
 
 

  
 

 

 

  
 

     
 
 

 

     

        
 

      

       

 
    

 
                

               
   

 
    

 
         

          
  

            
   

          
  

              
           

         
           

            
  

               
   

          
         

         
            

Professional Standards Department 

REGULATION 43 – THE POLICE (CONDUCT) REGULATIONS 2020 

Notice of Outcome of Misconduct Hearing and any Disciplinary Action Imposed 

Name: Hadi YOUSEF Force Number: P0350 

Rank: Police Constable Division: Reading LPA 

CM/120/21Case reference number: 

Please note this document will be published on the Force website unless the Chair of the proceedings 
dispenses with the requirement to do so under The Police (Conduct) Regulations 2020, Regulation 43 
(9)(a) or (b). 

ALLEGATIONS SUBJECT OF MISCONDUCT HEARING: 

(a). On 7 December 2021 you had a meeting with Chief Inspector Penrith regarding 
you having ‘copied and pasted’ a witness’ signature onto a witness’ statement on 
3 December 2021. 

(b). In giving CI Penrith an explanation for your actions, you claimed to have done so 
with the witness’ consent. 

(c). Earlier that morning you had also told PS Smith that the witness had agreed to 
you doing so. 

(d). This version of events was a lie; CI Penrith spoke to the witness who stated that 
whilst she had consented to you doing so, you had only spoken to her on 6 
December 2021; this was after you had already copied and pasted her signature. 

(e). When challenged by CI Penrith about this discrepancy, you persisted with your 
dishonesty and further claimed to have spoken to the witness prior to 6 December 
2021. 

(f). CI Penrith examined your phone and found that no calls had been made to the 
witness in that period. 

(g). In telling lies to two supervising officers, you acted in breach of the Standards of 
Professional Behaviour relating to Honesty and Integrity, Authority, Respect and 
Courtesy, Orders and Instructions, Duties and Responsibilities and Discreditable 
Conduct. If proven your conduct amounts to gross misconduct as it is so serious 
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Professional Standards Department 

REGULATION 43 – THE POLICE (CONDUCT) REGULATIONS 2020 

ALLEGATIONS SUBJECT OF MISCONDUCT HEARING: 

as to justify your dismissal. 

FINDING: Gross Misconduct – breach of standard relating to “Honesty and Integrity” 

FULL ACCOUNT OF REASONS FOR THE FINDING: 

PC Yousef has readily admitted the facts and conduct as set out above and has admitted that the conduct 
amounts to gross misconduct. 

The background to this matter lies in a mistake which amounted to copying and pasting a signature to a 
second witness statement in order to submit that statement and progress an investigation. Consent from the 
complainant for her signature to be used (her signature having been already obtained during the procurement 
of a first witness statement) was obtained retrospectively. That error of judgment owing partly to pressure of 
work and an enthusiasm to get the job done in and of itself was a minor matter that could have been learned 
from. 

However, what followed was an incident of lying about what the Officer had done to a Sergeant, and then lying 
to a Chief Inspector who was trying to resolve the matter at a local level. Lying twice to supervising officers 
shows a fundamental lack of integrity and a breach of what it means to be a police officer. It was disrespectful 
to his superiors and a clear breach of instructions. 

The Panel finds that gross misconduct is made out owing to the seriousness of the conduct, and also owing to 
the admissions of the Officer. We find that a breach in the professional standard of Honesty and Integrity 
sufficiently covers the misconduct, although it touches upon other standards. 

STANDARD(S) OF PROFESSIONAL BEHAVIOUR DEEMED TO HAVE BEEN BREACHED: 
1. Honesty and Integrity 
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Professional Standards Department 

REGULATION 43 – THE POLICE (CONDUCT) REGULATIONS 2020 

DISCIPLINARY ACTION IMPOSED: 
Full account of the reasons for the disciplinary action imposed 

We have reminded ourselves of the purpose of misconduct proceedings: to maintain public confidence in and 
the reputation of the police service, maintain high standards and deter misconduct, and protect the public. 
There are two possible outcomes available to us: a final written warning with an extended period available 
(minimum of 2 years, up to 5 years), or dismissal without notice. 

