
 

                                                                    NORTH WALES POLICE 

 

                                      NOTICE OF OUTCOME OF POLICE MISCONDUCT HEARING 

                                          (Regulation 43 Police (Conduct Regulations) 2020) 

 

                                                                CHAIRPERSON’S ACCOUNT 

 

Officer concerned: PC 2772 PETER ASHTON 

Dates of hearing: 26th – 29th April 2022  

Name of person Chairing: Christopher Mckay 

Names of other Panel members: Lay member – Mrs Celia Blomeley, Assessor – Superintendent 

Helen Corcoran. 

 

THE DECISIONS OF THE HEARING 

Allegation 1.    (see Regulation 30 Notice below)        PROVEN 

Allegation 2.                                                                        PROVEN 

Allegation 3.                                                                        PROVEN 

Allegation 4.                                                                        PROVEN 

Allegation 5.                                                                        PROVEN 

Allegation 6.                                                                        PROVEN 

Outcome                                                                              DISMISSAL WITHOUT NOTICE 

 

PRELIMINARY HEARING/LEGAL ARGUMENT    

1. It was agreed prior to the hearing that the complainant could give her evidence remotely as 

she didn’t wish to be seen by PC Ashton.  She had anxiety because PC Ashton knows 

personal information about her and her family. The Chair considered her request to be a 

reasonable one in the circumstances. The witness could attend the hearing to give evidence 

by video – link and be visible to the Panel and legal representatives but not to PC Ashton 

who would sit behind a screen so that he could hear the witness but not see her. 

 

2. At the commencement of the hearing the Appropriate Authority (AA) applied to anonymise 

the members of the public who were to give evidence at the hearing or would be referred to 

during the course of the hearing. This case involves references to members of the 



complainant’s family as well as the complainant herself. Mr Reichhold on behalf of the AA 

submitted that it was appropriate in this case for the Panel to make a Restriction Order 

under Regulation 39 of the Police (Conduct) Regulations 2020 (the Regulations). This 

regulation states that misconduct hearings shall be held in public unless there are reasons to 

justify (i) excluding a person or persons from the hearing or part of the hearing, (ii) imposing 

conditions on the attendance of any person or (iii) prohibiting publication of any matter 

relating to the proceedings. The potential grounds for imposing a Restriction Order are set 

out in Regulation 39(7). These reasons include (e) when it is necessary and proportionate for 

the protection of the welfare and safety of any informant or witness and (f) when it is 

otherwise in the public interest. The grounds for the application were set out in Mr 

Reichhold’s opening note which he provided to the Panel. The Panel accepts that there is a 

strong public interest in protecting the anonymity of informants. The central aspect of the 

AA’s case against PC Ashton is that he allegedly made an inappropriate disclosure of the 

identity of the complainant to the persons against whom the complaint had been made. If 

the identity of the complainant is now made public through this hearing the harm to the 

complainant will be magnified. This is neither in the complainant’s interests or in the public 

interest. The Panel were referred to the cases of D v NSPCC [1978] AC 171, Taylor v Serious 

Fraud Office [1999] 2 AC 177 and Frankson v Secretary of State for the Home Department 

[2003] EWCA 655. These cases all emphasise the importance of maintaining confidentiality 

so far as informants are concerned. In the current climate a complainant may be subjected 

to harassment and abuse online by persons with no direct involvement in the case. The 

Panel is satisfied that it is justified in prohibiting the publication of the names of the 

complainant and her family. To secure this end the complainant and her family members will 

be referred to by ciphers, a list of which is to be held by North Wales Police DPS.  The 

publication of the actual names of the complainant or any of her relatives mentioned in this 

hearing is prohibited. The Panel trusts that the press will respect this prohibition. The Panel 

made this decision without inviting representations from the members of the press who had 

attended the hearing remotely. When this was pointed out to the Chair by an email from a 

member of the press to the AA during the hearing the Chair offered to adjourn the hearing 

briefly to allow the press to make representations about the order prohibiting publication of 

the names of the complainant and her family. The member of the press concerned declined 

this offer and the case proceeded. 

