WRITTEN DECISION OF GROSS MISCONDUCT HEARING AND APPEAL
NOTIFICATION.

OFFICER DETAILS

Name PC 31020 Alexander KIMBER
FIN

Warrant No

File Ref C0/70/24

At a Gross Misconduct Hearing held on the 22" December 2025, the
following breach(s) of the Standards of Professional Behaviour were
alleged:

DERBYSHIRE CONSTABULARY

POLICE (CONDUCT) REGULATIONS 2020

Notice of Referral of Alleged Breach of the Standards of Professional
Behaviour to Misconduct Proceedings — Regulation 30 of the Police
(Conduct) Regulations 2020

Rank Force No. Name
Constable 31020 Alexander Kimber
T/Superintend
Report Details: ent Katie
Andrews

This is to notify you that the investigation into the alleged breach of the Standards
of Professional Behaviour made against you, as set out in the Regulation 17
notice(s) has been completed and a determination has been made that there is a
case for you to answer in respect of misconduct and the allegation(s) have been
referred to a misconduct hearing.

Details of the conduct that it is alleged may have breached the Standards of
Professional Behaviour are found below (see Notes overleaf).

Your conduct is alleged to have breached the standards of professional behaviour
as follows:

1. FACTS

1.1 At all relevant times, you were employed by Derbyshire Constabulary
as a police constable, having commenced employment on 31
December 2022.

1.2 At all relevant times, you were subject to Derbyshire Constabulary’s
Sexual Harassment Policy and in particular

1.2.1. Section 3 which state that the definition of sexual harassment
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1.2.2.

1.2.3.

occurs when a person engages in unwanted conduct of a
sexual nature that has the purpose or effect of: Violating
someone’s dignity, whether intended or not [and/or] Creating
an intimidating, hostile, degrading, humiliating or offensive
environment for them, whether intended or not.

Section 4 which confirms that individuals are responsible for
.... Treating colleagues with dignity and respect

Section 5 which confirms that sexual harassment includes a
wide range of behaviours, including but not limited to sexual
comments ... unwelcome touching, hugging, massaging or
kissing

1.3 On various dates as set out below, between 1 February 2024 and 30
November 2024, you displayed inappropriate behaviour towards
female colleagues which failed to maintain a professional boundary
and/ or had the potential to cause them to feel harassed by reason of
their sex, consisting of

1.31

1.3.2

1.3.3

Making inappropriate sexual and/ or personal comments to
female colleagues

Sending messages to female colleagues which were unwanted
and/ or inappropriately personal

Touching female colleagues in a manner which was unwanted
and/or inappropriately personal.

1.4 In respect of your colleague Person A, whilst on duty and on police
premises,

1.4.1

1.4.2

1.4.3

1.4.4

1.4.5

1.4.6

1.4.7

1.4.8

On an unknown date, in March 2024, you commented to
Person A when she was not wearing her PPE words to the
effect of It’s nice to see you without your kit on

On an unknown date between March and June 2024, you
kicked Person A’s left buttock

On 13 May 2024, you sent a message to Person A asking her
to fetch your radio and referred to her as beautiful

On 13 May 2024, you sent a message to Person A which
stated Ignore me miss smack your bum

On an unknown date in June 2024, you poked Person A on her
left buttock

Following the incident at paragraph 1.5.5. above, you sent a
message to Person A via the social media application
SnapChat which stated words to the effect of Poking you on
the arse has made my day

On an unknown date, whilst Person A was speaking with a
colleague PC Wright, you hugged Person A

On various unknown dates you have sent Person A messages
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1.4.9

which were inappropriate as they contained kisses at the end
of the message and/ or referred to Person A as beautiful and/
or commented about Person A's bottom

On various unknown dates, you have massaged Person A's
shoulders

1.4.10 On one or more occasion between August and October 2024,

you have commented to Person A about her hair style and/ or
have pulled her hair.

