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GREATER MANCHESTER POLICE 
PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS DEPARTMENT 

NOTICE under Regulation 36 of the Police (Conduct) Regulations 2012 

IN THE MATTER OF 
THE POLICE (CONDUCT) REGULATIONS 2012 

FORMER POLICE SERGEANT 19438 GLYN MARTIN 

DECISION OF THE PANEL 

Introduction 

1. A Misconduct Hearing in this matter took place on Monday 25 April 2022. Counsel for the

Appropriate Authority was Mr Matthew Holdcroft instructed by Capsticks Solicitors. Counsel for Mr

Martin was Ms Laura Bayley instructed by JMW solicitors and assisted by Mr G Davis his Police

Federation representative.

Regulations and Procedure 

2. The allegations before this hearing occurred between March 2017 to November 2017 and

arose out of matters initially investigated by Lancashire Police. No criminal proceedings were brought

against Mr Martin and in late 2018/19 his conduct was investigated by Greater Manchester Police

Professional Standards Branch. As such the case is subject to the provisions of the Police (Conduct)

Regulations 2012 as amended (“the Regulations”) and The Home Office Guidance on Police Officer

Misconduct, Unsatisfactory Performance and Attendance Management Procedures (Revised June

2018) (“the Home Office Guidance”).

3. In March of this year Mr Martin resigned from Greater Manchester Police after the matters that

are before us came to the attention of the Appropriate Authority, as such this is a ‘Condition A’ case

as defined in Regulation 5(3) of the Regulations, meaning that the Regulations apply as amended by

the Police (Conduct, Complaints and Misconduct and Appeal Tribunal) (Amendment) Regulations

2017 (‘Former Officer Regulations’).  Accordingly, Mr Martin is treated as if he were still serving save

in terms of any outcome.

4. The Appropriate Authority determined there was a case to answer in respect of gross

misconduct and referred the case against the then Sergeant Martin to a misconduct hearing. We are
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therefore required by Regulation 33(13) to review the facts of the case against and decide whether 

the conduct of Mr Martin amounts to Misconduct, Gross Misconduct or neither.   

 

5. In making our findings of fact, we considered all the evidence and information in the papers  

as well as all the representations made on behalf of the Appropriate Authority and the officer, even if 

not specifically referred to in our findings.  We gave the evidence such weight as we considered 

appropriate and we discarded evidence we found to be irrelevant.   

 

6. We were mindful that the burden of proof was on the Appropriate Authority.  We applied the 

standard of proof required in civil cases, namely the balance of probabilities.  Conduct will be proved 

on the balance of probabilities if we are satisfied by the evidence that it is more likely than not that the 

conduct occurred.  

 

Preliminary Matters 
 
7. A number of preliminary matters arose before the hearing and were dealt with in accordance 

with the LQC directions (with reasons) of 15 and 19 November 2021 and 14 April 2022 and related to 

the disclosure of material from a hard drive, a joint experts report and the decisions that the 

proceedings be held in public and a notice of hearing published.  

 

8. A further pre hearing was held with the consent of the parties before the LQC sitting alone on 

25 April 2022 to consider an application made on behalf of Mr Martin that he be allowed to attend the 

hearing remotely from Rochdale Police station. In brief the basis of the application was that Mr Martin 

would be more comfortable somewhere he knew, the prospect of the hearing was causing him 

anxiety to the extent that he felt unwell (albeit not so unwell that he needed medical assistance) and 

that his stress would be reduced if he could appear remotely. Ms Bayley also confirmed that if the 

application was denied Mr Martin would not attend at all. The application for remote attendance was 

opposed by the Appropriate Authority on the basis that Regulation 28(2) should only applied where 

the officer was unable to attend on grounds which the Legally Qualified Chair found reasonable. In Mr 

Holdcroft’s submissions, Mr Martin clearly could attend he just did not want to, and he had not 

actually provided any medical evidence in support of the application, mere considerations of comfort 

were insufficient and set a poor example for the future. Mr Holdcroft cited a number of cases in 

support of his submissions including GMC v Hayat [2018] EWCA Civ 2796, Levy v Ellis Carr [2012] 

EHWC 63 and GMC v Adeogba [2016] EWCA Civ 162. Having considered the submissions, Mr 

Martin’s application to attend and give evidence remotely was granted for the following reasons, as a 

former officer Mr Martin could not be compelled to attend, he was not seeking an adjournment and he 

had already indicated he would not attend at the hearing venue itself. In the circumstances it was 

better to have Mr Martin participate remotely than not participate at all particularly in light of his 

amended Regulation 22 response and basis of plea received on 24 April 2022.  
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The Hearing - The Allegations 

9. Mr Martin joined Greater Manchester Police on 8 December 2003 and was promoted to

sergeant on 16 September 2010. He resigned in March 2022. The allegations arise out of images and

videos of an obscene, offensive and inappropriate nature received by Mr Martin and in some cases

sent on by him to third parties using devices available to him, between March 2017 when WhatsApp

was installed on his smartphone until 24 November 2017 when Mr Martin’s home address was

searched by Lancashire Police.

