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Summary 

The Home Secretary asked us to assess progress made by the Metropolitan Police 
Service (the MPS) in learning from the mistakes identified by an independent report 
the force commissioned in 2016. The report, by retired High Court judge Sir Richard 
Henriques (the Henriques report), contained 25 recommendations and severe criticism 
of the MPS in relation to two of eight cases he reviewed. We were also asked to take 
into account the subsequent Independent Office for Police Conduct’s Operation Kentia 
investigation report regarding the conduct of five officers who worked on those cases 
(the Kentia report). The Kentia report contained 16 recommendations, of which 9 were 
to the MPS. 

Our terms of reference also invited us to examine the safeguards the MPS has in 
place to minimise risks to the integrity, security and success of criminal investigations, 
principally in relation to serious crime. 

We were asked to comment on the force’s: 

• decision-making in investigations (including the concept of ‘belief’ in complainants 
at the point of recording crime allegations and thereafter); 

• use of search warrants; 

• supervision and reviews of investigations; and 

• provision of information to complainants, suspects, the media and other parties 
during criminal investigations. 

From our findings on the MPS’s performance in these areas, we were also asked to 
identify any wider lessons for the police service. 

Sir Richard Henriques’ recommendations were made in the context of allegations of 
non-recent sexual abuse by prominent people. When reaching the judgments we offer 
in our report, we have taken into account the extent to which his recommendations, 
and the wider learning points in his report, may have applicability to other crime types. 

Background to this inspection 

In 2012, ITV broadcast a documentary alleging that the TV presenter Jimmy Savile 
had committed numerous sexual offences. Following this broadcast, there was a 
significant increase in the number of people making complaints of non-recent  
sexual abuse. One such complainant was Carl Beech. He made complaints initially to 
Wiltshire Police and then to the MPS.  

https://www.met.police.uk/henriques
https://policeconduct.gov.uk/investigations/operation-midland-metropolitan-police-service
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In the latter, he made allegations against various prominent men, including The Rt 
Hon Sir Edward Heath KG MBE (‘the late Sir Edward Heath’), The Rt Hon the Lord 
Brittan of Spennithorne QC (‘the late Lord Brittan’), The Lord Bramall KG GCB  
OBE MC JP (‘the late Lord Bramall’), the former MP Harvey Proctor, and others. 
Beech alleged physical and sexual assault, and the murder of three children, all during 
the 1970s and 1980s. 

The MPS responded by launching an investigation called Operation Midland. It was 
deeply flawed, partly because, in the wake of the Savile case, the investigators were 
too ready to believe Beech, whose allegations were false. 

The investigation was discontinued in March 2016, on grounds of “insufficient 
evidence”. However, by that time the suspects’ names had been widely publicised in 
the media, along with the nature of the allegations against them. Some had their 
homes searched under warrants. 

Beech was subsequently convicted of perverting the course of justice and fraud.  
He was jailed for 18 years. 

The Henriques report was submitted to the MPS on 31 October 2016, and the Kentia 
report on 7 October 2019. The aim of this inspection was to find out how much 
progress the force made, from November 2016 to October 2019, in learning from  
its mistakes. 

Methodology 

We reviewed documents. We visited the MPS’s headquarters and a further ten  
police stations and other premises, where we carried out focus groups and interviews. 
A significant part of our fieldwork focused on the MPS’s Operation Winter Key  
team, which was set up to investigate allegations of non-recent sexual abuse by 
prominent people. We also did an online survey of MPS personnel. We haven’t drawn 
any conclusions from the survey alone. 

The organisational response from 2016 to 2019 

We began by examining the governance arrangements the MPS put in place, initially 
for the handling of the Henriques report and then later for the Kentia report. 

Advisory group: September 2016 to January 2017 

The (then) deputy commissioner convened and chaired an advisory group to deal with 
the Henriques report. This group focused on the most urgent issues, such as 
publication, protection of identities and officer conduct. It was justifiably cautious given 
that there was a police misconduct investigation to consider and the possibility of 
criminal charges. The advisory group was not primarily concerned with how the MPS 
could learn wider organisational lessons. 

When the advisory group last sat, in January 2017, the MPS had no formal action plan 
to implement the recommendations. This led to an underwhelming approach to 
learning the lessons from the Henriques report during 2017, 2018 and most of 2019. 
There were many straightforward things the MPS could and should have done, such 
as updating training, policy and guidance documents. 
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Roundtable meeting 

In May 2017, the MPS and the College of Policing co-hosted a ‘roundtable’  
meeting with various other agencies. The intention was to develop a joint response to 
the recommendations. This was a sensible approach. 

At the roundtable and afterwards, the MPS, College of Policing, National Police 
Chiefs’ Council (NPCC) and Crown Prosecution Service considered the Henriques 
recommendations, including if and how they should be implemented. We recognise 
this work as valuable. It has provided us with good evidence of implementation in 
relation to certain Henriques recommendations. But it hasn’t yet resulted in sufficient 
changes in the MPS and throughout the wider police service. 

Before the public can be assured that all the lessons have been learned, more needs 
to be done. This includes the updates to training etc, which we described above, and 
revisions to the College of Policing’s Authorised Professional Practice. Also, the Home 
Office’s Counting Rules for Recorded Crime would benefit from additional clarification. 

Gold group: February 2018 to August 2019 

A total of three deputy assistant commissioners consecutively held the position of gold 
commander (initially for Operation Midland alone; latterly for the operation and its 
connected matters, including the Henriques report). We saw a summary of the gold 
group’s minutes. 

We were left with the impression that the group saw no particular role for itself in 
overseeing implementation of the recommendations or ensuring that the MPS had 
learned the wider lessons. The group’s discussion was heavily weighted towards 
restricting access to the report, rather than learning the lessons from it. 

Operation Midland diamond group: from August 2019 

In August 2019, the MPS formed a senior management team called a diamond group. 
In October 2019, the MPS created Operation Larimar, to co-ordinate the 
organisational response to the Henriques and Kentia reports. The Larimar team  
has purposeful leadership and effective oversight from the Commissioner and the 
diamond group. It is creating a more robust structure to implement the Henriques and 
Kentia recommendations in the MPS. 

The concept of belief 

The failings of Operation Midland were partly attributable to the investigation team’s 
belief in Beech. The matter of whether the police needed – and still need – to believe 
people reporting crimes has caused confusion. 

In this chapter, we examine how this confusion arose. We assess how it affected  
both the Operation Midland investigation and the MPS’s response to Sir Richard 
Henriques’ second recommendation: that the instruction to ‘believe a victim’s account’ 
should cease. 

We consider the chronology and how the police service generally was under  
pressure because of failings in other high-profile cases and because of unacceptably 
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low standards in the recording of sexual crime. Many reported crimes weren’t 
recorded properly. Beech’s allegations came at a time when the police were 
encouraging victims to come forward. And officers were anxious to avoid doing 
anything that would discourage them. 

Belief is addressed in the Home Office’s Counting Rules for Recorded Crime, which 
govern how crimes are recorded. The rules include a national crime recording 
standard, which aims to promote accurate and consistent crime recording between 
police forces and a victim-orientated approach to crime recording. 

If a person says that a crime has been committed and the circumstances the person 
describes amount to a crime in law, the rules say that the police should accept the 
report and record it as such – unless there is credible evidence to the contrary 
immediately available. The rules are clear that a belief by the victim that a crime was 
committed should usually be enough to justify it initially being recorded. 

For the sole purpose of crime recording, this guides the police on what to do, not what 
to think. And it renders irrelevant any belief in the victim, or lack of belief in the victim, 
in the mind of the officer receiving the crime report. The rules further state that: 

“Any investigation which follows is then taken forward with an open mind to 
establish the truth.” 

However, changes to the counting rules in 2015 have complicated matters.  
The changes followed an inspection we carried out in 2014, which showed  
under-recording of allegations of violence and sexual offences. By the time the 
changes were made, Beech had already raised the majority of his allegations. 

The changes introduced the concept of belief in – rather than by – the victim, 
implying that the police have an obligation to believe the victim’s account.  
The rules include: 

“The intention is that victims are believed”; and 

“a presumption that the victim should be believed”. 

Between recording crime and investigating crime, there is a profound difference  
in the degree of belief the police should attach to a complainant’s version of events. 
This should be clear to all frontline officers. However, we found that while most MPS 
officers had a good understanding of their obligations around believing victims, a small 
minority didn’t. 

The police have a responsibility to encourage victims to come forward – and that 
means creating a sense of public confidence that complaints will be taken seriously.  
A presumption of belief, even if only for crime-recording purposes, is intended to 
support victims – many of whom are vulnerable. For example, in 2014, we reported 
particular problems with the under-recording of allegations of violence and sexual 
offences (not just in the MPS). At the national average, the police hadn’t recorded – 
which meant they almost certainly hadn’t investigated – more than one in four of the 
sex crime allegations that should have been recorded. Since then, the figures have 
improved, but there is still room for further improvement. 
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On the other hand, once an investigation is underway, it is essential that the police 
approach it with an open mind. 

This distinction is not universally understood, and it runs the risk of upsetting the fine 
balance between the need for victims to be taken seriously and the need for thorough, 
impartial investigations. To address this, the MPS, working in consultation with the 
College of Policing and NPCC, has developed a simple, clear position. It is described 
in a short statement: 

“We will believe a victim such that we record the crime allegation. From that point 
we will investigate impartially, and with an open mind to establish the facts.” 

This statement has already been communicated within the MPS and, as our fieldwork 
ended, preparations were well underway to communicate it to all police forces. In the 
interest of removing any remaining risk of confusion, we recommend a further revision 
to the counting rules. 

Decision-making in investigations 

We looked for evidence of good decision-making by investigators (after recording the 
crime), supported by effective training and guidance. Investigators in Winter Key and 
in basic command units (BCUs) are committed to their work and generally make good 
investigative decisions. But we also found several issues of concern. 

Training 

A senior investigating officer who previously worked on Operation Winter Key gives 
inspectors and senior investigating officers a one-hour presentation on Operation 
Midland/Henriques when they attend relevant courses, but it is informal. 

The MPS told us that its crime training covered issues arising from the  
Henriques report. When we examined its lesson plans, however, we didn’t always find 
that to be the case. In focus groups, many interviewees criticised the force’s training 
programme, in terms of its content and availability generally (not specifically about 
Henriques). The results of the online survey were more positive. 

An extensive examination of the force’s training provision was beyond the remit of  
our inspection. We are not in a position to judge whether the criticisms are justified. 
But, because they were so frequent, we have decided to set them out so that the force 
and others can consider whether any further investigation or action is necessary. 

Guidance material 

Much of the guidance we saw was undated and it was unclear whether the  
force had reviewed it in the light of Operation Midland or the Henriques report.  
Many interviewees told us they weren’t aware of any changes; according to crime 
trainers, there was no change to policies and training after the recommendations  
were first released in 2016. The MPS’s crime academy was not directed to make 
changes either. There are comprehensive investigative toolkits, and a 42-point  
plan, created by a Winter Key detective chief inspector. The 42-point plan gives 
valuable guidance to investigative interviewers working on allegations of non-recent 
sexual offences. 

https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/glossary/basic-command-unit/
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We applaud the detective chief inspector’s initiative in producing the plan but  
are disappointed that it hadn’t been developed and shared force-wide before  
our inspection. It has now been more widely distributed, and we understand that it is to 
be introduced into force training. 

Experience 

Ideally, experienced investigators should carry out complex investigations, but  
there is a shortage of investigators and senior investigating officers. This is not just in 
the MPS. It is a wider problem, about which we have reported before. The MPS is well 
aware of the issue and the force is working hard to address it. We are aware of 
extensive measures such as the MPS’s change programme work from 2016 through 
to the present day, the establishment of a gold group on detective resilience, and the 
introduction of direct-entry detectives. These are welcome and worthwhile measures 
which, over time, should improve matters. However, for now, one superintendent we 
interviewed estimated that 50 percent of his BCU investigative strength was made up 
of either inexperienced detectives who had yet to be accredited for their roles, or 
trainee detectives. 

Under the force’s Mi-Investigation programme, uniformed officers who respond  
to incidents (response officers) now investigate less-complex offences. This is  
another positive step towards creating a more skilled workforce, but it has also  
caused difficulties. Many frontline officers have no previous experience of criminal 
investigation, and they have been given extra responsibility without enough training. 
Many of their supervisors also lack experience. However, the MPS has now identified 
experienced detective sergeants and inspectors who can give response officers 
support and advice. 

Case file review 

In the case files we reviewed, we found examples of excellent police work, both in 
BCUs and in specialist departments such as Winter Key and the major enquiries 
special casework team (which mainly investigates non-recent homicide cases).  
Some files included comprehensive details of aims and objectives, with the lines  
of enquiry intended to achieve them. However, we also found some inadequate 
record-keeping. While most enquiries had been conducted promptly, particularly by 
Operation Winter Key investigators, a few investigations were delayed. 

Some of the Operation Winter Key files were inconsistent, and the records didn’t 
always reflect the team’s evident commitment. Part of the problem related to the way 
the Winter Key team has been recording cases on the Home Office Large Major 
Enquiry System (HOLMES). A single HOLMES account has been created for 
Operation Winter Key, which contained 222 separate cases at the time of inspection. 
For a single account, this is almost unmanageable. It creates major problems when 
trying to identify and locate specific items stored on HOLMES. 

We also found an inconsistency in the extent to which decisions were recorded, both 
in BCUs and in Operation Winter Key. The Winter Key cases all seemed to have been 
thoroughly investigated, and we didn’t find anything to indicate that the team had 
made poor decisions. However, we would have preferred to see more consistently 
comprehensive records. 
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Operation Winter Key’s officers have clearly learned from Operation Midland and, 
generally, have adopted the Henriques recommendations (in some instances, with 
very clear implementation). For example, wherever possible, they prefer to take a 
discreet approach when dealing with high-profile suspects for non-recent offences. 
This often involves a process known as voluntary attendance, which means that the 
suspect agrees to attend police premises for interview. Interviews can also be 
conducted elsewhere (for example, at a solicitor’s office). This approach can work 
well, as long as officers recognise and deal appropriately with any safeguarding risks. 

Based on our findings in Operation Winter Key in 2019, we concluded that poor 
decision-making of the kind seen in Operation Midland is unlikely to be repeated in  
the future. 

There were problems, not specifically within Winter Key, associated with having a 
large number of people released under investigation (not on police bail). The MPS had 
recognised this and was attempting to deal with it. Police officers also told us that 
supervisors regularly ask Crown Prosecution Service lawyers to make ‘no further 
action’ decisions that the police should have made themselves. 

The use of search warrants 

Before 2019, the MPS did not do any warrant-specific learning or review as a result of 
the Henriques report. 

In 2016, the MPS referred the warrant-related matters to the Independent Police 
Complaints Commission (IPCC). The force emphasised to us that, at the time, it was 
keen not to do anything that would compromise the IPCC’s investigation. Of course, 
such a stance will always be appropriate. But, generally, it is not out of the question for 
reviews into working practices to be carried out while conduct investigations are 
underway, even when the matters are connected. And, in some instances, it can be 
positively desirable. 

The Henriques report didn’t contain any search warrant-related recommendations,  
but 11 of the 43 “principal police failings” in the report were about search warrants.  
We believe that, in this instance, it would have been appropriate for the force to carry 
out some form of review into its use of search warrants, while the IPCC investigation 
was underway. 

In offering this judgment, we recognise that it would have created additional disclosure 
burdens for the MPS, in relation to the IPCC investigation and the criminal cases 
against Beech. We also recognise that the failings related to a handful of search 
warrants among the very many more that the force obtains each year. However, those 
cases were sensitive, high profile, investigated by a specialist team, and with a high 
degree of senior-level oversight. We reasoned that failures identified in these 
circumstances could be replicated in others, particularly those involving less 
experienced officers with less oversight. 

We did find some procedural and legal guidance to officers seeking and executing 
search warrants. This would have helped to improve the standard of their applications 
for warrants and the conduct of searches, but many of the officers and staff we spoke 
to were not aware of it. 
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We reviewed 61 search warrant applications. A sample of this size isn’t statistically 
significant, so we can’t draw any wider conclusions from it. However, some of the 
findings from it were strikingly similar to observations that have been made before.  
In an internal review in September 2019, the MPS’s directorate of legal services raised 
concerns about officers’ understanding of the applicable legal requirements and the 
quality of applications. Our review suggested to us that some officers making the 
applications still didn’t understand their disclosure obligations. 

Our findings also call into question the authorisation process, which is carried out  
by inspectors. It doesn’t always give the necessary level of quality assurance. 
Authorising officers are not given the necessary specialist training, and there is an 
absence of reliable management information on search warrants (such as the 
numbers of warrants applied for, executed etc). 

More recently, however, the MPS has responded to these shortcomings, in 
anticipation of the recommendations made in the Kentia report. The September 2019 
internal review (mentioned above) made 18 recommendations. If the force acts on 
these, it should address the problems we found during our inspection. 

Supervision and reviews of investigations 

We explored the depth and quality of the MPS’s routine, day-to-day supervision of 
crime investigations. In line with our terms of reference, this was principally, but not 
exclusively, in relation to serious crime. We found that supervisors are under pressure. 
We also explored the force’s arrangements for formal independent reviews of major 
crime investigations. We found that Winter Key has not routinely considered seeking 
independent reviews as much as it should have done. 

Safeguarding team supervisors have a good level of understanding, but we found a 
more mixed picture among response team supervisors. Some of the supervisory 
reviews we examined were superficial. There were also inconsistencies in the 
supervision of Winter Key cases. We heard powerful views about the pressures on 
supervisors, particularly from those working on safeguarding teams, which left us in no 
doubt that the MPS’s frontline supervisors are under considerable pressure. 

Reviews can offer valuable advice to senior investigating officers. It is not the remit of 
this inspection to determine whether any of the cases we inspected warranted an 
independent review. 

Winter Key did not routinely refer cases to the MPS’s specialist crime review group for 
independent review. 

