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Investigation name: Operation Ithaca  

IOPC reference: 2017/095574 

> Summary of IOPC conclusions  

A summary of our conclusions and our rationale is set out below. 

> Chief Constable Veale  

It is alleged that Chief Constable Veale may have breached the standards of 
professional behaviour.  

1. It is alleged that Chief Constable Veale deliberately destroyed his police issue 
mobile phone to hide his contact with various parties regarding the Operation 
Conifer investigation progress and report release.   

Discreditable conduct: no case to answer for misconduct. 

2. It is alleged that Chief Constable Veale may have been dishonest with the 
senior management team and staff of Wiltshire Police along with the Chief 
Executive of The Office of the Police and Crime Commissioner about the 
circumstances in which his phone was damaged, and that he has not taken any 
action to correct the early version of events to the one that he later relied upon 
in his written response to the IOPC.  

Honesty and integrity: case to answer for misconduct. 

> Summary of rationale 

Allegation 1: Deliberately destroyed his police issue mobile phone 

The specified breach of the standards of professional behaviour as detailed on the 
notice of investigation was discreditable conduct. The Home Office Guidance defines 
discreditable conduct as follows:- 

“1.24. Police officers behave in a manner which does not discredit the police 
service or undermine public confidence, whether on or off duty. 

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

1.26. Discredit can be brought on the police by an act itself or because public 
confidence in the police is undermined. In general, it should be the actual 
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underlying conduct of the police officer that is considered under the misconduct 
procedures, whether the conduct occurred on or off duty. However where a police 
officer has been convicted of a criminal offence that alone may lead to misconduct 
action irrespective of the nature of the conduct itself. In all cases it must be clearly 
articulated how the conduct or conviction discredits the police.” 

Having carefully considered the report and underlying evidence we were not 
persuaded that a reasonable misconduct meeting or hearing could, on the balance of 
probabilities make a finding of misconduct or gross misconduct.  

We were therefore of the opinion that there is no case to answer with regard to this 
specific allegation. 

Allegation 2: Being dishonest about the circumstances in which the phone was 
damaged 

As detailed in the final report, Chief Constable Veale admits that he decided to provide 
a different explanation for the damage to colleagues. 
 
Deputy Chief Constable Mills and Mr Kilgallen have confirmed that Chief Constable 
Veale told them that the phone had been run over by a car in the golf club car park. 
Chief Constable Pritchard has confirmed to the Lead Investigator in an email that chief 
Constable Veale provided him with a similar explanation as to how the damage was 
caused. Mr Kilgallen has stated that Chief Constable Veale maintained this version of 
events even after he became aware that the matter was the subject of an IOPC 
investigation. Officer G and Mr D also stated that they heard a similar version of events 
from Ms F and Mr E (though Ms F and Mr E themselves do not recall Chief Constable 
Veale saying anything to them about how the damage occurred). 
An email from Chief Constable Veale to the Chief Officer Group dated 23 September 
2017 states: 
 

“Hello all, Just to let you know that i [sic] my phone is broken, ran over by an 
unsuspecting vehicle. I will have this [iPad] most of the weekend so drop me an 
email of [sic] you need to get in contact. Cheers, Mike” 

Based upon the above evidence, we considered that a tribunal could find on the 
balance of probabilities that Chief Constable Veale, a Chief Officer, repeatedly misled 
a number of colleagues about how his phone was damaged, both verbally and in 
writing.  

> Decision to refer to the Crown Prosecution Service (CPS) 

Initially, this investigation looked at the allegation that Chief Constable Veale 
deliberately damaged his phone. In addition to misconduct, this would amount to an 
allegation of criminal damage.  

Section 1(1) of the Criminal Damage Act 1971 states: 

“A person who without lawful excuse destroys or damages any property belonging 
to another intending to destroy or damage any such property or being reckless as 
to whether any such property would be destroyed or damaged shall be guilty of an 
offence.” 
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"Recklessness" for the purposes of the Act is defined as follows: 

"A person acts recklessly within the meaning of section 1 of the Criminal Damage 
Act 1971 with respect to: A circumstance when he is aware of a risk that it exists or 
will exist; A result when he/she is aware of a risk that it will occur; and, it is, in the 
circumstances known to him, unreasonable to take the risk."  

No referral was made to the CPS. 

> Summary of rationale  

The investigation has not identified any cogent evidence to substantiate the allegation 
of criminal damage. The evidence suggests that Chief Constable Veale damaged his 
phone accidentally during a game of golf on 23 September 2017. 

The three witnesses who were present on that day have corroborated his account 
(although they could not be certain of the date), and an IT contractor has confirmed 
that the phone had a curved appearance as though it had not been on a completely flat 
surface when the damage occurred.  

Chief Constable Veale has pointed out that he would not have requested the recovery 
of data from the phone if he had been seeking to destroy evidence, and that it would 
have been nonsensical to destroy his phone at a time when he was most in need of it. 
These are legitimate arguments. Destroying the phone would not destroy all records. 
The evidence of his personal assistant is that Chief Constable Veale asked her to try to 
arrange the recovery of all of the data stored on the phone. The evidence of an IT 
contractor is that Chief Constable Veale’s colleague asked him to recover some 
information stored on the device, which he downloaded and transferred to the 
replacement iPhone.  

As to whether Chief Constable Veale acted recklessly: he has stated that the blow was 
an impulsive act of anger in response to a poor shot in golf. As detailed above, the 
available evidence appears to corroborate his account, and this investigation has not 
identified any cogent evidence to the contrary.  

The evidence of Chief Constable Veale and the other three golfers does not give any 
cause to think that he foresaw the blow to his golf bag when he put his phone in the 
pocket of the bag. Likewise, there is no cogent evidence to support a finding that he 
was conscious of his phone being in the bag when he lashed out. Chief Constable 
Veale stated that it did not even occur to him straight away that the blow might have 
damaged his phone, and that in fact he only became aware of what had happened 
when he saw the damage shortly afterwards. 

It is considered that Chief Constable Veale could reasonably be accused of 
carelessness; however, this is not the test for criminal damage. 

Paragraph 23, Schedule 3 of the PRA stipulates two conditions that need to be met 
before a final report is capable of referral to the DPP:- 

The first condition is that the report indicates that a criminal offence may have been 
committed by a person to whose conduct the investigation relates. The second 
condition includes that the circumstances are such that it is appropriate for the matters 
dealt with in the report to be considered by the Director of Public Prosecutions. 
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The investigation report does not indicate the commission of a criminal offence. 

Therefore the threshold for a referral to the CPS is not met. During the course of the 

investigation, Chief Constable Veale was informed that the investigation into his 

conduct was no longer categorised as criminal. No referral to the CPS was made. 

 