10. At our hearing on the 25 April 2022, Mr Martin accepted the following conduct, which is also

contained in his amended Regulation 22 submission and basis of plea received on 24 April 2022 in

response to the Appropriate Authority’s Regulation 21 Notice, which is in our bundle:

NOTE: The following descriptions in brackets are redactions applied by the AA. The other text 
is from the written submissions of the Officer.

a. At 21.40 on 22 March 2017 I sent an offensive image via WhatsApp

(The image showed a young disabled person with sexually offensive content)

I accept this was offensive and inappropriate and I deeply regret sending the image.

b. At 12:15 on 23 March 2017, I sent a video that contained offensive material.

(The video was a compilation of video clips that included extreme pornography of adult males 
performing self-mutilation.)

I do not specifically recall this video.  I do not find the content funny or interesting and I believe that it 
was sent on without viewing it in full.  I accept that this was inappropriate and reckless and I regret 
sending it.

c. At 22:29 on 23 March 2017, I sent a video that contained offensive material.

I do not specifically recall this video.  I do not find the content funny or interesting and I believe that it 
was sent on without viewing it in full.  I accept that this was inappropriate and reckless and I regret 
sending it.

(The image contained extreme pornography and sexually explicit violence on male genitalia).
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d. At 22:45 on 23 March 2017, I sent a video that contained offensive material.

(The video showed an adult male engaged in bestiality).

I do not specifically recall this video.  I do not find the content funny or interesting and I believe that it 
was sent on without viewing it in full.  I accept that this was inappropriate and reckless and I regret 
sending it.   

e. At 09:50 on 30 March 2017, I sent a video that contained offensive material.

(The video showed an adult male performing sexual acts on a female, who appears to be 
unconscious).

I do not specifically recall this video.  I do not find the content funny or interesting and I believe that it 
was sent on without viewing it in full.  I accept that this was inappropriate and reckless and I regret 
sending it.

f. At 18.55 on 30 March 2017, I saved an image from Twitter to the One Plus Three.

(The image showed offensive content against a person with a severe disability).

I forwarded this image via WhatsApp almost immediately.

I should not have forwarded this offensive image on and it was inappropriate of me to do so.  I did not 
intend to offend anybody by sending the image, which does not reflect my thoughts, values or morals. 
I deeply regret my actions.

g. At 19:23 on 1 April 2017, I sent images via WhatsApp.

(The image was a written paragraph sent via WhatsApp advocating sexual violence).

I accept that it was inappropriate of me to forward these images on.  They certainly do not reflect my 
thoughts, values or morals. I uphold the law, I do not condone the committing of serious sexual 
offences.  I deeply regret my actions.

h. At 12:26 on 4 April 2017, I sent a video of a pornographic actress.

(The image had a young female’s face superimposed with offensive comments).

I regret forwarding this inappropriate and distasteful video on.

i. At 09:12 on 11 April 2017, I sent a video that contained offensive material.

(The image contained extreme pornography and sexually explicit violence on male genitalia) 

I do not specifically recall this video.  I do not find the content funny or interesting and I believe that it 
was sent on without viewing it in full.  I accept that this was inappropriate and reckless and I regret 
sending it.
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Standards of Professional Behaviour 

j. At 16:58 on 13 October 2017, I received a video that contained offensive material.

(The video showed female engaged in bestiality).

I do not recall ever viewing this video or being aware that it was on my phone.

k. At 05:08 on 18 October 2017, I received a video that contained offensive material.

(The video showed extreme pornography and sadomasochism).

I do not recall ever viewing this video or being aware that it was on my phone.

l. At 13.03 on 21 October 2017, I received a video that contained offensive material.

(The video showed extreme pornography).

I do not recall ever viewing this video or being aware that it was on my phone.  The video is 
approximately 4mins 37s long, containing approximately 40 clips. 
 
m. At 07.03 on 15 November 2017, I received an image.

(The image contained Anti-Semitic content).

