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In re PC 1273 Luke Dickson 

NOTIFICATION OF OUTCOME 

1. In his response to the notice of referral to misconduct proceedings, PC 1273 Luke 

Dickson has admitted the allegations made against him and conceded that his conduct 

has breached the standards of professional behaviour required in relation to 

confidentiality; authority, respect and courtesy; and orders and instructions. He has 

further conceded that this conduct amounts to gross misconduct. In so far as is 

necessary, we record our finding that the four allegations brought against PC Dickson 

are proved; that his behaviour has breached the pleaded standards of professional 

behaviour; and that these findings amount to gross misconduct. 

 

2. This panel must therefore determine the appropriate outcome. We have considered all 

the documents provided. We have received and read all the character references 

provided together with PC Dickson’s record of police service, OHU records and his 

counselling progress report. We have considered the submissions made by both 

counsel for PC Dickson and the Appropriate Authority; and the College of Policing’s 

“Guidance on outcomes in police misconduct proceedings”. 

 

3. Allegation 1. On 7th October 2019 PC Dickson attended the scene of an incident of 

domestic violence, as the officer in the case.  The victim was D. At one point in the 

incident, S, the perpetrator, was in possession of a knife. The incident culminated in S 

pouring mayonnaise and a fizzy drink over D’s head whilst being abusive to the point 

that D feared S and thought that he was going to become more violent. In her 

statement taken that day, D described S as being “very aggressive and unpredictable”. 

 

4. PC Dickson attended at the scene with a colleague. PC Dickson arrested S. During the 

arrest, S had to be taken to the floor due to the level of his aggression. PC Dickson 

took a screenshot of a photograph D’s partner had taken for use as evidence, on a 

work device known as a phablet. The image showed D in her pyjamas with the fizzy 

drink and mayonnaise in her hair. As D said in her statement provided to this 

investigation, “I recall my partner taking a few photographs of me when I was sat on 

my bed, I was wearing my pyjamas and felt very embarrassed and ashamed that (S) 
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could do that to me, I was relieved once the officers were aware of what had gone 

on…” 

 

5. On 17th October 2019 PC Dickson took a photograph of this image on his personal 

mobile phone and stored it. There was no policing purpose for him to do this. PC 

Dickson then sent this photograph on three separate occasions to a family member. 

 

a. On 10th November 2019 the officer sent the photo with the comment “I’ll do 

this to ya you dickhead! Head full of mayo! Xxxx”.  

 

b. On 25th November 2019 PC Dickson again sent the photograph to a family 

member following their request to send it. 

 

c. On 14th January 2020 PC Dickson again sent the photograph to a family 

member with the comment “I’ll get this done to you ya muppet xxx”. 

 

6. PC Dickson kept the photograph on his phone. In his written response to these 

proceedings, PC Dickson stated that he sent the picture to amuse a family member 

and “thought…that they would be amused by the slapstick element of splattered 

mayonnaise”. Those investigating this matter spoke to the family member of PC 

Dickson. They told them that “I just know (it) was taken from a domestic incident 

Luke went to I think and he thought it was immature what had happened to her, he 

never discussed anything about the job itself.” On behalf of PC Dickson, Mr Baumber 

accepts that PC Dickson’s family member knew from the photograph that it 

originated from PC Dickson’s duties. 

 

7. PC Dickson accepted that he should not have shared the photograph but that he gave 

little thought to his actions and how it might impact on D. He apologised both in 

writing and through counsel at this hearing. He said that his actions were borne of 

naivety and his poor mental state.  

 

8. In her victim personal statement provided for these proceedings, D said that she was 

disgusted and disappointed in the officer’s behaviour, which showed a lack of 

compassion, integrity and humanity. She felt that she had been made a fool of and 
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was the target of people’s amusement. She was left with a sense of paranoia. She was 

vulnerable and had already suffered from episodes of poor mental health. As a result 

of becoming aware of PC Dickson’s actions she increased her medication. She 

described the image shared as very private and personal, and the sharing resulted in 

her loss of confidence in Northumbria Police. She questioned how there could be any 

guarantee that the image would not be shared further. 

 

9. We consider that the photograph PC Dickson shared with a member of his family was 

very sensitive, given it showed D, a victim of crime, in a very vulnerable state, at 

particularly difficult time. Those facts were well-known to PC Dickson and D trusted 

him with that photograph on the understanding that it would be used only for official, 

evidential purposes. The level of trust implied in allowing PC Dickson to recover that 

piece of evidence demonstrates its sensitivity and indicates the level of care required 

in its retention and management. 

 

10. In sending the photograph to a member of his family on three occasions, PC Dickson 

seriously betrayed the trust D placed in him. He used that photograph for amusement. 

Whilst PC Dickson no doubt thought that no one beyond his family member would 

see that photograph, in sending it to them he took the risk that somehow the 

photograph might be transmitted more widely. This compounded his breach of D’s 

trust. Whilst therefore PC Dickson intended no harm to D, the risk of further harm to 

D was foreseeable and PC Dickson should have foreseen it. 

