
I am invited to consider the allegations against a former Police Constable which are set 
out in the Regulation 51 notice. I adopt the approach which is suggested by the 
Appropriate Authority in its Opening Note:  

1. Whether the conduct is proved on the balance of probabilities or admitted?  

2. If so, whether the conduct breached the standards of professional behaviour? 

3. If so, whether it amounts to misconduct, gross misconduct, or neither 

4. If so, whether the former officer would have been dismissed had he not resigned. 

I will refer to the former Police Constable as ‘the officer’.  

The officer did not attend the accelerated misconduct hearing but he was represented 
by his police friend. The officer provided a written response to the investigation which 
was detailed and set out his position in respect of the allegations. The response made 
admissions to breaches of the standards of professional behaviour as alleged but did 
not amount to an admission that the conduct amounted to gross misconduct.  

The officer resigned on 5th December 2025. I have not read anything into that and have 
approached my deliberations focusing solely on the evidence. 

The officer was aware of the hearing but made a deliberate choice not to attend. I am 
entitled to proceed in his absence in accordance with regulation 57 and I am satisfied 
that there are no arrangements that could be made to facilitate his attendance.  

 

Is the conduct proved on the balance of probabilities or admitted?  

The evidence is not in dispute in so far as it is accepted that the officer sent messages 
into the group. He does not deny that messages attributed to him by the investigation 
were sent by him. What appears to be in dispute are certain aspects of the case which 
appear to be relevant to mitigation; in particular, that the officer was not at the time aware 
that certain phrases were discriminatory or derogatory, or that he did not intend the 
comments at the time to mean what others have inferred from them.  

The investigation has focussed on a period between 15 June 2020 and 26 December 2020 
when the officer was a member and administrator of a WhatsApp group entitled “P90 Test 
Successful”, inaugurated on the 15th June. The title of the group is said to be a reference 
to the video game Call of Duty (COD) and the purpose of the group, ostensibly, was to 
discuss online gaming. There were six participants, including others who were also 
serving police officers.   

I do not intend to repeat the comments but they are frequently crude and vulgar. They 
typify boorish and unpleasant behaviour where the contributors attempt to see who can 
make the most derogatory and/or offensive comment. Even if these comments are 



merely meant to shock and/or entertain the group by means of how appalling they are, 
they are inherently reprehensible. Police officers who engage in these comments are 
likely to significantly undermine public confidence in the Police.  

Were the public aware that a respected and experienced police officer in Contact 
Management or Response expressed views that he regarded women as ‘birds’ or sexual 
objects, or spoke about shooting ‘ragheads’ whilst playing video games, this could only 
have a damaging effect on their confidence in seeking help from the Police as a victim of 
crime. There is, rightly, significant concern in the national public attention about how 
male police officers treat their female colleagues and female members of the public. 
Whilst the behaviour here is limited to comments in a private chat, that does little to 
diminish concern about what was being expressed.  

A number of the comments make reference to the fact that the WhatsApp group is a “safe 
space” and that parties can speak freely here. The only inference is that it is a space in 
which offensive and derogatory comments will not be challenged. There is evidence that 
the officer instigated a number of these comments, which undermines his assertion that 
he tried to divert or neutralise the toxic behaviour in the group. The officer also denies that 
this was the intention of the group. However, that assertion is also undermined by the 
comments that parties can speak freely; even at page 1672 where a member states ‘aah 
a chat where you don’t have to rethink before you click send’.  

I note further that the discriminatory comments also include references to 
‘windowlickers’ and ‘retards’ which appear to be directed in a general sense towards the 
wider public. These are seriously offensive terms which show a gross disregard for 
respect and courtesy towards persons with disabilities.  

I also find it extraordinary that an extremely graphic video of a person being murdered and 
almost decapitated was shared in the group. Whilst the officer did not comment on that, 
he did not take any action to report or challenge the fact that such a grossly inappropriate 
video was shared; apparently for the group’s entertainment.  

Collectively, the comments consistently show disrespect to women, minority groups, 
and persons with disabilities. Other comments use bad language aggressively and 
demean other members. As indicated above, the group’s behaviour appears to reflect a 
version of toxic masculinity which is aggressive, boorish, and crude; and the status of 
group members is reflected by how aggressive, boorish and crude they can be.  

I note that the officer has provided a detailed response which tries to provide some 
context and explanation that the comments were not intended as they may be read. The 
explanation at points makes little sense. The officer did not attend the hearing and I 
accept that he has had health problems which may have contributed to this. However, 
had the officer attended the hearing I would have expected questions to be put to him 
about the explanation he has provided and some of the inconsistencies therein. As he 



did not attend to resolve those inconsistencies, I cannot reconcile these issues. I 
suspect, however, that those inconsistencies are not capable of reconciliation; and that, 
in fact, the position is exactly as it appears.  

I note that the officer attempts to explain that he did not know that the term ‘raghead’ was 
a racial slur. I find that difficult to believe. The term is far from obscure and the officer is 
an experienced and knowledgeable police officer. Even if, as it is suggested, the term was 
used by another team in the online game as their group name, the term is used with 
evident glee when describing shooting online combatants and is even used by the officer 
as the objective when setting out to play the game.  

