Public Document Pack

Joint Independent Ethics Committee

Monday, 30 September 2024 at 9.30am in The Exchange (Room 8), County Hall, Preston, PR1
oLD

NB If you have any queries regarding the agenda papers or require any further information, please
contact Amy Robertson, Governance Support Officer, Office of the Police and Crime Commissioner

AGENDA

Part | (Open to Press and Public)

1. Welcome and Introduction from the Chair

2 Apologies for Absence

3 Minutes of the Previous Meeting held on 24th June 2024 3-8
4, Matters Arising 9-10
5 Code of Ethics Implementation Update

Tracey Hailwood / Pamela Hudson to provide an update to members.
6. Members Updates from Thematic Areas

Stop & Search Use of Force

Custody Detention Scrutiny Panel
Professional Standards Sub-Committee
Diversity Equality and Inclusion

Code of Ethics Implementation Update

arwON=

7. Ethical Dilemma - Trust and Confidence 11 - 56

To consider the ethical dilemma in relation to pension forfeitures.

8. Any Other Business
9. Date of Next Meeting
TBC.

Steve Freeman
INTERIM CHIEF EXECUTIVE
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Agenda Iltem 3

JOINT INDEPENDENT ETHICS COMMITTEE
Minutes of the meeting held on 24th June 2024

PRESENT

Dr Gill Strachan (Chair)
Mrs Tricia Whiteside
Ms Victoria Blakeman
Mr Khalid Ibrahim

Dr Julie Cook

Dr Ade Oladapo

Mr Mark Hindle

Dr Camilla De Camargo

Dr Janet Howe
Miss Debbie Storr

IN ATTENDANCE

Mrs G Routledge

Mr Carl Melling (for Item 5)

Mr James Marginson (for Item 5)
Ms Tracey Hailwood (for Iltem 6)
Ms Pamela Hudson (for Item 6)
PS Weronika Wallis (for Iltem 9)

Mrs Carol Benton

Lancashire Constabulary
Lancashire Constabulary
Lancashire Constabulary
Lancashire Constabulary
Lancashire Constabulary
Lancashire Constabulary

OPCC

Page 3



Dr Strachan welcomed everyone to the meeting.

2. Apologies for Absence

Apologies were received from Angela Harrison.

3. Minutes of the previous meeting held on 20t May 2024

The minutes were accepted as a true record.

4. Matters Arising

Action 1/24:

Action 2/24:

Action 3/24:

Action 4/24:

Action 5/24:

Actions
6,7, 8/24:

5. Robotics

That JIEC members be given the opportunity to feedback on the
ethical scenarios once drafted.

Action ongoing.

Robotics in Policing added as a substantive agenda item.

Action discharged.

Arrangements to be made for custody panel members to visit a custody
suite if they felt it would be helpful to them. A request has been sent to
the Custody Inspector at Preston and a reply awaited.

Action ongoing.

Mark to attend the PSD training.

Action Discharged.

Members reminded to forward their views about what to include on a
web-page designed to improve public trust to Carol.

Action Discharged.

These were actions for PS Wallis to take back to the

TEC. PS Wallis advised that a decision had been made that officers
and staff will have their membership of the TEC suspended whilst they
are under investigation.

Actions Discharged.

in Policing
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Members were given an update covering what Al is, it's current uses in policing, the
current regulatory landscape, the EU Al Act, associated opportunities and risks, the
NPCC / force position and the next steps, locally and nationally.

It was noted that the UK Government hope to regulate Al with principles and not rules
and that there is a new EU Al Act agreed which takes a risk-based approach.
Members were updated on the current force position, which is some limited use and
development of re-active Al and the next steps, which nationally will include further
work around the National Covenant and development of associated guidance, and
locally will involve work around policy development, risk management, supply chain
management, transparency and monitoring and assurance.

A debate ensued with members discussing issues such as data quality, the potential
for savings, the level of skills required and the issue of public confidence and trust in
terms of how the data is used. All agreed transparency was key, and it was noted that
for live-time monitoring data is not retained unless there is a match.

Members acknowledged that some Al just replicates what is already being done in a
different way. It was also confirmed that there will always be some sort of human
element to decisions, with Al being used as a decision support tool.

It was agreed that in the future a 'use case' will be brought to the JIEC for members
views and thoughts.

Action 9/24: That going forward 'use cases' be brought to the JIEC for members
views and thoughts.

6. Code Of Ethics Implementation Update

Members were given an update on the progress made in force regarding
implementation of the Code of Ethics which had been reviewed and relaunched in
January 2024. The aim is to connect everyone to the Code as, although the previous
one was well used for promotion purposes, it was widely associated by many with
misconduct matters, therefore Organisational Development are leading on
implementation and not PSD. The aim is for people to make good ethical decisions
and treat others with respect and empathy, whilst linking to the force vision.

The internal launch was discussed, the inputs given to various groups and an update
given around the PDR implementation plan, where there was now a requirement to
submit better quality evidence about how individuals achieved their results, how they
did things, and to evidence reflective practice. PDRs have a feedback function, and
should be used to celebrate successes and, for example, all letters of thanks received
from members of the public will now go on the PDR. There is a real focus on helping
staff to reflect and building the CVF into PDRs and all frontline staff had received an
input on procedural justice.
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Members were asked for their thoughts as to how the force might widen the scope of
reflective practice. It was acknowledged that various factors combine to generate
team success and that individuals judge themselves against those around them. It
was suggested that individuals might be encouraged to discuss examples in team
meetings, good and bad ones or an internal system of thanks could be set up on the
intranet for staff to highlight good practice. The use of role models was suggested, or
reverse mentoring, making training mandatory, engaging with communities for their
lived experience to feedback and the need to ask people whether they used the Code,
what for, how useful was it etc to start the conversation/ self-reflection. Culture in
teams was discussed alongside generational differences that were evident in force.

It is perhaps more difficult from a customer's perspective, with post encounter follow
up questions and the Cultural Maturity Model discussed.

Members views were sought on what themes they thought the scenarios should cover,
in addition to those already identified, and it was suggested that dealing with
vulnerable customers be also included.

Action 10/24: That a Teams meeting be set up with some members and OD to further
discuss the thematic areas for the scenarios.

7. Members Updates from Thematic Areas since the last meeting:

It was confirmed that, since the last JIEC meeting, there had been a Custody Detention
Scrutiny Panel meeting held and the PSD Training had taken place, with the first PSD
meeting scheduled for 8 July 2024.

8. Development of OPCC Confidence Web-Page

Members were reminded of the ongoing action from the last meeting to feedback to
CB what messaging they would like to reflect on an OPCC web-page with the aim of
increasing public confidence.

9. Update from Tactical Ethics Committee

Members were updated with regard to the items discussed at the recent TEC meeting,
which two JIEC members had attended and reflected that it had been an interesting
meeting with lots of views shared.

Use of Artificial Intelligence in the application stages of recruitment

Members were advised that the original force stance had been that the use of Al was

not accepted at the application stage of the recruitment process and members views
had been sought.
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It was acknowledged that this stance supported applicants from a neurodiverse
background or those for whom English wasn't their first language. Also, that the
technology is here and is not going away.

As Al can produce a perfect response it was unacceptable from an academic
perspective for assignments, being classed as plagiarism, and proper referencing
must be used to account for sources used. Application form submissions are a good
way of checking literacy, qualifications and the quality of the written work, all
impossible when Al is used. Members questioned how the force would know Al had
been used, and it was confirmed there is software available that can detect it, and
equally software that makes the text appear as it hasn’t been generated by Al. If Al
was allowed it might create a discriminatory gap between the old and the young.

There were lots of questions raised, such as are the force checking how well the
example is written or is it about the example itself? If the example is genuine does it
matter? The content can be probed at interview to better establish it's veracity?
Should it be allowed as a personal aid providing the examples used are genuine? Is
using Al any different to asking a friend to review your answers? Would Al remove
nepotism?

Members acknowledged the use of Al in the private sector and the ongoing testing
being undertaken by the home Office into the use of Al for recruitment purposes and
again agreed that some form of external checking/review has always happened in a
different format. The importance of the interview was stressed, that human element,
and the bottom line was whether the police were getting the right results. One member
questioned why not use it, the technology should be embraced as it is only one part of
the process so long as there is some fact checking built in. A disclaimer could be
added at the end for applicants to declare they had used Al?

There had been no conclusions drawn at the TEC, views were split, the outcome being
that the HR representative had taken the issue and the views of the TEC back to the
Head of HR for further consideration. Similarly, the force could add a statement that
applicants may use Al but the veracity of the examples given would be tested at
different stages of the process.

How can the TEC continue to influence change across the organisation?

The discussion at the TEC centred initially around what does a good TEC look like,
and was there anything lacking in force? What opportunity did it have to influence in
force and how best can the TEC pull on the lived experiences of the JIEC members?
They debated whether the TEC updates could be presented at any more corporate

meetings, to brief Chief Officers, maybe the Organisational Learning Board to help
inform practice and decisions?
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It had been suggested that upcoming/planned changes might be presented to the TEC
to seek their views although timeliness may be an issue as the TEC only meets
quarterly. Another suggestion was whether members of the JIEC could sit on
recruitment or promotion panels? It was about raising the profile of the TEC across
the force, reporting into different forums such as the Custody Police Management
Group, maybe a blog on the intranet or encouraging staff to submit dilemmas for
consideration at the TEC as they tend to come from members currently. This could be
done anonymously.

The pace of change in the force was acknowledged and one member reported he had
spoken to a number of serving officers who felt change was done to them and were
unsure how they could get involved so there is an issue of engaging with more people
and getting their 'buy-in'. However, a lot of change is driven nationally and the force
have to implement it, often to tight deadlines. The force need to make people invest
in the change and help them through it. Staff needed somewhere they could vent and
make their views known. Two areas were identified as requiring work, the response
investigation teams and custody. Good practice does exist however, with one senior
officer making time in their diary each week for staff to go and talk to them about any
issue.

10. Any Other Business

It was queried whether a portal could be set up for the secure sharing of papers to
avoid members using personal email and whether using personal email was
appropriate as a point of principle? The difficulties in setting up a portal were explained
and that it was a matter for members whether they were happy to use their personal
emails. It was confirmed that nothing had been circulated that was sensitive.

