
NOTIFICATION OF OUTCOME OF MISCONDUCT HEARING  
 
 DC Taylor, on 25 May 2022 you were asked to appear at a misconduct hearing, which was 
conducted by: 
 
Legally Qualified Chair:  Harry Ireland  
 
Independent Panel Member:  Rachel Forster 
 
Panel Member:  Superintendent Helen Bailey 
 
Breach of standard(s) of professional behaviour alleged were as follows: 
 
DC Taylor, whilst a constable serving with West Midlands Police, your conduct is alleged to 

have fallen below the standard expected of a serving police officer in such a way that you have 

contravened the Standards of Professional Behaviour. It is alleged that your conduct 

amounted to gross misconduct as set out below. 

 

Background 

 

1. You had previously sought approval for a business interest from West Midlands Police 

as required by regulation 8 of the Police Regulations 2003 and WMP’s policy on 

business interests. 

2. On a date before 29 October 2020, you and your partner began to offer the provision of 

sexual services from your home address in exchange for money. You did so by means 

of advertisements placed on the internet. 

3. You did not seek approval from West Midlands Police for this business interest as 

required or at all. 

4. On nine or ten occasions on days unknown before 29 October 2020 and after you had 

advertised as set out above, you and your partner provided sexual services to others in 

exchange for money at your home address. You did so both individually and together. 

You were off duty at all material times. 

5. On 29 October 2020, a meeting had been arranged with an individual who responded 

to one of your advertisements. You were involved in setting the arrangements for the 

meeting. That individual attended your home address where he handed cash you to you 

in the amount agreed for you and your partner to engage in sexual services with him. 

He then excused himself before those sexual services were performed. Again, you were 

off duty at the relevant time. 



6. As part of this behaviour, you were keeping, managing, or acting or assisting in the 

management of, a brothel, a criminal offence under s.33 Sexual Offences Act 1956, in 

that you had a say in what was taking place in a house where more than one person 

was providing sexual services in exchange for money. 

7. On 10 November 2020, the provision of sexual services by you and your partner in 

exchange for money was reported in a national newspaper beneath the headline 

‘Swinging detective cop and […] lover selling £150 an hour threesome sex sessions at 

home’. You were identified as a serving officer with West Midlands Police. 

Breaches of the Standards of Professional Behaviour 

 

8. It is alleged that your conduct as set out at paragraphs 2 to 3 above is a breach of the 

Standards relating to Duties & Responsibilities and Order & Instructions, in that you did 

not notify your business interest to West Midlands Police when you had a duty to, and 

had been ordered to, do so. 

9. It is alleged that your conduct as set out at paragraphs 4 to 7 above is a breach of the 

Standard relating to Discreditable Conduct, in that: 

a. Your off-duty conduct, which has been reported in the national media and linked to 

your position as a constable with West Midlands Police, brings discredit on the police 

service and/or undermines public confidence in policing; and/or 

b. Your off-duty conduct amounts to conduct prohibited by the criminal law, which in and 

of itself brings discredit on the police service and/or undermines public confidence in 

policing. 

10. Together or separately, your conduct as set out above amounts to a breach or breaches 

of the Standards of Professional Behaviour that are so serious as to justify dismissal, 

and therefore amounts to gross misconduct. 

 

 
EVIDENCE 

DC Taylor submitted a Regulation 31 response, but he declined to attend the hearing and 

was not represented. He had recently resigned from the West Midlands Police. 

We were satisfied from what we had read and heard that the officer was fully aware of the 

hearing and the evidence against him and chose not to attend. We therefore proceeded in 

his absence. 

The evidence was that which was contained in the papers served upon the officer together 

with his response. We considered the submissions made by the officer as to why he did not 



accept that his conduct amounted to misconduct. We also received submissions on behalf of 

the AA from Counsel. 