We are in no doubt that this was a deliberate act of dishonesty; however, this was not in connection with a 
police investigation, and therefore it is accepted by all sides and by the Panel that this was not an episode of 
operational dishonesty, or indeed what might be called police corruption. There was no personal gain for the 
Officer. 

We find that a final written warning would deal appropriately and proportionately with the conduct admitted 
and found. This case should fall into the exceptional circumstances category as outlined within the College of 
Policing Guidance on outcomes for the following reasons, taking account of the four key areas when assessing 
seriousness: 

Officer’s culpability for the misconduct: whilst the Appropriate Authority say that this amounted to a high level 
of culpability in that only the Officer himself was responsible for his conduct, it has been noted by the Panel 
that he was wholly responsible for managing an extensive caseload, which would have led to high levels of 
stress and pressure. Nevertheless, he has not sought to blame anyone else. 

Harm caused by the misconduct: no actual harm resulted to any victim of crime or the public generally, and we 
find the risk of harm occurring to be low. However, we acknowledge that there will be some reputational harm 
to the police generally from the act of lying by an officer. 

Existence of any aggravating factors: the Officer sought to conceal his wrongdoing; he lied twice to his 
superior officers, thereby continuing the behaviour after realising that he had made a mistake; and there was a 
deviation from instructions. 

However, the aggravating factors are outweighed by the mitigating factors: it was confined to a single episode 
and was of a brief duration, the matter was resolved within a couple of days; he acted initially in good faith to 
progress an investigation and maintain victim confidence in the process; he was driven by a degree of panic 
when confronted about the mistake by senior officers and did not initially trust his line managers to be able to 
deal with this at a local level; he made open admissions within a few days of the misconduct; and we find 
there is genuine remorse shown in his interview and regulation 31 response, and his admissions within these 
proceedings. He has taken full responsibility for his conduct. 

Considering what may be the public response to the circumstances of this case; members of the community 
want their officers to be trustworthy and honest, but also want diligence, hard work and commitment to the 
job. The public is rightly concerned that the interests of the victims of crime are safeguarded, and criminal 
proceedings are progressed expeditiously to achieve justice. This Officer is highly trained and has exceptional 
potential for outreach work within ethnic and minority communities and to enhance the reputation of Thames 
Valley Police within those communities by being able to identify with them and speak multiple languages. Such 
qualities and skills are not a single justification for allowing him to keep his job, but the Panel has also noted 
from his references his attention to detail, hard work and diligence in his duties, the examples shown where he 
has gone over and above his duty in order to assist and protect the public and shown compassion and 
sensitivity. Despite being early on in his police career, and overcoming some initial challenges, he is highly 
regarded for the quality of his work and we accept that this episode was out of character for him. He has been 
described by many as truthful, honest and with high moral standards. 
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Professional Standards Department 

REGULATION 43 – THE POLICE (CONDUCT) REGULATIONS 2020 

The Panel also endorses the Officer’s admissions and recognition that he has in the past taken on too much 
work and must for the future regulate and manage his work better so that he does not become overstretched; 
his supervisors have a responsibility in assisting him to do this. We also hope that these proceedings will have 
enhanced his trust and confidence in his superior officers and that he will readily admit to struggling when 
under pressure and to any mistakes in the future. 

Taking account of our views above and reflecting the seriousness of the conduct and the purposes of these 
proceedings, including the purpose of deterring future misconduct, we have decided that a just and 
proportionate outcome is a final written warning for an extended period of 3 years. 

REPRESENTATIONS BY LEGALLY QUALIFIED CHAIR AS TO PUBLICATION ON BARRED 
LIST: 
Legally-qualified chairs have a role to play in making representations at the conclusion of misconduct 
proceedings as to publication of the information set out in the Barred List Regulations. As part of their remarks 
at the conclusion of the proceedings, they may make reference to whether any of the following factors are 
likely to apply: 

a) Would be against the interests of national security; 
b) Might prejudice the investigation or other criminal or civil proceedings; 
c) Would result in significant risk of harm to any individual, including the officer themselves. 

