
Notice of Outcome of Misconduct Hearing of PC Joynal Ahmed, held 

on 24th – 25th January 2022  

 

FINDINGS OF FACT 
Introduction 
 
1.The misconduct hearing for Police Constable Joynal Ahmed (‘the officer’) was held 
in public and a notice was published to that effect in accordance with the Police 
(Conduct) Regulations 2020 (the “2020 Regulations”). The Regulation 30 Notice was 
issued in this case pursuant to the 2020 Regulations, in which it was alleged that the 
officer behaved in a manner, which amounted to Gross Misconduct and a breach of 
the Standards of Professional Behaviour relating to Discreditable Conduct. 

 
2. The Appropriate Authority (the “AA”) put the allegation in the Regulation 30 Notice 
as follows, “Being a member of the Metropolitan Police Service on 7 October 2020, 
whilst off duty, you assaulted Ms X by (a) punching her in the face, and/or (b) kicking 
her in the back, and/or (c) choking her by applying force with your hands around her 
neck, and/or (d) threatening to stab her with a knife and (e) threatening to kill her if 
she called the police.”  
 
3. In his response pursuant to Regulation 31 of the 2020 Regulations, the officer 
denied the allegation and adopted the account that he gave in his interview under 
caution given at 14:19 hours on 8 October 2020. In these accounts he explained that 
there had previously been problems in the relationship and Ms X had applied to the 
council to be rehoused but had been rejected because she was not homeless and 
there had been no allegation of domestic violence. He explained that two days 
before the alleged assault Mrs X had slipped down the stairs after new carpet had 
been laid and hearing a commotion, he had come out from the room where he was 
working to help her as she suffered pain to her back, face and head. On the day of 
the alleged incident he had come home to find Ms X in her bedroom on her mobile 
phone, she put it down when he entered which caused him to believe she was 
speaking to another man and being unfaithful. He picked up the phone and she 
reacted by grabbing it from him and must have scratched him on the face. They had 
an argument concerning the phone and she went into the children’s bedroom and 
turned on lights and continued shouting and crying. He says that she was hysterical 
and said, as she had done before during arguments, that she was going to call the 
police. He replied “if you do that I may as well be dead” as a throwaway remark. As 
she was in a hysterical state he decided to leave the house. 
 
4. The burden lay with the AA to prove, on the balance of probabilities, that the 
officer behaved in the manner alleged and that in doing so he breached the relevant 
Standards of Professional Behaviour. The officer need prove nothing. Further, the 
AA had to satisfy the panel that the manner of the breach was of such a nature or 
degree that it amounted to Gross Misconduct. 
 



5. The panel has also given due consideration to the Standards of Professional 
Behaviour as set out in the 2020 Regulations and the relevant Home Office 
Guidance 2020 (the “2020 HOG”) and has reminded itself that the overriding concern 
is fairness to the officer and to the AA which can be said to represent the public 
interest. Finally, the panel reminded itself that the primary purpose of professional 
disciplinary proceedings, is not punishment, but to protect the public and to maintain 
the high standards and good reputation of the Police Service. 
 
6. The panel reminded itself that it does not need to make a finding on every issue 
and need only make findings on those issues which it believes to be relevant and 
material to the allegations. The panel has however, resolved enough to reach a clear 
judgment in this case. 
 
7. The panel approached its task asking itself questions in the following stages: 
i) Are any of the facts admitted? 
ii) What facts are proved, by the AA, on the balance of probabilities? 
iii) Of the admitted or proved facts has the AA satisfied the panel on the balance of 
probabilities that the relevant Standards of Professional Behaviour have been 
breached? 
iv) If so, has the AA satisfied the panel on the balance of probabilities that it is Gross 
Misconduct, namely a breach of the Standards of Professional Behaviour that is so 
serious as to justify dismissal? 
 

The Proceedings 
 
8. The panel has considered the evidence called on behalf of both sides very 
carefully. We have considered all of the documentation, body worn video footage, 
photographs and recordings of 999 calls placed before us including the agreed 
investigation bundle produced by the AA comprising 185 pages together with the 
Officer’s Regulation 31 Response, and his interview under caution which appears at 
pages [69-140] of the bundle and twelve statements in respect of his character. We 
have considered all of this material carefully together with the live evidence of Ms X 
and the officer himself. We are grateful to Mr Milne and Mr Morris for their able 
assistance. 
 