 

3. At the commencement of the hearing the Panel accepted the submission made on behalf of 

PC Ashton that the medical evidence adduced on his behalf should not be referred to in any 

detail in public session because of its confidential nature. The AA agreed with this proposed 

course. 

 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

(a) PRELIMINARY MATTERS 

4. The Panel members were all provided with a bundle of documents in advance of the hearing 

which totalled 129 pages. They had read this bundle prior to the hearing commencing. In 

addition, at the commencement of the hearing, the Panel received an Opening Note from 

Mr Reichhold, the AA’s Counsel. Mr Livesey, who represented PC Ashton, provided the Panel 

with a bundle of 6 character references for PC Ashton which were admissible at the facts 



stage in relation to PC Ashton’s credibility. The Panel read these references. The Panel heard 

oral evidence from Jane (the complainant), Rachel Davies (a police station Counter 

Assistant), Ian Paul Stroud (a civilian investigator employed by North Wales Police) and PS 

Kevin Smith (who was previously District Inspector Support Sergeant - welfare officer). These 

witnesses were called in support of the AA’s case. The AA relied on the written statements 

of Michael Williams (a civilian investigator employed by North Wales Police), DC Edwards 

and T/DS Kenyon which were read into evidence.  The Panel heard oral evidence from PC 

Ashton.  In considering the facts alleged against PC Ashton the Panel bore in mind that the 

burden of proof is on the AA and the standard of proof is the balance of probability. This 

means that the Panel has to be satisfied that it is more likely than not that a fact is true 

before it can find it proved. In considering the evidence the Panel bore in mind that PC 

Ashton is of good character. That fact supports his credibility and also means that it is less 

likely that he committed the misconduct which he is alleged to have committed. The Panel 

was aware that some of the evidence that was relevant to the allegations was hearsay 

evidence, meaning that it was not given to the Panel by a witness present at the hearing. 

Such evidence is potentially admissible provided it is relevant to the issues and it is fair for 

the Panel to consider it. The Panel bore in mind that hearsay evidence needs to be treated 

with caution because it is not subject to cross-examination or questions from the Panel. 

However, where hearsay evidence is accepted by both parties no such reservations apply.  

 

(b) BACKGROUND 

5. The allegations in the Regulation 30 Notice arise from a report from Jane to North Wales 

Police (NWP) on the 31st December 2020 that her uncle and aunt, Mr and Mrs A, were 

proposing to hold a party on New Year’s Eve at their home address. She found this 

information out from a Facebook chat group which existed within her family. Jane 

understood that about 18 people would be present. At that time Wales was subject to strict 

Covid-19 restrictions which prohibited parties taking place because of the risk of the virus 

being transmitted amongst those present. Jane reported the information she had seen 

about the intended party to NWP by way of an online reporting form. She thought it was her 

civic duty to do this. When completing the form she checked that her details would be held 

confidentially. She was understandably concerned that the relatives that she was reporting 

did not discover that she had reported them. If they did find out that she was the source of 

the information provided to the police there would be likely to be bad feeling within the 

family. At the time when she made the report Jane had a good relationship with the rest of 

her family including Mr and Mrs A. She described her decision to make the report to the 

police as having been a difficult one for her to take.  

 

6. Police Officers attended Mr and Mrs A’s home following Jane’s report but it appears that 

nothing untoward was found and no action was taken by the police against Mr and Mrs A. 