The facts were largely agreed, and this made our findings straight forward. We found that as 

the officer was offering services via the internet for payment, this was a ‘business’ and 

therefore fell within the WM Police Business Interest Policy. DC Taylor should have sought 

permission from the Force to undertake his activities. He did not do so, and we found this to 

be a deliberate act on his part and not a simple oversight. He had previously registered a 

business interest, albeit for a totally different, lawful activity. He was an experienced officer 

with 19 years’ service and, as he volunteered contrary to advice, subject to a Final Written 

Warning. All these facts make it clear that he deliberately chose not to seek the Forces’ 

permission for his undertaking, knowing that his activities, where money was paid in 

exchange for such activities were, at least, akin to a criminal offence, albeit we found that 

such an offence under s33A Sexual Offences Act 1956 was prima facie made out. 

DC Taylor sought to seek refuge under Article 8 ECHR pleading his right to privacy. This is a 

qualified right and the fact that he committed a criminal offence means that the right was 

overruled by such actions where the interference with those rights were lawful, necessary, 

and proportionate. He lost any such claim by advertising his services on the internet, with 

photographs, and allowing strangers into his home.  

We found that his conduct was discreditable and likely to undermine public confidence in the 

police given he had committed a criminal act and acting as a prostitute. We gave no 

credence to the comments allegedly from the public mentioned within the papers. There is 

no provenance of such comments and is selected from a narrow section of society. What is 

important is our assessment that the public would rightly be concerned about an officer 

behaving in such a manner. The fact that the conduct was off duty we found to be irrelevant 

given the Standards are applicable to both on and off duty conduct, particularly where the 

conduct directly impacts upon the confidence in the police and the Standards of Behaviour 

they are bound by. This is not, as DC Taylor claims, a moral judgement on his sexual 

preferences. He rightly claims that here, his privacy is protected. The condemnation arises 

from his seeking payment on the publicly accessible internet for sexual services. We paid 

particular attention to the following guidance from the College of Policing:’ 

Harm will likely undermine public confidence in policing. Harm does not need to be suffered 

by a defined individual or group to undermine public confidence. Where an officer commits 

an act which would harm public confidence if the circumstances were known to the public, 

take this into account. Always take seriously misconduct which undermines discipline and 

good order within the police service, even if it does not result in harm to individual victims. 

  Assess the impact of the officer’s conduct, having regard to these factors and the victim’s 

particular characteristics.  

 Where no actual harm has resulted, consider the risks attached to the officer’s behaviour, 

including the likelihood of harm occurring and the gravity of harm that could have resulted. 

4.60 How such behaviour would be or has been perceived by the public will be relevant, 

whether or not the behaviour was known about at the time. 

 

DECISION 

DC Taylor, your conduct in respect of allegations of the Regulation 30 Notice has been 

assessed as breaching the following Standards of Professional Behaviour:   



Duties and Responsibilities 

Orders and Instructions 

Discreditable Conduct 

and the acts complained of amounted to Gross Misconduct 

 
Conclusion 
 
The purpose of the misconduct hearing is threefold: 
 
Firstly, to protect the public confidence in and the reputation of policing. 
 
Secondly, to maintain the high professional standards by demonstrating to other officers that 
misconduct will not be tolerated. 
 
Thirdly, to protect the public and/or officers and staff by preventing the officers from committing 
similar misconduct again. 
 
In determining the appropriate sanction, we took into account the following matters: 
 
 
CULPABILITY 

• Deliberate actions  

• Intentional actions 

• A criminal offence involved, albeit the AA chose not to pursue such. 
 

HARM 

• Reputational damage to the police 

• Adverse impact on discipline and good order within the police. 
 
 
AGGRAVATING FACTORS 

• Premeditated actions 

• Malign intent 

• Inability to accept responsibility  

• Repeated behaviour over a period of time 

• Continuing wrongdoing when he must have known it was wrong 

• Significant deviation from Instructions 

• Existing Final Written Warning 
 
 
MITIGATING FACTORS: 

• Some qualified admissions 
 
 
As a result of this misconduct hearing the following was found and imposed with effect from 
today:  
 
Had the officer still be a serving officer he would have been dismissed. 
 

 


