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NORTHAMPTONSHIRE POLICE 
 

IN THE MATTER OF THE POLICE ACT 1996 
 AND THE POLICE CONDUCT REGULATIONS 2020 

 
NOTIFICATION OF FINDINGS AND OUTCOME 

REGULATION 43 REPORT 
 

 Former PC 1623 TOM GREENACRE   
 

 
Panel    Legally Qualified Chair: Jane Jones 
              Senior Police member: ACC Pauline Sturman 
              Independent member: Tony Knivett 
 
Representatives 
             Presenting Counsel for Appropriate Authority: David Ring 
             Officer’s Counsel: None 
             Police Federation: Sgt Simon Seed 
 
Hearing 
           29 November 2021    
           In person hearing at Northampton Police Headquarters, Wootton Hall Park 
Northampton 
            
Decision Summary 
The decision of the panel is that the facts comprised in paragraphs 1 and 2 of the 
Regulation 30 Notice were found proved. The conduct particularised in paragraphs 1a) 
and b) and 2a) and b) essentially comprised being absent from work and then lying about 
it, and failing to follow a reasonable instruction and then lying about it. 
The Standards of Professional Behaviour breached are  

• Honesty and Integrity 
• Duties and Responsibilities 
• Discreditable Conduct 
• Orders and Instructions 

The conduct cumulatively amounts to gross misconduct. The Officer had resigned and was 
a former Officer at the time of the hearing. 
The outcome is that he would have been dismissed without notice had he still been 
serving. His details should go on the barred list. 
_______________________________________________________________ 
 

1. Introduction 
 

1.1 This is a record of the decision of a Police Misconduct Panel held under the Police 
(Conduct) Regulations 2020 in relation to former PC 1623 Tom Greenacre. PC 
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Greenacre resigned from Northamptonshire Police with effect from 26 
November 2021, so he was at the time of the hearing a former Officer. He is 
referred to in this document as ‘the Officer’ in respect of the period when he was 
a serving officer, and `the former Officer’ in respect of the period since his 
resignation. The former Officer did not attend the proceedings, nor was he 
represented by counsel. A Federation representative was present throughout the 
proceedings, and asked questions of witnesses and made representations on 
behalf of the former Officer.  

 
1.2 There may be slight differences between this written document as compared to 

any full transcript of the hearing. If that is the case, this written document should 
be regarded as the definitive version. 

 
1.3 The hearing was conducted in person from Northamptonshire Police 

Headquarters at Wootton Hall Park, Northampton. Members of the general 
public were not permitted to attend the hearing in person because of the 
ongoing Covid-19 pandemic.   
 

1.4 The nature of this case was nevertheless public. A public notice giving details of 
the hearing was published on the Northamptonshire Police website in the usual 
way and for the requisite period. A live video link was provided for members of 
the public and media to access the live proceedings, although this was not in fact 
used.  

 
2. Background 

2.1 PC Greenacre transferred to Northamptonshire Police in July 2019 from 
Bedfordshire Police, where he had worked as a PCSO. These allegations relate to 
events in October 2020 when he was a 29-year-old student officer. The Officer 
was based on a response unit working from Weston Favell police station under 
the supervision of Sgt Kilbane. His assessors for training were PS Phillips and PC 
Butler. 
 

2.2 It is common ground that the Officer had not been coping particularly well with 
his training; this had been acknowledged and various measures had been put in 
place to assist him. 

 
2.3 It was however concerns from the Officer’s supervisors about his conduct, as 

opposed to his performance, that led to a local PSD investigation and to formal 
proceedings being commenced.  

 
3. Allegations 

3.1 The Appropriate Authority served a Regulation 30 Notice on the Officer on 22 
October 2021. This set out the alleged facts of events on 6 and 17 October 2020 
and gave particulars of how they amounted to misconduct.  
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3.2 The Appropriate Authority said that if the conduct described was found proved it 
would breach the Standards of Professional Behaviour in respect of Honesty and 
Integrity, Duties and Responsibilities, Discreditable Conduct and Orders and 
Instructions.  

