IN THE MATTER OF THE POLICE ACT 1996
AND
 THE POLICE CONDUCT REGULATIONS 2020
AS AMENDED BY
THE POLICE (CONDUCT) (AMENDMENT) REGULATIONS 2024

THE APPROPRIATE AUTHORITY (CHIEF CONSTABLE OF WEST MERCIA POLICE)
V
PC 20450 GALE

NOTIFICATION OF FINDINGS AND OUTCOME:

Hearing:
Date – Monday 28th September 2026 to Wednesday 30th September 2026
Location – West Mercia Police HQ, Hindlip Hall, Worcstershire.

Panel and representatives:
· Panel Chair: Craig Holden  
· Independent panel member: Dawn Quick
· Independent panel member – Marsha Pearson
· Legally Qualified Advisor – Harry Ireland
· Counsel for the Appropriate Authority – Matt Holdcroft
· Police Federation (representing the Officer) – Paul Crowley

1. Introduction

1.1. This is the record of the decision of the Police Misconduct Panel held under the Police (Conduct) Regulations 2020, as amended in 2024. All references to the Regulations are to these regulations unless specified otherwise.

1.2. There may be slight differences between this written document as compared to any full transcript of the hearing or oral determination delivered at the hearing. If that is the case, this written document should be regarded as the definitive version.

1.3. A public notice giving details of the hearing was published on the West Mercia Police website in the usual way and for the requisite period. 

1.4. PC 20450 Kieran Gale (the Officer) attended these proceedings throughout. 

1.5. The hearing was conducted in person at West Mercia Police HQ, Hindlip Hall, Worcestershire. There were no restrictions on public access, though no members of the public or media attended.

2. Preliminary matters:

2.1. The Appropriate Authority requested that the primary witness be provided anonymity and receive the cipher of Ms A. This was agreed by the Panel Chair, and they are referred to as such throughout this report.

2.2. The Appropriate Authority submitted an application for the evidence of Ms A to be given via ‘Live Link’. This was uncontested by the Officer and the Chair determined that Ms A’s evidence be provided in that way.

2.3. A preliminary issue was an application to amend the Regulation 30 insofar as it related to dates of the misconduct. The application was not opposed and the Panel determined that it was in the interests of justice to allow the amendment, with no prejudice caused to the Officer. 

2.4. In opening, the AA also clarified how the timings as recorded within the WhatsApp messages referred to UTC which would mean that this aligned with Greenwich Mean Time, but would be one hour behind British Summer Time. The clocks changed on the 28th October 2018, after which the timing of the UTC time and the actual time were synchronised. Prior to the change on the 28th October 2018, a WhatsApp message showing 2100, would actually be 2200. This is noted here as it is highly relevant to the alleged misconduct which took place on the 25th/26th October 2018.

3. Allegation summary:

3.1. In the autumn of 2018, the Officer was appointed as the mentor to a new Special Constable (Ms A). He was aware of his responsibilities as a mentor and the imbalance of power between them. Soon after they met, sexualised messages were exchanged, including sexually explicit images.

3.2. Sexual activity took place between the Officer and Ms A while they were on duty. Some sexual activity took place inside their police car near a petrol station in a built-up area of Telford. Other sexual activity took place in a more remote area, initially in the police car and subsequently outside the police vehicle. This happened within the first few shifts that the Officer and Ms A were crewed together.

3.3. The matter was brought to the attention of the Professional Standards Department (PSD) in June 2024, after another police officer’s phone had been seized as part of a separate investigation. 

