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Shaun Bailey AM (Chairman):  We now move on to the main business, a question and answer session on the 

Daniel Morgan Independent Panel report.  I would like to start by welcoming our guests representing the 

Daniel Morgan Independent Panel, Baroness Nuala O’Loan, the Panel Chair; Dr Silvia Casale CMG, Panel 

member; and Nick Hunt, Panel Secretary.  Good morning to you all.  Thank you for sparing us this time. 

 

As is the tradition on our committees, I will take the first question and then my members will come in.  This is a 

very detailed meeting we would like to have.  Can I ask you to truncate your answers if you can, so that we can 

get through as much as we can in the short time that we have.  The opening question really is the big one.  Is 

the Metropolitan Police Service (MPS) institutionally corrupt?   

 

Baroness Nuala O’Loan (Chair, Daniel Morgan Independent Panel):  Thank you and good morning, 

Chairman.  Thank you very much to you and the members of the Committee for allowing us to come here 

today and to give evidence on our report.  We have found the MPS to be institutionally corrupt.  The responses 

by senior officers to the report have been most disappointing.  The public statements, which we have heard 

from the Commissioner [of Police of the Metropolis, Cressida Dick DBE QPM], Deputy Commissioner 

[Sir Stephen House QPM] and Assistant Commissioner [Nick Ephgrave] in the days following the publication 

illustrate exactly the problem we have been describing. 

 

The only manifestation of corruption that they appear to be accepting is in Morgan One, the first investigation.  

That is based on the National Police Chiefs Council (NPCC) definition of corruption as set out by 

Sir Stephen House [QPM] in evidence to you.  It is individual corruption only.  We have demonstrated clearly 

the existence of that definition of corruption in Hampshire, in the Hampshire Police Complaints Authority 

report, even extending to the highest ranks of the MPS, the Police Complaints Authority and in Abelard Two. 

 

The various definitions we cite do not cover the serious and egregious behaviour we encountered when we 

were doing the work.  The behaviour amounts to far more than Sir Stephen’s concession that, “Occasionally we 

may be overly defensive” and that “we could do more to be open and transparent, to explain what we do and 

why we do it”.  We most definitely do not say that all officers are corrupt.  We have chosen our words carefully 

when writing about institutional corruption.  My colleague Dr [Silvia] Casale [CMG] led on the corruption and I 

would like her to explain to you the definition of corruption and how we apply it. 

 

Dr Silvia Casale CMG (Member, Daniel Morgan Independent Panel):  Thank you.  Our report says that 

there are many honest police officers working very hard to serve the public in difficult and sometimes 

dangerous circumstances.  We have been very careful to choose the words that we use when we talk about 

institutional corruption in the MPS.  If you look at paragraph 25, page 1,020, we adopted a very broad 

definition of corruption based on the key elements of dishonesty and benefit.  That allows for the involvement 

of a variety of actors and a variety of forms of benefit. 

 

The definition that we came up with is that corruption is the improper behaviour by action or omission by a 

person or by many in a position of power or exercising power, which is what police officers do.  They might be 

acting individually, or they might be acting collectively.  They might be acting with or without the involvement 

of other actors who do not have or exercise powers.  We give examples of that in the report. 
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As to benefit, the benefit may be direct or indirect to the individual or the individuals concerned, or it might be 

for a cause or an organisation that they value, or to the benefit or the detriment of other people.  If it amounts 

to corruption, it is because this behaviour is such that any reasonable person would not expect the powers to 

be used in that way for the purpose of achieving that benefit or detriment.  We have used this broad definition 

to consider the conduct of individual officers involved in the investigations of the murder of Daniel Morgan, 

and also the failures of senior officers acting as representatives of their organisations. 

 

In this context, we report a wide range of actions and omissions by senior post holders on behalf of their 

organisations.  Many of these actions and inactions have also been identified by other panels and inquiries 

before ours.  They include things like failure to confront corruption; failing to manage investigations properly 

and ensure proper oversight; failing to take a fresh look at past mistakes and failures and to learn from past 

mistakes and failures - if you do not look at the mistakes you have made and failures in the past, it is very 

difficult to learn lessons from them; giving unjustified assurances about what has happened; failing to make a 

voluntary commitment to candour; and failing to be open and transparent about what has happened. 

 

Such failures on the part of senior officers or managers acting on behalf of their organisations do not 

automatically fall into the definition of corruption.  Some of them may be the result of professional 

incompetence or poor management.  However, when the failures cannot reasonably be explained as genuine 

error and they indicate dishonesty for the benefit of the organisation, in our view they amount to institutional 

corruption.  That is what we meant when we talked about institutional corruption. 

 

Baroness Nuala O’Loan (Chair, Daniel Morgan Independent Panel):  To summarise then, the report says 

that there are many officers working hard to serve the public in difficult and sometimes dangerous situations.  

But the MPS as an organisation has not responded honestly to the public and to the family about the serious 

failures, including incompetence and corrupt acts, in the murder investigations over the past 34 years.  Specific 

examples are given in chapter 10 and they range through all the investigations.  More recent examples include 

the activities of former Detective Chief Superintendent (DCS) David Cook and the police investigations of his 

activity, which did not finish until April 2020. 