 
3.3 The Standards of Professional Conduct are all set out in Schedule 2, Regulation 5 

of the Police (Conduct) Regulations 2020. Details on how to meet the Standards 
are set out in the College of Policing’s Code of Ethics. 

 
3.4 The Appropriate Authority assessed that the alleged conduct overall amounted 

to gross misconduct.  
 

4. The Officer’s position 
 

4.1 The Officer did not engage in the formalities of these proceedings until after the 
service of the Regulation 30 Notice.  
 

4.2 The Officer submitted a Regulation 31 Response in which he said that he did “not 
wish to contest the allegations” or for witnesses to be called at this hearing. He 
described the scenario generally as a “misunderstanding”. In relation to 6th  
October some of the points he made were that – when he left Wellingborough 
police station in the morning he was intending to drive to Weston Favell police 
station, - he told PC Butler on a phone call that he was at home, - when PS 
Kilbane phoned him he also told him that he was at home, and – he did not tell 
PS Kilbane that he had been in the back office at Weston Favell for most of the 
day. In relation to 17 October he said that – he thought that he had submitted 
the CCTV to the Information Services Department – he did not recall stating that 
he had done it. 

 
4.3 The Officer acknowledged that he had not engaged properly in the investigation 

process, neither attending an interview or making a written submission when he 
had the opportunity to do so. He gave details of his personal and medical 
circumstances which have not been externally verified. 

 
4.4 The Panel understood that as the former Officer did not attend the hearing and 

there was no Regulation 31 response which unequivocally admitted all aspects of 
the alleged conduct, the matter was to be treated as a contested case which the 
Appropriate Authority had to prove to the requisite standard.  

 
5. Evidence considered 

 
5.1 The Panel considered the bundle of evidence presented in this case, all of which 

had been read in advance of the hearing. It is a relatively brief file comprising 
formal notices, email correspondence, three witness statements, details of two 
reported crimes, entry card data and ANPR data/ map.  
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5.2 The panel has had the benefit of hearing live evidence from PC Butler and PS 
Kilbane, both of whom were helpful and clear in their accounts. The panel 
considered both to be credible witnesses. 
 

5.3 As already noted, the former Officer did not attend these proceedings, despite 
his obligation to do so. The Panel, whilst taking full account of the contents of his 
Regulation 30 Notice, did not therefore have the benefit of hearing his 
perspective live, nor of assessing him as a witness.  

 
 
6 Purpose and Approach 
 

6.1 These proceedings were held to determine whether the conduct of the former 
Officer breached any Standards of Professional Behaviour, whether such conduct 
amounts to misconduct, gross misconduct or indeed neither, and whether 
disciplinary action should be imposed.  
 

6.2 The approach taken by the panel was to: 
 

• Firstly, ascertain the facts, bearing in mind what was and what was not in dispute  
 

• Determine, on the basis of those facts, whether any Standards of Professional 
Behaviour have been breached 

 
• Then to decide whether any breach as found amounts to Misconduct, Gross 

Misconduct or indeed neither. 
 
 
7 Decision Making 
 

7.1 In making decisions the Panel was mindful of the fact that the burden of proving 
the case was on the Appropriate Authority.  

 
7.2 The standard of proof applied by the Panel was the balance of probabilities, the 

civil standard. Conduct will be proved on the balance of probabilities if the panel 
is satisfied by the evidence that it is more likely than not that the conduct 
occurred. The balance of probabilities is a single unvarying standard. The Panel 
understood that the seriousness of the allegations and/or the seriousness of the 
consequences for the officer do not require a different standard of proof, merely 
appropriately careful consideration by the Panel before it is satisfied of the 
matter which has to be established. The inherent probability or improbability of 
the conduct occurring is itself a matter to be taken into account when deciding 
whether, on the balance of probabilities, the conduct occurred. 