4. The allegations:

The Appropriate Authority alleges that:
BACKGROUND FACTS
1. Police Constable Gale (‘the Officer’) joined the West Mercia Police on 8 June 2015. 
[bookmark: _Toc103349469]Policy, Procedures and Training
2. The previous Code of Ethics was published in July 2014 and states that an Officer must,
‘ensure your behaviour and language could not reasonably be perceived to be abusive, oppressive, harassing, bullying, victimising or offensive by the public or your policing colleagues. 
…
ensure that any relationship at work does not create an actual or apparent conflict of interest 
…
3. The Officer received the training in relation to the Code of Ethics as part of his initial PLDP training between 08/06/2015 and 25/09/2016. Police Officers are required to keep themselves up to date with policies, procedures and law.
4. The Officer would have been aware that there was a significant power imbalance between himself and Ms A; a Special Constable that he was acting as a mentor/tutor for.  
5. [bookmark: _Toc88630312]The Officer met Ms A on duty when she attended as a Special Constable. She had only very recently started this volunteer role. The Officer was asked to mentor/tutor her. 
6. The Officer was crewed with Ms A on a number of occasions and they were in a vehicle together. Whilst on duty with Ms A the Officer:
0. Told Ms A about his sexual fantasies, and/or
0. Said that he had inappropriate erections, and/or
0. Removed his erect penis from his trousers and showed it to Ms A, and/or
0. Kissed Ms A, and/or
0. Touched Ms A’s breasts, and/or
0. Suggested that they should have sex on the police motor vehicle, and/or
0. Removed his erect penis from his trousers again, and/or
0. Masturbated himself, and/or
0. Asked Ms A to give him a blow job.
7. Thereafter, the Officer sent Ms A images of his penis.
Particulars of Misconduct

	Police Constable Gale it is alleged that you have breached the Standards of Professional Behaviour. In particular you have breached the standards relating to:

	
	(1) [bookmark: _Toc88630314]Authority, respect and courtesy
In that your behaviour and language, as set out at paragraphs 6 and 7, could reasonably be perceived to be abusive, oppressive, harassing, bullying, victimising or offensive by the public or your policing colleagues. 
In relation to Ms A whom you were a mentor/tutor for:
(i) You made sexualised comments towards her.
(ii) You subjected her to unwanted conduct and/or unwanted conduct of a sexual nature;
(iii) You made her feel uncomfortable.
(iv) You made her feel isolated and that you had abused your position. 
Your behaviour amounted to conduct which had the effect of violating the dignity of or creating an intimidating hostile, degrading, humiliating or offensive environment for Ms A and demonstrated a failure to act with self-control and respect towards Ms A.

	
	(2) [bookmark: _Toc88630318]Discreditable Conduct
In that your behaviour as set out at paragraphs 6 and 7 above,  and (1) of the Particulars of Misconduct have discredited the police service and/or undermined public confidence in it.


	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 that your dismissal would be justified.



5. The Appropriate Authority’s position

5.1. The Appropriate Authority served a Regulation 30 Notice on the Officer, the full particulars of which are set out in section 4.

5.2. The Appropriate Authority’s position was that if the allegations were found proved the conduct would engage the standards of professional conduct in respect of Authority, Respect and Courtesy and Discreditable Conduct.
The Appropriate Authority said that if the allegations were proved, the conduct would amount to gross misconduct. 

6. The Officer’s position

6.1. The Officer provided written responses at each stage of the process, including being interviewed on the 18th November 2024. He agreed there was consensual and reciprocal sexual activity with PC A, but that any sexual activity took place off duty and in his private car. 

6.2. The Officer downplayed his responsibilities as a mentor and denied that he had abused a position of trust. 

6.3. The Officer denied that any of his conduct amounted to either misconduct or gross misconduct.

7. Evidence considered:

7.1. The Panel carefully considered the bundle of evidence presented in the case, all of which had been read in advance of the hearing. This extended to 377 pages. In addition to this Mr. Holdcroft provided an opening note which helped to summarise the evidence for the Panel.

7.2. Within the bundle were a large number of messages which had been sent between Ms A and the Officer which both parties accepted as a true record of such (although the Officer disputed the context and interpretation of some messages).

7.3. The Panel heard oral testimony from both Ms A and the Officer, providing an opportunity for their accounts to be properly tested.