Operation Hydrant (see page 18) does not have the facility to carry out routine 
reviews, but it can carry out reviews to address specific issues. At the time of the 
inspection, one case had been referred to Operation Hydrant for review.  



 

 9 

Providing information 

The Henriques report made a series of recommendations about how the MPS 
provided information to suspects, victims and the media. We found problems with the 
MPS’s response to some of these recommendations. These included: 

• assertions that specific points raised in Henriques recommendations were covered 
in training, when the evidence from interviewees and the content of the training 
material suggested that these points weren’t covered (Henriques 
recommendations 3, 16, 17); 

• dismissal of a recommendation, in terms we consider too absolute (Henriques 
recommendation 6); 

• a response which suggested the MPS’s misinterpretation of a recommendation 
(Henriques recommendation 8); 

• a response which we believe runs the risk of misinterpretation by the public 
(Henriques recommendation 15); 

• reference to a policy being in place, whereas we found the policy to be 
insufficiently clear (Henriques recommendation 17); 

• a confusing and contradictory response to a recommendation (Henriques 
recommendation 18); and 

• the MPS concluding that two of the recommendations applied only to the Crown 
Prosecution Service, whereas in our view they applied to the force too (Henriques 
recommendations 21 and 22). 
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Recommendations 

Changes to national guidance and Metropolitan Police Service 

guidance 

Of the16 recommendations we make in this report, 12 call for amendments to training, 
guidance or policies. This is largely to ensure they reflect the lessons from the 
Henriques report and become part of the Metropolitan Police Service (MPS) and 
police service’s ‘corporate memory’. 

This was an inspection of the MPS, not the police service, so our recommendations 
are naturally orientated toward the MPS. However, nationally, the main source  
of police guidance is the College of Policing’s Authorised Professional Practice.  
In common with other forces, the MPS generally adopts it. 

For some aspects of the inspection, we reviewed parts of Authorised Professional 
Practice. This prompted us to make recommendations to the College of Policing for 
the amendment of Authorised Professional Practice in specific areas. 

It was not within the scope of this inspection to carry out a detailed review of all 
Authorised Professional Practice. Nor was it within the scope of the inspection to 
examine other forces’ training, guidance or policies. 

In the interest of securing consistency in policing, it would be preferable for MPS (and 
other forces’) training, guidance and policies to be as broadly aligned with Authorised 
Professional Practice as possible. That is, insofar as it is feasible and in as many 
respects as it is sensible to maintain such alignment. It is a matter for chief constables. 

Therefore, we would encourage the College of Policing to consider whether other 
aspects of Authorised Professional Practice may benefit from revision in the light of 
our report. 

We would also encourage chief constables of all police forces to use this report for the 
purposes of examining their training, guidance and policy material. This should be 
done with a view to seeking closer alignment of the material and reflecting the lessons 
from the Henriques report.  
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Recommendations 

1. As part of the next planned update of the crime counting rules (currently scheduled 
for July 2020), the Home Office should provide additional clarification in relation to 
the concept of belief. This should include: 

a. adding greater emphasis to the principle that ‘belief by the victim’ is usually 
enough to justify recording a crime; 

b. removing the references to police ‘belief in the victim’; and 

c. making clear that, once a crime has been recorded, any investigation should be 
conducted impartially to establish the truth. 

2. As soon as reasonably possible after the Home Office has clarified the crime 
counting rules, the College of Policing and National Police Chiefs’ Council should 
ensure that the clarification is communicated to all forces. They should also ensure 
that appropriate training is provided and clear guidance is made readily accessible 
to all officers and staff who record and/or investigate crime. 

3. By 30 June 2020, the MPS should determine the best solution for Winter Key’s 
information management needs. It should do this in consultation with experts on 
the use of HOLMES and other relevant computer systems. As soon as reasonably 
possible, it should implement this solution. 

4. By 30 June 2020, the MPS should convert the material presently covered orally in 
the informal training presentation on Operation Midland into a written presentation, 
so that the material can be: 

a. quality-assured; 

b. presented by other trainers; and 

c. sent to other relevant officers who cannot see the training presentation in 
person. 

5. By 30 June 2020, the MPS should amend its investigative interviewing policy, rape 
and serious sexual offences policy, and any other relevant policies and guidance 
documents, to make clearer that: 

a. false complaints are made from time to time; 

b. they may be malicious, mistaken, designed to support others, financially 
motivated, or inexplicable; and 

c. when considering allegations, investigators should give full consideration to all 
background information. 

6. By 30 June 2020, the MPS should amend its rape and serious sexual assault 
policy, and any other relevant policies or guidance documents, to make clear that 
those falsely accused of crime should be treated as victims. They should be 
offered and, if they want it, provided with support and liaison compatible with the 
gravity of the allegations made. 

7. By 30 June 2020, the MPS should review and, where necessary, revise Winter 
Key’s processes and procedures. This should be done with the intention of 
securing: 

a. greater consistency in record-keeping and the supervision of investigations; 
and 
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b. the routine consideration and, if appropriate, nomination of investigations for 
formal review. 

8. By 30 June 2020, the Ministry of Justice, in consultation with victims’ groups, 
should amend the wording in the ‘Information for Victims of Crime’ leaflet to deal 
more fully with the duties of the police to treat reports of crime seriously. The 
amendment should also make clear that any investigation that follows must be 
carried out impartially. 

9. By 30 June 2020, the MPS should amend the wording on its public website, and in 
leaflets for victims of crime, to deal more fully with the duties of the police to treat 
reports of crime seriously and investigate impartially. 

10. By 30 June 2020, the MPS should amend its crime training material, to ensure that 
it makes clear the requirement to keep suspects, who aren’t in custody, informed of 
the progress of the investigation. 

11. By 30 June 2020, the MPS should amend: 

a. the ‘MPS RUI Process’, to make clear the requirement on officers to 
communicate to suspects the expected finish date for each investigation; and 

b. the MPS RUI form template, so that the expected finish date appears on each 
completed form. 

12. By 30 June 2020, the MPS should amend its pre-charge investigative bail policy. 
The amendment should make clear that the force should consider informing the 
suspect or their legal representative when it decides to take no further action about 
some allegations, even when an investigation continues into others. 

13. By 30 June 2020, the MPS should amend its crime training material. The 
amendment should make clear that the force should consider informing the 
suspect or their legal representative when it decides to take no further action about 
some allegations, even when an investigation continues into others. 

14. By 30 June 2020, the College of Policing should amend Authorised Professional 
practice for media relations. The amendment should make clear that police should 
try to tell a suspect that no further action is to be taken against them, before 
informing the media that no further action is to be taken. 

15. By 30 June 2020, the College of Policing should amend Authorised Professional 
Practice for media relations. This amendment should make clear that, when forces 
announce publicly that no further action will be taken, rather than stating that there 
was an insufficiency of evidence, they should consider using the words set out on 
31 March 2017 by the Policing Minister: 

a. “the evidence did not meet (or pass) the evidential stage of the full code test set 
out in the Code for Crown Prosecutors”; or 

b. “further action is not in the public interest”. 

16. By 30 June 2020, the MPS should amend its media policy. This amendment 
should make clear that, when announcing publicly that no further action will be 
taken, no details of the allegations not already published should be disclosed.  
That is, except where disclosure is justified by clear circumstances, e.g. a  
threat to life, the prevention or detection of crime or a matter of public interest  
and confidence. 
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1. About the inspection 

About us 

Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary and Fire & Rescue Services (HMICFRS) 
independently assesses the effectiveness and efficiency of police forces and fire & 
rescue services – in the public interest. 

In preparing our reports, we ask the questions that citizens would ask, and publish the 
answers in accessible form. We use our expertise to interpret the evidence and make 
recommendations for improvement. 

Our commission 

On 3 October 2019, the Home Secretary asked us to inspect the Metropolitan Police 
Service (also referred to in this report as ‘the MPS’ and ‘the force’). We were asked to 
assess the MPS’s progress in learning from the mistakes identified in an independent 
report the force commissioned in 2016. 

The report, by retired High Court judge Sir Richard Henriques (‘the Henriques report’), 
concerned a series of eight investigations by the MPS into sexual abuse allegations 
against ‘prominent people’, i.e. those who are in some way prominent in public life, 
perhaps by virtue of their celebrity or their position of influence in a public or private 
sector organisation. The Henriques report contained 25 recommendations and severe 
criticism of the MPS relating to two of the eight investigations: operations Midland  
and Vincente. 

We were also asked to take into account the Independent Office for Police Conduct’s 
investigation (‘the Kentia report’) into the conduct of five officers who worked on  
these operations. The Kentia report found the officers had no case to answer, but 
made 16 recommendations. Of these, nine were to the MPS alone. The remaining 
seven were to other bodies (including, in some instances, the NPCC and the police 
service in general). 

The events that led to this inspection 

In 2012, ITV broadcast a documentary alleging that the TV presenter Jimmy Savile 
had committed numerous sexual offences. Throughout the United Kingdom, there 
followed a significant increase in the number of people contacting the police to report 
non-recent sexual abuse. 

https://www.met.police.uk/henriques
https://policeconduct.gov.uk/investigations/operation-midland-metropolitan-police-service
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Carl Beech’s first contact with the police 

Soon after the documentary, Carl Beech contacted the MPS, alleging that he was the 
victim of non-recent sexual abuse. Beech claimed that various people – he didn’t 
name most of them at this stage – had committed offences in Wiltshire in the 1970s. 
The MPS referred his allegations to Wiltshire Police, which investigated them. 

Because no living suspect could be identified, Wiltshire Police closed the investigation 
and, in May 2013, delivered the case papers to the MPS. When doing so, the 
detective constable who interviewed Carl Beech expressed doubts about the 
credibility of his account. 

In the months that followed, Beech wrote and publicised a series of blogs detailing his 
alleged abuse. These attracted the attention of a freelance investigative journalist, 
who made contact with Beech. They met on a series of occasions, beginning in  
May 2014. 

Second contact with the police 

Beech’s blogs had also attracted the attention of an MPS officer. This officer 
approached the journalist and they set up a meeting with Beech. 

On 9 October 2014, the journalist introduced Beech to two MPS officers.  
Further meetings followed, during which Beech made a series of allegations of 
physical and sexual assault by various men, including former Prime Minister the late 
Sir Edward Heath, former Home Secretary the late Lord Brittan, former Chief of the 
Defence Staff the late Lord Bramall, former MP Harvey Proctor and others. He also 
alleged that three children had been murdered. The offences were alleged to have 
taken place during the 1970s and 1980s. 

Operation Midland 

During 2015 and into 2016, the MPS investigated Beech’s allegations. Because the 
allegations included murder, the MPS’s murder investigation team led the inquiry.  
The investigation was called Operation Midland. It was an extensive, but deeply 
flawed, investigation. In the wake of the Savile case, the investigators were too ready 
to believe Beech, whose allegations were all false. 

Because of the lack of evidence, in March 2016 the investigation was discontinued 
and none of the suspects faced prosecution. However, by then, their names had been 
widely publicised (not by the MPS but by others), along with the nature of the 
allegations against them. 

Their personal reputations – built over decades of public service at the highest  
level – had been severely and unfairly damaged. Some had their homes searched 
under warrant. Harvey Proctor described losing both his home and his job as a result 
of the investigation. He also described being diagnosed with post-traumatic stress 
disorder and considering suicide. In Lord Bramall’s case, his wife died before his 
name was cleared. 
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Operation Vincente 

In 2012, a separate complainant alleged that Lord Brittan had raped her in 1967.  
In 2014, he was named in the press in connection with this allegation. Later, the MPS 
discontinued the investigation due to a lack of evidence, but Lord Brittan died without 
knowing his name was cleared. 

Sir Richard Henriques’ independent review 

In February 2016, the then MPS Commissioner Sir Bernard (now The Lord)  
Hogan-Howe QPM asked Sir Richard Henriques to carry out an independent review of 
the MPS’s handling of Operation Midland. 

Sir Richard Henriques went on to review a total of eight cases, including operations 
Midland and Vincente. On 31 October 2016, he submitted his report to the MPS.  
The force published parts of the report and subsequently accepted, on a ‘full’ or 
‘partial’ basis, 19 of his 25 recommendations. In developing its response to the 
recommendations, the MPS worked closely with a ‘roundtable’ of senior 
representatives from other relevant bodies (discussed later). With two exceptions, the 
MPS’s published acceptance or rejection of each recommendations broadly matches 
that of the roundtable. 

Operation Ruby 

As a result of the Henriques report, the MPS asked Northumbria Police to review 
Beech’s allegations, to establish whether he had committed any offences when 
making his allegations. A criminal investigation into Beech followed, which secured 
evidence of false allegations. 

On 2 November 2016, Northumbria Police executed a warrant at his home address in 
Gloucestershire and seized various items, including computers. An examination of 
these revealed indecent images of children. That particular matter was referred to 
Gloucestershire Constabulary for investigation. 

In July 2019, Beech was convicted at Newcastle Crown Court of perverting the course 
of justice and fraud. He received a jail sentence of 18 years. At the time of our 
inspection, he had lodged an appeal against his conviction and sentence. 

The criticisms in the Henriques report 

Assessing Beech’s allegations and their accompanying circumstances, the Henriques 
report detailed: 

• 13 “incredible assertions” (pages 331 to 334 in the Henriques report) – assertions 
made by Beech which Sir Richard Henriques found incredible; 

• 9 “implausible” points (pages 334 to 335) – aspects of Beech’s allegations which 
he found highly implausible; and 

• 6 “suspicions” (pages 335 to 336) – aspects of Beech’s conduct which he  
found suspicious.  
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These led him to say: 

“These incredible, implausible and suspicious facts can only be reconciled by the 
sure conclusion that ‘Nick’ [Beech] has invented these allegations in order to claim 
compensation.” (page 336) 

He went on to describe 43 “principal police failings” (pages 337 to 348).  
These included: 

• an inappropriate acceptance of Beech’s account throughout the investigation; 

• delays and failures to carry out certain enquiries; 

• carrying out unnecessary and wasteful enquiries; 

• publicly describing Beech’s allegations as “credible and true”; 

• failing to seek an adequate review of the investigation; 

• improperly helping Beech with his criminal injuries compensation claim; 

• applying for search warrants without reasonable grounds and, on the application 
forms, making inaccurate statements; 

• impropriety in the conduct of the searches; 

• improperly revealing information about the investigation to Beech and the media, 
which contributed to the loss of anonymity of those falsely accused; and 

• unfair treatment of those falsely accused. 

Referral to the Independent Police Complaints Commission 

In November 2016, the MPS referred the conduct of five officers to the Independent 
Police Complaints Commission (which, in January 2018, became the Independent 
Office for Police Conduct). 

On 7 October 2019, the Independent Office for Police Conduct published its Operation 
Kentia report. This was after Beech’s trial had concluded. On 28 November 2019, the 
force submitted its statutory response to the report. 

The purposes of our inspection 

The MPS’s actions in Operation Midland have already been thoroughly scrutinised, 
through the combined efforts of Sir Richard Henriques, the Independent Office for 
Police Conduct and Northumbria Police. The force’s failures were exposed, and 
Beech has been brought to justice. 

We did not, therefore, set out with this inspection to reinvestigate Carl Beech’s 
allegations, or to review the MPS’s investigations (operations Midland and Vincente). 
Neither did we re-examine the conduct and performance of the officers concerned. 

Based on our commission (described above), this inspection serves two  
main purposes: 

• to offer our judgment on whether the force has learned the necessary lessons; and 

• to make recommendations to minimise the likelihood of such mistakes arising in 
future, in the MPS or another force. 
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Time to learn the lessons 

The MPS received the Henriques report on 31 October 2016, three years before  
it received the Kentia report. Because of this, we were particularly interested in  
the events since October 2016, which represent the force’s response to the  
Henriques report. We wanted to establish how much progress the force made, from 
November 2016 to October 2019, in learning from its mistakes. 

Terms of reference 

Our detailed terms of reference also invited us to examine the safeguards the MPS 
has in place to minimise risks to the integrity, security and success of criminal 
investigations, principally in relation to serious crime. We were asked to comment on 
the force’s: 

• decision-making in investigations (including the concept of ‘belief’ in 
complainants at the point of recording crime allegations and thereafter; the setting 
of investigative parameters and determining lines of enquiry; the use of the Home 
Office Large Major Enquiry System (HOLMES); the quality of decision-making and 
record-keeping); 

• use of search warrants (including the quality of applications for search warrants; 
officers’ understanding of and compliance with disclosure obligations when 
applying for search warrants; and the conduct of searches under warrant); 

• supervision and reviews of investigations (including the depth and quality  
of supervision; and the scope, frequency and quality of formal investigative 
reviews); and 

• provision of information to complainants, suspects, the media and other 
parties during criminal investigations (including processes for maintaining 
information security and the response to breaches). 

From our findings on the MPS’s performance in these areas, we were also asked to 
identify any wider lessons for the police service. 

The remit of our inspection 

The Henriques report was commissioned by the MPS, and its recommendations were 
drafted with the MPS in mind. However, the substance of the Henriques 
recommendations makes them relevant to other police forces too. Two of the 
recommendations (10 and 23) would, in effect, involve the creation of new statutory 
controls, and could not be dealt with by the MPS alone. 

The Kentia report was issued in response to a referral by the MPS. The report 
contained 16 recommendations, of which nine were addressed to the MPS. Two were 
to all police forces, including the MPS. The remaining five were to other bodies. 

We concentrated most of our efforts on inspecting the MPS. We spent a more limited 
time exploring the responses of the NPCC, College of Policing, Home Office and 
Crown Prosecution Service. We didn’t explore the responses by other bodies. 

The MPS did not accept all of the Henriques recommendations. Some were ‘not 
accepted’ or ‘partially accepted’. The NPCC and College of Policing adopted a  
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similar position. We set out to give a fully independent view of how well the MPS has 
learned the lessons from the Henriques report. With this in mind, we have examined 
all the Henriques recommendations of direct relevance to the MPS, not just those that 
the MPS and wider police service accepted in full. Against each recommendation, we 
have offered our view on the adequacy of the MPS’s response. 