 
7.3 In considering the Standards of Professional Behaviour the Panel reminded itself 

that 
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o in relation to the Standard of Honesty and Integrity police officers should be 
honest and act with integrity at all times and will not compromise or abuse 
their position. The Code of Ethics reminds officers of examples of meeting 
this standard, including not knowingly making false or misleading or 
inaccurate oral or written statements in any professional capacity.  
 

o In relation to the Standard of Duties and Responsibilities police officers are 
diligent in the exercise of their duties and responsibilities. The Code of Ethics 
reminds officers that according to this Standard they must carry out duties 
and obligations to the best of their ability, and also take full responsibility for 
and be prepared to explain and justify their actions and decisions. 

 
o In relation to the Standard of Discreditable Conduct police officers behave in 

a manner which does not discredit the police service or undermine public 
confidence in it, whether on or off duty. Paragraph 9.1 of the Code of Ethics 
reminds officers to always think about how a member of the public may 
regard their behaviour, whether on or off duty.  

 
o In relation to the Standard of Orders and Instructions police officers should 

follow lawful orders, recognising that any decision not to follow an order 
needs to be objectively and fully justified. 

 
8 Findings  
 

8.1 The Panel firstly examined the alleged facts as per paragraphs 1 of the Regulation 
30 Notice: 

1. On 6th October 2020 your tour of duty was between 0800 and 1600. You 
requested permission from PC Butler to collect your body worn video from 
Weston Favell so that you could review this as part of your portfolio. PC Butler 
gave permission for you to do so but told you to return to Wellingborough 
Police Station once you had collected it. 
Instead of driving to Weston Favell Police Station along the A4500, you drove 
to (the vicinity of your home address). Your car did not activate any other 
ANPR cameras until driving along (various road names given). Your entry card 
was used at 14.30 at Weston Favell Rear Gate and then at 14.33 at Weston 
Favell Courtyard door. There was no other card data indicating you attended 
at Weston Favell Police Station that day. 
When PS Kilbane telephoned you at between 1300 and 1330 hours and asked 
where you were, you indicated that you had been in the office at Weston 
Favell all day, reviewing your Body Worn Video. PS Kilbane then spoke to you 
in person at Weston Favell Police Station at approximately 1430. You 
reiterated that you had been in the police station in the back office. 
 

 The Panel is satisfied that these facts are established. 
 
 The particulars of the misconduct in relation to this set of facts are 
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a) You were absent from work without permission in that, under the pretext of 

going to Weston Favell Police Station, you instead went home for a significant 
proportion of your duty. 
 

b) You failed to be open and honest with PS Kilbane when he asked you where 
you had been, in that you stated that you had been at Weston Favell Police 
Station all day with the exception of going out for lunch. This was untrue as 
you had not been at Weston Favell Police Station until around 14.30hrs. 

 
There is an irony that if the Officer had asked to work from home this would probably have 
been allowed. In fact, PC Butler went further in his live evidence when he said that that 
opportunity was offered to him on the morning of 6th October. However, that opportunity 
was declined. The Officer specifically asked to go to Weston Favell; that is what was 
approved, and that is what was expected. It is a fair assumption given the circumstances, 
(and there are no submissions to the contrary) that not only was he at home without 
authorisation, but he was not actually working from there.  
 
The panel think that the Officer never intended to drive to Weston Favell Police Station, as 
this is consistent with the ANPR data, and that he knew that he had his BWV in his 
possession when he asked to go and fetch it. He went straight home from Wellingborough 
and, had he not been chased and challenged about his whereabouts, would probably have 
remained at home for the remainder of his shift. He was then deliberately misleading and 
dishonest in the responses he gave to PC Butler. We do not believe that he said to PC Butler 
that he was at home when he was rung at lunchtime. He was also misleading to PC Butler in 
his email at 13.59. He also said in his email to PC Butler at 14.49 that he did go back to 
Weston Favell police station (earlier on). When PS Kilbane rang him, he was deliberately 
evasive and rude and then said he had been in the back room at Weston Favell. He then 
travelled to Weston Favell, for the first time that day, and spoke to PS Kilbane face to face, 
specifically saying that he had been there in the back office. This was untrue. He returned 
home almost immediately after this conversation. 

