
                     Misconduct Hearing of PC Brooks-Ashitey held in public on 14th – 16th June 2022.  

 

DECISION OF THE PANEL  

Hilary Norris (Chair), 

Chief Superintendent Elisabeth Chapple 

and  

Bernard Nawrat (IPM) 

 

 

The Allegations 

 

1.  Being a member of the Metropolitan Police Service, having been given lawful orders and/or 
instructions on 11th December 2019 and on 10th January 2020 to report to the Department of 
Professional Standards via your Professional Standards Department as soon as practical any 
future contact you have with AB, you failed to report the following, either as soon as practicable 
and/or at all:  

 

a. On the 11th May 2020 contact by way of communications and/or contact in person, by way of 
arrangements to collect AB on that day from a police station and collecting him from a police 
station;  

b. Between about 30th and 31st August 2020 contact by way of communications and/or contact 
in person, by way of arrangements to meet with AB and he being with you at your home 
address;  

c.  On 5th and/or on 9th September 2020 contact by way of communications and/or contact in 
person, by way of arrangements to meet with AB and he being with you at your home address.  

 

2. By reason of the matters above, either individually or collectively, your behaviour did not meet 
the standards required by the Standards of Professional Behaviour set out in Schedule 2 to the 
Police (Conduct) Regulations 2020 as to Orders and Instructions, namely you failed to carry out 
lawful orders and instructions.   

 

3.  Your behaviour amounts to gross misconduct.  



1.  Being a member of the Metropolitan Police Service, on 29th June 2020, having been asked by PS 
Lawrence in a telephone call on that day whether you were still in communication with AB, you:  

 

a. Replied no, and/or  

b. Said words to the effect that conveyed to PS Lawrence, and were intended by you to convey 
to PS Lawrence, that you had not reported communications with AB as there were none to 
report.   

 

2.  Your representations to PS Lawrence 29th June 2020 were not truthful and or accurate, as you 
had had unreported communications and contact with AB on 11th May 2020.  

 

3.  By reason of the matters above, either individually or collectively, your behaviour did not meet 
the standards required by the Standards of Professional Behaviour set out in Schedule 2 to the 
Police (Conduct) Regulations 2020 as to Honesty and Integrity, namely that you were not honest, 
and/or you did not act with integrity.  

 

4.  Your behaviour amounts to gross misconduct.  

 

 

HEARING / LEGAL ARGUMENT  

 

1.1 This matter was case managed at a preliminary hearing on 3 February 2022.  The 
Misconduct Hearing was set down for a notional three days from 14-16 June 2022, 
though it was considered likely that it could be concluded in two, and it was listed to 
the convenience of the witnesses and the representatives as well as that of PC Brooks-
Ashitey. 

 

1.2 The hearing was considered suitable to be heard in public.  However, there were two 
issues that prompted adjustments to that decision: evidence relating to an incident 
that took place in or around January 2019 was heard in private and the man with 
whom PC Brooks-Ashitey formed a relationship was referred to as AB throughout. 

 

1.3 The panel had before it an 81-page bundle and PC Brooks-Ashitey’s Regulation 31 
response as part of a smaller, 26-page bundle, as well as some additional character 
evidence and the Appropriate Authority’s opening note. 

 



1.4 Mr Milne having opened the case by reference to his opening note, we heard evidence 
at the hearing on day one from Chief Inspector Julian Hagley, Police Sergeant Stewart 
Lawrence and former Detective Superintendent Steve Wagstaff (retired) for the 
Appropriate Authority, and from PC Brooks-Ashitey herself.  Each of the witnesses was 
cross-examined in the usual way (and PC Brooks-Ashitey was permitted to expand on 
her evidence in chief) and the panel was able to put any questions it had before each 
witness was re-examined as appropriate.  PC Brooks-Ashitey was recalled briefly and 
then there was a short break before we heard submissions from the parties.   