Action 11/2024: The Constabulary Data Protection Officer to be asked to review the
previous minutes and associated papers for re-assurance there had been nothing

sensitive or protectively marked.

Action 12/2024: That consideration be given to providing members with guidance
relating to the retention and disposal of documents circulated.

11. Date of Next Meeting

The next meeting will be held at 9.30 am on Monday 30t September 2024, at County
Hall, Preston.
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JIEC Action Log

Agenda Item 4

Action Update
1 That JIEC members be given the opportunity to Action ongoing.
feedback on the ethical scenarios once drafted.
3 Arrangements to be made for custody panel members | Action ongoing - A request has
to visit a custody suite if they felt it would be helpful to | been sent to the Custody
them. Inspector at Preston and a
reply awaited.
9 That going forward 'use cases' be brought to the JIEC Action ongoing.
for members views and thoughts.
10 That a Teams meeting be set up with some members Action ongoing.
and OD to further discuss the thematic areas for the
scenarios.
11 The Constabulary Data Protection Officer to be asked Complete.
to review the previous minutes and associated papers
for re-assurance there had been nothing sensitive or
protectively marked.
12 That consideration be given to providing members Complete.

with guidance relating to the retention and disposal of
documents circulated.
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Agenda Item 7

ltem 7

Ethical Dilemma - Trust and Confidence

Over the past few years, policing has faced a crisis in public trust and confidence, owing to
the criminal behaviour of some officers, especially in relation to violence against women and
girls. The public are ever-more attuned to reports of officers’ poor behaviour, whether reports
of gross misconduct hearings or criminal convictions. This both impacts on the legitimacy of
policing and overshadows the excellent work most officers do day in, day out.

PCCs have a key role to play in helping re-build that trust by engaging proactively with the
pension forfeiture process. The reduction of an officer's pension, when convicted of an
offence, which is certified by the Home Office to meet the necessary criteria.

Historically, PCCs have relied upon Home Office Guidance to assist them in this regard.
However, recently, the Association of Police and Crime Commissioners Chief Executives
(APACCE) have developed the attached toolkit. Whilst the toolkit is of assistance and offers
guidance, PCC's are not mandated to follow recommendations.

Members are asked to read the Home Office guidance and the toolkit to assist
understanding of the governance arrangements in relation to pension forfeitures.

The Committee is asked to;

1. Consider whether the proposed levels of forfeiture for the crime types set out in the
toolkit and to provide the PCC with any observations.

2. Provide feedback in relation to the level of publicity to be given by the PCC following
a pension forfeiture decision. How much publicity do you think is appropriate to
improve trust and confidence?

Please refer to:-
Appendix A — APACCE Pension Forfeiture Guidance and Toolkit.

Appendix B — Police Pension Foffeiture Guidance
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1. Introduction

1.1 Overthe past few years, policing has faced a crisis in public trust and confidence, owing to the
criminal behaviour of some officers, especially in relation to violence against women and girls.
The public are ever-more attuned to reports of officers’ poor behaviour, whether reports of
gross misconduct hearings or criminal convictions. This both impacts on the legitimacy of
policing, and overshadows the excellent work most officers do day in, day out.

1.2 PCCs have a key role to play in helping re-build that trust by engaging proactively with the
pension forfeiture process. The reduction of an officer’s pension, when convicted of an offence
which is certified by the Home Office to meet the necessary criteria, signals:

e That PCCs, as well as the Force they oversee, condemn the poor behaviour of officers;

e That building a culture of integrity within their Force is a key strategic aim;

e Thatthey understand the public’s distaste for this criminal behaviour, and are taking the
steps within their power to address it.

2. Key steps to implementing an effective process

A. Working with Professional Standards Departments (PSDs)

2.1 Aclose working relationship with PSD is fundamental to the effective identification of potential
cases, and for the provision of the relevant information to enable the PCC to make a decision.
Heads of PSD must first be aware that pension forfeiture processes exist; understand their role
in identifying cases; and their role in providing reports to OPCCs. The Policing Minister wrote to
all PCCs and Chief Constables in January 2024, reminding them of their duties in this respect.

2.2 Whilst Offices of Police and Crime Commissioners (OPCCs) and Police Forces are separate
legal entities, there must be an understanding that the Force plays a key role in the process.
This begins before a case has been identified. PSDs should be pro-active in their
communications to all officers that pension forfeiture can and will be considered should they be
convicted of an offence (where it can be shown is in connection with their role as a police
officer).

2.3 Pension forfeiture should be a consideration during a Police Force’s criminal investigation into
an officer. A specific line of enquiry could be central to allowing a forfeiture to proceed, such as
whether the offending took place on police premises, or if a police phone, as opposed to a
personal phone, were used in the offending. Forces could consider including a section for
pension forfeiture in their decision logs when investigating an officer, to ensure that itis kept
under consideration for the duration of the criminal investigation.

2.4 Itis also best practice for OPCCs, working with the Force, to pro-actively monitor cases where
there is a criminal element. Regular meetings should take place between the two parties to
identify any potential cases, and to monitor their progress. Forces can provide the information
about criminal investigations, and OPCCs can review these to identify any possible link. PSDs
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should notify the OPCC once there has been a successful conviction of any officer as soon as
possible.

2.5 However, itis also incumbent on OPCCs to monitor other sources of information, such as local
and national media. On occasion, criminal cases may come to light where the officer has

retired, or lived in another part of the country, and so there would not be the involvement of the
Force’s PSD as there would in most cases.

2.6 When a case is identified, PSD should complete the pro-forma and send to the OPCC. The
proforma requires significant detail from a number of parties:

e The Forceitself, providing a summary of the investigation. There is also a
requirement for details of the plea, sentencing and conviction, and details of any
related misconduct proceedings.

e The pension provider, giving both the amount(s) of pension, and which pension
schemes the scheme member is enrolled in.

e The court, in the form of the Judge’s summing up comments.

2.7 ltisimportant that PSDs are aware of what needs to be provided, so that they can collate all the
information required as soon as possible. A delay in just one element- for example, the judge’s
comments- can delay the whole process. Agreement should be reached between the OPCC
and the Force around any potential costs for acquiring the necessary information.

2.8 Where the potential forfeiture involves a criminal case involving an ex-officer, and therefore PSD
have not been involved, the OPCC will have to collate the information from the various parties.

B. Stage 1 Decision Making

3.1 The key element to the decision-making at Stage 1 is that the PCC should only concern
themselves with whether there is a) a link between the officer’s offending, and their service as a
Police Officer or member of staff and b) whether this case could be liable to lead to a serious
loss of confidence in the public service.

PCCs should not, under any circumstances, state whether they would forfeit or any potential
amount at this stage- this would leave them open to legal challenge.

3.2 The PCC will also consider the degree of severity, as this will feed into the consideration of
whether the offence will lead to a serious loss of confidence in the police service. It will be for
the Secretary of State to determine whether the offence is liable to lead to a serious loss of
confidence oris gravely injurious to the interests of the State.

3.3 PCCs should not limit themselves to what could be considered the ‘upper end’ of offences
such as GBH or sexual assaults. Nor should they be persuaded that an offence is not ‘serious’
enough to warrant consideration. Whilst the current guidance notes that forfeiture should only
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3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8

3.9

be for ‘serious’ cases, this has not been defined. Itis for the PCC and then the Home Secretary
to decide what they believe is serious. The Harrington judgement (point 50 onwards) gives
more guidance in this area. If the PCC can evidence- and here, the Judge’s comments are
often most helpful in evidencing this’- that the case would have a negative impact on the
public’s view of the police service, they should proceed.

The Home Office Guidance suggests the use of legal advisors; however, this is to understand
“the full effect of the legislation” so that PCCs are not solely relying on the Home Office
Guidance. However, there is a recognition that whilst this suggestion should be considered,
especially around the more technical elements or for complex cases, the emphasis on it may
have led some PCCs and their Offices to feel that legal advice was necessary to support
decision making, and/or dissuaded some PCCs from applying the process.

A pension forfeiture is not an overly complicated process in and of itself, and though legal
advice is not a statutory requirement, it should be considered for each case, on its merits. Asa
minimum however, a PCC should be supported in their decision making, by the Chief
Executive/Monitoring Officer. As the Monitoring Officer has a legal duty to ensure that the
PCC’s decision makingis legal, it provides further security against future legal challenge.
OPCCs may also wish to consider other people who could potentially support decision-making,
such as Independent Panel Members (IPMs).

Itis considered best practice, and one of the ways to guard against subsequent legal challenge,
to keep the pensioner informed and up to date at all times. This may be through their legal or
Federation representative, and pensioners should always be asked what other individuals they
wished to be kept informed. Their representations should be considered at this stage, and at
the subsequent Stage 2 meeting. Whilst the facts of the offence are known, there may be other
mitigating circumstances that the PCC could take into consideration.

Attention should also be given to the pensioner scheme member’s welfare; this is especially
important if they are still in prison. It may well be that the individual is not aware that their
offence could attract forfeiture, or that pension forfeitures exist. If the pension scheme
member is still in prison, information can potentially be passed through prison liaison officers,
orvia the Governor’s Office, to make them aware that they may require support.

In terms of information gathering, a template has been created for PSDs, so that they provide
the right information, with the necessary detail, and without creating any delays. PSDs should
familiarise themselves with this document- perhaps as part of the case monitoring process- so
that they are aware of what is required for each case, as it becomes embedded as standard
practice.

In terms of the decision making, the Harrington Judgement contains a great deal of useful
guidance. Section 50 onwards details “the correct approach” outlining the consideration that

" However, there are a range of sources of information available, that can also assist, such as:

- Social media response

- Concerns of IAGs or community leaders
- Media coverage

- Correspondence

5|Page

Page 17



3.10

3.11

3.12

the PCC should give to: length of service; the seriousness of the offence; the circumstances
surrounding the investigation; the extent of media coverage; and personal mitigation. The
penultimate element, media coverage, should warrant particular attention.

The Judgement guards against automatically equating a high level of media coverage with a
view that there has been a serious loss of confidence in policing. PCCs can consider a wide
range of information, as outlined in the footnote above, when considering whether the case has
led to a serious loss of confidence; however, they should not rely on a high level of media
coverage alone.

