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0BREGULATION 36 NOTICE OF OUTCOME 

   
   

 
           

 
 
POLICE SERGEANT (PS) 12617 HAGUE & POLICE CONSTABLE (PC) 15747 BOWKER   
 
DETAILS AND OUTCOME OF MISCONDUCT HEARING 
 
On 21 February 2022, in accordance with The Police (Conduct) Regulations 2012 (hereafter 
“the Regulations”), a misconduct hearing was convened to deal with allegations against PS 
12617 Samantha Hague and PC 15747 Christopher Bowker 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) Superintendent (Supt) Lewis Hughes of Greater Manchester Police 
(GMP), and an Independent Panel Member (IPM), Mr Rob Sanders. 
 
The AA was represented by Mr Barney Branston of Counsel.   
 
The officers were represented by Mr Hugh Davies, Queens Counsel. 
 
Prior to the hearing, the LQC directed that the details of the officers’ and complainant’s 
addresses or personal vehicles would not be disclosed to the public in the hearing and was 
not to be reported on. 
 
THE ALLEGATIONS 
 
The breach of the Standards of Professional Behaviour (SPB) alleged are set out in a 
Regulation 21 Notice of Allegations served on each officer.   
 
 
PS Hague 

i. At the material time, you and your partner, PC Bowker, were living in one of a block 
of apartments in XXXXX. 
 

ii. That address had its own single, designated car parking space, next to which was a 
visitor’s car parking space. 

 
iii. Parking arrangements in the area were problematic, especially between you and 
another resident in the block, Mr Greenwood. 

 
iv. On returning from a night out with PC Bowker in the early hours of 18 January 2020, 
you found a VW Golf parked across the mouth of your empty designated car parking 
space; you knew that this was Mr Greenwood's car.  

 
v. Having been unsuccessful in trying to find Mr Greenwood, you moved your Mini from 
its position in an adjacent visitor’s car parking space into your designated car parking 
space, Page 1 managing to fit it in behind Mr Greenwood’s VW Golf.  

 
vi. PC Bowker telephoned the police at approximately 00.45 to report the obstruction.  

 
vii. At approximately 06.47 you telephoned the police to report that you were unable to 
get either vehicle off the drive, that you had had to get a lift to work and that the Golf 
was still blocking the vehicles on the drive.  
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viii. You were dishonest and/or lacked integrity when you said that you were unable to 
get either vehicle off the drive; you had successfully moved your Mini into the 
designated car parking space and it would have been a relatively straightforward 
manoeuvre for you or for PC Bowker to do the same in reverse. Furthermore, the Golf 
was not obstructing PC Bowker's BMW in any way and there was no impediment to 
moving it off the drive.  

 
ix. You were dishonest and/or lacked integrity when you said that you had had to get a 
lift to work because you yourself drove PC Bowker’s vehicle into work that morning, a 
vehicle which was not obstructed by the Golf in any way.  

 
x. You were dishonest and/or lacked integrity when you said that the Golf was still 
blocking the vehicles on the drive; you had driven PC Bowker’s vehicle into work that 
morning and, having parked the Mini yourself in the designated parking space you knew 
that it would have been a relatively straightforward manoeuvre for the same manoeuvre 
to be undertaken in reverse: the Mini was not blocked in. Furthermore, the BMW had not 
been blocked in by the Golf and you had driven in it to work.  

 
xi. Such conduct amounts to a breach of the Standard of Professional Behaviour in 
relation to Honesty and Integrity because you were dishonest in the accounts you gave 
when you telephoned the police because you stated things that you knew were not true.  

 
Such conduct also amounts to a breach of the Standard of Professional Behaviour in 
relation to Discreditable Conduct as it would discredit the police service or undermine 
public confidence in it. 

