
 

 
 

 Appendix 1 
 

Police and Crime Committee – 17 November 2016 
 

Transcript of Item 5 - Q&A 
 

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  Now we go to the substantive item this morning, which is the  

question-and-answer session with the Mayor’s Office for Policing and Crime (MOPAC) and the Metropolitan 

Police Service (MPS). 

 

Welcome today, again, Sophie Linden.  Thank you very much, Sophie, the Deputy Mayor for Policing and 

Crime.  Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe, we understand this is your last meeting with us.  We can talk a little bit more 

about that later, but welcome.  Assistant Commissioner (AC) Helen King QPM, welcome to us today.  I know 

you will also be moving on and I will take the opportunity to say some kind words later.  Thank you, again, for 

coming along this morning. 

 

We have two substantive items, as I said earlier.  We have the Henriques Review1 and then we will go into the 

Harris Report2 in the second half of the morning. 

 

First of all, the Henriques Review.  We are aware that in February 2016 the Commissioner announced a review 

of the way the MPS investigated non-recent sexual allegations about public figures.  This was following 

criticisms of the MPS’s handling of historic rape and sexual abuse allegations, particularly against 

establishment figures. 

 

I shall lead the questions on that, initially to the Commissioner.  Commissioner, are you satisfied that the review 

has met your aims? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I believe so because  

I asked for this independent review because I wanted to know if mistakes had been made in Operation Midland 

and other investigations into prominent people so that the MPS could learn any lessons and, obviously, to get 

to the truth underpinning the investigations.   

 

As you have seen, and as we have put into the press and the public domain, the review articulates serious 

failings in the conduct of Operation Midland, an investigation into allegations of historic sexual abuse, and 

Operation Vincente, the unrelated investigation into an allegation of sexual assault by Lord Brittan.  I accept 

on behalf of the MPS accountability for these failures as I accept accountability for any of our failings 

generally.  We are a big organisation and that is my responsibility.  However, the report does highlight the 

impressive and dedicated work in Operation Yewtree and Operation Fairbank. 

 

In his letter accompanying the report, Sir Richard Henriques, a former High Court Judge, says, “The failings of 

a few officers should not undermine the reputation of the MPS as a whole.” 

 

Looking into the future, I do think it is essential that we learn these lessons, which I am sure we will discuss 

today. 

                                                 
1 Sir Richard Henriques, Independent Review of the Metropolitan Police Service’s Handling of Non-Recent Sexual Offence 
Investigations, 2016. 
2 Lord Toby Harris, Independent Review of London’s Preparedness to Respond to a Major Terrorist Incident, 2016 
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Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  We have all read the recommendations and I know that 

Andrew [Dismore AM] is going to come in in a minute about the limitations of what has been available to the 

public.  I know you read the reply there.  You are agreeing with Sir Richard that there were serious failings and 

grave errors in judgement in those two operations? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I do. 

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  You do agree?  OK.  Andrew, do you want to come in? 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  Yes.  I just wanted to come in about how much of the report has been published, 

Commissioner.  You said that the report has 491 pages.  You have published only 85 pages of it and a lot of 

those are redacted.  Have you been a bit free with the black marker pen in this instance, do you think? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I do not think so.  There 

are a few things we do have to consider.  The first one is that you will know that we had decided to take action 

on two of Sir Richard’s recommendations, which were, firstly, the referral to the Independent Police Complaints 

Commission (IPCC) and, probably more importantly, we arranged for Northumbria Police to carry out an 

investigation into the person named as “Nick”, which has been announced as well.  Mainly because of the 

criminal investigation, there are some limits as to what can be put in the public domain.  Then there is some 

information in the report which is private information relating to people who either came forward as witnesses 

or as complainants.  We have to manage that under the Data Protection Act.  Those are the fundamental 

reasons why you see the black marker. 

 

Equally, what we have said is that we would like to put it in the public domain.  We have already shared it with 

the historical abuse inquiry investigation [Independent Inquiry into Child Sexual Abuse], now led by 

Professor [Alexis] Jay, and we have shared a copy with the Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime.  They have 

seen the full copy. 

 

What we have tried to do is to put into the public domain what we honestly believe we can.  We have given it 

to those who we report to and are accountable to locally and we have given it to that public inquiry set up by 

the Home Office - all of the report - and in due course I am sure it will be that more of it will come into the 

public domain.  As a matter of timing, those are the reasons why we now have the redactions that we have. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  Yes, but more than five-sixths of the report being withheld seems an awful lot to me. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  We can probably ask 

Helen [King] to add a little more detail, but those are the main criteria.  As I said, there are two full copies with 

two significant independent bodies. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  Perhaps I could ask Sophie this.  You have seen the unredacted version, yes? 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  Yes, I have. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  Somebody else in MOPAC has as well, I believe. 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  Yes. 
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Andrew Dismore AM:  Who is that? 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  The Chief Executive. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  The Chief Executive, yes.  Have you compared the redacted version with the 

unredacted version? 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  We have both read the unredacted version and 

have read what has been published.  In terms of what has been put in the public domain, it has the backing 

and support of Judge Henriques in terms of what was appropriate to be put in the public domain.  As 

Sir Bernard has said, there is a criminal investigation now being undertaken by Northumbria Police and there is 

an IPCC investigation.  At this stage, what has been put in the public domain is appropriate given the support 

from those people. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  You do not think that there is anything else in the five-sixths that we have not seen 

that ought to be published? 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  At this stage, given that the publication strategy 

has the support from [Sir Richard] Henriques, as well as the Director of Public Prosecutions (DPP), as to what 

is appropriate to be in the public domain at the moment, I am taking that as their advice and their support as 

being appropriate publication at this stage, yes. 

 

Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  I would really welcome an 

opportunity to explain some of the thinking that has gone into what has been published at this point because 

we have put a huge amount of thought into it and they have not been easy decisions.  The Commissioner has 

outlined some of the very strong reasons around the investigations and so on that are ongoing, but there are a 

few points I would want to make. 

 

First and foremost, none of the redactions are motivated by a desire to hide any of the criticisms.  If you look 

at our press release, we have been very clear about where Sir Richard has criticised the MPS, the 43 failings 

and so on. 

 

The other things that we have had to weigh up are the parts of the report that describe in significant detail 

allegations that were made by complainants with quite graphic descriptions of sexual abuse including that of 

children.  Our view is that it would not be right to put that in the public domain, particularly as no criminal case 

has resulted against those accused of those assaults.  They are also chapters where there are no criticisms of 

the police investigation at all and so, on the one hand, we might have been motivated to publish those, but 

those allegations - with the exception of one complaint in relation to one of the accused persons - have not 

resulted in any of those individuals being convicted by a court and so they are innocent in law.  To reproduce 

the allegations against them alongside the fact that there are no criticisms of the police investigation has the 

danger of compounding the damage that has already been done to their reputations, which is, clearly, 

something we also would not want to do.  Victims are, clearly, important and the -- 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  “Victims” in this case meaning people like “Nick” or the people who the allegations 

were made against? 

 

Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  There were other cases in 

there as well.  We need to remember the victims across London who still are not confident about coming 
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forward to the police to make allegations.  When they come and share with us very intimate information about 

what has happened to them, they do that because they want us to investigate it and put it before a court.  If it 

does not go before a court, is it right for us to then put that very sensitive information into the public domain 

just to demonstrate our openness? 

 

We do not pretend for a minute that these have been simple decisions to make, but what we are doing our 

very best to do is to make sure that criticisms of the MPS are clear and can be understood and scrutinised by 

others, whilst also trying to safeguard the individuals who have been caught up in the events that Sir Richard 

has reviewed. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  How many officers in the MPS have seen the whole unredacted report? 

 

Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  I cannot give you a precise 

number.  There has been a Diamond Group that has been managing this and some of the officers who are most 

directly affected and who saw Sir Richard were given opportunities to see the report and to respond to parts of 

it before it was finalised. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  The ones who are subject to the IPCC inquiry have seen the whole thing? 

 

Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  They have seen the parts of 

the report that affect them. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  Of the people against whom allegations were made, have they seen the whole 

unredacted report? 

 

Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  As to what we are doing in 

relation to individuals against whom allegations are made, in relation to Operation Midland there are 

complexities because of the ongoing criminal investigation.  In relation to the other parts, we are taking the 

bits that relate to them and, when they want to see them, we are looking at them to redact personal 

information that relates to other people - for instance, the complainants - but providing them with that part of 

the report that relates to them so that they can see the conclusions Sir Richard came to in relation to the 

investigation that involved them. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  Will they know the names of the people who complained against them? 

 

Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  No, they will not unless they 

already know that. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  The people who are the subjects of the complaints have been named publicly or a lot 

of them have, but they will not know the names of the people who have complained against them? 

 

Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  As I am sure you are aware, 

complainants in sexual abuse cases have a legal right to anonymity and, clearly, it is very important that we do 

not undermine that. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  How much of the report has “Nick” seen? 
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Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  “Nick” has not seen any of 

the report other than that which is in the public domain. 

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  We will get on to some questions around complainants’ anonymity later. 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  Firstly, I have a couple of questions, please, relating to what AC King has said.  You said 

that those people who have been named - ie those people who were accused of offences - could see [parts of] 

the report when they want to see them.  Does that mean that they were given the opportunity to see those 

parts of the report that affected them? 

 

Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  We are working through this.  

When they have requested to see that part of the report because they are aware that it has happened because 

Sir Richard contacted a number of them, some of them have been provided with the part of the report that 

relates to them.  If we get further requests, we will continue to work through that process, making sure that we 

do not compromise the personal data of other people as we work through that. 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  Clearly, I am being a bit thick on this one.  Are you saying that those individuals who were 

accused of offences were told, “This report has been published.  You are mentioned in it.  Would you like to 

see it?”  Did they have to come to you to say, “Am I in the report?  Can I see it?” 

 

Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  The accused parties whose 

cases have been looked at are aware that Sir Richard looked at it through his process -- 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  No, that is not the question I asked.  I asked: how were they made aware -- 

 

Keith Prince AM:  They were given the report. 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  -- that they are in the report? 

 

Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  Sir Richard told them that he 

was looking at their cases. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Are you saying about the 

publication of the report? 

 

Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  The publication of the 

report? 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  I see.  You see, I am trying to compare -- 

 

Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  Sorry if I am missing the 

point. 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  -- the way you have treated officers who were named in the report with the victims, ie the 

people who were accused in the report, and it does appear, simply listening to what you have said, there was a 

double standard.  Officers were told if they were mentioned in the report, “Have a look at it.  What do you 

think about it?” --  
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Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Probably if Helen just 

considers that because the principal point that you started to ask Helen about was how the suspects were 

made aware of the published report.  Helen certainly explained that those suspects in the cases which were 

reviewed by Sir Richard are aware of that.  Probably if just Helen considers how they were made aware of the 

publication. 

 

The point about the distinction between the officers and the comparison you made is that there is a rule in 

public law, which is that if someone is to be criticised in this type of review, they have an opportunity to 

observe that.  They are distinguished by the fact that they are criticised and they have an opportunity to 

comment on that.  The other point is about how the suspects were treated. 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  The key word that you used, AC King QPM, or the key phrase was - and I noted it down as 

you said it - “when they want to see them”.  I am hard put to imagine that if they knew about this in advance, 

they would not want to see it.  It stretches incredulity to believe that there would be people who would not 

want to see it. 

 

Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  It is not for me to start going 

into whether people have contacted us to ask for that or not because I do not want to start sharing private 

correspondence or, indeed, where correspondence has not been happening. 

 

In relation to officers and accused parties, the cases fall into two groups: those where there are criticisms - and 

that is where officers who were subject to criticism have had access to the report, as the Commissioner has 

described - and those where there are not criticisms.  We have prioritised in the first instance - because it is a 

lengthy report and there are a lot of people involved - those where there are criticisms.  You will be aware of 

the three individuals whom we have very much been in contact with and whom the Commissioner has 

apologised to on behalf of the MPS. 

 

In relation to the other parts of the report, some of the officers named in that have not yet had the 

opportunity to see it.  They will be given the same kind of opportunities as the accused parties and indeed the 

complainants in those parts of the report. 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  Can I explore this a bit further?  Officers who were named have seen it.  Could they ask, 

“Please, when the report is published, my name is redacted or any reference to me or anything that I do not 

wish to see in it will be redacted”? 

 

Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  No.  The redaction decisions 

have been made completely separately from the officers who are part of it and named in the report. 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  I see.  They could not say, “I do not want this bit to be published”? 

 

Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  No, the redaction decisions 

have been made entirely separately from the officers who were subject to criticism in the report. 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  I see.  Those could not be extended?  In other words, there could not have been further 

redactions after these conversations took place when people had seen what was said in the report? 

 

Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  No.  As I said, the redactions 

have been completely separate. 
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Tony Arbour AM:  That was complete?  That was absolute -- 

 

Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  Yes. 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  -- at the time they saw them?  Were they absolute at the time that the people who were - 

I do not know how to put this - accused of offences saw the report? 

 

Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  The redaction decisions have 

been made by a different group of people within the MPS from those who were subject to the report. 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  Thank you for that.  That has sort of clarified it.  Who were the people who decided what 

should be redacted? 

 

Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  There was a group of senior 

officers including the Deputy Commissioner, me and our legal team. 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  I do not know whether you have seen the minutes of the last meeting when I asked the 

Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime and the Deputy Commissioner questions about the report, who had seen 

it and all of that, and when we went through it.  I used the phrase “judge and jury”.  The police were acting as 

judge and jury in this. 

 

It seems to me that this is an extension of that.  If the people who decided what should be redacted may well 

have been the people who were being accused in the report, does that not smack - forgive me; let me continue 

- to the man in the street, the man who reads the Daily Mail, the man who travels on the Clapham Omnibus, as 

being not terribly objective? 

 

Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  It was not the officers who 

were being criticised in the report who were making the decisions. 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  No, that is not what I said.  This report was commissioned.  I know that it was 

commissioned in the name of the Commissioner, but in effect it was commissioned by police, police saw it and 

police - the MPS - at the end of the day have decided what should be published.  Does that not seem a little 

odd? 

 

Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  Let us be really clear.  Part of 

our decision-making was to ensure that the public could see the criticisms of the MPS and that we would be 

very open in relation to those.  When you look at what has been published and in particular when you look at 

our press statement, we are absolutely clear from the outset that Sir Richard did find serious failings, that we 

have apologised to the three people there, that we have recognised that we need to put right any lingering 

impression that was left by statements that were said about the credibility of what the complainants said, that 

this has been referred for criminal investigation, that officers have been referred to the IPCC and that 

43 failings were highlighted. 

 

All of that is absolutely about us ensuring that what is not published is not criticisms of the MPS.  In fact, a 

significant proportion of what is not being published is where Sir Richard has spoken in very positive terms 

about investigations conducted by the MPS, but we do have a duty to people who have been accused and not 

Page 7



 

 
 

convicted, to complainants and to victims, who continue to not be as confident as we would want them to be 

in coming forward and telling us about abuse or sexual assaults that they have been subject to. 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  Believe me.  There is no criticism of the fact that the police have put their hands up and 

they have admitted all of the things that you have said.  We are here and we are guardians, if you like, of the 

public perception.  We are on your side.  You may not think so, but we are the public and we pay you. 

 

That brings me to the Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime, who has had the opportunity to see both the 

redacted and the full version.  Firstly, Deputy Mayor, can I ask you when you read the full version?  You had 

not even seen it when you were last here. 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  I read it.  Sorry, I cannot remember the exact 

date.  I had not seen it when I was last here.  It was sent over.  I would have to get back to you on the exact 

date.  I read it overnight on having been given it. 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  When was that “overnight”? 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  I am sorry.  I cannot remember the exact date it 

was sent over to us.  It was in between my last appearance here and the publication of the report. 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  Deputy Mayor, this was a truly significant thing and I gave you a pretty hard time on it at 

the last meeting.  I am very hard put to think that you did not mark - not exactly - a red-letter date when you 

received this very substantial document, a document which you knew was of very considerable public interest.  

You cannot remember when you had it and when you read it? 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  It is not really a question of -- the report was 

published last Tuesday and so I would have been sent the report on either the previous Tuesday or the 

Wednesday or the Thursday of the previous week in which I would have read it.  Focusing on what date I read 

it is a little bit of a red herring.  I certainly had read it in time for the publication and in time to have 

discussions about the publication strategy and to make sure, as the Mayor has said, that we are approaching it 

with as much transparency and openness as possible in the publication strategy. 

 

As I have said before and as I said last time I was here, we wish it to be as open and as transparent as possible 

but, as AC King has already said, there are clearly issues within the report around safeguarding.  There are 

issues around the fact that there is a criminal investigation now being undertaken by Northumbria Police and 

there is an IPCC investigation being undertaken into five officers.  The fact is that Sir Richard Henriques has 

supported the publication strategy and the DPP thinks that it is correct at this stage.  That is the basis upon 

which I feel that, at this stage, the publication strategy is as open as it could be. 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  No, I made the point before that your function as being responsible for MOPAC is to 

represent the public interest in these things.  We are told that, as has already been mentioned by my colleague, 

Assembly Member Dismore, this is a very substantial document indeed.  Of course, it may have been in big 

type, for all I know, ie there were not as many words as one might imagine.  It would have taken me a very 

considerable -- 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  The full report is in the 

same type as the one that has been published.  It is not in a different type. 
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Tony Arbour AM:  Fine.  That really makes the point rather more strongly that it would have taken, even if 

you were a speed-reader, a very long time to read this report.  How long did it take you to read this report? 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  It did take a long time to read the report.  I 

stayed in the office because I did not want to take the report out of the office and I stayed in the office until 

late in the evening to read it.  It did take a number of hours.  I am not really sure what you are trying to pursue 

in this.  You -- 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  We will get there, Deputy Mayor. 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  Maybe we should get to the point rather than 

have a long discussion about how long it took to read and what date I was given it.  What is important -- 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  Do not mock me, Deputy Mayor. 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  I am not mocking.  We should keep to the 

important issues here. 

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  Deputy Mayor, these are legitimate questions.  Let Tony take this flow of 

conversation and then we can move on. 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  It took some time.  Because this was an important document - and I understand that you 

did not want to take it from your office - are you telling us that you did not make any notes, you just read it 

and that was it? 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  I did read it.  I did make some handwritten notes. 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  That would, of course, lengthen the process of you absorbing what was in the report? 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  In the process of absorbing, of course notes help 

you absorb what is in a report.  I read the report.  I absorbed the report.  Can I remember the report  

word-for-word?  It is a long report.  However, I have read it.  I have read what is in the recommendations and 

what has been published. 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  All right, you have also read the redacted report.  Because you made notes on it and 

because you understood that it was an important document, did you think that there was any dissonance in 

the amount that you saw in the redacted report and the amount of material that you might have redacted?  I 

quote you.  You say how open you want to be and how transparent you want to be.  You did not think that 

there were some things that ought to have been in the published report which were not in the published 

report? 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  As I said before, the fact is that 

Sir Richard Henrique supports the publication strategy, as did the DPP.  These are two highly respected people 

and I take their advice as to what was appropriate to be put into the public domain at this stage.  As AC 

Helen King QPM has already said, a substantial part of the report has some very detailed allegations of sexual 

abuse, which it would be inappropriate to put in the public domain. 
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Tony Arbour AM:  You were satisfied?  You thought it had the imprimatur of the DPP and the author of the 

report to say that the redacted report was perfectly OK and there was no reason why any more than that 

should be put in the public domain? 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  At this stage, that is correct.  There is a criminal 

investigation taking place.  The IPCC is also investigating.  Yes. 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  Today is the first time that Members sitting here have heard that the DPP saw this report.  