However, Mr and Mrs A were upset that they had been reported to the police and wished to 

discover the identity of the culprit or culprits. They deduced that the source of the report 

was likely to be a neighbour or a family member. It is alleged by the AA that in an effort to 

find the source of the leak they enlisted the help of PC Ashton. Mr A knew PC Ashton as the 

officer was a customer of his garage business. In addition, it appears that they had both 

been Freemasons for a period of time. There is an email from 2016 which refers to PC 

Ashton’s Freemason initiation ceremony and there was also information from Mrs A that her 



husband is a Freemason and this is how he knew PC Ashton. On the 12th February 2021 PC 

Ashton attended Rhyl Police Station and asked Rachel Davies to make a search on the police 

computer she had access to. He asked her to carry out a search of ICAD for Covid related 

reports on New Year’s Eve 2020 for the Denbighshire Coastal area. The initial search 

parameters were from 19:00 hrs to 23:59 but when these failed to provide the information 

PC Ashton was looking for he widened the search to an hour earlier. This expanded search 

revealed the report relating to Mr and Mrs A’s property and further investigation into the 

computer record revealed that Jane had made the report. It is alleged that PC Ashton 

subsequently conveyed this information to Mr and Mrs A. It is accepted by PC Ashton that 

this enquiry, which he initiated, had no legitimate policing purpose. The AA allege that he 

used Rachel Davies to actually access the information because he wanted to distance himself 

from what he knew to be an enquiry he was not entitled to make. The AA further allege that 

he knew that could have made the enquiry himself using his own force-supplied computer 

but he chose not to do so because the ICAD record would show the search had been 

undertaken using PC Ashton’s log in and identification details. 

 

ALLEGATION 1. 

7. This allegation relates to the morning of the 12th February 2021 when PC Ashton attended 

Rhyl Police Station. It is alleged that he asked, ordered or instructed Counter Assistant 

Rachel Davies to search for, and access, the ICAD event relating to the Report (event 

Y190290).  This allegation is admitted by PC Ashton. The evidence in support of the 

allegation comes from Rachel Davies who has worked for NWP since 2001 and has been a 

counter assistant since 2005. The Panel found her to be a conscientious employee who was 

exploited by PC Ashton. He asked her to make a search for him which he could easily have 

done himself. The clear reason for him using Ms Davies was to ensure there was no record 

on ICAD or the computer that he was the person accessing the information because he knew 

he had no legitimate purpose for his search. The Panel accepts the evidence of Ms Davies 

that PC Ashton told her that he was making this request because he had been asked to 

investigate any Covid incidents on the previous New Year’s eve by a supervisor. This request 

was over 6 weeks after New Year’s eve 2020 and the Panel think it is unlikely that PC Ashton 

had been told to conduct such an investigation after such a significant time lapse. Further, 

PC Ashton has provided no independent evidence to support this suggestion. For example, 

the Panel could have been provided with oral evidence or written evidence from the senior 

officer concerned or there could have been an e-mail or other communication confirming 

the request. When PC Ashton gave evidence he was evasive when he was questioned about 

what he had told Ms Davies about the reason for the search. On a number of occasions he 

said that he could not recall what had happened. At one stage he said, ”I can’t answer why I 

told Ms Davies I had been asked to carry out the research by a senior officer”. He also said 

that he can’t say whether he used an excuse that he couldn’t use ICAD to justify her doing 

the search. However, he later accepted Ms Davies’ evidence that he had told her he had 

been ordered by a senior officer to carry out the search on the computer. The Panel found 

PC Ashton’s evidence about his dealings with Ms Davies unconvincing. Where his evidence 

differs from Ms Davies the Panel prefers her evidence.  

 

 



 

8. When considering the impact of the medical evidence on the actions of PC Ashton on 12th 

February 2021 the Panel considers that it is important to put his actions in context. There 

were only 2 searches of the ICAD records relating to Jane’s report from the time it was made 

on 31ST December 2020 until 12th February 2021 when PC Ashton asked Ms Davies to make a 

search for him. These 2 earlier searches were on the Ist and 3rd January 2021 and have been 

shown to be for legitimate policing purposes. The search he instigated was for a very limited 

time frame which he extended by an hour and in the judgement of the panel this search was 

clearly targeted to find out who made the report about Mr and Mrs A’s proposed party.  He 

is the only person to have initiated an ICAD search which revealed Jane’s report without 

having a policing purpose for it. The Panel is satisfied that the precise terms of the search 

strongly indicate PC Ashton’s desire to access a particular Covid breach report. The search he 

instigated was not a general search. These facts lead the Panel to the conclusion that PC 

Ashton was clear in his mind on the 12th February 2021 as to what information he was 

looking for. His use of Ms Davies was premeditated and devious. He was not confused when 

undertaking these acts but was focused on obtaining specific information for Mr and Mrs A. 