 
The Panel find these particulars to be proved.  

 
8.2 The alleged facts of the second allegation as per paragraph 2 of the Regulation 

30 notice are 
 
On 17th October 2020 you met with PS Kilbane and discussed various issues 
including an investigation under occurrence (number given) in which there was 
an outstanding action for you to submit CCTV to case builders. PS Kilbane had 
previously asked you to action this submission and you have failed to do so. You 
stated that you had submitted the CCTV to Information Services Department for 
reformatting, had received it back for ISD and had resubmitted it to case builders. 
At that time you had not submitted the CCTV to ISD for reformatting. 

 
The Panel is satisfied that these facts are established. 
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The particulars of the misconduct in relation to this set of facts are 
 

a) You failed to follow a reasonable instruction and/or carry out your duties 
diligently by ensuring that you took steps to provide the footage in a 
format enabling it to be used evidentially in a submission to CPS. 
 

b) You failed to be open and honest with PS Kilbane when you told him that 
you had submitted the footage to ISD for reformatting when you had not. 

 
The Panel find these particulars to be proved. We do not accept that the Officer genuinely 
thought he had completed this task. He knew that he had not done this and was 
deliberately evasive and dishonest in his responses to his supervisor. Had this not been 
challenged the task would never have been completed and an investigation that might have 
progressed to a suspect being prosecuted and possibly convicted was doomed to never 
even reach the threshold for submission to the CPS.  
 
In making our decisions the Panel has preferred the evidence of the live witnesses to those 
submissions made by the Officer in terms of general credibility, and we have borne in mind 
that their evidence is corroborated by the irrefutable evidence of emails, entry card data 
and ANPR. Also, there is no evidence that the CCTV was ever submitted to ISD as he said. 
 

9 Standards of Professional Behaviour  

9.1 The panel found that the Standards of Professional Behaviour engaged by the 
conduct as found are  

o Honesty and Integrity – relating to 6 October - the Officer probably intended 
to deceive as soon as he asked permission to collect his BWV from another 
police station. He was not upfront about his intentions and when challenged 
he initially sought to mislead and then lied to two officers who were doing 
their best to supervise and support him. We consider that by then attending 
Weston Favell Police Station at 2.30pm he further sought to cover his tracks 
and give the impression that he had been there most of the morning when 
this was not the case. He also lied to Sgt Kilbane in what can only be 
considered a deliberate way. The very act of disappearing home in the 
circumstances outlined itself lacks integrity. Relating to 17 October – there 
was another deliberate lie to a supervising officer. Allowing an investigation 
to fail by default also lacks integrity. 

o Duties and Responsibilities – the Officer failed to carry out his duties 
properly on both dates. 

o Discreditable Conduct – the totality of the conduct does constitute 
discreditable conduct. The public would regard what can only be described as 
“skiving off home”, pretending that work had been completed on an 
investigation when it wasn’t and repeatedly lying to a supervisor as shabby 
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and disgraceful conduct by a serving police officer. It would certainly 
undermine public confidence in the policing profession.  

o Orders and Instructions – we would give the Officer the benefit of a doubt so 
far as 6th October is concerned. The ‘sometimes’ ability of officers to work 
from home is a line that was perhaps blurred at that point. But there is a 
clear breach of Orders and Instructions in respect of the 17th October matter. 

10 Misconduct, Gross Misconduct or neither 

10.1 The Panel is obliged under Regulation 41(15) of the 2020 Conduct 
Regulations to decide whether the conduct as found amounts to misconduct, 
gross misconduct or neither. The Panel reminded themselves not to find that the 
conduct amounted to misconduct or gross misconduct unless satisfied on the 
balance of probabilities that this was the case, as there was no admission to this 
effect.  

10.2 ‘Misconduct’ means a breach of the Standards of Professional Behaviour that 
is so serious as to justify disciplinary action. 

10.3 ‘Gross Misconduct’ means a breach of the Standards of Professional 
Behaviour that is so serious as to justify dismissal.  