Operation Winter Key 

The MPS established Operation Winter Key (also referred to as ‘Winter Key’), partly to 
oversee the force’s response to the Independent Inquiry into Child Sexual Abuse. 
Because the crime allegations investigated by the Winter Key team are similar to 
those made by Beech, we focused a significant part of our fieldwork on it. 

Winter Key’s remit is to investigate allegations of non-recent child sexual abuse, 
where the alleged abuse was committed before 2012: 

• by people of prominence in public life; 

• in the context of educational or religious organisations, where it would appear that 
there is repeated institutional failing; 

• within local authority premises or within voluntary organisations, where it would 
appear that there is repeated institutional failing; 

• within national and private service organisations, where it would appear that there 
is repeated institutional failing; or 

• as otherwise agreed by the gold commander. 

Winter Key also investigates related allegations of police misconduct and works 
closely with Operation Hydrant. 

Operation Hydrant 

Since June 2014, the NPCC has run Operation Hydrant. Its role is to oversee the 
national policing response to non-recent child sexual abuse investigations involving 
prominent people, or in institutional settings. 

We examined a series of documents produced by Operation Hydrant and we 
consulted the NPCC lead for Child Protection and Abuse Investigation, whose 
responsibilities include running Operation Hydrant. 

Conduct-related matter 

We have explored the force’s response to the report as a whole, not just the 
numbered recommendations. There was one exception: while our inspection  
was underway, a relevant police conduct-related matter arose (independently of  
the inspection). The MPS referred another matter raised in the Henriques report to the 
Independent Office for Police Conduct. This concerned the force’s decision not to 
investigate two other complainants (referred to as ‘A’ and ‘B’ in the Henriques report) 
who are alleged to have lied to the police. 

Because this case is with the Independent Office for Police Conduct, it would be 
inappropriate for us to comment on it in this published report. 

https://www.iicsa.org.uk/
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Our methodology 

We reviewed over 300 documents. These included: policy and guidance documents; 
training material; intranet articles; emails; and minutes of meetings. Most of these 
documents originated from the MPS but some were from the College of Policing, the 
NPCC and elsewhere. 

We visited the force headquarters at New Scotland Yard and a further ten police 
stations and other premises. Over a three-week period in November 2019, we carried 
out 74 focus groups and interviews with over 200 MPS personnel. We reviewed 23 
crime files and 61 search warrant applications. We consulted staff at Her Majesty’s 
Courts and Tribunals Service. 

Online survey 

We created an online survey of MPS personnel, to which 1,669 responded.  
The survey was published on the MPS intranet and was open to all officers and staff 
between 18 November and 9 December 2019. 

Of the survey respondents, 87 percent were police officers; 74 percent had been 
working for the MPS for over 10 years and 43 percent had been at their current 
rank/role for over 10 years. 

We have referenced evidence from the survey in this report when it has been 
triangulated with other evidence from our inspection, which is standard in all of our 
inspection methodology. No conclusions have been drawn from the survey alone. 

While the survey data is valuable information, we note several caveats when 
interpreting the findings. The 1,669 responses to the survey represent only a  
small sample of the whole MPS workforce (which was 44,596 as at 31 March 2019). 
The survey was not conducted using random probability sampling and is not 
necessarily representative of the MPS workforce as a whole. The sampling approach 
used meant that respondents were self-selecting, and it may be that those with 
particularly strong views were more likely to take part. Because of this, the data hasn’t 
been tested for statistical significance. 

The context of our inspection 

When the MPS commissioned Sir Richard Henriques to carry out his independent 
review, it was under no legal obligation to do so. Nor was it under a legal obligation to 
publish his report (although the disclosure of parts of it would probably have been 
prompted by requests under the Freedom of Information Act 2000). It is to the MPS’s 
credit that it both sought the review and subsequently published as much of the report 
as it could (see page 24). These are the actions of a public institution seeking to 
behave in an open way, and not hiding its failings. 

We considered carefully what steps we believe the force should have taken in 
response to the Henriques report. In reaching our judgments, we have taken account 
of the following factors. 
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Number of cases 

Non-recent child sexual abuse allegations are lower in number than many  
other crimes. There are even fewer such allegations against prominent people. Of the 
cases that meet Operation Hydrant’s criteria (non-recent child sexual abuse 
allegations involving an organisation, an institution or a prominent person), only a 
small percentage involve allegations against prominent people. 

So investigation into allegations with similar characteristics to those in Operation 
Midland represent a very small aspect of policing. 

Scope of Henriques’ criticisms 

Of the eight investigations which Sir Richard Henriques reviewed, his most serious 
criticism was reserved for two of them. He found particular fault in another two 
investigations as well (regarding information the MPS released to the public), but the 
criticism was less serious. 

In another investigation he noted that complaints were investigated “skilfully and to a 
high standard”. In that case, the suspect publicly acknowledged that the allegations 
had to be investigated and thanked the officers for the manner in which they did so. 

Timing and pressure 

The Savile case cast a shadow over these investigations. In response to it,  
the MPS and other forces were adopting a new approach to non-recent sexual  
offence allegations. When such allegations were against prominent people, the MPS 
also had to handle considerable external pressures associated with the investigations. 

However, while the timing and the external pressures may go some way to  
explaining what happened, they don’t excuse the shortcomings highlighted in the 
Henriques report. 

The relative gravity of these cases 

Operation Midland will be remembered as a significant event in British policing. It had 
a profoundly damaging effect on the people involved. However, it is important to 
remember that this event never left a trail of murder victims, or scores of people 
accidentally killed, or any miscarriage of justice. In these regards, it is substantially 
different from other cases that have made an indelible impression on the corporate 
conscience of the police service, such as: the Yorkshire Ripper, the Birmingham Six, 
Hillsborough, Stephen Lawrence, Soham and Baby P. 

The media and politicians 

As is so often the case when things involving the police go wrong, not all the  
blame rests with the police. In this instance, some of it rests very firmly on the 
shoulders of certain media outlets and the people who publicised the false complaints. 
When repeating the words used by a complainant, former MP Tom Watson  
described the late Lord Brittan as being “as close to evil as any human being  
could be”. In 2015, in his evidence to the Home Affairs Committee, he expressed 
regret at using the description. 
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Resources and priorities 

During the three-year period that led up to our inspection, the MPS had to deal with a 
series of deadly terrorist attacks, large-scale protests, the Grenfell Tower disaster and 
many other major and critical incidents. All of these consumed precious resources.  
We also recognise that the MPS has approximately 12,000 fewer personnel than a 
decade ago. 

However, it is still a very large organisation (in 2019/20, a £3.4 billion organisation with 
a workforce of over 44,000). The MPS should have been able to dedicate the 
necessary resources to learn the lessons from the Henriques report, which have wider 
implications for many different kinds of investigation. 

Corrosive effect on public trust and confidence in policing 

There was a lot of media coverage of the Henriques report and Operation Midland, 
much of which was critical about the police. It would seem natural to conclude that 
such coverage has damaged public trust and confidence in the police. In the eyes of 
at least some members of the public, the coverage may also have raised questions 
about the MPS’s competence to investigate such cases. 

More generally, the presumption of innocence ‘until proven guilty’ is one that British 
society holds particularly dear. If the police’s behaviour can be perceived as running 
counter to that presumption, as it could in these operations, public trust and 
confidence in policing may be corroded. 

Adverse effect on the victims 

For those falsely accused and their families, these operations were life-changing 
events. Their fear of a miscarriage of justice was very real indeed. 

For anyone who has the misfortune to find themselves in such a position in future, 
there may be the most profound upset, stress, trauma and a sense of injustice. It may 
be deeply felt, not just by the victim but their loved ones too. 

It may be amplified by any unfair treatment – perceived or real – at the hands of the 
police or the media. And, based on the experiences of at least one of the falsely 
accused in Operation Midland, the adverse effects of such treatment may persist long 
after the suspicion has ended. 

A note about this report 

Content and layout 

The following six chapters contain our findings and recommendations. 

We have examined every Henriques recommendation for which we expected to see 
an MPS response (all recommendations except 10 and 23). For each, we have 
reproduced the recommendation and the MPS’s published response, followed by our 
analysis of the MPS’s published response. We have placed the Henriques 
recommendation and its accompanying commentary in the most relevant chapter of 
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our report. This is why, in some instances, the Henriques recommendations will 
appear ‘out of sequence’. 

For relevant Kentia recommendations, we have adopted a similar approach. 

Terminology 

Sir Richard Henriques’ first recommendation was that, throughout both the 
investigative and the judicial processes, those who make complaints should be 
referred to as ‘complainants’ and not as ‘victims’. 

In our report, we have used both terms, depending on the context in which  
the term appears. Our use of either term is intended to describe people who  
allege crimes. People may also be victims without personally alleging a crime, for 
example, if they are very young children and those who are clearly victims by any 
rational observation, e.g. most murder victims. 

On 17 July 2017, Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary (HMIC) also took on 
responsibility for fire & rescue service inspections and was renamed Her Majesty’s 
Inspectorate of Constabulary and Fire & Rescue Services (HMICFRS). In this report 
we consider events that happened both before and after 17 July 2017, so we refer to 
both HMIC and HMICFRS. 
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2. The organisational response from 2016 
to 2019 

We began by examining the governance arrangements the Metropolitan Police 
Service (MPS) put in place, initially for the handling of the Henriques report and 
subsequently for the Kentia report. 

Like every other police force, the MPS often appoints senior leaders as ‘gold 
commanders’ to deal with critical incidents and other significant issues. They usually 
hold a series of meetings to consult, give strategic direction, make important decisions 
and oversee progress. Most forces refer to these as ‘gold groups’. 

In this case, the MPS appointed a gold commander. The force also formed an 
advisory group and later a diamond group. A deputy commissioner (more senior  
than the gold commander) chaired both these groups. The meetings spanned the 
three-year period 2016 to 2019 and involved different people. No terms of reference or 
set agenda were agreed for either group.1 

We asked to see the relevant records, to help us understand the governance 
arrangements the MPS had put in place. 

Advisory group: September 2016 to January 2017 

In September 2016, the then deputy commissioner Mr (now Sir) Craig Mackey QPM 
convened and chaired an advisory group meeting to discuss how the MPS would 
publish aspects of the Henriques report. Other attendees were mainly director-level 
personnel and an assistant commissioner. 

We examined the minutes of the advisory group’s meetings. Its purpose was “to 
enable consideration of the higher-level issues and the implications following the 
report’s completion”. The group met 17 times, mostly in September, October and 
November 2016. We found that it was faced with some particularly difficult decisions. 
Its main concerns were how to: 

• handle publication of the report; 

 
1 The generic command structure – nationally recognised, accepted and used by the police, other 
emergency services and partner organisations – is based on the gold, silver, bronze hierarchy  
of command. It can be applied to the resolution of both spontaneous incidents and planned operations. 
The MPS has supplemented the structure with a diamond level of command. The role of gold, silver or 
bronze commander should not be confused with the MPS’s police rank of commander, although an 
officer of commander rank might perform one of those roles (typically gold commander). For more 
information see: Operations: Command structures, College of Policing. 

https://www.app.college.police.uk/app-content/operations/command-and-control/command-structures/
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• deal with the issues raised about individual officers’ conduct and performance, 
including referral to the Independent Police Complaints Commission; and 

• address the issues relating to Beech, including instigating a criminal investigation. 

Based on the group’s decisions, on 8 November 2016 the MPS published a  
carefully and heavily redacted version of parts of the Henriques report (including all 
the recommendations). In our view, the group’s cautious approach to publication at 
this stage was justified, given what was to follow with Operation Ruby (the 
Northumbria Police investigation), the Gloucestershire Constabulary investigation and 
Operation Kentia. 

However, this cautious approach created a tension. This was between restricting 
access to the report, so as not to compromise the investigations, and allowing access 
to the report (or parts of it) to others, so as to help the MPS implement the 
recommendations and learn the lessons. 

Consistent with Sir Richard Henriques’ terms of reference, in a press release on 8 
November 2016 the (then) MPS Commissioner said: 

“I asked for this independent review as I wanted to know if mistakes had been 
made in Operation Midland and other investigations into prominent persons so that 
the Metropolitan Police Service (MPS) could learn any lessons.” 

A few days later, in his evidence to the London Assembly Police and Crime 
Committee on 17 November 2016, he reiterated the point: 

“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.” 

There was a consistent message from the very top of the organisation about the 
objective being, at least in part, to learn lessons. However, when we reviewed the 
advisory group’s minutes, we found that it had focused on the most urgent issues, 
such as publication, protection of identities and officer conduct. It was not primarily 
concerned with how the MPS could learn wider organisational lessons. 

Relationship with the Home Office 

Many of the Henriques report’s recommendations applied equally to other police 
forces, although they were written with the MPS in mind. 

The minutes of the advisory group meeting of 10 November 2016 record that: 

“[the deputy commissioner] advised that he has spoken to the Permanent 
Secretary at the Home Office about the Home Office taking the lead in responding 
to the recommendations and this is being looked at”.  

https://www.london.gov.uk/about-us/london-assembly/london-assembly-committees/police-and-crime-committee
https://www.london.gov.uk/about-us/london-assembly/london-assembly-committees/police-and-crime-committee
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We saw internal MPS email correspondence from 19 December 2016. It suggested a 
misplaced organisational belief that the Home Office would assume responsibility for 
the recommendations. Given the nature of many of the recommendations, we found 
the notion of Home Office ‘ownership’ of all of them misguided. Nevertheless, it seems 
that their applicability to other forces was part of the reason for the MPS’s lack of 
focus on learning lessons. 

The lack of an action plan 

On 3 January 2017, the advisory group held its final meeting, which produced a brief 
‘recommendation activity spreadsheet’. It comprised a list of the recommendations 
and the advisory group’s response to them. The recorded responses included: 

• “noted – no additional activity required at this time” against nine of the 
recommendations; and 

• “letter to Home Office [or College of Policing, National Police Chiefs’ Council or 
Crown Prosecution Service]” against 15 of the recommendations. 

This was not an adequate response. Conspicuously absent from the spreadsheet was 
any detail about who had been allocated responsibility for implementing any of the 
Henriques recommendations in the MPS. In fact, nobody had. We expected to see a 
more substantial action plan, for example: 

• a list of specific ‘actions’, i.e. the steps that the force intended to take to implement 
those recommendations; 

• clarity over who would be responsible for carrying out such steps; 

• the timescales for their completion; and 

• for internal assurance purposes, written updates, so that it would be clear to the 
reader whether and when each step had been carried out. 

As the recommendations we make in the subsequent chapters of our report  
show, there were things the MPS should have done in response to the Henriques 
report, such as updating policy and guidance. They would have needed only modest 
resource and effort. And they could have been done without compromising the various 
‘live’ investigations. 

Roundtable with other agencies 

On 10 January 2017, the MPS and the College of Policing agreed to co-host a 
‘roundtable’ meeting with various other agencies. The intention was to develop a joint 
response to the recommendations. This was a sensible approach. 

On 6 February 2017, the MPS wrote to the Crown Prosecution Service, College of 
Policing, NPCC, the lead for Operation Hydrant and the Home Office regarding the 
Henriques recommendations.  

https://www.college.police.uk/Pages/Home.aspx
https://www.college.police.uk/Pages/Home.aspx
https://www.npcc.police.uk/
https://www.npcc.police.uk/NPCCBusinessAreas/OtherWorkAreas/OpHydrant/OperationHydrant.aspx
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The Henriques roundtable meeting took place on 4 May 2017. It was attended by 
senior representatives from most of the invited bodies; the Home Office didn’t attend 
as the meeting took place in purdah. The minutes of the meeting show that all 25 
Henriques recommendations were discussed and that: 

• 9 recommendations were accepted but no further action was considered 
necessary as the recommendation reflected current practice; 

• 5 recommendations were rejected; and 

• 11 recommendations were accepted or partially accepted but needed further  
work by one or more of the bodies represented. Actions were allocated to the 
relevant organisations. 

Afterwards, the attendees didn’t agree the minutes of the meeting. We saw an  
email exchange in which the (then) chair of the NPCC expressed her concern  
that at the meeting “we agreed not to change anything [about the issue of belief] at 
that point but that is not the same as retaining the current position [which the draft 
minutes suggested]”. 

She wasn’t alone in raising concerns. The outcome of Operation Ruby and another 
investigation (Operation Conifer) were still awaited and the MPS assistant 
commissioner felt that not all attendees had read the Henriques report in full.  
That meant that attendees had not considered the recommendations in the context of 
their accompanying text. Therefore, they were open to misinterpretation – a problem 
we encountered later (Henriques recommendation 8; see page 91). 

The need for the roundtable to reconvene 

The assistant commissioner advised that the roundtable should reconvene once 
operations Ruby and Conifer had concluded and those attending had been given the 
opportunity to read the report in full. 

The roundtable never reconvened, but it became apparent to us that the Henriques 
report resulted in considerable further work by the participating bodies. Later in our 
report, we comment on some of the outcomes from that work. 

The MPS’s actions after the roundtable 

In May 2017, the MPS updated its recommendation activity spreadsheet (see page 
25) with the roundtable decisions. Then there was a long gap before it did so again on 
9 August 2019. 

We saw emails from an MPS commander to his senior officers, between 14 November 
2017 and 17 January 2018. He raised the problem that six aspects of Operation 
Midland needed governance or oversight, including the Henriques recommendations. 
He said: “In essence, I don’t feel we are joined up at leadership level.” 