 
PC Bowker 
 

i. At the material time, you and your partner, PS Hague, were living in one of a block of 
apartments in XXXX.  

 
ii. That address had its own single, designated car parking space, next to which was a 
visitor’s car parking space.  
 
iii. Parking arrangements in the area were problematic, especially between you and 
another resident in the block, Mr Greenwood.  
 
iv. Prior to 15 January 2020 you knew Mr Greenwood and you knew where he lived.  
 
v. On 15 January 2020 at 12:32 you submitted an Intelligence Report about a VW Golf 
registration XXXXXXXX (“the Golf”), including the following details: ‘A vehicle being a 
Volkswagen Golf in blue, registration XXXXXXXX is being used on a public road without 
3rd party insurance0F

1. The driver/owner of the vehicle is Marvin Greenwood of XXXXX; 
Greenwood parks this vehicle in the visitor bays, street or bays marked for other 
occupants with the block of apartments.’  
 
vi. On the evening of 17 January 2020 you and your partner, PS Hague, went out in 
your BMW motor car, leaving your designated car parking space empty. PS Hague had 
left her Mini parked in the visitor’s car parking space adjacent.  
 
vii. On returning home shortly after midnight, you found the Golf parked across the 
mouth of your empty designated car parking space; unable to find Mr Greenwood, PS 

                                                
1 It should be noted that the police system erroneously marked the VW Golf as having no insurance.  
This was later rectified and caused no difficulty for Mr Greenwood.   
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Hague manoeuvred the Mini from the visitor’s car parking space into the designated car 
parking space, parking it behind the Golf. 
  

ix. On 18 January 2020 at 00.43 you telephoned the police to report that you were soon 
to go to work and that you were unable to get your car off the driveway due to another 
car being parked over the entrance. You gave the details of that car as registration 
number XXXXXXX, a blue VW Golf, and when asked if you knew who the car belonged 
to said ‘no’.  

 
ix. You were dishonest and/or lacked integrity when you said that you were unable to get 
your car off the driveway due to another car being parked over the entrance; PS Hague 
had managed to park her Mini on the designated car parking space behind the Golf and 
so would have been able to remove the Mini had she wished to. The Golf was never 
blocking your BMW as it had been parked in its position at the mouth of the designated 
parking space before you returned home that evening and the visitors’ car parking 
space had been freed up by PS Hague moving her Mini.  

 
x. Furthermore you were dishonest and/or lacked integrity when you told the loggist that 
you did not know who the Golf belonged to, having submitted an intelligence log on 15 
January 2020 relating to that car in which you identified the name and address of Mr 
Greenwood as being the driver/owner and further because of your prior dealings with Mr 
Greenwood.  

 
xi. PS Hague made a telephone call to the police at approximately 06.47 stating that the 
vehicle was still there before making her way into work in your car; shortly after 08.00 
PCSO 20372 Farooq and PCSO 61076 Harrison-Sweeney attended and spoke with you 
at the scene.  

 
xii. PCSO Farooq made a PNC check on the Golf when you were present. That check 
showed that the owner was not local and that the Golf was not insured; a ticket was duly 
issued for obstruction of the highway and at approximately 09.44 the Golf was removed.  

 
xiii. You dishonestly and / or without integrity failed to mention to PCSO Farooq that you 
knew the name and address of the owner and that he was nearby, thereby facilitating its 
removal and the foreseeable inconvenience and cost to Mr Greenwood.  

 
xiv. Such conduct amounts to a breach of the Standard of Professional Behaviour in 
relation to Honesty and Integrity: a. you were dishonest in the accounts you gave when 
you telephoned the police; and/or b. you lacked integrity when you failed to tell PCSO 
Farooq that you knew where Mr Greenwood lived; and/or c. you abused your position by 
such conduct as this enabled Mr Greenwood’s car to be removed.  

 
xv. Such conduct also amounts to a breach of the Standard of Professional Behaviour in 
relation to Discreditable Conduct, as it would discredit the police service or undermine 
public confidence in it 

 
 
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. 
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Factual Findings  
 
It was agreed at a preliminary stage in the proceedings that there was no requirement to call 
witnesses to give evidence.  However, having read the written evidence and in the absence 
of formal police interviews with the two officers, the Panel decided to call both PS Hague and 
PC Bowker to answer a number of questions for clarification of certain points in issue. 
 
The Panel took into account all of the evidence contained in the AA’s bundle and the oral 
evidence provided by PS Hague and PC Bowker.   
 
Most of the AA’s case was not disputed by the officers. 
 