 

The MPS has placed concern for its reputation above the public interest.  There has been dishonesty for the 

benefit of the reputation of the organisation, and that is institutional corruption.  The statements made on 

behalf of the MPS have continued to lack candour, even after the publication of our report, when they referred 

specifically only to the failings in the first investigation.  Obviously, those failings have been the subject of a 

number of apologies prior to our report. 

 

This is a betrayal of the family and it is also a betrayal of the public and of good honest officers.  It will 

diminish trust.  That activity, that behaviour within the MPS will diminish trust in the organisation.  That is 

why, as Dr Casale said, we have recommended the statutory duty of candour to be owed by all law 

enforcement agencies to those whom they serve, subject only to the protection of national security and 

relevant data protection legislation.  Chairman, the answer to your question is yes. 

 

Shaun Bailey AM (Chairman):  Thank you very much.  

 

Len Duvall AM:  Thank you for your explanation and thank you for the work of the Panel.  One of the issues 

was about bringing everything together so that you could see it in totality.  Clearly, you have worked under 

some very difficult circumstances.  I just want to go a bit further on that, because it is quite an important issue 

about the institutionalised corruption around that.  Is it fair to say that in the latter stages, and, as you rightly 

pointed out, in responses, the presentation of information throughout the history of this has been one of 

denial, cover-up or issues, and that really does lead to your conclusion around that.  But it is also about some 

of the issues that the Panel faced in terms of access and the processes around that access.  Could you just 
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explain that a little bit?  Of course, there are complex issues and there are some things that you would agree 

would not be rightly put in the public domain, as well as many things that should.  There is a debate around 

that, is there not? 

 

I think an issue that is striking in reading your report is the interactions, particularly with the family; the issue 

of candour and about explaining not only what was going on, but what the true facts of the matter were 

throughout the years, throughout the ongoing process.  Am I right in thinking that about institutional 

corruption, separating out the individual officers but looking at the organisational bits about why you have 

reached the position you are taking within your inquiry and why you are strongly advocating it? 

 

Baroness Nuala O’Loan (Chair, Daniel Morgan Independent Panel):  The most important thing to us is 

the failure to be candid and to be honest with people, and the repeated denials that there were problems and 

failings, things like that.  We did experience very significant difficulties in getting access to information and we 

did find that the MPS was defensive when we looked for information.  The theory was that there would be 

exceptional and full disclosure for all information, and we had to make a lot of effort to make sure that we did 

get that. 

 

Our findings of what happened throughout each of the investigations were gathered together over a very 

painful process.  Every word of the report is evidence-based and you have the footnotes, which refer to the 

evidence.  We can certainly talk in more detail about the difficulties we had in getting access if you wish, the 

major difficulty being the fact that the investigation papers were presented to us in crates and they were all 

muddled up and mixed up.  When one goes in to investigate a police issue, one expects a file.  We did not get 

files.  What we got were crates of loose material.  The key to getting a handle on what had happened was the 

access to the Home Office Large Major Enquiry System (HOLMES), the computerised database used by police 

officers to conduct investigations.  There were maybe six or seven HOLMES accounts for different 

investigations. 

 

I would like to say at this stage that we are very grateful to Assembly Member Duvall for his assistance to the 

inquiry. Thank you. 

 

Susan Hall AM (Deputy Chairman):  First of all, Baroness O’Loan, thank you very much for your work.  Your 

findings did make very difficult reading.  I know this is going to be a difficult question, but what 

recommendations and actions from your report should the MPS prioritise? 

 

Baroness Nuala O’Loan (Chair, Daniel Morgan Independent Panel):  We can look at recommendations 

almost in the context of the life of policing.  We would start with a statement that there should be proper and 

regular security vetting of all staff.  We have heard significant evidence of vetting failures and we have seen 

that evidence.  We have seen, for example, that the officer who was tasked with making documents available 

to us and deciding what our staff could and could not see was, in fact, not vetted himself.  We had to have him 

vetted.  You will have heard recently the vetting failures in the context of the case of Sarah Everard, a terrible 

case.  We have not seen any evidence to support the MPS assertion that vetting is now adequate and effective.  

We have major concerns about failings in this area.  It is not enough for the MPS just to vet their employees in 

accordance with the measures, but they need to have effective and adequate measures to ensure that the staff 

are not currently engaged in crime or in serious wrongdoing. 

 

All police officers and police staff should be obliged to register in confidence with the Chief Officers of their 

police force, either at the point of recruitment or later on if necessary, their membership of any organisation, 

including the Freemasons, which might call their impartiality into question or give rise to a perception of 

conflict of loyalties.  You will know that the issue of whether Freemasonry impacted on this investigation has 

run through the years.  We did not find any evidence of such an impact, but it is hugely important in terms of 
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public confidence that there be a register kept by the Chief Constable that would be accessible in prescribed 

circumstances, so that the public and other police officers could have confidence.  We received current 

evidence - and you will read about it in the report - of the influence of Freemasonry on the MPS. 