10.4 The Appropriate Authority said that the overall conduct amounts to gross 
misconduct.  

10.5 The Panel determined that the conduct as found overall did amount to gross 
misconduct. 

 

11. Approach to Outcome 

11.1 The panel listened carefully to the representations made by the Appropriate 
Authority as to seriousness and outcome. The Panel also considered the former 
Officer’s police service record and the representations made on his behalf by Sgt 
Seed. No character references were submitted. No medical or other evidence 
has been submitted to substantiate his state of mind or general circumstances 
at the relevant time.  

11.2 The approach taken by the Panel when considering sanction was that 
identified by Mr Popplewell J in Fuglers LLP v SRA [2014] EWHC 179 (Admin) 
which is in these terms: “There are three stages to the approach which should 
be adopted (by a solicitor’s disciplinary tribunal) in determining sanction. The 
first stage is to assess the seriousness of the misconduct. The second stage is to 
keep in mind the purpose for which sanctions are imposed by such a tribunal. 
The third stage is to choose the sanction which most appropriately fulfils that 
purpose for the seriousness of the conduct in question.” 

 

Seriousness 

11.3 So, firstly, the Panel assessed the seriousness of the conduct, having regard 
to the general framework of the Guidance on Outcomes in Police Misconduct 
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Proceedings issued by the College of Policing. (The Guidance) It was appreciated 
that this is a guide and does not override the Panel’s discretion. The Panel had 
regard to the four categories or reference points outlined in the Guidance.  

11.4 The Guidance invites a Panel to assess the seriousness of the proven conduct 
by reference to the Officer’s culpability, any harm caused, and the existence of 
any aggravating and mitigating factors. There is some overlap between these. 

 

              Culpability 

11.5 This denotes an officer’s blameworthiness or responsibility for his actions. 
The Officer here must take full responsibility for his conduct.  

Whether the Officer’s conduct went awry as soon as he asked to go to Weston 
Favell Police Station or, having arrived at his home address he decided to stay 
there, the ball was in his court. It was his responsibility to make clear where he 
was and what he was doing. He did not. In relation to the second allegation he 
knew that the simple task allocated to him had not been completed and he 
would have allowed that situation to continue. When challenged on both 
matters, he lied. He was not an officer being forced to make a complex 
operational decision in the heat of the moment. This has to involve elements of 
premeditation.  

Even allowing for any difficulties this Officer may have been experiencing, 
Culpability has to be regarded as high. 

 

Harm 

11.6 There was no immediate or physical harm here. However, there was an 
investigation that might have been compromised. That investigation had a 
victim and that victim deserved better.  

 

11.7 There is also the more general type of reputational harm to consider, both to 
Northamptonshire Police and the police generally. How the conduct would be 
perceived by the public is very relevant, whether or not it was known about at 
the time. The Panel took the view that if the full circumstances of this conduct 
were known to the public this incident would indeed harm public confidence. 

 

Aggravating factors 

11.8 In the scheme of misconduct proceedings generally this is not a case which 
stands out at first blush as having particularly aggravating features. However, 
there are multiple proven allegations which together breach four of the 
Standards of Professional Behaviour. There is a degree of premeditation. There 
is an element of personal advantage in seemingly avoiding work. There is a 
degree of concealment and obscuring of responsibility. There is a deviation from 
instructions and there is repeated lying to other officers. Whilst this is not a 
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factually sensational case by any means, the conduct comprises such 
fundamental errors of judgements that it cannot be regarded as lacking 
aggravating features. 

 

             Mitigating factors relating to the misconduct 

11.9 The Panel accepts that this was a relatively junior officer who was having 
general difficulties with his training and possibly in his domestic circumstances 
too. We have however been provided with no medical evidence which might 
lead us to conclude that his ability to cope with the circumstances in question 
was impaired. We consider that he was given substantial support from his 
supervisors in terms of personal welfare and professional development.  

He cannot claim the mitigation of relative youth. 

We can give no credit for open admissions at an early stage nor evidence of 
genuine remorse or insight into his conduct. 

