
Our reference: MGLA150222-4332 

20 October 2023 

Dear 

Thank you for your request for information which the Greater London Authority (GLA) received 
on 14 February 2022. Your request has been considered under the Freedom of Information Act 
(FoI) 2000. 

You requested: 

Under the FoI Act 2000 I would like to request copies of all correspondence and 
communications between the office of Sadiq Khan, Mayor of London, and the office of 
Cressida Dick, Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis, between Jan 14-Feb 14. 

I define "correspondence and communications" as including (but not limited to) the 
following: 
- Emails (and their attachments)
- Letters
- Memos
- Briefings
- Research documents
- Notes taken during telephone conversations
- Minutes taken during meetings

Our response to your request is as follows: 

Please find attached the information that the GLA holds within the scope of your request. 

Some of the information within the scope of your request (including the redacted elements 
contained within the above links) is exempt under the Act. Some data has been withheld as it is 
exempt from disclosure and therefore this response serves as a Refusal Notice under Section 17 
of the the Act by virtue of the following exemptions: 

• Section 31(1)(a) - Law Enforcement
• Section 36(2)(c) – information that would otherwise prejudice the effective conduct of

public affairs;
• Section 40(2)&(3A)(a) - Personal Information



Section 31(1)(a) - Law Enforcement - Section 31(1)(a) of the Act provides that any 
information is exempt if its disclosure under the Act would, or would be likely to, prejudice the 
prevention or detection of crime. 

I have applied this exemption in that the requested records contain contact details of the 
Commissioner’s office, the Commissioner’s Chief of Staff and the email addresses of senior 
employees of the Metropolitan Police Service (MPS) and the Mayor’s Office for Policing and 
Crime (MOPAC). This information would, if released, provide persons intent on disrupting the 
work of the MPS, with information that would assist them in this endeavour. 

The provision to refuse access to information under Section 31(1)(a) is both qualified and 
prejudice based. I am accordingly required to conduct a public interest test to determine 
whether the 'public interest' lies in disclosing or withholding the requested information. In 
addition to conducting a public interest test, I must also establish the nature of the 
prejudice/harm that would result from disclosure and where prejudice/harm is established but 
not certain, determine the likelihood of it occurring. 

Please find the public interest test considerations that I have identified and considered in 
relation to claiming Section 31(1)(a) of the Act. 

Disruption to the Work of Senior Members of Staff - The release of the contact details of senior 
members of staff, would provide persons intent on disrupting the work of the MPS and/or 
MOPAC, with information that would assist them to do so. In this regard, a person within this 
intent would be likely to use this information to make inappropriate contact with senior 
members of staff and/or send them vast amounts of unsolicited correspondence. This would 
disrupt the work of these members of staff and cause disruption to the work of the MPS and 
MOPAC, hindering their ability to both prevent and detect crime. 

Having considered your request, I accept that there is a public interest in transparency when 
any request is made for police information. The public interest favouring release must be 
balanced against any associated risk and/or prejudice that would be caused through disclosure. 
Having carefully considered this, I have found that the public release and publication of the 
contact details of senior members of staff at the MPS and MOPAC, would provide persons 
intent on disrupting the work of the MPS and/or MOPAC, with information that would assist 
them in this endeavour. Given this and the fact that the removal of this information does not 
detract from the quality of the records disclosed, I have found that the release of this 
information is not in the public interest. 

Section 36(2)(b) - Prejudice to the effective conduct of public affairs 

The provisions of s.36(2)(b) provide that information can be withheld if its release under this 
Act would, or would be likely to, inhibit-  

(i) the free and frank provision of advice, or
(ii) the free and frank exchange of views for the purposes of deliberation,

Arguments under s36(2)(b)(i) and (ii) are generally based on the concept of a ‘chilling effect’. 
The chilling effect argument is that disclosure of discussions would inhibit free and frank 
discussions in the future, and that the loss of frankness and candour would damage the quality 
of advice and deliberation and lead to poorer decision making. 



In this case, the disclosure of the communications would be likely to inhibit the ‘free and frank 
provision of advice’, as well as ‘ the free and frank exchange of views for the purposes of 
deliberation’, and disclosure would inhibit the ability of senior officials to engage in frank 
discussions relating to emerging, sensitive and ‘live’ situations in order to make decisions on 
how best to proceed. By their very nature these communications are imparted quickly and with 
candour as situations develop, and private space is needed for such an environment. 