8. Ms A’ evidence:

8.1. Ms A’s evidence was that there were two incidents where sexual conduct between her and the Officer took place. These were on the same night shift of 25th-26th October 2018. This followed an exchange of a number of messages between them of an increasingly flirtatious and sexual nature.

8.2. Ms A said that she and the Officer got on well together and that she enjoyed working with him. She agreed that she and the Officer had willingly exchanged intimate images of themselves. 

8.3. The first incident alleged occurred near to a supermarket petrol station in Telford, and a photograph of the scene was provided within the bundle. Following a period of flirting as she described the Officer removed his penis, inviting her to touch it. She said that this was unexpected, especially as they were on duty.

8.4. She told him to put it away. It had panicked her as she was concerned that they would be seen. Thereafter, following a call she thought she recalled related to a missing person, they went to search a woodland. There within the police vehicle, consensual sexual activity took place. PC Gale again exposed his erect penis asking Ms A to have sex with him on the car and/or to ‘give him a blow job’. He was masturbating at the time. She refused given that they were in a public place. 
8.5. The Officer agreed to leave. Ms A was clear that he placed no pressure on her to proceed any further, and they left. She said that this incident was something that she ‘would never forget’.

8.6. The events occurred whilst on duty and both were in their uniform. She disagreed when it was put to her that the events took place off duty (before the shift commenced) and that it was not in PC Gale’s private car but in a police vehicle.

8.7. The messaging continued for some time thereafter some of which discussed the earlier events and their relationship gradually diminished particularly as the Officer had a partner. He was also engaged in a relationship with another officer at the same time, of which Ms A only became aware of later. This became relevant in March 2020 when this officer contacted Ms A by way of messaging, copies of which were provided.

8.8. Within the messages Ms A confirmed that she and the Officer had ‘done stuff,’ (which within the context of the messages clearly referred to sexual acts), whilst on duty and Ms A asked the other officer not to tell anyone as she was concerned that she would lose her job. By this time Ms A had become a police officer.

9. PC Gale’s evidence:

9.1. PC Gale’s evidence followed his Regulation 31 response. He said that the events on the 25th October 2018 occurred in his vehicle and whilst off duty when he had arranged to collect Ms A from Donnington Police Station that evening. 

9.2. They had arranged to travel from Donnington Police Station to Malinsgate Police Station where, as a part of her training as a Special Constable, she would attend the pre-shift briefing which was scheduled to commence at 21.50.

9.3. However, prior to this they had gone to McDonalds nearby and whilst in the car, sexual activity took place. He exposed his penis to Ms A only after a number of dares made by her.  Such activity ceased he said when a police car drove past, which, he said, was a ‘wakeup call’.

9.4. Thereafter he took Ms A back to Donnington, abandoning the planned trip for the briefing. He could not recall why this was. He said that at the time he and Ms A were not in full uniform. He was wearing his uniform trousers and boots with a ‘T’ shirt and/or hoodie on top. He said that when in messaging he expressed concerns about semen going onto his ‘uniform’ he had meant his trousers, denying that he was in full uniform and on duty as alleged by Ms A.

9.5. He said that this was the only incident of a sexual nature between them and that when in messaging he referred to a ‘shift to remember’ this did not refer to their sexual encounter but a time when Ms A was sick on duty whilst she and PC Gale were attending an emergency call which he had to then abandon. 

9.6. He denied his interviews and evidence were fabrications and explained his detail from the second interview came from seeing the messages as disclosed by Ms A and recalling events thereafter.

9.7. He conceded in cross examination that now he could see that there was a conflict of interest by his actions in relation to Ms A, but at the time he had no responsibility for her or her training as he would if he was her tutor constable. He had to allow her to experience certain police scenarios, e.g. an arrest, to fulfil the competencies necessary to continue as a Special Constable. However, he said that there was no coercion on his part; all actions between them were mutual and fully reciprocated.