 

Susan Hall AM (Deputy Chairman):  Do you think that is the most important thing to start with?  All of 

your recommendations are important, but that is what you would prioritise? 

 

Baroness Nuala O’Loan (Chair, Daniel Morgan Independent Panel):  I would prioritise vetting.  Then the 

next thing I would prioritise is honesty and integrity in communications with families.  It is vital for community 

trust and it is vital for victims’ families’ trust.  The effects of the inaccurate statements were so corrosive for 

the family members of Daniel Morgan and the public, which you will find in chapter 12.  There is a very 

poignant statement by Dan Morgan, Daniel Morgan’s son, on page 1,228.  He has lived with this all his life, 

and he said, “I don’t want this to be my son’s future.  I want to be able to show my son the Panel’s report and 

say to him, ‘Look, eventually the state can get it right’.  That would be good.”  Honesty and integrity and this 

duty of candour is the most important point we are making.  But there are other important areas in the report. 

 

Susan Hall AM (Deputy Chairman):  There are.  We have read them. Just a yes or no, did I hear correctly 

that you said when you had asked for some files you did not get files, you said you got crates of loose paper?  

Is that correct? 

 

Baroness Nuala O’Loan (Chair, Daniel Morgan Independent Panel):  Yes, I cannot remember how many 

crates.  Hundreds of crates.  There were bundles of paper, there were individual sheets of paper, but not a file 

such as I would see normally.  I have some experience of calling the police to account, obviously.  We did not 

get files.  The first thing we had to do when we got the crates of material was to create what we called the 

Morgan One investigation file.  But the crates were not complete.  We discovered when we finally got access to 

the HOLMES accounts that the crates were not complete.  There were documents on the HOLMES accounts 

that were not in the crates and there were documents in the crates that were not in the HOLMES accounts.  

Trying to build the complete investigation picture was made profoundly difficult. 

 

Susan Hall AM (Deputy Chairman):  It looked as if things had been taken out or it was just not dealt with 

properly? 

 

Baroness Nuala O’Loan (Chair, Daniel Morgan Independent Panel):  What had happened was that there 

had been 30 years of ongoing investigation, various people had come back, done little investigations, little 

inquiries; there had been a huge process of disclosure for the MPS.  I cannot account for the state in which the 

documents came to us.  The MPS must do that.  I can say that I was surprised.  I was astonished that we did 

not get proper files.  It took us a long time to sort the documents because we did not have access to the 

HOLMES accounts so that we could build the picture.  It is like a jigsaw. 

 

Susan Hall AM (Deputy Chairman):  I understand.  We can ask the police that.  Thank you very much. 

 

Unmesh Desai AM:  Good morning, panel.  Can I join the Chairman and Assembly Member Hall in thanking 

you for all the work that you have done in compiling this report.  Baroness O’Loan, if I could ask you, you talk 

a fair bit about candour, and earlier you said that the MPS continues to lack candour.  You propose a statutory 

duty of candour to be introduced for law enforcement agencies in the United Kingdom (UK).  If we had such a 

statutory duty, how would this have helped improve the MPS’s handling of the Daniel Morgan case? 

 

Baroness Nuala O’Loan (Chair, Daniel Morgan Independent Panel):  It would impose a very clear and 

direct duty on them to be honest in their dealings with victims’ families and victims of crime.  The situation is 

that there are some areas of police activity, which you all know are sensitive and require to be protected.  
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However, it is eminently possible to deal with issues, as we have done in the report, without breaching any 

national security or without putting people at risk, and yet at the same time to be honest.  What we saw was a 

denial that there were problems, and there definitely were problems.  The statutory duty of candour will 

impose an obligation to behave in a different way from that in which they currently behave.  There is a similar 

statutory duty in the health service now. 

 

Unmesh Desai AM:  Presumably a breach of statutory duty will result in disciplinary action? 

 

Baroness Nuala O’Loan (Chair, Daniel Morgan Independent Panel):  Yes. 

 

Unmesh Desai AM:  In 2011, then [Deputy] Commissioner [of Police of the Metropolis] Tim Godwin 

apologised to the family, and we had [Sir] Stephen House [QPM] here a few days ago offering a similar 

apology.  The Mayor [of London, Sadiq Khan] has said that it is his and the MPS and the Government’s 

responsibility to win back the trust of the family.  I hesitate to ask this question, but I will still ask you this.  

You can have apologies and apologies, but if they are not backed up by action then do they really mean 

anything?  My formal question was going to be, what further apology do you believe the MPS should make to 

the Morgan family, but we have had the apologies already and that is why I hesitated to ask the question, but I 

still will put it to you formally. 

 

Baroness Nuala O’Loan (Chair, Daniel Morgan Independent Panel):  We spent quite a lot of time trying 

to work out what the MPS was apologising for in the first instance.  It was not clear.  When we asked the 

question, they could not tell us.  You mentioned acting Commissioner Tim Godwin’s apology after the collapse 

of the trial, which was generalised.  We went back to the MPS, having tried to find out what they were 

apologising for in all the other apologies, because we needed to know specifically what had gone wrong.  They 

said to us, even of Tim Godwin’s statement, “We cannot be accountable for statements made by individual 

officers”.  We said, “There must be briefing notes which led to the creation of this statement by Tim Godwin”.  