The Panel finds that despite the medication which PC Ashton was taking and the illness he 

was suffering from he knew what he was doing when he asked Rachel Davies to undertake a 

search on her police computer for him. This allegation is found proven. 

 

 

 

ALLEGATION 2. 

9. This allegation involves the initial search by Ms Davies requested by PC Ashton using the 

time frame of 19:00 to 23:59 on 31st December 2020. PC Ashton viewed 1 event (Y190358) 

but this was not the report he was looking for. This allegation is proved by Rachel Davies’ 

evidence and the evidence of Mr Stroud who took the Panel through a presentation of a 

number of computer screen images during which he explained what information had been 

accessed on the computer by PC Ashton with the help of Ms Davies. This allegation is 

admitted by PC Ashton and is found proven. 

ALLEGATION 3. 

10. This allegation refers to the expansion of the search parameters by an hour to between 

18:00 and 23:59 on 31st December 2020. This allegation is proved by the same witnesses as 

allegation 2. PC Ashton admits this allegation. The Panel finds the allegation proven. 

ALLEGATION 4. 

11. This allegation states that when viewing event Y190290 PC Ashton became aware that Jane 

was the person who reported the proposed party to the police. In evidence PC Ashton said 

that he did not recall seeing Jane’s name on the computer screen when this event was 

viewed by him. The Panel rejects his evidence on this point. The Panel finds that the whole 

purpose of PC Ashton requesting Ms Davies to access event Y190290 was to enable him to 

find out who had made the report. He did become aware of the identity of the person who 

made the report. This allegation is found proved. 



ALLEGATION 5. 

12. Allegation 5 refers to PC Ashton passing on the information he had discovered from the 

computer search undertaken for him by Ms Davies to Mr and Mrs A. This is vehemently 

denied by PC Ashton. The Panel is in no doubt that the sole purpose of his request to Rachel 

Davies on the 12th February 2021 to carry out the search was to find out who reported the 

proposed party to the police. The Panel is further satisfied that PC Ashton did disclose Jane’s 

name to Mr and Mrs A. The Facebook entry made by Mrs A and shown on page 66 which 

appears to be written on New Year’s Day says “I can find out” in reference to the person 

who reported her to the police. Although it was 6 weeks later when PC Ashton instigated the 

ICAD search, the Panel is satisfied that Mr and Mrs A are likely to have initially used 

alternative means within the family and the neighbourhood to try to discover the identity of 

the person who reported them before they resorted to using PC Ashton. He knew what he 

was doing was wrong in instigating the search and needed to plan how he went about it and 

pick his moment. He was not often in the police station as he was working remotely from 

home. In the Panel’s judgement there are a number of potential reasons for the delay in the 

ICAD search being carried out. The Panel rejects the suggestion that Mrs A found out that it 

was Jane who made the report to the police by tricking Jane’s mother into believing that she 

already knew. The Panel is satisfied that Jane was telling the truth when she said in evidence 

that she had told nobody about the report she had made to the police prior to the 23rd 

March 2021 when her mother confronted her with the news that Mrs A knew it was Jane 

who was responsible. The Panel notes that PC Ashton initially categorically denied this 

allegation but later changed his position during his evidence to one of not being able to 

recall doing so. The Panel finds this allegation proved. 

ALLEGATION 6. 