Those taking part in the exchanges do so on the basis that they are able to work through issues 
in free and frank exchanges without an expectation that the details will be made public. Release 
of the information would be likely to lead to more guarded opinions being expressed, thereby 
resulting in a reduction in the quality of that free and frank advice. It is likely that the impact of 
disclosing this information would be significant and could affect how senior leaders in policing 
and in the Greater London Authority (GLA) are able to handle difficult and sensitive live 
policing matters. 

Moreover, we are mindful that disclosure could prejudice the effective conduct of public affairs 
within the GLA - our ability to equip senior leaders at the GLA, MPS and MOPAC with the best 
advice. The exchanges themselves took place in the middle of emerging emergency situations 
and at a time of considerable concern around public order and public safety. We consider the 
disclosure of the requested information would be likely to prejudice the effective conduct of 
public affairs within the GLA, MPS and MOPAC. 

The provisions of section 36 of the Act confer a ‘qualified exemption’ which  are subject to a 
public interest test (PIT). This test is used to balance the public interest in disclosure against 
the public interest in favour of withholding the information, or the considerations for and 
against the requirement to say whether the information requested is held or not.  

The ‘public interest’ is not the same as what interests the public. In carrying out a PIT we 
consider the greater good or benefit to the community as a whole if the information is released 
or not. The ‘right to know’ must be balanced against the need to enable effective government 
and to serve the best interests of the public.  

We acknowledge the public interest in knowing the circumstances surrounding the resignation 
of the former MPS Commisioner and holding the Mayor to account. The release of the 
requested information could also increase public trust in and engagement with the GLA and this 
could have a beneficial effect on the overall quality of decision-making in the GLA.  

On this point, it is worth emphasising that a lot of information pertaining to the resignation of 
the former MPS Commissioner, Dame Cressida Dick has since been published.  

Further, some of the information within the scope of your request has previously been disclosed 
and is available here:  

• Commissioner Cressida Dick’s resignation communications - Email Chain
(met.police.uk)

• Commissioner Cressida Dick’s resignation communications - Commissioners Letter to
Mayor - 10/02/2022 (met.police.uk)

• Correspondence between CMSR Dick and Home Sec/Mayor - CMSR Resignation
(met.police.uk)

https://www.met.police.uk/SysSiteAssets/foi-media/metropolitan-police/disclosure_2023/january_2023/commissioner-cressida-dicks-resignation-communications-email-chain-10-02-2022.pdf
https://www.met.police.uk/SysSiteAssets/foi-media/metropolitan-police/disclosure_2023/january_2023/commissioner-cressida-dicks-resignation-communications-email-chain-10-02-2022.pdf
https://www.met.police.uk/SysSiteAssets/foi-media/metropolitan-police/disclosure_2023/january_2023/commissioner-cressida-dicks-resignation-communications-letter-mayor-10-02-2022.pdf
https://www.met.police.uk/SysSiteAssets/foi-media/metropolitan-police/disclosure_2023/january_2023/commissioner-cressida-dicks-resignation-communications-letter-mayor-10-02-2022.pdf
https://www.met.police.uk/SysSiteAssets/foi-media/metropolitan-police/disclosure_2023/january_2023/correspondence-commissionerdick-home-secretary-mayor-commissioners-resignation.pdf
https://www.met.police.uk/SysSiteAssets/foi-media/metropolitan-police/disclosure_2023/january_2023/correspondence-commissionerdick-home-secretary-mayor-commissioners-resignation.pdf


However, against this, we must also be mindful of the importance in maintaining effective 
relationships between the Mayor of London, the staff and officials of the GLA, in regard to 
emerging policing matters in the Capital and that senior officials should be able to freely discuss 
such matters and that disclosure would be likely to inhibit the free and frank exchange of views 
for the purposes of deliberation. 

While the public interest considerations favouring release of this information carry particular 
weight, it is felt that, on balance, the public interest considerations favouring withholding this 
information overwhelmingly outweigh those favouring disclosure. 

Section 40(2)&(3A)(a)(b) - Personal Information - of the Act provides that any 
information to which a request for information relates, is exempt information if the first 
condition of Section 40(3A)(a) is satisfied. The first condition of Section 40(3A)(a) states that 
personal information is exempt if its disclosure would contravene any of the data protection 
principles. 

