
Accelerated Misconduct Hearing of former Special Police Constable Thomas 
Willoughby held on 7th April 2022  
 

Finding 
 
I have had the benefit of the papers in advance of today’s Hearing and have read them carefully. I 

have listened to the case presented by the Appropriate Authority.  

Former S/PC Willoughby did not provide a response under Regulation 54 and so I have no 

representations from him or made on his behalf today that I can take into account in my decision-

making.  

I have carefully considered the other documentary evidence provided to me, including: 

• The record of former S/PC Willoughby’s conviction, following a guilty plea, for travelling on 

the railway without paying the fare. 

• The Investigating Officer’s report and accompanying evidence as provided in the papers for 

the Hearing today including the interview of former S/PC Willoughby.    

It is my role at this stage of the Hearing to make a formal finding of the facts of the case and the level 

of misconduct, if any, that those facts reach. 

The facts of this case are clear. Former S/PC Willoughby travelled on a rail journey without buying a 

ticket for that journey. Although he denied this in interview and maintained that a ticket had been 

purchased, his account is unconvincing and he eventually pleaded guilty. I find that he did travel 

without a ticket. In behaving in this way, he damaged the trust that the public have in the police. He 

was found guilty, following a guilty plea, of one count of travelling on the railway without paying the 

fare, contrary to section 5(3)(a)of the Regulation of the Railway Act 1889.               

He has been sentenced to a fine, costs and compensation.  

A police officer behaving in this way, that is firstly in travelling without having bought a ticket, and 

secondly in being convicted of the relevant criminal offence, discredits the police service and 

undermines confidence in it. In doing all of these actions, I consider that former S/PC Willoughby has 

breached the Standards of Professional Behaviour in respect of:  

Discreditable Conduct  



I have reminded myself that gross misconduct is a breach of the Standards of Professional Behaviour 

so serious that dismissal would be justified. Applying that definition, I find the matter proven as gross 

misconduct.  

This is because it is unacceptable for police officers, who are responsible for upholding the law, to 

break the law themselves and to do so brings discredit on the service.  

Former S/PC Willoughby’s behaviour, including the lies he told about the circumstances of his travel, 

and his conviction are so grave that it is right that – were he still serving - his continuing to be a police 

officer should be considered and his dismissal would be justified.  

For all of these reasons I therefore find the matter proven as gross misconduct. 

 
  



Outcome decision 

Having considered the matter fully and having had regards to the nature and severity of the breaches 

of the Standards of Professional Behaviour, my decision is that, had he still been serving, former S/PC 

Willoughby would have been  

• Dismissed without notice. 

I would like to explain my rationale for that decision in detail now.  

The College of Policing Guidance on Outcomes in Police Misconduct Proceedings is a clear document 

that sets out the stages of the decision-making process. I have applied those Guidelines and that 

process to my decision-making in this case. 

The first stage of deciding on the outcome is to assess the seriousness of the conduct. This covers the 

areas of the officer’s culpability – that is, their blameworthiness or responsibility for their actions - the 

harm caused and any aggravating or mitigating factors. 

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. 

I will also consider former S/PC Willoughby’s record of service during this decision-making process. 

At all times I must be aware of and adhere to human rights and equality legislation. That is, of course, 

part of my approach at all times as a police officer.  

Every case is different and I have made my decision on the specific facts of this individual case.  

I have started by assessing the seriousness of the conduct. 



In terms of culpability, former S/PC Willoughby chose to travel on the train without a ticket. He would 

not have needed his police training to tell him that this was wrong, but he will have been trained in 

the standards required of police officers during his career and can have been in no doubt whatsoever. 

He had been warned by a colleague not to do this and yet continued. He gave improbable accounts as 

to what had happened when interviewed and continued to deny the offence despite pleading guilty. 

I am sure that he did not buy a ticket nor have one bought for him and that he was wholly responsible 

for what he did. His culpability is therefore high. 

In terms of harm, I have placed weight on three factors.  

• Firstly, in behaving as he did, former S/PC Willoughby defrauded the railway company, 

depriving them of revenue.  

• Secondly, former S/PC Willoughby’s behaviour will have undermined the dignity of his office 

among those who witnessed it. This will have undermined public confidence in policing, 

causing serious harm to the reputation of the profession as a whole.  

• And thirdly, it is entirely unacceptable for police officers who are responsible for enforcing the 

law to break the law themselves. Such behaviour, the conviction and the sentencing that 

followed would also severely harm the public’s confidence in and the reputation of the MPS. 

Having described culpability and harm in the way that I have above, I do not find further aggravating 

features.  

In terms of mitigation, I have noted the following: 

• Former S/PC Willoughby did not provide a response to this Hearing and has not accepted the 

allegations. While he did plead guilty at court, I do not have any evidence of his ongoing 

remorse and insight into the damage he has done, if such remorse and insight exist, nor of 

action he has taken to reduce the harm caused. 

• I have reviewed former S/PC Willoughby’s record of service. He joined in 2020, and I 

particularly note his substantial contribution in having worked approximately 500 hours 

during the height of the first lockdown of the pandemic. However, he did not achieve 

Independent Patrol Status within the expected timeframe and resigned before he was able to 

do so. I note he was also placed on an action plan due to poor levels of performance.  

• Former S/PC Willoughby’s local unit commander would not wish to retain him at the unit, if I 

were to make a different decision today and he were to return to policing. His service record 

therefore does not mitigate the gravity of his breach, as set out above. 



Taken as a whole, this mitigation does not reduce the gravity of the harm caused by former S/PC 

Willoughby’s behaviour from being high.   

I explained earlier that the decision making process has three stages. I now move to the second stage, 

which is to keep in mind the purpose of the police misconduct regime. As I mentioned before, 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. 

In behaving in the way he did, as I have described above, and in being convicted of a criminal offence 

in respect of that behaviour, former S/PC Willoughby has discredited himself and the Metropolitan 

Police Service.  

This was grave misconduct which undermines public confidence in policing as well as our reputation. 

The public could not have confidence in former S/PC Willoughby to protect them if he is so willing to 

ignore his responsibility to pay his fare and to admit wrongdoing. Nor would the public have 

confidence in the MPS if we appeared not to take such behaviour and a criminal conviction incurred 

by a police officer seriously, which I am sure would be the case if I imposed any lesser sanction today. 

A lesser sanction would not serve to uphold high standards and deter misconduct that is so completely 

out of keeping with colleagues’ and the MPS’s ethics and values.   

Finally, I move to the third stage of decision making, which is to choose the outcome that most 

appropriately fulfils the purpose given the seriousness of the conduct in question. For the reasons set 

out above, it is clear to me and it is my decision that the imposition of a final written warning (which 

would have been my only alternative option had former S/PC Willoughby still been serving) would be 

an inadequate outcome for behaviour and a criminal conviction of this kind. Therefore nothing less 

than dismissal, were former S/PC Willoughby still serving, would fulfil the purpose of the police 

misconduct regime.  

 

Assistant Commissioner Helen Ball QPM 
12th April 2022 (decision made 7th April, full written rationale provided 12th April) 
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