13. This allegation is that there was no policing purpose for the searches which PC Ashton asked 

Rachel Davies to undertake. PC Ashton said he made the request out of interest and 

curiosity. He appeared to accept that there was no policing purpose for the search. The 

Panel are in no doubt that the search had no policing purpose. The Panel accept the 

evidence of PS Smith that he did not request PC Ashton to undertake a search of Covid 

related incidents and there is no evidence to indicate that anyone else gave him such an 

instruction. The Panel has decided that when he told Ms Davies that he had been instructed 

by a senior officer to undertake the search this was untrue and was said by him in an effort 

to make his request seem justified. He hoped that by saying this Ms Davies would be more 

likely to comply with his request. When PC Ashton did view the confidential information 

about Jane’s report he should have reported this unauthorised and inappropriate viewing to 

a senior officer. He did not do this because he knew he was acting in contravention of the 

guidance for Police Officers which states that the ICAD should only be accessed for policing 

purposes. In his regulation 18 response PC Ashton accepts he should have informed a senior 

officer and did not do so. The Panel finds this allegation proved. 

 

 

BREACHES OF STANDARDS 

14. The Panel next considered the alleged breaches of Standards of Professional Behaviour. In so 

doing the Panel were guided by the Code of Ethics (2014) 



(i) Discreditable Conduct.  

This is defined as failing to behave in a manner, whether on or off duty, which does not bring 

discredit on the police service or undermines public confidence in policing. By causing 2 ICAD 

searches to be conducted without a policing purpose and viewing those search results PC 

Ashton was clearly in breach of this standard. These records contained sensitive confidential 

information and should not have been accessed without proper justification. The public would 

be extremely concerned to learn of what PC Ashton did. 

(ii) Honesty and Integrity. 

A police officer must act with integrity at all times and should not compromise or abuse their 

position. By way of example police officers must be sincere and truthful. Police officers should 

not knowingly make false, misleading or inaccurate oral or written statements. In considering 

the issue of PC Ashton’s honesty the Panel were referred to the test for dishonesty set out in 

the case of Ivey v Genting Casinos UK Ltd [2017] UKSC 67, which they applied. In considering 

integrity the Panel applied the definition of “doing the right thing” as acting with integrity. The 

Panel is satisfied that PC Ashton was dishonest in the way in which he dealt with Rachel Davies 

in explaining the reason and purpose for his need for her to carry out the ICAD searches for him. 

He did not disclose the true reason which was to find out who had reported the proposed party 

at Mr and Mrs A’s home. He did this deliberately and was premeditated in his actions. He knew 

he was doing wrong.  He also falsely claimed to be acting under the instructions from a 

supervisor. In acting in this way he also failed to act with integrity.    

 

(iii) Confidentiality. 

A police officer must treat information with respect, and access or disclose it only in the proper 

course of duties. By failing to keep the name of the complainant confidential and disclosing it to 

unauthorised recipients PC Ashton clearly breached this Standard. 

(iv) Orders and Instructions. 

A police officer must give reasonable instructions only. It was clearly unreasonable to instruct 

Rachel Davies to undertake the searches on ICAD which were not for a policing purpose. 

 

   

FINDINGS ON MISCONDUCT/GROSS MISCONDUCT 

15. In considering whether the breaches in standards found proved in this case were serious 

enough to amount to Misconduct the Panel applied the definition of Misconduct set out in 

Regulation 2 of the Police (Conduct) Regulations 2020 (the Regulations). This states that 

Misconduct is a breach of the Standards of Professional Behaviour that is so serious as to 

justify disciplinary action. This test needs to be satisfied on the balance of probabilities. The 

Panel is in no doubt that PC Ashton’s conduct in relation to allegations 1-6 inclusive in the 

Regulation 30 Notice was misconduct. The breach of Standards was in each case significant. 

He breached 4 different standards. 