The Panel found there was a long running dispute between the officers (who were in a 
relationship and lived together) and the complainant, Mr Greenwood. 
 
On the evening of 17 Jan 20, Mr Greenwood parked his car, a VW Golf, across PS Hague’s 
allocated parking space, intentionally obstructing the space.  The manner in which Mr 
Greenwood parked his car also caused an obstruction of the highway. 
 
Shortly after midnight on 17/18 Jan 20, PS Hague and PC Bowker returned home after a 
night out.  PS Hague discovered that her parking bay was obstructed by Mr Greenwood’s 
Golf, but she managed to manoeuvre her Mini into her parking space with great difficulty.   
 
The Panel did not find that PS Hague parked her car in her space to make Mr Greenwood’s 
conduct look worse.  The Panel found no evidence to support that assertion.  The Panel 
found it more likely than not that PS Hague was simply trying to park her car in its rightful 
place and not on the street. 
 
The Panel did not accept the AA’s assertion that PS Hague could have reversed her car out 
of her blocked parking space as easily as she drove into it.  It was apparent from the 
photographs provided to the Panel that Mr Greenwood gave PS Hague very little room to 
manoeuvre, and it was not unreasonable for PS Hague to conclude that she could not get 
her car out of the space.  PCSO Harrison-Sweeney opined that PS Hague could not have 
got her car out of its space while Mr Greenwood’s car obstructed it from the rear, unless PS 
Hague drove the car forwards and across the front lawn of the adjacent building (as seen in 
images provided).  
 
At about the same time PC Bowker telephoned the police and told the operator that the Golf 
was blocking his car in and that he and his partner needed to get out shortly to go to work.  
He asked for assistance in removing the obstruction.  In oral evidence PC Bowker said that 
when he referred to his car, he meant PS Hague’s car.  The Panel accepted that PC 
Bowker’s reference to the blocked-in car being his car was not deceitful but merely a 
shorthand way of communicating the salient facts to the call handler and was referring to his 
partner’s car. 
 
PC Bowker was asked if he knew who owned the VW Golf causing the obstruction and he 
said he did not.  The Panel found that was a lie and PC Bowker accepted it was a lie. 
 
At about 06:47 on 18 Jan 20, PS Hague telephoned the police to report that the Golf was still 
blocking her car in.  She said that she had not been able to get out to work.  She was asked 
if she had managed to get any vehicle “off” which the Panel found clearly meant off the drive 
or past the obstructing vehicle.  PS Hague replied by saying no she had not and that she 
had had to get a lift to work.   
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In oral evidence PS Hague said that she made the call to the police before leaving home, at 
a time when she genuinely did intend getting a lift but then changed her mind and took PC 
Bowker’s car to work.  The Panel did not accept PS Hague’s explanation.  PCSO Farooq 
recalled PC Bowker telling him that his “wife” had taken a taxi to work because she was 
blocked in.  The Panel accepted that PCSO Farooq was mistaken in his precise recollection 
when he gave his account in an email on 25 Apr 20, to the extent PS Hague was not PC 
Bowker’s wife.  However, the Panel found the gist of what PCSO Farooq recalled was close 
enough to what PC Bowker told him i.e. that PS Hague had been taken to work by someone 
and did not take PC Bowker’s car. 
 
The Panel found that PS Hague did lie to the police operator (“loggist”) on this point in order 
to exaggerate the difficulty caused by Mr Greenwood’s obstruction.  
 
The Panel found that Mr Greenwood’s behaviour towards PS Hague and PC Bowker was 
un-neighbourly, anti-social, would have caused annoyance to any reasonable person and 
would have tested anyone’s patience.  The Panel found that PS Hague and PC Bowker 
would not have acted the way they did if it was not for Mr Greenwoods provocative 
behaviour.         
 
 
Breaches of the SPB  
 
As to the SPB engaged, the Panel found the following from the findings of fact: 
 
PS Hague 
 
It was alleged at paragraphs viii to xi of PS Hague’s Regulation 21 Notice that she had 
breached the SPB in regard to Honesty and Integrity.  It was also alleged that PS Hague’s 
conduct amounted to Discreditable Conduct. 
 