But they said we would have to speak to the individual officers and ask them to explain the statements they 

had made.  That is not acceptable. 

 

As for apologies, in paragraph 502, we list the things that the family of Daniel Morgan suffered.  A further 

apology, a proper apology, is needed, accompanied by action, the kind of action we are talking about today.  

But at paragraph 502, for example, you have the failure to bring the murderers to justice, for which they have 

apologised; the misinformation put into the public domain; the denial of failings in investigation; failures to 

acknowledge professional incompetence; failures to acknowledge individuals’ venal behaviour, managerial and 

organisational failings - there were massive managerial and organisational failings; and unwarranted assurances 

given to the family.  The MPS consistently placed its reputation above its duties of accountability and 

transparency.  Those are the kind of things for which they should apologise, and for the terrible distress, which 

you saw when you took evidence from Alistair Morgan two weeks ago. 

 

Tony Devenish AM:  Good morning and thank you from me for all your amazing work.  Two very quick 

questions: does the existing MPS culture harm fighting crime?  Is corrupt behaviour by police officers, in your 

opinion, still prevalent within the MPS? 

 

Baroness Nuala O’Loan (Chair, Daniel Morgan Independent Panel):  Yes, of course it does harm the 

fight against crime, for a number of reasons.  One is that those engaged in crime know how things happen 

within policing.  They can get great comfort from the contacts they have and the way in which things are dealt 

with, even in terms of knowledge of what is going to happen and what has happened.  Those kinds of issues 

are important. 

 

Page 5



 

We have received very extensive evidence from the MPS of anti-corruption measures they have taken over the 

years.  There has been some really good anti-corruption activity and I do not in any way want to detract from 

what has been achieved.  That said, we saw between 2006 and 2013, for example, the former Senior 

Investigating Officer of the final investigation was abstracting intelligence and investigation material for the 

purposes of writing a book.  The MPS and every police force will go for the officer who goes and gets a piece 

of information out of the Police National Computer, maybe an address or maybe some detail of some kind, but 

this huge abstraction of material was able to continue, despite all the provisions and policies that they have. 

 

We have seen the response of the MPS to matters we referred to them, and even matters of which they 

became aware, like the leaking of the Operation Tiberius report in 2014.  We were astonished because they 

found a copy of the Operation Tiberius report in [former DCS] David Cook’s house in 2014.  I am not saying in 

any way that David Cook was responsible for the leaking of that report.  But the important thing was, when we 

went to interview him in 2020 after the MPS had finished their investigations of him, we asked him how he got 

a copy of it.  He said, “Nobody ever asked me that before”.  If they knew they had found it at his house in 

2014 and if they were concerned about security - this is a major intelligence report on major crime groups in 

London, and it was and still is on the web, you will find it there - if they were concerned about that, we would 

have expected there to be a follow-up, “Where did you get this?  Who gave it to you?  Who else knows about 

it?”  Those kinds of things are profoundly important.  We did not see that. 

 

As the public see the kinds of things that we had to report, and they do see them, failure on that scale to 

tackle corrupt behaviour will inevitably diminish trust.  Policing relies on the consent of the public.  The 

consent is only available where the public have trust in what the police are going to do with the power they 

have over them.   

 

Caroline Russell AM:  I will add my thanks to you for this very important report.  You have talked about 

institutional corruption and given us a very clear definition of institutional corruption, in particular the 

prioritisation of institutional reputation over accountability and transparency.  Do you believe that the MPS is 

capable of confronting institutional corruption, given the denials we have seen from the Commissioner and 

other senior members of her team and your experience of conducting the investigation?  Seeing crates of 

information that did not seem to be complete, for instance. 

 

Dr Silvia Casale CMG (Member, Daniel Morgan Independent Panel):  Every organisation is capable of 

confronting the things that go wrong in that organisation.  The question is whether there is a will to do it or 

not.  There are instances in which the MPS has in the past taken measures and made very considerable efforts 

to deal with problems within the organisation.  I would like to think that they could do that in the future too.  

But the beginning of that process of dealing with the problem is to acknowledge it.  I am afraid we do not feel 

that is the case at the moment. 

 

It is a very difficult process and it takes not only acknowledgement, but a serious commitment to establishing 

the whole facts surrounding the problems.  We have tried in our report to put as much of the detail - and that 

is why there are three volumes - as possible to assist the process of addressing the issues that we have found.  

They are the most serious issues.  I do agree with the Chairman that this goes to the very heart of what 

policing is about, which is supposed to be upholding the law and serving the public.  It can be done, but it is a 

big task and it requires really genuine commitment. 

