

FORMER OFFICER 2144 BEN SUTCLIFFE

DECISION


1. This is an accelerated misconduct hearing concerning Former Officer Ben Sutcliffe. The former officer resigned on 26th February 2026 and is therefore subject to the Former Officer Regulations.

2. The former officer has not attended this hearing. I am satisfied that he was aware of the hearing and has chosen not to attend. I have therefore continued with the hearing pursuant to Regulation 57 (3) of the Police (Conduct) Regulations 2020.

3. I have provided anonymity for the other person involved in these proceedings. It is not necessary for her to be identified for there to be a full understanding of this case. 


4. The allegations against the former officer will be considered in turn in due course and so I shall not repeat here.


Allegation 1 

During a fact-finding meeting on 31.01.2025, the former officer ignored specific instructions to tell the truth and instead lied about the nature of his relationship with PC A. 



Allegation 2 

During a formal vetting interview on 26th August 2025, the former officer ignored specific instructions to tell the truth and instead lied about the nature of his relationship with PC A. 


Allegation 3 

The former officer conspired with PC A to lie about the relationship in the event they were asked about it.

Allegation 4 has been withdrawn


Allegation 5 

The former officer exchanged a number of sexually explicit messages and photographs with PC A whilst he was on duty and to the extent that it interfered with the proper performance of his duty. 


Allegation 6 

The former officer engaged in sexual activity with PC A in public places, knowing and intending that there was a risk of being caught. 


Allegation 7 

Without any lawful operational policing purpose, the former officer disclosed to PC A restricted operational police information regarding the arrest of a former officer, knowing such information was confidential. 

Allegation 8 

The former officer failed to challenge improper conduct on the part of PC A, namely, when she told him that she would lie to the Professional Standards Department and deny the relationship; and when she sent him sexually explicit messages and photographs whilst on duty. 


Allegation 9 

The former officer continued behaviour that he was told was wrong during his Prevent intervention and fact-finding interview, continuing to have a relationship with PC A and not disclosing it.]

It is alleged that the Standards of Professional Behaviour are breached relating to Honesty and integrity; Authority, Respect and Courtesy; Discreditable Conduct; Duties and Responsibilities; Orders and Instructions; Confidentiality; and Challenging and Reporting Improper Conduct and amounts to gross misconduct.

5. The former officer has provided two responses to the allegations. The first is an undated Regulation 18 response and the second is a response dated 9th August 2026. The former officer has made various admissions in the responses and has also denied various matters. 

6. The former officer has not attended this hearing. I will take into account the content of his responses, but he has not attended to provide evidence at this hearing.  I have also considered the documents in the bundle and the numerous messages exchanged between the former officer and PC A.



7. I will consider each of the allegations in turn and provide my findings.


8. The first three allegations relate to the former officer’s failure to disclose his relationship with PC A.

Allegation 1 

During a fact-finding meeting on 31.01.2025, the former officer ignored specific instructions to tell the truth and instead lied about the nature of his relationship with PC A. 


Allegation 2 

During a formal vetting interview on 26th August 2025, the former officer ignored specific instructions to tell the truth and instead lied about the nature of the relationship with PC A. 


Allegation 3 

The former officer conspired with PC A to lie about the relationship in the event they were asked about it.

9. On 31st January 2025, PS Grieves conducted a fact-finding meeting with the former officer to establish if the former officer was in a relationship with PC A. The former officer was told he was not under investigation, but he must be honest when answering questions. The former officer was asked directly whether he was in a relationship with PC A. He denied it stating that he was merely friends with PC A and suggested that the allegation may be a malicious allegation from A relief supervision team due to a recent negative interaction. 
10. After this questioning on 31st January 2025, the former officer sent a WhatsApp message to PC A. The former officer told PC A that he had denied their relationship to his supervision and PC A should do the same, stating, “so if they ask just deny it”. Further, on 5th February 2025, he tells her he knows she will “deny it all” if asked by PS Grieves about their relationship. 