Paragraph viii.  PS Hague was not dishonest when she told the police operator that she 
could not get either car off the drive.  In the call she clearly referred to her own car and did 
not claim both cars were unable to move.  She was also not dishonest when she said she 
was not able to get her car out.  The Panel found that was not a lie because PS Hague had, 
at that time, the benefit of knowing how difficult it was to get the car into the parking space, 
and she would have known it would be a much harder manoeuvre in reverse.   
 
However, the Panel did find PS Hague was intentionally economical with the truth.  She 
should have told the operator that PC Bowker’s car was not blocked in and so was available 
to use.  In this respect she did show a lack of integrity. 
 
Paragraph ix.  The Panel found that PS Hague did lie to the operator about taking a lift to 
work and doing so was a dishonest act and lacked integrity.  The Panel found she lied in 
order to exaggerate the difficulty created by Mr Greenwood and did so out of frustration at 
his behaviour. 
 
The alleged breach of the SPB set out in paragraph x was not materially different to that set 
out at paragraph viii.  The Panel found that PS Hague compromised her integrity by being 
economical with the truth. 
 
The Panel agreed that overall, PS Hague’s conduct was discreditable.   
 
In addition to the alleged breaches set out in the Regulation 21 Notice, the Panel found that 
PS Hague failed to show integrity by withholding information regarding Mr Greenwood being 
the owner of the VW Golf. 
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PC Bowker 
 
It was alleged at paragraphs viii to x and xiii and xiv of PC Bowker’s Regulation 21 Notice 
that he had breached the SPB in regard to Honesty and Integrity.  It was also alleged that 
PC Bowker’s conduct amounted to Discreditable Conduct. 
 
In regard to paragraphs viii and ix the Panel did not find that PC Bowker was dishonest or 
lacked integrity by saying that he could not get his own car off the driveway.  In reality he 
referred to “the car” not “his car” and the Panel accepted that this was a shorthand reference 
to his partner PS Hague’s car and not to his own. 
 
Paragraph x.  PC Bowker lied to the operator when he said he did not know who owned the 
VW Golf which was a breach of Honesty and Integrity. 
 
Paragraph xiii.  When the PCSOs attended the scene to deal with the vehicle obstruction, 
PC Bowker withheld his knowledge that Mr Greenwood was the owner of the vehicle and 
that he lived nearby.  That was dishonest and lacked integrity. 
 
Paragraph xiv merely summarised the aforementioned misconduct. 
 
Paragraph xv.  The Panel found that overall PC Bowker’s conduct did amount to 
Discreditable Conduct. 
 
Gross Misconduct 
 
The Panel found that proven allegations of dishonesty by both officers was sufficient for their 
cases to cross the gross misconduct threshold.     
 
 
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 both officers in 
this case. 
 
Mr Davies QC submitted that dismissal for breaches of honesty and integrity was not 
automatic, that in this case the officer’ gross misconduct was not so serious as to merit 
dismissal and that a Final Written Warning (FWW) was the appropriate outcome for each 
officer. 
 
The Panel was provided with the officers’ service records together with large number of 
positive character statements for each of them. 
 
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. 
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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, but the Panel found that the instant case was not a 
particularly serious example of a gross misconduct case.  
 
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.  What happened was an unplanned, 
emotionally driven response after a long running dispute about parking.  PS Hague’s 
and PC Bowker’s actions were deliberate and intentional in that they took the decision 
to report the obstruction to the police and they did so with the intention of persuading 
the police to take some action in regard to Mr Greenwood’s vehicle.  However, the 
Panel did not place substantial weight on this sub-factor, recognising that PS Hague 
and PC Bowker were perfectly within their rights to call the police and entitled to 
expect some action to be taken.  Where they went wrong was in withholding 
information about the owner’s identity; information that would have led the attending 
police officer or PSCOs to Mr Greenwood’s door and caused him to move his car 
instead of it being towed away. 

    
• Abuse of Trust/Responsibility. 
 

The Panel did not find any evidence of abuse of trust or responsibility over and above 
the office of Constable. 
 

• Especially Serious. 
 