There are six principles that are set out in Article 5(1)(a) of the General Data Protection 
Regulations (GDPR) that dictate when the processing of personal data is lawful. The first 
principle requires that any processing of personal data must be lawful, fair and transparent. 
Under Article 6(1)(f) of the GDPR, the disclosure of personal data is considered to be lawful if: 

a. There is a legitimate interest in the disclosure of that personal data.
b. The disclosure of the personal data is necessary to meet that legitimate interest.
c. The disclosure would not cause unwarranted harm to the data subject.

This exemption applies to the following two catyegories of information: 

Personal information relating to Cressida Dick  

Personal Criminal Offence Data - The requested letters contain operational updates about 
criminal investigations from which living persons can be identified. Having considered the 
legitimate interest test in respect of this personal data, I have found that: 

a. The Information Commissioner (the ombudsman for the Act) guidance1 on the release
of personal criminal offence data under the Act states:

‘Due to its sensitivity, the conditions for processing criminal offence data are very restrictive 
and generally concern specific, stated purposes. Consequently, only two are relevant to 
allow you to lawfully disclose under FOIA or the EIR. They are similar to those identified 
above for special category data. These are: 

• consent from the data subject; or
• the processing relates to personal data which has clearly been made public by the

individual concerned.

If a relevant condition cannot be met, you must not disclose the information as disclosure 
would be unlawful and therefore in contravention of principle (a).’ 

1 s40 Personal_information_(section_40_and_regulation_13)_version2.3 (ico.org.uk) 

https://ico.org.uk/media/for-organisations/documents/2619056/s40-personal-information-section-40-regulation-13.pdf


The conditions required to release personal criminal offence data are not present in this 
case. The release of the requested personal data does not accordingly satisfy a legitimate 
interest and cannot be disclosed under the Act. 

The provision to refuse access to information under Section 40(2)(a)(b) and (3A)(a) of the Act 
is both absolute and class based. When this exemption is claimed, it is accepted that harm 
would result from disclosure. There is accordingly no requirement to demonstrate what that 
harm may be in refusing access to information. 

Lastly, please accept our apologies for the delay in responding to your request and thank you 
for your patience in this matter.  

If you have any further questions relating to this matter, please contact me, quoting the 
reference MGLA150222-4332 

Yours sincerely 

Information Governance Officer 

If you are unhappy with the way the GLA has handled your request, you may complain using the 
GLA’s FOI complaints and internal review procedure, available at: 
https://www.london.gov.uk/about-us/governance-and-spending/sharing-our-
information/freedom-information  

https://www.london.gov.uk/about-us/governance-and-spending/sharing-our-information/freedom-information
https://www.london.gov.uk/about-us/governance-and-spending/sharing-our-information/freedom-information


















































 
I was shocked to hear details of the suspected anti-Semitic attack in Haringey on Wednesday night. 
Although a suspect is now in custody, this is a disturbing event, particularly so close to Holocaust 
Memorial Day. As the local BCU Commander has said, hate crime has no place in multi-cultural 
London and will not be tolerated. Officers will continue to liaise with the victims and members of 
the community and there will be additional reassurance patrols.  
 
In a similar vein, we continue to provide reassurance to communities on public safety, as shown in 
Enfield and also in Haringey, where we launched Operation Argo following disorder in Edmonton 
Green in mid-January. Working jointly with local agencies, operational activity has included 
partnership work with schools, enhanced patrols and an increased police presence at key locations, 
such as transport hubs at the start and end of the school day. In total, 12 people have been 
arrested for public order offences in relation to the disorder on 14th January and a dedicated 
investigation team continues to review CCTV, body worn video and social media in order to identify 
further suspects. There was an increased police presence last Friday to ensure that the disorder of 
the previous week was not repeated.  
 
Our efforts to reduce violence against women and girls continue. It goes without saying that no one 
should walk the streets of London in fear for their safety. This week, we have released a new 
VAWG toolkit for all officers, designed to help officers and staff engage with their communities. 
People do look to police and partners, including trusted organisations like the Suzy Lamplugh Trust, 
Victim Support and Crimestoppers, for advice on steps they can take to protect themselves. The 
toolkit is designed to give officers and staff, who are on the frontline and may be asked these 
questions by their communities, points on personal safety advice and information and details on the 
VAWG work we are undertaking, including Street Safe and Safe Connections.  
 
You may have seen this week that the ONS statistics were published. I will write about this in more 
detail next week but you may have noted some very encouraging reductions, particularly in violent 
crime and we are bucking many of the national trends. 
 