 

1.5    We commenced deliberations on the morning of day two and gave our unanimous 
decision on the facts and gross misconduct/misconduct before the lunch 
adjournment.  After lunch we heard submissions from each of the parties and then 
following further deliberations, gave the outcome of a final written warning. 

 

1.6      We record for completeness that the panel had retired at the close of proceedings 
before our attention was helpfully drawn to the fact that we had omitted to specify 
the duration of the final written warning.  We gave a unanimous indication that it 
should be for five years, the maximum permissible under the Regulations.  This was 
conveyed to PC Brooks-Ashitey, who indicated through her representative that she 
did not have any additional submissions to make, and accordingly that is the outcome 
which stands.   

 

EVIDENCE IN THE CASE AND FINDINGS OF FACT  

 

2.1 The outline facts in this case are largely agreed as follows: 

 

2.1.1 PC Brooks-Ashitey joined the MPS in or around 2011 on reaching the age of 18, initially 
as a Special Constable and then from 2014 as a regular officer.  In October 2017, she 
met AB, a man with a number of criminal convictions, in a night club and they began 
a relationship which became more intimate early the following year.  The chronology 
is slightly unclear, but it appears that AB was aware that PC Brooks-Ashitey was a 
police officer for some time before he told her of his antecedents.  

  

2.1.2 Once he had done so, in July 2018, PC Brooks-Ashitey notified PS Atkins in the first 
instance, on recommendation from a colleague.  She said in evidence that she was 
well aware of the policies in relation to disclosable associations and business interests, 
and that her relationship with AB fell within that remit.  It fell to the Integrity 
Assurance Unit (IAU) to address and manage the risks that the declaration posed.  We 



heard that such risks were potentially to the public, to the MPS as an organisation and 
to PC Brooks-Ashitey herself.   

 

2.1.3 Initially the risk was assessed as a medium one.  By 26 November 2018 however, it 
appears that the risk had been raised to high, PC Brooks-Ashitey having moved in with 
AB.  The panel had in the bundle minutes of a DPS Management Meeting that took 
place on that day.  PC Brooks-Ashitey attended with a companion, (then) PC Haylett.  
The meeting was conducted by Det Supt Wagstaff.  Another officer from the IAU was 
also present (PC Leonti), as was CI Hagley.   

 

2.1.4 Det Supt Wagstaff made it clear that while the relationship continued, so did the risk 
and hence a number of restrictions would be put in place.  Restrictions at that point 
included to report any incidents to PC Brooks-Ashitey’s supervisor immediately.  It 
does not appear on the basis of what was before us that any further meetings with 
the IAU were conducted in the next year, but we heard that there may also have been 
local area meetings for which there were no minutes in the bundle, and there is a 
reference in the investigation report to a meeting in July 2019, for which we also had 
no minutes. 

 

2.1.5 On 11 December 2019 that next IAU meeting took place.  PC Brooks-Ashitey said she 
was still in contact with AB but that they were no longer in a relationship.  She 
accepted that he was shown as insured on her car and he drove it occasionally as he 
did not have his own vehicle, but continued to assert that they were not in a 
relationship, although he visited her home sometimes and some of his property 
remained at her address. 

 

2.1.6 On that occasion, Det Supt Wagstaff explained that it was no longer possible to 
manage the risk posed to the MPS while PC Brooks-Ashitey was in a relationship/had 
contact with AB.  AB was to be removed from her car insurance and she was to 
consider her future with the Service.  Additionally, she was required to provide details 
of how she had removed him from the home address and PC Brooks-Ashitey was to 
give AB clear instructions that he was not to go there for any reason.  Of particular 
significance for the purposes of the hearing before this panel was the following 
instruction (using the format of the minutes and mirrored in the follow-up 
letter/email): “ANY contact with AB MUST be referred to DPS…”. 