The officer’s response to the investigation, if true, suggests an extraordinary level of 
naivete that is not consistent with the testimonies attributed to him by his colleagues and 
superiors in respect of his work.  

I acknowledge that the officer has an impressive collection of character testimonies that 
show that he was liked, trusted and effective in his role. I note his Superintendent’s 
commendation and the female colleagues that have given detail about the support he 
has given them in their private lives and the respect he has shown for them.  

I am left with the conclusion that the officer showed one face to his friends on the group, 
and another to his colleagues in the workplace. I acknowledge that he is entitled to a 
private life, but once his conduct in his private life becomes known to the organisation, 
there is clear authority that the conduct should be judged according to how it affects his 
role as a police officer.  

As such, I find the conduct proved; and in respect of the explanation provided by the 
officer, I find it lacks credibility. I believe that he knew what he was doing when he made 
the comments and he knew the context and the implications of what he was saying. I do 
not believe that he meant to do harm, but find that he was playing up to the unpleasant 
and toxic atmosphere of the group in which all the participants bear some responsibility.  

As a police officer, he is expected to rise above that behaviour. He is expected to lead by 
example and show the moral authority that is required of a person who protects the 
vulnerable and serves the community by enforcing the law. The officer fundamentally 
failed to do any of those things.  

 

Has the conduct breached the standards of professional behaviour? 

The conduct breaches the following standards of professional behaviour:  

Authority respect and courtesy: because it failed to treat colleagues and members of 
the public respectfully, by speaking about them in a disparaging and grossly offensive 
way.  



Discreditable Conduct: because the conduct is likely to undermine public confidence in 
the police service.  

Equality and Diversity: because the conduct involved discriminatory language by 
speaking about women in a specifically derogatory and sexual way; by using racist 
language involving slurs about minority groups; and by using derogatory and offensive 
slurs about disability to describe members of the public.  

Failing to Challenge and Report: because other police officers behaved in a similar 
fashion, and the officer took no action to challenge them about their conduct or 
disclose that fact when it should have been obvious to him that their conduct breached 
the standards of professional behaviour.  

 

Does it amount to misconduct, gross misconduct, or neither? 

The conduct amounts to gross misconduct. I note the College of Policing Guidance 
specifically states that discriminatory conduct is always serious.  

The officer set up the group and the offending comments were made the same day. 
There is reference to the group being a place where the members could say what they 
want. They did so, repeatedly, over a period of months. These are relevant aggravating 
features.  

The comments are pointedly offensive, and I believe that this was the purpose of them; 
to entertain others by shock value. If there was a lack of malicious intent on the part of 
the officer, and if he was ‘playing to the crowd’, this offers little excuse. It encouraged 
behaviour on the part of others, who themselves played up to the officer’s conduct. The 
officer was instrumental in setting the tone of the group.  

 

If so, whether the former officer would have been dismissed had he not resigned? 

 
I adopt the approach advocated by the College of Policing; namely, to assess 
seriousness bearing in mind the purpose of outcomes in police misconduct cases. 
Those purposes are:  

1. Protect the public 
2. Maintain high standards 
3. Protect public confidence in policing  

Culpability 

I believe culpability is high. The officer was instrumental in setting the tone for the 
group. I do not accept that the officer was mistaken in his understanding of certain 



terms or as to the context of the comments that he made. The comments were 
pointedly offensive, and I believe the officer knew what he was doing. He was not led by 
others into the group’s behaviour but was a principal instigator. 

Harm  

I believe the potential for harm to public confidence in policing is high. There is 
significant concern about the attitude of male police officers to female colleagues and 
members of the public. Racist language on the part of a police officer is inexcusable. 
Discriminatory conduct must be treated seriously.  

Aggravating factors 

Taking care not to double count, I believe the aggravating factors  are the number of 
comments and the length of time over which the behaviour continued. There was plenty 
of time for the officer to reflect on his conduct.  

Mitigating factors 

In respect of the conduct, I acknowledge that the conduct was some time ago and there 
was no evidence that between December 2020 and these proceedings the officer has 
behaved in a similar way.  
 

I have had regard to the officer’s record of service and note his impressive character 
testimony. I have had regard to the effect of these proceedings on the officer’s health, 
which has been significant.  

Ultimately, I am asked to consider what would be the lowest applicable sanction to 
maintain public confidence in the Police, and have to conduct a balancing exercise 
between the seriousness of the conduct proved against the mitigating information 
available. I should prioritise the interest in maintaining public confidence over any 
personal mitigation, although I should not disregard this.  

This is a case where the officer disparaged women, used racial and ableist slurs, and took 
the opportunity to regularly use offensive and derogatory language to them. He did it 
consistently and over a matter of months, in a private group chat that he himself set up. 
These factors lead me to believe that the only proper outcome in this case would have 
been dismissal without notice, had the officer not resigned.  

The officer’s details will be added to the police barred list.  

The officer has a right of appeal against this decision; and should provide a written notice 
of appeal within ten working days of receiving this rationale.  

 

 



 

 

 