If the PCC has decided that the test set out in the legislation has been met, then an application
to the Home Secretary should be made. There is now a template for OPCCs to fill in to submit
to the Home Office, designed to make the process more uniform and therefore speed up
decision making.

In addition, effective notes/minutes should be taken, so that the PCC can evidence their
decision-making process, and demonstrate that all issues were considered and given the
appropriate weight.

C. Stage 2 Decision Making

4.1

4.2

Should the Home Secretary provide the certificate, then itis for the PCC to consider whether to
forfeit; the amount; and the duration. Again, the PCC should be supported in this decision:
continuity and consistency in decision making are key, so preferably by the same people at
Stage 1. As with Stage 1:

e Submissions from the officer should be requested, and the offer made for the former
officer to attend should they wish; it is not necessary for the officer to respond, but
forthe OPCC to demonstrate that they have been requested.

e |egal advice can be requested in order to make the final determination, but again, is
not a requirement.

The PCC should document that they have decided to forfeit; by how much; and whether
permanent or temporary. Inrespect of the latter point, temporary forfeiture is rare, but should
also be considered in exceptional cases. Interms of the amount, the Home Office Guidance
lists a number of considerations that could influence the decision, as setoutin 3.4 and 3.15.

These are:

a) the seriousness with which the Court viewed the offence(s) (as demonstrated by the
punishment imposed and the sentencing remarks);

b) the circumstances surrounding the offence and investigation;

c) the seniority of the officer (pension scheme member) or former officer (the more
senior, the greater the loss of credibility and confidence);

d) the extent of publicity and media coverage; and

e) whether the offence involved:

i. anorganised conspiracy amongst a number of officers,

6|Page

Page 18



4.3

ii. active support for criminals,
iii. the perversion of the course of public justice,
iv. the betrayal of an important position of trust for personal gain, and/or
v. the corruption or attempted corruption of junior officers;
f) mitigating circumstances;
g) disability in the family;
h) illness at the time of the offence;
i) assistance orinformation given to the police during the investigation or following
conviction?,

Any mitigating factors will need to be considered in full and will be unique to each case.

As at Stage 1, comprehensive notes should be taken to reflect the decision-making process.

To assist PCCs further, outcomes from OPCCs across the country have been collated to
provide a guide to the percentages forfeited for certain crime types, in the manner of sentencing
guidelines. This in no way compels PCCs to stick to these guidelines, as each case will have its
own specific circumstances and potential mitigations. Furthermore, some of the areas, such
as ‘misconduct in public office’ can cover an exceptionally broad set of circumstances.
Nevertheless, the table should provide a wider understanding to the amounts that have been
forfeited previously. Appendix A contains a number of recent cases to provide further guidance.

Offence Forfeiture Amount

Common assault 10-20%

Theft 25-35%

Rape/sex offences (adult) 50-65%

Child Sex Offences (not IOC) 60-65%

Misconduct in public office* 20-65%

Corruption 55%

Computer misuse 20%

Perverting the course of justice/attempting to* 20%-65%

ABH 25%

* Both offences of Misconduct in Public Office, and Perverting the Course of Justice, can
cover an extremely broad set of circumstances, from computer misuse, to abuse of position
for sexual purpose and so on. Therefore, the amounts forfeited will vary significantly. It is
suggested that in these cases, the actual detail of the case be considered, as opposed to the
criminal conviction.

2 PCCs and Monitoring Officers may also wish to consider the content of The College of
Policing’s ‘Guidance on Outcomes in Police Misconduct Proceedings’ as this provides
useful contextual information on how misconduct panels are expected to assess
seriousness, and matters of mitigation.
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5.1

5.2

5.3

D. Final Steps

Should the PCC decide to forfeit, they will need to inform the pension scheme member; the
Chief Constable; the Home Office; and the relevant pensions department, either directly or
through the Force’s payroll team. Itis recommended that confirmation be sought from the
pension provider that the forfeiture will be applied, and this information placed on file.

The pension scheme member should also be made aware of their right of appeal. Itis therefore
vital that accurate and detailed record keeping is maintained throughout the process, should
the pension scheme member wish to appeal.

They may also wish to promote the forfeiture, both internally and externally. Internally,
potentially in conjunction with PSD, it will demonstrate to officers the potential result of serious
criminal wrong-doing; this could be part of a broader internal communications process aimed
at highlighting the work that Police Forces are doing to combat officer misconduct. Externally,
it will demonstrate the PCC’s commitment to the highest standards, and robust action in
upholding them. PCCs may also wish to inform their local Police and Crime Panel.
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Appendix A

Case Studies - Common Assault

Area

Avon & Somerset

Offence convicted of

Common assault against a 15 year old

Brief details

Adam Kitchener was imprisoned for 14 weeks in October 2019 after
he admitted a charge of common assault against a 15-year-old boy
in Bristol city centre.

Length of sentence

14 weeks

Connection to service

Offence occurred whilst on duty

Amount forfeit

10% forfeit on a permanent basis.

Appeal

No

Case Studies - Corruption

Area

West Midlands

Offence convicted of

Corrupt/Improper exercise of Police Powers and Privileges by a
Constable, contrary to Criminal Justice and Courts Act 2015,
section 26(1)(2).

Brief details

Subject Officer (SO) between 7" day of July 2017 and the 26™ day of
September 2017 being a constable of a police force in England and
Wales, namely West Midlands Police, exercised the powers and
privileges of a constable improperly in that he initiated and pursued
personal contact with A, a complainant in an incident which he had
been assigned to respond to, in order to develop a personal and
sexual relationship facilitated by the use of police resources and
during designated tours of duty, and he knew or ought to have
known that the exercise was improper.

Length of sentence

5 months custodial sentence

Connection to service Yes
Amount forfeit 25%
Appeal Awaiting outcome
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https://eur03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.bbc.co.uk%2Fnews%2Fuk-england-bristol-50144442&data=05%7C02%7CLaura.Steward%40kent.police.uk%7C9c780c378bde4665ef6d08dc690ee8cb%7Cf31b07f09cf940db964d6ff986a97e3d%7C0%7C0%7C638500759959579033%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=etvecHpdg4N%2BMZ%2FHCNn9eaeAixV66n3FMy0E5GpDGg4%3D&reserved=0

Area

West Midlands

Offence convicted of

4 counts of corrupt / improper exercise of police powers and
privileges by a constable

Brief details

On 4 separate occasions, the Subject Officer (SO) had engaged with
3 complainants and 1 participant in incidents he was assigned to
investigate in order to commence, maintain and develop a personal
and sexual relationship and knew, or ought to have known, the
exercise was improper

Length of sentence

18 months imprisonment

Connection to service

Yes (the four counts involved four victims of his predatory sexual
behaviour. All of them were identified during his working hours. The
fourvictim impact statements all indicate that the victims trusted
SO because they’d met him during the course of his police officer
duties, and whilst he was wearing police uniform)

Amount forfeit 40%
Appeal No
Area Merseyside

Offence convicted of

Section 26 Corruption (Contrary of the Criminal Justice and Courts
Act 2015)

Brief details

Using position to provide force intelligence to people believed to
have been involved in serious organised crime, and being paid cash
for supplying this information

Length of sentence

5years

Connection to service

Used force intelligence for profit and to benefit people involved in
serious organised crime

Amount forfeit 55%
Appeal No
Area Merseyside

Offence convicted of

Perverting the course of justice

Forgery

Brief details

Using position to forge statements used in court, threatening
behaviour against ex's partner
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Length of sentence

3 years 4 months

Connection to service

Abused position to make fraudulent statement in court

Amount forfeit

0%

Appeal

No

Case Studies - Data protection

Area

South Wales

Offence convicted of

Two counts of obtaining/disclosing personal data contrary to the
Data Protection Act

Brief details

Unauthorised use of police systems and unauthorised use of
personal data from systems

Length of sentence

To pay a total of £3820.00 or in default to serve a period of 6 weeks
imprisonment

Connection to service

Service as police officer provided the opportunity to access police
systems

Amount forfeit

30%

Appeal

Yes (appeal unsuccessful)

Case Studies - Misconductina

Public Office

Area

Hertfordshire

Offence convicted of

Misconduct in Public Office x 6

Brief details

Abuse of position for sexual purpose with vulnerable victims or
others

Length of sentence

3years

Connection to service

Victims or other vulnerable women met through police work when
tasked to assist them

Amount forfeit

50% permanent

Appeal

No

Area

Hertfordshire

Offence convicted of

Misconduct in public office x 3
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Brief details

Abuse of position for sexual purpose with vulnerable victims or
others

Length of sentence

4 years

Connection to service

Victims or other vulnerable women met through police work when
tasked to assist them

Amount forfeit

60% permanent

Appeal

No

Area

Hertfordshire

Offence convicted of

Misconduct in Public Office x 1

Brief details

Abuse of position for sexual purpose with vulnerable victim/partner
of suspect

Length of sentence

6 months suspended for 12 months

Connection to service

Investigating offence by partner of domestic abuse victim he formed
relationship with.

Amount forfeit 10% permanent
Appeal No
Area Hertfordshire

Offence convicted of

Misconduct in Public Office x 1

Brief details

Abuse of position for sexual purpose with vulnerable victim

Length of sentence

15 months

Connection to service

Victim met through police work when tasked to assist them

Amount forfeit 20% permanent
Appeal No
Area Staffordshire

Offence convicted of

1) Misconduct/Misfeasance in Public Office (five counts)

2) Obtaining or disclosing or procuring the disclosure of personal
data or information contained in personal data in breach of data
protection principles.
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Brief details

Abuse of Position for a Sexual purpose with a number of victims of
crime(4) (members of the public)

Length of sentence

12 years and 1 month

Connection to service

Victims all met in the line of duty

Amount forfeit 40%
Appeal No
Area Warwickshire

Offence convicted of

Misconduct in public office x 2 counts

Brief details

Having retired as Police Officer, working as Police Staff Investigator
the individual formed sexual relationships with two women who had
made allegations of criminal sexual assault

Length of sentence

18mo, doubled under the unduly lenient scheme.