 

2.1.7 Det Supt Wagstaff further explained that if PC Brooks-Ashitey failed to comply with 
the restrictions, it would be treated as a direct contradiction of instructions and dealt 
with accordingly.  A four-week plan was put in place to ensure that the requirements 



had been met.  PC Leonti wrote to PC Brooks-Ashitey on 31 December 2019 to repeat 
what those requirements were and enclosed the meeting minutes.  PC Leonti noted 
in a covering email that the restrictions remained in place until PC Brooks-Ashitey was 
told otherwise by the IAU.   

 

2.1.8 By email on 10 January 2020, CI Hagley confirmed that PC Brooks-Ashitey had indeed 
complied within 24 hours of the December 2019 meeting with the requirement to 
remove AB from her car insurance.  She had confirmed that he had moved out from 
her home address save for an item of property that had been overlooked.  She was 
required to confirm within seven days either that he had returned her key or that the 
locks had been changed.  PC Brooks-Ashitey had told CI Hagley that she had ended the 
relationship, having put her career with the MPS first.   

 

2.1.9 So far as the requirement relating to contact was concerned, it seems that following 
advice from the Police Federation, PC Brooks-Ashitey had indicated that she intended 
to appeal the conditions thereof.  However she was reminded that she was still 
required to comply until the appeal process had concluded.  She was advised to report 
to CI Hagley using form 5020 “any contact that you have with [AB], which includes 
personal contact, telephone conversations, text message or any other form of 
communication between the two of you (eg WhatsApp).”  He went on, “I confirmed 
that you do not need to give the detail/content of the contact, merely to document the 
type of contact and when it took place (date/time).  You should submit that report to 
me as soon as practicable, when you are next on duty after the contact”.   

 

2.1.10 After both cases had concluded, the Appropriate Authority handed up copies of two 
5020 forms, submitted in January 2020.  It was for that purpose that PC Brooks-Ashitey 
was recalled: to expand on what she had written therein.  Both are headed “As per 
request that ANY contact with [AB] is to be submitted”.   

 

2.1.11 The first is dated 18 January 2020 and states that on 10 January, PC Brooks-Ashitey 
dropped the remainder of AB’s belongings to his home address and that four days 
later, he went to her home to collect some documentation that she had forgotten to 
take over.  There had also been text conversations and phone calls between them.  
The second form is dated 30 January 2020.  This adds that as of that date, PC Brooks-
Ashitey had blocked AB on WhatsApp and had blocked his phone number.  It was PC 
Brooks-Ashitey’s evidence before the panel that she had no further contact with AB 
for some months. 

 



2.1.12 PC Brooks-Ashitey did appeal the requirement as to the reporting of all contact with 
AB.  She wrote to Catherine Roper (Commander, Professional Standards) on an 
unknown date, submitting that this expectation “oversteps the boundary into my 
private life”.   While repeating that she had no doubt their contact would diminish 
over time, she asserted that “to reveal every instance of contact through phone and 
private social media is an intrusion into my private life and correspondence… I am 
prepared to compromise and report occasions where any face to face contact has 
taken place … and understand that if any criminal behaviour was brought to my 
attention then I would be duty bound to report it and to not do so would be a very 
serious matter”.   

 

2.1.13 Also on an unknown date, Commander Roper replied rejecting the appeal.  She 
observed: “I respect your honesty in terms of the relationship that you continue to have 
with AB.  However it is the emotional tie and continued contact that still creates a 
vulnerability for the MPS.  … I am of the view that the MPS continues to rightfully have 
a concern and measures must be taken to manage that concern, as discharged by DSU 
Wagstaff.  … I accept the right to choose the manner by which each member of the 
MPS manages their personal life – I also expect people to recognise where the MPS is 
trying to support them and manage a competing tension, as we are faced with in your 
circumstances.  To that end I do not support your appeal and I would ask you to reflect 
about the expectations being made of you by DSU Wagstaff and the reasons why they 
have been required.  Please may I reiterate that it is expected you meet all the 
expectations….”.   