We think he was right. The advisory group was disbanded too early. This led to an 
underwhelming approach to organisational learning from the Henriques report during 
2017, 2018 and most of 2019. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/election-guidance-for-civil-servants
https://www.wiltshire.police.uk/article/1167/Operation-Conifer-Summary-Closure-Report
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Review commissioned by the College of Policing and NPCC 

In October 2017, the College of Policing and NPCC asked an assistant commissioner2 
to conduct a review about the concept of belief. This would also assess the use of  
the word ‘victim’ in recording and investigating crime. On 28 February 2018, he 
presented his findings in a comprehensive report to the College of Policing 
Professional Committee. His report contained five recommendations, summarised  
as follows: 

1. that policing continues to use the word ‘victim’ but describes in Authorised 
Professional Practice and training material the sensitivities and different 
interpretations of the word; 

2. that policing supports the Victims Commissioner to take steps to put the status of 
victims on a clearer legal footing; 

3. that the College of Policing and NPCC approach the Home Office to amend the 
wording of the crime counting rules: the sentence which begins “The intention is 
that victims are believed” should be replaced with an alternative form of wording; 

4. that the College considers how the issues around belief can be incorporated into 
Authorised Professional Practice and training; and 

5. that the NPCC, Ministry of Justice and Victim Commissioner consider how 
compliance with the Code of Practice for Victims of Crime and proposals could be 
progressed to make sure victims are assured their crimes will be taken seriously. 

The College of Policing Professional Committee sought further extensive consultation 
through the NPCC, Police Superintendents’ Association and the Police Federation 
before deciding on a course of action. 

Eventually, in response to recommendation 3, the College of Policing wrote to  
the Home Office to request a change in the crime counting rules. We think the 
requested change left some room for potential confusion and further clarification  
is needed. In the next chapter of our report, we explain why. 

We haven’t explored the Victims Commissioner’s or the Ministry of Justice’s 
responses to recommendations 2 and 5. 

Gold group: February 2018 to August 2019 

A total of three deputy assistant commissioners consecutively held the position of gold 
commander (initially for Operation Midland alone; latterly for the operation and its 
connected matters, including the Henriques report). 

After our fieldwork had ended, we were provided with a summary of the minutes of 
16 gold group meetings which took place during the period 28 February 2018 to 
23 August 2019. We were not provided with information about any gold group 
meetings in the period from 31 October 2016 (the MPS’s receipt of the Henriques 
report) to 27 February 2018. 

 
2 Assistant Commissioner Rob Beckley; officer in overall command; Operation Resolve. 

https://www.college.police.uk/News/College-news/Documents/Review%20into%20the%20Terminology%20Victim%20Complainant%20and%20Believing%20Victims%20at%20time%20of%20Reporting.pdf
https://www.college.police.uk/About/Governance/Pages/committee.aspx
https://www.college.police.uk/About/Governance/Pages/committee.aspx
https://www.app.college.police.uk/
https://www.app.college.police.uk/
https://victimscommissioner.org.uk/
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/counting-rules-for-recorded-crime
https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/ministry-of-justice
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-code-of-practice-for-victims-of-crime
https://www.policesupers.com/
https://www.polfed.org/
http://operationresolve.co.uk/the-command-team/
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The summary of the 16 meetings suggested that the group’s main concerns were 
officer welfare, the live investigations and civil claims against the MPS. 

The Henriques report was raised at 14 of the 16 meetings. However, this was  
usually to discuss ‘ownership’ of the report, to whom access would be granted (few 
people) and, from June 2019 onwards, the report’s redaction and further publication. 
There was often no reference to the Henriques recommendations. 

The minutes of the meeting of 8 November 2018 record that “most [of the 
recommendations] were submitted to the [College of Policing]”. 

The minutes of the meeting of 4 April 2019 record that “all of the Henriques 
recommendations were complete and detailed in a spreadsheet”. 

We were left with the impression that the group saw no particular role for itself in 
overseeing implementation of the recommendations or ensuring that the MPS had 
learned the wider lessons. The discussion was heavily weighted towards restricting 
access to the report, rather than learning the lessons from it. 

We had formed this impression earlier too. During the fieldwork, a senior detective told 
us that the Henriques report was “one of the most secret learning experiences the Met 
has had”. 

Operation Midland diamond group: from August 2019 

In August 2019, the MPS made another attempt to tackle the matter, forming a 
diamond group,3 mainly to deal with the issues arising from Beech’s conviction, the 
pre-publication of Sir Richard Henriques’ report and overseeing the force’s response 
to the Kentia report. The diamond group was also concerned with facilitating our 
inspection and reviewing the extent to which the MPS had implemented the Henriques 
recommendations. 

The diamond group met twice on 7 October 2019, the day the Kentia report was 
published. Other meetings followed on 9 and 14 October 2019. Attendees included 
senior officers and staff representing relevant departments or functions, such as: HQ 
strategy and governance; professionalism; directorate of media and communication; 
and the directorate of legal services. 

Operation Larimar 

Also on 7 October 2019, a deputy assistant commissioner was appointed to lead 
Operation Larimar. The minutes of the 9 October 2019 diamond group meeting state 
that part of the deputy assistant commissioner’s role was to: 

“review the extent to which [the Henriques recommendations have been 
implemented] and identify where more work needs to be done”. 

On 14 October 2019, a 14-strong Operation Larimar team started this work. In the 
subsequent chapters of this report, we comment – in favourable terms – about the 

 
3 We understand that earlier meetings of this group, or a variation thereof, began in August 2019, solely 
to deal with the civil claims against the force from two of the victims of false allegations. We have not 
examined the minutes of those meetings. 
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work of the Larimar team. With effective leadership and oversight, it is creating a  
more robust structure to implement the Henriques and Kentia recommendations. 
However, some of what the Larimar team is now doing could and should have been 
done when the Henriques report was first published in 2016/17. 

Communicating with the public 

The minutes of the 9 October 2019 diamond group meeting also show that the group 
needed to make sure that the MPS’s “public narrative accurately reflect[ed] the extent 
to which [Henriques’ recommendations were embedded]”. 

The MPS’s public narrative primarily consists of an explanatory note it published on 4 
October 2019. This was appended to the more complete version of the Henriques 
report the force released on that day (pages 384 to 391). The explanatory note 
contains the MPS’s detailed response to each of the Henriques recommendations.  
As we set out in subsequent chapters of this report, we consider it to be problematic in 
various ways. 
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3. The concept of belief 

The failings of Operation Midland were closely related to how the investigative  
team understood the concept of ‘belief’. This has consequences for many other  
crime investigations, for victims of crime, and for the wider criminal justice system. 
Because of this, we have devoted an entire chapter of our report to the concept  
of belief. In reaching our conclusions, we have not only examined previous 
deficiencies but have also considered how they can be prevented in the future. 

This chapter includes: 

• an explanation of two important police functions – crime recording and  
crime investigation; 

• a description of events between 2002 and 2019 that should have influenced the 
police’s understanding of these functions and some critically important differences 
between the two; 

• our findings in October 2019, regarding the Metropolitan Police Service’s (MPS’s) 
understanding of those differences; 

• conclusions and recommendations for further change; and 

• our analysis of the MPS’s and the police service’s response to two Henriques 
recommendations. 

Crime recording and crime investigation 

Sir Richard Henriques argues that: 

“The policy of ‘believing victims’ strikes at the very core of the criminal justice 
process …” 

“Any process that imposes an artificial state of mind upon an investigator is, 
necessarily, a flawed process. An investigator, in any reputable system of justice, 
must be impartial. The imposed ‘obligation to believe’ removes that impartiality.” 

(Henriques report, pages 23 to 25) 

It is essential to understand the difference between how belief functions in the two 
fundamental processes that the police apply on receipt of an allegation of crime: crime 
recording and crime investigation. The police’s failure properly to distinguish between 
the two contributed to Operation Midland’s flawed investigation.  
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Crime recording 

Crime investigations normally begin when the police create a record of the  
reported crime. This simple administrative process is called crime recording. The rules 
which apply to it are laid down in a collection of documents called the ‘Home Office 
Counting Rules for Recorded Crime’ (‘the rules’). The rules include a national crime 
recording standard, which aims to promote accurate and consistent crime recording by 
all police forces and a victim-orientated approach to crime recording. 

The rules are intentionally prescriptive. They say, and have said, since at least 2002: 

“an incident will be recorded as a crime … if, on the balance of probability: 

(a) the circumstances of the victim’s report amount to a crime … and 

(b) there is no credible evidence to the contrary immediately available”. 

(Home Office Counting Rules for Recorded Crime, April 2019, Section A, ‘Whether 
to Record’) 

Belief by the victim versus belief in the victim 

The rules also include helpful guidance on interpretation, which says: 

“A belief by the victim [emphasis added], or person reasonably assumed to be 
acting on behalf of the victim, that a crime has occurred is usually sufficient to 
justify its recording as a crime.” 

(National Crime Recording Standard, September 2019, paragraphs 2.3 and 3.2) 

So if a person says that a crime has been committed and the circumstances the 
person describes amount to a crime in law, the police should initially record it as such. 
That is, unless there is credible evidence to the contrary immediately available. 

For the sole purpose of crime recording, this guides the police on what to do, not what 
to think. And it renders irrelevant any belief in the victim, or lack of belief in the victim, 
in the mind of the officer receiving the crime report. Quite simply, officers should abide 
by the counting rules. A complainant’s own belief that they (or the person on whose 
behalf they are making the report) are the victim of crime should usually be enough to 
set the wheels in motion. 

There are two good reasons why belief by the victim is important. First, reported 
crimes should be properly recorded; without this, they are unlikely to be investigated. 
Second, victims should be able to have the confidence to come forward, knowing that 
the police will record and investigate their report of crime. 

In our view, this is straightforward and unequivocal. It should be easy to apply in 
practice. And, among frontline officers, it should be universally understood.  
However, as this inspection and other HMICFRS inspections have established, it isn’t. 
In too many cases, victims’ reports have not been recorded because they were not 
taken seriously or were simply disbelieved. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/counting-rules-for-recorded-crime
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/counting-rules-for-recorded-crime
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And the current version of the counting rules further complicates matters by 
introducing the concept of belief in the victim: 

“The intention is that victims are believed … This seeks to ensure that  
those reporting crimes will be treated with empathy and their allegations will be 
taken seriously.” 

“A victim focused approach is the standard to be applied based on a presumption 
that the victim should be believed.” 

(National Crime Recording Standard, September 2019, paragraphs 2 and 3.2, 
emphasis added) 

There is also a subtle, but significant, difference in the way that the concept of belief in 
the victim is presented in the rules. It first appears at paragraph 2, in bold type, at the 
top of the section called ‘General Principles’. The first reference to ‘belief by the victim’ 
appears later, at paragraph 2.3, but in normal type. From this, the police might 
reasonably infer that their belief in the victim is deemed more important. We believe 
the reverse to be true. 

We should make clear that the words we have emphasised above were only  
added to the counting rules in April 2015, after Beech had made all but the last of  
his allegations. Therefore, these additions would not have influenced the investigators’ 
mindset when they first accepted most of them and then continued to believe them. 

Crime investigation 

Referring to the action police take after recording a reported crime, the rules helpfully 
clarify that: 

“Any investigation which follows is then taken forward with an open mind to 
establish the truth.” 

Thus between recording crime and investigating crime, there is a profound 
difference in the degree of belief the police should attach to a complainant’s version  
of events. After the police have recorded the crime, there is no obligation on them to 
believe the complainant nor (subject to the presumption of belief that we considered 
above) has there ever been such an obligation. 

Neither do the rules stipulate the extent to which any crime should be investigated. 
They have never done so. How a crime is to be investigated is a matter for the police, 
on a case-by-case basis. After recording a crime, forces have to decide how much 
time and effort they are willing to put into investigating the matter. The rules also have 
provision for cancelling a crime record if evidence comes to light that the reported 
crime did not take place.  
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Chronology of events 

2002 

MPS Special Notice 11/02: accept allegations as “truthful” 

As long ago as 2002, the MPS issued Special Notice 11/02 to its officers and staff 
regarding rape investigations. It states: 

“It is the policy of the MPS to accept allegations made by the victim in the first 
instance as being truthful. An allegation will only be considered as falling short of a 
substantiated allegation after a full and thorough investigation.” 

This implied that the police would believe a victim beyond the point of recording  
a crime. However, in the years that followed, the MPS and many other police forces 
didn’t fully implement this policy. 

2012 

Beech contacted the MPS and made his first set of allegations. Wiltshire Police 
investigated them. 

2014 

The historical under-recording of sexual crime 

On 1 April 2014, a House of Commons select committee published the results of an 
inquiry into crime statistics: Caught red-handed: Why we can’t count on Police 
Recorded Crime statistics. The report made uncomfortable reading for the police 
service. Witnesses had provided the select committee with: 

“a wealth of insight into the various ways in which crime data accuracy and 
integrity can be and have been compromised”. 

The committee welcomed that we (then HMIC) were to undertake a data integrity 
inspection later that year. 

In October 2014, MPS officers approached Beech and Operation Midland began. 

In November 2014, we published our findings from an inspection of crime  
data integrity in police forces in England and Wales: Crime-recording: making the 
victim count. 

We found widespread failures by the police (not just the MPS) to record a significant 
proportion of crime allegations. But there were particular problems with the  
under-recording of allegations of violence and sexual offences. The under-recording 
rate nationally for sexual offences was 26 percent. 

The police didn’t record – which means they almost certainly didn’t investigate –  
more than one in four of the sex crime allegations that should have been recorded. 
These were all cases which, on the balance of probability, amounted to a crime, with 
no credible evidence to the contrary immediately available (Home Office Counting 
Rules for Recorded Crime; Section A; see page 31). 

https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201314/cmselect/cmpubadm/760/76004.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201314/cmselect/cmpubadm/760/76004.htm
https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/publications/crime-recording-making-the-victim-count/
https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/publications/crime-recording-making-the-victim-count/
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When taking their first steps towards seeking justice for the crimes they suffered at the 
hands of their abusers, many victims fell at the first hurdle. This is because they 
weren’t listened to, or officers failed to take them seriously. 

HMIC recommendation: presumption of belief should be institutionalised 

Our 2014 report contained 13 recommendations, the 11th of which was: 

“Immediately, forces should ensure that, in crime-recording: [emphasis added]: 

(a) the presumption that the victim should always be believed is institutionalised; 

(b) all reports of crime are recorded as crimes at the earliest possible opportunity; 

(c) decisions to record crime are not subject to undue operational or performance 
pressures; and 

(d) practices such as investigate-to-record (where the recording of a crime is 
delayed until after an initial investigation of the complaint) are discontinued.” 

As well as our recommendations, our report contained the following sentence: “The 
presumption that the victim should always be believed should be institutionalised.” 
This much-quoted sentence proved controversial. In context, ‘belief’ referred only to 
the purely administrative act of recording a crime, not the subsequent investigation. 
Nevertheless, several respondents to our survey were critical of HMIC, apparently 
thinking that we had directed them always to believe the victim, not just for the 
purpose of crime-recording. One respondent said: 

“HMIC made it very clear that victims had to be believed.” 

This is a broader statement than was made in our 2014 report. In saying that victims 
should be believed, the report was referring only to the approach at the point of crime 
recording, and no further. 

2015 

In January and April 2015, Beech provided the MPS with his final two allegations.  
The police service was still under pressure to increase public confidence. 

Independent review: “a real aim to increase confidence in the police” 

In 2015, the Rt Hon Dame Elish Angiolini DBE QC considered “institutionalised belief” 
when she did an independent review of how the MPS and the Crown Prosecution 
Service investigate and prosecute rape cases. 

The purpose of the review was to examine police and prosecutorial responses to rape 
in London. It aimed to identify how victim confidence, reporting and attrition in rape 
cases could be improved. Senior officers told us that her report led to a real aim within 
the MPS to increase confidence in the police among those reporting rape.  

https://www.cps.gov.uk/publication/report-independent-review-investigation-and-prosecution-rape-london-rt-hon-dame-elish
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Lack of clarity supported officers’ misperceptions 

Dame Elish concluded that the 2014 HMIC report didn’t clarify how far institutionalised 
belief should be maintained (i.e. whether it should go beyond the reporting and 
recording stage). She said a lack of clarity supported the “perception amongst many 
officers that the policy of belief applies throughout the life of the investigation”. 

Dame Elish suggested that it was: 

“more appropriate for criminal justice practitioners to remain utterly professional at 
all times and to demonstrate respect, impartiality, empathy and to maintain an 
open mind”. 

She proposed that, in the first instance, officers should proceed on the basis that  
an allegation is truthful. She noted that this was compatible with the MPS’s Special 
Notice 11/02. She warned that the alternative of believing a complainant throughout: 

“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”. 

Director of Public Prosecutions: “don’t just take somebody’s word” 

The “credible and true” remarks (see page 16) attracted criticism, not only from  
those under investigation but also from others. The Director of Public Prosecutions  
at the time was quoted as saying that detectives had “overstepped the mark”.  
She acknowledged the difficulties in encouraging victims and witnesses to  
come forward. However, she pointed out that it was the police’s and the Crown 
Prosecution Service’s job to investigate and to decide whether there was  
enough evidence. She said: “You don’t just take somebody’s word as it is.” 

2016 

MPS Commissioner: ‘no unconditional belief’ 

On 10 February 2016, The Guardian published an article by the MPS Commissioner 
at that time. In it he proposed that: 

“The public should be clear that officers do not believe unconditionally what 
anyone tells them. They are listened to, sometimes at length, before the decision is 
made to begin an investigation.” 

In the article, the Commissioner also said: 

“In 2014, Her Majesty’s Inspector of Constabulary said: ‘The presumption that a 
victim should always be believed should be institutionalised.’ A complaint of sexual 
abuse must now be recorded immediately as a crime.”  

https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2015/sep/22/met-police-overstepped-mark-paedophile-inquiry-prosecutor
https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2016/feb/10/accused-sex-crimes-anonymous-until-charged-reputations-police-complaint
https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2016/feb/10/accused-sex-crimes-anonymous-until-charged-reputations-police-complaint
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The following day, the MPS announced that the Commissioner had asked Sir Richard 
Henriques to conduct his independent review. The force’s press release said that the 
Commissioner was seeking advice as to whether they could: 

“provide a better balance between … [their] … duty to investigate and the interests 
of suspects, complainants and victims”. 

This was circulated on the force’s intranet. 

Also on 11 February 2016, Her Majesty’s Chief Inspector wrote to the MPS 
Commissioner, in response to the Guardian article: 

“The institutionalisation of belief is in the administrative act of recording a crime. 
That is as far as our report went.” 

