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REGULATION 43 NOTICE OF OUTCOME 
MMMISCONDUCT HEARING  
OF MISCONDUCT HEARING 

 
:           

 
 
DETECTIVE CONSTABLE (DC) 21216 JOANNE REDDEN   
 
DETAILS AND OUTCOME OF MISCONDUCT HEARING 
 
On 9 May 2022, in accordance with The Police (Conduct) Regulations 2020 (hereafter “the 
Regulations”), a misconduct hearing was convened to deal with allegations against DC 
21216 Redden which the Appropriate Authority (AA) assessed as amounting to gross 
misconduct.   
 
The hearing Panel consisted of a Legally Qualified Chair (LQC), Mr Callum Cowx, a Police 
Panel Member (PPM), Chief Superintendent (Ch Supt) Richard Fisher of West Midlands 
Police (WMP), and an Independent Panel Member (IPM), Mrs Carol Merrion. 
 
The AA was represented by Mr Barney Branston of Counsel.   
 
The officer were represented by Miss Ramya Nagesh of Counsel. 
 
 
THE ALLEGATIONS 
 
The breach of the Standards of Professional Behaviour (SPB) alleged are set out in a 
Regulation 30 Notice of Allegations served on each officer.   
 
Shortly after midnight on 11 September 2020 when you were off duty you drove your 

personal vehicle, a Ford Focus (Registered Number Withheld), on All Saints Road, 

Brandwood, and collided with a parked Audi A3 motor vehicle and the garden wall of an 

adjacent property. 

The Audi A3 was an insurance write-off and the cost to repair the wall was subsequently 

assessed at some £550. 

Immediately after the collision you informed a member of the public at the scene that you 

had been the passenger in the vehicle and that the male driver had run away; this was 

untrue. 

When officers attended at the scene you failed a roadside breath test and were arrested 

before being taken to Coventry police station. 

At the police station you were breathalysed and gave a reading of 62 µg of alcohol in 100 

ml of breath. 

On 24 September 2020 you pleaded guilty in the Birmingham Magistrates Court to a single 

charge of driving a motor vehicle when over the prescribed limit. 

Your conduct: 

(a) In driving when over the prescribed limit of alcohol and/or  

(b) In being convicted of such an offence 

Engages and breaches the Standard of Professional Behaviour in relation to Discreditable 

Conduct.  An aggravating feature of such conduct is your denial of any involvement at the 

scene.  Such conduct amounts to gross misconduct in that it is so serious as to justify 

dismissal.   
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The facts of DC Redden’s case were largely agreed.  On the evening of 10 Sep 20 after 
finishing work, she was at home alone.  At that time DC Redden was struggling to cope with 
personal issues and was undergoing counselling.  DC Redden was subsequently diagnosed 
with Post Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD), which was not disputed by the AA.  After 
almost a week at work dealing with serious sexual offences and homicide inquiries, and after 
a counselling session for a past traumatic experience, DC Redden opened a bottle of red 
wine and drank three glasses, or two thirds of the bottle. 
 
Late in the evening she made several attempts to contact her sometime partner, Andrew 
Sharp, who is a serving Police Sergeant (PS).  DC Redden eventually managed to speak to 
PS Sharp.  She was emotionally upset and threatened to drive her car and to crash it.  PS 
Sharp warned her not to drive because he knew she had been drinking. 
 
The last telephone conversation between DC Redden and PS Sharp took place at 23:56hrs. 
 
DC Redden did then drive her car, an Audi A3, and on All Saints Road, Kings Heath, at 
about 00:08hrs 11 September 2020, she collided with a parked Ford Focus motor car owned 
by a member of the public.  The collision also caused damage to the garden wall of a house 
at the same location owned by a local resident.  Cost of repair to the parked car was 
assessed as £16,380 and was deemed an insurance right off.  The cost of repair to the wall 
was £550. 
 
DC Redden remained at the scene of the collision and waited for the arrival of police 
colleagues.  Before they arrived, she called PS Sharp and told him that she had crashed her 
car into a wall. 
 
Whilst waiting for police officers to arrive at the scene, DC Redden spoke to the owner of the 
Ford Focus.  The owner of the car asked her if she was the driver of the Audi A3 and she 
replied, “No I was a passenger, I was in a bar and he was driving with trader insurance and 
he’s ran off.” 
 