 

11. Paragraph 41 of PC Dickson’s Regulation 31 response cites several of the factors 

referred to at paragraph 4.36 of the Outcomes Guidance to be considered when 

assessing the seriousness of data protection and misuse. We note that there are other 

factors also referred to in the Outcomes Guidance that support a more serious 

outcome in cases such as this, namely onward disclosure of information; and breaches 

of personal privacy where the data is very sensitive. The simple fact is that the data, 

the photograph was very sensitive. PC Dickson disclosed it onwards for amusement.  

 

12. The harm PC Dickson caused was also very serious and very real. Aside from 

immediate harm to D as a vulnerable individual, PC Dickson’s actions will likely 

undermine wider public confidence in policing. The panel understand that victims of 
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domestic violence are often unwilling to approach the police and make a formal 

complaint. PC Dickson’s actions, when known, may make it harder for victims of 

domestic violence to come forward, if they think there is any chance that officers 

might wrongly share sensitive photographs taken as evidence. 

 

13. The panel also consider this breach of the professional standards within the wider 

local and national public concern relating to this kind of police misconduct. On every 

level, PC Dickson’s actions towards D have caused real harm and damage to the 

police service and public confidence. 

 

14. Even taken in isolation, PC Dickson’s culpability on allegation 1 is high, as was the 

harm he caused.  

 

15. Allegations 2, 3 and 4 engage similar issues. In allegation 2, in June 2019 another 

police officer attended an incident and took two photographs of a dead man in a poor 

state of decomposition. PC Dickson asked that officer to send him those images. The 

other officer did so, and PC Dickson retained those images on his mobile phone. 

 

16. We have refrained from identifying the other officer because he has been subject to a 

separate disciplinary process, and we are told that no finding of misconduct has been 

made against that officer. On PC Dickson’s behalf, Mr Baumber asks whether it is 

fair and proper to find PC Dickson’s conduct on allegation 2 to be a serious breach of 

professional standards, given that earlier outcome. We do not review that earlier 

decision, but we are not bound by it, either. We make our assessment of PC Dickson’s 

misconduct on the evidence and submissions provided in this case.  

 

17. In his formal response to these proceedings, PC Dickson explains his actions by 

saying that he had never seen a dead body before and so asked for the pictures out of 

curiosity in that he knew that he might have to deal with something similar in the 

future and to cope with the same. The image was never shared. It remained within his 

phone in an application’s memory. 

 

18. In allegation 3, in July 2019 PC Dickson attended an incident, where again, there was 

another deceased man present, again in a poor state of decomposition. PC Dickson 
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had not been asked to attend that incident, nor was he tasked with the recovery of 

evidence. Nonetheless, he took two photographs of the deceased on his personal 

mobile phone and later showed those images to another officer. None of this conduct 

was for a policing purpose. PC Dickson retained the images on his phone.  

 

19. In his Regulation 31 response, PC Dickson says that this was the first dead body he 

had ever seen in real life and in a state of poor decomposition. Such attendances are 

traumatic, unpleasant and take a mental toll. He shared the image to cope with this 

difficulty, a problem shared being a problem halved. PC Dickson says that this was 

not to ridicule the deceased man, or to mock him. This was more a matter of survival 

and solidarity, but nonetheless something he should not have done. He forgot the 

image was still on his phone. 

 

20. Allegation 4 took place after PC Dickson had sent two of the messages in allegation 1 

to a family member but before he sent the final message. In December 2019 PC 

Dickson attended another incident where there had been a sudden death and took two 

photographs on his phablet, again of a deceased male in a poor state of 

decomposition. The Appropriate Authority puts its case on the basis that it accepts 

that these photographs were intended for the Coroner and so for a policing purpose. 

PC Dickson then took a photograph of those images on his personal mobile phone and 

later showed them to other officers. He retained the images on his phone.  

 

21. In his response to these proceedings, PC Dickson reiterates that, as above, his actions 

here were to help him cope with the toll of his duties and to discuss with other officers 

what he had seen. 

 

22. We have carefully considered all the available evidence including the medical 

evidence and character evidence. We accept that PC Dickson had significant personal 

issues, but we do not accept the submission that he acted as he did in allegations 2, 3 

and 4 to cope with the rigours and pressures of policing. We cannot see how PC 

Dickson could fortify himself against the future inevitability of the experience of 

seeing a dead body when he asked a colleague to send him photographs of one in June 

2019. It is doubly unfortunate that the picture sent to PC Dickson was not taken for a 

policing purpose, but we do not blame PC Dickson for that. On the available evidence 
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including PC Dickson’s response in interview when questioned about this matter, it 

seems to us more likely than not that PC Dickson asked the other officer to provide 

the photographs simply out of morbid curiosity. 

23. When PC Dickson attended the incident in July 2019, as per his Regulation 31 

response, this was the first time he had seen a dead body in such a state. The 

overwhelming reality of such a situation requires no photographic memento. Again, 

we fail to see how taking photographs, particularly when attending when not 

specifically required to do so, would help PC Dickson. 