Be empathetic and listen 

On 16 February 2016, the Commissioner took part in BBC Radio’s Drivetime show. 
His comments were circulated afterwards on the MPS intranet. During the interview 
the Commissioner was asked about belief and said: 

“What I think we need to do as investigators is to be empathetic, to listen to what 
people tell us … and accept it with an open mind and we go away and test it.” 

Subsequent media reports made particular reference to his observation that the  
policy of “institutionalised belief” advocated in our report had caused confusion  
for detectives. 

Her Majesty’s Chief Inspector of Constabulary responded to the Commissioner’s 
comments at the time, by saying: 

“In our 2014 report we said that the belief of the complainer should be 
institutionalised for the purpose of the administrative act of recording a crime.  
After that the investigation should proceed objectively, professionally, with an  
open mind.” 

College of Policing: more victims willing to come forward; thorough investigations 
needed 

On 18 March 2016, the College of Policing wrote to all forces about recording and 
investigating non-recent child abuse. The letter stated: 

“One significant reason for not reporting such crimes is concern by the person 
making the report that they would not be believed. There is evidence that the 
police approach has changed and that more victims are willing to come forward.” 

The letter went on to say, in relation to Authorised Professional Practice:  
“This guidance calls for a thorough investigation of the facts and allegation(s) made.” 

This was consistent with Crown Prosecution Service guidelines, which stated: 

“when assessing the credibility of a child or young person, police and prosecutors 
should focus on the credibility of the allegation, rather than focussing solely on  
the victim”. 

https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-35601787
https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2016/feb/18/police-watchdog-criticises-met-chiefs-comments-on-sexual-abuse-policy
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Listen, take seriously and investigate without fear or favour 

On 21 March 2016, a deputy assistant commissioner confirmed that Operation 
Midland had closed. In doing so, he reaffirmed the force’s policy on belief: 

“Victims of non-recent abuse should have the confidence to come forward and 
know that we will listen to them, take seriously their allegations and investigate 
without fear or favour. It is just as important for those under investigation to  
know that they will be treated fairly. Everyone is innocent unless proven guilty in 
the courts.” 

Behind the scenes: the dangers of belief 

On 13 October 2016, the deputy commissioner chaired an advisory group meeting 
(described on page 23). The deputy commissioner said that he would ask an assistant 
commissioner to review the MPS’s position on belief. When the Commissioner was 
questioned by the London Assembly Police and Crime Committee on 18 November 
2016, he confirmed his concerns about belief: 

“If the victim believes it’s a crime we should record it and then we’ll investigate 
whether that’s accurate. As soon as the word ‘belief’ comes into it there are 
dangers, I think.” 

However, in the MPS’s victims’ code of practice policy, the guidance to officers 
obtaining an initial account from a victim or witness is: “Do believe account without 
judging them.” Although the version of the policy we saw was undated, its content 
indicated that it had been produced before 3 April 2017. It would seem to have been in 
existence either when, or shortly after, the Commissioner issued his statement. 

2018 

Listen and take seriously, but don’t believe 

Recommendation 3 in the report tabled at the College of Policing Professional 
Committee on 28 February 2018 (see page 27) stated: 

“The College of Policing and NPCC should approach the Home Office to amend 
the crime recording counting rules to remove the words ‘The intention that victims 
are believed’ to ‘The intention is that victims can be confident they will be listened 
to and their crime taken seriously’. If accepted, the College of Policing APP 
[Authorised Professional Practice] and training materials should be reviewed to 
support this approach.” 

On 18 April 2018, a meeting of the Chief Constables’ Council debated the paper.  
The minutes of that meeting record the chair’s view that there were “finely balanced 
arguments on both sides”. It was seen as a matter for the College of Policing 
Professional Committee, to which it was duly returned.  

https://www.npcc.police.uk/Council/Minutes%202018/CCC%2018%2019%20April%202018%20Minutes_website.pdf
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Reiterating and explaining our position 

On 7 July 2018, we reiterated our stance on the concept of belief. This followed a 
Guardian newspaper article the previous day in which a former MPS police 
commander had also criticised the concept of institutionalised belief. Her Majesty’s 
Chief Inspector of Constabulary responded by saying: 

“For the purely administrative act of recording a crime, what the complainant said 
should be assumed to be correct. The crime would be recorded, and that would 
trigger the obligation to investigate. Immediately after the crime has been recorded, 
investigators must proceed with an entirely open mind. Those who are victims of 
crime, and those who say they are victims, are entitled to have their complaints 
taken seriously, and to have them properly investigated. In all cases, once the 
investigation has begun, the police must proceed promptly and find and evaluate 
the evidence. What matters is that the police must proceed professionally and 
objectively, without bias, fear or favour. During an investigation, there is, and 
should be, no presumption of guilt on the part of the accused. Police officers have 
not been told to believe the complainant throughout the investigation. They have 
only been required to record crime on an assumption of truth – an assumption 
which ends immediately after the crime record has been made and before the 
investigation has begun.” 

2019 

Crime recording getting better, but still room for improvement 

Since our 2014 report, the police have got better at crime recording, but there is still 
room for improvement. On 4 July 2019, in our Annual Assessment of Policing in 
England and Wales 2018, we reported that 93.3 percent of sexual offence allegations 
were properly recorded. But this means that the police still fail more than 1 in 20 
people reporting such crimes. 

Counting rules amended: belief is still the intention 

On 19 July 2019, the College of Policing reported that it had written to the Home 
Office, suggesting that two sentences be inserted into the national crime recording 
standard. Immediately after the sentence containing “The intention is that victims are 
believed”, the new sentences read: 

“This seeks to ensure that those reporting crimes will be treated with empathy and 
their allegations will be taken seriously. Any investigation which follows is then 
taken forward with an open mind to establish the truth.” 

The Home Office did as suggested. The change that the Henriques report led to – via 
the advisory group, the roundtable, the assistant commissioner’s paper, the College of 
Policing Professional Committee and the Chief Constables’ Council – didn’t include 
the amendment recommended by the assistant commissioner: the removal of the 
phrase “The intention is that victims are believed”. For the reasons we set out later, we 
believe it should have done.  

https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/news/news-feed/statement-sir-thomas-winsor-hmcic/
https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/news/news-feed/statement-sir-thomas-winsor-hmcic/
https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/publications/state-of-policing-the-annual-assessment-of-policing-in-england-and-wales-2018/
https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/publications/state-of-policing-the-annual-assessment-of-policing-in-england-and-wales-2018/
https://www.college.police.uk/News/College-news/Pages/Update-on-College-position-on-belief-July-2019.aspx
https://www.college.police.uk/News/College-news/Pages/Update-on-College-position-on-belief-July-2019.aspx
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On 22 July 2019, the MPS published its first intranet article on these matters since 
November 2016. This followed the conclusion of criminal proceedings against Beech. 
In the article, the deputy commissioner reiterated the MPS’s position on  
believing victims. He reminded everyone to record an allegation in accordance with 
Home Office counting rules, but that it was for the investigating officer to establish  
the facts: 

“The job of the police is to investigate impartially and with an open mind to 
establish the facts. Where offences have been committed, we then seek to bring 
offenders to justice.” 

“We know how important it is for victims to feel they are listened to and that the 
allegations they make are treated seriously, recorded properly and thoroughly 
investigated. We will support victims and encourage them to feel confident to 
report their allegations to us.” 

“We will ensure their accounts are listened to and thoroughly and objectively 
investigated.” 

On 7 October 2019, the current Commissioner issued a further statement, which was 
published on the intranet. It followed the MPS’s decision to publish the Henriques 
report and the Home Secretary’s commissioning of this inspection. She said  
that from the time of her appointment as Commissioner she had made clear that  
the police would listen, record and support but “from that moment on” the police  
are investigators. She went on to say: “Our job as police is to investigate impartially 
and with an open mind to establish the facts. Where offences have been committed, 
we then seek to bring offenders to justice.” 

Our findings in November 2019 

New draft guidance out for consultation 

In November 2016, the College of Policing and Operation Hydrant produced  
advice for senior investigating officers on allegations of non-recent sexual abuse.  
That publication further developed guidance that they had issued in November 2015. 

The College of Policing and Operation Hydrant are in the process of revising the 
guidance. In September 2019, they circulated for public consultation a document 
called Senior investigating officer (SIO) Advice: Investigations into allegations of  
non-recent institutional child sexual abuse or child sexual abuse by people with a high 
public profile. (In the many following references to this document that we make in our 
report, we refer to it as ‘the draft Hydrant advice’.) 

The draft Hydrant advice follows the Home Office counting rules with regard to belief. 
It states, however, that victims should be informed at an early stage that the 
investigation will seek all relevant evidence and that the accounts of both victims and 
suspects will be tested.  

https://www.college.police.uk/News/College-news/Pages/Public-consultation-on-new-SIO-guidance-September-2019.aspx
http://library.college.police.uk/docs/appref/SIO-advice-2019-Public-Consultation-DRAFT-v1.0-190919.pdf
http://library.college.police.uk/docs/appref/SIO-advice-2019-Public-Consultation-DRAFT-v1.0-190919.pdf
http://library.college.police.uk/docs/appref/SIO-advice-2019-Public-Consultation-DRAFT-v1.0-190919.pdf
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No blind belief and a willingness to challenge 

On 3 December 2019, an Operation Larimar strategic board meeting reiterated the 
current Commissioner’s position on belief: 

“We will believe a complainant/victim such that we record the crime allegation. 
From that point we will investigate impartially, and with an open mind to establish 
the facts.” 

During our inspection, we found a generally good understanding that the concept of 
belief applied at the point of recording only, rather than throughout an investigation. 
With few exceptions, those we interviewed said they were always prepared to accept 
an allegation of crime but then proceed with an open mind. Many said that had always 
been the case and that they would never – in their words – blindly believe. 

We found evidence that many officers are prepared to challenge and test the veracity 
of complaints. This was particularly so in situations where there are claims and 
counter-claims. 

During our inspection of 23 crime files, we found many examples of officers recording 
crimes properly, and then going to significant lengths to test the truthfulness of 
allegations (see page 63). 

Although many knew nothing of the Henriques report, officers said they applied 
common sense, which reflected advice in the force’s investigative interviewing policy. 
Many interviewees also said lessons had been learned from a different source: a 
review of the case of R v Allan (2017) (this case is discussed in more detail on  
page 62). 

Opposing evidence: persistent confusion and polarised views 

Against the broadly encouraging evidence that most officers understood what was 
expected of them (even if not as a result of the Henriques report), there was some 
opposing evidence. Some interviewees, including a senior detective, said there was 
still confusion over the concept of belief. We found support for this assertion in two 
polarised positions, to which some officers still adhered. 

At one extreme, an officer told us that because she had been told always to believe a 
victim, she didn’t think she would ever disbelieve. At the other, there was the old 
adage (often found among experienced detectives) of ABC: assume nothing; believe 
no-one; check everything. The MPS’s crime academy applies a different interpretation 
to this mnemonic: attention to fine-grain detail; being dispassionate despite the 
circumstances; and commitment to being open-minded. 

The findings from our fieldwork were supported by the results from our survey.  
This survey found that 72 percent of respondents were either very, or somewhat, 
confident about clarifying inconsistencies in a victim’s account (confidence levels were 
highest among CID officers; 87 percent were confident).  
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However, 11 percent of respondents (184 people) were not very confident, or not 
confident at all. Out of the 184 respondents who were not confident, the areas of 
policing with the most respondents who were not confident were neighbourhood 
policing (23 respondents), response (28 respondents), specialist crime (26 
respondents) and central specialist crime (28 respondents). 

MPS investigative training 

In December 2019, the Larimar team told us that new training had started in 
September 2019 for senior investigating officers and detective inspectors. This was  
to “share the learning about Sir Richard’s review”. We were also told that the  
42-point plan had been shared with relevant personnel throughout the force and that it 
featured on the Operation Winter Key intranet site. The intranet is accessible to all 
MPS personnel. The MPS recognises that the plan, which was devised for non-recent 
sexual abuse investigations, would be valuable for other cases too. We discuss this 
further on page 65. 

The MPS told us that it covers the concept of belief during an interview course for 
trainee detectives. The concept of belief is also included in other training courses  
and in a paper, which is given to attendees, containing ‘7 principles of investigations’. 
One of the principles states that accounts given by a person being interviewed should 
always be tested against what an interviewer already knows or what can reasonably 
be established. 

An Operation Larimar paper to the MPS management board meeting on 27 November 
2019 reported that a reminder had been issued to recruit and crime academy trainers. 
It asked them to focus students on the following: 

“Victims of abuse should have the confidence to come forward and know that we 
will listen to them, take seriously their allegations and investigate without fear or 
favour; still officers must use an investigative mind-set to establish the full facts of 
the allegation.” 

The paper went on to state the MPS’s current position: 

“We will believe a complainant/victim such that we will record the crime allegation. 
It is important from that point on that we will investigate impartially, and with an 
open mind to establish the facts.” 

This is encouraging for those who have recently attended, or are about to attend,  
a training course. But almost half of the respondents to our survey (41 percent)  
told us that they hadn’t received training in objective decision-making when 
investigating crime. A further 12 percent said they had received training more than 
three years ago, while 26 percent didn’t know or couldn’t remember. Only 20 percent 
said they had received training in the last three years.  
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The intranet 

At the very least, everyone needs to have access to clear guidance. We saw six 
relevant MPS intranet articles that were circulated in 2016 and four that were 
circulated in 2019 (with nothing in between). Half of these included references directly, 
or indirectly, to belief. But we noted a degree of apathy about the intranet and weren’t 
convinced that many officers and staff read articles that appear on it. Even some of 
those who remembered seeing intranet articles couldn’t recall any policy on belief. 
Some remembered that there had been a circulation in 2016 but generally nothing 
further until the circulation at the time of our inspection. 

We saw an intranet article dated 6 November 2019, advertising an MPS continuous 
professional development fortnight. It referred to a 2018 workforce survey which 
concluded that “only 32 percent of people felt they are able to access the right learning 
and development opportunities when they needed to”. 

As in other professions, it is the responsibility of police officers and staff (whether in 
the MPS or in any other force) to put time and effort into their continuous professional 
development, particularly through self-directed and online learning. Officers we met 
acknowledged that it is their own responsibility to monitor the intranet but, as one 
remarked, they are ‘bombarded’ with intranet articles. 

Nevertheless, respondents to our survey told us that the most common way of 
learning about policy change was through communication channels such as the 
intranet or a newsletter. 

Also, we found that the force, through its Metflix project, is creating online content to 
support officers’ continuous professional development. 

Policy versus individual belief 

During our inspection we heard lots of powerful and persuasive views, none more so 
than those from a senior officer in an email: 

“I feel that the discussion on policy & direction on ‘belief’ has often missed  
the point. 

Policy has no effect on individual belief. Directing an officer to believe in unicorns 
will not result in them believing in unicorns; instructing them to believe a 
complainant is no different. 

However, policy can direct how investigators treat complainants; when obtaining 
an initial account investigators should treat complainants as if what they are saying 
is true. This behaviour is unconnected to ‘belief’. 

For a professional investigator, personal belief should have no bearing. 
Reasonable lines of enquiry are followed whether they point towards or away from 
a suspect’s guilt or innocence.” 

We agree. 
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Conclusions 

The conflict between the wishes of victims and the need for impartial 

investigations should be reconciled 

Many experienced detectives told us that it would go against their natural investigative 
instincts to accept allegations such as Beech’s without question. This raises the 
question of why Beech was believed for so long. As we described above, it was 
arguably a matter of timing and external pressure (see page 20). 

Although seven years have elapsed since the Savile revelations, a 2018 survey 
estimated that fewer than one in five adult victims reported their experience of rape or 
assault by penetration. The main reason for not doing so was embarrassment, but the 
fear of disbelief was also a significant reason. If the reporting rate is to be improved, 
the police must give victims the confidence that their crime reports will be 
appropriately recorded and investigated. 

During the course of his review, when Beech’s lies had been exposed, Sir Richard 
Henriques found there were some who feared that: 

“an abandonment of ‘belief’ would result in a return to the bad old days when 
victims of crime were frightened to complain and, if they did so, their complaints 
were too readily rejected”. 

Based on the police’s track record with crime recording, it is critically important  
to guard against such regression. A presumption of belief, even if only for  
crime-recording purposes, is intended to support victims – many of whom  
are vulnerable. However, as the Director of Public Prosecutions pointed out, the 
police’s job is to investigate. That must be done with an open mind. 

This distinction is not universally understood, and it runs the risk of upsetting the fine 
balance between the need for victims to be taken seriously and the need for thorough, 
impartial investigations. 

It is time that these opposing issues are fully reconciled. 

Investigators should suspend their belief and disbelief 

The House of Commons select committee recognised, in 2014, that: 

“under-recording or miscategorising crime erodes public trust in the police and … 
creates doubt that the public will be taken seriously when they report a crime”. 

In making our recommendations now, we are anxious to avoid any such erosion.  
But the police don’t have to go from one extreme to the other. Rather, we subscribe to 
the sentiments expressed in the following Police Foundation article: 

“Surely it is not beyond the capacity of the police officer to suspend both belief and 
disbelief while dealing with someone presenting as a victim of crime. Surely, it is 
how an officer acts, rather than what they believe that is important and should be 
emphasised in guidance and training. 

https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/crimeandjustice/articles/sexualoffendingvictimisationandthepaththroughthecriminaljusticesystem/2018-12-13#reporting-sexual-assault-to-the-police
http://www.police-foundation.org.uk/2015/10/a-shaking-of-belief-victims-and-impartial-investigation/
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Police officers must be required to act as if the account provided to them were true; 
it is a breach of the (apparent) victim’s rights for them to do otherwise, unless and 
until there is credible evidence that it is not true. This can only be established 
through impartial investigation, and it is therefore unhelpful and risks dissonance 
for the police (individually or institutionally) to take up a belief position (either for or 
against), prior to that investigation.” 

We consider those views compatible with the Henriques report, Dame Elish Angiolini’s 
review, our stance and the position now expressed by the MPS. 