1.5 In respect of Person B

1.51

1.5.2

1.5.3

1.54

On an unknown date in May 2024, you sent a message to
Person B that You've done a good job these past few days ...
and it helps that you’re good to look at

On various dates in October 2024, you have responded to
Person B’s photographs on social media with a heart emaji
and/ or a fire emoji

In October 2024, you sent a message to Person B which stated
Bet you still look stunning

On 2 November 2024, you spoke with Person B whilst on duty
and on police premises and commented words to the effect of
Not that I'm complaining because you’re good to look at but
what are you still doing here and/ or you hugged Person B.

1.6 In respect of Person C

1.6.1

1.6.2

On an unknown date, in February 2024, whilst in duty and on
police premises you slapped the bottom of Person C.

On various unknown dates, on one or more occasion you
commented on Person C’s social media posts with emojis and/
or a flame emoji

1.7 In respect of Person F, having been advised by Person D that she did
not want personal contact from the Officer, you continued to send
messages to her on various dates which included sending heart
emojis and/ or a message which stated / was really contemplating
leaving my lot to be with you.

1.8 In respect of Person E

1.8.1

1.8.2

On various unknown dates, you sent messages to Person E
via the social media application which contained kisses

On 12 October 2024, whilst on duty and on police premises,
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you hugged Person E and/ or stated words to the effect of / told
you | was going to hug you the next time | saw you.

1.9 On an unknown date, you sent a message to your colleague Person F
about a female colleague which included words to the effect of tell her
she needs to show me her boobs for being late

2. PARTICULARS OF MISCONDUCT

2.1 The conduct between paragraphs 1.2. and 1.9
2.1.1 Tends to undermine public confidence in the police;

2.1.2 Represents a failure to act with respect and courtesy as you
failed to recognise and maintain professional boundaries with
female colleagues

2.1.3 Represents discriminatory and/or harassing behaviour on the
grounds of your colleagues’ sex

3. REASONS THAT THE CONDUCT AMOUNTS TO GROSS

MISCONDUCT

3.1 The conduct cumulatively was persistent and repeated in respect of a
number of female colleagues

3.2 The conduct had the potential to create a hostile, intimidating or
degrading work environment for those colleagues

3.3 The conduct concerned instances of inappropriate sexualised and/ or
inappropriate conduct in respect of colleagues

3.4 The conduct was seriously inappropriate

STANDARDS OF PROFESSIONAL BEHAVIOUR
4.1 Discreditable Conduct

4.2 Authority, Respect, and Courtesy

4.3 Equality and Diversity

Documents served with this notice

You are provided with copies of the following documents in accordance
with Regulation 30:-

A disclosure pack of the relevant documents obtained during the investigation
including the Investigating Officer's report and the statement made by you to
the Investigator during the course of the investigation.

(see attached index)
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Name of Investigating Officer:
DC 2266 Annie Pilkington

This constitutes your Notice for the allegation outlined above

Response to Reg 30 Notice PC 31020 Alex Kimber

Allegations 1.4 — all allegations relation to Person A

| accept Gross Misconduct

My actions towards Person A were intended as friendly nothing more, | am very
upset that my actions towards her have caused such upset and that she didn’t
feel able to tell me that | had upset her, | now see how my actions were
inappropriate, and | am extremely remorseful. this type of behaviour will never
happen again, and | have sought therapy to understand my actions and to better
understand boundaries.

Allegations 1.5 — all allegations in relation to Person B

| accept Gross Misconduct

My actions towards Person B were intended to be friendly and nothing more. | am
very upset that my actions towards her have caused such upset and that she
didn’t feel able to tell me that | had upset her. | now see how my actions were
inappropriate and | am extremely remorseful. This type of behaviour will never
happen again and | have sought therapy to understand my actions and to better
understand boundaries.

Allegations 1.6 — all allegations in relation to Person C

| accept Gross Misconduct

My actions towards Person C were intended to be friendly and nothing more. | am
very upset that my actions towards her have caused such upset and that she
didn’t feel able to tell me that | had upset her. | now see how my actions were
inappropriate and | am extremely remorseful. This type of behaviour will never
happen again and | have sought therapy to understand my actions and to better
understand boundaries.

| slapped her bottom in the act of “geeing up” to go and make a round a hot
drinks as she never did this and then we got distracted talking to colleagues. My
actions were not intended to degrade her nor were they in any way of a sexual
nature but | completely understand and accept how inappropriate they were.