 

Nick Hunt (Secretary, Daniel Morgan Independent Panel):  If I could just add to that, we understand the 

MPS is currently taking a review under Deputy Assistant Commissioner Barbara Gray, looking at this report and 

the findings and recommendations in it.  But clearly it is important they understand what the Panel is talking 

about in terms of institutional corruption and what that means in terms of the culture in the MPS. 
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Baroness Nuala O’Loan (Chair, Daniel Morgan Independent Panel):  Unless they read the report, really 

read the report, they will not address the failings that we have identified.  We saw so much of it.  We saw 

senior officers trying to improve the situation, for example, where there is a real failure of governance of the 

second investigation, which led to this hugely protracted investigation that ultimately collapsed.  Senior 

officers were going to the Assistant Commissioner John Yates and saying, “We need to put this back into the 

system.  We need to make this properly regulated.”  It did not happen.  There has never been any 

acknowledgement of those kinds of things and the consequences of them for the investigation with which the 

MPS was charged. 

 

We do accept that there is a limit of resources.  We know that decisions have to be made.  I suppose if you 

look at it overall, although you may have a limit of resources now, what has happened in this investigation has 

been that huge resources have been put into it to no positive outcome.  That is a terrible indictment.  We do 

accept there are resource difficulties. 

 

Dr Silvia Casale CMG (Member, Daniel Morgan Independent Panel):  Also, since looking at corruption 

and what goes wrong is part of the remit of the Independent Office of Police Conduct (IOPC), that is an 

institution that must also have resources, because it does require resources in order to look properly at things 

and to make sure that you are not making false accusations, but you are basing what you are saying on fact as 

well as also basing the solutions on what you have found as a matter of fact. 

 

Nicholas Rogers AM:  Good morning, Baroness O’Loan.  You have touched on this in answer to a previous 

question, but your report expresses some very serious concerns that a vast quantity of sensitive material was 

able to be removed and held outside the MPS’s secure systems.  Do you have confidence that this could not 

happen again?  How do you feel the MPS has responded to this particular issue? 

 

Baroness Nuala O’Loan (Chair, Daniel Morgan Independent Panel):  We were very concerned about the 

response to the issue.  We were very surprised at how long it took them to deal with it.  We are not convinced 

that this could not happen again.  We are certainly not in any way assured that individual officers having access 

to material, and very often sensitive intelligence material, that they cannot - if they wish to do so - take it 

away and use it.  The volume of material was described by one of the Crown Prosecution Service (CPS) lawyers 

as being about two Eiffel Towers, if you stacked all the material up.  It was a huge volume of material.  Over 

years he was taking this stuff out, and nobody was picking it up.  It was going out into his own computer.  

There were no controls over the computer systems.  In the Home Office, for example, when we were doing this, 

we had to do everything on a Home Office secure computer.  The response that we received from the officers 

was that MPS computers are lousy and slow and almost unusable, and that was why they used their own 

computers. 

 

If I talk about the IOPC, to go back to the previous question, because there was a period of about a year and a 

half when complaints made by Jonathan Rees and comments made by the Judge, Madison J, at the time of the 

collapse of the trial.  Those complaints went backwards and forwards between the IOPC and the MPS.  The 

IOPC said that they did not have the resources to deal with it.  They quite simply are not equipped to deal 

properly with major corruption on this scale.  The police wanted an independent investigation.  The system is 

not working if the IOPC cannot deal with the most serious issues with which is it faced.  It is not working.  That 

is something you may want to consider.  We are going to meet the IOPC also. 

 

Nicholas Rogers AM:  Over the course of the time that you were investigating this, did you see any change 

or evolution into the MPS’s controls over how information is handled and whether there were more controls 

put in place to prevent people from taking out information in this way? 
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Baroness Nuala O’Loan (Chair, Daniel Morgan Independent Panel):  No.  We saw a lot of policies.  We 

did see new policies.  But policies are only as effective to the extent that officers observe them and comply 

with them and to the extent that there are audit processes to make sure that material is not being abstracted.  

We have not seen anything that assures us that this could not be happening today.  The outcome of activity 

like that is that, in this case we have material that was taken out and disseminated to journalists, which may 

well have been useful in a prosecution were a prosecution to occur in a number of cases.  The effect is you can 

lose the ability to prosecute.  People’s lives can be put at risk because their names and their details are in the 

documents.  Huge distress can be caused to families.  The ramifications are endless and we are not satisfied 

that the documentation, the very serious documentation held by the MPS, is as safe as it should be today. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Thank you for this report.  It is a shocking read, a painful read, and this is a 

pivotal moment for the MPS.  Do they embrace this, or do they carry on with a bunker mentality?   

 

I have a few questions for you.  We touched on it already, you have talked about the difficulties you 

encountered, restrictions imposed on access to certain documentation, which delayed your work - eight years 

of work.  I am sure when you took this on you did not expect it to take that long.  Were the delays that you 

experienced in accessing key information deliberate? 

 

Baroness Nuala O’Loan (Chair, Daniel Morgan Independent Panel):  We did not receive an explanation 

as to why it was 20 months from the establishment of the Panel until we received the first documents.  There 

were negotiations ongoing about the terms upon which we could have the documents, but the initial 

statement that we would have full and exceptional disclosure just did not happen until 20 months later, in 

January 2015.  The protocols that were finally agreed were very similar to the protocols with which we started 

in the first place.  We felt it was unnecessary.  Every time we asked for something it was like a battle.  We say 

somewhere in the report that it was almost like the MPS versus the Panel as a litigant.  There was a very 

adversarial approach taken to our requests. 