Connection to service

He was the caseworker for the victims, acting as "police officer in
their eyes" according to judges remarks. Secured police staff role
due to previous service

Amount forfeit 20%
Appeal Yes, currently in train.
Area Merseyside

Offence convicted of

Misconduct in a public office

Brief details

Tried to obtain CCTV of celebrity footballer for criminal purposes

Length of sentence

22 months

Connection to service

Abused position to gain information

Amount forfeit 25%
Appeal No
Area Merseyside

Offence convicted of

One count misconduct in public office

8 counts breach of data protection

Brief details

Used position to search female addresses, inappropriate sexual
comments

Length of sentence

15 months

Connection to service

Used police systems to obtain addresses
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Amount forfeit 10%
Appeal No
Area Merseyside

Offence convicted of

Conspiracies to commit burglaries and supply cannabis

Misconduct

Brief details

Using position to locate cannabis farms and sell information

Length of sentence

7 years

Connection to service

Used police intelligence for profit

Amount forfeit 25%
Appeal No
Area Merseyside

Offence convicted of

e Misconductin aJudicial or Public Office; Improper use of
public electronic communications network;

Brief details

Using position to obtain numerous female motorists' personal
details to contact them inappropriately by phone and in person.

Length of sentence

28 months and 19 months, to run concurrently

Connection to service

Used police systems to obtain contact details of female motorists

Amount forfeit

35%

Appeal

No

Case Studies - Sexual Offences

Area

West Midlands

Offence convicted of

2 counts of violations of Section 3(1) of the Sexual Offences Act
2003

Brief details

On 2 separate occasions, the SO intentionally and sexually touched
a female whilst on duty. In both cases, the victims did not consent
to the touching, nor did the SO reasonably believe they had
consented to the touching

Length of sentence

4 years imprisonment
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Connection to service

Yes - offences were committed whilst on duty

Amount forfeit 45%
Appeal No
Area West Midlands

Offence convicted of

2 counts of Rape

1 count of Buggery

5 counts of Misconduct in a Public Office

3 counts of Gross Indecency with a Child

7 counts of Sexual Activity with a Child

1 count of Inciting Sexual Activity with a Child
20 counts of Indecent Assault

1 count of Voyeurism

Brief details

Subject Officer (SO) joined WMP in 1980. In 1982 he became a
scout leader in Birmingham. SO used both of these positions to
identify his potential victims and also targeted vulnerable boys at a
local park. SO also assaulted victims on police premises and at the
local swimming baths, taking advantage of his position as a police
officer. His offending continued after leaving the police force in
2011. His first attack took place in 1976 and his offending
continued until 2013.

Length of sentence

22 years imprisonment with an additional 5 years on licence when
he is released.

Connection to service

Yes as per brief details section.

Amount forfeit 50%

Appeal No
Case Studies - Theft

Area Kent

Offence convicted of Theft

Brief details

Officer stole a range of police equipment, valued at £15 000 and
sold them on eBay, making a profit of £6 000.

Length of sentence

12 months

Connection to service

Theft of police items, whilst on duty: “betrayal of an important
position of trust for personal gain”.

Amount forfeit

30%

Appeal

No
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Area

South Wales

Offence convicted of

Two counts of theft amounting to a value of over £10,000 that
occurred whilst on duty as a police officer (Previously also found
guilty of the offence of theft from a person and imprisoned for 22
weeks)

Brief details

Theft of over £10,000 occurred in relation to monies taken into police
possession in their capacity as a serving police officer. Abuse of
position of trust for personal gain. (The previous theft had arisen
following a pre-planned integrity test relating to a police search of
premises when £250 in cash was stolen)

Length of sentence

2 yearsimprisonment

Connection to service

Thefts were all committed in connection with the officer’s service as
a member of the police service.

Amount forfeit

65% forfeiture until the state pension age, reverting to 50% for life

Appeal

No

Case Studies - Miscellaneous

Area

Offence convicted of

Brief details

Length of sentence

Connection to service

Amount forfeit

Appeal
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About this guidance

This guidance replaces the previous Home Office pension forfeiture guidance (Home
Office circular 018/2009) and seeks to support practitioners by providing detail and
clarity about the process for applying for the forfeiture of a police officer pension
(with a focus on Home Office engagement), to ensure greater consistency in
understanding of what the process entails. This guidance covers all forces in
England and Wales, and includes:
e General information on police pension forfeiture;
¢ An outline of the chronology of a pension forfeiture application, to provide a
practical overview of the application process;
¢ Information which is required by the Home Office in order to progress a police
pension forfeiture application (intended to support Pension Supervising
Authorities (PSA) in drafting applications);
e The legislative basis for police pension forfeiture.

Contacts

If you have any questions about the guidance and for submissions of pension
forfeiture applications, please contact the Police Integrity Unit in the Home Office.

E-Mail (for applications or enquiries): Pension.Forfeiture@homeoffice.gov.uk

Address:

Pension Forfeiture

Police Integrity Unit

Crime Policing and Fire Group
6" Floor Fry Building,

2 Marsham Street

London

SW1P 4DF

Police staff pension forfeiture
It is possible for a PSA to apply for pension forfeiture in respect of a police staff

member, under the Local Government Pension Scheme Regulations 2013. For
further information, please contact: LGPensions@communities.gov.uk

Police Staff who are members of the Metropolitan Police Service are members of the
Principal Civil Service Pension Scheme and it is possible for a PSA to apply for
pension forfeiture in respect of those scheme members. For further information,
please contact: pensionstechnical@cabinetoffice.gov.uk
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1. Introduction

1.1.For pension forfeiture applications regarding police officers, this guidance is
likely to be most relevant for staff working with the Pension Supervising
Authority (PSA") (which will be the local policing body), or Professional
Standards Departments (PSDs) within a force who wish to submit advice to
the PSA.

1.2.1t should be noted that whilst this guidance aims to reflect and explain the
underlying pension forfeiture legislation, forces and PSAs should seek legal
advice on the full effect of the legislation and should not rely on this
guidance alone.

1.3.PSAs should work in co-operation with their police force to ensure that
systems are in place to enable them to work together to identify cases where it
may be appropriate to forfeit a pension scheme member’s pension.

1.4. The circumstances under which a police pension can be forfeited are set out in
legislation.?

1.5. Pension forfeiture applications can be made by the PSA where they consider
that the requirements in the Police Pensions Schemes are met, namely, where
a police officer, or former police officer who is, or was, a member of a police
pension scheme has:

a) been convicted of a criminal offence committed in connection with
their service as a member of a police force, and
b)  the offence has been certified by the Secretary of State as either

i. liable to lead to a serious loss of confidence in the public
service; or
ii. gravely injurious to the interests of the State.

1.6. The relevant Secretary of State for police officers is the Secretary of State for
the Home Department who is referred to as the Home Secretary throughout
this guidance.

1.7.Police staff members participate in the separate Local Government Pension
Scheme and the relevant Secretary of State is the Secretary of State for

"The PSA is the Police and Crime Commissioner or their equivalent in Mayoral bodies, such as in
London and Greater Manchester.

2 The legislative basis for police officer pension forfeiture is found in regulation K5 of the Police
Pensions Regulations 1987 (‘the 1987 Regulations’), regulation 55 of the Police Pensions Regulations
2006 (‘the 2006 Regulations’) and Chapter 5 of Part 13 to the Police Pensions Regulations 2015 (‘the
2015 Regulations’). These are collectively referred to as the Police Pensions Schemes in this
Guidance. For further information on the relevant underlying legislation please refer to section 2 of
this guidance.
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Housing, Communities and Local Government. Where a PSA wishes to apply
for pension forfeiture in respect of a police staff member under the Local
Government Pension Scheme Regulations 2013 then they should seek further
information from: LGPensions@communities.gov.uk.

1.8.Police Staff who are members of the Metropolitan Police Service are members
of the Principal Civil Service Pension Scheme and it is possible for a PSA to
apply for pension forfeiture in respect of those scheme members. For further
information, please contact: pensionstechnical@cabinetoffice.gov.uk.

1.9.1t is for the PSA to determine whether the given conviction meets the
above requirements. The PSA should set out their views on how these
provisions apply to the case in question in any application for a certificate
relating to the forfeiture of a pension scheme member’s pension, citing their
reasons in support.

1.10. Forfeiture will not be appropriate in every case where a pension scheme
member has committed a criminal offence, but should be considered where
there is, or might be, public concern about the pension scheme member’s
abuse of their position of trust. In order to be eligible for a forfeiture
certificate, the offence(s) must have been committed in connection with
their service as a member of a police force.

1.11. The relevant case law states that the pension scheme member need not
have been a serving officer at the time of the offence in order to meet the
requirement that it must be connected with their service. For example, the
offence may have been committed after the individual retired, but they may, for
example, have used police knowledge, police systems or police contacts in the
commission of the offence.

1.12. The baseline position in principle is that pension rights, once earned, will
only be forfeited in serious circumstances. A person’s rights to a police
pension are part of the remuneration package to which their service has
entitled them, and a conviction will not automatically result in a certificate being
issued.

1.13. Whilst a PSA cannot forfeit a pension without a certificate from the Home
Secretary, the issuance of such a certificate does not oblige them to
proceed with forfeiture. In cases outlined in the first section of 2.2 of this
guidance, forfeiture in these rare cases is entirely a matter for the police
authority concerned.

1.14. The Police Pensions Schemes provide that forfeiture may be applied either
permanently or temporarily and in whole or in part.

1.15. However, the Courts have determined that an individual’s pension may be
forfeited by no more than 65% i.e. only contributions that have been made by
the police force. The remainder reflects a member’s own contributions which
cannot be forfeited. There is no minimum forfeiture amount or proportion or
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duration. (A transcript of the judgment in the case of Harrington v Metropolitan
Police Authority is included at Annex A.)

1.16. Where several officers (pension scheme members) were involved in the
commission of the offence, the PSA may decide to reflect different levels of
culpability in the extent of forfeiture for each officer. For example, a senior
officer may be considered more culpable than a junior officer.
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2. Legislative basis for pension
forfeiture

Police officer pension forfeiture

2.1.The legislative basis for police pension forfeiture is found in regulation K5 of
the 1987 Regulations, regulation 55 of the 2006 Regulations and Chapter 5 of
Part 13 to the 2015 Regulations.

