. 

Ms C was distressed and upset following your contact with her. Thereafter, you 
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walked regularly past her place of work, waving at her seeking to pressure her 

into not assisting in the investigation.” 

19.2. Ms C’s witness statement sets out that following his arrest Pc Beech went 

to visit her at work where he told her not to say anything to the police about 

what had happened and was “quite pushy about it.” 

19.3. She also sets out that PC Beech “kept walking past (her work) on his way 

to the gym, which was an unnecessary route for him to take and also told her 

that he was depressed an suicidal. The AA allege (paragraph 10)  

19.4. Nicole Beaudet [79] is supporting evidence about the contact and the 

effect it had on Ms C, both as to repeatedly walking past and an occasion on 

which PC Beech had his baby with him outside the shop described by Ms C. 

19.5. The panel find this allegation proven. 

 

Ms B 

20. There is also an allegation about the Officer’s conduct towards Ms B during the 

investigation.  

20.1. Following PC Beech’s arrest Ms B alleges [138] that she was contacted by 

him on either 6th or 7th of September 2017 to inform her about this and to ask 

her not to speak to the police. She says that during the conversation her 

referred to the fact that most of what they would not finding anything 

damaging to him as most of their contact was via Snapchat. Her evidence about 
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there being a phone call is supported by Luke Hawley [61]. He confirms that 

the caller asked for reassurance that she wouldn’t say anything and hadn’t 

made a complaint. He also heard comments about Snapchat and it being 

difficult to retrieve messages. 

20.2. The Officer denied that he had made such a call in his prepared 

statement [299]. 

20.3. That caused a considerable amount of investigative work. That led in due 

course to an application under the Regulation of Investigatory Powers Act for 

Ms B’s phone records. That identified a telephone call on 7th September 2017 

from a pay as you go phone registered to the Officer.  

20.4. The panel find this allegation proven. 

 

Breach of Standards 

21. The Professional Standards said by the AA to be engaged are: 

Honesty and Integrity  

Police officers are honest, act with integrity and do not compromise or abuse 

their position.  

 

Authority, Respect and Courtesy  

Police officers act with self-control and tolerance, treating members of the 

public and colleagues with respect and courtesy.  
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Police officers do not abuse their powers or authority and respect the rights of 

all individuals. 

Discreditable Conduct  

Police officers behave in a manner which does not discredit the police service or 

undermine public confidence in it, whether on or off duty.  

Police officers report any action taken against them for a criminal offence, any 

conditions imposed on them by a court or the receipt of any penalty notice.  

22. The panel have reminded themselves of the Code of Ethics but have born in mind 

that the standards are what we are concerned with. The Code of Ethics may be a 

helpful guide to understanding the Standards of Professional Behaviour, but the 

panel’s task is to apply the Standards, not the Code. 

23. The panel find that the Officer’s conduct towards each of these women was sexually 

motivated. The panel find that each piece of conduct identified in paragraph 12 (a) 

would discredit the police force and would undermine public confidence in 

policing. Some of the Officer’s conduct was on duty. All of the conduct we are 

concerned with was directly related to the Officer’s duty.  

24. The Panel also find that the Officer breached the standard of Authority Respect and 

Courtesy and abused his position as a police officer to pursue sexual relationships 

with members of the public. The panel note that the Code of Ethics states in the 

clearest possible terms that police officers do not: 

• engage in sexual conduct or other inappropriate behaviour when on duty 



15 
 

• establish or pursue an improper sexual or emotional relationship with a 

person with whom you come into contact in the course of your work who 

may be vulnerable to an abuse of trust or power. 

25. These women relied on the police for protection. It is vital that women experiencing 

domestic violence can implicitly trust police officers to protect them and not seek 

to exploit them and their position for personal gratification. These women were 

vulnerable in the sense of needing police assistance and protection. There was a 

power imbalance by nature of the Officer’s position. In relation to the majority of 

the complainants the Officer took advantage of their emotional state at the time 

of his contact to pursue a relationship. Whilst Ms C was not a victim of crime as 

such, the officer met on duty and inappropriately pursued a relationship with her. 

26. The officer’s obligation not to pursue a relationship with these women was clear 

and yet he did so. 

27. There is then a separate allegation of discreditable conduct – relating to the 

officer’s conduct after his arrest which we find proved. The public rely on police 

officers to investigate crime. Seeking to undermine such an investigation is entirely 

improper and would seriously damage public trust in policing. A perception in the 

public mind that police officers manipulate investigations is deeply damaging to 

public confidence in both policing and the wider Criminal Justice System. 