As we have spoken about previously, the Met is improving and widening our training in many areas. 
The Domestic Abuse Matters Change Programme was developed after the College of Policing, on 
the instructions of HMICFRS, reviewed the guidance provided to forces on domestic abuse training 
to frontline/first responders. The College of Policing consequently approached SafeLives to provide 
an expert and external view. Their work highlighted that the College of Policing learning objectives 
were being used differently by the 43 forces. As a result, the Domestic Abuse Matters Change 
Programme was written to offer a refreshed learning tool and includes an interactive training 
product that provides a consistency of training and seeks to address negative attitudes to domestic 
abuse. Officers gain a much better understanding of victims’ perspectives and, importantly 
controlling and coercive behaviour. 
 
So far, the feedback we are receiving on the training, which has been undertaken by around 7,000 
Met officers, is very positive: 
 

• 100% of Champions felt the training enabled them to understand the personal effects on 
police responders dealing with traumatic events such as domestic abuse; 

• 91% of First Responders had a good understanding of the stages of change victims’ 
experience; 

• 76% of First Responders felt that the training would help them respond to victims in a more 
informed way; 

• 76% of First Responders were willing to recommend the training to a colleague; 







 
 

        
As well as speaking, Sophie was able to accept MOPAC’s certificate alongside organisations 
including several government departments, Lloyds of London, British Airways, HSBC, Virgin Atlantic, 
Network Rail and Accenture. The Met was also awarded a certificate - I am proud that so many 
police staff also volunteer as special constables. 
 
I hope that you and all at City Hall have a peaceful and pleasant weekend. 
 
 
Yours, 

Cressida Dick 
Commissioner 
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NOTE OF MEETING BETWEEN MAYOR OF LONDON AND COMMISSIONER OF POLICE 
2 February 2022 
 
Present: Sadiq Khan, Mayor of London; Sophie Linden, Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime; 
David Bellamy, Mayor’s Chief of Staff; Cressida Dick, Commissioner of Police; Helen Ball, 
Assistant Commissioner, Professionalism. 
 
This meeting followed a private one-to-one meeting between the Mayor and Commissioner at 
which no note-taker was present. 
 
The Commissioner noted that the Mayor had expressed frustrations including regarding the 
disciplinary process and the limited number of sackings of officers who featured in Op Hotton. 
 
The Mayor said that officers had committed gross misconduct; others had had negative findings 
against them, but were still employed. He believed they should be removed from employment, 
and would take legal advice on potential options to challenge IOPC and MPS decision making. 
 
The Assistant Commissioner explained that the IOPC set the level of misconduct charges and 
give the MPS the opportunity to comment. In this case, the MPS agreed with almost all the 
IOPC’s proposals, but thought one officer should face management action (which was stronger 
than the IOPC had proposed); the IOPC accepted this. The IOPC then took the final decision, 
which the MPS had to follow – the IOPC could either present the case at a disciplinary hearing, 
or direct the MPS to do so. 
 
The Assistant Commissioner added that the MPS were aligned with the IOPC: two cases met the 
standard for dismissal (of which, one had resigned and the other had already been dismissed 
regarding a different matter). She was happy to share materials regarding the other cases 
(regarded as misconduct) with the Mayor’s lawyers and noted that not all officers sent the 
offensive messages in question. 
 
The Mayor noted that Black Londoners would see these officers as having been treated 
differently to Superintendent Robyn Williams. 
 
The Assistant Commissioner noted that a misconduct meeting did not have the power to 
dismiss officers. Of the nine still with the MPS, five had remained part of the same BCU and 
four had moved elsewhere. Two officers had been promoted, one of whom had deleted 
messages when the investigation began. A misconduct finding did not prevent subsequent 
promotion; however the candidate would have to demonstrate suitability, be assessed and then 
during their temporary promotion complete a work book in order to show they were suitable. 
 
The Mayor asked whether there were any other ‘Charing Crosses’ in the pipeline or referred to 
the IOPC. The Assistant Commissioner replied that none were in view currently, but they 
couldn’t be certain that none existed. Work had been done to identify teams in stress and 
another review was underway to see if any had been missed. She noted that the BCU structure 
had been introduced since 2016. 
 