2.2.Each of these regulations contain provisions which allow a PSA to determine
forfeiture in cases where either;

e a pension scheme member has been convicted of treason or of
offences under the Official Secrets Acts 1911 and 1939 and has been
sentenced to a term (or terms) of imprisonment of at least ten years.

or;

e where a pension scheme member has been convicted of an offence
committed in connection with his or her service as a member of a police
force, which is certified by the Home Secretary either to have been
gravely injurious to the interests of the State, or to be liable to lead to a
serious loss of confidence in the public service.

2.3.Regulation K5(4) of the 1987 Regulations and regulation 55(2) and (4) of the
2006 Regulations allow a PSA to determine the extent to which the pension
should be forfeited when an offence is committed in connection with a pension
scheme member’s service as a member of a police force. This may be
permanent or temporary and may affect the whole or part of the pension.
The 2015 Regulations have a similar provision at regulation 211(1).

2.4.1n respect of pension forfeiture applications where a pension scheme member
has been convicted of treason or offences under the Official Secrets Act 1911
and 1939, regulation K5(2) of the 1987 Regulations, regulation 55(3) of the
2006 Regulations and regulation 211(1) of the 2015 Regulations provide that it
is for the PSA to determine the extent to which the pension should be forfeited.
Again, this may be permanent or temporary and may affect the whole or part
of the pension.

2.5.The Police Pension Regulations 2015, at regulation 212, allow for the forfeiture
of a survivor’s pension where the survivor has been convicted of a crime
leading to the pension scheme member’s death. This provision is not present
in the 2006 or 1987 Regulations.

2.6.Each of the Police Pensions Schemes contain provisions which allow for
appeals against pension forfeiture. These are in regulations H5 and H6 in the
1987 Regulations, regulation 66 and 67 of the 2006 Regulations and
regulations 216 and 217 of the 2015 Regulations.
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3. The process of police pension
forfeiture

3.1.The PSA, together with the force for which it is responsible, identifies a case
where a pension scheme member (whether he or she is eligible for an
immediate or a deferred pension, or if the pension is in payment), has been
convicted of an offence, or offences, which they consider is in
connection with their service as a member of a police force.

3.2.Whilst different forces will have their own local processes for identifying and
bringing such cases to the attention of the PSA, as best practice, all instances
of pension scheme members being convicted of criminal offences should be
reviewed and consideration given as to whether they fit the criteria applicable
for pension forfeiture.

3.3.The PSA will follow their own internal processes and decide whether to apply
to the Home Secretary for a forfeiture certificate. This will vary by force as to
whether the process is initiated by the PSA itself or at the request or
application of the PSD of the relevant force.

Creating and submitting an application

3.4.If a decision is made to apply for a certificate, the PSA will usually work with
the relevant PSD in a force to create an application which outlines the details
of the case and the reasons for the request. Whilst there is no set template or
format for this application, as a minimum the application should include the
following information, as well as the information detailed in section 4 of this
Guidance;

e Details and background of the offence(s) and any sentence imposed;
e The Judge’s sentencing remarks (if any);

e Reasons why the PSA believes that the offence was committed in
connection with the pension scheme member’s service as a police officer
and why in their view it was either gravely injurious to the interests of the
State, or liable to lead to serious loss of confidence in the public service;

e Evidence to support the PSA’s view that the offence was committed in
connection with the pension scheme member’s service as a member of the
police force and their view that the offence was either gravely injurious to
the interests of the State or was liable to lead to a serious loss of
confidence in the public service. Some of the factors that the Home
Secretary will take into account in coming to a view include;
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a) the seriousness with which the Court viewed the offence(s) (as
demonstrated by the punishment imposed and the sentencing
remarks);

b) the circumstances surrounding the offence and investigation;

c) the seniority of the officer (pension scheme member) or former
officer (the more senior, the greater the loss of credibility and
confidence);

d) the extent of publicity and media coverage; and

e) whether the offence involved:

an organised conspiracy amongst a number of officers,
active support for criminals,

the perversion of the course of public justice,

the betrayal of an important position of trust for personal gain,
and/or

e the corruption or attempted corruption of junior officers.

3.5. The role of the Home Secretary is to certify whether the offence committed is
considered to be gravely injurious to the interests of the State, or liable to lead
to a serious loss of confidence in the public service. The PSA is not required
to give any indication as to any amount or proportion or duration of any
forfeiture that they might be considering in order to apply for a certificate from
the Home Secretary.

3.6. Further advice on information to include within the application can be found at
section 4. Applications should normally be submitted electronically to the
email address provided in the contact information section, but applications in
hard copy are accepted if necessary. When submitting hard copies, please
send them via recorded delivery to the address on page 3 and ensure there
is a named point of contact with relevant contact details. Due to the sensitive
nature of pension forfeiture cases, we cannot send enquiries or final
decisions and certificates to a generic inbox.

3.7. The PSA must notify the pension scheme member(s) of the application
to the Home Secretary as soon as possible.

3.8. Applications can potentially be disclosed, and care should be taken to
provide only relevant information.

Consideration by the Home Office and Home Secretary

3.9.0nce the application is received by the Home Office, officials will consider the
information provided, and contact the PSA if there are any queries, or if any
important information has been omitted. Formal advice is then prepared and
submitted for consideration by the Home Secretary.

3.10. The decision on whether to issue a certificate is made by the Home
Secretary or a Minister of State on their behalf under delegated authority.

Version 1.0 FAagrR89 Page 9 of 26



HOME OFFICE POLICE PENSION FORFEITURE GUIDANCE

Some of the factors considered in the issuance of a certificate are outlined at
paragraph 3.4 of this guidance.

3.11. Any certificate issued will list the relevant offence(s), the date or dates of
conviction for the relevant offences, and certification by the Home Secretary or
Minister of State that these are either gravely injurious to the interests of the
State or liable to lead to serious loss of confidence in the public service. The
certificate will also specify under which police pension scheme regulations it is
being made.

3.12. Once this decision is made, officials will contact the PSA to inform them of
the outcome. This will usually consist of a formal covering letter outlining the
reasons for the decision, with (if issued) the signed certificate also attached.
The covering letter reminds the authority that the pension scheme member
subject to forfeiture must be informed of the outcome of the application, and the
reasons for it, along with a copy of the certificate (if issued). As a matter of good
practice, the PSA should inform the individual as soon as possible once it
receives the certificate (if issued).

Decision of forfeiture, and notifying the individual concerned

3.13. If a certificate is issued, it is for the PSA to decide whether to proceed with
forfeiture, and if so, to what extent the pension should be forfeited and for what
duration.

3.14. These decisions should be made on a case by case basis and will depend
on the specifics of each case but as previously referenced, case law sets a
maximum forfeiture deduction of 65% of the pension value.

3.15. Factors which may influence the extent of forfeiture that a PSA decides to
apply could include:

those listed at paragraph 3.4 above;

mitigating circumstances;

disability in the family;

illness at the time of the offence;

assistance or information given to the police during the investigation or
following conviction.

3.16. Once a decision on whether to forfeit a pension has been reached, the PSA
should notify the pension scheme member of the decision and the
reasons for it as soon as possible. The Home Office should also be
informed of the final outcome of the case, including whether the pension
has been forfeited, and the extent and duration of forfeiture.

Appeals
3.17. Pension scheme members have a right of appeal against a decision made by

the PSA to forfeit their pension as outlined in the Police Pensions Schemes. As
a matter of good practice, the Home Office should be informed within 14
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days an individual appeals any aspect of the forfeiture, and the
subsequent outcome of any such appeal within 14 days of the decision
being made.

3.18. Regulation H5 of the 1987 Regulations provides for a right of appeal to the
Crown Court, against the decision by the PSA to forfeit the pension. A pension
scheme member may appeal against the PSA’s decision that the case fell
within scope of the relevant regulations, and/or against the extent of the
forfeiture. A decision to delay the determination on forfeiture following the
issue of a certificate might, in some circumstances, be prejudicial to a
successful appeal and liable to challenge.

3.19. The right of appeal lies after the forfeiture has occurred, even if the cause for
aggrievement is whether the offence was committed in connection with his or
her service.

3.20. Under the rules of the Crown Court, a notice of appeal should be submitted
to the Court and any other party to the appeal within 21 days of the day the
individual was notified of the decision. The Court has discretion however, to
accept an appeal out of time.

3.21. There are also appeal rights in the 2006 Regulations (regulation 66 (d)) and
67(2)(d) and the 2015 Regulations (regulation 216).
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4. Information required when
submitting an application for a
certificate

4.1. The information below is intended to help PSAs ensure that all necessary
detail is included in the application and to avoid delays in processing.

4.2.Care should be taken to provide only relevant information. The Unit welcomes
enquiries from forces and PSAs for advice on applications, but we are unable
to provide guidance on the appropriateness of an offence for consideration or
to advise on the likely outcome of any individual application.

Essential information:

4.3. A statement that, in the view of the PSA, the offence in question was
committed in connection with the pension scheme member’s service as a
member of the police force and is liable to lead to a serious loss of confidence
in the public service and/or is gravely injurious to the interests of the State and
the reason or reasons for this view;

4.4.Details of which pension scheme(s) the relevant pension scheme member has
accrued benefits in. This can be the 1987, 2006 or 2015 Scheme, or multiples
thereof. This is essential, as it impacts which regulations the certificate(s) is
issued under;

4.5. Full details of the offence(s) and the connection with police service;
4.6. The date, or dates, of conviction and the details of the conviction;

4.7.When the pension scheme member is convicted of more than one offence, the
PSA should highlight which specific offences were committed in connection
with the pension scheme member’s service and ensure that correct dates are
provided. These are essential for processing an application, and the dates will
appear on any forfeiture certificate, if issued. Often, when multiple convictions
are present, not all will be relevant to a forfeiture application as it may be the
case that not every offence of which a pension scheme member is convicted
falls within scope of the forfeiture provisions. Where issued, a certificate will
specify the offences and dates of conviction for which it is issued, so it is
important that these are correct;

4.8. Details of the circumstances surrounding the offence and investigation.
Whether the offence involved;

e Organised conspiracy amongst several officers (pension scheme
members)
e Active support for criminals
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e Perversion of the administration of justice
e Betrayal of an important position of trust for personal gain, and/or
e Corruption or attempted corruption of junior officers.