10. Witness credibility:

10.1. When assessing the evidence, the Panel found that Ms A was consistent, with no apparent animosity towards PC Gale. She did not strongly pursue aspects or fill gaps where her recollection was vague, and she was clearly stated when she was unable to recall specific details. She was complimentary about the Officer and, in the view of the Panel, gave a balanced account.

10.2.  Of note was the fact as to how this matter arose. Ms A left the force in 2021 and had since built a new life for her and her family. The allegations arose from a different and unrelated enquiry, when another officer under investigation, and with whom PC Gale had an affair, informed the Professional Standards Department of the relationship between PC Gale and Ms A, providing some screenshots of messages between herself and PC A from 2020, which appeared to show that Ms A and PC Gale had had a sexual relationship whilst both were on duty. This was, in the Panel’s view, crucial evidence as it corroborated Ms A’s testimony and done at a time, years before, when Ms A could not possibly have foreseen how this would arise much later and be used in evidence. 

10.3. It was not Ms A who made a complaint and she only became involved when approached by PSD with an initial reluctance to become involved. It was only after being told of PC Gale’s denials in his first interview that she became engaged, providing the messages contained within the evidential bundle. These are not the actions of someone with an axe to grind or seeking revenge as was suggested by the Officer.

10.4. On PC Gale’s behalf there was also a suggestion, and no more, of possible collusion between Ms A and the other officer; there was not a scintilla of evidence to support this and the Panel disregarded such a suggestion. It was highly cogent evidence in support of Ms A, much more so when then combined with what is the best evidence, namely the contemporaneous messaging between the parties.

10.5. In contrast, PC Gale in giving his oral evidence was verbose and unconvincing. He struggled to answer basic questions at times, for example how he saw his role as a mentor, and evasive; for example, when the issue of his desire to have sex on a police car was dealt with, he meandered at length as to how dirty the inside of a police car was.

10.6. He was unable to explain why it was that having decided that Ms A, as part of her competency portfolio, was to attend a briefing on the 25th October 2018, was suddenly abandoned, with him having to undertake a further circuitous route back to Ms A’s home station and then to his, where the briefing was to take place.

10.7. Of greater impact was his interviews. In his first interview he denied any improper relationship with Ms A took place, and then, in a second interview, having been provided with a number of the messages between himself and Ms A, admitted to having a ‘vague recollection’ of some form of relationship, which he then developed into a highly detailed version of events. 

10.8. The Panel accepted the assertion on behalf of the Appropriate Authority that PC Gale had changed his evidence as events unfolded in an effort to try and explain away what the panel found to be cogent and convincing evidence against him.

11. Panel findings on facts.

11.1. The Panel found there was a significant power imbalance between the two of them (points 4 and 5 within the allegations). Ms A was a newly recruited special constable, weeks into her service. PC Gale was a police constable with 3 years’ experience and had been tasked with providing her with the requisite experiences to meet the competency demands for her role. By the nature of his mentoring and difference in seniority and experience, there was a hierarchy, with Ms A required to follow PC Gale’s instructions. He would provide opportunities and supporting evidence for her competencies, albeit formal assessments were others’ responsibilities. PC Gale himself accepted in evidence that he was responsible for Ms A’s safety and welfare. He, perhaps inadvertently, accepted the power imbalance when he allegedly told Ms A, when she suggested that she could tell others of their relationship, that no-one would believe her given that she was a special constable and he was a police constable. 

11.2. In considering the detailed allegations as to sexual contact (6a to 6i), the Panel found all allegations proven. 

11.2.1. The Officer clearly discussed on many occasions his sexual desires and fantasies with Ms A, some clearly on duty. For example, at p142-143 they are having a sexualised exchange and PC Gale tells her that he is dealing with a ‘handover.’ He told her of his desires of having sex on a table or a desk and there are numerous messages of them both discussing sex.