Today is the first time that we knew that the Diamond Group saw it.  You did not tell us, AC King: how many 

officers sit on the Diamond Group? 

 

Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  Police Officers or members of 

the MPS? 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  Members of the Diamond Group.  How many people? 

 

Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  At different times, different 

numbers have.  It is not huge numbers.  It is probably between five and ten people, depending on which issues 

we have looked at in a particular meeting. 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  Between five and ten people saw it.  It was only yesterday that we learned that you, 

Deputy Mayor, and a member of MOPAC had seen the original report and it was only today that we heard it 

was the Chief Executive.  Now today we have heard that the DPP saw it as well.  Who else has seen this? 

 

Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  The full report? 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  The full report. 

 

Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  The IPCC has had it.  The 

DPP has had it.  Northumbria [Police] had the bit relating to Operation Midland in an earlier draft form for 

them to consider for the criminal investigation.  I am trying to think.  There might have been someone from 

the -- 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  It is probably about 20 people in all? 

 

Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  We have been -- 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  What about the Home Office? 

 

Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  The Home Office has had the 

published report, from my recollection.  We can double-check that.  We have been very careful about where 

the full report has gone and ensuring that those who see it have a proper role in considering it because there is 

very sensitive material in there. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Chairman, what we could 

offer to do, if it is of any help to the Committee with the way that questions are being asked, is to provide a 

list of those people who received it -- 
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Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  If you could, yes. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  -- and the conditions 

under which they received it, which were that they are under an obligation not to further share it. 

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  Would that be helpful, Tony? 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  We are really looking at the comparison between the full report and the redacted report 

because we have all seen the redacted report and entire chapters must have been missing in the redacted 

report. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  Nearly all of it. 

 

Tony Arbour AM: As to the status of this report, we were told that this was personally commissioned by you, 

Commissioner. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  That is correct. 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  We have not seen a letter from you commissioning Sir Richard to do this and so we do not 

know exactly what it was that you asked or the basis on which it was asked. 

 

Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  In the published part of the 

report, there is the full list of the terms of reference, which is the request for the report.  Sir Richard also 

described the meetings that he had with the Commissioner. 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  OK.  That letter where you asked [Sir Richard] Henriques to do the report exists.  When 

the report was received -- 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  That is not the same point, Tony.  The terms of reference are in the report but not the 

letter. 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  Yes.  Tell us about the letter. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  What else would you want 

me to tell you? 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  Your letter, yes, Commissioner. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  What do you want me to 

tell you about it? 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  Is that in the public domain? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  If it is not, I see no reason 

why it should not be because, as [AC] Helen [King QPM] has indicated, essentially, it is the terms of reference. 
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Tony Arbour AM:  All right.  Against this, the report was written and it came to you, Commissioner - not to 

anybody else because it was you who commissioned it - and it was then you who decided what to do with it.  Is 

that right? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Yes. 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  At the last meeting when your Deputy [Commissioner] fielded these questions, we asked 

questions about how public money was being spent on this and yet it was being, in effect, commissioned by 

you as an individual. 

 

Is it right that you as an individual, spending public money, should have been able to commission this?  Would 

it not have been much more appropriate if MOPAC had commissioned this? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I do not necessarily think 

so.  The starting point was that it seemed to me that there was still a lot of public interest in what had 

happened in Operation Midland and there had been a lot of disquiet about the outcome because there were no 

charges laid and unfortunately, in these cases, the suspects had been named.  That left us with, as it seemed to 

me, collectively as the MPS as well as in public terms, an interest in what happened in these cases. 

 

The individuals, as far as I am aware, had never made a public complaint to the MPS or to anyone else about 

the conduct of the inquiries and so we had no opportunity either for the MPS to investigate it as a complaint 

or for the IPCC to investigate it.  I did not see how I could refer it to the IPCC because I had no complaint other 

than some general disquiet.  If we had carried out an internal investigation in any case, I do not think anyone 

would have accepted it had we concluded that in fact our own inquiry had gone well when others were worried 

that it had not. 

 

Therefore, I thought I would get a respected public figure such as a retired High Court judge, which Sir Richard 

is.  It seemed to be a good idea.  I did not select him myself.  We did in the end, but the only way that we 

could get a retired High Court judge was that I discussed the matter with the Lord Chief Justice to see who was 

available and who he could recommend.  Sir Richard, as you are aware, carried out on behalf of the DPP a 

review into the investigations into Lord Janner [Independent Inquiry into Allegations made against 

Lord Greville Janner, 2016] and it seemed to me that he was, therefore, well versed in this area and would be 

in a good position to have a good contextual and informed view. 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  At this point, what I am trying to get at is the appropriateness of you personally 

commissioning this report and spending money on it as a general question of public policy.  Do you think it 

was appropriate, Deputy Mayor, that the Commissioner should have commissioned the report? 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  As you know, the report was commissioned at 

the beginning of February and that was under a previous regime in terms of the commissioning.  I do not see 

any conflict of interest in the fact that the MPS commissioned this report and that Sir Bernard was the person 

who commissioned it. 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  I guess Sir Bernard does not have any others that he wants to commission in the next 

couple of months but, if you are still in post and a new Commissioner comes along, would you think it right 

that a Commissioner should spend public money asking for a report to be investigating something that is in the 

public interest rather than you doing it? 
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Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  If there are occasions like this in the future when 

the Commissioner or the MPS wishes to commission a report, I would certainly hope that it would be discussed 

with MOPAC.  We would be wanting to have those discussions about who is best to commission the report and 

who is best to own the report.  Those are discussions to be had in the future depending on the type of report it 

is going to be or inquiry it is going to be. 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  That was a general answer.  If there is criticism being made of the way that this has been 

handled - and I have phrased it as “judge and jury” - that accusation could not be levelled, could it, if the 

report had been commissioned by you? 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  There have been a number of questions here and 

elsewhere being raised about the publication strategy, but I would take some exception to you saying it is 

“judge and jury” in terms of the MPS deciding on the right publication strategy.  As I have already set out, it 

was not just the MPS that has made decisions and given advice on the publication strategy. 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  That is a new thing that you have told us.  Are you saying, then, that the DPP advised 

you? 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  No, maybe not advised but agreed with the 

publication strategy.  I am not changing what I have said.  I am just trying to say that, in terms of this report, 

the criticisms have been about the publication strategy until today, when you are talking about who should 

have commissioned it or who should not have commissioned it. 

 

In answer to your question about the future and who should commission inquiries into certain things, 

depending on what the issue is within the MPS, I would say that in the future a discussion would have to take 

place between MOPAC, me and whoever becomes Commissioner of Police [of the Metropolis] and then we 

would go forward as to who is most appropriate to make that commissioning decision. 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  I will leave it there, Chairman. 

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  Thank you.  From that concluding remark, I assume that in a way,  

Deputy Mayor, you are quite critical of the historic process of the MPS commissioning a report with public 

money given its own -- 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  This report was -- 

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  I am just listening to your last conclusion. 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  No, I am not.  I was asked what I would do in the 

future and I have given the answer to what I think should happen in the future.  I have given -- 

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  You would do it differently? 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  I do not know what discussions took place 

between the MOPAC and the Commissioner in February [2016].  I was not Deputy Mayor.  I was not in City 

Hall.  I do not know what discussions [took place].  There may well have been those discussions; that is for 

others to answer.  I was asked what I would do in the future and I have answered that question. 
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Andrew Dismore AM:  In something that you said, Sir Bernard, you said that none of the people who had 

been a subject of investigation had actually made a complaint to the police. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Yes.  I need to be careful 

with my words -- 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  They seem to have complained to just about everybody else. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  -- but I am going to 

answer your question.  You will remember that there were eight different investigations referred to 

Sir Richard -- 

 

Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  Cases, yes. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  -- and, as far as I am 

aware, none of the individual suspects have made a complaint about the police to us or elsewhere.  That is all I 

was trying to answer on the question about whether it was appropriate to have any investigation, let alone who 

commissioned it.  That was one avenue that was not open to us or to the IPCC. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  I find that extraordinary because they seem to have complained to just about 

everybody else - probably not the Queen – but everybody else, judging by the media. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  For the reasons you 

intuitively say, people do not always do that [make a complaint] for two reasons.  They do not always trust the 

complaints process and sometimes they find better remedies through other avenues.  That can be the press; it 

can be civil litigation.  That is one of the dilemmas that I was trying to address when I was worried whether we 

had it right and others were worried.  If I did not get to the facts and to the bottom of what had happened, I 

would have remained concerned, as clearly other people did. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  I do find that extraordinary.  Was there any attempt made to invite them to make a 

complaint? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  We do not normally do 

that and I think most of the people involved in this as suspects were all legally advised and were all in a good 

position to make that decision.  No, we did not invite them to make a complaint. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  Yes, advised at their own expense, of course.  What I find extraordinary from that 

answer is that I questioned you, about this time last year, about your refusal to give apologies to the people 

who had been accused.  You were very robust in your answers and saying, “That is not what we do.  We just 

simply say that there is insufficient evidence and so forth”, and now you have changed your mind. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Yes, because I now have 

evidence on which to base an apology.  At the time I made the response to you, as I did publicly, I had no 

evidence on which to base an apology.  We had not had the review that Sir Richard carried out, which in the 

end took from February [2016] to just now in October/November [2016].  On the basis of a substantial piece 

of work - which, as we just said, is over 500 pages - he has got to the bottom of the issues that have been 

raised and the public concerns.  On the basis of what he has discovered, I am quite happy to apologise, but I 
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could not - on the basis of what I knew when you asked me the question - apologise because I had no basis on 

which to make that apology. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  Let us go back to this time last year or whenever it was.  It was around this time last 

year when -- 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Sorry.  If you do not mind, 

there is just one thing I would add.  You do recall that I did express regret to Lord Bramall about the effect on 

him and I did apologise to Lady Brittan for our failure to inform her subsequent to her husband’s death.  We 

should have informed her earlier about the outcome and the non-prosecution.  Those two things I did 

apologise for when I had the evidence for that. 

 

Even that was a little bit difficult because, of course, neither spouses nor spouses of deceased people have any 

absolute right to know anything about anybody else’s prosecution history.  Whether it was your wife, your 

partner or whatever, they have no right to know whether or not we are investigating you or whether or not we 

charge you.  However, in this case, I thought that because of all the public interest and the public discussion 

about it, it was appropriate to do that. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  We will not go there because of the criticisms about the search warrant, which was 

made out in the wrong name, in respect of a deceased person. 

 

Let us go back to this time last year when you were making those quite robust statements on behalf of the 

Mayor.  Then we had the Henriques Inquiry commissioned in February [2015].  What happened in between this 

time last year when you were robust about the investigations and February that made you think, “Hang on a 

minute.  We have to have this inquiry”?  What was the difference between this time last year and February that 

led you to commission the inquiry? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Gradually, what became 

clear was that people were more concerned.  We could -- 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  Which people were more concerned? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Let me just finish and 

then, by all means, ask a question.  It was becoming clear.  We were being questioned by people like you at 

this Assembly and we had a lot of press interest.  Clearly, people who are there to express a view were asking 

us lots of questions, some of which we could not straightforwardly answer. 

 

We could have ignored that and said, “We are not bothered.  We will just carry on and wait for a complaint to 

arise”, but my judgement was that in fact we needed to get to the bottom of it; otherwise, public confidence 

would have been affected.  It may have been affected by getting the facts out, but I would prefer to be where 

we are, where we now have a set of facts on which we can base taking forward how we all address it, rather 

than still have nine months later nobody really knowing all the facts. 

 

Sir Richard has discovered some facts, particularly about the warrant, which are significant.  I did not know that 

then.  We all know it now.  It was vitally important that we discovered that. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  How much of what has come out in Sir Richard’s report did you know or suspect 

before you commissioned the report? 
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Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I cannot say.  It would be 

very hard to answer that question.  How much did I know or suspect?  Certainly the parts about the warrant 

were unknown, but it is hard to go through a very significant piece of work and say which bit did I know and 

which bit did I did not know about.  The reason I commissioned the report was because I wanted to get to the 

facts and that is what I hope it has done. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  Yes, but you would not spend a large amount of public money on this report if you 

did not think that there was - it is smoke and fire - some fire underneath?  You would not just commission it 

on the basis of the smoke in the media, would you?  If that was the case, you would be commissioning reports 

all the time. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I cannot explain it any 

better other than to say, whether I was worried or not, clearly, other people were.  Nobody was going to be 

reassured fundamentally by my reassurance that there was nothing to worry about.  We are fortunate that we 

did have this review because we are all now in a better position to have the facts, which, had we not had [the 

Review], we would not have had. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  There is smoke about criticisms of the MPS all the time about all sorts of things.  You 

do not go around commissioning reports on all those other things, do you?  What is different this time? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  We get caught both ways.  

If we have no criticism we are said to be arrogant or just insulated from reality.  If it is an area where we have 

very significant public interest - and this was one - then it seems to me that we have to get to the bottom of it.  

You cannot do it for every case, of course, but this was in a different category. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  Why was this in a different category? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Of course, what we all 

need to remember now, surely, is that we are commenting as the pendulum has swung again.  Two years ago, 

the police service and the establishment generally was being criticised for not listening to children 20 or  

30 years ago and the police were covering things up, apparently, and stopping investigations into famous 

people because nobody would believe a child.  Here we are two years later from that concern, which started a 

public inquiry that is still ongoing and various other things that are happening around the country in terms of 

historical investigation, and now the police in this case are being criticised for going too far. 

 

In the context of all that, I would have been foolish to have said, “There is nothing here to worry about it”, and 

expect anyone, let alone you, to believe me.  It was a sensible thing to ask a retired High Court judge to look 

into these things and to get a piece of information on which we can base decisions and then to move forward. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  What was different about this one compared to all of the other complaints and smoke 

we get in the media about the MPS? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Surely you have seen, as 

everybody has seen, the level of public interest.  The reason there is a public inquiry is because, I guess, the 

Government and others are worried about the state of historical investigations into child abuse.  That in itself 

distinguishes this type of case. 
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We had people here who had previously good records and were very able people who had never had 

allegations against them before.  This was one where an investigation concluded that there was no charge to 

be made. 

 

Of course, there were complications, in this case, if you recall, in that “Nick” - who was not named for the 

reason that [AC] Helen [King QPM] has already said - has a relationship with a press agency.  That, together 

with social networking on the internet, has led to other aggravating factors, which we all needed to 

understand, particularly to understand how well the investigation had been carried or not and what impact it 

was having on our future investigations. 

 

This review was not intended to blame someone, as you will see in the letter.  It was intended to discover what 

we should learn about it.  What we have discovered is that there are things to be investigated and those are 

being investigated. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  Just going back again to the period between you appearing this time last year and 

February - although I think it was a bit earlier than this time last year, more like 15 months ago - presumably, 

you must have done some inquiries yourself internally before deciding to commission this report. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  There are two things.  

First of all, during these investigations, we had two internal reviews carried out and they both concluded that 

things were OK. 

 

As a result of the external criticism, the external questions that were being asked and the fact that we could 

not answer all of them when we had had our own internal investigation, then that would have been difficult to 

start with no complaint and it seemed to me we needed a level of independence.  I believe that that was 

exactly the right thing to do and it has brought a piece of work, which is substantial, and we are all better 

informed as a result. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  Were those internal investigations, which you said found nothing wrong, conducted 

before we were questioning you about this last year or after? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I cannot remember the 

exact date, but the reviews are what we do - we review things, which Sir Richard concludes in this case we 

should have reviewed earlier - and there were two internal reviews carried out.  I am pretty sure - I cannot 

recall but I will check - that they happened before I appeared last year. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  That is the point.  You had two reviews, which said there was no problem.  You then 

came and gave us all the assurances and we had our discussions a year or 15 months ago or whenever they 

were.  Then, in February, you came to commission [Sir Richard] Henriques. 

 

I still come back to the same point.  You have all this smoke and public interest but, on the basis of the smoke 

and public interest rather than anything you found out yourself, you decided to commission a report.  That is 

what I find peculiar.  You had internal reports that you found were pretty robust because that is what you told 

us 15 months ago, but something changed in between.  All that happened was smoke in the public atmosphere 

and in the media. 

 

Did you do any other questioning, any internal discussions or any investigations in between commissioning 

Henriques and your appearance -- 
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Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  First of all, you seem to be 

very dismissive, it seems to me.  I am not sure what you mean by “smoke”.  What do you mean by “smoke”? 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  What I mean by “smoke” is a lot of press coverage about this.  You were robust in 

your responses before in saying, “Everything’s fine and it has been done properly”.  You had had internal 

investigations that reported to you.  There was then a great press hoo-ha, but there are great press hoo-has 

about all sorts of things as important - some people would say some things even more important - and nothing 

happens as a result of that because people are satisfied that things are being done properly.  Clearly, they had 

not been done properly and we will be asking some questions about that in due course. 

 

However, going back to the decision in February to commission [Sir Richard] Henriques, are you telling us that 

the only reason you commissioned Henriques was because of the public interest?  My question is that I find it 

rather surprising that you commissioned Henriques on the basis of that rather than having done some further 

internal investigations yourself that may have thrown up some of these problems, not necessarily all of them 

but some of these problems and you said, “Hello, there is something wrong here.  We need to get to the 

bottom of the story”. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  First of all, I find it odd 

that you are suggesting that public interest is not a valid reason to have an independent inquiry.  It seems to 

me that public interest is one of the very reasons you would do that. 

 

Secondly, if we start an internal investigation, then all of the officers involved have certain rights.  One of the 

things that can happen is you make them more defensive and they may not choose to answer questions.  

Having a review is more likely to get an open account of what happened.  It was the right thing to do. 

 

Even if we had had an internal investigation, I do not think that anybody would have been persuaded had we 

concluded that in fact things had gone well -- 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  That was not the question. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  -- because, as I have 

already said, we had two internal reviews that had concluded things had gone well and yet there was still public 

disquiet.  You may not agree, but I have to respond and we have to respond to public disquiet.  That is why we 

have elected people.  That is why we have a free press.  I can be arrogant and say, “We are not going to listen 

to that”, but if enough people who are not involved in the facts of the case and who are not involved in the 

investigation are expressing concern, surely it is a good thing to respond to that, not a bad thing. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  I am not saying that it was the wrong thing to do to have the inquiry.  What I am 

trying to get to the bottom of is the reasons why the inquiry was held.  You are saying to us that the only 

reason the inquiry was held was because of the public disquiet.  I am saying to you that I find it rather peculiar 

that there was nothing thrown up between you giving us your robust responses 15 months and February to 

make you think there was something substantive in it.  That is what I find rather surprising. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  It is a bit difficult off the 

top to give you dot-and-comma on what is not an insignificant period of time of about 16 weeks - and I will 

look back to see whether or not we can give you more detail to explain it - but fundamentally it seems to me it 

is a very valid reason.  Public interest was still worried about these cases.  The suspects in the cases had raised 

Page 18



 

 
 

significant doubts and concerns about how they had been dealt with.  It had to be a good thing, surely, for a 

public body to hold itself to account and not hide away by doing an internal investigation that nobody may be 

persuaded by.  You are not persuaded by that, but I am. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  I am quite happy to have the inquiry.  I am trying to get the bottom of the reasons 

why the inquiry was held. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  No, you are just going to 

repeat the question.  I am telling you straight that, as far as I am concerned, it is a good thing to have shined a 

light with an independent inquiry.  There are difficulties, as I have explained already, with having an internal 

inquiry that may persuade no one or an internal inquiry that causes the people involved to become defensive.  