11. On 26th August 2025, the former officer underwent a vetting interview. Within the vetting interview, the former officer was told that it was a formal process and of the importance for honesty. DI Craggs told the former officer that, “Lying, concealing the truth or deliberately withholding information when completing applications, vetting forms or during an interview is a serious matter”. During the the interview, the former officer described his relationship with PC A as one of friendship only, stating they are “just good mates” and that they met for dog walks and coffee. He denied having or intended to have an intimate relationship with PC A. He suggested that he had upset her supervision by overruling something they had done and this was where the rumour came from.


12. On 12th September 2025, the former officer exchanged messages with PC A. PC A discusses her discomfort ahead of her meeting with the counter corruption unit and the possibility of losing their jobs. The former officer states, “only we know the truth so unless your planning on changing the story I don’t see how they can.” 



13. On 21st November 2025, the former officer was interviewed in relation to an allegation of controlling and coercive behaviour in his relationship with PC A. He provided an account in which he admitted that he had been in a sexual relationship with PC A and that early on in the relationship they had both agreed to say they weren’t seeing each other if asked about it. 


14. The former officer accepted that he had been untruthful to his supervision and that this included when asked about his relationship with PC A in his vetting interview. He accepted that he was aware that the vetting interview was a formal process and that he was under an obligation to be truthful within it.  


15. In his response, the former officer accepted that he denied the relationship he had with PC A when he did actually have a relationship. He provided the suggested context behind this. He contended that he did not disclose matters due to his prior experiences of reporting sensitive matters. He stated that a CCU Inspector had advised PC A that their private lives were their own business, and he did not believe disclosure was necessary. He also suggested he did not initially disclose the relationship during a vetting interview as he felt unprepared for the nature of the questioning. He did not intend to mislead but to protect his personal life.



16. I find that the former officer was deliberately dishonest in not revealing his relationship with PC A when asked at various times and he conspired with PC A to lie about the relationship. He was well aware of the need to be honest about the relationship. I do not accept his excuse for not revealing it. I find these allegations proved. 


17. This was a breach of the Standards of Professional Behaviour of Honesty and Integrity, Discreditable Conduct, Duties and Responsibilities and Orders and Instructions. 


18. Allegation 4 has been withdrawn.





Allegation 5 

The former officer exchanged a number of sexually explicit messages and photographs with PC A whilst he was on duty and to the extent that it interfered with the proper performance of his duty. 


19. There is extensive evidence that the former officer sent sexually explicit photographs and sexualised messages to PC A while he was on duty. There are messages over a lengthy period of time and include some in July 2024 and December 2024. I have seen the messages and without repeating the detail I can confirm that they include reference to sexual activity and reference to sexual images. 



20. In his response the former officer said he did not recall sending messages while on duty. He did accept that some messages were unprofessional. 


21. I find this allegation proved. There is clear evidence of sexualised messages being sent when the former officer was on duty. The sheer volume and content implies that there must have been some detraction from his commitment to his work which would have inevitably interfered with the proper performance of his duty. 


23. This was a breach of the Standards of Professional Behaviour of Authority, Respect and Courtesy, Discreditable Conduct and Duties and Responsibilities;


Allegation 6 

The former officer engaged in sexual activity with PC A in public places, knowing and intending that there was a risk of being caught. 
24. In many messages, the former officer and PC A talk about engaging in sexual activity in public places.


25. On 3rd August 2024, the former officer messages PC A indicating his wish to have sexual activity outside “somewhere [they] could get caught” and makes reference to a previous sexual encounter.  


26. On 29th/30th October 2024 there is an exchange about potentially engaging in sexual activity in a public place and the risk of getting caught, with the former officer suggesting possible places. He suggested sexual activity “all whilst people drive past”. Further messages suggest that sexual activity did take place in a public place as he referred to wanting to take her over to benches and later having driven past where they parked the other morning.  


27. On 19th December 2024 the former officer referred to enjoying the “risk”. On 2nd January 2025 the former officer refers in detail to the sexual activity which had taken place.