I do not recall ever viewing this image or being aware that it was on my phone.

n. At 21:18 on 19 November 2017, I received an image.
(The image had graphic Islamophobic content).

I do not recall ever viewing this image or being aware that it was on my phone.

o. At 22.04 on 20 November 2017, I received a video.

(The video contained Islamophobic content).

I do not recall ever viewing this image or being aware that it was on my phone.

p. At 11:21 on 23 November 2017, I received an image.

(The image contained glorification of White Supremacist racist content and references to slavery). 

I do not recall ever viewing this image or being aware that it was on my phone.
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11. The Standards of Professional Behaviour are set out in Schedule 2 to the Regulations and

further detail is provided in The College of Policing’s Code of Ethics (July 2014 edition) (“the Code of

Ethics”).  We set out below the Schedule 2 definitions:

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. 

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. 

12. Both in his amended Regulation 22 Response/basis of plea and before us Mr Martin admitted

that he had breached the Standards of Professional Behaviour and in particular the standards relating

to:

(1) Honesty and Integrity: My behaviour as set out in the Basis of Plea has breached this

Standard.  I actively engaged in the use of inappropriate, demeaning, and insulting language. I

shared offensive material.

(2) Authority, Respect and Courtesy: My behaviour as set out above has breached this

Standard.  I failed to treat members of the public and colleagues with respect and courtesy.

(3) Discreditable Conduct: My behaviour as set out above [paragraphs 10. a. – p. above] and

(1), (2) and (3) …. have discredited the police service and/or undermined public confidence in 

it.  

13. Mr Martin provided the context for his conduct,

In 2017 I used WhatsApp compulsively. I sent and received many messages on WhatsApp. I 

sent and received many images and videos on WhatsApp too. I did not open up, in order to 

enlarge, all of the images I received, I did not view all the videos I received in full or at all. I 
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often forwarded images and videos without viewing them properly or in full. This was part of 

my compulsion. I often received media on my phone and quickly sent it on to others, usually 

individually rather than in a group chat, in order to make them laugh, or to keep a conversation 

going, so that I felt wanted or good about myself for making someone laugh. For example, I 

would often receive a genre of videos called ‘Simply Lovleh. ’They are funny compilations but I 

understand now that some clips in those Simply Lovleh compilations were offensive. There 

was an occasion when I forwarded one of these compilations without viewing it in full and later 

realised that it contained something offensive and so apologised to those I had sent it to. This 

is set out in my prepared statement and is supported by witness evidence [see pages 156 to 

168 of the AA’s bundle] I accept that it was reckless of me to send on images or videos 

without ensuring the contents of them.  I sought help for this addiction through counselling.   

I accept that there were some images and videos that I forwarded on which were obscene, 

distasteful and offensive and I am deeply ashamed of my actions.   

Throughout my career I have treated members of the public and my colleagues with the 

utmost respect and courtesy. I would never make the types of jokes I forwarded over 

WhatsApp out loud to anyone and I should not have treated WhatsApp any differently.  [I] 

accept that a member of the public would not expect a police officer to behave in the way that 

I have. 

Misconduct or Gross Misconduct 

14. The Regulations and the Home Office Guidance provide the following definitions, which we

applied:

Misconduct means a breach of the Standards of Professional Behaviour. 

Gross Misconduct means a breach of the Standards of Professional Behaviour so serious that 

dismissal would be justified.   

15. Mr Martin accepted before us and in his written amended Reg 22 notice and plea that the

matters admitted above collectively amount to gross misconduct. Mr Holdcroft indicated that the

Appropriate Authority accepted the amended Regulation 22 response/basis of plea.

16. Prior to retiring to consider our decision on the facts, Mr Martin read out a statement he had

prepared to offer further context for his conduct in 2017. He included the impact of his family

background and his compulsive use of social media and need for attention. He reminded us that his
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conduct should be judged in its context of WhatsApp in 2017 and the general lack of awareness of 

the dangers of that app, that he was to some extent misled by the seemingly private nature of 

WhatsApp. Whereas he knew to be careful posting anything on “public” social media such as 

Facebook (and indeed had taken someone to task over an inappropriate comment on Facebook) 

when using WhatsApp, he was not part of a group and saw it as a closed platform engaging privately 

with individuals although he now saw that logic was flawed and he fully accepted his actions were 

wrong, reckless and unprofessional. Mr Martin asks us to consider that though his actions 

Fell short of those expected in such a responsible position. The actions were off duty, never 

affected my work as an officer …” 

and that we should consider his character references particularly that of Inspector Caroline Stapleton 

to understand him as a person and an officer.     