Allegations 1.7 - all allegations in relation to Person F

| accept Gross Misconduct

My actions towards Person F were intended to be friendly and nothing more.
Whilst | believed we were in a short relationship | believe my actions were
appropriate in the circumstances. Person D advised that the personal type of
messages needed to stop, not that all contact should stop. My final message to
her was inappropriate but this was meant as nothing more than to show she is
worth something as she was suffering from low self-esteem from a number of set
backs in her personal life.

| am very upset that my actions towards her have caused such upset and that she
didn’t feel able to tell me that | had upset her. | now see how my actions were

Page 50of 15




inappropriate, and | am extremely remorseful. This type of behaviour will never
happen again and | have sought therapy to understand my actions and to better
understand boundaries.

Allegations 1.8 — all allegations in relation to Person E

| accept Gross Misconduct

My actions towards Person E were intended to be friendly and nothing more. |
believe that a kiss at the end of a message is a less abrupt way to end a
sentence to a someone who | thought was a friend than a full-stop. It does not
mean that | want to kiss them. Whilst | don’t always do this, | do put “X” to male
friends as well. After speaking to my wife she sends “X’s” to the window cleaner
but it doesn’t mean she wants to kiss him.

Around the hug, | did hug Person E. She looked down in the dumps and was
alone in a open doored office. To me a hug is a sign of kindness. | now
understand that this act is not appropriate in a work place unless the other person
consents to a hug. This type of behaviour will never happen again and | am upset
that she did not feel she could tell me that | had upset her. | have sought therapy
to understand my actions and better understand boundaries.

Alleigation (sic) 1.9 — allegation of message to Person F

| accept Gross Misconduct

The message in question was a 7am attempt at some humour after spending the
night shift at the QMC on a bed guard watching a prisoner who was in a coma. |
had a colleague with me that didn’t understand the paperwork or procedure that
needed to be followed so just sat there and did not say a lot. | had to sort
everything though the night and sort the FMO out and liaise with the hospital staff.
| was annoyed that | had to return to llkeston Police Station and then come back
past the QMC to make my way home. Due to traffic | didn’t return home until
about 10am that day. This was a silly text to send to him. | thought he would take
it as a joke and not as something serious due his nature and how | knew him to
be. Of course | would not want her boobs nor would | expect her to. | was
annoyed and very tired. This is not an excuse regarding my behaviour but it is
trying to explain why this was sent. | now know my actions were inappropriate
and | am extremely remorseful. This type of behaviour will never happen again
and | have sought therapy to understand my actions and to better understand
boundaries.

I know | have made mistakes in my actions towards my colleagues but my actions
have never been malicious nor meant to cause offence. | just wanted to make
them feel better or have some self-belief or lighten the mood by joking around. In
doing this | have made a great error of judgement that will never be repeated.
Being a police officer is all | have ever wanted to do since | was 4 years old. |
have attempted 13 times to achieve this and | finally did this at the age of 35. | am
incredibly proud to be a police officer and serve the public which | have done with
every employment | have had since | left school, all building up to being a PC. |
will never make these mistakes again as my therapy has challenged me to
change my behaviours and tackle the fundamental issue which was my
relationship with my mother in childhood, which | have done.

| have never had any misconduct investigations ever in any of my jobs and have
always served the public to the best of my abilities. This investigation has never
questioned my abilities or competencies as a police officer but has questioned my
personal compass. | have sought hard to adjust this and have accepted the
previous version of my self was wrong. | do wish to be given another chance and
this type of behaviour will never ever happen again.
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Pc 31020
Alex
Kimber

The Conduct is found Proven and Constitutes Gross Misconduct

Live Written Warning or Final Written Warning Existing NO

The Decision of the Panel is (please check box):

[ ] Dismissed Without Notice

The Reasons are Shown Below:

At the time and date set for the hybrid in person/virtual hearing Ms Briggs,
Solicitor, appeared for the Appropriate Authority (AA). The Investigating officer DC
Annie Pilkington was present.

