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NOTIFICATION OF OUTCOME OF MISCONDUCT HEARING


 

DC Stephanie Dyer 3830 - CM/104/25

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1	Between 8th and 9th September 2026 a misconduct hearing was convened to deal with allegations against DC Stephanie Dyer (the Officer) which the Appropriate Authority (AA) assessed as amounting to gross misconduct.  

1.2	The hearing panel consisted of Chair, Assistant Chief Officer Craig Holden, and Independent Panel Members (IPM), Christopher Green and Jenni Ord. 

1.3 	The Panel were advised by Legally Qualified Adviser (LQA) Tamina Greaves. 

1.4	The AA was represented by Mr Adam Keenaghan.  The Officer was represented by Mr Kevin Baumber. 


2. THE ALLEGATIONS

2.1	The breaches of the Standards of Professional Behaviour (SPB) alleged were set out in the Regulation 30 Notice as follows:  

Alleged Facts

i. In February 2025, the Officer asked colleague, DC 3985 Tracy Ruff, to certify a copy of
[PERSON A]’s passport.

ii. In response to her request, DC Ruff said she could not certify the passport as she
had “never met [PERSON A]”.

iii. In response, its alleged the Officer showed DC Ruff a photograph of [PERSON A]and said words to the effect: “there you go, you know him now.”

iv. DC Ruff repeated that she was not prepared to certify the passport as she did not know
[PERSON A], an explanation which, after presenting an exaggerated shocked face and
being told again by DC Ruff that she was “sorry” and she was not prepared to certify
the copy of [PERSON A]’s passport, the Officer accepted.

v. The Officer’s behaviour in seeking to apply pressure to DC Ruff to certify a copy of [PERSON A]’s passport in circumstances where she told the Officer she did not know him and was not prepared to sign it was dishonest and lacking in integrity.
The Standards of Professional Behaviour engaged as set out in Para. 6 of the Regulation 30 notice are:

i. Honesty and integrity; and 
ii. Discreditable Conduct

Particulars of Misconduct
It is alleged that these matters individually and/or collectively amount to gross misconduct, namely a breach of the Standards of Professional Behaviour that, if proved, is so serious as to justify dismissal.


3. LEGAL ISSUES

3.1. At the start of the hearing, the AA indicated that it intended to apply to adduce as hearsay, the written statement of DC Samantha Moore dated 28th April 2025. It was agreed between the parties that the application would be determined after the Panel had heard the live evidence of DC Tracy Ruff and Stewart Nicol.

3.2. Following the conclusion of that evidence, the AA made an oral application to admit DC Moore’s statement. The Panel received legal advice from the LQA that hearsay evidence is admissible in misconduct proceedings where it is fair to admit it, and that the fact that the evidence could not be tested in cross-examination did not, of itself, render it inadmissible.

3.3. The Panel was advised to consider, amongst other matters, the reason for DC Moore’s non-attendance; the importance of her evidence to the issues to be determined; whether it was the sole or decisive evidence of any material fact; the extent to which it was supported or contradicted by other evidence; the extent to which its reliability could otherwise be tested; the fact that the Officer disputed material aspects of her account and would be unable to challenge them in cross-examination; and the seriousness of the allegations and potential consequences for the Officer.

3.4. The Panel determined that DC Moore’s statement could be admitted without rendering the proceedings unfair. In reaching that decision, it took into account that her evidence was not the sole evidence relied upon by the AA, DC Ruff and Stewart Nicol having given direct evidence of the relevant interaction. The Panel nevertheless recognised that parts of DC Moore’s evidence were disputed and that her absence prevented those matters from being tested in cross-examination.

3.5. The Panel therefore admitted the statement, making clear that admissibility and weight were separate considerations. It determined that the weight to be attached to DC Moore’s evidence would be assessed once all of the evidence in the case had been heard.



4. PANEL DETERMINATION OF THE FACTS AND BREACHES OF THE STANDARDS OF PROFESSIONAL BEHAVIOR 

Burden and Standard of Proof

4.1	The Panel was reminded by the LQA that the burden of proof rests with the AA and the standard of proof is the civil standard, that is to say, on the balance of probabilities.  The Panel applied this standard when considering the facts of the case.

Factual Findings

4.2 The panel heard oral evidence from DC Tracey Ruff, Stewart Nicol and the Officer, DC Stephanie Dyer. The statement of DC Moore was admitted as evidence via a hearsay application and the other evidence in the final bundle which had been agreed was considered by the panel.

4.3. The Panel found that in the round the two witness who gave oral evidence were both doing their best to assist the panel however there were aspects of their written and oral accounts which led the panel to conclude that their accounts were not wholly reliable.

4.4 In relation to DC Tracey Ruff, the Panel found her to be a credible witness who gave a clear account. She remained calm, measured and balanced under robust cross-examination and did not seek to exaggerate her evidence.

4.4 The Panel noted, however, that her account was informed by an honestly held but mistaken belief that the Officer was asking her to do something improper; namely, to certify a copy of [PERSON A]’s passport in circumstances where she believed she was required to personally know him.