9. Prior to the hearing, the Chair prohibited use of the complainant’s true name 
during the proceedings and also prohibited publication of it in the media. The Chair 
determined furthermore, that Ms X would have the use of screens if she wished at 
the hearing, which she choose to use. Given the upsetting nature of the allegations 
she had made these measures were put in place to reduce any stress she might feel 
in giving her evidence and to facilitate her effective participation in the proceedings in 
the interests of justice. Ms X chose to wear a Covid face mask in line with the current 
building policy which she chose not to remove.  
 

Admitted facts 
10. There was no dispute that the parties were together in their house after 22:00 
hours on Wednesday 7 October when an argument took place. It began in Ms X’s 



bedroom concerning a conversation she was having on her mobile telephone and 
continued into the bedroom of their two daughters. It was also not disputed that two 
days before the date of the alleged incident Ms X had fallen down the stairs at home 
and fallen on her face and had bruises and some pain thereafter. 
 
Disputed facts 
11. It was disputed that the officer unlawfully assaulted Ms X by punching her in the 
face, and/or kicking her in the back, and/or choking her by applying force with his 
hands around her neck and/or threatening to stab her with a knife and threatening to 
kill her if she called the police. 
 
Witnesses 
12. The panel heard oral evidence from the following witnesses: 
 
Ms X 
 
The panel carefully considered the written statements of Ms X together with the live 
evidence she gave to the panel. The panel found her to be a credible witness in 
giving her live evidence. She was very softly spoken but nonetheless forthright in her 
views. She told the panel that the contents of her first witness statement were not 
true and that she had been hysterical and very emotional on the night in question. 
She was given a warning by the Chair that she did not have to say anything in 
response to questions that might incriminate her unless she chose to do so. 
From then she answered no comment to a number of questions put to her by 
counsel and also chose to answer others. 
 
The officer 
13. The panel carefully considered all of the evidence provided by the officer 
including his written statement under caution, his Regulation 31 response and the 
live evidence he gave before the panel. The panel found him to be a truthful and 
credible witness who gave his evidence in a calm, considered and consistent 
manner. 
 
Character evidence 
14. The panel was invited to consider the character of the officer and the 12 
statements of good character provided by him. In particular the panel noted the 
overriding theme throughout these statements which described the officer as an 
inspiration and role model to younger people in his community. The panel found this 
evidence to be consistent and informative as to the officer’s character. The panel 
took into account that the evidence of his good character could not act as a complete 
answer to the allegations but should be considered with all the other evidence and 
circumstances of the case. It took into account that it could support his credibility, 
that is the likelihood that he was telling the truth and also propensity making it less 
likely that he would have behaved in the manner alleged. The panel determined that 
overall his good character and the positive character statements written about him 
made it less likely that he would have behaved as the AA alleged after 10 years of 
good service. 
 
15. We made various assessments in our determinations about the weight we 
attributed to the various witnesses whether we heard oral evidence from them or not. 



 

Analysis and Findings of fact 
 
The Allegation 
1. The panel found that on 7 October 2020, Ms X was at home in her bedroom when 
the officer returned home and going to his own room, he heard her on the telephone 
and came into her room where an argument developed over the conversation she 
was having on her mobile phone. The panel believed the officer when he said that he 
thought she was talking to another man and that they argued to the extent that she 
became hysterical when he told her that the marriage was over and wanted her and 
the children to leave in the morning. The panel carefully examined the allegation as 
contained in the Regulation 30 Notice and weighed the evidence it had before it in 
that context. Ms X had been forthright in her position that her second statement 
given at 9:33am later on the same day as her first was the truthful account. She told 
the panel that when she dialled 999 and gave her initial statement she was very 
upset and hysterical. She told the panel that her second statement was given to 
correct what she had previously said and she did not want to discuss her previous 
statement. The panel noted that her second statement withdrawing the allegation 
was made quickly after the events of the previous night as soon as she had had a 
reasonable chance to compose herself. The panel determined that it was significant 
that her second statement had referred to her fall down the stairs, which her 
husband also mentioned as the cause of any injuries she had, when he was 
interviewed under caution later that same day and more significantly, before they 
had any opportunity to confer as he had been in custody. 
 