 



16. In considering whether the breaches in standards found proved in this case were serious 

enough to amount to Gross Misconduct the Panel applied the definition of Gross 

Misconduct which is also set out in Regulation 2, namely, a breach of the standards of 

Professional behaviour that is so serious as to justify dismissal. The Panel finds that all the 

breaches of standards alleged and found proved in this case are very serious. Jane was 

entitled to have her name as a complainant treated as confidential. She was informed by the 

police when making her report that her identity would remain confidential. Jane put her 

trust in the police to protect her identity. This was particularly important in this case 

because she was providing information about her relatives which could cause difficulties 

within the family if it became known that she was the source of the information. By 

disclosing Jane’s name to Mr and Mrs A, PC Ashton breached the trust Jane had placed in 

the North Wales Police. This would clearly undermine public trust and confidence in the 

police service if the public were aware of what had happened. The breach of the Standard of 

Honesty and Integrity is particularly serious and that alone justifies dismissal in all but 

exceptional cases. The breaches of standards in this case clearly amount to gross 

misconduct.      

 

 

 

 

 

FINDINGS ON OUTCOME INCLUDING ANY AGGRAVATING OR MITIGATING FACTORS AFFECTING THE 

SERIOUSNESS OF THE FAILURES IN STANDARDS 

 

17. CULPABILITY 

                 In the Panel’s judgement PC Ashton is mainly to blame for what happened. He did not 

benefit personally from the information, as far as the Panel knows, as he was doing a favour for a 

friend. However, he could and should have refused to find out the information which he was asked 

for.   

 

18. HARM 

The harm caused by PC Ashton’s actions was substantial. This is set out in paragraphs 20 (ii), (iii), 

(iv), (v) and (vi) below. 

 

19. AGGRAVATING FACTORS 

(i) PC Ashton’s actions were premeditated. He planned the way in which he obtained the 

name of the person who reported the proposed party. He concocted a reason to justify 

making the request to Rachel Davies, namely that a senior officer had asked him to 

undertake research. 

(ii) PC Ashton committed a breach of trust when he revealed Jane’s name to Mr and Mrs A. 

Jane had trusted North Wales to keep her identity confidential. In addition, he abused 



his position as a police officer when he requested Ms Davies to undertake the ICAD 

search. 

(iii) PC Ashton attempted to conceal his wrongdoing by asking Ms Davies to undertake the 

search for him. 

(iv) The effect of PC Ashton’s actions on Jane was to cause her distress and embarrassment 

when she was revealed as the person who made the report to the police. Her 

relationships with other members of her family, especially Mr and Mrs A, were adversely 

affected. She made a victim impact statement in which she said that since it was 

revealed that she was the person who had reported Mr and Mrs A to the police it has 

caused a lot of friction within the family. Mr and Mrs A have refused to attend family 

events. Jane was worried that she might be confronted by Mr or Mrs A. She also outlines 

the significant anxiety and stress that the situation has caused her. Jane has lost trust in 

the police and told the Panel that she would not report a breach of the law in the future 

in similar circumstances.      

(v) Rachel Davies was asked by PC Ashton to undertake the ICAD search and she was 

subsequently questioned by DS Kenyon of the Professional Standards Department (PSD) 

about her involvement because she had accessed the ICAD. In her statement, dated 6th 

September 2021, she describes how she found the experience shocking and she was 

upset and tearful. She was told that she could lose her job. She felt like a criminal during 

the interview, she felt sick to her stomach. She felt she had been deceived by PC Ashton. 

She felt used and totally worthless that a long-serving police officer could even 

contemplate asking a colleague to search the computer for him for something that’s not 

for a policing purpose. She thought that PC Ashton had no concern for her position and 

was happy for her to possibly lose her job. She had a family to support and bills to pay, 

but PC Ashton didn’t care about that, she said. He didn’t consider her feelings. Ms Davies 

told the Panel that she had altered her working practices since these events and was 

now very untrusting of officers. She said in her statement that it shouldn’t be like that. 

Since the day she was questioned by DS Kenyon she had problems sleeping. She kept 

waking up and described having panic attacks and flashbacks of the whole awful 

incident. She struggled at work and nearly had to take a period of sick leave. The Panel is 

in no doubt that the effects of being involved in these events were traumatic for Ms 

Davies.   