PC Kimber was represented by PC Mills on behalf of the Police Federation.

The Panel present at the hearing was comprised of ACC Diane Coulson (Chair),
Andrew Robotham and Fleur Kellet. The Panel were the decision makers in this
hearing. The Panel was advised and assisted by Trevor Jones acting as Legally
Qualified Person (LQP) who attended by video link.

At an earlier pre meeting the Chair had given a number of directions having heard
both parties. They are within a document of record served on the parties within a
day or so of the pre meeting and there was no request to set them out here.

There were no materials or submissions made before the Panel concerning the
application of or consideration of the Equality Act 2010.

The parties sought some additional time before the hearing was due to start today
at 9.30am to confer. The explanation given was that PC Kimber had tendered his
resignation, this apparently has been accepted as of today and before the hearing
was to start, by the Deputy Chief Constable. PC Mills told the Panel that PC
Kimber now aware that his resignation had been accepted had chosen to leave the
building and did not wish to attend the hearing.

In light of this the Panel was being asked by the parties to consider the matter on
the basis that PC Kimber is now a Former Officer. It was the joint position of the
parties the hearing should proceed today without PC Kimber being present. In light
of this, noting there was no application to adjourn and taking account of the public
interest in the matter being heard, determined the hearing should proceed. The
Panel was grateful to PC Mills for remaining and speaking on behalf of the Fromer
Officer.

Facts and Breach of Standards: Proved.
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Miss Briggs on behalf of the AA outlined the case in line with the AA Opening Note
that had been circulated to parties and the Panel in advance of the hearing,
making specific submissions with reference to the materials before the Panel as to
how each allegation was made out against the civil standard of proof, the burden
of proof resting with the AA in these proceedings.

The Panel did take account of the submissions set out in the AA Opening Note and
PC Kimber's Regulation 31 response to the notice of allegations. He makes
admission therein which were repeated at the hearing.

In light of this the Panel with an overview of the papers for this hearing, which
included admissions by PC Kimber (now referred to as Former Officer)
(admissions repeated by his representative today) statements filed on behalf of the
AA included statements of truth, took into account the burden and standard of
proof being with the AA found the alleged facts proved, as well as, breaches of
Standards of Professional Behaviour as alleged in the Regulation 30 notice.

In reaching this decision, the Panel found that the AA has discharged the burden
and standard of proof in these proceedings to the civil standard (see section 9.10
of Home Office Guidance), without the need to direct the calling of further or oral
evidence. The Panel has been assisted by the clarity provided and information
contained in the Investigating Officer’s report.

It follows with reference to appropriate guidance as to Standards, taking account of
that put by the AA in terms of submissions on breach of standards (Discreditable
Conduct; Authority, Respect & Courtesy; and Equality and Diversity) the Panel
finds the facts proved that the Former Officer's conduct amounts to a breach of
standards as cited for reasons as set out by the AA.

Misconduct, Gross Misconduct or neither: Gross Misconduct found.

In relation to the question of whether the facts as proved and breach of standards
amount to no misconduct, misconduct or gross misconduct, the panel were mindful
of guidance referred to by the AA and reference to Regulation 2 of the Police
(Conduct) Regulations 2020 (the 2020 Regulations), that is to say, Misconduct
being a breach of Standards of Professional Behaviour, and Gross Misconduct as
a breach of the Standards of Professional Behaviour so serious that dismissal
would be justified.

The AA made representations at the hearing as to the seriousness of the
misconduct and reminded the Panel of the purpose of police misconduct
proceedings being not to punish, but to protect public confidence in and the
reputation of the police service, require the upholding and declaring of high
professional standards, and to protect fellow officers, police staff and the public
from repetition of such misconduct.

In terms of seriousness, it was submitted by the AA with reference to College of
Policing Guidance that Culpability and Harm were high, and are also serious, when
aggravating and mitigating factors are taken account of.

Miss Briggs on behalf of the AA made a number of submissions as to why the facts
and breach of standards were so serious as to warrant consideration of dismissal
without notice (Reg 2).