Also, one of the things that I do have to consider - which you do not but I do - is that if I start an internal 

process when there is no obvious complaint, people will say, “Why are you not supporting us in these cases?” 

 

Having an external person who was independent and who would ask all parties - the suspects were talked to, 

almost uniquely in a review like this, and the victims, the officers and the staff involved - seemed to me the 

best chance of getting an overall view.  I was genuinely surprised that we found that there were things to be 

criticised for, but it is best that we know it now. 

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  It is healthy to spend some time on this and to try to understand the 

change since the last time you appeared in front of us.  We cannot overstate the amount of public disquiet 

over those months on this issue.  I hear what you have to say but Andrew’s point was well made.   

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  I just wanted to pick up on what Andrew has been trying to ask you.  Did you 

just have this feeling that something was not quite right?  Your internal review said everything was fine but 

you had no charges brought and it just was not quite adding up.  Is that partly why?  Was it intuition more and 

you just saying, “Actually, something is not quite right here.  We have all of this noise outside as well.  We 

should have this review”? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  In part that explains it but, 

as I said, it is a little difficult to recall at this stage those four months in any great detail. 

 

Bear in mind what we had.  We had this huge public interest - Andrew refers to it as “smoke” but I would say 

“public interest” - partly through the press and partly through politicians as well who were wanting to know 

why these people did not get charged if they were guilty.  The ones who were named appeared to be innocent 

people.  They had never had any previous criminal convictions.  They appeared to be able people who had 

progressed in life pretty well.  It seemed that at the end of a long inquiry and a long investigation by anybody’s 

standards, we had got to a position where no charges were laid.  Was it that there was a poor investigation and 

they should have been charged or was it that there was never a valid reason for a charge or for the 

investigation? 

 

All of those things combined seemed to me to develop over those few months and we were trying to work out 

a way to reassure the public and reassure me about the quality of the investigation, whether we could have 

done it better and what we could do better in the future.  That was my best attempt to try to help with what I 

saw to be a real dilemma.  As I said, the people who might have complained had not and yet we were still -- 
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Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  This was in some ways your instinct as Commissioner when looking at all these 

things and it was not quite adding up and did not quite make sense.  You are quite right to have had this 

review. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I was trying to explain to 

Andrew and perhaps I did not explain well enough.  That judgement is partly driven by instinct, partly driven by 

the facts and partly by a sense of what I would call fairness.  As head of the organisation, I wanted to be sure it 

was OK and, as I said, unfortunately we found out that it was not.  I was hoping that we would discover that all 

the investigations had been carried out well.  Some of them had been and some Sir Richard regarded as 

exemplary -- 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  The [Operation] Yewtree ones, yes. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  -- but these two were not.  

I feel better for knowing that - and I hope the public does, too - not for the fact that we found bad 

investigations but I feel better for knowing it rather than trying to defend something that looks like it had a 

flawed basis for defence. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Thank you.  That was helpful. 

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  Thank you.  Before we move on, I would to welcome students from 

Quintin Kynaston Academy in St John’s Wood.  Welcome this morning.  It is good to see you all. 

 

It was right to spend time on that particular part and, clearly, the issue of transparency is something that is 

concerning the Committee.  I understand, Commissioner, your reasons for commissioning the report, but there 

are lessons to be learned about commissioning independent reports without recourse to others - although I 

know that you had a conversation, potentially, at the time - and using public money and redacting roughly 

80% of it.  That in itself causes problems. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Can I just add one thing 

on that, just a piece of information? 

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  Yes, please do. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I am sure we were having 

conversations at the time with MOPAC but, of course, we made the decision and that was our decision to 

make. 

 

Also, remember that over the last five-and-a-half years I have commissioned two other reviews.  One was the 

Dame Elish Angiolini DBE QC review3  together with the DPP and that was to look into how we dealt with rape 

investigations.  There was a second review by Lord Victor Adebowale CBE4 about how we were looking after 

and investigating people with mental health issues.  Both, I thought, were valid pieces of work.  They were not 

where we were having direct criticism of one investigation, but they were where we were getting corporate 

concerns about how those things were going forward.  It seemed to me that both of those reviews left us in a 

very strong position as to how to go forward. 

 

                                                 
3 Report of the Independent Review into the Investigation and Prosecution of Rape in London, 2015. 
4 Report of the Independent Commission on Mental Health and Policing, 2013. 
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That is what I hoped in this case.  Unfortunately, in this case we also discovered that there were serious 

failings. 

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  Yes, I get that.  With the significant failings that Sir Richard identified, 

can you give us an idea of why these failings were not identified sooner and were allowed to continue?  We 

have heard about how you did some internal reviews in the previous months, but more historically would you 

not feel that some of these failings should have been part of the organisation’s checks and balances anyway? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  As I said, unfortunately, 

we cannot discuss the reviews that were carried out and the investigations that Sir Richard found to be good.  

Clearly, we had a compounding effect, as is usual with a major failing, when it was not just one thing that went 

wrong but a series of things did not go well.  The investigation was not run well.  There were serious failings 

there.  The reviews that could have picked that up did not. 

 

One of the things we need to look at is whether we build enough independence into those reviews and 

encourage the reviewers to be as frank and as open as possible -- 

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  Your internal reviews? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  They were, but - from 

memory because I do not have them in front of me - the issue of whether “Nick” was credible was certainly 

one thing that was raised, but whether or not it was explicit enough to cause the investigation either to stop or 

to target only that without going on to other things.  That was one of the things that Sir Richard pointed out.  

Not only was there insufficient prioritisation of whether “Nick”, the source, was credible but other things were 

being done at the same time that delayed establishing whether he was credible.  We accepted his account, 

carried on and tried find other parts of the account, whether it was substantiated or not.  We certainly have 

things to look at and learn about the review process, although in other cases they seem to have worked well. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  Sir Bernard, I understand now this morning about what you have said about this particular 

vehicle - the inquiry - to achieve this.  If we can go into some of the details around that, we have these internal 

reviews and [Sir Richard] Henriques said there was not an external review that is sometimes called in to long 

investigations that are going on for a length of time.  Where does line management come into this when 

someone is in connection with their line manager and saying, “How is that case going?  What are those 

questions?”  Where do the alarm bells fit in? 

 

It is not that I wish to put people in the frame, but this is so serious in the sense that this does tarnish the 

MPS’s reputation amongst the opinion-formers, which is an important group of people, and will give a view 

from the general public about the way the MPS conducts itself and the sense of confidence about that.  It 

mitigates the good work that goes on every day in the MPS.  It is important in that sense. 

 

I cannot quite get it because, of course, you would have been advised to say what you were saying all the way 

along and seeking reassurance.  Where does the line management bit meet that and coming up the ranks in 

saying, “Everything is fine”, in the senior ranks?  This was quite an important investigation.  It was not like any 

old investigation. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Yes. 
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Len Duvall AM:  This was, as you said, in the public eye.  Where does that come into it and how come those 

different managers did not pick up on some of those issues or ask the right questions? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  The same line managers 

were looking after all of these other investigations that went well and of course there are numerous ones.  

There is normal line management supervision and normally it works and clearly, in these particular cases, it did 

not work. 

 

The second thing that was put in place around these particular investigations is a Gold Group, which is not the 

case for every series of historical investigations or for every allegation of rape or serious sexual violence, and so 

certain things were put in place.  However, the compound effect was that they did not work in these cases. 

 

Possibly, as I said, Sir Richard got to the bottom of a fundamental issue, which is around this warrant.  Once 

that had gone wrong - whether or not it should have been applied for and how it was applied - other things 

started to get based on that false foundation. 

 

I cannot say an awful lot more, but generally you are right.  Line management has to play and generally it has 

worked.  In these cases, plus the Gold Group, it has not worked, but one of the things that the IPCC will look at 

is what information was available to all of them and therefore how they could have expressed their judgement. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  On external validation and input into the MPS, I am thinking about the lessons the MPS 

learns around management and supervision of its officers and cases and where people have experience and we 

assume the people above them have more experience.  It is what you were trying to describe earlier on as - still 

people tell me - policing nous, “Something is not quite going right with this investigation, I am not hearing the 

things that I should be hearing and I need to call time on it”. 

 

There have been issues within the MPS and MPS officers have told us this.  It is not about micromanaging 

investigations.  You do not take it away from someone because that is how they learn.  However, there is an 

issue about intrusive management when something is appearing to take longer.  Police investigations are 

complex.  When is that?  Is that one of the lessons learned? 

 

Some of the people who were exonerated by [Sir Richard] Henriques have some internal questions to ask 

themselves about that because, clearly, you were being given advice at all levels, not just your briefing notes, 

“Actually, this is going all right.  You can make those statements.  It is safe to make those statements”.  They 

are not going to let you make those statements because that is not how it works unless they think it is going in 

the right direction of travel.  There comes a time when that travel stops and it is that bit I am trying to 

understand about where the MPS’s thinking is.  Can I just ask another question about -- 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Just to respond to that 

before you go on to your other question, there is no doubt that that line, as you know, in the MPS is a very 

long line.  There are 11 different tiers - we are about to do something about that - and that can be helpful and 

sometimes can be a hindrance. 

 

The point you make about how more senior people have more experience is a fair point.  What you always have 

to be a little bit careful about is that it is old experience.  The last time I investigated crime was a long time ago 

and, as you go down the chain, that is true.  Often, you have to bear in mind that your skills are not what they 

were, but you may have judgement and you would hope you would be able to apply weight of judgement. 
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I am sure that one big thing in this type of case - I cannot say these particular ones - is that the very 

allegations that were being made about historical investigations took us back 30 years.  Some very senior 

people at the top of the organisation or in the middle-ranking roles were stopping the investigation at a point 

at which to them it appeared incredible that any child would allege that a priest, a Member of Parliament (MP) 

or whoever would do these things because it had never even been considered.  The investigations were being 

stopped. 

 

I have no doubt that everybody in the line of command - and I am not trying to be too defensive of them - had 

to consider before something was stopped that there was a good reason, not that intuitively it did not seem 

like a credible investigation just because the allegations themselves seemed incredible.  We have seen the 

Jimmy Savile effect5.  We could run through the names of people in roles who appeared to be people one 

would never imagine would get involved in anything like some of the cases that have been proved.  I am sure 

that that has played a part for everybody.  That is why I do not try to be too judgemental of the junior people 

involved in these investigations because they have to bear a lot of the weight, as do the senior people involved 

as well. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  The people carrying out the investigations, clearly, were experienced and specialisms come 

into it and you do have experience with cold cases going back historically.  Is it right or am I wrong to assume 

that this was passed to a murder team, very capable of dealing with murders but with very little access to 

specialist child abuse capacity, even though that existed in the MPS? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I cannot remember all of 

the officers involved, but it is certainly true that some of the officers involved had experience of [dealing with] 

murders. 

 

I will just say two things about that.  Firstly, if you remember, one of the serious allegations that was found to 

be untrue was that there were three murders within this and so that was not an unreasonable decision. 

 

The second thing is that, frankly, we are finding that we do not have enough of our specialist skills because 

two things are happening.  General reporting, as we have discussed here at this forum, has risen substantially 

over the last three years by something like 40% or 50% and so they are already under quite a lot of pressure.  

Then a significant proportion of that rise has been historical offences, which bring not only the problem of 

investigating quite a sensitive and complex crime but also the fact that historically investigating it brings even 

more pressures, as we have found here, in trying to find evidence and trying to get witnesses to recall things. 

 

I cannot say exactly in these cases that we did not have enough people to put on the cases, but the decision to 

put the case to murder investigators was not unreasonable given that that was the allegation.  Whether they 

could have had more help with the skills around sexual investigations, it is something we could have a look at.  

It is not an unfair point to make.  We do not have oodles of these people and they are already stretched.  You 

will know that we have talked here over the last year about how we have put another 200 people in to serious 

sexual offences.  They are the ones that happened last night.  That is my understanding -- 

 

Len Duvall AM:  The reason why we are saying that is that, clearly, those people who do that specialist work 

have worked with potential victims before and have ruled out cases where that evidence is not present and 

that capacity was there.  I just want to ask -- 

 

                                                 
5
 Jimmy Savile was a prolific sexual abuser and revelations about him and other high-profile figures encouraged people to report 

allegations of sexual offences to the police. 
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Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  The only other thing I 

would say is that we have to wait and see what happens with some of the cases, but it is clear that some of the 

complainants in the cases have appeared very credible to many people, including experienced police officers, 

whether it be in serious sexual offences or murder investigations, at face value and then in terms of what they 

have said have been very credible.  So far as what Sir Richard found, we should not have maintained our 

appreciation of that credibility as long as we did. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  You have said that [Sir Richard] Henriques found some new material.  There was some 

material that was passed to him but there was some new material in that.  Of course, you received a report and, 

in receiving that report, as you go along, it will raise some other questions inside the MPS.  This Committee 

needs to understand, on those other questions that will be raised, are you pursuing those or are we just 

looking at [Sir Richard] Henrique and taking that and not following the other issues that Henrique may have 

just mentioned or commented on?   Is it that somewhere in the MPS, in the way that you want this inquiry to 

be perceived, you are walking the extra mile to go through what [Sir Richard] Henrique says?  There may well 

be some other issues that you want to look at further in a slightly different way, maybe.  It will come back in 

terms of the recommendations, but there may well be some new issues that you because of your experience or 

your colleagues’ experience are looking at in this report and saying, “Actually, that is interesting.  We need to 

follow up on that and take that”, or does this close down? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  No.  For me - and in fact, 

Helen [King QPM] and I were discussing this on the way - many of Sir Richard’s recommendations that are all 

in the public domain relate more generically across the system but some do relate to us.  The issue of how we 

use reviews we have already talked about. 

 

One of the things we would be wise to do is to go away and reflect on what it tells us.  Get away from the 

detail for a minute.  What does this tell us?  Are we frank and open in the way we review things?  Are we able 

to challenge colleagues about the things we are not sure about and whether or not we get to the bottom of 

things?  What can we do constructively to learn from it, which was the original idea? 

 

We will have a process by which we consider that.  It is an open discussion for us to have as a team and 

probably with the Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime about whether that should be something that I lead or 

my successor.  This might be an opportunity for them to look at it in the future. 

 

It is unsettling with what it has discovered because, of course, the consequences were so serious.  It would be 

unwise to just say, “We will twist that and we will just move that switch and things will be perfect”.  We would 

be wise to go away and talk to officers without the pressure of a review or an investigation and say, “Could this 

have happened to you?  Could this have happened to us in another sphere?  What could we do to remedy 

that?” 

 

We will take that opportunity to look at the cultural issues as well as the process and - what you might regard 

as small - policy issues.  There are some things to learn here about this. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  Part of the cultural issue, just over the years of my experience with the MPS, is not 

micromanaging and not interfering with investigations - I can see that going wrong - but there is a phrase 

about walking the job and, even if a line manager is holding many cases, making sure of the right questions, 

the right support and the right intervention in some cases.  It is very difficult in an operational environment for 

people to think, “Should I say something or should I do something here?  It is not quite right”.  Actually, it is 

the equivalent to a walk-on-by strategy because the service is there. 
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Is there going to be some of that cultural bit that allows a senior manager to question a subordinate in an 

appropriate way, not in a way that interferes or tampers with an investigation, of proper supervision?  This is 

the bit that I do not feel is something that is being picked up or worked on.  In terms of cases from  

[Stephen] Lawrence to other issues, it is that bit about being able and confident to have that in an appropriate 

way. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Helen [King] might want 

to say something more about how we are going to be progressive about it rather than just reactionary and 

shutting down, which was a term you alluded to.  I hope people can be reassured that on the whole we get it 

right.  That is what Sir Richard concludes.  However, when we get such a serious failing, we would be foolish to 

say, “We get it right 99% of the time but in this 1% when someone was badly damaged we are going to ignore 

it”.  For me, that would be the wrong solution.  We will do our best to learn from it. 

 

Certainly, as I said, the cultural aspect is whether it is a positive thing to challenge somebody and say, “I am 

not sure about this”, which was your question?  Number two is whether our review process has that embedded 

in it, whether there is too much of a sense of trying to reassure the investigator rather than trying to show the 

public that in fact we are on the right course here or whether it is better to hold up a flag and say, “I am not 

sure”.  There was some of that, but it was loud enough.   

 

Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  I absolutely recognise what 

you are describing there, Len.  As an organisation internally, we probably hear more discontent and 

dissatisfaction from our officers and staff who feel they are not trusted or empowered enough.  In fact, we 

have done a lot of work with team leaders across the organisation to make sure that they do feel they are 

trusted to do their jobs, empowered to make decisions and also to innovate and come up with new ideas. 

 

However, we also do recognise the responsibility on the senior managers to intervene where appropriate and 

another of the areas we have been working very hard on is about honest conversations, being able to look 

someone in the eye and speak to them honestly about their performance and what is happening. 

 

In these particular cases where it has gone wrong - and it is important that we do not talk about them in too 

much detail while there is an IPCC investigation going on - there is some evidence both at the Gold Group and 

at Professionalising Investigation Programme level 4 (PIP 4) - which is the level above the senior investigating 

officer, which should be both supportive and also challenging - that there was some challenge there but it just 

does not seem to have got us to where we needed to be at the right point.  It is a difficult balance, particularly 

in these very complex cases where the context externally was very critical, prosecutions had not been achieved 

and complainants had not been properly listened to, but also all the complexities of the information that was 

already in the public domain and these being very historic cases.  Lines of investigation that with more  

up-to-date cases you can explore often just do not exist in these cases. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Could I add just one 

thing?  Your challenge to us - me - is about how we are going to react to this review.  We all need to consider 

- and others - that we do not shove the pendulum completely the other way.  Two years ago, there was a huge 

hubris about very senior people who had allegedly had dossiers and had been ignored and allegations against 

them personally, some embedded in these reviews.  The huge - and proper - public interest and that concern 

started off all the investigation this summer, which we are here to talk about today. 
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We have to think about the victims here, who we still want to be reassured that they will be supported when 

they come forward and we will investigate fearlessly, regardless of who those people are.  However, some 

understanding for the pressures the officers in these cases are under would be appreciated by the officers who 

were not involved in it because some of these historical cases will have to come forward after this and there will 

be other cases that come forward.  We will have to give them to junior officers and, at the moment, I suspect 

they would be wanting to be tasked to it with no great priority. 

