IN THE MATTER OF THE POLICE (CONDUCT) REGULATIONS 2020 

IN THE MATTER OF FORMER PC 2242 WAYNE TANCOCK 


Accelerated Misconduct Hearing on 28 April 2026 
by Assistant Chief Constable Nicholas McLain 

Decision on Outcome 

Former PC 2242 Wayne Tancock has recently resigned as a police officer. It follows that he is no longer a serving police officer. Therefore, this Accelerated Misconduct Hearing, held under Part 5 of the Police (Conduct) Regulations 2020 is concerned with a former officer and I direct that the Regulations be amended to the extent required for a former officer. 

Former PC Tancock has not attended the hearing today, but he is represented by his Police Federation representative, PC Sarah Buchanan. 

The background facts are not in dispute and are captured on Body Worn Video footage. This evidence is incontrovertible. 
On 6 June 2025, former PC Tancock, was on uniform mobile patrol in a police car with a female police officer, who I will refer to as “Officer A”. At the time, former PC Tancock was a tutor constable, and Officer A was a student officer. During the course of their journey, a conversation took place between them. This conversation was captured on BWV.
It is of note that the BWV footage and a transcript of the conversation has been provided to former PC Tancock, who accepts that the footage and the transcript is accurate and he does not dispute their contents. 
There are three allegations against former PC Tancock. Each allegations relates to comments made by former PC Tancock on 6 June 2026 during the car journey. The Appropriate Authority contends that former PC Tancock’s behaviour is unacceptable and unprofessional and in breach of the Police (Conduct) Regulations 2020. The specific allegations are contained in the Regulation 51 Notice served on former PC Tancock. 
I have summarised the allegations as follows:  

Allegation 1 
Former PC Tancock made sexualised comments by referring to a group of members of the public, who were female, as “MILFS” and then described himself as a “Fucker”. Former PC Tancock then told Officer A not to go back and say that her tutor is a “Fucking perv”. He referred to a “circle of trust”. At this time, Officer A was a student officer and still in her police probation and former PC Tancock was her tutor constable. 

Allegation 2
Former PC Tancock made an objectively racist remark and derogatory comment when referring to a member of the traveller community by stating: “yes and get fingered by the fucking gyppos like, cause that’s what they do, they are fuckers they are”.   

Allegation 3 
Former PC Tancock made an objectively racist remark and derogatory comment when referring to a member of the traveller community by stating: “Fucking Pikeys in it, they just don’t give a fuck. They will be gone next week”.  

The Appropriate Authority maintains that the actions of former PC Tancock are in breach of the Standards of Professional Behaviour relating to:

Standard 2: Authority, Respect and Courtesy, namely that: 
“Police officers act with self-control and tolerance, treating members of the public and colleagues with respect and courtesy.”  

Standard 3: Equality and Diversity Duties, namely that: 
“Police officers act with fairness and impartiality. They do not discriminate unlawfully or unfairly.”  

Standard 9: Discreditable Conduct, that: 
“Police Officers behave in a manner, which does not discredit the police service or undermine confidence in it, whether on or off duty. 

Police officers report any action taken against them for a criminal offence, any conditions imposed on them by a court or receipt of any penalty notice.”

The Appropriate Authority’s position is that all three allegations are in breach of the Standards of Professional Behaviour in relating to Authority, Respect and Courtesy and 
 Discreditable Conduct, whilst allegations two and three are also in breach of the Standard of Professional Behaviour relation to Equality and Diversity. 

The Appropriate Authority contends that former PC Tancock’s behaviour, individually or collectively, amounts to gross misconduct, which is defined in Regulation 2 (1) of the Police (Conduct) Regulations 2020, as amended, as “a breach of the Standards of Professional Behaviour that is so serious as to justify dismissal.”

As former PC Tancock resigned during this investigation and is now a former officer, this is amended to the effect that the breach of the Standards of Professional Behaviour is so serious that former PC Tancock would have been dismissed if the officer had not ceased to be a member of a police force. 

Former PC Tancock has provided a written response to the allegations as required by Regulation 54 in which he states:  

“Whilst the conduct is accepted and it is accepted that the conduct amounts to a breach of the standards relating to discreditable conduct authority, respect and courtesy and equality and diversity, it is not accepted that the conduct amounts to gross misconduct.”

He provides further clarity as to his position in paragraphs 2 to 4 of his Regulation 54 Response. This is as follows: 
“2. I admit the allegations in full and accept that both the body worn footage and accompanying transcript reflect the comments I made during the relevant car journey. 