11.2.2. The same applies to his discussions about having erections for example at p227-228 on the 29th October 2018, at page 184 on the 23rd October 2018, page 211-212 on the 18th November 2018.

11.2.3. Thereafter given the events within the car on the 25th and/or 26th October 2018, the Panel accepting Ms A’s version of events and PC Gales’ own admissions (save for being on duty at the time) the Panel found that he did indeed remove his erect penis from his trousers and showed it to Ms A, kissed Ms A, and touched her breasts. 

11.2.4. The Panel found of significance Ms A saying that she couldn’t get into the right position (in relation to their sexual activity) and that the next occasion for such would not be in a car, ‘well not in a po po one ha ha’ which, as the AA submitted, obviously meant that their initial activity took place in a police car. 

11.2.5. Ms A talked in messages about ‘getting cum on our uniform’ which, despite PC Gale’s unconvincing explanation, could only refer to the fact that both were wearing their uniforms when sexual activity took place and thus on any sensible reading meant that they must have been on duty as she stated. 

11.2.6. PC Gale himself refers to them not having to worry about ‘getting cum on our uniform’ at page 228. The Panel rejected the Officer's explanation that he was in half-blues to distinguish between being in uniform.  The Panel found that the explicit use of the term uniform was not the same as 'half-blues' and that this conveyed that both the Officer and Ms A were on duty.   

11.2.7. To demonstrate that the acts took place on duty PC Gale said in a message on page 240 that he was a ‘good boy at work, usually’ which infers that on this occasion he was not a ‘good boy’ whilst on duty. 

11.2.8. He expressed his desires about having sex in/on a car on a number of occasions, for example at page 218 and 257.

11.2.9. In finding the following matters proven the Panel noted and accepted Ms A’s evidence as to what had happened in the open woodland and that PC Gale indeed removed his erect penis from his trousers, masturbated himself, and asked Ms A to give him a blow job. He himself corroborated such in the exchange of messages on pages 323-325 on the 18th November 2018.

11.2.10. When combining the contemporaneous messages and MS A’s evidence, there can only be one probable conclusion, namely that the sexual acts took place as alleged, whilst on duty.

11.3. PC Gale accepted the sending of images of his penis (allegation 7) to Ms A which he said was an exchange of images between them (her having sent an image of herself in the bath) and thought that this was a private matter between 2 consenting adults.

11.4. Therefore, as to the acts alleged, the Panel found them all on the balance of probabilities proven.

12. Breaches of the Standards of Professional Behaviour (SPB):

12.1. Authority, Respect and Courtesy:

12.1.1. In considering the Standards breached, the Panel considered carefully the wording of the alleged breach relating to Authority, Respect and Courtesy. The Panel found from Ms A’s own evidence and from the messages, that the relationship was one of mutual attraction and, as suggested by PC Gale, one where the feelings were reciprocated. Whilst, as found above, there was a power imbalance between the two of them, there was no evidence that this played any part in Ms A’s actions or feelings at the time of their relationship. 

12.1.2. She accepted that she was a full participant in these events and she engaged fully in the sexual messaging without demur. The Panel accepted that PC Gale made Ms A feel uncomfortable when removing his penis in the police car, but this was within the context of some consensual flirtatious activity between them which ceased when she told him to ‘put it away.’

12.1.3. The Panel noted that, indeed, the actions of PC Gale may cause offence to members of the public or other members of the police, but given that the Panel found (and accepted by both parties) that the actions of Ms A and PC Gale were reciprocated and given freely, the Standard (as set out in the Regulation 30 notice) was not breached and the actions complained of were more relevant for the breach of the second Standard within the Regulation 30.