PC Vincent was one of the police officers who attended the scene.  PC Vincent’s Body Worn 
Video (BWV) camera was activated and recorded her interaction with DC Redden.  PC 
Vincent asked DC Redden what had happened to which DC Redden replied “I asked a friend 
to give me a lift home from Harbourne, well it wasn’t a friend it was just someone…its so 
stupid.”   
 
PC Vincent went on to ask if DC Redden had been driving the Audi and she responded “No.”  
When asked who the driver was, she replied “I don’t know their name, I don’t know.”  She 
later repeated that she did not know who the driver was. 
 
A short while later, PS Sharp arrived at the scene off-duty and spoke to PC Field who was 
also wearing BWV which was activated and recorded his conversation with PS Sharp.  PS 
Sharp told him about the earlier telephone conversations with DC Redden, that she had 
been drinking and that she had said she was going to drive the car. 
 
PC Vincent then carried out a roadside breath test procedure with DC Redden which she 
failed.  She was arrested on suspicion of drinking driving and taken to Coventry police 
Station.  At the police station she provided two evidential samples of breath, the lower 
reading of which was 62 µg of alcohol in 100 ml of breath.  The legal limit is 35 µg of alcohol 
in 100 ml of breath.   
 
DC Redden appeared before Birmingham Magistrates Court on 24 September 2020 and 
pleaded guilty to a charge of driving a motor vehicle when over the prescribed limit of 
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alcohol.  DC Redden was fined £500 and disqualified from driving for 17 months, reduced by 
17 weeks if she completed a drink driving awareness course, which she did. 
 
The fact that was in dispute was whether or not DC Redden was aware that she was driving 
after drinking alcohol.  DC Redden asserted that she had no recollection of driving her car.  
In oral evidence she said she remembered being at home and sitting at the top of her stairs 
and her next recollection was of being in the back of a police car.  She said she could not 
remember driving or colliding with the parked car and had no memory of speaking to anyone 
at the scene, including PC Vincent. 
 
DC Redden was seen remotely by Dr Salwa Khalil, a Consultant Psychiatrist, on 9 October 
2020.  Dr Khalil’s report was provided to the Panel.  In it, Dr Khalil opined that DC Redden 
suffers with PTSD.  Dr Khalil also opined that it was “beyond reasonable doubt” that DC 
Redden was not aware of her behaviour at the time she committed the drink-driving offence 
because Dr Khalil opined that DC Redden was going through an episode of dissociation.   
 
Dr NMJ Kennedy, Consultant Psychiatrist, interviewed DC Redden on 1 September 2021.  
Dr Kennedy did not offer an unequivocal opinion on whether or not DC Redden suffered a 
dissociative episode but he disagree with Dr Khalil in that it could not be said with any 
certainty that DC Redden had experience such an episode because such an opinion was 
entirely reliant on the account given by DC Redden and it was possible she was not telling 
the truth.  Dr Kennedy went on to suggest that the evidence of PS Sharp and others at the 
scene of the collision indicated that DC Redden had a clear understanding of events at that 
time. 
 
 
PANEL DETERMINATION OF THE FACTS, BREACHES OF THE SPB AND LEVEL OF 
MISCONDUCT 
 
Burden and Standard of Proof 
 
The Panel was reminded that the burden of proof rests with the AA and the standard of proof 
is the civil standard, that is to say, on the balance of probabilities.  The Panel applied this 
standard when considering the facts of the case. 
 
Factual Findings  
 
It was agreed at a preliminary stage in the proceedings that there was no requirement to call 
witnesses to give evidence.   
 
The Panel took into account all of the evidence contained in the AA’s bundle and the oral 
evidence provided by DC Redden.   
 
DC Redden accepted that on 11 September 2020 she drove a motor vehicle whilst under the 
influence of alcohol and that the level of alcohol in her body exceeded the legal limit.  DC 
Redden accepted that the criminal conviction she received for the drink driving offence 
amounts to gross misconduct. 
 