 

The big difficulty we did have, which we spell out and which I mentioned earlier, is the fact that these 

investigations were all conducted on the HOLMES accounts.  The HOLMES accounts tell you what information 

came in, for example, who was tasked to deal with it, what the outcome of what they did was, who did not do 

what they should do, etc.  You have a whole audit trail on the investigation. 

 

The Commissioner [of Police of the Metropolis, Cressida Dick DBE QPM] said to me that she did not 

understand why I wanted it.  She was Assistant Commissioner at the time.  I looked at her in disbelief, and I 

remember it to this day, sitting there, because we all know how investigations are managed.  She said to me, 

“You have the hard-copy papers.  Everything is there.”  Of course, it turned out everything was not there.  But 

it is not just the papers, it is the audit trails that HOLMES gives you that were so important to us. 

 

When they finally did grant access to it in 2015, they gave it to us as Panel members, but we needed our staff 

to be able to access it.  Our staff were all security-vetted to a fairly high level.  Certainly, well vetted.  Our 

premises were examined by the MPS, approved by the MPS, and there was no reason we should not have had 

HOLMES accounts in our offices on a computer.  But every time we asked for the HOLMES accounts or a 

computer so that we could work in the office, so that all our staff could work on it and we could do the job 

more expeditiously, we were told no.  We got the right for one officer to go to MPS premises across London, to 

gather up lists of tasks from his colleagues, then to go and look them up, and then to bring it back.  Then if 

the colleagues had further questions, he had to go back again.  It was just awful. 

 

We kept on asking for direct access in the offices and we were told it would cost various things, and we kept 

asking.  In 2019, they told us it would cost £85,000 to allow us to have access to the HOLMES accounts in our 

offices and for them to then be removed from our offices.  It just beggared belief, £85,000.  They kept making 
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demands for more security.  We were in a secure office approved by the MPS for holding of secret documents.  

But they kept coming and saying things like, “We need to strengthen to doors and the windows and the walls”.  

When we challenged it, they said, “No, OK, you do not need to do that”.  You will understand why we felt we 

were being -- 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  The question is, do you think it was deliberate?  Your description of it to me as 

an outside observer sounds like it was deliberate to try to restrict your access. 

 

Baroness Nuala O’Loan (Chair, Daniel Morgan Independent Panel):  Police officers know they have to 

protect the information they hold.  But the response we received was not consistent with the commitments the 

MPS had made.  The effect was certainly to slow us down enormously.  We never received an explanation, 

which I could have understood and accepted, as to why we could not have the HOLMES accounts and get on 

with it. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  In your report, there is clear criticism of Cressida Dick [DBE QPM] particularly in 

chapter 11, which refers to her time as Assistant Commissioner and the senior MPS officer responsible for 

supporting the work of your Panel.  The Commissioner has said, “I have been personally determined that the 

Met provided the Panel with the fullest level of co-operation in an open and transparent manner, with 

complete integrity at all times.”  How do you respond to that statement from her? 

 

Baroness Nuala O’Loan (Chair, Daniel Morgan Independent Panel):  I do not accept that they 

cooperated with us fully.  I do not accept that.  Eventually, we got the documents we needed.  We went on 

and on and on finding new documents that we needed and asking for them and then they would supply them 

to us.  But the basic tools were denied to us from the beginning.  What happened was they had two police 

officers who were responsible for dealing with us and for providing material to us, who were the gatekeepers to 

the material.  We paid for those police officers over the eight years, therefore they were not a cost to the MPS.  

One of them was not vetted properly.  But even then, Panel members had to make a two-hour round trip every 

time we wanted to get access to secret and sensitive material.  We understand the need to protect secret and 

sensitive material.  When we asked for a small part of it to be moved to central London so as to avoid the 

necessity for the journeys, they said they could do that.  But the two officers would then have to leave the 

premises where we went to look at the material, they would have to travel up to London to bring the material 

to central London where we might look at it, and then they would have to travel back again.  That would delay 

their work for us.  At every turn we seemed to be facing problems. 

 

Dr Silvia Casale CMG (Member, Daniel Morgan Independent Panel):  We should perhaps say that 

towards the end of our work, a better system of a designated team of people to assist us was set up.  For the 

last few years, we did notice that there was better response.  Sometimes we even got a response from the 

Inspector on the same day that we had asked for something.  But of course, at that point we already had most 

of the information, apart from the information that arrived in early 2021, which was the last of the information 

that we received.  To be fair, we must say that we did get some good cooperation from the designated team.  

But that was at a late stage of our work, and it would have been most helpful if that had been in place right at 

the start. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  They realised that you were not going away and you were going to keep on at 

this until you got to the bottom of it.  Maybe that is why.  Your report mentions that in 2014 it was not only 

access to documents that caused the problems, but it also criticised the MPS for frustrating and complicating 

the Panel’s desire to speak to former MPS officers and personnel.  Do you believe the MPS was trying to 

manage the information given to the Panel? 
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Baroness Nuala O’Loan (Chair, Daniel Morgan Independent Panel):  Yes.  What they wanted to do is set 

up a process through which there was a single point of contact for the Panel and all issues would be dealt with 

through that single point of contact.  The result would have been the MPS would have known why individual 

officers wanted to contact us.  We did get contact from individual officers who supplied us with information, 

which was useful.  We had to ensure that the process that was set up was immediately taken down again, and 

the officers were told that they could freely contact us. 