3. I accept that my language and behaviour were inappropriate, unprofessional, and fell below the standards expected of a police officer, particularly given my role as a Tutor Constable. 

4. It is my position that, although my behaviour was unacceptable, it does not constitute conduct so serious as to justify dismissal. Neither does it represent behaviour that fundamentally undermines public confidence in policing to the degree required for a finding of gross misconduct.”

Findings 
I have fully considered the evidence before me. Former PC Tancock admits the behaviour set out in the allegations. He also accepts that his conduct is in breach of the Standards of Professional Behaviour as alleged. On the balance of probabilities, I have no hesitation in finding all three allegations to be proved. I am also satisfied that in each case the conduct amounts to gross misconduct. 

Outcome 

Having found gross misconduct, I must impose disciplinary action on the former officer. The College of Policing Guidance on Outcomes in Police Misconduct Proceedings states at paragraph 3.32  in relation to former officers: “… at an accelerated misconduct hearing, if the special conditions apply, disciplinary action can only be to find that the former officer would have been dismissed if still serving.”

My decision on Outcome is that I am satisfied that former PC 2242 Wayne Tancock would have been immediately dismissed had he not resigned. 

In reaching my decision, I have fully considered the College of Policing Guidance on Outcomes in Police Misconduct Proceedings which has formed the basis for my conclusion. I have tested the seriousness of the allegations and the purpose of imposing a sanction, which I have to consider in deciding an outcome. I have given due consideration to culpability, harm, any aggravating factors, and any mitigating factors as set out in the Guidance.

In assessing the seriousness of the conduct, I recognise the more culpable or blameworthy the behaviour in question, the more serious the misconduct and the more severe the likely outcome. I am mindful that the former officer held a position of trust and responsibility, and his misconduct is a serious abuse of that trust. There can be no doubt that former Tancock’s behaviour has an adverse impact on public confidence in policing. Both these matters significantly increase culpability.

Discrimination may involve language or behaviour and discriminatory comments towards persons on the basis of any protected characteristic is never acceptable and always serious. Instances where discrimination is conscious or deliberate, as I find to be the case here, is particularly serious. In these circumstances, the public cannot have confidence that the officer will discharge their duties in accordance with the Standards of Professional Behaviour. 

The harm caused by the former officer’s actions is reputational harm and affects the police service and public confidence in the service as a whole. A factor of the greatest importance is the impact of the misconduct on the standing and reputation of the profession as a whole. I am satisfied that former PC Tancock has caused damage to that reputation. 

Aggravating factors are those tending to worsen the circumstances of the case, in relation to either the former officer’s culpability or harm caused. I found that there are a number of significant aggravating factors present. The conduct a significant deviation from, instructions which includes orders, force policy and national guidance. Former Tancock’s behaviour continued after he realised, or should have realised, that it was improper. In my judgment, all of these matters are aggravating factors. 

In terms of any mitigating factors which lower the level of culpability and harm, in the present instance, I am mindful that the misconduct was confined to a single episode and of brief duration. Former PC Tancock made open admissions at an early stage and has fully cooperated with the misconduct investigation. I acknowledge that there is evidence of genuine remorse and reflection and former PC Tancock has resigned, and it has taken responsibility for his actions. I give him credit for all these matters. 

I have reminded myself of the threefold purpose of the outcomes in police misconduct proceedings which is to maintain public confidence in policing and the reputation of the police service; to uphold high standards in policing and to deter misconduct; and to protect the public. 

Former PC Tancock has provided a number of character references. Which I have carefully considered. However, I recognise that due to the nature and purpose of disciplinary proceedings, the weight attached to any personal mitigation will necessarily be limited, particularly where serious misconduct has been proven, as is the case here. 

In the circumstances, there is only one possible outcome which I am able to impose, and I have absolutely no hesitation in doing so. Therefore, my decision on Outcome is that I am absolutely satisfied that the misconduct is so serious that former PC Tancock would have been immediately dismissed had he not resigned. 

The behaviour of former PC Tancock is totally unacceptable. There is no room in Gwent Police for this type of behaviour. Gwent Police will not accept misogyny, racism or discrimination from its officers or staff. The public rightly expect our officers to uphold the highest professional standards, and former PC Tancock has failed to do so. 

The vast majority of the police officers, staff and volunteers, who work for Gwent Police conduct themselves impeccably and work tirelessly to protect the public, those very few who choose to breach the standards expected of them and undermine the public’s trust in policing. 

In accordance with the Police (Conduct) Regulations 2020 the Findings and Outcome from this hearing will be referred to the College of Policing in order for Former PC 2242 Wayne Tancock to be placed on the Police Barred List. 
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