Mitigating factors, such as they are here, are very limited. 

 

11.10 Overall then, the Panel assess the level of seriousness as high. 

 

12. Purpose of Misconduct Proceedings 

 
12.1 In determining outcome, the Panel kept in mind the threefold purpose for 

which outcomes are imposed in police misconduct proceedings; these are 
 

• To maintain public confidence in, and the reputation of, the police service 
 

• To uphold the high standards in policing and deter misconduct 
 

• To protect the public. 
 

The first of these is the most important purpose and takes precedence over the specific 
impact that a sanction has on the individual whose misconduct is being sanctioned. 

 
12.2 The Panel took account of the comments of Lord Carswell in the decision of 

the House of Lords in R (Green) v Police Complaints Authority [2004] UKHL 6 at 
paragraph 78; “Public confidence in the police is a factor of great importance in 
the maintenance of law and order in the manner which we regard as appropriate 
in our polity. If citizens feel that improper behaviour on the part of police officers 
is left unchecked and they are not held accountable for it in a suitable manner 
that confidence will be eroded.”  

 
12.3 There is ongoing and legitimate interest in the investigation and prosecution 

of what might be termed “low level crime”. This type of offending impacts 
heavily on those involved and on the communities in which it takes place. The 
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public perception of how this is tackled by police is important. If members of the 
public do not think that its police force takes such matters seriously or that its 
officers do not themselves uphold the values of their Force then this will affect 
levels of confidence, reporting of crime, and subsequent engagement with the 
police.  

12.4 The Panel looked at the third purpose of the proceedings, of protecting the 
public, and considered the likelihood of conduct being repeated. Given the lack 
of insight or contrition already noted, there was nothing from which we could 
conclude that lessons had been learnt. 

12.5 The 2020 HOG says that the purpose of misconduct proceedings is to be “fair 
to the individual who is subject to the process, as well as all parties involved” in 
order to arrive “at a correct assessment of the matter in question and [provide] 
public and policing confidence in the system.” The Panel therefore considered 
carefully the scope for personal mitigation in this case, but there was little to 
commend this officer.  

 
12.6 The Panel was obliged to consider less serious outcomes before more serious 

ones. Gross misconduct is by definition conduct which is so serious as to justify 
dismissal, but it does not necessarily follow that in every case of gross 
misconduct dismissal will follow.  

 
13. Outcome 
 

13.1 As the Officer had already resigned in this case the only outcomes available 
to the Panel were to find that the Officer would have been dismissed if he had 
not ceased to be a member of the police force, or to find that he would not. 

 
Mr Ring has reminded us of the principal of the judgement in the ‘Salter case’; that 
personal mitigation is of limited potential because of the importance of public 
confidence in cases of gross misconduct by a police officer which involved dishonesty 
or lack of integrity. We are also mindful that this case involves multiple instances of 
dishonesty in an on-duty operational context.  

 
13.2 The Panel found that if the former Officer had still been serving, he would 

have been dismissed for this conduct as found. A sanction short of dismissal 
would not have been adequate because it would not have maintained public 
confidence in the integrity of the police generally.  

 
14. Ancillary matters 

 
Right of Appeal 
The former Officer has a right of appeal against the findings and outcome of the 
Panel and will be provided with a notice which explains this. 
 
Notice of Outcome 
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Under regulation 43(6) of the 2020 Regulations this report must be published. No 
representations have been received to the contrary, so this should be done. 

              
              Barred List  

Details of this matter should be entered on the barred list maintained by the College 
of Policing. The Chair has considered regulation 42(16) of the 2020 Regulations and 
paragraphs 21.19 and 21.20 of the 2020 Home Office Guidance. The parties have 
made no representations on this matter. The Chair will not be providing the 
Appropriate Authority with any information suggesting that there are exemptions to 
the requirement for the College of Policing to publish the details of this matter in the 
publically accessible element of the Police Barred List.  
 

 
 Jane Jones 
Panel Chair  
29th November 2021 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 