 

If I could go back to HOLMES, in fairness I will say that in September 2020 a member of our staff was allowed 

to have an encrypted laptop after COVID interrupted things, but it was a bit late. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Late in the day.  In terms of your access to current and former officers, once 

you got over this barrier, were you able to talk to them?  Did you talk to, for example, [former Deputy 

Commissioner] Tim Godwin, who obviously you commented earlier his apology from 2011 and the MPS 

referred you to him.  Were you able to talk to him to get any clarity on that issue? 

 

Dr Silvia Casale CMG (Member, Daniel Morgan Independent Panel):  Yes, it was possible to talk to 

various police officers.  Of course, some people contacted us directly; they did not want to go through any 

other channels.  We need to say that.  They were quite courageous to do so.  One of our concerns obviously is 

that when people give information, they should be able to do so candidly.  Their information will be weighed 

up just like every other piece of information.  It is not taken at face value.  We have to corroborate, we have to 

check it out, we have to make sure that it holds water.  People need to be protected. 

 

Baroness Nuala O’Loan (Chair, Daniel Morgan Independent Panel):  If I can go back to the Tim Godwin 

issue, the issue for us was not what Tim Godwin said, it was how it came about that he said it.  It was a terrible 

thing for the family to hear what he said and not to know what it was they were apologising for and not to 

know that so much had happened in the course of the investigation, which had in effect prevented the 

investigation from being effective.  We talk in the report, for example, about the fact that this was the 

Daniel Morgan murder investigation.  But, in fact, they were doing other investigations, which had come to 

their consciousness.  A major robbery, an attempted murder investigation; there were four or five other satellite 

investigations running simultaneously, some of which were going to the Crown Court.  Therefore, there were 

parallel disclosure exercises running.  It was all unmanaged and disorganised and the officers who were trying 

to do what they could - and there was some very good work in Abelard Two in the final investigation - but 

their job was made so much more difficult by the way in which there was a failure of governance.  Then for the 

family it was the fact that there was no honesty around what had happened. 

 

Marina Ahmad AM:  Panel, good morning.  I would like to add my thanks to the invaluable service that you 

have done for this country and your dogged determination to get to the bottom of what happened.  Everyone 

here appreciates that.  Obviously, it has taken a very long time to get to where we are.  Given the process that 

you have had to go through and the problems that you have had to face, is there anything that you now - with 

the value of hindsight and reflection - feel that you would have liked to have done differently?  Is there 

anything that you feel that you might have done better? 

 

Baroness Nuala O’Loan (Chair, Daniel Morgan Independent Panel):  I am sure that in every case that 

one handles, in hindsight one might say, yes, I could have done that differently.  The way in which the Panel 

was constituted and problems arising from that created initial delays.  For example, in March 2014 the Panel 

was suspended.  Its work was suspended for six months because it did not have a Chair; the Chair had resigned.  

I came in after that period. 

 

My determination was, before I took the job, I said to Cressida Dick [DBE QPM], whom I met in April 2014, 

that we needed access to HOLMES and I understood that we were going to get it.  If I were there again, I 
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would refuse to allow anything to move forward until I had access to the HOLMES accounts because I knew 

that they were critical.  I knew that there was a family desperate for information.  We talked about how we 

might handle it, how we might move forward, and we decided that we would be pragmatic and we would work 

with what we had and seek the further information.  But, if I were doing it again, I would have said, “With no 

HOLMES, we are not doing it”. 

 

Dr Silvia Casale CMG (Member, Daniel Morgan Independent Panel):  I agree with that.  We all thought 

we were going to get HOLMES at that point because there had basically been a commitment to give it.  We 

were quite astonished when suddenly Cressida Dick [DBE QPM] asked, “Are you making a new request about 

HOLMES?”  If it had not been so shocking, it would have been ludicrous.  The problem is we either had to 

throw in the towel at that point or we had to try to do something.  We had built up some knowledge and we 

could already see that there were enormous issues to be dealt with, that this was a really serious matter and 

that the family had been doing everything they could to try to get this to come out, to try to get the truth to 

come out.  We felt we could not give up.  But it is a very important question that you ask, and back then we 

should have got it in writing that we were going to get HOLMES.  We assumed that, because in our terms of 

reference there was an undertaking on the part of the MPS for full and effective disclosure and for assistance 

to the Panel in its work, we assumed that was good enough. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  Two very quick interventions, Chairman, for my part.  In our previous meeting with 

Alistair Morgan, he raised the issues of - and it was with your predecessor Sir Stanley Burnton [former Chair of 

the Daniel Morgan Independent Panel] - would it be a good example of the conversation that was had 

between the MPS and himself about channelling information, which rightly the Panel rejected, as an example 

of trying to manage the information flow that was going to the Panel.  Is that a good example to use to explain 

that or are there other examples that you could give us around that? 