 

How we all react to it is very important.  If there are things that are wrong, people accept that and they will 

understand any consequences.  However, if we all react by shutting the whole system down again, it would be 

very unwise.  If we can get a mature, balanced response to what is a good piece of work, it will be helpful for 

everyone. 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  Could I just also add?  There is a role for 

oversight, Len, in terms of some of your questions about what is, basically, oversight around some of the 

investigations without micromanaging it and without getting involved in operational decisions. 

 

There are certainly discussions we are having coming out of this report about the effective oversight for 

MOPAC and the Mayor’s office not just around investigation but around ensuring staff are properly supported 

and changing the culture so that it is not just that senior managers can ask the question but that junior officers 

can also pose the question, “Have I done this properly and is there something that we can learn?”  That is not 

just around investigations of sexual abuse but around all aspects of policing.  If we do get that cultural shift, 

there will be a significant improvement.  We will certainly be working with the MPS about what that oversight 

mechanism is to ensure that there is consistency, there is support for officers and there is learning when things 

do go wrong. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  I should say - I am on record - that I have been one of those saying that you do not trust 

your officers enough and empower them, but it is a question of the balance.  Is it the right issues that you are 

trusting officers [on] and when is it right to ask, “Where is this investigation going?  What do we really have?  

Is there an issue?” 

 

Look, there is a question that this Committee would like to know and it might not be appropriate this time, but 

there is clearly an issue about how the internal reviews worked and the questions that were asked or not.  It 

may well be that they were misled.  I am not asking you to answer that now because it may have other 

implications in other places, but it would be appropriate if you can tell us about how those reviews worked.  

They [internal reviews] are so integral to the way investigations are carried out and it seems to be a bit of a 

failure that they did not quite pick up some of the issues that might have shorted this process and got to a 

position where the Commissioner could have done X. 

 

There are two other issues I want to ask about.  Commissioner, you raised media issues and the role of social 

media on policing.  Leveson part 2 [Lord Justice Leveson, Inquiry into the Culture, Practices and Ethics of the 

Press] - and there is a big debate on whether it happens or not; I am not sure if the announcement is made – it 

is meant to be looking into those issues in much greater detail than the first time. 

 

If Leveson part 2 does not take place, where does the MPS learn some of the lessons about its wider 

relationships?  I know there are wider issues, but you raised that particularly about this case and its 

implications for how it was conducted.  Where are those lessons going to be learned and how does the MPS 

intend to take that forward?  Again, you might want to reflect on that because there are some wider issues.  
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You have raised it in this particular case but it has an impact on other issues and clearly has a MOPAC impact.  

Maybe you will want to write to this Committee about that. 

 

My final question: what does this throw up in terms of the resources we have, capacity, organisational learning 

and experience?  We have gone through massive change.  We have lost some very experienced people and we 

have new, emerging experience.  Do we need what happened post-Stephen Lawrence, the Bill Griffiths [former 

Deputy Assistant Commissioner (DAC) and Director of Leadership Development, MPS] part 2 response?  When 

detective investigations are ongoing, when can you stop?  What are these reviews?  How does it work?  Not 

many people realise that post-Lawrence the MPS completely changed the way that it carried out 

investigations.  I am not saying that the quality changes but is there a time to review some of those issues, 

along with some of that culture about when it is appropriate for managers to intervene?  I just wonder whether 

that is a part of what you think are the lessons learned. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  To the first point about 

the social networking sites and if there are press agencies involved, for example, a majority of the Henriques 

recommendations referred to system issues and these have been referred to the Home Office to work with the 

College of Policing and other partners to see how they might take it forward.  If we all react in 43 different 

ways to what I believe, in some senses, are the right recommendations -- others will have different views and 

we need a one-system view of that.  That is what we are encouraging the Home Office to look at.   

 

There is no doubt that officers investigating historical offences particularly - but not only historical offences - 

are finding it a real challenge where victims are discovering information online that then features as part of 

their account when discussing with the investigator.  It gets harder and harder to establish what the witness 

brings to their account and what they have discovered online.  You could argue that this has always been an 

issue with witnesses.  They could talk to another witness.  It was never quite as profound as when you have 

hundreds and, as we know, sometimes thousands of these accounts.  What blurs is what is reality for the 

witness and what they have discovered from other sources.  The investigators are getting more and more 

challenged about how you discriminate between the two.   

 

One of the things we are encouraging the home office to have a look at is, as I say, one in particular of the 

victims in these cases had a relationship with a press agency that he discovered first, I believe, on one of these 

social networking sites.  That is how they discovered each other.  We keep informing the victim, under the 

Victims’ Charter, of the progress on the investigation.  That is not a problem but it may be if a journalist 

becomes aware of the next stage of the inquiry.  In a bid to reassure the victim, we may be informing the 

public and there is no duty on either the journalist or the victim to not share that information.  That is 

something that we learned in this case.  I am not blaming the outcome for it but it is an aggravating feature in 

cases of public interest that does not help the investigator.  I cannot say I have an objective view but I have a 

view that is helped by all that public interest, informed by other things, as well as what the investigator knows.  

Those are some profound things for the system that have to be thought about.   

 

The only final thing I would say is in terms of the Bill Griffiths point.  For those who may not know Bill, he was 

an ex-DAC in the MPS post Stephen Lawrence’s murder and the first inquiry who fundamentally, together with 

John Grieve [former AC, MPS], changed round the way that things were investigated and how hate crime was 

dealt with within the MPS.  It is always possible to have a look at that in terms of course review.  The only 

thing I would say is that again, we do not want to push the pendulum too far on the back of a few cases if 

generally it is working well.  If the cases show that people are confused about things then perhaps there may 

be others, apart from the officers in these cases, who are confused about things.   
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Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  I would like to move on a bit and pick up a little bit of pace, if I may, 

although it is absolutely right that we have spent time on certain parts of this. We are going to get some 

questions from the Deputy Chair to the Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime.   

 

There are two parts to this question, Sir Bernard.  Of the 43 failings - and we have already talked about the 

failings - which are the most significant, if you are in a position to say that now?  Then, going back to the 

recommendations, which are connected but separate, we have already said that they are wide-ranging.  Some 

fall outside your remit.  Which of those would you rate, at the moment, as the most important?  The most 

significant failings and the most important recommendations.   

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  That is a fair question.  In 

terms of failings I am not going to say too much because that is for the IPCC to draw judgement.   

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  I understand that.   

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  To be fair to the officers 

and staff who are affected by those referrals to the IPCC, they might want to say that of course they gave an 

account without legal representation to Sir Richard because it was for a straightforward review.  I am sure they 

will want to consider their position within those investigations now being carried out independently by the 

IPCC.  It is not fair for me to try to influence the IPCC’s investigation or the officers’ case either and so I do not 

feel able to comment by prioritising each individual one. 

 

In terms of recommendations, it seems to me that we have already touched on some.  For example, anonymity 

of suspects.  Sir Richard argues that in law suspects should be anonymous before arrest, and goes on to explain 

that he thinks that before charge there should be very tight restrictions.  The police’s view has always been - 

because I would extend his point about the law - that people should not be identified before charge unless 

exceptional circumstances exist.  Our reasons for that are that we know that the bar for arrest is relatively low.  

It is reasonable suspicion.  The bar for charge is relatively high.  It is carried out by the independent Crown 

Prosecutors.  People’s reputation can be damaged before a charge has been established and if they are 

charged, they will of course appear in court and then it is a public matter anyway.   

 

There is certainly a debate to be made about belief.  That is one that has a broad church of opinion.  It seems 

to me that that is something else that has to be considered.  Those are two pretty important ones.   

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  We will go back again, just for my own benefit.  One is about not 

identifying before charge.  This is what you would like to -- 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  That is what he suggests.   

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  He suggests.  You are supporting it? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  He says not before arrest.  

We have always said not before charge unless, for example, you have a dangerous person on the run and, on 

balance, you have to stop them hurting someone else.  Therefore, you need the public to know who they are 

so that they can help us to discover them.   

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  An arrest is before charge? 
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Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Yes.  That has always 

been our view.   

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  He is bringing it down one, in other words, to arrest? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Yes.  In my view, we 

would say the police are not going to identify before charge. 

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  You say “charge”.  He is saying “arrest”.   

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Yes.  He would just say 

that statutorily because of course the distinction at the moment is that when someone’s name goes into the 

public domain, generally we do not put it into the public domain.  It can be discovered.  It is then entirely up to 

the press which ones they publish.  There is no statutory bar to publishing the details of suspects.  That is 

entirely down to the press.  The only statutory bar is to the identification of victims in sexual offences. 

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  Yes.  Sorry, just to be clear, the bar is higher that you are setting? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I would, but that is not 

what Sir Richard said.   

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  I get that.  What was your second one that you said?  I did not quite hear. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  The point about belief.  

Sir Richard identifies in his report that one of the things our officers did was to believe for too long the victim’s 

account and that that contaminated the investigation.  If that is true, that is a serious thing that we all need to 

consider. 

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  I get that completely.  We are picking that up later.  Thank you for that. 

 

Unmesh Desai AM (Deputy Chairman):  Two questions.  One is to you, Deputy Mayor, in terms of - just 

going forward now - your overall reaction to the review and, in particular, the reputational damage to the MPS.  

What is your reaction? 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  We know the review has produced serious errors 

and it will have damaged some of the reputation of the MPS.  What matters is how you rebuild that reputation 

in terms of investigation and in terms of confidence.  What I am concerned about is that we have to be careful 

that it does not damage the reputation of the MPS in relation to victims coming forward, having confidence to 

come forward and report crimes and for those crimes to be absolutely thoroughly investigated.  A clear 

message from myself and, I know, from the MPS as well is that you should have confidence to come forward 

and you should have confidence to report. 

 

Unmesh Desai AM (Deputy Chairman):  Will the Mayor or MOPAC issue a formal response to the review? 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  In terms of the review and the recommendations, 

some of the recommendations are ones that are for the Home Office and the National College of Policing.  I 

expect and I would hope that MOPAC and I have some role in that, especially around issues of victims and 

belief because, as the Police and Crime Commissioners do, we do commission victim services and we have the 
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interests of victims very much at the heart of what we do.  We will not be issuing a formal response to every 

recommendation, no. 

 

Unmesh Desai AM (Deputy Chairman):  You will not? 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  As we have discussed in depth already, this is the 

Commissioner’s report.  MOPAC will be ensuring that there is oversight of the recommendations but in terms 

of an official response, the official response is that we will be making sure that we learn the lessons and we 

have oversight of what goes forward.   

 

Unmesh Desai AM (Deputy Chairman):  I will leave it at that.  Commissioner, just one question.  You have 

been asked about line management issues and the issue of transparency at some length.  How do you or the 

MPS intend to take the findings of the review forward formally?  What are the next steps? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  First of all, we have an 

internal process that the Deputy Commissioner will lead, which is looking at those things we need to learn.  In 

the coming weeks, we will consider those recommendations that directly apply to us.  Then he will also be the 

point of contact with the Home Office to see how they intend to approach the things that are systemic, right 

across the system.  That will be our approach.   

 

I expect to see some more clarity arrive over the next few weeks because we have only had a substantial report 

for a matter of days and everyone is trying to do what we have collectively tried to do this morning, 

understand what it means beyond just the words on the page and then how we take it forward.  I do not think 

anybody wants, as I say, a kneejerk response where we suddenly say, “We will do that and we will not do that”.  

It needs some careful thought because there are some profound issues embedded in it and, of course, bad 

cases do not always make good law.  Even if there are errors in these cases, should we change the whole 

system?  Sir Richard has made some very clear recommendations.  I support some of them.  Others may not.  

The important thing is that that debate needs to be had at the highest level, which for us will be the 

Government.   

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  You touched upon belief in complainants.  Andrew, you have some issues 

around that? 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  Yes, if I could move on to that, you have briefly touched on it.  Your public 

statements more recently have moved away from the College of Policing advice on that, which was rather 

interesting because the College of Policing policy was after you commissioned the Henriques Review, was it 

not?  It was in March 2016: 

 

“At the point when someone makes an allegation of crime, the police should believe the account given 

and a crime report should be completed.”  

 

You have moved on from that, have you? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  My point is that the talk 

of belief is something that is probably best suspended.  Almost forget the word “belief”.  You have Her 

Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary (HMIC), which is saying that we should believe the report and record it.  

Our view is that you can record it regardless of whether it is a crime.  One of the things that we have found out 
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from the Macpherson Inquiry6 is that if the victim believes it was a crime, we record it and then we investigate 

to find out whether that is accurate.  You do not have to worry about belief.  You just have to record it.   

 

As soon as the word “belief” comes into it there are dangers, particularly when the same investigator who 

might have accepted an account from the victim and said, “I believe you” within minutes has to go and 

interview the suspect and say, “Having believed the victim, I now would like to hear your account”.  I heard, 

having met some of the suspects in these cases who were damaged by what happened to them, that one of 

the things that really concerned them was that the officers had believed the victim and then allegedly 

approached them with an open mind, and they were not persuaded.  The perception is as damaging as reality.   

 

My view would be that that is a serious issue that needs to be addressed.  If it was me, I would park the word 

“belief” and make very clear to victims, “We are accepting your account”.  That is what the policy we are 

constructing would say.  “I will record your crime allegation.  Then we will investigate and we will approach the 

suspect with an open mind”.  That is what an investigator has to do.   

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  This is what Dame Elish [Angiolini DBE QC] said.  She is quoted in the report. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Sorry to interrupt, but just 

to say that the reason I started to get concerned about this was that Dame Elish DBE QC came to that 

conclusion.  That was the first catalyst for me getting concerned.  What has happened is that Sir Richard’s 

report has given a very concrete example of what can happen if it goes wrong.  I had not considered it before 

Dame Elish DBE QC brought to our mind the fact that our officers were getting confused by that.  Sorry.  The 

catalyst for my concerns was really Dame Elish’s DBE QC review, amplified by Sir Richard’s conclusions.   

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  What she says is:  

 

“It may prejudice the impartiality of the officer’s role and lead to their failing to recognise or give weight 

to other evidence inconsistent with the complainant’s account.”   

 

That is your position? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  What I do not want to do 

- and this is what I think the Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime was saying - is leave victims in the mind that 

we will not believe them or we will not accept their account because that is a serious concern, particularly for 

historical cases where it is clear people have not believed true, sincere allegations and people have been 

ignored merely because of their status or because of the way that they were able to express their complaint.   

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  Of course.  We have a presumption of innocence in the British legal system.  

Sir Richard has come up with a particular formula and what he says is this:  

 

“I consider that the complainant should be told, ‘If you make a complaint we will treat it very seriously 

and investigate it thoroughly without fear or favour’.”   

 

Do you accept that formulation?   

 

                                                 
6
 Sir William Macpherson of Cluny was asked by the then Home Secretary, Jack Straw, to chair an inquiry into the murder of Stephen 

Lawrence.    
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Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I do.  I wrote an article for 

The Guardian about the time that the Henriques Review started.  It is not the same wording but it is the same 

spirit.  I would not argue with the words.  The approach behind the words is one I support.  This is why it is for 

someone else to work out the best form of words.  For me, suspend the concern about belief and find a form 

of words that reassures the victim and that reassures the suspect.  At the moment, we seem to be trapped in a 

world where neither is totally reassured about what we are doing. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  It is a question of making the pendulum up and down rather than to one side, I guess, 

if you are going to go back to that analogy. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Probably, yes. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  Going back to the implications of what you have said, which is very welcome as a 

more balanced approach to this, this means a change of policy for policing.  You have the College of Policing 

and received wisdom on one side.  What you have come up with is basically endorsing the approach 

recommended by Sir Richard.  Are you in a position to put that into force in the MPS in respect of what has 

been said nationally? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Probably Helen could tell 

you what work we have done up to date. 

 

Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  In fact, our policy, which 

Sir Richard does quote in the report, is slightly different wording from the national one, but the point to make 

is that the national policy comes from the knowledge that the third-top reason why victims do not report is 

because they fear that they will not be believed.   

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  I will come on to that in a bit. 

 

Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  What victims need is to see 

that we are acting on what they have told us.  First and foremost, that has to be about recording and we are 

very clear with our officers about what we need them to do.  We need them to record complaints as they are 

brought to them, fully and accurately.  We need them to support victims, treat them considerately and with 

sensitivity and make sure that they get the support they need, whether it is from the police or whether it is 

from other agencies.   

 

We need victims to know that their complaints are going to be investigated properly.  A proper investigation is 

one that identifies the lines of enquiry that are available, pursues the ones that are most likely to bring you 

evidence, and where you constantly review what evidence you have and what other lines of enquiry are open 

to you so that the decisions you make are appropriate and proportionate to the information you have available 

at that time.  The wording may be different in different places but what we are asking our officers to do has 

not changed.  Some of the wording around belief has now created quite a cluttered landscape that, to be 

frank, just is not helpful.  If we focus on what we want our officers to do and, in fact, what they have been 

doing in many cases, that is the important thing.  We need to help them to do an exceptionally difficult job.   

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  Nobody is suggesting it is not a difficult balance to strike.  How are you going to take 

that forward now?  I think we are pretty well in agreement - certainly I am with you, anyway - about the sort of 

approach that would be appropriate, reassuring the victims yet at the same time not moving away from a 
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presumption of innocence.  How are you going to take that forward within the MPS and - second question - 

within the wider police service? 

 

Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  As I say, it is important to 

recognise that a lot of investigations are being conducted exactly on those grounds with successful outcomes 

at the moment, and Sir Richard recognises that in the investigations where he does not form criticisms.  We are 

going back to our staff, particularly in the units that deal with these types of crime, to just be very clear about 

those stages, to reinforce the MPS policy as opposed to some of the statements that have been made 

nationally, and providing them with that support through the lines of supervision that we do have in place 

already.   

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  Presumably this is for all crime, not just these particular ones.  It is particularly 

relevant to these sorts of crimes or allegations.  Is it written down in a policy document somewhere that people 

can refer back to? 

 

Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  Yes, it is.  The thing about 

belief probably came up in the first place, in a way, around crime recording.  Members of the Committee who 

have been involved in policing for any length of time will know the amount of scrutiny that goes on both 

internally and externally around the accuracy of crime recording and how importantly we treat that, and how 

that has changed over the years.  If someone comes forward and makes an allegation of crime, that is recorded 

and recorded in the way that they tell us about it.   

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  It is not just the recording of crime, though.  It is how that allegation is then taken 

forward, is it not? 

 

Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  It gets recorded as what it is 

and then the investigation has to follow the evidence from there.  That is the point I am making. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  As I was alluding to, we 

have had criticism in the past over the last ten or 20 years when people have reported crime but it has not 

been recorded properly or recorded at all at times.  Therefore, there was a push to say, “Record it and then 

decide what you have”.  That was one of the things that this “belief” point was trying to address.  It is well-

intended but the outcome has been contradictory.   