The Mayor asked about the Parliamentary and Diplomatic Protection Unit. The Commissioner 
said that a full review was ongoing. There was an issue with supervisory ratios meaning that 
managers did not spend enough time with people which would help them to spot issues. For 
example, one inspector was responsible for 80 officers. 
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The Commissioner reported that some cases concerning MPS officers would be coming to court, 
concerning for example child sexual abuse, domestic abuse and two or three rape cases. She 
and the Assistant Commissioner regularly reviewed all information from the Integrity Line and 
Right Line. 
 
The Mayor asked if the end of the process had been reached regarding Op Hotton. The 
Assistant Commissioner said that it had. The MPS had known since 2018 about the allegations 
and had acted, for example through communicating internally about ‘knowing the line’ and 
establishing social media principles. The IOPC’s process had ended; the MPS would continue to 
monitor the relevant officers. 
 
The Mayor asked if the MPS’s response was limited to the IOPC’s recommendations. The 
Assistant Commissioner replied that they were doing much more. They had accepted the IOPC’s 
learning recommendations made in September, set out to them the work done and the plans 
that were in place, for example Operation Sigma. The rebuilding trust plan included a new 
domestic and sexual abuse team in the Directorate of Professional Standards. The 
Commissioner added that they were learning from the team about each case. 
 
The Mayor said he was concerned that the findings of Op Hotton would be the ‘straw that 
broke the camel’s back’ regarding public confidence, but that worse could be to come in future 
reports. He saw two challenges. The first, on internal action within the MPS, he felt reassured 
by the actions being taken. The second, on public confidence, would require joint work from 
MPS and his team to address, for example by making clear that MPS is an anti-racist 
organisation. He worried whether Black victims of crime would be willing to come forward. 
 
The Commissioner said she would appreciate insight from the Mayor’s team into public views 
and possible communication approaches. There was a big challenge getting MPS’s operational 
achievements out there – could we surprise the public with what the MPS has done and is 
doing? 
 
The Mayor said we needed something game-changing; to use a football analogy, the MPS was 
5-0 down at half-time. There had been huge changes since he was growing up, but the last 
couple of days had taken him back to those days. It wasn’t possible to say that the attitudes 
exposed in these messages hadn’t impacted how officers carried out their duties. 
 
The Mayor hadn’t previously known that the MPS was an anti-racist organisation. They really 
needed to ‘get a goal back’ soon; this was happening at a time when so much progress was 
being made regarding knife crime and persuading the government regarding action to tackle 
violence against women and girls. The IOPC’s evidence had persuaded him that there was 
institutional racism and misogyny in the MPS. 
 
The Commissioner didn’t accept this point, think the term was helpful or see the evidence to 
justify it. What had happened was heart breaking and not isolated. This is why she had been 
taking action in the last 18 months, especially in the last six months. The MPS had come a long 
way since the fitting-up and bribe-taking behaviour at Stoke Newington police station. 
Perception was very important and people feel differently now. She believed the MPS had 
changed very significantly in the last five years regarding equalities. 
 
The Mayor felt that public expectations were now rightly higher (the Commissioner agreed); 
people won’t put up with what they had to in the 1980s and 1990s. The problems then were 
only exposed later. Saying now that the MPS is not institutionally racist now is like people back 
then saying there were no problems. The public fire is aimed at the Commissioner and game-
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changing public initiatives were required. If he was heartbroken and triggered by the behaviours 
revealed by Op Hotton, then others would feel even worse. 
 
The Commissioner said that the use of social media and What’s App were a massive challenge. 
Officers would have seen themselves as having a private conversation – but they also knew that 
phones would be taken off them if there was a misconduct investigation. She accepted that 
there were disgusting messages and these attitudes could impact how officers behaved on the 
streets. 
 
The Mayor said that it showed an arrogance, officers thinking that they could get away with it. 
The Deputy Mayor added that if these conversations had happened in a pub rather than using 
phones, then there would be no audit trail – it comes back to culture. 
 
The Mayor felt that in communication terms we were relying wholly on two reviews; the 
Commissioner and Assistant Commissioner didn’t feel that was the case. The Mayor asked how 
we were doing regarding public perception. The Assistant Commissioner replied that she didn’t 
think the work being done by the MPS was cutting through to the public: what was the Stoke 
Newington station rebuild equivalent? It was necessary to get the message across to the public 
despite upcoming cases. 
 
The Deputy Mayor asked about the suggestion from Her Majesty’s Chief Inspector of 
Constabulary that the police should proactively look at officers’ personal mobile phones. The 
Commissioner said she was interested in this idea; police must maintain higher standards. 
Lawyers had expressed concerns to her; a law change may be required and it was a big step. 
 
