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• To protect the public 
 
I have also utilised the College of Policing Guidance on outcomes to assist in determining the most 
appropriate outcome and assessing the seriousness of the proven conduct through culpability, harm, 
aggravating and mitigating factors before considering any personal mitigation. 
 
I am mindful that the misconduct regime is not a punitive one and have considered less serious 
disciplinary sanctions before more serious ones and identified the least severe outcome which deals 
adequately with the issues identified whilst protecting the public interest. 
 
Culpability 
Culpability denotes the officer’s blameworthiness or responsibility for their actions. The more culpable 
or blameworthy the behaviour in question, the more serious the misconduct and the more severe the 
likely outcome. Conduct that is intentional, deliberate, targeted, or planned will generally be more 
culpable than conduct that has unintended consequences, although the consequences of an officer’s 
actions will be relevant to the harm caused. 
 
I believe that the former officer's actions were deliberate, targeted and intentional whereby he sought to 
conceal the fact that he was employed and received a salary from both organisations. There is a 
requirement for officers to declare any business interest. FO Sarkar completed a number of annual 
integrity health checks recording that he understood the business interest policy.  I believe that the 
former officer was given ample opportunity to disclose his business interest through pre-employment 
checks, annual integrity health checks and vetting but chose not to. It is clear that his behaviour was 
dishonest and that he would have personally and financially benefitted by receiving two salaries for a 
sustained period of time. 
 
By the nature of the office of constable all police officers are in a position of trust and authority to 
members of the public. FO Sarkar was a Sergeant and therefore of supervisory rank. He would, by 
default, had to take other more junior officers through the annual integrity health check forms by being 
a supervisor and ensure other officers’ understanding of the relevant policies including business 
interests to perform his role. 
 
I assess culpability as high. 
 
Harm 
Harm caused by an officers actions can be considered in various ways. Harm does not need to be 
suffered by a defined individual or group to undermine public confidence. Where an officer commits an 
act that would harm public confidence if the circumstances were known to the public, this can be taken 
into account.  
 
If the public were to know about the circumstances of this case it is likely to undermine public confidence 
in policing and reputational damage to West Midlands Police and the wider service.  
 
There is an expectation from the public that police officers are honest. 
 
I assess the level of harm as high. 
 
Aggravating Factors 
Aggravating factors are those tending to worsen the circumstances of the case in relation to the officers 
culpability of the harm caused.  
 
I have sought to avoid double counting either within the list or with the factors already considered as 
part of my assessment. 
 
I have already made reference to the fact that I believe that the officer's actions were premeditated, 
planned, targeted and deliberate. That he would have gained personally and financially by not disclosing 
his employment with POF and that I see this as an abuse of his position and authority within the service 