4.9. Any relevant information on the overall behaviour of the pension scheme
member during trial and investigation, including plea, co-operation etc.

4.10. Details of the sentence imposed by the court (length of sentence etc), and
the Judge’s sentencing remarks (if known).

4.11. Details of publicity and media coverage.

4.12. The details of any misconduct proceedings for the pension scheme
member, the outcome (and the outcome of an appeal if there was one) and if
the pension scheme member has been included on the Barred and Advisory
List.

Additional useful information to include:

4.13. Brief details of the pension scheme member’s service such as their length
of service and seniority.

4.14. The financial implications of any potential forfeiture, including pension
details, on widowers or any dependents such as children or family members.
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Annex A

IN THE CROWN COURT AT SNARESBROOK
Case No: A 2006 7706

BETWEEN

Leigh Harrington

Appellant -and-
Metropolitan Police Authority

Respondent

BEFORE His Honour Judge Platt
Mrs P.Wright JP
D Blayney Esq JP (Justices)

8t January 2007
JUDGMENT

1. This is an appeal to the Crown Court under the provisions of Regulation H5 of
the Police Pensions Regulations 1987 ("the Regulations") against the decision of
the Respondent Authority that the Appellant should forfeit permanently 25% of
the pension entitlement which had accrued to him during his service as a police
officer. At the conclusion of the hearing we announced our unanimous decision
to allow the appeal in full and we now set out our reason for that decision.

2. We understand that there have recently been a number of successful appeals to
this court against decisions to forfeit police pensions. It would also appear from
the facts of this case that the relevant subcommittee of the Authority to whom
these decisions have been lawfully delegated, have fallen into errors of law in

. their determination of these difficult applications.

3. In fairness to the Authority some of these errors would appear to result from what
can be described as a failure of the Home Office Guidance properly to address
issues which arise in relation to these applications under Article 6(1) and Article 1
of the First Protocol to the European Human Rights Convention which are
contained in the Human Rights Act 1998. Others arise from a misunderstanding
of the complex provisions of the Regulations on which the sub-committee does
not appear to have been correctly advised.

4. We have therefore endeavoured to identify clearly the errors which have
occurred in the decision-making process in this case and to give some indication
of the factors which ought properly to inform the decision whether or not to forfeit
any part of a police officer's pension and if so for how long. We hope the
guidance offered in this judgment will help to ensure that future applications are
properly considered and thereby reduce the volume of appeals.

Version 1.0 Ragsrkd: Page 14 of 26



HOME OFFICE POLICE PENSION FORFEITURE GUIDANCE

5. Chronology
The brief circumstances are that this appellant pleaded guilty at the Central
Criminal Court on 1st October 2003 to one offence of Misconduct in a Public
Office and on 21st November 2003 he was sentenced to 6 months imprisonment.

6. Following the conviction and sentence the Respondent Authority then applied to
the Home Secretary on 3™ December 2003 under Regulation K5 of the
Regulations for a certificate in order to determine whether or not to forfeit any
part of the Appellant's pension. That application was granted and a certificate
issued by the Home Secretary on 28" August 2004.

7. There followed a period of significant delay which we deal with later in this
judgment but following a hearing at which the Appellant had the opportunity to
make representations and did so, the Authority decided on 8" June 2006
permanently to forfeit 25% of the Appellant's pension entitlement. It is against that
decision that he now appeals.

8. The legal process
In order to understand the process by which a police officer may be deprived of
his pension entitlement it is necessary to look in more detail at the procedure laid
down by the Regulations. The starting point is to be found at paragraph K5 of the
Regulations the relevant parts of which read as follows:

"(1) This regulation shall apply to a pension payable to in respect of a
member of a police force under Part B or C or under Regulation E (1)..........

(2)  subject to paragraph (5), a police authority responsible for payment of a
pension to which this regulation applies may determine that the pension be
forfeited, in whole or in part and permanently or temporarily as they may
specify, if the pensioner has been convicted of an offence mentioned in
paragraph (3) and in the case of a widow's pension, that offence was committed
after the death of the pensioner's husband.

(3) the offences referred to in paragraph (2) are (a) an offence of treason;
(b) one or more offences under the Official Secrets Acts 1911 to 1939
for which the grantee has been sentenced on the same occasion to a
term of imprisonment of, or to two or more consecutive terms
amounting in the aggregate to, at least 10 years.

(4) subject to paragraph (5) a police authority responsible for payment to a
member of a police force of a pension to which this regulation applies may
determine that the pension be forfeited, in whole or in part and permanently or
temporarily as they may specify, if the grantee has been convicted of an
offence committed in connection with his service as a member of a police force
which is certified by the Secretary of State either to have been gravely injurious
to the interests of the state or to be liable to lead to serious loss of confidence
in the public service.

(5) in the case of a pension to which this regulation applies, other than an
injury pension, the police authority in determining whether a forfeiture should
be permanent or temporarily and affect a pension in whole or in part may make
different determinations in respect of the secured and unsecured portions of
the pension; but the secured portion of such a pension shall not be forfeited
permanently and may be only forfeited temporarily for a period expiring before
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the grantee attains state pensionable age or for which he is imprisoned or
otherwise detained in legal custody.

(6) to the extent to which a pension is forfeited under this regulation, the
police authority shall be discharged from all actual or contingent liability in
respect thereof.

It is clear from this paragraph that there are two possible routes by which the
procedure may be initiated. The first of these is that the officer has either been
guilty of treason or a breach of the Official Secrets Act for which he has been
sentenced to not less than ten years in prison. Such an event would necessarily
involve a crime of the utmost gravity. The second, which is the route which is
normally encountered and set out in subparagraph (4), is that the officer has been
convicted of an offence committed in connection with his service as a member of
a police force and the Secretary of State is satisfied that the offence is either:

(a) gravely injurious to the interests of the state; or
(b) liable to lead to a serious loss of confidence in the public service.

Once the Secretary of State has issued his certificate under subparagraph (4) the
Authority is then, and only then, entitled to decide to forfeit the whole or part of the
officer's pension entitlement either permanently or for a specified period, but this
determination is itself further circumscribed and limited by the provisions of
subparagraph (5).

10.For reasons which will become clear it is crucial to bear in mind that the ultimate

decision is that of the Authority and not the Secretary of State.

11.From that decision there is then a right of appeal to the Crown Court under

Regulation H5 the material part of which reads as follows:

"Where a member of a home police force..... .is aggrieved by... ,the forfeiture
under regulation K5 by the police authority of any award granted to or in
respect of such a member, he may....appeal to the Crown Court and that
court, after inquiring into the case, may make such order in the matter as
appears to it to be just."

It is common ground that this appeal is by way of rehearing at which each
party is entitled to call evidence and make submissions.

12.Nature of the rights which are liable to forfeiture

Under Regulation Bl of the Regulations (as amended) in general terms every
Police Officer with sufficient qualifying service is entitled to an ordinary pension on
reaching the age of 60. The amount of that pension depends essentially upon two
factors, the length of his service and his pensionable pay at the date of retirement.
If an officer leaves the police force before reaching the age of 60 he is not normally
entitled to an immediate pension but instead becomes entitled to a deferred
pension under Regulation 85.

13.Pension benefits used commonly to be described as a reward conferred on a

faithful employee by a grateful employer in return for long service. Such a
description indeed appears in the judgment of His Honour Judge Norman Jones
Q.C., the Recorder of Leeds, in the case of Paul Banfield —v- Cambridgeshire
Police Authority (4" June 2003) at paragraph 18 of the judgment. With the greatest

Version 1.0 RagaKda: Page 16 of 26



HOME OFFICE POLICE PENSION FORFEITURE GUIDANCE

respect to the learned judge we do not think that analysis can stand with the
decision of the European Court of Justice in the seminal case of Barber —v-
Guardian Royal Exchange Assurance Group [1991] 1 QB 344.

14.1t is true that Barber was principally concerned with the issue of discrimination as
between men and women in terms of their entitlement to equal pay for equal work
which is prohibited by Article 119 of the Treaty of Rome. However, the fundamental
rationale of that decision is that a pension is simply deferred pay. The employee
gives up his entitlement to immediate benefits in his weekly or monthly pay in return
for payments of benefits either to him or his dependents at a future date. Benefits
are indeed earned by years of faithful service but the argument that these benefits
amount to any kind of gratuity on the part of the employer was decisively rejected
in the Barber judgment.

15.The fund which will eventually provide those benefits may comprise contributions
by both employer and employee or, in the case of a non-contributory scheme,
simply by the employer. In the case of any state scheme the fund or that part of
the fund which represents the employer's contributions may be purely notional in
the sense that contributions are not actually paid into any separate fund or account,
nor indeed are the employee's contributions although they are actually deducted
from salary, but the liability nonetheless remains as a liability of that body in the
accounts of the government department or public authority concerned.

16.0nce the length of service and the amount of pensionable pay have been
determined it is possible by the application of actuarial rules to determine the size
of the notional fund required to produce the pension to which the officer is entitled.

17.The elements of the fund

In the case of a police pension the fund consists of three elements. The first is the
element which represents the employer's notional contributions. The second is the
element which represents the employee's actual contributions. The third is the
secured element referred to in subparagraph (5) of regulation K5. This element
exists because of the police pension scheme is a "contracted out" scheme for the
purpose of the National Insurance Contributions Regulations. A scheme which is
"contracted out" guarantees to pay its members a specific level of benefits on
retirement in lieu of any entitlement to the second State Pension and in return both
employer and employee pay reduced contributions into the national insurance fund
out of which state pensions are payable.