In considering this difficult issue, we also consulted the National Police Chiefs’ Council 
(NPCC’s) lead for child protection and abuse investigation. He provided us with a 
wealth of material to support the NPCC’s and College of Policing’s current view that a 
victim should be believed when reporting a crime. He contended that a change in 
policy would damage the work that the police service has done in recent years to 
improve victims’ confidence. 

We respect that view and do not make our recommendations lightly. We have given 
the matter a great deal of consideration. Quite rightly, victims must have the 
confidence to report crimes to the police in the certain knowledge that their allegations 
will always be treated seriously and properly recorded. Any investigation that follows 
must be impartial and without bias; the police must be fair to all sides. A miscarriage  
of justice, based on misplaced belief, would only damage the public’s confidence  
and support. 

A minor clarification of the Home Office counting rules would enable clear and 
consistent guidance to be issued, making it easier for officers to understand what is 
expected of them. In crime recording, the intention shouldn’t be that those reporting 
crimes are unconditionally believed by the police, even if on a temporary basis.  
The intention should be that the police always comply with Section A, recognising  
that belief by the victim is usually enough to justify recording the crime (see page 31). 
If they did so: 

• victims would have nothing to fear; 

• we wouldn’t still be finding, in 2019/20, examples of forces that under-record crime; 

• the requisite investigations would follow; 

• they would be conducted impartially; and 

• some false complaints might be deterred. 

https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/news/news-feed/norfolk-constabulary-needs-to-improve-how-it-records-crime-according-to-inspectorate/


 

 45 

 

Recommendations and the MPS response 

Henriques recommendation 2 

“The instruction to ‘believe a victim’s account’ should cease. It should be the duty 
of an officer interviewing a complainant to investigate the facts objectively and 
impartially and with an open mind from the outset of the investigation. At no stage 
must the officer show any form of disbelief and every effort must be made to 
facilitate the giving of a detailed account in a non-confrontational manner.” 

In its response to this recommendation, the MPS said: 

“This recommendation was fully accepted, and the MPS supports the view that 
allegations should be investigated impartially and with an open mind. This is 
different to the National Crime Recording Standards (NCRS) Guidance, which 
advises that if a person believes a crime has been committed it is sufficient to 
record the crime: ‘Victim Focused Recording: NCRS promotes a victim focused 
approach to crime recording. The intention is that victims are believed and able to 
benefit from their statutory entitlements under the Codes of Practice for Victims of 
Crime. This advice ensures consistency of victim focus.’ Please see paragraph 3.5 
on link: 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attac
hment_data/file/833226/count-general-sep-2019.pdf 

On receipt of the review in October 2016, the MPS issued a communication to all 
officers and staff, which has recently been reissued to all crime managers, all 
senior investigating officers and the Telephone Digital Investigation Unit, with the 
guidance including: 

• The investigation of any crime should be about the impartial search for 
evidence that may support or undermine an allegation.  

Recommendations 

1. As part of the next planned update of the crime counting rules (currently 
scheduled for July 2020), the Home Office should provide additional 
clarification in relation to the concept of belief. This should include: 

a. adding greater emphasis to the principle that ‘belief by the victim’ is usually 
enough to justify recording a crime; 

b. removing the references to police ‘belief in the victim’; and 

c. making clear that, once a crime has been recorded, any investigation 
should be conducted impartially to establish the truth. 

2. As soon as reasonably possible after the Home Office has clarified the crime 
counting rules, the College of Policing and National Police Chiefs’ Council 
should ensure that the clarification is communicated to all forces. They should 
also ensure that appropriate training is provided and clear guidance is made 
readily accessible to all officers and staff who record and/or investigate crime. 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/833226/count-general-sep-2019.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/833226/count-general-sep-2019.pdf
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• Challenges to a victim’s account should be done in a professional  
and supportive manner with an explanation given of the requirement  
to achieving the best evidence available to support the criminal  
justice process. 

• Investigators should treat all victims with compassion but will need to ask 
challenging and difficult questions. The consequence of these questions can 
be offset by preparing victims for the investigative process.” 

Our view on the MPS response to Henriques recommendation 2 

The MPS’s position is not different to the NCRS guidance, as the force’s  
response suggests. When the MPS published its response to recommendation 2,  
it included a hyperlink to NCRS guidance that was published in September 2019.  
The link is no longer available, as the guidance was updated in November 2019.  
As we reported earlier (see page 38), two sentences were inserted into the guidance. 
These sentences made clear that those reporting crimes would be treated with 
empathy and that their allegations would be taken seriously. Any investigation would 
be conducted with an open mind to establish the truth. 

Both the MPS’s position and the NCRS guidance recognise the importance of 
impartial investigation. Notwithstanding this, we have recommended clarification of the 
counting rules (of which the NCRS is a part). 

In its response, the MPS also gave details of how it had informed members of the 
force about its position on belief. Its first communication in this regard was in the form 
of an email, dated 15 November 2016. This was two weeks after the publication of the 
Henriques report. It was circulated to senior officers, presumably for dissemination to 
all investigators, although it doesn’t specifically direct such action. 

Our findings suggest that few investigators were made aware of the force’s position on 
belief until late in 2019, as a result of a second circulation. We note that the second 
circulation included essential elements that were omitted in 2016. The original email 
didn’t stress the importance of testing the veracity of a report of crime. It didn’t include 
the importance of an “impartial search for evidence that may support or undermine  
an allegation”. Nor did it refer to “challenges to a victim’s account” or the “need to ask 
challenging and difficult questions”. 

The MPS published articles on the intranet prior to, during and after the publication of 
the Henriques and Independent Office for Police Conduct reports. They included both 
the force’s and senior officers’ positions on belief, but whether officers and staff read 
them is another matter. 

Kentia recommendation 13 

“While acknowledging there is a fine balance to be struck, we would invite the 
police service to reflect carefully on and renew their efforts to balance the culture of 
belief at the time an allegation is recorded with the clear need to objectively 
investigate the allegations thereafter.”  

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/845360/count-general-nov-2019.pdf
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In its response to this recommendation, the MPS said: 

“The position on ‘belief’ is set out in the Home Office Standards for  
Crime Recording. Following a recommendation on the subject by Her Majesty’s 
Inspectorate of Constabulary (HMIC) in 2016, the College consulted widely on  
the subject. In March 2016 the then CEO, Chief Constable Alex Marshall, wrote to 
all chief constables setting out a position that a person making an allegation of 
crime was to be believed for the purposes of recording the allegation unless there 
was evidence that the crime had not happened. Following the recording of the 
allegation, an impartial investigation should follow. The report of Sir Richard 
Henriques was published in November 2016 and made a recommendation  
about ‘belief’. The College carried out a further consultation exercise and, as a 
result, wrote to the Home Office suggesting an amendment to the National 
Standard for Crime Recording (NCRS). The recommendation has been accepted 
and the Rule has been updated to make it even clearer that it is victim focused and 
that the intention is that a victim is believed at the point of recording. After that, an 
impartial investigation should follow. This section now reads: 

‘The standard directs a victim focused approach to crime recording. The intention 
is that victims are believed and benefit from statutory entitlements under the Code 
of Practice for Victims of Crime (CPVC). This seeks to ensure that those reporting 
crimes will be treated with empathy and their allegations will be taken seriously. 
Any investigation which follows is then taken forward with an open mind to 
establish the truth’. 

We consider that ‘belief’ has been subject to extensive consultation  
and consideration. It is now important that policing colleagues who are  
required to make day-to-day decisions about investigating allegations of crime  
are supported. The College of Policing will support the communication of this 
national position to officers and staff by drawing on the expertise of colleagues 
from the MPS and NPCC. We intend to use the following simple, clear position in 
those communications. 

‘We will believe a victim such that we record the crime allegation. From that point 
we will investigate impartially, and with an open mind to establish the facts.’ 

All chief constables will be invited to put in place local activity aimed at ensuring 
frontline officers and staff understand the national position and the requirements it 
places upon them. Materials to support this local activity will be created by 31 
January 2020.” 

Our view on the MPS response to Kentia recommendation 13 

In one minor respect, this response is inaccurate. We believe the MPS’s reference to 
an inspection recommendation in 2016 was intended to be a reference to our 2014 
recommendation (see page 34), which was published on 18 November 2014. 

For the reasons set out earlier, we have recommended removal of the references to 
‘belief in the victim’ from the crime counting rules. 
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Henriques recommendation 1 

“Throughout both the investigative and the judicial process those who make 
complaints should be referred to as ‘complainants’ and not as ‘victims’ by  
the MPS.” 

In its response to this recommendation, the MPS said: 

“This recommendation was not accepted by the MPS as this is a commonly 
accepted term across a wide range of guidance, policy and legislation. This issue 
has been widely debated and differing views exist. The use of the word victim is 
not intrinsically linked to the issue of belief. The MPS continues to support the use 
of the term victim. This does not confer any judgement on the allegations they 
make which will always be investigated impartially and with an open mind.” 

Our view on the MPS response to Henriques recommendation 1 

Based on the roundtable’s position and the comprehensive paper to the College  
of Policing Professional Committee and Chief Constables’ Council meeting  
(see page 37), it appeared to us that the police service in general hasn’t accepted  
this recommendation. 

The recommendation has consequences that reach far beyond the MPS. It would 
affect all other police forces and law enforcement agencies, other parts of the criminal 
justice system, and support groups and charities. We believe that matters are not as 
straightforward as this recommendation tends to imply. 

Context 

Pages 13 to 19 of the Henriques report make a powerful argument in support of  
the recommendation. As a prelude to making it, Sir Richard Henriques explained that 
it was unfair to describe a person as a victim before it has been proven that an offence 
has actually occurred. 

He discussed his views with police officers during his review. They contended that 
substituting ‘complainant’ for ‘victim’ might be unpopular with some organisations, 
especially charities that represent victims. Sir Richard acknowledged that raising 
money for ‘victims’ of crime would be easier than doing so for ‘complainants’.  
He pointed out, however, that his recommendation to exclude the word ‘victim’ only 
applied to the criminal justice process. He argued that: “A police officer has a duty to 
investigate, as part of the criminal justice process, determining whether or not a 
complainant is proved to be a victim.” 

A mixed response 

Among interviewees, we found a mixed response to this recommendation. Some of 
the safeguarding officers we met said a complainant doesn’t become a victim until 
there is evidence of an offence. They referred to the terms ‘victim’ and ‘complainant’ 
as labels and suggested that neither means that someone is telling the truth.  
They said that they would investigate each allegation objectively and gather evidence 
to prove or disprove it. 

https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/glossary/safeguarding/
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On the other hand, Winter Key personnel told us that they had adopted the term 
‘complainant’ after the Henriques report, to refer collectively to victims and third  
parties making allegations. But this was not at the force’s direction. Indeed, there  
was confusion about whether the MPS had ever issued guidance on this matter.  
Some officers, up to and including superintendent rank, said that it hadn’t, while others 
said they had seen numerous circulations. 

Officers were aware that other organisations might use ‘victim’ or ‘complainant’ (or 
other terms, such as ‘survivors’) depending on their role and purpose. They also 
acknowledged that the term ‘victim’ features in Home Office counting rules and 
throughout the criminal justice process (such as the Code of Practice for Victims  
of Crime). However, we were told that, without clear guidance, officers made up their 
own minds. 

On 17 October 2016, an advisory group meeting (see page 23) decided that the  
MPS couldn’t make the change in isolation, saying that it “would most likely be a 
matter for the IICSA [Independent Inquiry into Child Sexual Abuse]”. A presentation to 
a crime-fighters’ meeting on 8 December 2016 (which was attended by senior 
personnel) referred to ‘victims’, while the 41-point plan which was produced a month 
earlier (see page 52) used the term ‘complainants’ without further explanation (later 
clarified in the updated 42-point plan). Former Operation Sapphire4 officers also told 
us that, around the same time, they were instructed to use the term ‘complainant’.  
To add to the confusion, the Crime Reporting Information System (CRIS) refers to 
‘victims’ and the force has a ‘total victim care’ policy. 

Recommendation to the College of Policing Professional Committee 

We did find a relevant recommendation in the paper that the College of Policing 
Professional Committee considered on 28 February 2018 (see page 27). 
Recommendation 1 in the paper was: 

“That the College of Policing and wider policing continues the general use of the 
word ‘victim’ but describes, in Authorised Professional Practice and associated 
training material, the differing interpretations and sensitivities, thus guiding 
investigators to be prepared to adapt their choice of wording according to the 
audience and context.” 

We acknowledge that, in reaching this conclusion, the College of Policing gave careful 
consideration to the matter. In our view, guiding investigators “to adapt their choice of 
wording” would be sensible. In any case, based on our findings, officers are clearly 
prepared to do just that. 

Importantly, we didn’t find evidence that the choice of terminology adversely 
influences officer behaviour. The use of ‘victim’ didn’t seem to imbue any sense of 
inappropriate belief in the victim. Conversely, the use of ‘complainant’ didn’t 
automatically lead to disbelief. 

By searching Authorised Professional Practice on the College of Policing website,  
we established that ‘victim’ appeared much more frequently (136 entries for victim; 9 
for complainant). The term ‘complainant’ appeared twice in the Authorised 

 
4 Operation Sapphire was the MPS’s central rape investigation unit. It has now been disbanded. 
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Professional Practice for policing elections, where some of the associated crime types 
may not involve individual victims. 

The need for care 

The police should be careful though, as the incorrect, inappropriate or insensitive  
use of either term can be problematic, particularly if it can influence the perceptions  
of others. We heard of a case in another force area. This involved child rape 
allegations against former Birmingham MP John Hemming. The Crown Prosecution 
Service decided not to authorise charges against him. An officer was reported to have 
responded to this decision by saying that the force would “continue to support [the 
complainant] as we do with all victims of crime”. Mr Hemming (who won a libel case 
against the media) objected. 

More generally, officers told us that – when giving evidence in court proceedings – 
those who describe complainants as victims are liable to face strong censure from  
the trial judge. This is because of the potential for it to have a prejudicial effect on  
the case. 

On the other hand, there are some cases in which the police might appear  
insensitive by referring to victims as complainants. In such instances, there is  
usually corroborative evidence available to show that the crime complaint is genuine, 
for example: 

• people alleging fraud, whose banks confirm the fraudulent nature of  
certain transactions; 

• fatalities where the injuries clearly point to murder (e.g. multiple bullet or  
stab wounds); 

• in non-fatalities, people with severe, non-accidental injuries, particularly in 
circumstances where an independent witness gives a first-hand account of  
an assault; 

• cases where evidence of the crime was captured in an audio or video recording,  
or in communication records (e.g. CCTV, answerphone messages, text  
messages, emails); 

• cases which are reported to the police by the suspect, or where the suspect freely 
admits the crime; and 

• cases where the suspect was arrested during the commission of the offence (e.g. 
someone who, while under police surveillance, tries to break into a building, steal a 
car or rob a bank). 

This is not to suggest that victims of non-recent sexual abuse should be called 
complainants, just because there is no corroborative evidence. Such victims may also 
perceive the insensitivity we described above. 
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4. Decision-making in investigations 

Sir Richard Henriques thought that the “focus and speed” of the investigation into 
Beech’s allegations should have been “very different to that deployed”. He concluded 
that, had the Metropolitan Police Service (MPS) pursued certain lines of enquiry, the 
course of events would have been much different: 

“These are all enquiries that could be made immediately and with an expectation of 
a speedy result. Had this course been adopted this investigation could and, in my 
judgement, would have been closed after a comparatively short period.” 

For this aspect of our inspection, we looked for evidence of sound decision-making by 
investigators (after recording the crime), supported by effective training and good 
quality guidance. 

After an offence has been committed, regardless of its severity, the officer responsible 
should set parameters for its investigation. Those parameters, and the lines of enquiry 
that fall within them, must be proportionate, necessary and justified. Competent 
investigators will continually review their decisions and make adjustments according to 
developments, prioritising certain enquiries to be pursued. 

We were impressed by the knowledge and commitment we found among the 
investigators we met in Winter Key and on basic command units (BCUs). They want to 
do their jobs well, and generally make sound investigative decisions. But we found 
various issues of concern too. 

Training 

As well as the investigative training mentioned earlier (see page 41), we were told that 
other training courses – such as courses for detectives, sergeants and on 
safeguarding – generally covered the issues raised by the Henriques report.  
However, we didn’t always find this reflected in the lesson plans (see page 88 for  
an example). We were also told that some training took the form of ‘professional 
discussions’ rather than structured teaching plans, but these depend on audience 
participation and can lead to inconsistency. 

Officers and staff at various levels frequently used words such as poor, inadequate 
and ineffective to describe the force’s training generally. Others were less polite.  
A member of one focus group went as far as to claim that “a generation of policing is 
being failed”. A senior officer told us that Mi-Investigation (see page 53) training was 
“too little, too late”. Again, many officers thought there was a general over-reliance on 
intranet circulations and NCALT (National Centre for Applied Learning Technologies) 
computer-based training. 

https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/glossary/basic-command-unit/
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The survey reflected a more positive view. Of respondents who had received 
traditional training in objective decision-making during the last three years, 64 percent 
of respondents said they had found it helpful. 

An extensive examination of the force’s training provision was beyond the remit of  
our inspection. We are not in a position to judge whether the criticisms are justified. 
But, because they were so frequent, we have decided to set them out so that the force 
and others can consider whether any further investigation or action is necessary. 

Guidance material 

Much of the guidance we saw on investigations generally was undated and  
it was unclear whether it had been reviewed in the light of Operation Midland and  
the Henriques report. However, most interviewees said they weren’t aware of  
any changes. Crime trainers said policies and training didn’t alter when the 
recommendations were first released in 2016, and the MPS’s crime academy wasn’t 
directed to change anything. Any changes seem to have been made more recently. 

The 42-point plan 

When we spoke with Winter Key officers, they frequently referred to a 42-point plan as 
an aid to their decision-making. A detective chief inspector, who was posted to 
Operation Winter Key when it was first established, produced the initial version of this 
document in November 2016. At this stage it had 41 points. 