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  How are you going to take this forward more widely in the police service, bearing in 

mind where the College of Policing presently is, which is not where it seems you are? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  As Helen [King QPM] has 

indicated, the Deputy Commissioner has already talked to the Home Office about how we approach all these 

recommendations and I certainly support the Home Office.  It seems to me that regardless, as you pointed out, 

the College of Policing addressed this in February - I think you said it was - of this year. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  March. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  On the back of this report, 

it ought to be looked at again.  They may come to the same conclusion but it would be odd to ignore the 

judge in this case, who has looked at all the evidence and concluded that in this case, it has been an issue.  To 
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ignore that would be odd.  Whether or not it changes the policy, they have to decide.  It ought to be 

addressed. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  Sophie, you have heard what Sir Bernard has said and seen the report.  Do you think 

that approach is going to inhibit people coming forward or do you think that that is a reasonable balance to 

strike? 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  We have to be incredibly careful here and we 

have to make sure we have the views of victims being taken into consideration here.  The Crime Survey of 

England and Wales shows that about a third of victims of sexual assaults do not report because they are 

worried that they are not going to be believed.  In the first instance, the victims when they come forward 

absolutely need  to be believed.   

 

In terms of what happens in the College of Policing and the Home Office, we have to take on board the views 

of the victims and the views of those who represent the victims to ensure that whatever the form of wording is, 

there is a very clear message that if you come forward, you will be believed and your allegation will be taken as 

truthful in the first instance and then there will be a thorough investigation.  It is so important that we do not 

undermine the confidence and the trust of victims to come forward to report what are very difficult allegations 

and very difficult things to talk about.  An intimate crime such as that is a very difficult thing to come forward 

and report.   

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  That is the complete 

antithesis of what I have just said.  I am afraid we disagree.  If you could park the word “belief”, the fact that 

victims have said that they believe they are not being believed is not a reason to change the system to the 

extent where it damages the objectivity of the investigation.  There have to be better ways to resolve it than 

the word “believe”, in my view.  There are ways it could be resolved and bright minds will do that.  If we all get 

hung up on the word “belief”, the dangers that get exhibited and the risks that are inherent in that are writ 

large in this case.  Surely we can find a form of words. 

 

Where we are agreeing – [I am] not trying to be a politician - is that we want victims to come forward and 

complain.  That is not under dispute.  We want the suspects to believe they are going to get an objective and 

thorough investigation and that we are all fair in that.  That is the easy bit.  The form of words we use to 

describe that to make sure we get more victims going forward is worth some more attention.  Although the 

victims groups are very clear - and I understand and respect it - that this belief thing is a very important thing 

for them, we have now had two senior judges - one senior judge and one Advocate General from Scotland - 

who conclude that it has dangers too.  Surely between us there is a way through that.  That is my reasoning.  

Yes, we do differ. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  There is a very clear miscarriage of justice case that is referred to in the report. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Yes.  It is not for me to 

decide on this, perhaps, but there are others who have to.   

 

Peter Whittle AM:  You have said before that there is, as you put it, “institutionalised belief”, while we are on 

the subject of belief.  I wondered therefore, very briefly as an overview, how you feel this has taken root.  It 

does feel very much like the MPS is playing to a public mood, or I would say a media mood.   
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Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  It is probably not for me 

to conclude what has caused that.  I have only observed it.  We are all approaching it with our history and 

experience and clearly what we have had is 20 or 30 years when people have not been believed and therefore 

that is a real, terrible thing.  We know that even at the moment, probably 80% of people who are sexually 

attacked will not report it to anyone, let alone the police.  We know there is huge under-reporting.  We are all 

trying to get more people to come forward.  We know as well that particularly for children that is true, and 

particularly for children who have been assaulted by people in positions of power.  They are probably even less 

likely to be believed, in terms of people in positions of power.  That is the thing we are all trying to remedy.   

 

Therefore, trying to get the right approach for the police and for all agencies has been something that 

everybody has been striving for.  There is an ongoing debate and this is the latest milestone in it.  There have 

been various parts to that.  The victims have played a part, the charities representing them have played a part, 

lawyers have played a part and of course we have played a part too.  This is the latest stage of it.  I am not in a 

position to judge entirely why we are where we are but those are some of the strands of it.   

 

Peter Whittle AM:  Thank you.   

 

Sian Berry AM:  Can I possibly bring the Deputy Mayor back into this?  The issue is whose position we are 

looking at it from.  The report very much looks at it from the point of view of the police.  What Sophie said 

earlier on was looking at it, as is MOPAC’s duty and her duty, from the point of view of victims.  Certainly the 

victims and the survivors groups are very concerned about this change of words because the first thing the 

people coming forwards will hear will no longer be, “We believe you”, but, “We are going to investigate it”.  

The implication might be, “We are going to investigate you”, and that might seriously put people off.  Is there 

an argument for separating these two things out and for MOPAC to provide more independent support and 

belief services while the police provide the investigatory services?  It does seem like a very difficult balance to 

do with one officer receiving a complaint.   

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  I do not think there is an argument for dividing 

those two things, no.  As you know, Police and Crime Commissioners and MOPAC commission victims’ services 

but that is victims’ services to support them.  What is important and is absolutely crucial in this is that victims 

do not get put off coming forward to report crimes.  I know we all agree with that. 

 

There have been numerous occasions in the past, such as Rotherham and Thames Valley, where complainants 

and victims have not had their cases believed.  This will continue, the debate will continue and the College of 

Policing and the Home Office are going to look at it, but my opinion would be that we should not move away 

from the word “belief” because this is what is important to victims.  To be believed in the first instance is the 

important factor to give people confidence to come forward.  Then there should be a thorough investigation.  

That is my opinion and one that I will continue to hold.  In terms of going forward and looking at the wording 

or looking at the messaging, it is crucial that victims and those who represent victims have their voices heard in 

this.   

 

Sian Berry AM:  The first thing a victim or someone making a complaint needs to hear, still, are the words “I 

believe you” in some form or other? 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  What a victim needs to know is that in the first 

instance their account will be taken as truthful, that it will be believed and that there will be a thorough 

investigation that will take place after that.  That is correct for the victim as well as for the suspect.   
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Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  OK.  We are going to be debating this at future meetings.  I just wondered 

about a couple of very specific things. 

 

In the review, Sir Richard concluded that Operation Midland could have been carried out without those named 

by “Nick” learning of it.  Do you agree with that, Commissioner? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  That is one of the things 

the IPCC, I am sure, will look at.  The fundamental point he makes is that because the warrants were obtained 

and then executed, that immediately makes the potential for public knowledge a possibility.  That was his 

fundamental point.   

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Could they have been carried out?  I do not -- 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  It is difficult to speak for 

him.  He makes two points.  One is that had it been carried out quicker and “Nick’s” credibility been dismissed 

or he had been found to be not credible earlier, it would have reduced the chances of it becoming a public 

issue.  Once the warrants are executed, although they are not announced publicly, neighbours get to see what 

is happening and people become aware.  There are other complications in this case, as I have already said, 

about what is being shared on the internet and what is being shared by the press, but so far as the MPS is 

concerned those are two important things: how long it took and the execution of the warrants.  Those were the 

things that helped people to get to know about it.  We do not put it in the public domain but it creates the 

possibility that it is discovered. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  The other issue I want to ask you about is one of the criticisms that suspects are 

left for many months with no idea when a decision might be made.  They have this hanging over them and it 

must be absolutely awful.  Are you confident in your rationale for how frequently suspects are updated and do 

you think you have a process in place that will address the concerns? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  That is one of the things 

we need to look at.  There are two dilemmas.  One is: how often is enough?  Is it every day?  Probably not, but 

there has to be a time frequency and of course what the update will struggle to tell them is how the 

investigation is going.  Sir Richard talks about treating victims and suspects with parity.  We are investigating 

the suspects.  We are not going to reveal to them what we are doing in the investigation, what stage we are at 

or the next vital part of it to potentially allow them the of possibility of obstructing it, so there is going to be a 

limit to what we can share with them. 

 

The broad point about whether there is a frequency of keeping people updated, how often that could be and 

then when we update them what we are going to say.  Are we going to say we expect there will be results in  

12 weeks’ time or within 12 weeks?  Is it within two days?  Is it when this final piece of the investigation is 

complete?  We are unlikely to say what it is but we might indicate there is a new mast on, so that is something 

worth looking at.  None of us will want it to become a bureaucratic nightmare.  I am not sure we can entirely 

treat the suspect with the parity that we will treat the victim because, ironically, the suspect probably has more 

rights defined under the Police and Criminal Evidence Act than the victim has. 

 

The Police and Criminal Evidence Act or the codes of practice that advise how that operates may need to be 

looked at.  As a pragmatist I would say we need to make sure it is not so frequent that it causes the whole 

thing to be delayed even further. 
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Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  It could be just as we are still investigating allegations or concluding the 

principle -- 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Sorry.  The only other 

thing Sir Richard did not explore, of course, is it is almost unheard of now for a suspect not to have legal 

representation.  I cannot remember the last time; very occasionally.  We arrest 250,000 times a year.  There are 

a few times when they are not legally represented.  It is free.  It is available.  They turn up at the place.  There 

will always be a lawyer involved in this and, if they were worried about the progress of the inquiry, they have 

an opportunity to test, write, to make a complaint or whatever they want to do, so there are some things in the 

system.  However, if we need to give more certainty on that we can have a look at it.  It is one of the things we 

can perhaps consider with the College of Policing. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  That would cost money if you had to keep getting your solicitor to write a letter 

or -- 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  That is why I said it 

depends on what it is.  If we email a lawyer and say, “We expect to resolve this within 14 days”, perhaps that is 

helpful.  Of course, what we also have to consider are the changes in the law that we believe are going to 

happen around bail.  Not all cases are being investigated where someone is arrested or on bail, so it is 

something we could have a look at.  Certainly, to leave people a very long time not knowing what is happening 

is unacceptable. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Yes.  Thank you. 

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  Moving on to the media aspect, -the review recommended further 

restricting the information made available to the media.  Commissioner, do you agree that the information the 

MPS provides the media should be further restricted to avoid any details of age or geography? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  It is certainly something 

that has to be seriously considered.  I have tried to give you a straight answer to most of these questions but it 

has to be seriously considered.  This is a national policy and not the MPS’s.  The counter argument that the 

press put to us is that there should be no such thing as secret arrests, so that if somebody is arrested that is a 

public issue not a private issue.  It could be the police have detained the wrong people; they are doing terrible 

things to them when they are in custody.  That is not something to be worried about too much now because 

we have lawyers in cells.  We have closed-circuit television in cells.  That is not a terribly reasonable argument. 

 

To be fair to the press argument, they say, “It should be open justice, not closed justice.  Therefore, we need 

as much information as possible”.  There are times when the age can be helpful in one respect.  Say, for 

example, people are aware in an area that a man has been arrested in one house.  Everybody knows that 

someone has been arrested there.  It could be the son or the father.  It could be a cousin.  It could be anybody 

who is at that particular property.  Sometimes the age can be helpful to exclude someone rather than including 

someone and, provided the geography is wide enough, to say that you arrested a 15-year-old boy in London 

tells you nothing, frankly.  Sir Richard makes the point that if two conditions exist - that the geography is too 

tight, it is a small village or it is only a hamlet of ten houses - then that could be more identifying. 

 

The other one that has to be considered in these cases, of course, the press already had a list of names of 

people that, through their contacts, they believe are the suspects in these cases so, therefore, by providing the 

age and the address then that was very helpful to their list.  It is rather difficult for us to put a policy in place 
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when we do not know what the press know.  Therefore, it has to be thought through a bit but my inclination 

would be to accept what Sir Richard says and to provide no details and say, “We have made an arrest in this 

murder.  That person has now been detained and will be represented legally”.  Then it is up to the press 

whether they publish.  It does need some thought and I believe the press would resist it. 

 

Peter Whittle AM:  I want to ask what impact you think this will have on the MPS’s relationship with the 

press. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  It cannot improve it.  It is 

fragile at the best of times.  I do not think they would blame us for this proposal.  It is not our proposal.  If it 

was to be accepted I do not think things would get terribly worse.  Often they come to us knowing or believing 

they know who the person is and they merely seek our confirmation.  They know they will not get from us the 

name and so they are merely seeking some kind of confirmation and, if they are confident enough, they can 

publish. 

 

We had - I probably should not go too much further but certainly in some of the historical cases - one 

particular one where for a long time they were pushing us to name the person.  They knew exactly who it was 

but the person had good legal advice and they thought there would be defamation difficulties, so they wanted 

us to help them to prevent causing defamation.  I do not think that is our role.  Our role is to provide public 

confidence and so, for me, on the whole we will not name people and if it gets discovered we cannot do 

anything about that.  I know I have toured around that but it is not a straightforward issue. 

 

Peter Whittle AM:  Could I ask you and also the Deputy Mayor if you would support the introduction of 

complainant confidentiality agreements and witness contracts?  This is Recommendation 6.  Do you support 

that?  That is for both of you. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I know that is something 

the National Police Chiefs Council (NPCC) has recommended and also started in some places.  If it adds value 

then it is worth giving a try to.  Everybody acknowledges it is not binding.  It is an indication in good faith.  Of 

course, if something happened as the result of somebody breaching that confidentiality I am sure it would be 

called into effect. 

 

You go back to this other debate we are having about belief.  If the first thing you do to a victim is to say, “We 

would like to bind you.  You cannot talk to the press.  You cannot discuss your problems with people.  You 

have a confidentiality agreement”, it could be regarded as too binding.  To be honest, I have not formed a view 

about it.  The NPCC seems to think it is a good idea and Sir Richard has said he thinks it is something worth 

pursuing, so I would be interested to hear the outcome of the debate.  As I say, it is not binding and you have 

to consider how the victim feels about it. 

 

Peter Whittle AM:  It would have been a great benefit, though, in the case of this “Nick”, would it not? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  It could have been had he 

signed it because it is a voluntary thing and whether or not it bound him. 

 

Peter Whittle AM:  What is your view on that? 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  My view is that any changes or anything like 

having a confidentiality clause has to have the support of victims, and if there is anything that creates any 
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problems for victims to come forward I would not be in favour of it.  Intuitively, I feel trying to put a 

confidentiality clause in front of somebody that is coming forward to report an intimate sexual assault is going 

cause problems and I would be very worried about that.  You can look at it.  Take the views of victims and see 

how that is, but my understanding is that it would be voluntary and so how would that help?  How effective 

would that be?  It would not be binding anyway and so I am not sure it is worth the possible risks of 

undermining the confidence of victims in coming forward. 

 

Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  My understanding of the 

work that is being done by Operation Hydrant in relation to this is, when victims are coming forward on these 

cases that may be high profile, in effect, what they are doing is sitting down with them to understand from 

them what information they have already shared with who, because sometimes that can be evidential and can 

help corroborate the account that they are giving. 

 

Where they have put information into the public domain - so that might be on social media, it might be on 

blogs or where they have shared it with journalists or others who might publish it - the officers seek to get an 

accurate account of what is in the public domain now, and then spend a bit of time talking to the victim about 

some of the risks to any subsequent prosecution the more information is shared outside because, of course, 

there is no reason why victims should understand how they might be undermining their own case with some 

information that goes outside.  It is through that route that they then come to potentially the point where 

there is an agreement, “All right.  I will not share any more than I already have”, or, “I understand the risks of 

sharing more while the investigation is still live”, and so from their perspective it is seen as both a voluntary 

and a supportive process but it has not been fully evaluated as yet to see whether it does support these types 

of cases or not. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  As Helen has just 

explained, if it was regarded as almost an education or information-sharing exercise, “If you as a victim do 

these things there are consequences that you may not appreciate but they may have a serious effect on the 

potential investigation and prosecution”, in that spirit, it is information sharing and it helps them to prepare it 

themselves.  If I was in the press I would say, “A victim has just signed up to a confidentiality agreement.  They 

are getting a really poor police investigation.  They think things have been covered up and you have just asked 

them to sign up to a confidentiality agreement where they cannot tell the press that this great institution is 

ignoring their claim”.  That would be an odd outcome.  If it was information sharing and, “Before you do these 

things just think through the consequences.  If you put it on social networking, you put it into the press, this 

investigation may be compromised.  We cannot guarantee that but at least think about it”, and if you are not a 

lawyer and you have not been a victim before why would you know that?  In that sense, it has wisdom.  If it is 

too binding, the danger is that victims may think the system is trying to close them down again and the 

avenues they might have to get a remedy - the press or, let us say, parliamentarians - they may feel inhibited 

in providing their story and so there are dangers to it as well as benefits. 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  One of the issues around that recommendation is 

it was only a recommendation - and there are a couple of other recommendations - for prominent people and 

one of the things you have to be very careful about is any actions to change anything, following on from this 

report, is that it has to be appropriate for everybody.  We all have to be equal before the law.  It is not just 

prominent people that can have their reputations besmirched and have real difficulties when allegations come 

forward that [are] proved to be unfounded.  People living on your street or local parish priests or anybody of 

prominence, and one of the difficulties in that is: who will define who is a prominent person?  Who will define 

who has a character or a reputation that needs this type of confidentiality clause or not, as well as all the issues 

I talked about before around it being important that this is not undermining a victim’s confidence to come 
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forward and report.  Whatever changes happen have to be for everybody, all crimes as well, because we have 

to have that equality before the law.  

 

Peter Whittle AM:  I am very encouraged to hear you say that because we have a situation now where I 

would say in the public perception this has all come about because essentially it is about establishment figures 

but all over the country there are many girls who are simply being ignored by police forces all over because the 

situation is a different one and there is a political imperative to it. 

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  Thank you.  An excellent statement.  We have properly spent two hours 

on that subject.  It is absolutely right that we did so and I thank you for that.  It is such an important subject. 

 

Unmesh Desai AM (Deputy Chair):  The next set of questions is on Lord Harris’s report on the terror 

preparedness review [London’s Preparedness to Respond to a Major Terrorist Incident].  There are two sets of 

questions that I have.  The first set is directed to the Deputy Mayor and the Commissioner.  Deputy Mayor, can 

you give us your overall response to Lord Harris’s report? 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  Yes, of course.  In terms of the report itself, the 

first thing - and I am sure Sadiq [Khan, Mayor of London] said this as well - is to thank Lord Harris for the 

incredibly thorough report and investigation that he has undertaken. 

 

One of the main messages coming out of the report that Londoners should try to take some comfort from is 

that we are much better prepared for the event of a terrorist attack than we were in previous years.  We are 

much better prepared but clearly there are a lot of recommendations within the report and there are things 

that we need to do to be better prepared.  That is one of the major messages coming out of the report.   

 

Unmesh Desai AM (Deputy Chair):   I want to be very specific about all of your views.  Commissioner, can I 

ask you your overall response? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Overall, it is a good piece 

of work.  It is comprehensive.  It took a few months of talking to lots of people.  Instead of just talking to the 

police or the people who work the river he tried to pull it all together.  I thought that was possibly the first time 

we have seen that in London.  The resilience forums try to do that but not in such a comprehensive way.  I am 

delighted with the fact that he has concluded that the firearms uplift, which was decided on the horrible 

events in November of last year, in Paris, when 130 people were murdered, is the right decision about the 

numbers, and that our training and our selection is delivering that at a pace quicker than anyone anticipated 

and that, generally, people should be reassured that the resilience of London is in a good place.  He makes a 

lot of recommendations that are now going to need careful consideration. 