 

2.1.14 On the night of 10/11 May 2020, while parking a vehicle, AB was arrested having given 
a saliva specimen that was positive for cannabis.   He was released at 04.15 on the 
morning of 11 May 2020, having told the custody officer that he was “going to call his 
girlfriend to pick him up”.   It was PC Brooks-Ashitey who collected AB from the police 
station.  She admits to having done so, and that she took him back to her house for 
the rest of the night.  She did not declare this meeting.  She told the panel that he had 
obtained a new phone and that was how he was able to contact her even though she 
had blocked his number from the end of January.   

 

2.1.15 As a result of officers within the IAU being diverted elsewhere during the initial 
lockdown from March 2020, we heard that the function was temporarily shut down, 
restarting in June 2020.  On 23 June, PS Goodley from the DPS emailed PC Brooks-
Ashitey to notify her of this and that Det Supt Wagstaff was working his way through 
the backlog.  Although her next IAU review would not have been expected until 
December 2020, she was asked to send in no later than 15 July 2020 any 
representations she might have on her current restrictions.  CI Hagley and PC Brooks-



Ashitey’s then line manager Inspector Macdonald were also asked for their 
representations. 

 

2.1.16  In Inspector Macdonald’s absence on holiday, CI Hagley called PS Lawrence to his office 
on 24 June.  As a result of their conversation, which was not minuted, on the early 
morning of 29 June 2020, PS Lawrence emailed CI Hagley reporting that he had spoken 
to PC Brooks-Ashitey (it was in person and not in a phone call as suggested in the 
Allegations) and asked her about any submissions she might be making.  She had, he 
said, told him that she had forwarded the email to her Fed Rep for advice.  He went 
on:  

“I was straight to the point and asked her whether she was still in communication with 
[AB] and she said, “No”.  I asked why she had not reported any incidents and she 
replied, “I’m not going to update you if there is nothing to update”!  Cleo went on to 
say something similar to, “I’m not going to report it every time I get a WhatsApp 
message”, but then stopped herself and retracted.  When I tried to probe further she 
completely shut down…  

 

Cleo was clearly uncomfortable talking about the whole issue and made it very clear 
she thought that she was being targeted.  She was adamant that she did not want to 
meet Mr Wagstaff again, even if that was part of this review process.   

 I enquired into Cleo’s personal life a little further and established that she is in a fairly 
new relationship with another male… 

 In summary I am unconvinced that Cleo has severed all ties with [AB] and I believe they 
are still communicating via WhatsApp or other social media…”.   

 

2.1.17 It is PC Brooks-Ashitey’s case that PS Lawrence did not ask her about having 
“communication” with AB but a “relationship” with him.  She says that had he asked 
her about “communication”, she would have told him the truth.  She says she was not 
in a relationship with AB and that she truthfully said so.  PC Brooks-Ashitey also relies 
on a statement in her bundle from PC Messer, who did not give oral evidence.  PC 
Messer’s statement says that she recalls on an unknown date being told by PC Brooks-
Ashitey that she had had a conversation with her sergeant (PS Lawrence) about AB 
and that PS Lawrence had asked if she was “still with” him, to which PC Brooks-Ashitey 
had “of course replied no”.   

 

2.1.18  PC Brooks-Ashitey admits that there were further occasions (on 30 and 31 August and 
5 and 9 September 2020) on which she had phone and/or in person contact with AB, 
none of which was reported by her contemporaneously.   



 

2.1.19  PC Brooks-Ashitey relies on character evidence as to her honesty and integrity, not 
just in mitigation but also as to the factual circumstances alleged against her.  We note 
that PC Mustart says “I trust Cleo to tell the truth and I have never doubted that”.  DC 
Timms says he has known her a relatively short time but he also trusts her and has 
every confidence in her.  Sgt Haylett says that PC Brooks-Ashitey has always been 
“honest, trustworthy and committed … she would always ask and accept responsibility 
when she made a mistake”.  PS Ladjobi says, “If I were to describe Cleo in two words, 
they would be honest and professional”. 

 

2.1.20 We have had full regard to all the evidence and the submissions in making our findings.   

 

2.2 Breach of the standard of failure to follow orders and instructions 

 

2.2.1 According to this standard, an officer is required to obey any lawful order that is given 
and must abide by the Police Regulations.   