 
24. When PC Dickson attended the incident in December 2019, he encountered another 

deceased man in a badly decomposed state. Again, we fail to see how a photograph 

could ever capture the totality of that reality for PC Dickson by comparison to his 

personal memory, nor can we see how or why keeping such an image would allow 

him to cope in the future with a scenario that was becoming part of his present. We 

also fail to see why he needed to keep such an image to share his experience with 

other colleagues. Those to whom PC Dickson was likely to talk were unlikely to need 

a photographic reminder. Nor would they likely appreciate the sharing of such 

material obviously retained for a non-policing purpose.   

 
25. On the balance of probabilities, we reject the suggestion that PC Dickson acquired, 

created and retained images of badly decomposed people for non-policing purposes as 

part of some way to cope with the stress of his duties. We consider the evidence on 

allegations 2, 3 and 4 in the context of PC Dickson’s behaviour towards D and his use 

of her image. We accept that PC Dickson had significant personal problems but 

between June 2019 and January 2020 PC Dickson developed a casual disregard 

towards the confidentiality of sensitive photographs and the privacy of others. That 

disregard resulted in PC Dickson disobeying orders and instructions; and losing his 

respect and courtesy for those he served, namely D, her family, the deceased and the 

wider public. He chose to act as he did.   It therefore follows that taking his conduct in 

the round, we assess PC Dickson’s culpability as high. His misconduct took place 

over several months and involved four different people, one of whom was a victim of 

crime and three of whom were deceased. Images of three of those people were shared 
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with others. In our judgement, the taking, sharing and retention of all these images 

were serious breaches of the personal privacy of these individuals. 

26. We accept the AA’s submission that the misuse of confidential and sensitive police 

information is always a serious matter. As paragraph 4.33 of the Outcomes Guidance 

makes clear, “…it is a both public expectation and a legal requirement that 

information obtained during the course of policing duties should be treated in strictest 

confidence, properly protected and only used for legitimate policing purposes.” 

27. All those depicted in the images relevant to this case were vulnerable and sharing 

those images was an affront to their dignity. D had been the subject of domestic 

violence. They deserved to be treated with due respect. Not like this. 

28. There is an element of breach of personal and professional trust in this case, beyond 

the general breach of the public’s trust. PC Dickson was the officer in D’s case and so 

personally entrusted to progress her complaint. In allegation 4, PC Dickson took 

photographs for the Coroner. He copied and shared those images, breaching the 

professional trust to properly manage evidence. 

29. We repeat our earlier observations about the harm caused to D and her family. Taking 

PC Dickson’s conduct towards her in conjunction with his conduct towards the 

deceased in allegations 2, 3 and 4, we have no doubt that PC Dickson’s conduct 

would seriously undermine public confidence in policing if known by the public. The 

taking and sharing of images for non-policing purposes, particularly those of deceased 

individuals is a matter of national concern. Paragraph 4.62 of the Outcomes Guidance 

directs us to consider this issue. 

30. Beyond the facts of the allegations there are no other aggravating factors. 

31. There are mitigating factors. We note that PC Dickson made admissions at an early 

stage and we take into account that he has apologised generally and personally 

through his counsel. We accept that he shows genuine remorse and insight. Whilst we 

accept that PC Dickson had personal issues at the time of his misconduct, we do not 

accept that this caused or contributed to his actions. 

32. We have read the character references provided. Whilst PC Dickson’s personal 

mitigation is relevant and we take it into account, the weight which can be attached to 
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it is necessarily limited given the purpose of the proceedings. We note the effect of 

the decisions in both Salter; and Williams. 

 

33. We remind ourselves that when determining the appropriate outcome, we should 

consider the threefold purpose of the police misconduct regime. 

a. To maintain public confidence in the reputation of the police service; 

b. To uphold high standards in policing and deter misconduct; and 

c. To protect the public. 

34. We also remind ourselves that misconduct proceedings are not designed to punish 

police officers. The outcome imposed can have a punitive effect, however, and 

therefore should be no more than is necessary to satisfy the purpose of the 

proceedings. We should consider less severe outcomes before more severe outcomes 

and we should always choose the least severe outcome which deals adequately with 

the issues identified, while protecting the public interest. That said, if an outcome is 

necessary to satisfy the purpose of the proceedings, we should impose it even where 

this would lead to difficulties for the individual officer. 

35. The available outcomes are: - 

a. A final written warning; and 

b. Dismissal without notice. 

36. Where, as here, gross misconduct is admitted and the persons considering the 

question of disciplinary action decide that the officer concerned shall be dismissed, 

the dismissal must be without notice. 

37. In this case, as Mr Baumber concedes, the panel’s choice lies in either a final written 

warning or dismissal without notice. 

38. Having carefully weighed PC Dickson’s culpability together with the harm caused in 

the light of the relevant mitigating factors and all the available material, we have then 

finally considered all the alternative options available to us, in ascending order of 

gravity. 

39. PC Dickson’s misconduct is extremely serious. The legitimate need to maintain 

public confidence in the police makes dismissal the only proportionate response to 
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this sustained misconduct. Only one sanction is justified and that is dismissal without 

notice. 

 

 

 

Dr Mohammad Farsi Mr Tom Mitchell Mr Mark Ord 

Independent member Legally Qualified Chair Detective Superintendent 

 