 

Unmesh Desai AM (Deputy Chair):  More specifically, how useful are the findings and recommendations of 

the report?  If you could give some examples of which of the recommendations you consider the most 

significant.  I know there are 127 recommendations but, say, four or five. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  There would be four or 

five.  I do not mind going through them all and picking them out but I did not arrive ready for that question. 

 

It seems to me that one of the things he highlights is that we need to review together how we protect the river 

and the marine side.  That is a good idea because there are so many bodies that police and provide a service on 

the river, so there is something there that we need to look at. 
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He makes a clear recommendation about how the MPS, the British Transport Police (BTP) and City of London 

Police work in London.  That is a significant recommendation.  It is one I happen to support, but I am sure 

those two forces may not.  That is something that deserves particular attention, and also the one that talks 

about, as you know, an ongoing fight with Government about whether or not we have sufficient funding for 

London.  It is termed here the National and International Capital City (NICC) funding, but that element of the 

funding that is about being a capital city.  He has looked at that and concludes he agrees that we should make 

sure that we get the full funding.  That is a debate to come but he has looked at it and concludes we do. 

 

Those are probably the main ones that I would highlight, but I am quite happy to talk about any that are 

directly relevant to the MPS, of course.  

 

Unmesh Desai AM (Deputy Chair):  We could always have you back for another session before you retire.   

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I am not coming back, you 

know, yet. 

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  This is your opportunity, colleagues. 

 

Unmesh Desai AM (Deputy Chair):  Deputy Mayor? 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  You want me to highlight some 

recommendations? 

 

Unmesh Desai AM (Deputy Chair):  Yes. 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  There are 127 recommendations and, in terms of 

the recommendations, we are going to look at the most key ones and there will be a full response on this. 

 

I would highlight - absolutely, as the Commissioner did - the recommendation that the Home Office fully funds 

the NICC grant, which it is not funding at the moment and London is underfunded for counter-terrorism and 

the responsibilities that it has. 

 

One other thing that the Commissioner did not highlight was the recommendation around a text alert and a 

system around a text alert.  That is certainly an interesting recommendation and one that we will be looking at. 

 

Unmesh Desai AM (Deputy Chair):  If I could ask both of you again.  Deputy Mayor, you said that you 

considered the report to be thorough.  London is better prepared and, Commissioner, you described the report 

as “a good piece of work”.  In light of what you just said, you accept the report was focused and certainly 

could not be considered to be slapdash? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Those are your words but I 

would not use them. 

 

Unmesh Desai AM (Deputy Chair):  You said it is a good piece of work.  You said it is thorough, Deputy 

Mayor, and so certainly the report was focused with 127 recommendations and not in any way slapdash? 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  The report was in no way -- 
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Unmesh Desai AM (Deputy Chair):  Yes or no? 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  Absolutely, I totally agree with you. 

 

Unmesh Desai AM (Deputy Chair):  Commissioner, in light of what you said, it is a good piece of work? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I am not quite sure why 

you are using the word “slapdash”.  There must be a reason.  I cannot -- 

 

Unmesh Desai AM (Deputy Chair):  You consider it was slapdash? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I always tend to use my 

words, not other people’s, and so my words are --  

 

Unmesh Desai AM (Deputy Chair):  Do you consider it to be slapdash?  In light of what you just said; it is a 

good piece of work? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I am only going to use my 

words.  My words are: it is a comprehensive piece of work, well researched and it is a really helpful thing.  I am 

not going to comment on someone else’s words. 

 

Unmesh Desai AM (Deputy Chair):  I will comment on it then.  Both of you agree with me that when 

Assembly Member Gareth Bacon described the report as lacking serious focus and also “slapdash” in The 

Guardian and on his website, he was certainly wrong.  Thank you. 

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  That will segue nicely into Assembly Member -- 

 

Unmesh Desai AM (Deputy Chair):  Sorry, I have one more question. 

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  You have one more question, sorry. 

 

Unmesh Desai AM (Deputy Chair):  I did cut you short earlier.  How does the Mayor plan to respond to the 

report?  You started answering it but I wanted that to be a specific question. 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  In terms of the recommendations, because it is so 

thorough and it has looked at every bit of London that will have to respond if there was an instance of a 

terrorist attack, we are now going through the report and looking at whose responsibility each 

recommendation is for and we will be putting out a response in due course. 

 

In terms of whether this report was thorough or not or whether Lord Toby Harris is the right person, this piece 

of work is incredibly thorough and that is why there are so many recommendations.  The fact that it is not just 

about the police or what City Hall has responsibility over is neither here nor there.  What matters is that 

London is prepared and all agencies and all organisations within London are as prepared as possible. 

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  We have heard the question about whether Lord Harris was the 

appropriate person.  That is generally -- 
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Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  Yes.  It has been asked before. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  It is right to say there are 127 recommendations.  I am not going to get into the battle of 

whether that is a good thing or a bad thing and whether it is slapdash or not slapdash.  Clearly, only about half 

of them are relevant to the Mayor and, ergo, your good self.  Can I ask you which of the recommendations the 

Mayor has tasked you to pick up and run with? 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  In terms of whether only half of them are 

relevant for the Mayor or not, the Mayor is the Mayor of London and we have to make sure that the whole of 

London is as prepared as it possibly can be for a terrorist attack, and so all of them are relevant to the 

Mayoralty in making sure that we are prepared for a terrorist attack. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  My use of the word “relevance” is in relation to the fact of what he can action.  I should 

have used the word “action”. 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  All of the recommendations will be actioned.  As I 

said, what we are going through at the moment in terms of the report is looking at who has responsibility for 

that particular area, so in terms of your question about how many of these recommendations will be passed 

over to me as Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime that is what we are going through at the moment to look 

at which ones are relevant for the MPS.  We are going through that at the moment.  I do not have the actual 

number of recommendations that are relevant only for the police, but that is what we are doing at the moment 

- going thoroughly through the report. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  Sorry, you are saying you do not know how many of these are relevant to the police?  

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  There are a number of the 127 that are relevant 

to the police.  We will be making sure that any that are relevant to the police will be picked up by me.  We will 

be having discussions with the MPS and writing to them formally as well. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  That piece of work has not been done yet? 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  That piece of work is being undertaken at the 

moment. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  Thank you. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  I was interested in the ones you picked out as of interest and river security is 

top of my list, having read the report, but the one I was really worried about was communication systems, 

about the replacement for Airwave not necessarily being effective underground.  Is that a concern you both 

share and what are you doing with the Government to resolve that? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Two quick things.  I realise 

that one recommendation I am particularly keen on which was about how counter-terrorism policing remains 

with MPS and not --  

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Yes, absolutely. 
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Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  For the Mayor and the 

MPS.  I thought I would make that clear. 

 

In terms of recommendations generally, we are going through a process in the next few weeks to -- sometimes 

we need a little more precision in the recommendation.  There is nothing wrong with it.  We just need to 

understand the provision of it.  We might challenge one or two but we will go through that process in the 

coming weeks.  In terms of the particular issue which was the Airwave -- 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  The Airwave not working underground. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Yes.  The fundamental 

point - other Committee Members may not be aware - but the Airwave system disappears.  It would have 

disappeared from the MPS in 2018 and started disappearing around the country in 2017.  That was the original 

plan.  I said “disappear”.  The idea is that the airwaves that Airwave is on are being sold and that the system, 

instead of being on a private radio system, which is what Airwave is, is going to move to 4G.  That is the gist of 

the change. 

 

That has now been delayed, perhaps not unexpectedly because it is a massive project.  The delay at the 

moment is running at something of the order of a year to 18 months.  The first force, which was to be 

Lancashire in 2017, has now been delayed.  Then there is a second issue which is how much it is going to cost, 

which again no doubt will fluctuate. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Also, the issue that the new system does not work underground. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I am going to come to 

that.  First of all, that is the big change that is happening that is alluded to in this report, and then the second 

point with the new one is whether it is going to work underground.  That has not yet been established but of 

course it would not be accepted if it did not.  To be fair, if you remember, before 7/7 Airwave did not work 

underground, either.  It had to be installed in a way that it could operate underground and so it is a basic 

requirement of it. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  You are working to make sure that when a new system comes in it will work 

underground? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  That should be a basic 

specification of it, yes, I agree. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Thank you. 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  Commissioner, given that it is your last appearance.  I asked Toby Harris whether or not 

there should have been a 128th recommendation and the 128th recommendation would have been that there 

be a single blue-light service in London.  What is your view on that? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  That is a bit unfair.  You 

are now asking me about a recommendation that did not get made.  I do not know about a single blue-light 

service.  What we are working on now is certain things that should be joined together and so, for me, control 

rooms and sharing of property.  I do not want to start a hay ring but I believe there is more that joins us than 

separates us.  One of the challenges is that each of us operates under a different Minister of Government.  
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Certainly, ambulance and health, to be fair, feel more part of the National Health Service (NHS) because they 

are the portal into the NHS.  Fire and police now come under the Home Office and so that gives us more of a 

joint locus but, certainly at control room level, there is a very strong argument for working together. 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  If I were to ask you what recommendation was missing - and you probably have lots - 

would you accept that you would have liked to have seen a recommendation that there should have been a 

single control room? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Yes, but that would not 

be a criticism of the report because we had an opportunity to input personally as well, but that -- 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  I am merely asking for additional …  

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  If that had been in the 

report I would have supported it. 

 

Tony Arbour AM:  Deputy Mayor, do you have a view on that?  Over the years we have discussed in the 

Assembly the anomaly of the Greater London Authority (GLA) not having oversight over the London 

Ambulance Service (LAS).  Do you think we should? 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  There is an issue around collaboration between 

the LAS, the fire service and the police service.  That is something we are working incredibly hard on. 

 

The Commissioner was talking about the control rooms.  We have already set down the path to look at how we 

can bring control rooms together, so we are already doing that work.  In terms of the LAS, as the Commissioner 

says, it feels as if it is very much part of the NHS.  At the moment that is the case.  What really matters is that 

we have very effective collaborative working.  We certainly have that at the moment and we will have even 

more collaborative working in future. 

 

Peter Whittle AM:  I want to ask one factual question very quickly.  Since you have been in position, how 

many terrorist attacks have been thwarted in London to your knowledge? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I know that over the last 

18 months, I think - I might require a little bit of notice of this question - it is 11, some in London and one or 

two outside London but it is of the order of 11. 

 

Peter Whittle AM:  Eleven in the past 18 months? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I can find the figures for 

you for the last five-and-a-half years if you like. 

 

Peter Whittle AM:  Thank you very much. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  One of the things that is 

still a little difficult, sometimes we are very clear that we have stopped something that would have happened 

within hours or days.  On some occasions there has been a pre-emptive arrest and a charge on another issue.  

For example, we arrest and charge people for possession of firearms and there is no terrorist charge.  We arrest 

people for benefit fraud and there is no terrorist charge.  That is a disruptive influence on that group or that 
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person, so sometimes in providing that answer it may be a little bit difficult to be precise but that is my best 

attempt to try to help. 

 

Peter Whittle AM:  Thank you. 

 

Florence Eshalomi AM:  Quickly going back to if there had been a recommendation 128 and just on the 

practicalities of that, if we did have the blue-light services under one, would it actually work? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  It could.  There are 

benefits in the sense that we could train together because we attend various incidents together.  In fact, we 

had an innovation day only a couple of weeks ago where we got the senior people of the emergency services 

together.  One of the things that everybody agreed on is we would benefit from seeing each other’s training 

experience, because you do not always know what your colleagues in the other emergency services can offer in 

skills or equipment.  If we shared IT, we get a message in our control room and then we have to share it with 

another control room.  Things like that.  There are clearly benefits in sharing estate, particularly in London 

where it is so expensive.  I suppose with those things, the more that you accumulate together the more likely it 

is that you could be one organisation. 

 

Each of the organisations is quite a proud one and in each one they have great benefits from being specialists 

and it is not always straightforward to amalgamate things.  Good starters would be things like sharing property, 

sharing training and sharing control rooms.  That would build trust.  If you get the right leadership, people can 

work together towards that.  You always get to that horrible hurdle: is it going to be a police officer that leads 

it; it is going to be a fire person or is it going to be an ambulance person?  How does all that work?  If you get 

new money from different places - health or the Home Office - locally, it is not an easy mix to resolve.  I would 

certainly do the things that we all agree we could do and see what happens next. 

 

Florence Eshalomi AM:  Just moving on from that, it is good that the report did conclude that London is 

well-prepared.  I suppose the next phase and the next step is around looking at some of those 

recommendations in detail and how the Mayor and the Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime and MOPAC 

respond to that.  On that, one of the recommendations is around the fact that maybe there needs to be a 

Mayoral Advisor and that there are some gaps that currently exist in MOPAC.  To you, Sophie, do you think 

that MOPAC would be able to deal with that in terms of capacity, filling some of those posts that are 

recommended? 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  Certainly, looking at that recommendation 

around the Mayoral Advisor, as I said before, we will have a full response to that in due course.  We are looking 

at it.  It may be a good idea.  It is one of the recommendations and we will take it really seriously. 

 

Florence Eshalomi AM:  Again, you are saying you are looking at that.  Can you give us maybe your thoughts 

on what the process would be in terms of appointing a Mayoral Advisor? 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  If we were to take that forward, we would have 

to do it in whatever the appropriate way would be in terms of an appointment of that kind and take advice on 

that from MOPAC about the open and transparent way in which that could take place. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  I would like to come on to the point that Bernard raised about the proposed merger or 

recommended merger of the City of London Police and the BTP.  You said you would endorse that 

recommendation, not surprisingly, I guess.  There are various practical and turf issues around that but, starting 
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from the point about trying to create such a merger, it creates disruption.  Do you think the disruption of 

trying to do that, if it were agreed to be done, would be worth the benefit? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I believe so, on two 

grounds, really.  My starting point would be that generally it is a good idea.  As you travel across London, the 

public - and certainly people who are visiting London, of which we know we have 1 million a day - do not 

understand that there is a different police force.  We could have Ministry of Defence (MoD) police who are 

protecting MoD buildings.  They do not understand that they are crossing jurisdictional boundaries. 

 

I probably should start in a different place: generally, it works.  We make it work because we have really good 

relationships with each of our colleague forces.  I do not think the public understands there is that 

differentiation.  If you just took the simple example of somebody who comes on the Tube, goes into the 

Underground station and comes out on to the street, they could get a crime in any one of those places and get 

a slightly different approach.  In fact, even our intelligence systems will struggle to fill that gap because you 

could have been attacked by the same person in all three and it appears to be three different crimes on three 

different systems. 

 

There are some profound benefits to providing a service across a city this size.  About half of the BTP’s 

resources are embedded in London.  It is quite a significant one. 

 

Secondly, which is where this report concentrates, is around our response to a counter-terrorist incident or our 

firearms deployments particularly.  At the moment, we end up with three forces responding together.  We train 

together and we have a good relationship.  We have got similar ways of working, but it seems a little bit odd.  

There are differences in the way that we operationalise and the number of officers we deploy on armed 

response vehicles compared to others.  It seems to me that it would be wiser to have a joint approach, not a 

separate one, because, wherever you have separation, there is always a risk of inconsistency and confusion.  In 

a city this size, we would benefit from joint working as one organisation, rather than separate working and 

trying to fill the gaps. 

 

Finally, there will be economies of scale.  We do not all need a human resources (HR) department; we do not 

all need to buy information technology (IT) separately or cars.  You know the list.  There are more benefits to 

be gained than there are risks.  You are right that in any change there are implementation costs and there will 

be a period of disruption, but the gain is worth that risk. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  It is not entirely seamless at the moment. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  No, but we make it work.  

If you are looking at things like big protest marches, the City can provide public order units.  It works very well.  

We go and help them when they need it.  If you get a firearms incident at the border, we do not stop and say, 

“We are not going to come and help you”.  We help each other.  In that sense, our duty is to help the public, 

wherever they are.  If we can help them and they do us, that works.  Something combined would be more 

powerful than something that is separate. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  If you look at the City one first, the City of London Police is about the size of a 

borough command unit (BCU) for any of our other boroughs.  The problem of trying to get the City 

[Corporation of London] to give up its historic privileges is a challenge, shall we say.  What I put to 

[Lord] Toby [Harris] a week or two ago was whether there is a halfway house, for example, to enable the City 
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of London Police to maintain its identity and yet at the same time fold it into the command-and-control 

structure of the MPS. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  You could do.  In fact, as 

you know, we have plans around how we reconfigure the boroughs and the BCUs.  You could argue that when 

something becomes bigger, it becomes more impersonal.  I would argue that that can be true, unless you 

design it to be more local.  You could have badged Croydon and Lewisham police, if that is the combination 

that was to work, and the officers can be from that force.  There is nothing to stop it being badged and 

branded in a local way and to have some local accountability.  You do not have to lose that local 

accountability, which for the City, as you know, politically and otherwise, is unique.  It is entirely possible to do 

that.  I am not sure that the City would see it that way. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  No.  That is another question. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  You have to work out, for 

the reasons you have just indicated.  With around 600 officers, when we have 30,000, is the effort worth the 

benefit?  That is a political decision.  I can only give my view. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  If we look at the BTP, it is funded in a rather different way through the train operating 

companies.  Does that create a problem in trying to fold them in? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  There are two problems in 

terms of the BTP.  First of all, of course it is the only force that spans not only England and Wales but also into 

Scotland.  There are proposals, which have been accepted and are being acted upon, that the element of the 

BTP within Scotland is going to be grafted onto Police Scotland and so it is going to reduce there.  Half of its 

resources are in London and so the rest of the network is policed by, broadly, the other half.  If you take away 

half, does it remain a critical mass for the rest of the country?  That is an issue that has to be addressed. 

 

Secondly, as you say, the income stream.  Would the operators feel they were getting good value for money?  

Transport for London (TfL) provides the cash for the element that is in London. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  That is the next point I am coming to. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  It is a discrete pot of 

money.  It is entirely possible, but you would have to persuade the funders.  If TfL were accepting of that 

argument, then presumably that is entirely in the gift of London. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  The TfL point is an important one in London because policing the Tube and the buses 

and so forth is paid for by TfL.  Again, is there a halfway house where the TfL officers become MPS and the 

Underground stays with BTP? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  That is possible.  Actually, 

that is a good argument.  What we can show is that where we have created discrete units - TfL is the Safer 

Transport Command - when TfL put money into it, people said, “The police will just take the money and then 

they will deploy them all over the place.  They will be put into Camden and we will never see them again”. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  I have no problem with that! 
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Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I picked the wrong one.  