18.This secured element is specifically defined at paragraph A5(4) of the Regulations
as follows:

"In these regulations any reference to the secured portion of a pension is a
reference to the portion of the pension which equals the graduated retirement
benefit which would be payable to a pensioner, on the assumption that he
retired from regular employment on attaining state pensionable age, in return
for a payment in lieu of contributions in respect of the whole of any period of
non-participating employment by reason of which he is entitled to reckon
pensionable service for the purpose of the pension, being a period of non-
participating employment at the end of which no payment in lieu of
contributions in fact fell to be made; and any reference to the unsecured
portion of a pension shall be construed accordingly."
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19.We do not think it necessary to delve much further into the detail of what is a highly

technical and convoluted provision, but it clearly refers to what was then called
graduated retirement benefit and is now called the second state pension. What is
relevant and absolutely clear is that it has nothing to do with the element
represented by the employee's actual contributions.

20.We mention this third element principally because of an extraordinary error which

21.

appears in the letter of 5 " July 2006 to be found at pages 157-159 of the trial
bundle. This is the formal letter from the Respondent Authority notifying the
Appellant of the decision to forfeit. At the bottom of page 158 the letter reads

“..the Sub-Committee decided that the former Officer's pension should be
permanently forfeit by 25%.

The forfeiture does not apply to the secured portion of the pension, which
amounts to 35% and reflects the officer's own contributions to the pension
fund."

This is completely wrong. The contributions made by the officer simply do not fall
within the definition at paragraph A5(4) of the Regulations.

We say no more about this issue in general terms because it does not arise for
decision in this appeal. However, it is an issue which may arise and need to be
considered in more detail in future particularly in a case where effectively a total
or very substantial forfeiture is under consideration. Any such decision will need to
take careful account of the restrictions on forfeiture imposed by Regulation K5(5)
and proper valuations of the secured element will need to be carried out.

22.This will be a matter of expert actuarial evidence, but it is clear from the evidence

referred to in the judgment of His Honour Judge Norman Jones Q.C. in the case
of Paul Banfield that the total contributions both notional and actual are equivalent
to approximately 33% of salary. On the figures for the current tax year contracted
out schemes reduce the employer's overall National Insurance contributions by
approximately 3.5% of salary and the employee's contributions by approximately
1.5% of salary so there would seem to be a fair argument for concluding by a rather
rough and ready calculation that 5/33 or approximately 15% of the pension is
actually covered by the definition of the secured pension in subparagraph (5). That
may not appear a very large proportion but in this case, it actually amounts to just
over €63,000, in round figures €44,000 from the employer and El 9,000 from the
employee.

23.The entirely separate question of the proportions of the fund which should be

attributed respectively to the employer's and employee's contributions received
detailed consideration in June 2003 in the case of Paul Banfield to which we have
already referred and both parties in this appeal were content to accept the
formulation of His Honour Judge Norman Jones Q.C. in that case that the correct
figures are 65% for the employer's contributions and 35% for the employee's
contributions.

24.1t has long been settled law that at least in subparagraph (4) cases, despite the

apparently wide wording of Regulation K5, it could never be fair to forfeit that part
of the pension which represents the officer's own contributions. In modern terms
this would be a clear infringement of the officer's rights guaranteed by Article 1 of
the First Protocol to the Human Rights Convention which is forbidden by section
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6(1) of the Act. It follows that subject to subparagraph (5) the maximum permissible
forfeiture is effectively 65%.

25.The Secretary of State's certificate

As we have seen there are specific preconditions to the forfeiture procedure under
subparagraph (4) of Regulation K5. which require the authority to apply initially to
the Secretary of State for a certificate. The Appellant made a number of complaints
about the fairness and accuracy of the material submitted to the Secretary of State
in support of the application for the certificate in this case. We accept the
submission of Counsel for the Respondent Authority that the certificate is
conclusive in these proceedings. Any challenge to the validity of the certificate
could only be made by application to the Administrative Court for a quashing order.
The investigation and resolution of one of these complaints is the principal reason
for the delay in this case.

26.Our principal concern is with the effect of the certificate being granted. We have
seen the notes for guidance issued by the Home Office under circular number
26/2006. We note that these were issued in September 2006 which was after the
decision under appeal, but it is clear from other documents in the bundle that apart
from an adjustment in the figures to take account of the Banfield case there is no
material difference between this document and the one which it replaced, Circular
56/1998.

27.We are particularly concerned to note the terms of paragraph 8 of Annex B to the
Circular which reads as follows:

"8. On the question of the amount which can be forfeited, paragraph 4 of the
regulations provides that forfeiture may be applied permanently or
temporarily. The courts have ruled that the pension may be forfeited by no
more than 65%, the remainder reflecting a pensioner's own contributions. As
certificates are likely to be issued only in serious cases it follows that
substantial forfeiture (say 35-65%) would normally be imposed.”

28.1n our judgment this statement is not just seriously misleading but actually wrong
as a matter of law for two reasons. The first is that the Regulations themselves
place no lower limit on the amount of the forfeiture. It is simply wrong as a matter
of law for the executive to seek to limit in any way the ambit of the discretion which
Parliament has conferred on the decision-making body. In clear terms the
Regulations provide first for the circumstances in which a certificate may be
granted. Once granted It is then for the authority to decide whether or not to forfeit
at all, and if so to settle upon the terms of forfeiture both in amount and time.

29.The second reason is that any decision to forfeit clearly engages the provisions of
Article 6(1) of the Convention as well as Article | of the First Protocol. If the Circular
is right the Secretary of State's certificate amounts in effect to a decision by him
that the appropriate starting point for the authority's determination is one to forfeit
more than half of the forfeitable pension. This decision not only pre-empts stage
one of the authority's decision making process, it is a decision made simply upon
the basis of material submitted by the police authority without any consideration of
any mitigating circumstances (see paragraph 5 of Annex B of the Circular,) or any
opportunity for the officer to make any representations or any opportunity to
resolve disputed issues of fact. In our judgment any such procedure simply could
not comply with Article 6(1).
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30.In our judgment the analogy which places the certificate of the Secretary of State
in its proper context is to regard it as akin to, and of no greater weight than, a
certificate by a Magistrates Court under section 6(1) of the Magistrates Court Act
1980 that upon the material presented there exists of a prima facie case against a
defendant. It is then for the Authority to start their determination with effectively a
clean sheet of paper.

31.The Case against the Appellant
Against this background we now consider the case against this Appellant. We
have read the agreed bundle of documents put before us. We have heard
submissions from Counsel for the Appellant and the Respondent and have been
much assisted by their written skeleton arguments. We have also heard evidence
from the Appellant and his wife. The Respondents did not choose to call any
evidence relying simply on the agreed documents and submissions. We accept
the Appellant as a truthful witness of fact.

32.The Appellant joined the police force on leaving University and by the time of his
dismissal had just over 18 years of service as a police constable. The Appellant
was clearly unhappy that he had not been allowed to resign following his plea of
guilty and put forward a quantity of evidence to show that he had been unfairly
treated in that other officers appear to have been allowed to resign in similar
circumstances. Since the forfeiture proceedings may follow equally whether an
officer resigns or is dismissed we do not consider that this issue is relevant to our
decision. The question of whether the Appellant had been fairly or unfairly
dismissed is a matter for an Employment Tribunal and not for this court. Its only
relevance in this case is to demonstrate that immediately after his plea the
Appellant accepted that his career in the police force was effectively over.

33. At the time of his arrest the Appellant was employed as a Sexual Offences
Investigation Techniques ("SOIT") officer. As such his duties were not only to
take statements from persons who alleged that they had been the victims of rape
or other sexual offences but also to act as a chaperone providing support and
help to such persons throughout the investigation.

34.The Appellant accepted that he was effectively in an important position of trust
towards those with whom he came into contact in the course of these duties. He
also accepted that such persons were commonly vulnerable as a result of the
traumatic experiences they had undergone.

35.As a SOIT officer the Appellant was instructed to look after Ellie Hazel who was
alleging that she had been attacked and raped late at night by three men in
Peckham. After taking her statement the Appellant continued to act as her SOIT
officer and remained in regular contact with her. We accept his evidence that she
obtained his mobile phone number and sent him a large number of text
messages. It was very much part of the Appellant's duties to act as a chaperone
to Miss Hazel and for that purpose it was necessary to gain her confidence and to
provide moral support and sympathy when she needed it. This he did and there is
absolutely nothing in the evidence to suggest that the Appellant was in any way
grooming Miss Hazel or acting in any way unprofessionally towards her.
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36.0n the 19t March 2003 he attended her son's birthday party as an invited guest
and left in the early evening. He was on call that night and at about 11.30 p.m.
she called him in distress. He offered to go and see her immediately and she
accepted. We do not accept the suggestion put to him in cross examination that
he should have been accompanied by another officer. There is no evidence that
he was ignoring any guidance or breaking any rules in going alone to her house
at that time of night.

37.We accept his evidence that shortly before this incident while the Appellant was
away on leave, there had been a breakdown in the support arrangements for
Miss Hazell's and a call for help from her had not been responded to leading to a
suicide attempt on her part. In agreeing to go to her house we accept that the
Appellant made a proper judgment in the light of the circumstances known to him
at the time. He was simply doing his job as a conscientious officer.

38.When he arrived, they had a conversation and then engaged in some consensual
sexual activity. He then left. The next day Miss Hazel! alleged that he had
indecently assaulted her. That charge was not proceeded with and the Appellant
pleaded guilty to the common law offence of misconduct in a public office. By his
plea the Appellant accepted that this consensual sexual activity risked harm to
the public perception of and confidence in the role of chaperones and that by his
conduct he was being reckless as to whether he was breaching his duty as a
chaperone to Miss Hazell thereby harming the public interest.

39.The Appellant's actions were as the judge remarked "a gross breach of trust"
involving "an extremely vulnerable individual". Such conduct was clearly so
serious that only a custodial sentence could be justified.

40.1t is important to deal now with an issue which has clearly caused some
confusion in the minds of the members of the sub-committee of Respondent
Authority. At page 45 of the bundle appears a draft of the count alleging
misconduct in a public office. In the draft particulars of the statement of offence
there is included an additional and much more serious element that his behaviour
amounted to a breach of his duty not to undermine or have a detrimental effect
on Miss Hazell's position as a witness in an ongoing rape investigation.

41.That element formed no part of the Appellant's basis of plea and does not appear
in the actual particulars of the indictment which is found at page 151. There is no
mention in these particulars of any risk of undermining Miss Hazell's position as a
witness. There is a very good reason for this.