28. I find this allegation proved. This was a breach of the Standards of Professional Behaviour of Discreditable Conduct.


Allegation 7 

Without any lawful operational policing purpose, the former officer disclosed to PC A restricted operational police information regarding the arrest of a former officer, knowing such information was confidential. 


29. On 28th July 2025, another serving officer within the force was arrested from his home address. The former officer had been involved in the initial incident. The former officer disclosed sensitive information in relation to the arrest of the serving officer to PC A. He disclosed in a message that the arrested individual was a “cop” but that she didn’t hear that from him.  He said she knew them as they were from a location she was familiar with and he identified him by first name and she said his surname.


30. I find this allegation is proved. This was a breach of the Standards of Professional Behaviour of Honesty and Integrity, Discreditable Conduct and Confidentiality.


Allegation 8 

The former officer failed to challenge improper conduct on the part of PC A, namely, when she told him that she would lie to the Professional Standards Department and deny the relationship; and when she sent sexually explicit messages and photographs whilst on duty. 


31. I have previously referred to evidence which relates to this allegation. It is proved but this is really a duplication of the earlier allegation.


32. This was a breach of the Standards of Professional Behaviour of Discreditable Conduct and Challenging and Reporting Improper Conduct

Allegation 9 


The former officer continued behaviour that he was told was wrong during the Prevent intervention and fact-finding interview, continuing to have a relationship with PC A and not disclosing it.
33. The former officer was referred to a “prevent’ intervention course. It took place on 30th September 2025. The content of the intervention course included an analysis of inappropriate working relationships and potential power imbalances.  He suggested that he had particularly remembered the parts around disclosing relationships. The former officer continued his relationship after this course and did not disclose it.


34. In his response the former officer accepted this breach.


35. I find this allegation is proved. This was a breach of Standards of Professional Behaviour of Honesty and integrity; Discreditable Conduct and Orders and Instructions.

36. Overall, I find all the allegations proved and that the conduct was a breach of the Standards of Professional Behaviour of Honesty and Integrity; Authority, Respect and Courtesy; Discreditable Conduct; Duties and Responsibilities; Orders and Instructions; Confidentiality; and Challenging and Reporting Improper Conduct.

The severity of the conduct

37. I will now consider the severity of the conduct and whether it is misconduct or gross misconduct. 

38. Gross misconduct in a case involving a former officer is defined as a breach of the Standards of Professional Behaviour which is so serious that the officer concerned would have been dismissed if the officer had not ceased to be a member of a police force. Misconduct is a breach of the Standards of Professional Behaviour which is not so serious that the officer concerned would have been dismissed if the officer had not ceased to be a member of a police force.

39. The AA contends that the former officer’s conduct is Gross Misconduct. 


40. The assessment of the seriousness of the conduct includes considering the former officer’s culpability for the misconduct, the harm caused by the misconduct, the existence of any aggravating factors and the existence of any mitigating factors. It needs to be considered by reference to the College of Policing Guidance on outcomes in police misconduct proceedings.


41. The former officer has raised matters in his responses which relate to the severity of his conduct. He contends that his actions were misconduct only. The former officer has indicated that his actions did not compromise his ability to carry out his professional duties; that the other officer was subject to the same professional standards as him; that no action has been taken against PC A and he considers this is unfair; that other matters have not been investigated; and that it was not his intention to deceive, manipulate or misuse his position. 


42. The AA has indicated that PC A’s conduct did not meet the threshold for misconduct proceedings. In my view this position merits further consideration by the AA but my role here today in these proceedings is to assess the severity of the conduct of the former officer rather than PC A.

Culpability:

43. The former officer’s conduct was planned, intentional and deliberate. There was a deliberate and dishonest intent to keep the relationship secret and to lie about it.

44. The former officer was holding a position of trust and responsibility at the time. The AA does not contend that there was an abuse of his position as regards his relationship with PC A, but he would have known not to engage in a relationship with a more junior officer and his seniority means there was a greater responsibility on him to be open and transparent about matters.
45. The former officer’s conduct was for his personal gain in terms of sexual gratification. 