DC Redden accepted that when she spoke to members of the public at the scene of the road 
traffic collision, she said that she was the passenger in the car.  The only factual issue to be 
determined by the Panel was whether or not DC Redden was aware of her actions, namely 
driving after consuming alcohol.  The Panel found that it was more likely than not that she 
was aware of her actions and deliberately drove her car knowing she had been drinking, but 
the Panel found that at the time she decided to drive she was experiencing an emotional 
crisis and was not behaving or thinking rationally. 
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Before deciding the issue of awareness, the Panel carefully considered the reports of Dr 
Khalil and Dr Kennedy.  Relating to Dr Khalil’s opinion that it was beyond reasonable doubt 
that DC Redden suffered a dissociative experience at the time she drove, the Panel 
reminded itself that it was for the Panel alone to decide the ultimate issue (DC Redden’s 
state of awareness) on the balance of probability and not Dr Khalil. 
 
The Panel found that the reports of both doctors were of little assistance when deciding the 
ultimate issue.  In her first report Dr Khalil gave her opinion that DC Redden had an 
experience of dissociation at the material time, but the Panel found that Dr Khalil’s opinion 
was not supported by discernible reasons or explanation.   
 
It was confirmed by Miss Nagesh that Dr Khalil was not provided with the BWV footage 
before she produced her first report and her opinion of dissociation.  The Panel found the 
BWV footage to be of significant evidential value because it recorded DC Redden’s 
behaviour, demeanour and verbal interaction with PC Vincent at the material time.  The 
Panel found that without such contemporaneous evidence Dr Khalil was at a significant 
disadvantage.  The absence of any clear explanation for Dr Khali’s conclusion and the 
apparent failure to assess the contemporaneous video and audio evidence of DC Redden’s 
behaviour, demeanour, and verbal statements at the scene of the collision significantly 
reduced the evidential value of Dr Khalil’s first report. 
 
For her second report, Dr Khalil was provided with the BWV.  Dr Khalil repeated her opinion 
that DC Redden had experienced a dissociative episode but failed to make any clear 
reference to the BWV footage and the comments made by DC Redden at the scene, which 
the Panel found must have been highly relevant when assessing the issue of mental state.  
The absence of such commentary and evaluation by Dr Khalil further undermined her 
report’s evidential value on the ultimate issue. 
 
The Panel also found Dr Kennedy’s report to be of limited value as it did not provide a clear, 
explicit opinion on the suggestion of a dissociative episode.  But Dr Kennedy did not agree 
with Dr Khalil and her contention that the Panel could be certain DC Redden experienced a 
dissociative episode because it was possible DC Redden was not telling the truth.  At 
paragraph 11 of his report, Dr Kennedy contended that the “problems” with the argument 
that DC Redden did not realise what was going on at the material time was PS Sharp’s 
account given at the scene (to PC Field) and DC Redden’s “presentation” at the scene.  
 
The Panel found DC Redden was not telling the truth about her state of awareness and 
recollection.  The Panel concurred with Dr Kennedy in that it found DC Redden’s behaviour 
and comments at the scene to be inconsistent with Dr Khalil’s opinion that she was not 
aware of what was going on because of a dissociative episode.  The Panel reached this 
conclusion because of DC Redden’s coherent and lucid responses to questions from PC 
Vincent and her general interaction with PC Vincent which suggested she was fully aware of 
what was happening at the time, namely the police process that was being followed and 
what was likely to happen to her i.e. arrest and police custody (DC Redden asked which 
station she would be taken to).  She was also aware that PC Vincent was recording 
everything that was being said and DC Redden adjusted her responses because of that 
knowledge giving reasons why she did not want to comment on certain questions. 
 
In answer to questions from PC Vincent and from the owner of the Ford Fiesta (not recorded 
on BWV), DC Redden gave positive answers and not confused, vague or incoherent 
responses.  The Panel found that DC Redden’s behaviour at the scene indicated that she 
was aware of what was going on and that she was not experiencing dissociation.   
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Breaches of the SPB  
 
As to the SPB engaged, the Panel found that DC Redden’s conduct did amount to 
Discreditable Conduct because driving a car on a public road when under the influence of 
alcohol, colliding with a parked vehicle and subsequent criminal conviction, is conduct which 
brings discredit on a police officer and the Police Service.  
 