The relevant authority will then include these representations in their report to the College of Policing. 

The above misconduct hearing Thursday 12 May 
was held on: 

The tribunal: Ms Nicola Talbot Hadley – Legally Qualified Chair 

Ms Jane Charlton - Independent Panel Member 

Superintendent Marc Tarbit 

Under Rule 4(2) of The Police Appeals Tribunals Rules 2020 an appeal may be made by: 

(a) an officer other than a senior officer against whom a finding of misconduct or gross misconduct 
has been made at a misconduct hearing 

(b) a senior officer against whom a finding of misconduct or gross misconduct has been made at a 
misconduct meeting or a misconduct hearing or 

(c) an officer against whom a finding of gross misconduct has been made at an accelerated 
misconduct hearing 

Under Rule 4(1) an officer may appeal to the Police Appeals Tribunal against the finding or the 
disciplinary action imposed as a result of that finding or both. 

Under Rule 4(4) the only grounds of appeal under the Police Appeals Tribunals Rules are: 
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Professional Standards Department 

REGULATION 43 – THE POLICE (CONDUCT) REGULATIONS 2020 

(a) the finding or disciplinary action imposed was unreasonable or 
(b) that there is evidence that could not reasonably be considered at the original hearing which 

could have materially affected the finding or decision on disciplinary action or 
(c) that there was a breach of the procedures set out in the Conduct Regulations, the Police 

(Complaints and Misconduct) Regulations 2020 or Part 2 of the 2002 Act or unfairness which 
could have materially affected the finding or decision on disciplinary action. 

A police officer may not appeal to a tribunal against the finding where that finding was made following 
acceptance by the officer that his conduct amounted to misconduct or gross misconduct as the case 
may be. 

Where the appeal is brought by a chief officer of police or an acting chief officer, the respondent shall 
be a person designated by the relevant local policing body.  Where the appeal is brought by any other 
police officer the respondent shall be the Chief Constable. 

A police officer who wishes to appeal to a tribunal shall give notice of the appeal within 10 working 
days beginning on the date on the first working day after he/she received written notice of the decision 
that he/she is appealing against. The notice of appeal shall be given in writing to the relevant local 
policing body. Upon receipt of such notice the relevant local policing body must supply a copy of 
notice to the respondent and where the appeal is a specified appeal or the Director General is 
presenting the case to the Director General. 

For any notice of appeal outside this period, see Police Appeals Tribunals Rules 10(1) to (6). 

The tribunal may determine a case without a hearing if the appellant has so consented in writing. 

The appellant has the right to be represented at a hearing by a relevant lawyer or police friend.  Even 
if represented by a relevant lawyer, the officer may also be accompanied by a police friend. If he/she 
chooses not to be represented the hearing may take place and the appeal may be determined without 
representation. 

Costs 
It is drawn to your attention that paragraphs 26.110, 26.111 and 26.112 of the Home Office Guidance 
regarding Police Officer Misconduct state that the fees and expenses of tribunal members will be borne 
by the local policing body.  An appellant pays their own costs of the appeal unless the tribunal directs 
that the whole or part of his or her costs are to be paid by the local policing body. Where the tribunal 
decides to award costs in favour of the appellant, it is suggested that the tribunal sets out the reasons 
for this and identifies any lessons to be learned by the force as a result of the case. 

SUBMISSION OF NOTIFICATION OF APPEAL (AND ALL SUBSEQUENT DOCUMENTATION) 

Please note that all correspondence regarding Police Appeals Tribunal matters are to be submitted to: 

PCC@thamesvalley.pnn.police.uk 
or 

The Police and Crime Commissioner 
Thames Valley Police Headquarters 

Oxford Road 
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