12.2. Discreditable Conduct:

12.2.1. The Panel found that PC Gale breached the Standard of Professional Behaviour in relation to Discreditable Conduct. He had abused his authority by taking part in sexual activities with Ms A whilst they were both on duty and using a police vehicle. On the second incident, Ms A told the Panel that they had been asked to look for a missing person at which time the Officer and Ms A were engaged in sexual activity impacting their participation in the search. The Code of Ethics in force at the time states: 
As a police officer, member of police staff or other person working for the police service, you must keep in mind at all times that the public expect you to maintain the highest standards of behaviour. You must, therefore, always think about how a member of the public may regard your behaviour, whether on or off duty.
12.2.2. Clearly, by his actions, PC Gale demonstrably failed to abide by this instruction. It was the Panel’s view that a reasonable member of the public would be outraged by the sexual activity taking place both on duty and in a public space.

13. Misconduct, Gross Misconduct or neither:

13.1. The Panel took the totality of the proven allegations and the standard of professional behaviour engaged in assessing the seriousness of the misconduct. This required the Panel to assess seriousness and in order to do so, the Panel applied the structure set out in the College of Policing Guidance on outcomes.

13.2. Culpability - The Panel found PC Gale’s culpability to be high. His conduct was deliberate, intentional with a degree of preplanning. It was sexually motivated, involving a junior colleague who had only recently entered the police. He breached the trust placed in him as a mentor by undertaking an improper relationship with Ms A, irrespective of her willingness. He accepted when giving evidence that, in retrospect, he had created a conflict of interest by pursuing his relationship with Ms A. He was the person in that relationship to stop it before anything developed.

13.3. Harm – The Panel assessed the harm to be high. Public trust in the police, if they were aware of all the facts, would be significantly undermined by his actions, especially given the current climate of concern regarding the behaviour of police officers towards women and girls. Knowing that police officers engage in sexual acts while on duty and in a public area, undermines public confidence and damages the reputation of the service. 

13.4. Aggravating factors – There were a number of aggravating factors, some which overlap with culpability (position of responsibility, failing to act as a role model, a sexual gratification motivation). The Panel assessed the additional aggravating factors and moderate.

13.5. Mitigating Factors – The Panel could not identify any mitigating factors which reduced the culpability or harm. 

13.6. The Panel found that the breach of the Standard of Professional Behaviour amounts to Gross Misconduct.

14. Stage 2 – Outcome:

14.1. The Panel began by reminding itself of the threefold purpose of the Misconduct regime, namely:

· Firstly, to protect the public confidence in and the reputation of policing.

· Secondly, to maintain the high professional standards by demonstrating to other officers that misconduct will not be tolerated.

· Thirdly, to protect the public and/or officers and staff by preventing the officers from committing similar misconduct again.

14.2. The Panel also followed the guidance from the court in Fuglers LLP v Solicitors Regulation Authority [2014] EWHC 179 (Admin) and the Guidance on outcomes in police misconduct proceedings.

14.3. The Panel was cognisant of the need to avoid ‘double counting.’

14.4. In determining outcome, the Panel again took account of Culpability, Harm, Aggravating Factors and Mitigating factors. The Panel also took account of personal mitigation, the Officer’s service record and the character statements the Officer had provided to the Panel.

14.4.1. Culpability:

14.4.1.1. All the aspects of culpability set out in the assessment of seriousness are still relevant. There are however additional elements the Panel have considered at this outcome stage.

14.4.1.2. The Officer appreciated that his actions were so serious that if discovered he would lose his job; he nevertheless continued with his actions.

14.4.1.3. Whilst it was a reciprocal relationship, PC Gale was her official mentor. He was more senior and experienced with the knowledge of the Standards of Behaviour and Code of Ethics, but chose to establish and continue a relationship with Ms A. 

14.4.1.4. Such sexual misconduct on duty comes, as per the College of Police Guidelines on Outcomes, with a high degree of culpability.

14.4.1.5. There was a significant deviation from national policy. Police Officers know that sexual activity on duty goes against the Standards and the Code of Ethics.