42.At page 73 of the bundle appears the minutes of the meeting of the
subcommittee of the Respondent Authority at which the case of the Appellant is
reported in these terms:

“Mr Harrington was chaperone for the victim of a serious sexual assault and
had a sexual relationship with her after the case was discontinued. "

43.The letter from the Respondent Authority to the Secretary of State dated 19" May
2004 repeats this account in these terms:
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"He became emotionally involved with the victim and maintained contact with
her after the criminal case was discontinued. "

44.There is only one logical explanation for this choice of phrase. In the material
before us there is substantial evidence that in relation to the rape allegation the
police had concluded that for very good reasons Miss Hazel] could not be put
forward as a witness of truth and that conclusion had been reached before 18t
March 2003. It must follow from this that the prosecution were unable to
substantiate any allegation that Mr Harrington's sexual activity with Miss Hazell
risked undermining her credibility as a witness in the rape investigation or any trial.

45.We note also that Counsel for the Respondent Authority was very careful in his
cross-examination of Mr Harrington to confine his questions to suggesting that in
general terms such behaviour carried the risk of undermining a witness' credibility,
a proposition which the witness accepted and with which we have no difficulty.

46. It is certainly unfortunate that in his sentencing remarks the learned judge referred
specifically to "the risk of undermining her [Miss Hazell's] credibility as a witness in
the Peckham rape case and the integrity of the prosecution case. which was then
still pending."

47.1t may be that these remarks served to confuse the members of the sub-committee
who considered the Appellant's forfeiture case. The report of the deliberations of
the sub-committee at page 117 of the bundle records "Members further considered
that ex PC Harrington's actions had had the potential to undermine the victim's
"credibility as a witness" and the "integrity of the prosecution case" in which she
was involved."

48.These remarks are repeated on the second page of the letter of reasons sent to
the Appellant's representative which appears at page 158 of the bundle.

49. As we have explained this conclusion simply cannot be true and serves further to
undermine the basis for the decision under appeal in this case.

50.The correct approach
We accept that the maintenance of public confidence in the integrity of the police
is a legitimate and important matter of public interest which for the general public
good may justify overriding the rights of the individual under Article 1 of the First
Protocol. However, we also consider that there are other ways in which that
confidence can be both maintained and restored when it comes into question. In
our judgment we have long passed the days when any suggestion that any police
officer might be guilty of any offence would be greeted with expressions of public
shock and outrage.

51.Today's society rightly demands very high standards of its police but the
expectation is simply more realistic. Police officers will sometimes fall from those
very high standards of behaviour which are expected of them. When these
events occur, public confidence will substantially be restored by open admission
of any organisational failure, the thorough, timely and competent investigation of
any alleged offence and the conviction and proper punishment of the offender.

52.Length of service
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We start with this factor in the light of the Barber judgment and the provisions of
Article 1 of the First Protocol because it seems to us to have been one which has
in the past been either overlooked or given too little weight.

53.Pension rights are deferred pay earned by service. Those rights may accrue both
to the officer and his dependants who are very likely to be entirely innocent. At
one end of the scale lie cases where officers have been engaged in corrupt
activities over a significant period of time where it would be an affront to justice
and common sense to regard the pension rights relating to that period of corrupt
service as having in any true sense been "earned". At the other end of the scale
lie cases of where officers have many years of impeccable service whose careers
have been brought to an end by a moment of madness or reckless behaviour
where it would be wholly disproportionate to deprive the individual of his rights in
addition to the punishment which he has already received.

54.1t is cases at the lower end of this particular scale which may well be suitable for
time limited forfeiture if any forfeiture is considered appropriate.

55.The seriousness of the offence
This will always be an important factor. At one end of the scale will lie cases of
large-scale corruption for personal gain involving serious perversion of the course
of justice. At the other end lie offences which involve activities which are not in
themselves criminal but become so by reason of the officer's position as a police
officer. We say no more about this because the concept of aggravating and
mitigating features is very familiar and is clearly set out in the Home Office
Circular.

56.Circumstances surrounding the investigation
This is an important factor because police officers may well be in a position to
hamper delay or obstruct the course of an investigation. As we pointed out at
paragraph 47 the timely investigation of such allegations is an important element
in restoring any damage to public confidence. Officers who have assisted an
investigation by frank cooperation and appropriate pleas at the earliest
opportunity may expect to be treated very differently to those who positively
obstruct an investigation, who decline to co-operate or who maintain a plea of not
guilty in the face of overwhelming evidence.

57.The extent of publicity and media coverage
We regard this as a particularly difficult area for a number of reasons. Almost any
allegation of crime against a serving police officer is likely to excite the interest of
the media. Such allegations are matters of legitimate public interest. Having said
that, the extent of the publicity may have nothing to do with the seriousness of the
offence or the gravity of any risk that public confidence in the police may be
undermined. Sexual offences or offences with a sexual element are more likely to
lead to sensational reporting than other offences. Standards of accuracy in
reporting may vary widely.

58. It seems to us to be grossly unfair that the amount of forfeiture should be affected
in any way either by inaccurate media reporting or by the accident of whether
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there happens to be on the day of sentence either a glut or a dearth of news and
the degree of newsworthiness of the story in the judgment of the tabloid press.

59.What seems to us to be important is not the actual reporting of the conviction or
sentence which is to be expected in all cases, but thereafter continued public
news interest in the form of leading articles, comment, or correspondence from
the public which indicate a serious degree of public concern. Inaccurate reporting
should always be disregarded. Equally although the media coverage is likely to
be adverse that is not necessarily the case, and coverage which presents either
the police in a favourable light in terms of the investigation, or otherwise helps to
restore any damage caused to public confidence is equally a factor to be taken
into account.

60. The appellant in this case has complained about the fact that the Respondent
Authority took a pro-active role in making press releases of his case. We do not
consider that this criticism is in any way justified. As we have said there is bound
to be legitimate media interest in any allegation against a police officer of criminal
conduct. If the police authority refuses to respond to enquiries, they run the risk of
generating further media speculation, or of being accused of cover-up which only
serves to make matters worse.

61.If the police respond with appropriate and factually accurate information such
actions are in fact more likely to assist the officer by helping to restore public
confidence in the police in their investigation of crime. The same applies to press
releases and press statements made after the event. Accurate information is
more likely to lead to accurate reporting and diminish the amount of speculation
and innuendo which appears.

62. The other factors are clearly set out at paragraph 5 of Annex B of the Home
Office Circular. They do not call for comment. The only one which is relevant to
this case is the issue of the betrayal of an important position of trust for personal
gain. It is clear that this Appellant betrayed an important position of trust but we
are not satisfied that he did this for personal gain. We do not regard consensual
sexual activity on a single occasion as falling within this category.

63.Personal Mitigation
We note from the minutes of the sub-committee at page 77 of the bundle at least
one case in which sub-committee suggested that personal mitigation should be
included in the material to be submitted to the Secretary of State at the stage
when he is deciding to issue his certificate. In general we do not think this is
appropriate.

64. At this stage the Secretary of State is carrying out an objective test to decide
whether either of the conditions set out in subparagraph (4) is satisfied. Including
information as to personal mitigation at this stage runs the risk of confusing the
separate duties of the Secretary of State and the Police Authority. For the
reasons set out at paragraphs 26 and 27 such confusion is to be avoided. We
accept of course that there may be information submitted with the application
which the officer may wish to rely on in mitigation but in our judgment the proper
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place for personal mitigation is during the enquiry by the Authority once a
certificate has been granted.

65. This Appellant has put forward very significant personal mitigation. He has
eighteen years of excellent service as a police officer. He was highly regarded by
his colleagues as a SOIT officer. His offence involved conduct which was not in
itself a criminal offence and from the sentence passed falls very much at the
lower end of the scale of gravity. It is properly described as a single incident of
reckless behaviour. He was wholly co-operative in the investigation and pleaded
guilty at the earliest opportunity. If it were not for his frank answers in interview he
might never have been successfully prosecuted at all.

66.In terms of the media coverage we disregard the serious degree of misreporting
which occurred in his case. We do not accept the submission of counsel for the
Respondents that media coverage extended over six weeks. The evidence we
have shows a single report of his plea followed after a gap of six weeks by the
reporting of his sentence. There is no evidence that any of the reports of
sentence provoked any further media comment of the kind we have referred to
above.

67.We also attach significant weight to the fact that a lady whom he had previously
chaperoned as a SOIT officer was prepared to give evidence in mitigation on his
behalf and to procure the publication in Time Out, a magazine with a wide
national circulation, of an article which was wholly favourable to the Appellant's
performance of his duties as a SOIT officer. We also note that the statistics of
reported rape allegations immediately after the sentence show no sign of any
significant diminution which might indicate a drop in the level of public confidence
in police investigations of rape.

68.We also note that not a single one of the other aggravating factors listed in
paragraph 5 of Annex B of the Home Office Circular are present in this case.

69.Finally we attach significant weight to the conduct of the Appellant after his
dismissal from the police force. He became aware that a member of the public
was intending to import a firearm and live ammunition from the USA via an
internet purchase. He persisted in the face of some official indifference in
conveying this information to the police and assisting them to take appropriate
action which resulted in a personal letter of thanks from the Area Commander of
the Hertfordshire Constabulary.

70.The decision of the Respondent Authority was to forfeit permanently 25% of the
total pension entitlement. Taking account of the secured element, that is a figure
of over 40% of the forfeitable amount. We have identified a number of errors in
their approach and their considerations which mean that this figure cannot be
supported.

71.Taking all the relevant factors into account which we have set out in this
judgment we have reached the unanimous conclusion that it would be simply
unfair to forfeit any part of this Appellant's pension and that such forfeiture would
be a disproportionate interference with his rights under Article 1 of the First
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Protocol. This case appears to us to be in many important respects comparable
to the decision of His Honour Judge Wiggs and Justices in the case of Blench —
v- Hampshire Police Authority (2"¢ November 2001) where the same conclusion
was reached. We accept of course that each case will turn on its own facts and
that decisions of one Crown Court are not binding on another. Having said that a
broad measure of consistency is certainly very desirable.

72.The appeal is therefore allowed.

His Honour Judge Platt
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