The Commissioner felt that some disciplinary panels (not chaired by the MPS) were too lenient 
and she was constrained by regulations. She should have more power to take action as an 
employer, e.g. sack officers if she did not have confidence in them. 
 
The Assistant Commissioner queried whether the MPS could better examine candidates’ 
attitudes during recruitment, taking advantage of new methods that may be available. 
 
The Mayor asked whether the officers in Op Hotton held these unacceptable views when they 
joined or had they changed to fit in with the team. The Commissioner replied that she had 
studied the literature on police culture: strengths such as loyalty and keeping each other safe 
could lead to weaknesses with regard to not speaking up. 
 
The Commissioner said that her goal on taking the role was to improve the MPS’s internal 
culture. This was very bad at the top: bullying, angry people and no real focus on treating 
people well. 
 
The Deputy Mayor pointed out that the IOPC had said there were systematic issues, but people 
were not hearing the Commissioner say that the problem was systematic or institutional. The 
Commissioner replied that she had said there was a big problem, but disagreed regarding it 
being systematic or institutional. She was action focused – if you used that description, it then 
would be raised in every case. 
 
The Mayor said that the public needs to hear MPS leadership accepting the scale of the 
problem. The Commissioner replied that she gets lots of positive anecdotal feedback. 
 
The Mayor asked, if the Commissioner felt accepting institutional issues was not the answer, 
what was she going to say. The Commissioner asked for help with a new communications 
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strategy, something eye-catching and different and suggested holding a seminar to devise a 
new comms strategy. 
 
The Assistant Commissioner stated that she felt sick when she first saw the messages and still 
does. There were two or three other cases that gave her the same emotion. She totally accepted 
that there are racist, sexist and homophobic behaviours. Op Hotton related to what happened 
in 2017; the MPS had worked so hard since then. 
 
In closing the meeting, the Mayor noted that we didn’t have a big communications idea yet and 
to continue his earlier football analogy, there was a risk of him or the Commissioner being 
substituted before it was found and implemented. 



















1

From: Sophie Linden
Sent: 07 February 2022 09:27
To: David Bellamy
Cc: Richard Watts; Sarah Brown; Felicity Appleby; Ali Picton
Subject: FW: BARONESS CASEY REVIEW

We can discuss when we meet later ‐  
 

From @met.police.uk  @met.police.uk>  
Sent: 06 February 2022 18:26 
To: Sophie Linden  @mopac.london.gov.uk>; Diana Luchford 

@mopac.london.gov.uk> 
Cc: Cressida.Dick  @met.police.uk>;  met.police.uk; @met.police.uk 
Subject: BARONESS CASEY REVIEW 
 
Dear Sophie 
  
We received approval from Diana yesterday for the direct contract with Louise and for the resource she is 
getting from Crest, for which we are grateful. 
  
Louise begins tomorrow as you know.  Her review is unprecedented and has wide-reaching scope.  It (and 
our wider work on culture, trust and legitimacy which is proceeding in parallel and at pace) is one of a 
handful of absolute top priorities for us this year. We wholeheartedly recognise how crucial this 
independent review is to our work to rebuild trust and to demonstrate we want to be open and transparent 
about what we are working to address, root out and improve. Louise came to our strategic Management 
Board ten days ago - we had a very productive discussion about areas of possible focus and where we 
particularly need her review to shine a light. The commitment and strength of feeling from Board members 
about the importance of this review was evident. We have also shared with Louise Cress’ all staff message 
of Friday. 
  
I think we all accept the delay to the start of the review was unavoidable; Louise is exactly the person we 
need to lead this review. We have sought to mitigate that by enabling Louise to be as ready as possible in 
terms of the team around her, access, equipment and so on. 
  
We are pleased Louise has agreed two areas of accelerated focus: 
  

� To give her assessment of the depth and breadth of understanding about the standards of behaviour
we expect;  and  

� A detailed examination of whether we are sufficiently robust in dealing with misconduct within the
Regulatory framework.  

  
The latter will use a range of case studies, including Operation Hotton, as you know. Roisha and her team
will be working quickly to ensure Louise and her team have full access to the material they need to assess
these two areas, as well as immersing themselves in the Met, its scale and breadth. 
  