2. During her evidence to the panel Ms X was taken through each of the constituent 
parts of the allegation as pleaded by the AA and she denied them all and she also 
agreed that there were no bruises on her face, that the officer had not strangled her 
and that she had tripped on the stairs at home two days earlier because of the new 
carpet. She concluded by saying none of the marks on her body were caused by the 
officer. She also told the panel that she and the officer were no longer together which 
he confirmed and spoke now solely to make arrangements regarding the children. 
The panel determined that it was inherently unlikely on the particular facts of this 
case that the officer had pressurised Ms X into retracting her statement. She denied 
categorically that this was the case and she said she was not trying to protect him. It 
was put to her that she had told PC Hopkins on 12/2/2021 that her original statement 
was true but she told the panel this was irrelevant as it wasn’t a witness statement. 
 
3. The panel carefully considered the version of events as described by the officer in 
his live evidence and determined that it presented a much more likely explanation for 
what had occurred. The panel believed him when he said that he had told her he 
wanted her to move out with the children the next day and considered that the 
prospect of being homeless with her children, having been previously refused 
housing assistance from the council, to be a more likely explanation for her panic, 
hysteria and crying than anything else. The panel carefully considered each of the 
allegations of violence as put by the AA in the Regulation 30 Notice and compared 
these with the objective evidence available in the case. The panel found that the 
objective evidence in the case was persuasive. Firstly the panel carefully examined 
the photographs of Ms X taken on 8 October 2020, which were good quality colour 



photographs. The panel determined that the first photograph [62] appeared to show 
Ms X with some puffiness to the face as if she had been crying for a sustained period 
but showed no other marks, abrasions or cuts which it would have expected to see if 
she had been punched six times by a man to the face. The other photographs [63] 
[64] and [65] showed a small abrasion to the arm and small abrasions to the inside of 
Ms X’s mouth. The panel determined that the explanation given by both witnesses 
that Ms X had slipped down the stairs and hurt herself on the previous Monday was 
a likely explanation for the mark to her arm and the abrasions to her mouth. The final 
two pictures [66] and [67] showed Ms X’s neck and again the panel determined 
that the slight reddening to one side only appeared to be inconsistent with her initial 
descriptions of manual strangulation by a man on her bare neck. The panel also 
gave careful consideration to the observations of PC Dickson [60] who took the 
photographs and said that the injuries looked more serious in person but determined 
that this evidence could not assist them in circumstances where the objective 
photographic evidence was so clear and the injuries firmly denied by the 
complainant. There was no photographic evidence of Ms X’s back and again the 
panel determined that any pain was likely to have resulted from her fall down the 
stairs. The panel also took into account that there were no injuries to the officer’s 
hands when he was arrested. In her initial statement Ms X told police that her mobile 
phone had been grabbed by the officer and smashed against the wall and yet she 
appeared to be using it to read and send messages when the police arrived in 
response to the 999 call, as shown on the BWV footage. The panel determined that 
there was no evidence of the officer threatening Ms X with a knife or threatening to 
kill her as alleged at paragraph 1(d) and (e) of the Regulation 30 Notice 
save for her initial evidence in the 999 call and her first statement which she 
retracted later on the day of the incident. 
 
4. Overall, the panel determined on the evidence, that the officer’s explanation of 
events as supported by Ms X’s second and third statements and her forthright live 
evidence was a much more likely explanation of what had occurred and was 
supported by the limited but nonetheless high quality and objective photographic 
evidence, the very minor nature of any injuries sustained, the alternative explanation 
for those injuries and Ms X’s extremely quick withdrawal of her initial complaint. On 
this basis the panel determined that the evidence was such that it was more likely 
than not, that the officer was telling the truth in denying the allegations and it 
found the allegation against him not proven on the balance of probabilities. 
 
 

Decision on publication 
There being no representations from the parties, the Chair directed publication of the 
outcome decision, subject to the harm test, pursuant to Regulation 43(6) of the 2020 
Regulations. 