They thought we would deploy them where we wanted rather than where TfL wanted to prioritise, but that has 

not happened.  TfL has continued to fund it because it knows it is getting a good service, I believe, and it is 

dedicated to the transport network.  It is entirely possible to dedicate it.  In times of emergency, everybody will 

accept we work together on things, but it is entirely possible to create a specialist service for the funders. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  Sophie, is this something that you and the Mayor will be taking forward or is it a  

pie-in-the-sky proposal?  Taking the two separately, the BTP and the City of London Police are separate 

[issues]. 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  You are going to get a little bit bored with my 

answer to the questions on individual recommendations because it is the same.  We are looking at all the 

recommendations and we will provide a full response when we have done that in terms of which ones we will 

be taking forward and which ones we will not be or we are having differing views on.  I am not going to 

comment on the BTP or the City of London Police.  We are looking at all the recommendations. 

 

Andrew Dismore AM:  Perhaps you could also look at some of the suggestions for halfway houses, which 

may make things a bit easier. 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  Yes.  I have listened to the conversation. 

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  It is a subject that is not going to go away. 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  No, I know. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  I understand your position, Deputy Mayor.  Clearly what you would not want is a knee-jerk 

reaction to this report and so I understand you taking time.  Could you give me an indication of when you 

think you may be in a position to advise us as to what your actions are likely to be? 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  It is not just my actions; it is the actions of the 

Mayor and other parts of City Hall. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  The “your” was the administration. 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  We are going through the recommendations at 

the moment and we will make a full response in due course.  We have not yet put a deadline on that, but we 

will not take an inordinate amount of time in doing so. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  Do we think that will be before Christmas [2016] or after Christmas? 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  I would have thought it was possibly before 

Christmas, but that is what we are doing at the moment. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  Certainly before the end of January [2017]? 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  We are going to do it as soon as we can.  We are 

looking at the proposals properly. 
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Keith Prince AM:  I am giving you an opportunity to under-promise and over-deliver and so you should take 

it. 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  We will do it as soon as we can. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  All right.  Thank you.  If I could just ask some questions of Sir Bernard, you made a very 

interesting point when you were talking about the merger - or not the merger - of the MPS and the City of 

London Police.  You were talking about armed response. 

 

There is quite an interesting thread there around specialisation.  It could be that the City of London Police can 

be left to do the basic patrolling and so on.  In certain specialist areas - armed response would probably be one 

of them and in relation to the BTP as well - in future it would call upon the MPS, which has far greater 

resources and is probably better trained, to do the armed response aspect of any call and leaving it to do the 

more basic policing.  What would your view on that be? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  It certainly could be made 

to work.  Something certainly I have discussed with their Commissioner and Deputy Commissioner is whether 

that might be a model.  You could even argue about murder investigations.  They do not have many murders 

and we have a big murder command.  There are some things and so it is possible. 

 

My instinct is that it is probably not a good idea because you end up with a mishmash.  It just gets really 

confusing who is in charge of these people.  If you want to put more into firearms, does the City decide that or 

does the MPS decide it?  My instinct, as a leader and a manager, is generally to simplify things, not complicate 

them.  If you start having complicated strands between us, it would be rather confusing.  I would tend to 

simplify the organisation rather than trying to find individual services that we could agree on. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  You would rather prefer a badging operation? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I would not prefer it, but I 

am just responding to the question: could it work?  It could work.  Nobody would be fooled by the fact that it 

has one badge on but is really the MPS.  You have to be honest and open about these things.  You can badge 

it as the City of London or you can badge it as Croydon, but it would be part of one organisation.  People 

would not have to understand it, but they would realise that. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  I agree.  For the City of London, it is a no-brainer.  It is a lovely quaint thing that we have.  

We have pressing times.  I just struggle with the BTP.  Again, it is a good thing, but it is what we do with the 

rest of the country that is the issue, is it not? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  It is still possible to do 

something.  I am not an expert on exactly how the BTP operates, but it has two or three major issues.  One is 

that it needs to make sure that the travelling public and the goods that travel on the railway are kept safe and 

that it investigates any crime that happens there.  The reason it exists is that the trains pass across all our 

boundaries.  Somebody may be assaulted in Staffordshire and get off in Liverpool.  It is not straightforward for 

the local police to deal with this Tube that goes through the country, which is marked down as the railway, for 

that reason. 

 

Secondly, it has specialist areas.  We have seen in Croydon, sadly, this last two weeks where we had a horrible 

incident where people lost their lives on the railway.  It is expert at investigating that type of event and also 
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crimes that are only on the railways like theft of freight as it moves around the place.  There are things that the 

railway industry needs some reassurance about. 

 

Finally, the BTP has been very good at taking the commercial priority and keeping the system running, even 

where somebody loses their life on the railway.  Historically, sadly, people do take their lives on the railway, as 

we know.  It has to be investigated, but of course you also have to keep the system moving.  The BTP has 

been very good at that and has also done some really good preventative work.  When people are using certain 

bridges to make a suicide attempt or a successful attempt, it has done an awful lot of work to try to prevent 

that.  There is a lot to celebrate on that side, the general side, the rest of the country outside London.  I would 

argue that it could still manage to do that with 50%, even if it needed slightly more resources to compensate 

for the London element. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  Can I just pick up on a slight point you made there about keeping the system moving?  Do 

you feel that the MPS could learn lessons from the BTP in that?  When there is an accident on the railways, as 

you say, even a fatality, the system is kept moving with a few exceptions.  In Paris, they have 20 minutes to 

sort the issue out and they say that Paris will not be ground to a halt.  When a non-fatal accident happens in 

the MPS’s area, the whole system grinds to a halt for almost a day.  Can you learn lessons from the BTP on 

that? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  First of all, the only ones 

that we invest a huge amount of resource into is fatal collisions, not non-fatal.  It is true, as you know, in this 

city that any small obstruction can lead to a day-long problem.  There is something in your point that I would 

agree with.  Perhaps we could consider time being an important thing for the rest of the public as well as the 

investigation.  Whether we set time limits is a debate. 

 

There are distinctions between the railway and the roads.  People cannot walk on the railway.  It is illegal; 

people do not tend to do it.  It would be a very odd thing to do.  The public do use the roads as pedestrians, 

cyclists, etc.  Having people on the roads is quite usual; having people on the railway is unusual.  Someone 

being there has a made a conscious choice to be there.  Often it is clear from the circumstances at the outset 

that there has been a suicide or an accident. 

 

The second thing is that far more people die on the roads than die by homicide.  It is a serious issue to 

investigate for the Coroner and for the family and there may have been a criminal act involved.  We already get 

challenges that we do not devote enough resources to a death on the road compared to a death by homicide.  

To diminish its seriousness more would be unwise, particularly if you have a child involved, or anybody 

involved, come to that.  We have also seen the debate around cyclists who have lost their lives on the roads in 

London.  To investigate it properly takes time and best that we treat that as a priority rather than only consider 

whether the rest of the system grinds to a halt.  Nobody wants the system to grind to a halt, but it is a 

consequence. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  Yes, but this is not just in fatal instances; in many instances the whole system grinds to a 

halt.  Even down to where the emergency vehicles are parked and positioned during the course of not even an 

investigation, but attendance, if a little bit more attention was paid to that, it would cause far less disruption. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I am sure we could always 

improve it.  One thing I would invite the Deputy Mayor or this Committee to consider is what is a reasonable 

amount of time that we should delay other travellers, with the knowledge that it takes you some time to get 

officers there; you have to get the kit out, you have to measure things.  All these things have got better over 
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time.  We now have computers that do it, but you still have to have a computer that looks at marks on the 

road, reconstructs the scene, looks for evidence and tries to get witnesses.  Any advice or guidance on that 

would be appreciated by us.  We are trying to balance two rather difficult things. 

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  We can legitimately pick up on that in and of itself because we are 

straying away slightly from the recommendations. 

 

Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, MPS):  The Roads Transport Policing Command does work 

carefully with TfL.  There are staff together in the control room.  It does look very closely at these issues 

because clearly TfL is keen to get the roads reopened.  We work with them and so I would not want anyone to 

be left with the impression that this is something our officers are not aware of.  Clearly, safety on the roads 

and reducing those 130 or more people a year who are killed on them is the key. 

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  I would just quickly add that last week in Croydon we saw all the 

emergency services working together perfectly well in a very traumatic time. 

 

Sian Berry AM:  I have one very quick question about the BTP and the issues of co-ordination there.  Last 

week or the week before there was an advert that came out from the BTP that was supposedly about terrorism 

awareness and reporting that, which caused a huge amount of offence to people and lots of complaints went 

in.  I just wanted to check whether either the Mayor or the MPS were informed of that or given sight of it 

before it came out.  It was a big shock to people and seemingly contrary to the current big message from the 

Mayor, which is about one London, everyone together and community.  This seemed to do exactly the 

opposite, but it came from the BTP. 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  My understanding is that it did not come from 

the BTP; it came from the Department for Transport (DfT).  They were not posters that were carried on TfL 

communications.  It was the DfT.  I have to double-check -- 

 

Sian Berry AM:  It was the DfT, OK. 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  I do not think we were engaged with over that at 

all. 

 

Sian Berry AM:  Would the DfT have talked to the BTP about it? 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  I do not know. 

 

Sian Berry AM:  It is railway-focused.  It is all over the railways. 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  My understanding is that those posters were DfT 

posters rather than BTP [ones]. 

 

Sian Berry AM:  Was the MPS asked about it in any way? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I do not honestly know, 

but I do not believe so.  I would probably need to ask, but I do not believe so. 

 

Sian Berry AM:  Potentially, there is space for more communication and co-ordination there. 
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I wanted to ask about the recommendations 19 to 25 or so within the review about firearms officers in training.  

In the review, it says there are 600 additional firearms officers, but I know, Sir Bernard, the last time you talked 

to us about this here you corrected that and said there were 720.  We went back to the MPS and asked.  It has 

said it is to do with protection of diplomatic personnel. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  There is a discrepancy.  It 

is about 120 protection officers. 

 

Sian Berry AM:  These additional officers are 720 now? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Yes. 

 

Sian Berry AM:  Lord Harris’s recommendations are that there should be the fullest use made available of all 

available training for officers.  It seems like there is a huge amount of pressure and maximum use already being 

made of training requirements.  These additional officers would presumably add to that. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Yes.  It is not only the 

initial training.  We started out with 2,100 officers who were firearms-trained in the MPS.  We are going to end 

up with about 2,700, something of that order, 2,800. 

 

The first problem is getting them trained in the first place, officers who have never been trained in firearms.  

Then of course they now have to retrain every year and be tested every year and so the amount of retraining 

has significantly increased as well.  The other challenge that we have had is that we have quite big training 

facilities ourselves, but they are struggling to cope with this.  What we often do then is look at other forces 

and whether we can work with them or other establishments, the Army, you can imagine. 

 

The trouble is that the rest of the country is doing the same thing and so the whole country is coming under 

quite a lot of severe pressure.  I am really impressed with the way our trainers have reacted because they are 

working long hours and working shifts, which they would not normally do in this area, to get things through. 

 

I have to say the other support we have had is through the Deputy Mayor and MOPAC around the 

procurement because we need to get things procured quickly.  The compound effect is that it is moving at 

speed. 

 

Sian Berry AM:  You will be taking forward the recommendations in here about things like keeping trainers on 

for longer and not letting them retire so soon? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Yes, except that - and I 

will not bore you with it here and I probably do not know the details anyway - some of our people are retiring.  

It would be quite nice to get them back but, unless the financial deal works, they will not come back.  That is 

not them putting us under pressure to do it but, frankly, we need them to train these people and we have 

nobody else to do it.  There is something being explored at the moment with the Home Office to see whether 

we can get some leeway on keeping people.  I am someone who generally does not agree with people retiring 

and getting a salary and keeping a pension from the same organisation. 

 

Sian Berry AM:  Can I just ask, factually, since the announcements were made, how many of the 600 

additional firearms officers have been recruited and trained? 
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Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  We do not share the exact 

numbers, but one of the things we have shared publicly is that by Christmas, in terms of the operational 

deployments, we will be up to about 80% or 85% of what we eventually need, which will be all there on the 

armed response vehicles by March [2017].  We are virtually there.  Then we have a second wave, which kicks in 

next year.  Remember that we talked about the armed response vehicles and then our Territorial Support Group 

(TSG) being armed.  That second wave starts to be trained from March onwards, I think it is, and should be in 

place by June [2017]. 

 

Sian Berry AM:  How many of those firearms officers that you have recruited have you had to recruit from 

other forces? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I actually have a full list.  

It is 87, I think.  One or two forces have taken quite a big hit of losing people; It is something in the order of 

87 over the last two years. 

 

Sian Berry AM:  Do you agree with Lord Harris’s concern that this might affect the achievement of more 

diversity in the MPS?  If you are recruiting from outside of London, will this help or hinder your achievement of 

diversity within the MPS? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  It is possible.  I know that 

the firearms officers have made huge attempts to first of all get more women and certainly to get 

representation from black and minority ethnic candidates.  It is working to some extent.  Women are still 

under-represented within the MPS.  We are getting better, but it is nowhere near where we need to be. 

 

You are right that we are probably, in a pool outside London, recruiting more white men on the whole.  The 

problem we have is that we have to get this right and we cannot delay the recruitment of firearms officers 

while people are at risk.  We already have the problems you have explained of pressures around training and 

so, although we could probably have it perfect within four years, terrorists may not give us that long. 

 

Sian Berry AM:  Thank you.  Can I ask the Deputy Mayor if you are able to make an assessment yet of the 

effect these additional officers are having on visibility, community reassurance and confidence in the MPS’s 

ability to protect people? 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  No, we have not had that assessment yet. 

 

Sian Berry AM:  Do you know when you will have any -- 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  It is an interesting question, especially around 

reassurance.  There is a debate to be had around that.  It is something that [Lord] Toby Harris touched upon in 

the report in terms of the actual number for the uplift and what is the right balance between armed officers 

and unarmed officers.  I have said previously - and most of us all agree - that one of the great strengths of our 

police is that they are not routinely armed.  We do want to track that and have an understanding of what the 

right level of armed officers are on the street, where they are and whether they reassure. 

 

[Lord] Toby Harris looks in the report as well at Project Servator from the BTP.  They have done an analysis of 

its work in terms of the engagement of police officers and armed police officers and how important it is that 
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the armed police officers are not just there, visible, but they are also talking to the public and telling the public 

about why they are there. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  One thing to remember of 

course is that the majority of our firearms officers are not seen and no one knows which cars have firearms in 

them.  It is rather difficult for the public to have any reaction.  It is clear that when they are outside vital 

installations and high-profile places, they see the officers with guns there, as they do in the railway stations.  

That is where the officers are; they are standing there with guns and you have very clearly a reaction.  With our 

armed response vehicles, people may eventually work out which they are, but they cannot be absolutely 

certain.  We do not advertise it.  When the TSG is armed, we will not make clear which vehicles those are. 

 

We do not intend generally to see open patrolling on the streets on foot with officers with firearms.  That is 

not the plan.  From time to time we have had some problems, as you know, over the last few months.  It has 

quietened down a bit in these last six to eight weeks in terms of firearm discharges.  We have done a bit more 

overt patrolling in areas where we think people need to either be reassured or at least see that we are doing 

something.  Generally, we would not expect that officers with firearms are identified.  You have the others, 

who are the protection officers, and we do not identify which officers are armed and which officers are not. 

 

Sian Berry AM:  What proportion of the officers that you are adding to the service then are going to be 

covertly armed? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  That is my point, really.  In 

the armed response vehicles, unless you are stood at the side of them, you will not know that they are armed. 

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  That is covert. 

 

Sian Berry AM:  You would count that among covertly armed? 

 

Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, MPS):  They are marked vehicles.  They are in uniform. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  They are marked vehicles.  

They have their uniforms on, generally.  There are some times when we have surveillance vehicles, which are 

clearly not going to be marked.  The officers in them are going to be covert and have firearms because they are 

going to stop someone. 

 

Probably about ten weeks ago now we had a raid in Piccadilly.  Somebody was going to attack a jeweller and 

we had officers there who were determined that would not happen.  One ended up with a fractured skull and 

one with an axe in his knee.  We will deploy firearms when we think that the risk is significant. 

 

Sian Berry AM:  I will explain where I was going with that question, which is that we had a demonstration of 

the body-worn cameras yesterday lunchtime.  The Assembly Members were able to look at them and the new 

model of hat-worn camera that will be used by firearms officers.  That is not a covert thing; it cannot be worn 

by a covert firearms officer. 

 

Can I ask what proportion of your total armed officers will end up using body-worn cameras? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  The vast majority.  I 

cannot give you an exact number.  There are times when they are not at the moment wearing it because we do 
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not have a solution yet to the problem you have just described when they are on covert surveillance.  They do 

not want to reveal to the person that they are after that they are firearms officers.  It is usually a mobile stop. 

 

I cannot give you the exact number, but it is relatively few operations.  Most of our operations are carried out 

by uniformed officers.  They are either going to go into a property and arrest somebody we believe is there or 

they are going to confront somebody on the street where a crime has happened; on scenes where somebody 

has reported a gun in a shop, a robbery or whatever, they will go and deal with that.  It is relatively few times. 

 

Sian Berry AM:  The officers you mentioned who were in an armed response vehicle, when they get out of 

that vehicle, they will be using the body camera, the hat cameras? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Yes. 

 

Sian Berry AM:  Thank you.   

 

Florence Eshalomi AM:  Just really quickly on the firearms officers, it is good that recruitment seems to be 

going well, but I am sure you will remember when the announcement was made in August 2016 there were 

concerns from some sections of the community regarding the fact that there will be more officers with guns on 

our streets.  I am not saying the situation going on in the United States is ever going to happen here, but 

essentially there are some sections within our communities who are concerned with more officers having guns. 

 

I just wanted to get your views in terms of the fact that you are saying more of these officers are from outside 

London.  Yes, we have had some high-profile cases in certain parts of London where the communities are more 

diverse and where the communities’ relationship with the police is not very good.  I wanted your comments in 

terms of what additional training may be available for those officers going into certain sections of the 

communities. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I must say that I did not 

pick up in the way that you clearly have that people were concerned about the increase in firearms officers.  I 

was the one who decided that we should do that for the MPS and I thought there may be more public debate 

but, frankly, people seemed to accept it.  They were worried about -- 

 

Florence Eshalomi AM:  I think that news travelled around -- 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Can I just respond in the 

way I can?  People were so worried about what they saw in Paris and our ability to respond that, “It is about 

time we did something”.  I did not hear what you have described; that people were worried in that way. 

 

Secondly, on your point about whether we are offering more training to these new officers than we were to the 

others, the answer is no more than we offer to all the officers.  We expect them to do the job in an appropriate 

way.  Although I understand why you make it, I do not think a comparison with America is valid.  It is true; so 

far as they know on their data, that the police in America shoot dead three of their citizens a day. 

 

I may get this number wrong but in this city we deploy something of the order of 7,000 times a year and we 

discharge a weapon less than ten.  We would be lucky if we hit four or five and, occasionally, sadly, someone 

dies.  This is not a trigger-happy force. 
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On the whole, people should be reassured.  We have relatively few officers who put themselves forward as 

volunteers; they are well-trained and on the whole get it right.  That awful time when somebody gets shot is 

never good for anybody.  This is not a force that goes out to randomly use weapons.  Of course, we have the 

great benefit - and the Americans do not - that our society is not armed. 