 

2.2.2 Relevant examples of meeting the standard include recognising that any decision not 
to follow an order needs to be objectively and fully justified, supporting an officer’s 
colleagues to their best of their ability in the execution of their lawful duty and 
accepting the restrictions on their private life as described in Regulation 6 and 
Schedule 1 of the Police Regulations 2003 and determinations made under those 
Regulations.  According to the Code of Ethics any decision not to obey orders or follow 
instructions or that which transgresses policing policies or other guidance must be 
able to withstand scrutiny.   

 

2.2.3 Schedule 1 says that officers shall abstain from activity likely to interfere with the 
impartial discharge of duties or which is likely to give rise to the impression amongst 
members of the public that it may so interfere. Restrictions can be imposed under 
Regulation 6 where they are necessary.  No restrictions other than those designed to 
secure the proper exercise of the functions of a constable shall be imposed except 
such as may temporarily be necessary.    

 

2.3 Breach of the standard of honesty and integrity 

This standard requires officers to act with honesty and integrity at all times and not to 
compromise or abuse their position.  Relevant examples of meeting this standard 
include being sincere and truthful and not knowingly making false, misleading or 



inaccurate oral or written statements in any professional context.  The more senior in 
rank, grade or role an officer is, the greater the potential for harm as a consequence 
of a failure to meet the standards required by the Code.   

 

Findings of fact 

 

2.4 PC Brooks-Ashitey admits and we so find that on 11 May, 30 and 31 August and 5 
and/or 9 September 2020 she had contact with AB in person or by remote means and 
failed to report that contact as soon as practicable after those instances of contact or 
at all.   

 

2.5 As to the incident on 29 June 2020, we consider it unlikely that PS Lawrence used the 
exact words “are you still in communication with” AB.  We consider it more likely as 
indicated by PC Brooks-Ashitey to PC Messer that he asked if she was still “with” him 
or as PC Brooks-Ashitey herself says in evidence “still in a relationship”, without 
appreciating the nuance that this might convey to PC Brooks-Ashitey. 

 

2.6 PS Lawrence’s account to CI Hagley does not purport to be verbatim and the word 
“communication” is not in inverted commas in his email.  The conversation took place 
around 04.00 and the email was written later that morning without, we imagine, any 
inkling on the part of PS Lawrence that it would be subjected to this degree of scrutiny 
two years later.  We consider that it is clear from the email that PS Lawrence did know 
both the name of AB and the requirements that had been placed on PC Brooks-
Ashitey.  It was likely to be generally true and accurate but not intended to be a 
transcript.   

 

2.7 However, while we acknowledge that this was an informal and unsolicited meeting 
from PC Brooks-Ashitey’s point of view and we have no doubt she would have felt 
uncomfortable about the conversation (as indicated by her clear reticence and as she 
herself admits) despite this informality, the Standard requires officers not to make 
false, misleading or inaccurate statements in any professional context.  PS Lawrence 
was entitled to ask the question about whether they were together, given that the 
restrictions were changed from reporting “incidents” only when they were in what on 
any view was a relationship (e.g. cohabitation) to reporting “any contact” when they 
were not.  

 

2.8 Accordingly, the responses given after the initial reply were, we find, clearly not 
truthful and were misleading because we find that PC Brooks-Ashitey did say words to 



the effect that she had not reported any contact because there was nothing to report.  
Whether she had been under the “incident only” restrictions or the “all contact” 
reporting requirement – or indeed no requirements at all - made no difference to the 
fact that six weeks earlier she had collected AB from a police station after he had been 
arrested for a drugs-related offence, and that was a reportable incident, regardless of 
the situation.  Indeed, it would have been reportable by any officer.  Although Counsel 
on her behalf submitted that PC Brooks-Ashitey had had a background of mental ill-
health and this incident occurred at the height of the pandemic and associated 
restrictions, which reflected answers given by PC Brooks-Ashitey in her oral evidence, 
there was no direct evidence before us that this had any bearing on what she said to 
PS Lawrence that morning.   