Engaging stakeholders is clearly crucial and Louise is as I’m sure you know very focused on this (we have
spoken about this already with Louise in terms of Operation Lilford as another early priority).   
  
This is a review commissioned by the Commissioner.  It is – and it has to be - open, transparent and far 
reaching.  The Commissioner is accountable for standards and culture within the Met, and expects to be held 
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From: Sophie Linden
Sent: 10 February 2022 07:50
To: Ali Picton
Cc: David Bellamy; Richard Watts; Sarah Brown; Felicity Appleby
Subject: FW: OPERATION HOTTON - STRATEGIC BRIEFING NOTE
Attachments: Copy of Annex B - Op HOTTON individual officer breakdown CONFIDENTIAL (002).xlsx; 

CONFIDENTIAL MPS Hotton briefing 040222 (002)RW (002) final.docx

Ali 
I spoke to Robin W last night – he and Steve H (in a text) have both flagged this briefing and questioned whether 
Mayor has read it – wanted to flag in case Cress raises today. 
Sophie 
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MPS Briefing  
 
Date:  06/02/22 
Topic:  Operation Hotton  
____________________________________ 
 
Issue 
This is a strategic briefing on Operation Hotton, the investigation into the behaviour of 
officers at Charing Cross.  It is not intended to be a detailed analysis, and a more 
detailed briefing can be provided as needed.  This note also does not seek to cover 
the extensive and urgent programme of work underway to change culture and to raise 
professional standards.  

  
 

 

  
 

   

   
  

 
   

 
 

   
 
 
 
 

  
  

 
 

   
  

 
 
  
 

  
 
Operation Hotton: Summary 
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Other Questions Arising  
Was wider discreditable behaviour identified beyond this team? 
10. During their extensive and wide-ranging inquiry, the IOPC approached a number of 
witnesses and examined evidence from a wide range of sources.  The only evidence of the 
behaviours reported were those found within the scope of the investigation. As other officers’ 
behaviour came to notice throughout the investigation, the IOPC consulted with the Met and 
we supported the widening of the investigation to include the new areas of concern.  This is 
why there were eventually nine strands to the investigation; as further behaviour of concern 
was uncovered, a new strand was created.  
 
What action has the Met already taken on the use social media by officers? 
11. The MPS did not wait for the conclusion of the IOPC investigation or the publishing of 
the learning recommendations to address concerns. Since 2017, the behaviours identified as 
part of this investigation were known and there have been several other cases, some IOPC 
and some DPS led, involving similar themes that have come to light within the MPS and 
across forces nationally.  
12. The Met’s ‘Ethical Use of Social Media & Online Communication Principles’ were 
introduced in February 2020. These are delivered on the key training touchpoints for recruits 
and promotion courses. They have been continually reinforced with an internal awareness 
campaign. The principles remain current and have been circulated nationally as best 
practice. They apply to use of all forms of social media and require adherence, including to 
the Code of Ethics and Standards of Professional Behaviour in both a personal and 
professional capacity.  
13. In June 2021, the IOPC published nine national recommendations regarding police 
officers’ use of WhatsApp. The IOPC guided forces nationally to take significant steps to 
tackle the problems identified. As a result the NPCC Inappropriate Use of Instant Messaging 
and Social Media Working Group was established, chaired by Assistant Chief Constable 
Mark Travis (South Wales Police). The five strands are: Intervention, Policy and Procedure, 
Learning, Development and Culture, Technology and Data and Communications. The MPS’ 
DPS OCU Commander sits on this national group and is the national strand lead on policy 
and procedure, working with the other strand leads nationally to issue guidance to forces. 
The main focus of our work has been on the behaviours and not the platform it is exhibited 
on. Learning and Development provides training to both new recruits and to newly promoted 
Sergeants and Inspectors on these issues and the MPS intranet highlights the policy on 
inappropriate use of social media and instant messaging to all staff.  The messaging from 
Chief Officers over the last 12 months has been clear - behaviour such as this will not be 
tolerated.  Work is also ongoing to enhance our proactive monitoring and audit capability in 
order to detect inappropriate behaviours on Met ICT systems. 
 