14.4.1.6. Culpability was assessed as high.


14.4.2. Harm:

14.4.2.1. All the aspects of harm set out in the assessment of seriousness are still relevant. There are however additional elements the Panel have considered at this outcome stage.

14.4.2.2. The Panel considered whether any harm was caused to Ms A, considering the early stage she was at in her voluntary role. Notwithstanding that the Panel found that PC Gale would have been aware there was a significant power imbalance between him and Ms A,  there is nothing within the messages that suggests that Ms A was ever anything other than a willing participant in the flirtatious and sexual behaviour. She confirmed this in her evidence. Had their relationship not been sexual, it is less likely that Ms A would have stopped crewing with PC Gale and felt the need to gain her policing experience from other colleagues. This will have created her some short term inconvenience. That she continued with an application for the Police Service, was successful and subsequently joined as a regular officer, suggests that her experience with PC Gale did not cause her any significant psychological harm.

14.4.2.3. Such conduct, particularly given that it was in public and on duty, would undoubtedly severely undermine confidence in the police.

14.4.2.4. The overall harm was assessed to be high.

14.4.3. Aggravating factors:

14.4.3.1. PC Gale had a malign intent, namely sexual gratification both in his actions and the large number of messages with Ms A.

14.4.3.2. The sexual conduct was sustained and regular as the huge number of messages demonstrate.

14.4.3.3. There is a point in the messages where Ms. A suggests cooling things down. He immediately agrees and states that he ought to focus more on the mentoring. Not long after he continued with sexualised messages. Even when Ms A had rightly challenged his behaviour, he continued in his pursuit of inappropriate sexual activity with her.

14.4.3.4. He continued his behaviour when he knew that it was wrong and this was the position from the outset – he appreciated that his actions, if discovered, were career ending. 

14.4.3.5. Aggravating factors were assessed to be moderate.

14.4.4. Mitigating factors:

14.4.4.1. Mitigating factors were limited. The Panel could not identify any mitigating factors which reduced the seriousness of the culpability or harm.

14.4.5. Personal mitigation:

14.4.5.1. PC Gale proffered an open apology to the Hearing and Ms A for his actions, stating that his character has now changed from that of 2018 when he was experiencing difficult personal circumstances.

14.4.5.2. His apology and explanation of his personal situation at the time accorded with his extensive regulation 31 response, which the Panel had read in detail.

14.4.5.3. The Panel noted his good record of service and the 6 character statements which had been provided.
              
14.4.5.4. The Panel noted the guidance from the College of Policing regarding personal mitigation at Section 6 and in particular the following:
Lord Justice Maurice Kay confirmed in the Court of Appeal decision in the case of Salter:
‘As to personal mitigation, just as an unexpectedly errant solicitor can usually refer to an unblemished past and the esteem of his colleagues, so will a police officer often be able so to do. However, because of the importance of public confidence, the potential of such mitigation is necessarily limited.’
However, due to the nature and purpose of disciplinary proceedings, the weight of personal mitigation will necessarily be limited, particularly where serious misconduct has been proven

14.5. The Panel in determining the appropriate sanction considered the least serious outcome that was consistent with the aims of the regime. There was no sanction other than dismissal that sufficiently marked the seriousness of the misconduct. Engaging in sexual activity while on duty, while in a public place and with a volunteer colleague who the Officer was mentoring can attract no sanction less than dismissal.

14.6.  The Panel dismissed PC Gale without notice.

15. Further directions:

15.1. Outcome to be published.

15.2. Reporting restrictions remain in relation to Ms A.

15.3. The Panel notes that Kieran Gale will be placed on the barred list maintained by the College of Policing.

16. Right of Appeal  

Kieran Gale has a right of appeal to the Police Appeals Tribunal. He must appeal within 5 working days following the first working day after the receipt of the full written outcome.
I direct that written details of the appeals process be sent to Kieran Gale with the final written judgment.


Craig Holden	
Assistant Chief Officer – Misconduct Chair
2nd October 2026
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