28. Further, the panel regard the officer’s contact with Ms C and Ms B as entirely lacking 

in integrity- and that this was in operational capacity.  
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Severity 

29. The panel are in no doubt that is a clear case of Gross Misconduct. The cumulative 

effect of these allegations is such as would justify dismissal without notice.  

 

Outcome 

30. In dealing with a former officer then panel’s task is to consider whether to impose 

“disciplinary action” (Regulation 35 modified by Schedule 3). “Disciplinary action” 

is also modified to mean “a finding that the officer concerned would have been 

dismissed if he had not ceased to be a member of a police force or a special 

constable;” 

31. The panel have followed the structure approved by the Fuglers LLP v Solicitors 

Regulation Authority [2014] EWHC 179 (Admin) and set in the College of Policing 

Guidance on Outcome. We have therefore assessed the seriousness of the 

misconduct (considering culpability and harm (informed by the list of aggravating 

and mitigating features but not double counting, we have reminded ourselves of 

the purposes of imposing sanctions (and misconduct proceedings generally) and 

chosen the sanction that most appropriately fulfils that purpose for the seriousness 

of the conduct in question. 
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Culpability 

32. The panel have considered the Officer’s record of service. 

33. The Officer is highly culpable. This was deliberate predatory conduct. The Officer 

clearly was fully conscious of the fact that his conduct was improper from the 

attempts made to minimise the chance of detection and scrutiny. These were 

therefore deliberate breaches of the Standards. 

34. The panel have considered harm in two parts. Firstly, the harm caused directly to 

the women involved and secondly the harm to the wider public and the reputation 

of policing.  

35. The harm to the women is specific to the individual. In each case, however, the 

Officer was prepared to proceed risking great psychological harm to the individual, 

even if that only crystalised for some complainants. 

36. He was also prepared to intimidate women during the investigation. There are also 

signs of controlling behaviour before hand by identifying addresses (not apparently 

though police IT systems but by recognising cars) and parking outside women’s 

houses. 

37. There was significant harm caused and there was the risk of still greater harm. 

38. It would be difficult to overstate the potential harm to the reputation of policing 

by the Officer’s conduct. Whilst it appears that there is very limited public 

awareness of the Officer’s conduct at this stage (the panel note that Ms C contacted 

the IOPC after seeing an article in the media about another Officer) that misses the 
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point. If the public did know about predatory conduct on the part of a police officer 

towards vulnerable women, they would be deeply concerned. The terrible murder 

of Sarah Everard has focused the public on the question of whether there is a 

problem with misogyny in policing. Conduct such as this will not help maintain and 

build the public trust. 

39. The panel have considered the following aggravating features as part of the 

process of assessing culpability and harm above. 

o premeditation, planning, targeting or taking deliberate or predatory 

steps  

o malign intent, e.g., sexual gratification, financial gain or personal 

advantage  

o abuse of trust, position, powers or authority 

o regular, repeated or sustained behaviour over a period of time 

o continuing the behaviour after the officer realised or should have 

realised that it was improper  

o serious physical or psychological impact on the victim  

o vulnerability of the victim 

o significant deviation from instructions, whether an order, force policy or 

national guidance  

o failure to raise concerns or seek advice from a colleague or senior officer  

o scale or depth of local or national concern about a particular issue  
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o multiple proven allegations and/or breaches of the Standards of 

Professional Behaviour. 

 

40. The panel do not find that any of the mitigating factors apply. There is no evidence 

of genuine remorse. The panel are unable to find that resignation in these 

circumstances is without more evidence of remorse. The Officer’s decision to 

disclose his contact with Ms A  

41. concealinto Inspector Wardle is, in our judgment, an attempt to get out ahead of 

a complaint. If the Officer had felt genuine remorse for his conduct, or had new 

insight into it, he would have disclosed the contact he had had with other women 

as well. 

42. Disturbingly, that is not the end of the matter. The panel must separately consider 

operational breaches of the standard of honesty and integrity. Those are 

themselves very serious indeed (see e.g., Salter v Chief Constable of Dorset where 

even kindly meant interference with a police investigation resulted in the dismissal 

of the officer). 

43. The panel have come to the view that the Officer’s culpability and the harm caused 

or risked can only be characterised as very high indeed. 

44. The panel have reminded themselves of the purposes of imposing sanctions. The 

purposes are set out in the Guidance on Outcome and Mr Apthorp has provided a 

very helpful note. 
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45. The panel have approached their task on the basis of deciding whether any 

sanction short of dismissal would have been appropriate had the Officer remained 

in the force. The panel have no hesitation in finding that the only possible outcome 

would have been dismissal and therefore impose “disciplinary action” within the 

meaning of the Regulations. 