4.6 DC Ruff was clear that she did not feel threatened or bullied by the Officer, nor did she feel pressured or intimidated. She also accepted that on occasion, she needed others to repeat things for her, due to her hearing.

4.7 DC Ruff maintained that the interaction lasted approximately five minutes, which, if accepted, could have supported the suggestion that the Officer had applied sustained pressure. On balance, however, the Panel considered that the interaction was more likely to have been relatively short-lived. It did not consider DC Ruff’s estimate to be a dishonest exaggeration; rather, the Panel accepted that the interaction may simply have felt longer to her than it was.

4.8 The most contested aspect of DC Ruff’s evidence concerned whether the Officer said words to the effect of, “I need you to lie for me.” The Panel did not accept on the balance of probabilities that those words were said. In reaching that conclusion, it took into account that DC Ruff would have been facing away from the Officer at the relevant time, together with her acknowledged hearing difficulties. The Panel also noted that her statement was made approximately two months after the incident.

4.9 The Panel considered it significant that, although DC Ruff spoke to her husband about the incident on the same day, there was no evidence that she told him that the Officer had expressly asked her to lie; rather, she described the interaction with DC Dyer to her husband as “weird”. Similarly, DC Ruff did not herself make a referral to PSD. The Panel considered that, had she clearly understood the Officer to have expressly asked her to lie, it was more likely that this would have featured in her contemporaneous account to her husband and/or prompted her to report the matter.

4.10 The Panel therefore concluded that DC Ruff was honestly mistaken in her recollection of those particular words. It considered that her recollection had been affected by the passage of time and by her mistaken belief that she had been asked to do something improper. The Panel also noted that this part of her account was not corroborated by any other witness. This led the panel to conclude on balance that aspects of her account were not reliable. 

4.11 Turning to the oral evidence of Stewart Nicol, the Panel recognised that he did his best to assist the Panel in its decision-making. Much of his evidence as to what occurred was not materially disputed. The Panel’s concern was instead with the context in which he had interpreted the interaction and the conclusions he subsequently drew from it.

4.12 The Panel considered that Mr Nicol had proceeded on the mistaken understanding that the Officer was asking DC Ruff to certify an official travel document in circumstances where the person certifying it was required to have known the applicant for a number of years. It was against that incorrect premise that he later came to regard the interaction as improper and ultimately reported the matter to DS Lettis, resulting in a referral to PSD.

4.13 The Panel considered it significant that Mr Nicol did not report the interaction straight away and did not do so until more than a month later. The Panel also noted that Mr Nicol’s statement was made nearly two months after the interaction. In the Panel’s view, this supported the conclusion that he had not, at the time of the incident, been certain that the Officer was seeking to engage DC Ruff in wrongdoing. Rather, his concern developed subsequently, after reflection and against the background of his mistaken assumption as to the nature of the document and the requirements for its certification.

4.14 The Panel also took into account that Mr Nicol was positioned furthest away from the Officer and DC Ruff during the interaction. Accordingly, while the Panel accepted much of his factual account, it treated with caution his interpretation of the Officer’s conduct and the significance he later attached to it.

4.15 The AA approached their determinations by dealing with each allegation in the Regulation 30 notice.

i. “In February 2025, you asked your colleague, DC 3985 Tracy Ruff, to certify a copy of [PERSON A]’spassport”. – Proved

The panel accepted that the Officer asked her colleague DC Tracy Ruff to certify a copy of [PERSON A]’s passport. This was not an issue in dispute between the parties. 

ii. “In response to your request, DC Ruff said she could not certify the passport as she had “never met [PERSON A]”. Proved

The Panel found that DC Ruff had expressed that she could not certify a copy [emphasis added] of [PERSON A]’s passport. The Panel accepted that DC Ruff refused to accede to the request under the mistaken belief that she needed to personally know [PERSON A] in order to do so. 

iii. “In response, you showed DC Ruff a photograph of [PERSON A]and said words to the effect: “there you go, you know him now.” Proved 

The Panel concluded that words to the effect “there you go, you know him now”. The Panel also concluded that during this interaction the Officer showed DC Ruff a photo of [PERSON A] on her mobile phone. This was stated by the Officer and corroborated by Mr Nicol. 
The Panel found that the motivation for the Officer to show DC Ruff a photo of [PERSON A] was to satisfy her that her request was not in relation to a random person, which was consistent with her belief that the person signing did not need to physically know the person making the credit card application.

iv. “DC Ruff repeated that she was not prepared to certify the passport as she did not know [PERSON A], an explanation which, after presenting an exaggerated shocked face and being told again by DC Ruff that she was “sorry” and she was not prepared to certify the copy of [PERSON A]’s passport, you accepted.” Proved 

The Panel determined that the Officer repeated her request for DC Ruff to certify the passport on one further occasion only. The Panel also accepted that the Officer reacted by presenting a shocked expression. Both of these matters were accepted by the Officer in her oral evidence.

v. “Your behaviour in seeking to apply pressure to DC Ruff to certify a copy of [PERSON A]’s passport in circumstances where she told you she did not know him and was not prepared to sign it was dishonest and lacking in integrity.” Not proved 

The Panel concluded that:

(i) the Officer did not seek to apply undue pressure to DC Ruff; and
(ii) the Officer did not act dishonestly or without integrity.