Gross Misconduct 
 
The Panel found that the proven allegation of Discreditable Conduct amounted to gross 
misconduct because it was so serious as to justify dismissal, although dismissal was not an 
automatic outcome but subject to careful determination by the Panel.     
 
 
PANEL DETERMINATION OF OUTCOME AND REASONS 
 
Having made its determination on the facts of the case and on finding gross misconduct, the 
hearing moved to deal with outcome.  
 
Mr Branston submitted that dismissal was the only reasonable outcome for the officer in this 
case. 
 
Miss Nagesh submitted that dismissal for the breach of Discreditable Conduct was not 
necessary to uphold the purpose of the police disciplinary regime and that a Final Written 
Warning would suffice. 
 
The Panel was provided with DC Redden’s service record together with large number of 
positive character statements. 
 
The Panel adjourned to decide on outcome, and in doing so followed the 3-stage approach 
laid down in the Guidance on Outcomes. 
 
The Panel reminded itself that the outcome imposed can have a punitive effect, therefore it 
should be no more than is necessary to satisfy the purpose of the proceedings.  It reminded 
itself that it must consider less severe outcomes first before considering more severe 
outcomes, always choosing the least severe outcome which deals adequately with the 
issues identified, whilst protecting the public interest.  The Panel understood that if an 
outcome is necessary to satisfy the purpose of the proceedings, it must impose it even 
where this would lead to difficulties for the individual officer. 
 
The Panel followed the three-stage approach as follows: 
 
Stage 1:  Assess Seriousness. 
 
Stage 2:  Remind itself of the purpose of the Police Misconduct regime. 
 
Stage 3:  Determine the sanction most appropriate to the purpose. 
 
Seriousness 
 

The Panel accepted that any case of gross misconduct which comes before a police 

misconduct hearing is a serious matter, and the Panel went on to assess how serious this 

particular example of gross misconduct was.  
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The Panel assessed the level of seriousness by following the four-phase approach as laid 
down in the College of Policing Guidance on Outcomes. 
 
Phase 1:  Assess Culpability. 
Phase 2:  Assess Harm. 
Phase 3:  Consider Aggravating Factors. 
Phase 4:  Consider Mitigating Factors. 
 
Culpability 
 

Culpability was determined by considering the culpability sub-factors in the Guidance on 

Outcomes.  Those below were found to be engaged: 

 

• Intentional or Deliberate, Targeting and Planning? 

 

There was no targeting or planning in this case, but DC Redden drove intentionally 

and deliberately when she knew she had been drinking.  As a police officer she knew 

she should not drive whilst under the influence of alcohol.  She told PS Sharp that she 

was going to drive.  He told her not to drive yet she refused to heed his warning. 

 

The Panel did not find that DC Redden intentionally collided with the parked car or the 

wall.  Although she told PS Sharp that she intended to crash her car, that comment 

alone, in the absence of other evidence was not sufficient to persuade the Panel that 

the collision was intentional, and it was not the AA’s case that the collision was 

intentional.  The Panel found it was more likely than not that the threat was an empty 

threat, said as a cry for help at a time of emotional crisis for DC Redden, and the 

collision was an unfortunate unintended consequence. 

    
 

• Especially Serious. 

 

DC Redden was convicted of a criminal offence which brought this case into one of the 

especially serious categories of misconduct laid down in the College of Policing 

Guidance on Outcomes. 

 

When assessing the degree of culpability and harm, the Panel used a scale of Low, 

Medium or High to more clearly quantify those factors. 

 

Because this case involved a deliberate and intentional act which amounts to a criminal 

offence, the Panel assessed the degree of overall culpability as being in the band between 

Medium to High.  The Panel did not minimise the officer’s offending but was cognisant of 

the fact that the criminal offence in this case was a road traffic offence committed 

spontaneously at a time when the officer was particularly vulnerable.  The Panel therefore 

did not assess culpability to be of the highest kind.       