(vi) There were 2 main victims of PC Ashton’s actions; Jane and Rachel Davies. However, his 

actions have also impacted on wider family members causing a number of problems and 

a deterioration in their relationships.  

(vii) The actions of PC Ashton were in clear contravention of national guidance in the form of 

instructions in the police Code of Ethics (2014) relating to confidentiality where police 

officers are specifically instructed to access police-held information for a legitimate or 

authorised policing purpose only.     

(viii) Having accessed the confidential information without justification PC Ashton failed to 

raise concerns about what he had done with a senior officer 

(ix) There were breaches of 4 different Standards of Professional Behaviour by PC Ashton. 

 

20.         MITIGATING FACTORS 

(i) Prior to the events on the 12th February 2021 PC Ashton had an unblemished record 

of 18 years service in the police service. He joined the Metropolitan Police in 2003 



and after 5 years re-located to North Wales. He joined North Wales Police on 11th 

August 2008. 

                                                                                

(ii)  PC Ashton has had health problems since 2016 when he injured a knee whilst 

undertaking riot training. He has had long periods away from work including over a 

year between 16th August 2019 and 26th November 2020 due to his knee condition 

and then from 2nd September 2021 to 19th November 2021 due to stress. 

 

(iii) At the time when the events took place on the 12th February 2021 PC Ashton was 

taking a number of different medications which are set out earlier in this 

determination at paragraph 8. Whilst the Panel has taken this into account, the Panel 

has found that PC Ashton was aware of what he was doing and acted deliberately and 

deviously in the way he obtained and passed on the confidential information. 

Accordingly, the fact that PC Ashton was taking prescribed medication at the time is 

of very limited effect as mitigation. 

 

     (iv)       Six testimonials have been provided to the Panel from work colleagues and a member 

of the public. They speak of PC Ashton in complimentary terms both as a Police Officer and a 

person.                       

                  

(v)        PC Ashton made limited admissions to the allegations prior to the hearing. During the 

hearing did not seek to challenge Rachel Davies’ evidence on a number of matters, which he 

appeared to initially dispute. He said he was unable to recall whether they happened or not. 

However, he denied the most serious aspects of the allegations, namely, deliberately 

accessing the confidential information about the identity of the informant and disclosing that 

information to Mr and Mrs A.      

 

(v) The events under consideration all occurred on the 12th February 2021.   

 

(vi) PC Ashton showed some remorse for his actions. He explained in his oral evidence that 

he was “sorry beyond belief for Jane and Ms Davies and that he never had a chance to 

apologise” (to them). 

 

 

 

OUTCOME 

21. In considering outcome the Panel bore in mind that the purpose of the police misconduct 

regime is threefold: 

(i)  To maintain public confidence in and the reputation of the police service 



(ii)  To uphold high standards in policing and deter misconduct 

(iii)  To protect the public 

The Panel considered the 2 possible outcomes in ascending order of seriousness. A final written 

warning would enable PC Ashton to remain a Police Constable. This would not reflect the 

seriousness of his misconduct or PC Ashton’s culpability. The aggravating factors set out in 

paragraph 20 of this determination explain how serious his misconduct was. The Panel was 

particularly concerned about items (i) to (v) inclusive and (ix). His insight into the seriousness of his 

misconduct was limited. The Panel is not satisfied that he fully understood the harm he had caused 

to Jane and Rachel Davies. He denied the most serious aspects of his misconduct. The panel took 

into account his previous good record including a commendation in July 2015. The breach of the 

Standard of Honesty and Integrity is extremely serious. It is well established that “honesty and 

integrity in the conduct of police officers in any investigation are fundamental to the proper 

workings of the criminal justice system. The public should be able unquestioningly to accept the 

honesty and integrity of a police officer”, per Mr Justice Burnett in the case of R (Chief Constable of 