Findings 

17. In accordance with Regulation 33(14)(b) we accept the Officer’s admissions and we find that

his conduct as set out in his amended Regulation 22 Response and plea received on 24 April 2022

(and set out paragraph 10 a.- p. above) amounts to a breach of the Standards of Professional

Conduct namely Honesty and Integrity, Authority, Respect and Courtesy, Discreditable Conduct and

that these breaches are so serious as to amount to gross misconduct.

DECISION ON OUTCOME 

18. Before determining the appropriate outcome in respect of Mr Martin, we had regard to his

record of service (including the commendations attached to that record). We have also taken into

account what has been said on behalf of the Appropriate Authority, by Ms Bayley on behalf of Mr

Martin and Mr Martin’s own submissions before us and had regard to the bundle of character

references provided to us. In addition in reaching our determination on outcome, we considered only

the conduct accepted by Mr Martin and excluded from our considerations any allegation which was

not accepted by the Mr Martin. We also reminded ourselves that in relation to Gross Misconduct, the

words “dismissal would be justified” do not indicate that dismissal must result, rather that it is a

possible outcome.

19. We have taken into consideration the Guidance on Outcomes in Police Misconduct

Proceedings (“Guidance on Outcomes”).  We have reminded ourselves that the purpose of the police

misconduct regime is threefold: maintain public confidence in and the reputation of the police; uphold

standards in policing and deter misconduct; and protect the public. We have followed the approach in
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Fuglers LLP v Solicitors Regulation Authority [2014] EWHC 179 (Admin) and the Home Office 

Guidance. We therefore approached our decision on outcome in three stages: 

 

a. Assess the seriousness of the misconduct (based on culpability, harm, aggravating 

and mitigating factors). 

 

b. Keep in mind the purposes for which an outcome is imposed. 

 

c. Choose the outcome which most appropriately fulfils those purposes given the 

seriousness of the conduct. 

 

 
Seriousness 
   
20. Culpabilty for the Misconduct: Mr Martin sent to third parties material that on any reading was 

obscene and deeply offensive, he forwarded images of sexual violence and sexual activity with 

animals, and images and “jokes” which are discriminatory and offensive. We regard his culpability to 

be high, in reaching this view we have had regard to: 

 

a. Paragraph 4.13 which indicates that culpability will be increased if the officer was 

holding a position of trust or responsibility. Mr Martin was a police officer with approximately 

14 years experience and a sergeant at the time of these events.  

 

b. We accept Mr Martin’s explanation that in relation to the material at paragraphs 10 b.- 

e. and 10.i. he does not now recall these images or videos and that he did not view them in full 

before he sent them on. However paragraph 4.12 of the Guidance on Outcomes states that 

even where harm is unintentional “culpability will be greater if the officer could reasonably 

have foreseen the risk of harm”. The officer accepts before us that he was reckless. We 

agree. Moreover he actively engaged in online activity which he described to Lancashire 

Police and then Professional Standards Branch included online adult sexual relationships and 

“sexting,” he was addicted to online pornography and engaged in multiple concurrent chats, in 

our view that exposed him to risk and despite that heightened risk he sent on material without 

fully viewing the content. His admitted craving for approval and attention meant in our findings 

that he did not care what he was sending (and we agree with Mr Holdcroft’s suggestion that 

he “unthinkingly” forwarded very serious images), as Mr Martin explained in his evidence 

before us, he sought the “dopamine hit” that he would get with a notification. We are therefore 

not sympathetic to Mr Martin’s suggestion that the risks of WhatsApp in 2017 were not 

generally appreciated. We also agree with the Appropriate Authority, that Mr Martin clearly 

understood that once an image was forwarded by him to a third party he lost control of the 
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image and its wider publication (page 106 of the bundle) and that would be so whether he sent 

it to one person or an entire group chat. 

 

c. In relation to the conduct at paragraph 10.a., f., g. and h. Mr Martin sent offensive 

images and videos via WhatsApp to third parties. He accepts that they were offensive and he 

should not have sent them on. Ms Bayley tells us that he did not clearly think before he sent 

them on. We consider that paragraph 4.11 of the Guidance on Outcomes which states that 

“Conduct which is intentional ….will generally be more culpable than conduct which has 

unintended consequence….” is applicable in relation to these matters. 