Misconduct Regulations:  Reform 
14. The Met has long argued for reform of the regulatory framework. This is 
urgently required to achieve the fundamental shift that is needed to tackle these cases 
in a way that is faster, more effective, more robust, and ultimately necessary to 
increase the public’s trust in the conduct of officers.  The Commissioner’s decision-
making authority is limited. The Met can influence at key points, but does not have the 
authority to dismiss an officer outside of this process.   
15.  We are pleased that Baroness Casey has agreed to consider the Met’s use of 
the misconduct Regulations as a priority within her independent review.  However, we 
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strongly believe there is a case for urgent reform and will want to work with the Mayor 
and MOPAC to build momentum for this across policing and with the Home Office.  In 
particular, we want to explore urgently the scope for Regulatory change that would 
enable the Commissioner to authorise fast-track dismissal for grossly discreditable 
conduct, in order to be able to dismiss even more quickly those who shame the service 
and let down the public, who put their faith in them to do the right thing. 
 
END 
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ANNEX A 
HIGH LEVEL SUMMARY:  POLICE MISCONDUCT PROCESS 

▪ IOPC Referral:  Complaints, conduct matters and death or serious injury (DSI) 
matters that meet criteria set nationally are referred to the IOPC (mandatory 
referrals), plus other cases where the Met judges that the gravity of the subject 
matter (or exceptional circumstances) justify referral (voluntary referrals). This 
may be, for example, because the complaint or conduct matter could have a 
significant impact on public confidence, or the confidence of particular 
communities, or where the Met otherwise feels there is a need for independent 
involvement in the investigation.  

▪ In every instance, the IOPC decides whether to investigate the case 
themselves independently, or pass back to the Met for investigation. 

▪ IOPC Conclusion:  Where the IOPC investigates, at the conclusion of the 
investigation they provide to the Met an assessment of whether there is a case 
to answer or not, and if so whether the investigation justifies proceedings at the 
level of gross misconduct, misconduct or a lower sanction such as 
management advice. 

▪ Met Review:  At this point, the Met (the Appropriate Authority in DPS) also 
reviews all the evidence to assess whether we agree or not with the IOPC’s 
conclusions.   At this stage, the Met sends our opinion and rationale to the 
IOPC.  

▪ IOPC Decision:  The IOPC then reviews the position taking account of the 
Met’s opinion, before coming to a final decision.  That decision rests with the 
IOPC.  They have the power to direct that the Met proceed with a case at the 
level they believe is right.  (The Met has no power in law to proceed with a case 
at a higher level than that set by the IOPC.) 

▪ Gross Misconduct Hearings:  Gross Misconduct cases are considered by a 
panel of three, consisting of a Legally Qualified Chair and an Independent 
Panel Member who are both appointed by MOPAC, and a serving police officer 
of at least the rank of Superintendent. Both the officers subject to proceedings 
and the Met are usually represented by Counsel.  
After hearing all of the evidence the panel decides whether the case is proven 
or not. If allegations are proven the panel invite the officer and the Met to make 
representations as to what they consider the appropriate sanction should be. 
The panel then makes the final decision on sanction. 

▪ Accelerated Case Hearings:  Where the Met is satisfied that certain special 
conditions are met (irrefutable evidence and the officer should cease to be a 
member of a police force without delay), under 2020 Regulations the Met may 
hold an Accelerated Misconduct Hearing (AMH). Under 2012 Regulations this 
was referred to as a Special Case Hearing (SCH). These proceedings are often 
used in cases where an officer has been convicted of a criminal offence, but 
can also be used for non-criminal cases if the conditions are met. AMH’s are 
chaired by an Assistant Commissioner.  

▪ Misconduct Meetings:  Police Conduct Regulations (2020) require 
Misconduct meetings to be chaired by an officer of at least one rank above the 
subject officer. In the MPS, policy dictates that this will be at least the rank of 
an Inspector. DPS provide training to a cadre of officers who perform this role. 
Policy was recently updated to take into account the need for a more senior 
officer to chair those cases where there has been an IOPC investigation 
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involving a death or serious injury. These cases are now chaired by a 
Superintendent.  

▪ Appeals:  The Commissioner has no ability other than through Judicial Review 
to challenge the outcome of a disciplinary panel.  However, officers can 
challenge the outcome - and such cases are then heard by a Police Appeal 
Tribunal.   

▪ Police Appeal Tribunals:  If the PAT overrules a dismissal decision, the officer 
has to be reinstated.  The Commissioner has no right of appeal - other than to 
Judicially Review the PAT.  The Met has done that on two recent cases where 
it was felt the PAT’s decision to overrule the decision and require the Met to 
reinstate two officers was wrong and would undermine trust and confidence.   
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