PC Mills for the Former Officer confirmed gross misconduct was admitted, though

Page 8 of 15




this would be a matter for the Panel to determine.

It was submitted by the AA that the Former Officer's actions breached the
requirement for all serving Officers to have high standards and not behave in a
way that would seriously undermine public confidence in the police service. In
considering matters in the round, the Panel is aware of training the Former Officer
would and ought to have been recently aware of having joined the police service
on 31 December 2022, and would thereafter be in training. This commonly
includes reference to Force policies in respect of the matters subject of the
allegations and Breach of Standards. The Panel determined there are underlying,
repeated and admitted, concerns, as to his behaviour towards female colleagues
on a number of separate occasions in 2024. In the panels judgment this
demonstrates deep seated attitudinal behaviour(s) running contrary to important
core principles of the police service concerning Discreditable Conduct, Authority
Respect and Courtesy, and Equality, Diversity and Inclusion; and, in particular as
to his mind set concerning his repeated conduct and behaviour towards a number
of younger female police officers.

The comments made by the Former Officer in his Reg 30 response appear to be
somewhat self-centred, as to the effects of the proceedings upon him, and
minimising the responsibility he must take for his own actions. In reaching this
decision, the Panel is aware he makes to reference to his disappointment in why
one or more of the complainants did not challenge his behaviour towards them. In
the Panel’s judgement this demonstrates a marked lack of insight on his part. The
Panel considered all he has put forward but can only conclude that whilst the
allegations and Breaches of Standards, were admitted by the Former Officer, any
apology given to his victims is somewhat tainted by this submission. The Panel
taking all into account, from both parties, that the Former Officers actions were
repeated across a number of different victims, innuendo and sexual touching and
texts, against which the Panel concludes (as was admitted in some respect by the
Former Officer he has engaged in such) the Former Officer was pursuing sexual
relationships with females. It rejected entirely his suggestion they could have
simply told him to stop, it notes one victims did so; but he persisted. Simply put he
should have known of the consequences of his actions. His text to a male officer,
suggesting a female officer who occasioned the Former Officer delay, ought as a
result of this to bare her breasts to him, is wholly objectionable and has no place in
any work place.

The Former officer in his response to the allegations cites that he had over all his
work received no prior formal disciplinary outcome. This is respect of his role as a
Constable appointed in 2022 this is certainly so and is the position the Panel
adopts. The Panel has considered this reference much through the lens he has not
been legally represented and may not appreciate the Panel in the papers he has
seen there is reference to his work as police staff in Leicestershire where he was
advised as to his conduct in not dissimilar circumstances. The Panel makes it clear
it has not taken this as a previous disciplinary finding against him, and in fairness
to him, does not conclude his words were intended to mislead.

Moreover, there is little, if any, reference made the Former Officer as to how these
admitted allegations would seriously detract from an important issue the Panel
must consider in this hearing: the maintenance of public confidence in the police
service.

The Panel found the misconduct (and when all is taken account of) is so serious as
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to amount to gross misconduct within the meaning of Regulation 2, in that it would
warrant consideration of dismissal without notice had the Former Officer still been
in post.

Outcome Decision: dismissal without notice if the Former Officer was still in
service.

When addressing outcome, the panel were mindful of the Harm to public
confidence in terms of a serving Officer participating in such exchanges. The law is
clear and does not materially differentiate as to whether the behaviour was/were
when on or off duty; or whether the behaviour or any exchanges were witnessed or
disseminated in the public domain.

The findings made against the Former Officer are serious when the Panel has
regard to guidance it has been referred to.

Culpability. The panel finds the disciplinary investigation in which the Former
Officer found himself the subject of was entirely of his own making. There are
many incidents over a significant period of time and several victims. Moreover, the
Former Officer made adverse comments as to the anatomy of a female officer
when discussing this Officer with another male colleague.

