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Civil Nuclear Constabulary
Misconduct Hearing - Monday 27th April 2026 
Officer A 
Venue – The Culham Conference Centre, Culham Science Centre, Abingdon OX14 3DB.

We, the Panel, have considered our purpose within the misconduct regime which is:
1.	To maintain public confidence and the reputation of the police service
2.	To uphold high standards in policing and deter misconduct
3.	To protect the public.
This is a case concerning matters as particularised in the Regulation 30 notice served upon Officer A. In summary: 
1. Discreditable Conduct and
1. Honesty and Integrity 

The officer responded to the allegations.

Findings of fact
The first stage for the Panel is to make findings of fact in relation to the allegations.
In making the findings of fact, the Panel was assisted by all the evidence before it, the evidence heard and, in the bundle, the submissions made, by both the AA (Appropriate Authority) and Officer A, who gave evidence.
The burden of proof is on the appropriate authority, and it is the simple balance of probabilities, i.e. what is more likely than not.
In this matter, Officer A has admitted the facts of the allegations and there was therefore no need for any witnesses other than the officer himself. He accepted a breach of professional behaviour. There was a dispute in terms of a finding of misconduct, but not gross misconduct on the part of Officer A. Therefore, this hearing was to decide the matter in terms of findings of fact surrounding the incident. 

Summary of evidence. 
A first version of a statement was given in a criminal investigation, then Officer A sought to give a second account, at a later stage. Therefore, there were two accounts given, of the same events.
The AA stated that in any criminal trial, the defence would be entitled to be given both statements, this could potentially undermine any criminal trial, based on these events. 
The material differences in the two statements given to the police were, variation in the location identified to be the place or venue of the crime, he reason for Officer A being at the location of the crime, the duration Officer A was at the location before the incident, the number of assailants involved, the nature of all the crimes potentially committed towards Officer A. 
These distinctions were drawn upon by the AA, who cited such misconduct as gross misconduct. 

Breaches of the standards of professional behaviour
In relation to these allegations, the AA says the officer’s behaviour has breached the standards of professional behaviour in relation to the following:

Conduct and honesty and integrity.
On the balance of probabilities, the Panel do find that the officer has breached these standards, and we accept his admission of breach of those standards. 
This is because he has behaved in a manner which could discredit the police service.
The conduct could result in members of the public losing trust and confidence in the policing profession given the variation in content of both statements given in a criminal investigation. 
Officers should behave in a manner whether on or off duty which does not bring discredit on the police service or undermine public confidence in policing.

Seriousness assessment
In assessing the seriousness of the misconduct, we have considered:
1.	The officer’s culpability. 
In this matter, the allegations that we have found proven all concerned the direct conduct of the officer. The officer had a responsibility to act in line with the relevant standards. Based upon the evidence Seriousness assessment
In terms of culpability, the AA stated that Officer A intended to tell lies on a specific date. Officer A lied initially to his family, then to the police, then to his Inspector. Potentially, these actions could have led to serious consequences in any criminal case and, if sustained, could have led to Officer A lying under oath.
Whilst the circumstances arose off duty, the private life dishonesty had a direct impact on Officer A’s operational deployment, given there was an admission of dishonesty. This would influence his work life and Officer A could not be used in the evidential chain when on duty.
The Culpability therefore falls in the range of high seriousness.

2.	The harm caused (and the risk of harm).
There is a risk of reputational harm as the public would see this behaviour as unprofessional. There is a risk of harm within the service itself due to the impact this matter could have upon trust between colleagues. 
We find on the balance of probabilities that the AA has proved that the harm and risk of harm in this matter therefore falls at the high level of seriousness.

3.	The aggravating factors. 
The panel found here was an element of planning by Officer A in returning to a venue he had visited previously and that he was aware of the risks he took. 
That the dishonesty continued over a period of time. 
The statements given to the police were signed by officer A and would be used in any court proceedings. Officer A would personally gain by protecting his reputation and family.
Officer A did not provide the correct version of events at the earliest possible opportunity.

4.	Mitigating factors.
There was openness from the officer at the various stages of the investigation, including his admission of misconduct.
The experience was traumatic for the officer.

In conclusion, the Panel find that culpability is high level and the harm and risk of harm is high level. 
Together with the aggravating and mitigating factors, the seriousness overall is at the high level of seriousness.
There are no previous allegations of misconduct brought to the Panel’s attention at this stage.

Level of Misconduct
The Appropriate Authority alleges that the breaches amount to gross misconduct. The Officer admits that his actions amount to misconduct only.
Gross misconduct means a breach of the standards of professional behaviour, which is so serious as to justify dismissal. 
Misconduct means a breach of the standards of professional behaviour that is so serious as to justify disciplinary action.
Having regard to the above and all the matters the Panel  heard and considered, it finds that this is a matter that falls within the definition of gross misconduct. This is because the conduct was intentional, and due to the impact and potential impact on public confidence and on the reputation of policing.
This finding fulfils the purpose of the misconduct regime, which the Panel considered when making this determination.

Judgment on outcome Officer A 
The Panel have considered all the submissions, the evidence, Officer A’s Service Record, and the College of Policing Guidance on outcomes.
The pane also considered its purpose within the misconduct regime which is:
1.	To maintain public confidence and the reputation of the police service
2.	To uphold high standards in policing and deter misconduct
3.	To protect the public.
In relation to the seriousness of the misconduct, the Panel already considered this and make no changes to its assessment at this stage.
Personal mitigation and the record of Officer A was considered at this stage.
The panel reminded itself in line with case law, that personal mitigation is less important than the interests of the profession and the protection of the public.

Outcome
The AA submits that only a finding that Officer A is dismissed will fulfil the purposes of the disciplinary process. Officer A says that a final written warning is sufficient.
Having considered all the above matters and the available outcomes, the Panel firstly considered whether a final written warning was sufficient. 
The Panel directed themselves as to the purpose of the misconduct regime as set out above and that the purpose of misconduct proceedings is not to punish the officer. 
The Panel reminded themselves that the Civil Nuclear Constabulary is  in a privileged position of trust and as such, the public expect it  to exercise its position appropriately and professionally.
Having regard to the purpose and all the matters set out above, the Panel do not consider that a final written warning is sufficient when considering the nature of the proven allegations, the purpose of the disciplinary regime and the protection of the public. 
The Panel acknowledge that everyone including officers can make mistakes. However, there is a point where mistakes are of such a serious nature that only the ultimate sanction of dismissal without notice is appropriate.
For the above reasons, it is the Panel’s finding that the proven conduct is of such a serious nature and reaches the relevant threshold, when considering the three-fold purpose of the regime.
Therefore, it is the Panel’s finding that only dismissal without notice will fulfil the purpose of the misconduct regime.
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