 

Baroness Nuala O’Loan (Chair, Daniel Morgan Independent Panel):  That was about the issue of access 

to intelligence material and secret material and stuff like that.  The matter had not been determined by 

Sir Stanley Burnton at the time that he stepped down from the inquiry.  I am trying to think how I can word 

this to be fair.  Can I ask you to reformulate the question for me? 

 

Len Duvall AM:  What we take from the documents, we have all had previous experience with the police 

taking over the management of information and how they want it to go.  What I am trying to understand a bit 

further is looking for concrete examples where I might want to pose some questions to the police about where 

that fits into their process and procedures.  I know it is important that confidential information needs to be 

handled sensitively, but it just seemed to me that exchange raised by Alistair Morgan to us as a Committee 

could be seen as an example of part of that management of information that is given to the Panel, or only 

selectively to one member of the Panel.  When, as you have outlined, there are a number of issues about the 

security clearance of your staff, the clearance of your building and access, why would it need to go through 

one member when it is a Panel deliberation rather than that of an individual member? 

 

Baroness Nuala O’Loan (Chair, Daniel Morgan Independent Panel):  The Panel had decided that was the 

case.  When I came in, there was absolutely no question that all Panel members would have access to all 

documents.  We do understand the need for proper handling, but these matters are managed by the vetting 

processes that apply and the security of document handling processes that apply.  There was no reason to 

prevent any Panel member from seeing the documents.  I do understand that the intelligence has to be 

protected.  Part of our disclosure protocol said that, if we wanted to use anything from any police document in 

the report, we had to get their consent.  Therefore, for example, when we drafted the first investigation 

chapter, we went through an early process of looking at what that consent process might look like.  We sent 

them all the bits that we wanted to quote and they came back with - I cannot remember the percentage - but 

a very, very high level of refusal of permission to publish. 
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We had to go through it and we had to spend a lot of time working with them.  We set up a template of the 

grounds upon which permission to use information or permission to access information could reasonably be 

refused.  But there was no right to refuse access to Panel members.  It was about the protection of life, 

protection of police methodologies, that sort of thing.  But we faced this constant process through which we 

would ask for something.  If you take, for example, the access to officers, that attempt to make us filter 

everything through them, or the way in which we were able to hold material in our offices, which were properly 

security-cleared.  Everything seemed to be made as difficult as possible. 

 

Nick Hunt (Secretary, Daniel Morgan Independent Panel):  Just on that point, most recently Operation 

Edison, which is the MPS investigation of [former DCS] David Cook for the material they found at his house in 

2014 - subject to an ongoing investigation, the CPS finally gave advice to the MPS in April 2020, the advice 

being that there should be no further investigation.  The MPS agreed that.  Therefore, the Panel asked to see 

sight of the Operation Edison advice file from the CPS and the MPS decisions.  It was highly secret, which at 

the time made it extremely difficult in practice to get hold of the file because it was during the initial stage of 

the lockdown, COVID-19, back in April/May/June 2020.  The reality was that we had to go into the office to 

see the material ourselves, myself and Baroness O’Loan had to make the journey to do this.  It is just another 

example of yet another difficulty.  We then challenged the file when we saw it as that the classification was too 

high.  Subsequently, they revised it to official sensitive material rather than being secret.  But again, it is an 

example of making it more difficult for the Panel to do its job than it needed to be.  We had to get into that 

process of challenging and reviewing and going back to the MPS to get a decision changed to make it easier to 

look at the material that we wanted to see to complete the report. 

 

Baroness Nuala O’Loan (Chair, Daniel Morgan Independent Panel):  We were all at our own homes.  I 

was in Northern Ireland and I had to fly to London in April/May [2020] to read that report and then fly home 

again.  There were many situations in which documents were initially classified as secret, therefore we had to 

travel out to the distant premises, the two-hour journey there and back.  When we got there, there was no 

reason for a secret classification, we challenged it and it was declassified.  It just seemed to be at every turn.  I 

cannot emphasise too strongly we do accept the need to protect information.  You will see in our report that 

we are cautious and very considered in what we say.  There is a tension between the protection of information 

and transparency, accountability and candour, but the MPS does not have the balance right. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  This question was raised by the family as well - if you were a judicial inquiry, would you have 

been treated in the same manner?  There are different approaches, a judicial approach, a panel, the 

Government, but I do not see a real distinction.  You have been set up by the Government to get to the 

bottom of this, to find the truth in that sense.  Do you think it would have been different if you had been a 

judicial inquiry?  Do you think the MPS would have approached you differently?   

 

Baroness Nuala O’Loan (Chair, Daniel Morgan Independent Panel):  If we had been a statutory inquiry 

under the Inquiries Act, we would have had powers of compellability and it would have been different.  But we 

were not.  There are advantages to being a Panel, but there are also disadvantages.  We set it out in the report.   

 

Shaun Bailey AM (Chairman):  That concludes our discussion for this part of the investigation.  Thank you 

so much to our guests for giving us your time and access to your expertise.  You are very well versed in this and 

we really appreciate that. 
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