 

2.9 We find that PC Brooks-Ashitey breached the standards of honesty and integrity as 
well as those relating to the failure to carry out orders and instructions. 

 

FINDINGS ON MISCONDUCT / GROSS MISCONDUCT  

 

3.1 We have considered the admitted conduct and our findings in this case.  Gross 
misconduct is a breach of standards so serious that dismissal would be justified.  These 
are objective standards and the standard of proof is the balance of probabilities.  We 
are mindful that the purpose of the police misconduct regime is threefold: to maintain 
public confidence in and the reputation of the police service, to uphold high standards 
in policing and deter misconduct and protect the public.  We are further reminded 
that our function is not punitive.  

 

3.2 We consider that a properly informed member of the public would consider the 
objective standards to have been breached as set out above in relation to the 
standards.  PC Brooks-Ashitey’s conduct is admitted to be an example of misconduct.  
It has the potential to undermine the service in the eyes of a reasonable member of 
the public.   

 

3.3 We have had regard to culpability, harm caused and the aggravating and mitigating 
features of the case.   

 

3.4 Culpability  

 



3.4.1 Culpability denotes the officer’s blameworthiness or responsibility for their actions.  
The more culpable or blameworthy the behaviour, the more serious the misconduct 
and the more severe the likely outcome.  Intentional, deliberate, targeted or planned 
conduct will generally be more culpable than conduct which has unintended 
consequences.   

 

3.4.2 Culpability is increased where the officer is in a position of trust or responsibility 
(factors such as rank, role and persons affected will be significant); this is however not 
a feature applicable in this case.   

 

3.4.3 We distinguish between the unplanned and unsolicited contact with AB on 11 May 
2020, for which the officer was not culpable and the failure thereafter to report either 
that contact, using methods she knew she was required to use and indeed had used 
earlier that year, or any contact thereafter.  That, we find, was deliberate, as was the 
misleading of PS Lawrence.   

 

3.4.4 Honesty and integrity are fundamental requirements for any police officer.  While this 
was not operational dishonesty, in the sense that it was not in connection with a police 
operation or investigation, it cannot be regarded as minor or trivial in nature.  As we 
have noted, the private lives of officers are sometimes necessarily subject to levels of 
scrutiny that would be unacceptable in many other professions. 

 

3.5 Harm 

 

The College of Policing “Guidance on outcomes in police misconduct proceedings” 
deals with harm.  Looking at the harm, there was no financial loss or actual physical 
harm involved.  There was, rather, potential for harm in the undermining of public 
confidence in policing had PC Brooks-Ashitey’s actions been common knowledge.  
Further, the aim of the restrictions was to manage risk and if the conditions under the 
restrictions were not followed, the outcome was that the risk was going unmanaged.  
This was a high-risk relationship because of AB’s history of offending.  PC Brooks-
Ashitey’s failure to comply with the orders given had the potential to prevent her 
colleagues in executing their duties and/or in the administration of justice.  

 

3.6 Aggravating features 

 



We are careful not to double-count here.  We however have particular regard to two 
factors: PC Brooks-Ashitey repeated the behaviour over a period of time in failing to 
comply with the requirement to report contact with AB, and she continued it after 29 
June 2020. Even if she had somehow convinced herself up to that date that the 
incident of 11 May did not require a report to the IAU, her conversation with PS 
Lawrence should have been a trigger for a new/updated 5020; and certainly the 
further contacts in August and September should have been reported.   

 

3.7 Mitigating features 

 

In mitigation, we have noted that the officer has made admissions as to the entirety 
of the first allegation and we have borne in mind the undoubted stresses associated 
with her background of mental ill-health and the pressures of active policing during 
the pandemic (though we note that purely personal mitigation is not relevant in 
assessing the seriousness of the misconduct).    