This case did not fall into any of the especially serious categories. 
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When assessing the degree of culpability and harm, the Panel used a scale of low, medium 
or high to more clearly quantify those factors. 
 
With few culpability sub-factors identified the Panel assessed the degree of overall 
culpability as Low.     
 
 
Harm 
 
The Panel found that harm in this case was limited to potential reputational harm to the 
Police Service and to GMP.  The Panel found that the ordinary, rational and reasonable 
member of the public could distinguish the officers’ behaviour in this case with other forms of 
more serious misconduct.  Whilst both officers had been untruthful, their dishonesty was 
limited in nature and was not intended to cause loss or serious harm.  The Panel concluded 
that both officers had been forced to the end of their tether by Mr Greenwood’s actions.  
Both officers displayed what the Panel found to be a momentary lapse of judgement, caused 
by emotion stemming from a long running dispute with a neighbour who had acted badly 
towards them.   
 
By failing to disclose Mr Greenwood’s details, Mr Greenwood had his car towed away which 
put him to the expense of getting it back.  The officers acted appropriately in reporting the 
vehicle obstruction, but they should have provided their colleagues with Mr Greenwood’s 
name and address which would most likely have led to Mr Greenwood moving his car after a 
verbal warning.   
 
The Panel did not find that Mr Greenwood was a victim in any way and the Panel was 
satisfied that the average member of the public would have little or no sympathy with Mr 
Greenwood given his own petty and anti-social behaviour.  Therefore, the Panel did not find 
any harm to Mr Greenwood and found the risk of reputational harm to be low. 
 
The Panel therefore assessed harm overall to be Low.   

 
Culpability and harm were both found to be Low therefore the seriousness of this case was 
at the lower end of the range. 
 
 
Aggravating Features 
 
The Panel identified no aggravating features in this case.  

 
Mitigating Features 
 
The Panel found there were several mitigating features present: 
 

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

• Both officers were provoked by a long running dispute with the complainant 
which came to a head because of his actions. 

 
• Both officers admitted wrongdoing at an early stage. 
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• Both officers demonstrated genuine remorse, insight and accepted responsibility 
for their actions.  Both offered a public apology to Mr Greenwood through 
counsel. 

 
Overall Assessment of Seriousness 

Having assessed culpability and harm, the Panel arrived at a seriousness starting point of 
Low.  The Panel then took into account the aggravating features and mitigating features 
above.  With no aggravating features and several mitigating features present, the Panel 
decided the seriousness of this case was reduced further, but not beyond its categorisation 
as Low.  
 
Personal Mitigation  
 
An impressive set of character references was produced for both officers and the Panel 
concluded their dismissal would be a genuine loss to the public.  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 outcome. 
 
The Purpose  
 
Having assessed seriousness as Low, 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.  
 
Mr Davies for the officers accepted on their behalf that the least serious sanction available to 
the Panel realistically was not a Written Warning but a FWW.  The Panel agreed that a FWW 
was the appropriate starting point. 
 
The Panel was satisfied that neither PS Hague nor PC Bowker pose a threat to the public 
they serve.  They each told a lie, in emotional circumstances, of a kind which did not lead the 
Panel to conclude either officer has a propensity to be dishonest or untruthful.  Whilst both 
officers breached the SPB, the Panel did not find that PS Hague or PC Bowker were 
dishonest officers or officers who lacked integrity.  Failing to disclose what they knew about 
the vehicle and its owner was dishonest but dishonesty of a lower order which arose of a 
mitigating circumstances. 
 
The Panel was satisfied both officers have learned from this experience and will not repeat 
their mistakes. 
 
Whilst the public would not condone the officers’ behaviour, the Panel was satisfied the 
general public would not regard their conduct as so serious as to warrant dismissal, in the 
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circumstances of this case.  The Panel were satisfied that a FWW was sufficient to maintain 
public confidence and was sufficient to uphold standards and to deter others.    
 
For the above reasons the Panel found that a FWW was the appropriate outcome for each 
officer. 
 
 
 
Mr Callum Cowx – LQC 
Supt Lewis Hughes – PPM 
Mr Rob Sanders Jackson – IPM 
 
28 February 2022 
 
 