46. The conduct constituted dishonesty and a lack of integrity. This is a very serious matter for a police officer. Honesty and Integrity are fundamental requirements for any police officer. There was repeated and sustained dishonesty by the former officer.


47. The breach of confidentiality is a significant matter. The misuse of confidential police information is a particular concern for the police service. Factors that make such conduct more serious include onward disclosure of that information. I accept that this information was shared with another serving officer but they had no legitimate policing purpose to know about it.


48. The former Officer’s culpability is high. 


Harm: 


49. The former officer’s conduct will undermine public confidence in policing.  The public expect police officers to be honest and act with integrity at all times. Repeated sustained dishonesty damages the reputation of the Force. 

Aggravating Factors:

50. These are listed at para 4.76 of the Guidance on Outcomes. These factors should not be double counted. Factors that indicate a higher level of culpability or harm as applicable to this case include: 

a. There was premeditation and planning in respect of the dishonesty;
b. the former officer had a malign intent, namely, sexual gratification; 
c. significant deviation from instructions; 
d. concealing wrongdoing in question and he attempted to blame others by suggesting there was a malicious plot against him; 
e. he deliberately deceived his colleagues over his actions which would have undermined their confidence in him once they discovered his actions’;
f. regular, repeated and sustained behaviour over a lengthy period of time; 
g. continuing the behaviour after the former officer knew that the behaviour was improper and after he had been on a course to address his behaviour; 
h. he should have been acting as a role model to a more junior officer;
i. multiple proven allegations and/or breaches of Standards of Professional Behaviour. 

Mitigating Factors 

51. The former officer has now admitted his conduct but did not do so until his actions were discovered. He has recognised that he should have acted differently.

52. The former officer maintains that his operational performance has never been affected. I accept that generally this was the position but his involvement in this relationship and the nature and extent of the messages must have been a distraction from his work and therefore commitment to his duty. 


53. The conduct stemmed from a personal relationship and the former officer’s conduct was clouded by his mutual and consensual involvement with PC A.


54. Overall, the conduct is very serious. It is gross misconduct. It is so serious that the officer would have been dismissed if he was still a serving officer. 

Outcome:

55. I will now consider the outcome in this case.



56. As I have found that the conduct amounted to gross misconduct, there are only two outcomes: disciplinary action or no disciplinary action. Where disciplinary action is imposed, this can only be that the former officer would have been dismissed if he was still serving. No other sanctions can be imposed. If I find that dismissal is not justified, then no action will be taken and the gross misconduct will be recorded.


57. I have taken into account the former officer’s service record. He joined the force on 3rd August 2005 and at the time of his resignation was a temporary sergeant on response. 

58.  I have also taken account of representations from the AA and from the police federation on the former officer’s behalf.

59. I have already indicated that I consider that the former officer’s conduct was very serious. It involved significant dishonesty over an extended period of time despite many opportunities to reveal it and furthermore included actions such as engaging in sexual acts in public places, and breaching operational confidentiality, that potentially undermines public trust and confidence in policing. It is quite natural that personal relationships form in the workplace, but they must be open, honest, and appropriate, and not detract from the role. The serious conduct here is something quite different indeed. 

60. I have considered the personal mitigation contained in the responses. Personal mitigation is only of limited weight, given the purpose of the proceedings. The purpose of the proceedings is to maintain public confidence in and the reputation of the police service; to uphold standards in policing and deter misconduct and to protect the public. I have reminded myself of the purpose of these proceedings.

61. The AA contends that the only appropriate outcome would be to impose disciplinary action. These matters are too serious to result in a less severe outcome than immediate dismissal. 


62. I will impose disciplinary action, namely that the former officer would have been dismissed if he was still a serving officer.

63. The former officer will be served with a written notice of the findings and outcomes of this hearing within 5 working days. 


64. The former officer will be placed on the barred list. He has a right of appeal.