 

3.8 Finding 

 

3.8.1 In relation to the first allegation we find that this was gross misconduct given the 
culpability, potential for harm and aggravating features which the mitigating factors 
do not adequately reduce. 

 

3.8.2 In relation to the second allegation we find that this was also gross misconduct given 
again the particularly aggravating features, since despite the generally mitigating 
background and the specific circumstances of the conversation on 29 June 2020, this 
was nonetheless dishonesty in a professional, if not operational, context.   

 

FINDINGS ON OUTCOME  

4.1 We remind ourselves again of the purpose of the police misconduct regime.   

 

4.2 We have had regard to the character evidence submitted by PC Brooks-Ashitey and 
her HR record.  We have taken into account the submissions made on behalf of PC 
Brooks-Ashitey as to outcome and those of the Appropriate Authority. 

 



4.3 We have reminded ourselves of our findings as to culpability and harm.  Looking at the 
latter, as we have said, there was no financial loss or actual physical harm and the 
potential for harm lies rather in the undermining of public confidence in policing had 
the conduct been common knowledge.  We have also dealt with the aggravating and 
mitigating factors in our conclusion as to the seriousness of the misconduct, above, 
and do not repeat that analysis here.  

 

4.4     We have carefully considered both the facts of the case and the mitigation and it has 
not been an easy decision to reach on outcome.  We are mindful that PC Brooks-
Ashitey has a strong record of achievement and is spoken of highly and warmly by her 
colleagues, including an indication from Ch Supt Stringer that he would be prepared 
to retain her in SN BCU. It should go without saying that the findings we have made 
about her conduct have been deeply disappointing, not least because they appear to 
be so out of character.  

 

4.5      The breaches that are the subject of these allegations took place over a period of 
months but they followed earlier compliance and there has, we are given to 
understand, been full subsequent compliance.  It is of significant concern that PC 
Brooks-Ashitey remains in this high-risk relationship; but that risk is, so far as the 
evidence before us shows, being managed.   

 

4.6     We are concerned also that we have still not had an explanation for why PC Brooks-
Ashitey did not report the contact of May 2020, particularly when triggered to do so 
the following month.  That is the most egregious breach in our view, because of the 
fact that she was collecting a known criminal from outside a police station, and as we 
have noted, this should have been a reportable incident even absent the restrictions 
in place on her at the time.  We remind ourselves however that this was a generally 
chaotic period, and perspectives of what was important and the focuses that people 
had were shifting.   

 

4.7     We also put PC Brooks-Ashitey’s dishonesty in the conversation with PS Lawrence at 
the lower end of scale because of the circumstances in which it took place.  We have 
no evidence before us that he told her why he was enquiring into her private life or 
that she was given to understand that her response would be fed back into the formal 
process.  Indeed, what had been said to PC Brooks-Ashitey at that point was that she 
would be able to make representations in the formal process the following month and 
she rightly intended to seek Federation advice to enable her to do so.   

 



4.8 In all the circumstances it is our decision to give a final written warning.  We believe it 
is necessary to do so as to reassure the public of the high standards to which the police 
are rightly held and to deter other officers from similar misconduct and not 
diminishing its seriousness, whilst keeping the matter in proportion.   

 

4.9   We want to make it abundantly clear that even though this warning will expire in due 
course, what underpins it is an absolute requirement to observe orders that are being 
lawfully given even if PC Brooks-Ashitey does not agree that they are necessary. She 
must accept that the bargain made when she continues to have association – of 
whatever kind - with AB is that she will comply with the restrictions that those 
qualified to assess the risk have imposed.  This will mean that aspects of her private 
life are scrutinised more, as we have said, than in most walks of life.  She must abide 
by the rules to which all police officers are subject.   

 

4.10    PC Brooks-Ashitey, you are being given a second chance. We hope you will take it.   

 

 

Hilary Norris (LQC) 

Chief Supt. Elisabeth Chapple 

Bernard Nawrat (IPM)  

 

16th June 2022 

 

 