 
 
Harm 
 
The Panel found that harm in this case was twofold.  Physical harm was done to private 
property and there was the potential for very serious physical harm to members of the public 
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from the manner of her driving which resulted in a motor vehicle collision on a suburban 
street. 
This incident also had the potential for significant reputational harm to the Police Service and 
to WMP.  Drink driving has long been considered unacceptable behaviour by the general 
public and such conduct committed by a police officer, whose duty it is to uphold the law, 
must harm public confidence in the Police Service.  However, the Panel did find that the 
reasonable person would take into account DC Redden’s personal circumstances and state 
of mind at the time which would reduce to some degree the harm done to the reputation of 
WMP and the Police Service.    
 
The Panel therefore assessed harm overall to be Medium to High.   

 
Culpability and harm were both found to be Medium to High, therefore the seriousness of 
this case overall was in the Medium to High band.  
 
Aggravating Features 
 
The Panel identified the following aggravating features in this case which had not already 

been counted as culpability or harm factors.   

 

DC Redden attempted to conceal her wrongdoing at the scene of the collision by asserting 

that someone else was driving the car.  Then during the misconduct proceedings she 

maintained that she was not aware of driving her car after drinking alcohol, which the Panel 

decided was untrue. 

 

DC Redden’s behaviour was of a kind of wide and deep public concern.  The general public 

are now more aware of and opposed to individuals driving motor vehicles when under the 

influence of drugs or alcohol.   

 

Mitigating Features 
 

The Panel found there were several mitigating features present: 

 

• Misconduct was confined to a single episode of brief duration. 

 

• DC Redden was suffering from PTSD as a result of a traumatic even in her 

childhood which she had recounted to a counsellor on the evening before she 

drank and drove her car.  She was under stress and reached a point of 

emotional crisis.  But for those factors, the Panel concluded it was unlikely DC 

Redden would have driven her car. 

 

• DC Redden admitted her wrongdoing at an early stage, pleading guilty to drink 

driving in the Magistrates’ Court at the first opportunity.  However, she did not 

receive full credit from the Panel because she insisted she had no awareness of 

driving.  The Panel did not find DC Redden to be dishonest in this regard, but a 

vulnerable person and a deeply committed police officer desperate not to lose 

her vocation. 

 

• The Panel found that DC Redden demonstrated genuine remorse and insight.  

DC Redden sent written apologies to the owner of the other car and the owner of 

the damaged wall soon after the incident.   
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Overall Assessment of Seriousness 

Having assessed culpability and harm, the Panel arrived at a seriousness starting point of 
Medium to High.  The Panel then took into account the aggravating features and mitigating 
features above.  The aggravating features and mitigating features present were given similar 
weight therefore no adjustment was made to the seriousness starting point. 
 
Personal Mitigation  
 
An impressive set of character references was produced for DC Redden and the Panel did 
take into account and had sympathy for DC Redden’s personal history and mental state at 
the time of her actions.  However, the Panel recognised that even such powerful personal 
mitigation can be given only minimal weight in police misconduct proceedings, and it 
therefore made no material difference to the assessment of seriousness and its impact on 
the purpose of the misconduct regime. 
 
The Purpose  
 
Having assessed seriousness as Medium to High, the Panel reminded itself of the purpose 
of the police misconduct regime before deciding on the appropriate sanction.  The threefold 
purpose is as follows: 
   

• Maintaining public confidence in and the reputation of the Police Service. 
 

• Upholding high standards in policing and deterring misconduct. 
 

• Protecting the public. 
 
Deciding Outcome 
  
As required by the Guidance on Outcomes, the Panel moved to the third stage of the 
sanction process by considering the least serious outcome available to it that would meet the 
threefold purpose of the misconduct regime.  
 
It was conceded by Mr Branston that DC Redden has learned from her actions and would be 
unlikely to repeat them, therefore protecting the public should not be an active consideration.  
The Panel agreed with that contention. 
 
However, given the seriousness of this case, in which a police officer not only drove a motor 
car on a road whilst over the legal limit of alcohol, but crashed her car causing significant 
damage and falsely maintained she was not aware of her actions, the Panel found that the 
only outcome which would maintain public confidence in the Police Service, which would 
uphold standards in policing and deter others from similar conduct, was Dismissal without 
Notice, despite the officer’s powerful mitigation. 
 
 
 
Mr Callum Cowx – LQC 
Ch Supt Richard Fisher – PPM 
Mrs Carol Merrion – IPM 
 
14 May 2022 

 
 