Harm: The Panel found this is stark and highly culpable behaviour and is, in terms
of harm caused, highly damaging to public confidence in the police, when
consideration is given to the concerns that could be fairly and rightly expressed by
an informed and independent member of the public fully aware of the repeated
instances of gross misconduct in this case. The Panel is at pains to avoid double
counting in this narrative at this stage. It is the Panel's judgement the Former
Officer pursued sexual relations with female colleagues. This was not “jokey” or
being cheerful as he might say. In reaching this decision the Panel observes there
are a number of victims over a significant period of time, assailed with the ongoing
use of sexualised innuendo, physical touching and the texts the Panel has seen,
all make this plain in the Panels judgement.

Aggravating Features: There were many aggravating features, as set out by the
AA is their submission on this point, when considering the level of misconduct.
Miss Briggs on behalf of the AA had already addressed in some respects when
considering the level of misconduct in the case. The Panel makes it clear that in
considering the same at this stage it has not engaged in any form of double
counting.

Mitigating Features. As to personal mitigation the Former Officer admits that which
has been put to him, but any credit for this may be limited, as may have had little
choice to do otherwise, given the content of some texts and the number of victims
coming forward. He did engage with the disciplinary process up until the point at
which his resignation was accepted and that affords him some credit.

The Panel considered the submissions made and received a copy of the Former
Officer's Record of Service which was also considered. The Former Officer has
been regarded as reliable and willing to take the initiative to support his shift and
attended incidents proactively. Following these concerns coming to light he was
restricted to non-public facing roles and has said he worked diligently.

The Panel has considered the references he has provided, it not clear if all those
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providing reference know the extent of the concerns in this case, some aver to the
same. Others, perhaps by simple omission, do not do so. The Former Officer
alluded to seeking help, but the therapists letter he has forwarded, is very brief and
does not afford the Panel with evidence, (aside from the important public interest
concerns in the case), that repetition of the gross misconduct is highly unlikely.
There is a letter of commendation from the Chief Constable referencing an incident
in 2023 preceding these events.

Whilst in no measure dismissing that which the Former Officer has said, personal
mitigation in Regulatory Law proceedings such as these may carry less weight,
when amongst other principles underpinning the purpose of police disciplinary
proceedings are and must be taken account of. The AA submissions on this point
make this clear and provide helpful reference to guidance and case law which was
of assistance to the Panel.

The panel’s findings in summary are as follows:

e The seriousness of the conduct we have assessed at a level of Gross
Misconduct.

o The Former Officer’s culpability — the panel believes the officer’s behaviour
was entirely of his own making, intentional, deliberate and targeted towards
women. As a police officer he holds a position of trust and his behaviour
was not in line with policing values. In line with the submissions made, we
find that culpability high.

e The Harm caused by the Gross misconduct is indeed significant. There
was repeated behaviour and sexual gratification intent. Whilst no
assault/touching has been alleged, Violence Against Women and Girls
(VAWG) is a significant issue for policing and wider society and women and
girls must be able to trust and have confidence in policing. Again, the harm
caused by his actions are high and seriously undermines public confidence
in policing.

e The panel has considered aggravating or mitigating factors. Without re
iterating the individual acts as recited by the AA in their fair and helpful
submissions on the point and the information put on by and on behalf of the
Former Officer. Taking all of this into account the panel finds, much in line
with the AA’s submissions here, there are significant aggravating factors,
there are a number of victims over a significant period of time who should
be commended for coming forward.

e The purpose of the Panel is not to punish, but to protect public confidence
in the reputation of the police service, require the upholding and declaring

of high professional standards, and to protect fellow officer, police staff and
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the public from repletion of such gross misconduct. Some personal
mitigation has been provided by the Former Officer which the Panel has
fully considered, but it finds, this mitigation in Regulatory proceedings
carries less weight and does not outweigh the required purpose of these

proceedings in all the circumstances of this case.

Accordingly, the outcome decision of the Panel is that the Former
Officer would have been dismissed without notice if he were still in
post.

The Chair was addressed by both parties as to the Former Officers name
being published in any outcome decision. The Chair concluded publication
of the Former Officers name is in the public interest and this outweighs his
own interests in this regard.

Chair: ACC Di Coulson Signature:

W%l/\/
IPM:  Andrew Robotham Signature:

Dy
IPM:  Fleur Wrigley Signature:

Date: 06/01/2026
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