  

21. Harm.  Paras 4.57 to 4.65 of the Guidance on Outcomes make it clear that harm to the public 

confidence in policing is serious, and that the risk of such harm should be taken into account whether 

or not it actually materialises. We have no doubt that the circumstances of this case, which involves 

not only receiving but sending on to third parties obscene sexual material as well as offensive and 

discriminatory and inappropriate images, would harm public confidence in the police particularly at a 

time when there is national concern now (and we are satisfied, in 2017) about policing in respect of 

issues including racism, sexism, and Islamophobia.  

 

22. Aggravating factors.  We have carefully considered whether there are factors which tend to 

worsen the circumstances of the case either in relation to culpability or the harm caused. We are 

satisfied that having regard to the Guidance on Outcomes at paragraph 4.66 to 4.69, we find the 

following to be an aggravating factors in this case: 

 

a. The accepted conduct continued over a number of months (from March 2017 to 23 

November 2017) and on multiple occasions.  

 

b. Mr Martin tells us that in September 2017, he saw that he had forwarded a video of 

which included obscene images (p156 -168 of the AAs bundle) and contacted three WhatsApp 

contacts (all of whom were police officers) to warn them that he had sent the video without first 

viewing it and they should delete it. However, the officer did not stop his “online” behaviour as 

he continued to receive obscene, offensive and discriminatory material between September 

2017 to 23 November 2017. 

 

c. Mr Martin’s conduct only ceased when Lancashire police executed a search warrant at 

his home and arrested him on 24 November 2017.  

 

23. Mitigating factors.  Mitigating factors are those matters which tend to reduce the seriousness 

of the misconduct either because the Officer’s culpability is lower or that the harm is less serious. In 

our view the mitigation is that: 
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a. Mr Martin made early admissions. 

 

b. That he sought in late 2019 (and partly at his own expense) counselling until February 

2021 to assist him in dealing with his addiction to on line pornography. We should also make 

clear that though we have heard and read about Mr Martin having an addiction to pornography 

and that he has compulsive tendencies it has not been suggested that he has any relevant 

mental ill health or disability and although asked by the chair on behalf of the panel, the officer 

did not seek to introduce any medical evidence beyond his counselling information 

 

c. We accept also that Mr Martin is remorseful and as shown by his willingness to engage 

in counselling has some insight about his conduct. 

 

d. His previous good character. 

 

24. Though there are mitigating factors the Panel is no doubt that the level of seriousness in Mr 

Martin’s case is high.  

 
Appropriate Outcome 

 

25. In accordance with Regulation 35 of the Regulations as amended by the Former Officer 

Regulations and explained in the Home Office Guidance in Paragraph 1.42 e) and g) of Annex G, 

there are only two potential outcomes available in respect of Mr Martin: 

 

a. No discipline action.  

 

b. Discipline action, namely that the officer would have been dismissed if he had not 

ceased to be a member of the police force.  

 

26. In determining the appropriate outcome, we considered the less severe outcomes before more 

serious outcomes.  In other words, if it were open to us would Mr Martin’s case have been suitable for 

management advice, a written warning or a final written warning. Having already taken account of the 

mitigating factors in determining seriousness we now considered his personal mitigation, his long 

service, the impact the undoubted distress this matter has already had on his himself and his wife and 

the time it has taken for his case to be resolved. As requested by Mr Martin  we had regard to 

Inspector Caroline Stapleton’s character reference, but it should be said we were impressed by all his 

character references not just by the broad range of people who wanted to provide a reference, from 

long standing civilian friends to senior police officers, but also the glowing terms in which they spoke 
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of him, his professionalism, his kindness and reliability and willingness to give of his time and assist 

and support others both in his professional and personal life as well as his commitment to his job.  

 

27. However, though we have taken personal mitigation into account, in accordance with 

paragraph 7.5 of the Guidance on Outcomes less weight may attach to it where serious misconduct 

has been proven. In this case we have concluded that neither management advice nor a written 

warning would in any way reflect the seriousness of the conduct. Nor in our view would a final written 

warning adequately address the seriousness of Mr Martin’s conduct, it would undermine public 

confidence and given his rank and experience, it would set a bad example to others and look as if 

such conduct was condoned when a key principle of the misconduct regime is to deter misconduct.  

We have therefore concluded that Mr Martin’s conduct was so serious that the only reasonable, 

proportionate and appropriate action in his case would have been dismissal without notice.  

 

 

 

Signature:  ....Susan Ridge....................................... Date:   28 April 2022 

 Susan Ridge [chair] 

 

 

Signature:  
.......................................................... Date:    

 Susan Knowles  [independent member] 

 

 

Signature:  ............................................................. Date:    

 Superintendent Shaun Donnellan [police member] 

 

 
 
 
 
 