In arriving at this conclusion, the Panel took account of DC Dyer’s interview, her Regulation 31 response and her oral evidence. The Panel found her oral evidence to be measured, calm and consistent, even under robust cross examination.

(i) Attempt to apply pressure

In reaching its determination, the Panel considered the following matters:

· In her oral evidence, DC Ruff was clear that she did not feel pressured by the Officer. She denied that there had been any browbeating, intimidation or threats towards her. At its highest, she described feeling “uncomfortable” about the interaction.

· The Panel found that the interaction was short-lived and was unlikely to have lasted more than approximately two minutes. Whilst it accepted that, from DC Ruff’s perspective, the interaction may have felt longer, on balance the evidence did not support her estimate of approximately five minutes.

· The Panel found that the Officer repeated her request on only one occasion. In the circumstances, it did not consider that repeating the request once amounted to the application of undue pressure.

· It was not disputed that the Officer reacted to DC Ruff’s refusal with a shocked expression. The Panel did not consider that reaction, viewed in context, amounted to pressure. It accepted that the Officer genuinely believed that she was asking DC Ruff to do something which was legitimate and permissible. Her surprise at DC Ruff’s refusal was therefore consistent with that belief.

· The Panel further found that, once it became clear that DC Ruff was not prepared to certify the passport, the Officer accepted her position and did not persist.

Taking those matters together, the Panel was not satisfied that the Officer had sought to apply undue pressure to DC Ruff.

(ii) Dishonesty and lack of integrity

· The Panel found, on the balance of probabilities, that the Officer honestly believed that DC Ruff was not required personally to know [PERSON A] in order to certify a copy of his passport. It therefore accepted that the Officer believed the request she was making was legitimate.

· The Panel considered the wording of the guidance accompanying the Tesco credit card application and found it to be ambiguous. It considered that the guidance was capable of being reasonably understood as permitting a copy of the passport to be certified without the person named in the passport being physically present or personally known to the person certifying the copy.

· The Panel also took account of the Officer’s good character and various supportive character references; It considered that this made it less likely that she would have deliberately sought to persuade another police officer to act dishonestly. It regarded it as inherently unlikely that an officer of her good character would openly ask a colleague to lie in the presence of other colleagues. 

· The Panel also noted that, had the Officer understood that the certifier was required personally to know [PERSON A], there were other officers known to her whom she could have approached and who did know [PERSON A] (particularly as there was no time pressure to submit the credit card application).

· When considering the evidence as a whole, the Panel did not accept DC Ruff’s recollection that the Officer said words to the effect of, “I need you to lie for me.” The Panel accepted that DC Ruff may honestly believe that those words were spoken. However, it took account of her acknowledged hearing difficulties, the circumstances in which the words were said, and the fact that no other witness corroborated that account. For those reasons, it was not satisfied that the words were spoken.

· Similarly, the Panel placed limited weight on DC Moore’s recollection that the Officer said words to the effect of, “no one needs to know.” That aspect of her evidence was not corroborated by any other witness and could not be tested in cross-examination.

· In the absence of those disputed words, and having regard to the Panel’s finding that the Officer honestly believed that her request was legitimate, the Panel was not satisfied that her conduct was dishonest or that it lacked integrity. The allegation was therefore not proved.

vi. “It is alleged the above conduct breached the Standards of Professional Behaviour
relating to Honesty and Integrity and Discreditable Conduct and that such conduct mounts to gross misconduct.” – Not proved

For the reasons set out at paragraph 4.15(v) above, the Panel was not satisfied, on the balance of probabilities, that the Officer had sought to apply undue pressure to DC Ruff, acted dishonestly or behaved in a manner lacking in integrity.

The Panel recognised that allegations 1-4 were principally factual allegations concerning the nature and course of the interaction between the Officer and DC Ruff. Even where aspects of those allegations were proved, the Panel did not consider those factual matters, viewed in isolation, to be capable of establishing misconduct. It was principally the conduct alleged at paragraph 5, namely the application of pressure coupled with dishonesty and/or a lack of integrity, which was capable of establishing a breach of the Standards of Professional Behaviour.

Having found allegation 5 not proved, the Panel was not satisfied that the Appropriate Authority had discharged the burden of proving a breach of the Standards relating to Honesty and Integrity or Discreditable Conduct.

Accordingly, the Panel did not need to proceed to consider whether any proven breach was sufficiently serious to amount to misconduct or gross misconduct. The allegation of gross misconduct was therefore not proved, and that brought the proceedings to an end.


Assistant Chief Officer Holden – Misconduct Chair 

10th September 2026