 

Florence Eshalomi AM:  Thank God. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  We are told that in 

America there are over 300 million weapons and that is a different environment.  I do not judge them for that 

but that is not our environment.  As we have already said, even after this uplift, something like 93% to 94% of 

police in the MPS would be unarmed and that is how I would like it to remain. 

 

Florence Eshalomi AM:  I totally agree with you on that as well. 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  It is important to pick up on what the 

Commissioner said.  These are the armed response units that will obviously be armed, but routine patrols in 

communities and going to communities are not the ones that will be armed.  I hope that that gives some 

comfort in terms of community reassurances. 

 

This is not a move to routine reassurance patrolling in our communities.  This is about being prepared for 

terrorist attacks in particular areas and particular places where there is a risk or there is intelligence.  It is not 

about routine patrolling and it is important to make sure that that message comes across. 

 

Florence Eshalomi AM:  Thank you. 

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  I was in the United States in the summer when they suffered a succession 

of police shootings, in Chicago particularly which was on video.  We will never, God forbid, ever be in that kind 

of behavioural pattern, without criticising our American cousins.  Our controls here are superb, I believe. 

 

Now we move to the final stretch.  Commissioner, you are retiring and we are going to ask one or two 

questions.  The Group Leads, then the Deputy Chair and I are going to say some comments of appreciation. 

 

First of all, Keith, you have a question or two. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  What do you see as your biggest achievement, Commissioner, in your time at the MPS and 

what do you see as your biggest challenge, apart from working with Sadiq Khan [Mayor of London] of course? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I thought we were going 

to get another two hours for this! 

 

Many of you have been involved with the MPS for a long time.  Back in September 2011 when I took over - 

although I arrived, if you remember, as temporary deputy in the June of that year - this city had had 20-odd 

boroughs that had rioted.  Large parts of it were in flames, somebody died in that riot and an awful lot of 

people were just really concerned. 

 

Secondly, the MPS itself had had quite a lot of disruption.  The previous Commissioner had retired relatively 

quickly from what the plans had been, part of the Management Board retired and, as you know, the 

[Metropolitan] Police Authority disappeared. 
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In the January of the succeeding year, a Deputy Mayor was appointed to be replaced only four months later by 

a new Deputy Mayor with two new Chief Executives of the Police Authority who were changed.  We had to get 

ready for the Olympics.  We also had to start planning for £600 million of savings in a city that had probably 

started to lose confidence in the way the MPS was responding at least to public order. 

 

The first thing was to stabilise the ship and get it in a good place.  If you allow me a second, I thought we did 

quite well on the Olympics and we have reduced crime generally, which are achievements to be proud of.  We 

have done it in a way with the rest of the team and the rest of the MPS.  I am not claiming this is me; I am 

saying “we”.  For the first time in a long time, we had to do it with less money. 

 

I am proud of the fact that we are the only force in the country, having lost the same proportion [of funding] - 

£600 million in our case - to keep our police officer numbers at 32,000.  The rest of the country dropped their 

numbers from 147,000 to 127,000.  They lost 20,000 cops and so we are now a bigger share of British policing 

and that has taken an awful lot of hard work and a lot of innovation.  It has not been without pain because we 

have lost about 4,000 police staff and have a lot fewer managers.  We have sold a lot of buildings, which has 

caused political issues about which ones we close and which ones we keep open. 

 

We have done all that and of course we took head-on the gang work.  As I arrived, people did not necessarily 

want to declare there was a gang problem; one of the issues being if you declare a problem you have to do 

something about it.  I decided that it was better to do that than ignore it, so we did all that. 

 

Then finally, together with the community and security service partners - and we always touch wood when we 

say this - we have been pretty successful in terms of preventing terrorist attacks.  We had the sad and tragic 

murder of [Drummer] Lee Rigby, of course.  However, in that period we have managed to put people before 

the court and convict them of charges before they have committed crime, rather than having to deal with the 

consequences. 

 

Those are the things that I am proudest of.  In terms of challenge, the biggest challenge has been the money 

really.  The policing is quite straightforward.  The money causes cultural issues as well where the cops are 

saying, “Hang on, you are asking me to do more work and you want less of us for a while.  You are asking us as 

police staff to do more work and yet you want to get rid of most of us.  You want to outsource things and yet 

you say we are all part of the same organisation”. 

 

Internally it has been a challenge to maintain a positive focus.  At the end of the day, leaders and managers 

were used to spending more money when we asked them to do things, as I have, rather than asking them to do 

the same or more with less.  Culturally, we have all had to react positively to that. 

 

That is my broad answer, but I have probably ignored the question to some extent. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  We can allow you that latitude.  I am going to ask you another question.  However, I will 

just personally say that, having worked with you over the last two years, I have always admired your 

professionalism, your openness and your honesty.  That is a really great trait that you have and I would 

personally like to thank you very much for keeping London safe during your tenure. 

 

There is a lot that has not happened because of the great work that you and your police do.  I know that there 

have been a lot of incidents that just have been prevented because of your great work.  I would like to 

personally thank you for keeping London safe. 
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Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Thank you. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  Going forward, in your opinion, what do you think are now the key priorities for the MPS 

and what piece of advice would you give to your successor? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I never give advice.  One 

thing in terms of the future is that the challenges and the money things are not going away.  There are still 

around £400 million of savings to find and that is going to be a big challenge.  We have some good plans to 

deal with that and we are probably about three-quarters of the way to that.  It still needs more work and it will 

cause some disruption so that has to be looked at. 

 

Diversity is not going away in the sense that this city is changing far more quickly than we can.  We have made 

some great efforts over the last few years.  We are now getting recruits coming in, probably one in three from 

minorities, and we are still not there in terms of women.  We are probably not quite at one in three in terms of 

women.  Our ability to respond to a London that is still changing at pace is one that will confront my successor 

and they are going to have to be innovative and take a few risks. 

 

The seed corn of that change has already started but we are not yet at critical mass.  I do not know what the 

critical mass is but, if one in five of the officers on the street is from a minority, then you are getting there.  

Even though we are only about 13% to 14%, most of those are young in service because we have recruited 

them over the last few years and they are in the front line.  They are going to have to confront that. 

 

I suppose the other one is that terrorism has not gone away.  There are still people out there who will hurt 

someone if they can get the chance.  We can see what is happening on the news in Syria and Iraq.  The people 

there who are United Kingdom citizens, I guess, will come home and when they come home they will not be 

easy to deal with. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  Thank you very much indeed.  Can I just ask a few questions of the Deputy Mayor for 

Policing and Crime, as we are now losing one of our greatest Commissioners in London?  Deputy Mayor, can 

you tell me if you were involved at all in the job description for the new Commissioner? 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  In terms of the advertisement that has just gone 

out, yes, we were involved in the drawing up of the job description that has been put on the website of the 

Home Office.  Yes. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  Were you personally involved, though?  That was the question. 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  I saw it, yes.  I did, yes. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  You saw it? 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  Yes. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  I have looked at the papers and I can see that the Mayor is involved in some parts of the 

process of the recruitment.  I do not see your involvement in the recruitment process at all. 
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Sophie Linden, Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime:  I saw that the thing online says the Mayor.  I will 

be meeting the candidates with the Mayor at the same time and so I will be involved. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  It is important that you are. 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  Absolutely, I will be involved in that. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  I would support you in doing that, actually. 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  Yes, I did see that.  That was on the website but, 

yes, I will be involved in terms of that. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  That is a relief.  To be fair, you are going to be the person having most contact with the 

Commissioner, I would think, more than probably the Mayor, are you not? 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  On a day-to-day basis, that is true. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  Yes.  We did have some discussions at earlier meetings about timings and so on and I am 

glad that Sir Bernard got to do his Christmas cards.  I see that the process is not starting until February [2017], 

but is that not when the Commissioner retires? 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  No, the closing date is 4 January 2017, I think.  

The beginning of January is the closing date and then we have to go through the shortlisting.  I am not quite 

sure what your question is. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  I am just asking you why the process is starting so late. 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  The process has started, the advertisement went 

on the website yesterday and it will continue.  The closing date is at the beginning of January and from there 

we will take it forward in terms of shortlisting and then appointing. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  How long do you think it will be before you get to announce the successful candidate?  

Let us just deal with that question first. 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  In terms of the process, we would hope to have a 

successful candidate -- I am trying to remember the shortlisting. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  It ends in mid-February. 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  Yes, mid-February. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  We are likely to have a candidate announced around mid-February? 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  Yes. 

 

Keith Prince AM:  Remind me, Sir-Bernard.  When are you leaving? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  The end of February. 
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Keith Prince AM:  Being as it is a senior appointment, normally if you wish to leave a force, you are looking at 

maybe a three-month, maybe six-month [notice period]. 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime):  Yes, you asked me this time last time about 

whether there would be a gap and there will be.  You are absolutely right that it is a very senior appointment 

and whoever is appointed will have to give notice and cannot leave immediately. 

 

We have a very strong and strategic leadership team within the MPS and we have a very strong and capable 

Deputy Commissioner.  I have full confidence in terms of the overarching strategic management of the MPS 

that that will continue until the new Commissioner is in place.  Does that answer your question? 

 

Keith Prince AM:  It does, actually.  It does make the point that for a given period of time, possibly three 

months, maybe six months, London will be without a Commissioner, because, for whatever reason, the 

Commissioner felt the need to leave earlier. 

 

Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime): London will be with a strong MPS with a very 

strong Senior Leadership.  

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  Your points are well made. I am happy to just leave it there. I would like 

to put that discussion to an end and thank our guests very much for attending.  This is Sir Bernard’s last 

appearance.  I am going to say a few words but, before I do, I would like to invite the Deputy Chair and Group 

Leads, as appropriate, who may wish to say a few words of reflection and comment regarding Sir Bernard. 

 

Unmesh Desai AM (Deputy Chair):  Thank you, Chairman.  Colleagues, it is only fitting that we take a 

moment to say thank you and pay tribute to a man who has dedicated his entire working life to public service 

and of course to wish him well in his well-deserved retirement. 

 

All of us here know that public service, whilst rewarding and a real privilege, can be challenging to say the 

least.  For you, Commissioner, those challenges have sometimes been stark.  You have overseen the policing of 

riots, you have been called upon to provide strong leadership in the face of a mounting terror threat, you have 

mitigated the impact of the most severe cuts in the history of the MPS and all the time you have carried out 

your responsibilities with the steadiest of hands. 

 

There have been good times, too.  We will all hold on to the happy memories of the 2012 Olympic Games.  

Policing those Games must have been a monumental challenge and yet hundreds of thousands of people from 

all around the world enjoyed a safe, successful Games and we truly thank you for that. 

 

As Members of the London Assembly’s Police and Crime Committee, I am sure you feel we have presented our 

own challenge - even though I have been here for only six months.  In recent years we have scrutinised your 

work and that of the MPS on many issues such as knife crime, changes to neighbourhood policing and 

preventing extremism.  At times, we have challenged the statistics and we have not always agreed, but we have 

always worked well together.  That is undoubtedly down to our shared aim of keeping London and Londoners 

safe.  We have never doubted that that is what drives you. 

 

As you move on to pastures new, it is important to note that you have set a marker for dedication.  I 

understand that you joined the police in South Yorkshire at the age of 22 and yet, decades on, we still see the 

dedication and the enthusiasm we would expect to see, if I may say so, from that young officer who has just 
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embarked on an exciting new career serving his community.  We have seen it in your interaction with the 

officers, with the public, with the way in which you represent the MPS.  We respect the way in which you have 

met your responsibilities with unwavering dedication.  We thank you for your long service and we wish you and 

your family all the very best for the future. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Thank you. 

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  Caroline, would you care to say anything? 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Although I had not been expecting to, yes, but only briefly because we are 

going to chat afterwards, I am sure. 

 

I would like to thank the Commissioner for his work.  If I am honest, in my eight years here, you are the only 

Commissioner I have ever had full confidence in and wanted to work with.  I said publicly in the [mayoral 

election] campaign earlier this year that I had full confidence in you, Sir Bernard, and I am sad you are leaving 

early. 

 

We forgot to mention your work on mental health.  Getting Lord Victor Adebowale CBE in to review that area 

and push that was really important.  I hope that that is something the next Commissioner is going to continue 

because it is the sort of issue that can easily just get dropped but, as we know, is so important.  You have been 

very frank with us.  You have been challenging to us, quite rightly, at times. 

 

I really wish you an enjoyable retirement and I am sure that you will be going on to do lots more fun things 

than some of the 24/7 job you have done with excellence over the last five-plus years. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Thank you. 

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  Sian, would you like to say anything? 

 

Sian Berry AM:  Thanks.  I had even less notice than Caroline for this opportunity, but yes.  I just wanted to 

say something about diversity because, as a candidate for Mayor and also as an Assembly Member, I have been 

really impressed with your commitment to doing as much as you possibly can about this and being clear in 

public about what the next steps are on that.  With Lord Harris’s review, which we looked at, he said to us that 

he was really pleasantly surprised to see just how much work was already going on in the MPS to increase 

diversity.  At some point, we can conclude that the MPS is doing all it can and we do need changes in the law.  

That would be a really good thing. 

 

I was a candidate for Mayor before and I am afraid, in my previous instance of doing that in 2008, I did find 

cause to call for your predecessor to resign.  I have never found cause to ask you to resign and that has to be a 

good thing. 

 

Peter Whittle AM:  Sir Bernard, I really do wish you and your family all the very best.  I imagine, your job, 

whilst being one of the most prominent and most responsible, is a bit of a poisoned chalice for anyone.  I have 

to say - and I am a Johnny-come-lately here - that it seems to me you have shown extraordinary patience at 

events like this and extraordinary dignity as well. 
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What I do understand is that when things - such as terror attacks - are not happening, there is a possibility for 

the public to think there is no need to worry when in fact you and your work has ensured that the terror 

threats we do face are fended off.  Therefore, we should never be complacent. 

 

I would like to thank you very much and I hope you have a wonderful -- is it retirement or are you going to do 

something else? 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  I will park that question.  I 

do not intend to retire properly.  Let us put it that way. 

 

Peter Whittle AM:  Whatever it is, I am sure you will do it with the same qualities you have shown here.  

Thank you very much. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Thank you. 

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  Sir Bernard, you and I have known each other for a while.  We worked 

together even before you were appointed and that was one of our better Metropolitan Police Authority 

appointments (MPA).  Len [Duvall AM] would probably remember that. 

 

As has been said, in your period you have faced many challenges like the riots particularly, which affected my 

home borough as well as other boroughs.  You were there when you were needed then.  We have talked about 

your controls around keeping terrorism away from our homes and businesses and we have heard about the 

numbers of threats we have had recently that have been thwarted. 

 

Over that period of time, with crime going down, savings and confidence rising - and we probably could have 

done better and we will do better on that - all that time you have had to deal with layer upon layer of political 

scrutiny, probably like no other Commissioner the world over, with good humour.  You have always come to 

this Committee - even when I was not on it, I was given the information that you have come to this Committee 

- and given of your time and have taken scrutiny in the right spirit.  We are all grateful for that. 

 

Really, on behalf of the Committee and Londoners, I thank you for what you have done.  You have been an 

absolutely fantastic Commissioner.  I am personally sad that you are leaving in whatever circumstances, but I 

wish you and your family well going forward. 

 

Len, I know that you predate even me and so you are entitled to say a few words as well. 

 

Len Duvall AM:  Thank you very much.  We first met sometime in 2004 in one of those long corridors - they 

are not windy corridors - when you were dealing with the HR of the MPS and we both agreed that core 

policing and being a police officer was appropriate but learning some of those other experiences -- You were 

just off to Merseyside and I remember saying I was really sorry you were going because I would have liked to 

have worked with you a bit more in a policing role, not just in the HR role. 

 

You underestimate the role and the period you arrived in the MPS.  We have to be honest.  It was in turmoil.  

You stabilised the ship and it was important to do that.  You should take some credit for that and, equally, 

overseeing those cuts because we did not just lose 4,000 policing staff; we lost some valuable experienced 

police officers in that change.  You were right to maintain the numbers.  You fought hard for that and it was 

difficult. 
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You have sought to make changes because the MPS could not continue working in the way it was in the past.  

It had to change not just in terms of how it related to grilling but how it carried out its practices and [you] 

sought to bring some of those good practices outside the MPS into the MPS because there are lots of good 

practices in the MPS.  You have managed to do that well. 

 

I would say this and the Chairman has alluded to it.  You do not have to sit here and answer our questions.  

Sophie [Linden] does and the Mayor does.  Your leadership and your engagement with this Committee over 

the years have made sure that we have continued to do that.  I know this because we have had conversations 

about the mission to explain how policing works and what that framework is, not just to us as politicians 

overseeing some of the work of the police but about the interactions with citizens and communities.  I have 

witnessed you in community meetings and you have a gift, not just a gift for honesty and trying to give real 

answers to people and not trying to duck the difficult questions, but in how you have come across to people in 

the room even when they have been hostile.  We should pay tribute to that.  You have made a great impact on 

the MPS.  You have made a great impact on some of the challenges the MPS will continue to face and that 

others need to pick up and run to deal with those challenges.  I thank you for that work. 

 

It is a sad day but I respect your decision about the timing that you want to have but [I am] confident in some 

of the issues.  We have not always agreed but, equally, you have never, ever held any issue with disagreements 

with individuals around the table or when we have said, “I think there is another way of doing it”, or, “I do not 

think you are quite getting it”.  I am grateful for the way you have interacted in terms of our work and it has 

been beneficial to Londoners.  Thank you. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Thank you. 

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  Also, it is an opportunity to say thank you to AC Helen King QPM 

because this may well be the last time you will come in front of us. 

 

Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  Yes, that is right. 

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  You are moving on to academia, I believe.  Is that correct? 

 

Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  I am taking over as Head of 

St Anne’s College, Oxford, as Principal there, going back to -- 

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  That sounds like academia to me. 

 

Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  I will not be one of the 

academics.  Fortunately, they have some tremendous ones there. 

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  They do.  Thank you again.  We have all worked with you over the period 

of time you were AC in Territorial Policing and you led them so well in a time of transition.  Again, I would 

thank you personally for the support you have given me and my boroughs and also for the times you have 

come to this Committee and worked with us.  I have really appreciated that as well, for the record. 

 

Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe QPM (Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis):  Can I just say?  I am really 

proud of Helen because we have worked together in two different places.  For a police officer to become a 

Principal of an Oxford college is an incredible achievement. 

 

Page 64



 

 
 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  Exactly, yes. 

 

Caroline Pidgeon MBE AM:  Yes, fantastic. 

 

Helen King QPM (Assistant Commissioner, Metropolitan Police Service):  Thank you.  I will always be 

very proud to have been a police officer and, in particular, to have been part of the MPS with all my colleagues 

here who do keep London safe.  I will always be very proud to have worked with Sir Bernard as well. 

 

Steve O’Connell AM (Chairman):  Thank you very much.   

 

 

 

 

Page 65



This page is intentionally left blank

Page 66


	5 Question and Answer Session with the Mayor's Office for Policing and Crime and the Metropolitan Police Service