In September 2019, the detective chief inspector reviewed and updated it  
following his involvement in preparing the Henriques report for further publication.  
This resulted in the 42-point plan. Its purpose was: “To apply recommendations from 
Sir Richard Henriques’ report … and [consider] other relevant factors when 
interviewing complainants.” 

The author intended that the plan would be used “to provide guidance to investigative 
interviewers working on allegations of non-recent sexual offences, in particular officers 
working in Operation Winter Key”. 

Senior Winter Key officers told us that when it was first introduced, it reaffirmed a lot of 
practices that already existed. The plan covers topics to be considered when 
interviewing complainants. It is divided into ten categories, which include: 

• the offence (including legislation and relevant case law); 

• witnesses; 

• suspects; 

• complainants; 

• medical matters; 

• exhibits; 

• venues (and their identification); 

• the criminal justice process (including special measures); 

• any professional standards considerations (including any previous police or 
institutional failings); and 
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• any other relevant matters (such as updating complainants and informing them of 
any decision to take no further action). 

We discuss the plan’s internal distribution and future development on page 65. 

Investigative toolkits 

More generally, the MPS gives comprehensive investigative ‘toolkits’ to help officers at 
all levels, which can be accessed via the intranet. They include checklists for different 
stages of an investigation, safeguarding advice and how to deal with intelligence. 

Policy 

The force also has a policy for dealing with allegations involving high-profile suspects 
who are deceased. In essence, the policy states that complaints should be treated on 
a case-by-case basis and any outstanding safeguarding issues should be addressed. 
Not all the senior officers we spoke with, who are involved in the type of cases that 
might apply, were aware of the policy. 

The MPS’s investigative capacity 

While guidance and training are invaluable when setting parameters and deciding on 
lines of enquiry, experience is necessary too. That is why, ideally, experienced 
investigators should be in charge of complex investigations, but there is a shortage of 
investigators and senior investigating officers. This is not just in the MPS. It is a wider 
problem, about which we have reported before. 

The MPS is well aware of the issue and the force is working hard to address it. We are 
aware of extensive measures such as the MPS’s transformation work from 2016 
through to the present day, the establishment of a gold group on detective resilience, 
and the introduction of direct entry detectives. These are welcome and worthwhile 
measures which, over time, should improve matters. However, for now, one 
superintendent we interviewed estimated that 50 percent of his BCU investigative 
strength was made up of either inexperienced detectives who had yet to be accredited 
for their roles, or trainee detectives. 

A senior investigator told us that a recent advertisement to attract potential 
investigators, which was circulated to 1,300 officers in a BCU, elicited only  
two responses. If this is representative of other similar recruitment rounds, it may have 
consequences not just for the detective constable role, but for the long-term 
maintenance and development of investigative capacity. High-profile, sensitive and 
complex investigations, such as Operation Midland, require skilled and experienced 
senior investigating officers. This is not just an MPS problem. 

The Mi-Investigation programme 

Under the force’s Mi-Investigation programme, uniformed officers who respond to 
incidents (called response officers) now investigate less-complex offences. The MPS 
introduced the programme after we found, during a 2014 crime inspection, that the 
force needed to improve the quality of its initial investigations. 

https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/wp-content/uploads/metropolitan-crime-inspection-2014.pdf
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After a trial period, the programme was introduced force-wide in 2016. It was designed 
to both empower and develop frontline officers and enable them to open and close 
their own investigations with reduced levels of supervision. This, in turn, would allow 
experienced CID officers to concentrate on more serious levels of criminality. 

We recognise that Mi-Investigation is a positive step towards creating a more skilled 
workforce, but its introduction has caused difficulties. We were told that many frontline 
officers had no previous experience of criminal investigation and processes such as 
applying for search warrants and deciding on lines of enquiry. They had been given 
the extra responsibility without prior training. Many supervisors, to whom they would 
normally turn for guidance, are also inexperienced in these matters. However, we 
acknowledge that the MPS has now identified experienced detective sergeants and 
inspectors who can give support and advice (see page 81). 

Other demands 

The problems created by a lack of experience among response officers are 
exacerbated by shift patterns and the other duties that have to be performed.  
A response officer’s primary role is to respond to emergencies and other calls from  
the public. This can leave precious little time to pursue enquiries, potentially leading to 
poor investigations with significant delays, even in routine cases. Eventually, it is the 
public who may suffer. As one senior officer explained, the demographics of a young 
and inexperienced team, the demands on them and the shift patterns they work all 
combine to create delays. 

Operation Winter Key 

We found that, outside the Winter Key team, understanding of the operation’s  
remit varied. We were told that Winter Key officers were visiting BCU CID offices to 
identify cases that have been retained there which could have been referred. 

Our case file review 

We found examples of excellent police work, both in BCUs and in specialist 
departments. This includes Winter Key and the major enquiries special casework 
team, which mainly investigates non-recent homicide cases. 

In some instances, we saw comprehensive details of aims and objectives, with the 
lines of enquiry intended to achieve them. However, this wasn’t always the case. 

Record-keeping 

The case files we examined during our inspection were predominantly Winter Key 
cases, although several had started as BCU CID investigations. We frequently found 
that we couldn’t assess the general proficiency in setting parameters/lines of enquiry 
due to inadequate record-keeping. 

Even some of the Operation Winter Key files were inconsistent. In a third of the cases 
we assessed, we had to refer to situation reports prepared for management meetings 
and (very comprehensive) closing reports to determine whether necessary, 
proportionate and justifiable decisions had been made. From what we saw, they  
had been. However, in some Winter Key cases we found difficulty in identifying who 
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had actually been in overall charge of a case. Unfortunately, Winter Key’s records 
didn’t always reflect the team’s evident commitment. Part of the problem relates to the 
way the Winter Key team records cases on the Home Office Large Major Enquiry 
System (HOLMES) (see page 56). 

Delays 

In most cases, enquiries were conducted promptly, particularly by Operation Winter 
Key investigators. But this was not always the case. For example, Winter Key received 
a report from another force in November 2016 but didn’t raise any investigative actions 
until March 2017. The Winter Key team gave the case a low priority, because the 
suspect’s identity was unclear. The investigating officer was then drawn onto two 
successive murder enquiries because of demand elsewhere. The next update was in 
November 2017. The suspect was identified, arrested and interviewed, during which 
he admitted further offences. The case would probably have gone to trial, but the 
suspect died during the investigation. 

Another case started in 2015, before Winter Key was created, and was initially 
investigated in a BCU. It passed between six investigators, with little progress, before 
it was passed to Winter Key in October 2018. There was no record of initial decisions 
on the Crime Reporting Information System (CRIS) entry. When Winter Key received 
and reviewed the case, the investigating officer made comprehensive and appropriate 
entries on CRIS. 

A BCU detective also told us that he was dealing with a significant fraud that he had 
recently been allocated. The identity of the suspect was known and there was strong 
incriminating evidence. The offence had been reported in 2017 and had then passed 
between two detectives without being concluded. In his words, all the evidence was 
there but, before his intervention, it hadn’t been properly acted on. 

The use of HOLMES 

The Home Office Large Major Enquiry System (HOLMES) was introduced after Peter 
Sutcliffe (the ‘Yorkshire Ripper’) murdered 13 women in different force areas between 
1975 and his arrest in January 1981. Following Sutcliffe’s conviction, the government 
appointed Sir Lawrence Byford, HM Chief Inspector of Constabulary, to conduct an 
inquiry into all aspects of the case. His findings (the ‘Byford report’) led to the 
introduction of standardised investigative procedures for major enquiries. The police 
adopted a manual card-based information management system as an interim measure 
until HOLMES’ introduction in 1985. 

As its name indicates, HOLMES is intended for major enquiries. It is typically  
used for murder investigations but also plays an essential role in other major and 
complex operations. The MPS uses the system in a wide range of cases, such as the 
investigation of serial sex offenders and allegations of misconduct by public officials. 
The system can be of great benefit if used in the right circumstances and in the  
right way. It can become unmanageable if under-resourced or used inappropriately. 
Problems certainly arose during Operation Midland. When Sir Richard Henriques 
commented on a “lack of timeliness” in pursuing enquiries, the MPS attributed it, at 
least in part, “to the vast number of entries on the HOLMES account”. Sir Richard 
Henriques did not accept this explanation. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/sir-lawrence-byford-report-into-the-police-handling-of-the-yorkshire-ripper-case
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That isn’t to say that HOLMES is unsuitable for an investigation such as  
Operation Midland. Indeed, with a case involving three allegations of murder, we 
consider it entirely appropriate. However, while recognising that HOLMES has 
valuable functionality, that doesn’t mean that it is necessarily the best option for 
Operation Winter Key, which includes many smaller investigations. 

Winter Key’s use of HOLMES 

A single HOLMES account has been created for Operation Winter Key. At the time  
of our inspection, it contained 222 separate cases. For a single account, this is  
almost unmanageable. It creates major problems when trying to identify and locate 
specific items stored on HOLMES. Operation Winter Key’s officers and staff were very 
helpful during our inspection but, frequently, they too had difficulty in finding 
information we requested and documents we asked to see. We found it much easier 
to navigate cases on CRIS, which is used for BCU-based investigations. 

Problems may arise for Winter Key if information has to be retrieved urgently, such as 
during a Crown Court trial or for disclosure purposes under the Criminal Procedure 
and Investigations Act 1996 (as amended by the Criminal Justice Act 2003).  
Winter Key’s disclosure officers were confident that they would be able to meet their 
disclosure obligations, but the team’s use of HOLMES would make the disclosure 
process unnecessarily burdensome and inefficient. 

It is currently difficult to differentiate between cases on the Winter Key  
HOLMES system. But if a separate account were created for each case, the cases 
could then be linked for cross-referencing and search purposes. This would also have 
been appropriate in operations Midland and Vincente, so that investigators could see 
any connection between different cases. HOLMES was developed for large enquiries 
and the majority of the Winter Key cases wouldn’t fall into that category. We didn’t 
examine all the cases, but it is possible that none would justify the use of HOLMES on 
its own. 

Options for an alternative approach 

In June 2016, an MPS detective inspector prepared a 12-page discussion paper, 
which considered different options for management information systems during non-
recent child sexual abuse investigations. The options were: 

• a process the paper referred to as ‘HOLMES lead’, where the HOLMES system is 
used to record all documents created during, or brought into an investigation, and 
to generate actions;5 

• a process referred to as ‘HOLMES supported’, where HOLMES is used to 
document everything, but actions are set and managed predominantly by an 
investigating officer or senior officer; and 

• the use of HOLMES in conjunction with CRIS. 

The paper favoured the third option (a combination of HOLMES and CRIS). Under this 
system, all the small-scale and discrete cases that Operation Winter Key is 

 
5 An action is any activity which, if pursued, is likely to establish significant facts, preserve material or 
lead to the resolution of the investigation. 
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investigating would be managed on CRIS. One of the limitations of CRIS is that not all 
material can be uploaded to it. That includes witness statements, interview transcripts, 
meeting minutes, correspondence and other important material. 

Any larger and more complicated cases could be managed on HOLMES, which can 
allow easier access to this material. Details from the smaller cases could still be 
entered onto HOLMES to help identify any links. 

In its Kentia report, the Independent Office for Police Conduct recognised that 
HOLMES can be resource-intensive and can create backlogs. With this in mind, it 
suggested that the MPS should look into different ways of managing major enquiries. 
It suggested three options: 

• full HOLMES functionality; 

• a restricted use of HOLMES to meet the particular needs of an enquiry (which the 
Independent Office for Police Conduct referred to as ‘HOLMES-lite’); or 

• not using HOLMES at all. 

We discuss the Independent Office for Police Conduct’s recommendation further on 
page 67. 

Of the options in the MPS’s discussion paper, we too would favour a combination of 
CRIS and HOLMES (with HOLMES being reserved for any large or particularly 
complex cases). When we assessed smaller-scale BCU investigations, we found 
CRIS far easier to navigate and items of information easier to locate. When cases 
were transferred to Winter Key from a BCU, any initial investigation should have  
been recorded on CRIS. Up to that point, progress and decisions should be  
readily apparent. When Winter Key transferred the case to HOLMES, it all became 
more difficult. 

However, there are other options too. For example, we are aware that another force, 
which is also conducting multiple investigations into non-recent sexual abuse, uses a 
different system. These options need to be explored further, with subject matter 
experts who can offer detailed advice on the functionality of the various systems and 
their suitability for Winter Key’s needs. 

 

The quality of decision-making and record-keeping 

We found an inconsistent approach to recording decisions, both in BCUs and in 
Operation Winter Key (see page 54). Senior BCU officers said that all decisions 
should be recorded on CRIS but that it was basically a judgment call about what  
to record. However, we found some consistency in BCU-based safeguarding 
investigations, where clear decisions were usually recorded on CRIS. 

Recommendation 

3. By 30 June 2020, the MPS should determine the best solution for Winter Key’s 
information management needs. It should do this in consultation with experts 
on the use of HOLMES and other relevant computer systems. As soon as 
reasonably possible, it should implement this solution. 
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Senior investigating officers, who are experienced detectives, painted a picture  
of inconsistency. They said that every detective training course covers  
decision-making, but that the MPS doesn’t have a standardised way of  
recording decisions. This was borne out by our findings at Winter Key: some officers 
and staff preferred handwritten policy files, some electronic decision logs, and some 
used OneNote (a digital notebook). 

As we discuss on page 54, in a third of the Winter Key cases we examined, decisions 
had not been recorded. And even where they had been, records were often difficult  
to find. Situation reports (sit-reps) and closing reports gave details of progress but not 
the decisions that underpinned an investigation. 

All these cases did, however, seem to have been thoroughly investigated. We didn’t 
find anything to indicate that poor decisions had been made, although we would have 
preferred to base our conclusions on more comprehensive records. The hard-working 
and committed police officers we met didn’t do themselves justice and left themselves 
open to problems in the future through not recording their decisions and supporting 
rationale. 

In Operation Winter Key’s line of work in particular, difficult decisions have to  
be made at times; they must be able to withstand scrutiny later. As the force  
knows from Operation Midland, this is particularly true when the case involves a  
high-profile suspect. 

Voluntary attendance: a measured approach 

Operation Winter Key’s officers have clearly learned from Operation Midland. 
Wherever possible, they prefer to take a discreet approach when dealing with  
high-profile suspects for non-recent offences. Frequently, this involves a process 
known as voluntary attendance, which complies with code G of the Police and 
Criminal Evidence Act 1984. Under code G, before exercising a power of arrest, 
officers should first consider whether the objectives could be met by other, less 
intrusive means. 

If voluntary attendance is to be effective, suspects must co-operate (as they did  
during Operation Midland; there were no arrests). Suspects often agree to attend 
police premises for interview but it could take place elsewhere (for example, at a 
solicitor’s office). One particular case we reviewed showed the sensible approach that 
Winter Key is taking to voluntary attendance. The case involved a high-profile suspect 
who lived in multi-occupancy premises. Officers avoided visiting the premises but 
made arrangements for the suspect to attend police offices for interview during a quiet 
weekend period. They even agreed a press strategy with the suspect’s solicitor in the 
event that the police investigation became public knowledge. It never did. 

There is a note of caution to be struck though. Operation Hydrant reported that 
safeguarding risks are frequently present in non-recent cases. In such cases, an 
arrest may be more appropriate, because it allows bail conditions to be imposed on 
the suspect when they are released from custody. 
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Pre-charge bail and release under investigation 

When a suspect has been arrested, further decisions must then be made about bail.  
If a suspect has been charged with an offence, the decision is straightforward:  
keep him in custody (to appear before a court) or release him on bail (with or  
without conditions). 

When a suspect hasn’t been charged and further enquiries must be made before  
a charging decision can be taken, there are more alternatives to consider. 
Traditionally, a suspect would be released on pre-charge bail. This is often referred to 
as ‘police bail’. It imposes a legal obligation on the suspect to surrender himself to a 
police station at an appointed time. Where necessary, conditions might also be 
imposed, such as not approaching or otherwise contacting a complainant. 

An alternative to police bail was introduced by the Policing and Crime Act 2017.  
It introduced a presumption that suspects who haven’t been charged (but where  
there are continuing enquiries) should be released from police detention while 
investigations continue. This is referred to as ‘released under investigation’ (RUI).  
It was designed to prevent suspects from being on bail, and possibly subject to bail 
conditions, for a protracted period. 

However, RUI, unlike pre-charge bail, doesn’t give a potential timeframe for an 
investigation, which can lead to even greater uncertainty. National Police Chiefs’ 
Council (NPCC) guidance states that investigations where suspects have been 
released under investigation “must be conducted expeditiously to ensure all parties 
are not subject to long delays”. 

With this in mind, a supervisor should record an initial expected finish date.  
This should take into account the investigation plan (which emphasises again the 
need to keep good records during an investigation). A supervisor should then carry out 
a documented review of the investigation at least every 30 days. We stress that the 
NPCC has issued this guidance and it isn’t enshrined in law. 

If the introduction of RUI was intended to reduce the number of suspects released on 
pre-charge bail, then in that regard it has been successful. However, an unintended 
consequence is that suspects who pose a risk to others have been allowed to roam 
freely and without restrictions. For example, in a separate thematic inspection, we 
found that since its introduction the number of people being released on pre-charge 
bail for domestic abuse crimes had fallen by 65 percent in England and Wales. As the 
NPCC lead for bail management said: “We are concerned that a reduction in bail 
could mean missed opportunities to protect vulnerable people and put conditions on 
violent offenders that could prevent reoffending.” 

On 8 October 2019, an assistant commissioner circulated an intranet message to the 
effect that action needed to be taken regarding suspects who had been released 
under investigation. The assistant commissioner thought the MPS released “too many 
people ‘under investigation’ when a better choice would be to bail with conditions”. 
MPS systems on that date indicated that cases involving 44,085 suspects who  
had been released under investigation were still open. They related to a total of 
81,896 offences. Of those suspects, 14,738 had been recorded as ‘released under 

https://news.npcc.police.uk/releases/police-chiefs-guide-officers-to-impose-bail-conditions-protecting-victims-and-vulnerable-people
https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/publications/the-police-response-to-domestic-abuse-an-update-report/
https://news.npcc.police.uk/releases/police-chiefs-guide-officers-to-impose-bail-conditions-protecting-victims-and-vulnerable-people
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investigation’ for between one and two years, while 6,179 had been so for over  
two years. 