Dorset) v Police Appeals Tribunal [2011] EWHC 3366 (Admin) at p.22. The Judge went on to 

say…”the correct approach for a decision maker is to recognise that a sanction which results in the 

officer concerned leaving the force would be the almost inevitable outcome in cases involving 

operational dishonesty.” The College of Policing Guidance says on page 26 that there may be 

exceptions to this principle but the number of cases will be very small. To fall into this very small 

residual category there must be features which render the case exceptional. Personal mitigation can 

be taken into account, however its impact will be limited. The Panel is in no doubt that this case is 

not such an exceptional one that dismissal can be avoided. Indeed, the only appropriate and 

proportionate sanction is Dismissal Without Notice.   

Pc Ashton’s name should be included in the barred list. 

A copy of the Regulation 30 Notice should be attached to this decision with amendments to 

allegations 3, 4 and 5 and the particulars of the breach of the Standard of Confidentiality to use the 

ciphers adopted for the hearing so that Mr and Mrs A and Jane are used instead of their actual 

names. 

 

DECISION ON PUBLICATION  

The Panel’s decision should be published ensuring there is no reference to the actual names of Jane 

or Mr and Mrs A. 

The determination can be published so long as paragraph 8 is redacted and the word in brackets in 

paragraph 9 is deleted.  

 

Christopher Mckay (LQC) 

Celia Blomeley (Lay Member) 

Superintendent Helen Corcoran (Assessor Panel Member) 

 

 



Conduct alleged in the Regulation 30 Notice served upon PC Ashton 2nd November 2021 

 

On the morning of 12th February 2021, you attended Rhyl Police Station and asked, 

ordered or instructed Counter Assistant Rachel Davies to search for, an access the 

ICAD event relating to the report (event Y190290). 

You initially asked, ordered or instructed Ms Davies to search for incidents between 

19:00 and 23.59 on 31 December 2020.  This did not yield the report as one of the 

search results.  One of the results of this search was event Y190358.  You opened 

and viewed the summary of event Y190358. 

You then asked, ordered or instructed Ms Davies to expand the search parameters 

to between 18.00 and 23.59 on 31 December 2020, which did yield the report as one 

of the search results: event Y190290.  The address of other parties was visible on 

the first screen of the search results.  You asked, ordered or instructed Ms Davies to 

open the summary Y190290.  You also asked, ordered or instructed Ms Davies to 

open the Event Chronology of event Y190290. 

As a result of you asking, ordering or instructing Ms Davies to conduct these two 

ICAD searches on 12 February 2021, you viewed event Y190290 and as a result 

became aware that Jane made the report. 

On or after 12 February 2021, you informed, or caused other parties to become 

aware, that Jane made the report. 

At no point did PS 2410 Kevin Smith ask you to carry out proactive enquiries or New 

Year policing enquiries on 12 February 2021.  The two searches you caused to be 

carried out on ICAD on 12 February 2021 had no policing purpose.  There was no 

policing purpose for you to view events Y190358 or Y190290 and you did not report 

seeing these events to your line manager.  

It is alleged that your conduct on 12 February 2021 and thereafter was a breach of 

the Standards of Professional Behaviour.  Specifically, it is contended that you have 

breached the following Standards: 

Discreditable Conduct: 

You caused two ICAD searches to be conducted without a policing purpose.  You 

viewed events Y190358 and Y190290 without a policing purpose. 

Honesty and Integrity: 

You were dishonest to Ms Davies as to the reason and purpose for the searches 

carried out on ICAD on 12 February 2021 and thereafter you were dishonest about 

the reason and purpose for those searches. 

Confidentiality: 

You failed to keep confidential information contained on ICAD relating to event 

Y190290; specifically, you caused other parties to become aware that Jane was the 

person who made the Report to NWP on 31 December 2020. 



 

 

Orders and Instructions: 

You asked, ordered or instructed Ms Davies to conduct two searches on ICAD which 

did not have a policing purpose.  

  

 

 

 