This was due, at least in part, to poor record-keeping and a lack of supervision.  
Many of the cases concerned may actually have been finalised, but MPS computer 
records hadn’t been updated. This also meant that suspects were still shown as being 
under investigation on the police national computer, which all forces can access. 

Supervisors’ obligations to make decisions 

We also saw an MPS ‘crime recording and crime outcomes policy’ but it was undated 
and subject to consultation and testing. It gave instruction, advice and guidance  
to all officers and staff on recording and closing crime records and included 
supervisors’ responsibilities. However, officers of different ranks frequently told us that 
supervisors were failing to fulfil their obligations. 

They suggested that supervisors were regularly asking Crown Prosecution Service 
lawyers to make ‘no further action’ decisions that the police should have made 
themselves. The officers described this as passing the buck. It was not within the 
scope of the inspection to examine the evidence in these cases. Therefore we didn’t 
form a view on whether there were any strong examples of this. 

Recommendations and the MPS response 

The Henriques report contained four recommendations we consider especially 
relevant to this chapter of our report. 

Henriques recommendation 4 

“Investigators should be informed that false complaints are made from time to time 
and should not be regarded as a remote possibility. They may be malicious, 
mistaken, designed to support others, financially motivated, or inexplicable.  
When considering non-recent allegations against prominent people they should 
give full consideration to all background information.” 

In its response to this recommendation, the MPS said: 

“This recommendation was fully accepted. This issue is taught as part of  
both false allegations and of investigative hypothesis, through the MPS Senior 
Detective faculty. The College of Policing currently has draft guidance out  
for consultation.” 

Our view on the MPS response to Henriques recommendation 4 

This recommendation should be considered in conjunction with our chapter on the 
concept of belief. Recommendation 2, which states that the instruction to ‘believe a 
victim’s account’ should cease, is also relevant.  
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Informal training 

We were told that the problem of false and malicious complaints features in MPS 
training programmes. Apparently, it is a subject of discussion during investigative 
interviewing courses for trainee detectives and is usually discussed during a 
supervisors’ course for detective sergeants. A senior investigating officer who 
previously worked on Operation Winter Key gives inspectors and senior investigating 
officers a one-hour oral presentation on Operation Midland when they attend relevant 
courses, but again it is informal. It needs to be turned into a written presentation, 
which can be quality-assured and presented by other trainers. 

A specialist witness interview course, which deals with interviewing children and 
vulnerable adults, gives guidance on dealing with inconsistencies in the accounts of 
such people during interviews. 

We were concerned by the informality in the MPS’s approach to training following the 
Henriques report. Informal discussions are dependent on who is leading them and on 
audience participation. The process doesn’t promote consistency. We were also 
concerned that more detailed training (albeit still informal) is reserved for higher ranks. 
Malicious allegations are just as likely to cause distress in cases that are dealt with by 
junior officers as they are in cases overseen by senior officers. 

 

The draft Hydrant advice on false complaints 

The draft Hydrant advice (see page 39) that the MPS refers to in its response to 
recommendation 4 also gives limited guidance on this matter. It states that “delayed 
reporting does not suggest a false allegation” but advises caution when trying to 
identify potential victims: 

“It is important that, where there is evidence to suggest more victims may have 
been abused, if possible, those victims are identified so they can give their account 
and receive help. However, it is also important that, in seeking to identify victims, 
police do not engage in ‘trawling’6 or give so much information about allegations 
that it enables false or mistaken allegations of crime.” 

 
6 The advice defines ‘trawling’ as a process by which the police contact individuals even though they 
have not been named in the course of an investigation and there is little, if any, intelligence to suggest 
the individual might be a potential victim. 

Recommendation 

4. By 30 June 2020, the MPS should convert the material presently covered 
orally in the informal training presentation on Operation Midland into a written 
presentation, so that the material can be: 

a. quality-assured; 

b. presented by other trainers; and 

c. sent to other relevant officers who cannot see the training presentation in 
person. 
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It also advises the police and prosecutors to focus on the credibility of an allegation, 
rather than solely on the victim. It offers the following points for careful consideration: 

• the relationship between the victim and the suspect, where the latter has been a 
guardian or carer; 

• how the first account (and any subsequent accounts) came to light; 

• the victim’s character, credibility, vulnerability and circumstances; 

• the possibility that a third party might have some influence over the victim (and 
their motivation); 

• the possibility of collaboration; 

• when the first complaint came to light, in particular if it was before the police 
investigation started or before any media or public attention; and 

• any early complaints to professionals such as doctors or counsellors. 

As we finalised our report, we were informed that there is a further (non-MPS) 
guidance document. It deals with ‘witness memory’. 

Other internal MPS guidance is available, although it isn’t as detailed as Henriques 
recommendation 4 suggests it should be. An investigative interviewing policy stated 
that: “The aim of investigative interviewing is to obtain accurate and reliable accounts 
from victims, witnesses or suspects”. The information so gathered should be “as 
complete as possible without any omissions or distortions”. It should also be tested 
against available facts. 

A rape and serious sexual assault policy made more direct reference to malicious 
complaints, giving guidance “where officers detect false allegations”. However, it didn’t 
offer advice on how to detect them. In that respect, the 42-point plan should help. 
The policy advised extreme caution against making an early assessment about the 
credibility of a victim. 

It also stated that false allegations should be thoroughly investigated to determine the 
reason before taking appropriate action. This could include obtaining medical help or 
counselling for the complainant. The policy didn’t specifically consider such support for 
the person who had been falsely accused, although it did address support for the 
suspect and their family more generally. It also advised that, if any legal action was 
being considered against the complainant, Crown Prosecution Service advice must  
be sought. 

Learning from the R v Allan case and a West Yorkshire case 

Investigators generally also said that they had learned from the case of R v Allan, 
which had a profound effect on the force in 2017. In this MPS case, the defendant was 
falsely accused of a series of sexual offences, but always maintained his innocence. 
He said that he and the complainant had participated in consensual sex and that the 
allegations were malicious. His trial collapsed. 

A joint Crown Prosecution Service and MPS review of the disclosure process  
in this case was published in January 2018 (joint disclosure review R-v-Allan).  
It complemented the Attorney General’s guidelines on disclosure 2013. 

https://www.cps.gov.uk/publication/joint-review-disclosure-process-case-r-v-allan
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/attorney-generals-guidelines-on-disclosure-2013
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Officers were also aware of another case, from West Yorkshire, that again showed the 
problems that can arise where the complainant and suspect know each other. In that 
particular case, the trial judge stayed proceedings because he ruled that the police’s 
failure to seize a mobile telephone from one of the complainants meant the defendant 
couldn’t have a fair trial. 

The Court of Appeal later overturned the ruling, saying that a fair trial would still have 
been possible. The Court of Appeal also handed down guidelines that seizing a mobile 
telephone isn’t automatically a reasonable line of enquiry in every case. We were 
pleased to see that advice based on the outcome of that case has been promulgated. 

Investigative challenge 

We found that, in practice, officers at Winter Key and elsewhere were clearly aware of 
the possibility of false and malicious complaints. A senior detective told us that, before 
the Henriques review, investigators were wary about challenging ‘victims’ but were 
now generally more willing to do so. 

We found clear evidence at Winter Key that the veracity of accounts was tested (on 
occasions very thoroughly). In one case we saw, victims had completed a 
questionnaire that was based on the 42-point plan. It covered matters such as whether 
there had been any collaboration between victims, and their use of social media and 
mobile telephones. In another case, medical and social service records were checked 
for corroboration. 

And such an approach wasn’t confined to Winter Key. The major enquiries special 
casework investigation team, which mainly deals with non-recent cases of homicide, 
gave a good example of having learned from Operation Midland. The team received 
fresh information from an informant about a high-profile case. In the past, they might 
have felt under pressure to make progress on a difficult investigation. Instead, they 
carefully evaluated and assessed the information with an open mind. They compared 
what they had been told with existing evidence and challenged the informant.  
They were sceptical about the provenance of the information and consulted the force’s 
legal department. Ultimately, they decided against acting on it. 

Levels of support 

Some respondents to our survey expressed concerns that, if they challenged a victim 
and were then subject of a complaint, the force wouldn’t support them. For example: 

“I am satisfied I have the skills but am not confident I wouldn’t be thrown under a 
bus if it was challenged by a complaint or outside agencies, in fact I am pretty 
certain I would be.” 

“I am an investigator and my role is to challenge inconsistencies, so I am 
comfortable doing this. The problem would come from a victim making a complaint 
that I had challenged him/her and managers refusing to support me because of 
political/reputational pressure.” 

If officers don’t feel supported, they won’t have the confidence to challenge the 
complainant’s account. 

https://www.cps.gov.uk/publication/court-appeal-ruling-reasonable-lines-enquiry-r-v-e-2018-ewca-2426-crim


 

 64 

In total, 57 respondents wrote about negative supervisory experiences, with 25 of 
them coming from confident respondents and 23 from unconfident respondents (9 
from neither one nor the other). 

Conversely, nine confident respondents mentioned positive supervisory experiences, 
two that were neither confident nor unconfident, and no unconfident respondents 
reported positive supervisory experiences. 

 

Henriques recommendation 5 

“A check list of critical topics to be covered in the complainant’s statement should 
be made available to all investigators designed specifically for non-recent 
allegations against prominent people.” 

In its response to this recommendation, the MPS said: 

“This recommendation was fully accepted. Formal guidance exists and senior 
investigating officers have been reminded of this via an internal factsheet.  
The College of Policing currently has draft guidance out for consultation.” 

Our view on the MPS response to Henriques recommendation 5 

We acknowledge that Operation Winter Key produced a ‘check list’ (the 41/42-point 
plan that we refer to on page 52). However, its distribution was so restricted that it 
couldn’t be considered a force-wide response. 

We found that few outside the Winter Key team had even heard of the plan, which 
became obvious when we referred to it during initial interviews with officers elsewhere 
in the force. One senior officer said that he felt “professionally uncomfortable” as the 
organisation hadn’t given him the chance to “view and absorb it”. Then, as our 
inspection progressed, it became evident that the plan was being distributed  
more widely. 

The MPS Learning and Development Unit had circulated the plan, along with another 
document called the ‘Sir Richard Henriques Report Recommendations Factsheet’, to 
appropriate senior officers on 17 September 2019. It was to be further disseminated to 
officers and staff but, judging by the responses we received, that process hadn’t been 
particularly effective. 

Recommendation 

5. By 30 June 2020, the MPS should amend its investigative interviewing policy, 
rape and serious sexual offences policy, and any other relevant policies and 
guidance documents, to make clearer that: 

a. false complaints are made from time to time; 

b. they may be malicious, mistaken, designed to support others, financially 
motivated, or inexplicable; and 

c. when considering allegations, investigators should give full consideration to 
all background information. 
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The factsheet included a summary of the Henriques recommendations, which had 
been produced with the purpose of: 

“providing the reader with some understanding and context to the key 
recommendations from the SRHR [Sir Richard Henriques report], with a particular 
focus on those affecting how operational officers should conduct investigations in 
the light of the report”. 

It further stated that the 42-point plan would “assist investigators in developing 
interview strategies and identifying key lines of enquiry, which is in line with national 
best practice”. 

We found that the MPS’s Learning and Development Unit had itself only just become 
aware of the plan. This may have coincided with its author (previously the detective 
chief inspector at Winter Key) transferring to a training role. 

On 29 October 2019, Operation Larimar asked the force’s specialist crime review 
group (SCRG) to examine Winter Key’s use of the 42-point plan. More specifically, it 
asked the SCRG to consider five Winter Key investigations and determine whether, 
and how, the operation had implemented the plan. 

The SCRG found that several of the 42 points weren’t relevant to particular 
investigations or the stages they were at. With this in mind, the SCRG recommended 
that a template be introduced for investigating officers to indicate which points didn’t 
apply to a specific operation. We concur: this would create an auditable record and 
show that everything had been considered. 

The SCRG also found that there was no clear guidance on how the plan should  
be implemented other than during ‘achieving best evidence’ (ABE) interviews.7  
We discuss this further below. 

Developing the 42-point plan 

We applaud the detective chief inspector’s initiative in producing the plan but  
are disappointed that it hadn’t been developed and shared force-wide before  
our inspection. It has now been more widely distributed, and we understand that it is to 
be introduced into force training. 

While the 42-point plan is more specifically concerned with interviewing complainants, 
it includes matters that need to be considered more widely during an investigation. 
The SCRG recommended that guidance be produced for using the plan not just for 
‘achieving best evidence’ interviews but for wider purposes. We would go further: the 
plan should be developed into a more comprehensive guidance document, rather than 
the checklist that it currently is. It may be preferable for it to become part of Authorised 
Professional Practice or the Operation Hydrant advice. 

 
7 ‘Achieving best evidence’ guidance was designed to assist those responsible for conducting video-
recorded interviews with vulnerable, intimidated and significant witnesses, as well as those tasked with 
preparing and supporting witnesses during the criminal justice process. See: Achieving best evidence in 
criminal proceedings, Crown Prosecution Service. 

https://www.cps.gov.uk/legal-guidance/achieving-best-evidence-criminal-proceedings-guidance-interviewing-victims-and
https://www.cps.gov.uk/legal-guidance/achieving-best-evidence-criminal-proceedings-guidance-interviewing-victims-and
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Henriques recommendation 13 

“In non-recent cases particular consideration should be given to the necessity to 
arrest or re-arrest in accord with Code G and the guidance therein.” 

In its response to this recommendation, the MPS said: 

“This recommendation was fully accepted – it forms the basis of general Police 
and Criminal Evidence Act (PACE) guidance training for detectives at all ranks. 
The necessity test was introduced by PACE Code G.[8] Full PACE guidance can 
be found on the following link: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/police-and-criminal-
evidence-act-1984-pace-codes-of-practice” 

Our view on the MPS response to Henriques recommendation 13 

The Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984 governs most police powers relating  
to investigation (including arrest, detention, interview, search and taking samples  
from suspects). It includes codes of practice about how police officers should perform 
their investigative functions. PACE is obviously an important aspect of policing and we 
would expect it to form the basis of a lot of training, particularly investigative training. 

It is essential that PACE guidance is always available to police officers and, in its 
response to this recommendation, the MPS includes a link to generic guidance.  
But Sir Richard Henriques is here referring to the application of code G in the context 
of non-recent cases. As we discuss on page 58, under code G police officers should 
consider whether their objectives could be met by other, less intrusive means before 
exercising a power of arrest. 

We didn’t find any MPS training on code G in such specific circumstances.  
However, we found that, in practice, officers did consider that code carefully in  
non-recent cases. Operation Winter Key’s investigators, for instance, prefer to take a 
discreet approach wherever possible. We give a good example on page 58. 

Henriques recommendation 25 

“In exceptional cases where suspects have been falsely accused of crime, they, 
and their families, should be treated the same as ‘victims of crime’ invariably are 
and should be offered support and liaison compatible with the gravity of the 
allegations made.” 

In its response to this recommendation, the MPS said: 

“This recommendation was fully accepted and if/when there are reasonable 
grounds to believe an allegation is false the ‘suspect’ would become a victim and 
will be considered under the Victims Code of Practice, as outlined on link: 
https://www.met.police.uk/advice/advice-and-information/wvs/victim-and-witness-
support” 

 
8 The current s.24 of PACE which includes the ‘necessity test’ was inserted by s.110 of the Serious 
Organised Crime and Police Act 2005, with effect from 1 January 2006, together with a requirement in 
s.66 of PACE for the Home Secretary to issue a Code of Practice on arrest. 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/police-and-criminal-evidence-act-1984-pace-codes-of-practice
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/police-and-criminal-evidence-act-1984-pace-codes-of-practice
https://www.met.police.uk/advice/advice-and-information/wvs/victim-and-witness-support
https://www.met.police.uk/advice/advice-and-information/wvs/victim-and-witness-support
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Our view on the MPS response to Henriques recommendation 25 

This recommendation should be considered in conjunction with recommendation 4, 
regarding false and malicious complaints. 

As the MPS response indicates, the force treats victims in accordance with the 
national code of practice for victims of crime. It also has its total victim care policy.  
But again, these are generic policies. The force also has a rape and serious sexual 
assault policy (see page 62). This makes more direct reference to malicious 
complaints, giving guidance “where officers detect false allegations”. But the  
policy doesn’t specifically consider support for those who have been falsely accused 
of crime. 

 

Kentia recommendation 10 

The Kentia report contained a recommendation we consider particularly relevant to 
this chapter of our report. 

“The MPS should define the benefits of using HOLMES to ensure that those 
benefits are maximised with reference to, but not bound by, Major Incident Room 
Standard Administration Procedures. The MPS should also ensure that it has a 
clear policy for its staff, requiring a decision to be made and articulated in relation 
to how HOLMES will be utilised to enhance the quality of the investigation, which 
should include associated resources and role allocation. Particular consideration 
should be given to: 

• Using the full functionality of HOLMES to support an investigation (with the 
appropriate associated resourcing requirement to avoid a backlog of 
investigative material being added). 

• Using HOLMES as defined by the needs of the enquiry (known as 
HOLMES-lite), in which case clear direction and policy decisions must be 
provided in relation to what roles will be allocated, or 

• Not using HOLMES at all in the specific circumstances.” 

In its response to this recommendation, the MPS said: 

“The MPS accepts the context of this recommendation, regarding engaging  
with other forces to capture good practice and to develop innovative ways to  
use HOLMES. 

The MPS are part of the National HOLMES Strategic Board led by an Assistant 
Chief Constable (ACC). They also form part of the National HOLMES practitioner’s 

Recommendation 

6. By 30 June 2020, the MPS should amend its rape and serious sexual assault 
policy, and any other relevant policies or guidance documents, to make clear 
that those falsely accused of crime should be treated as victims. They should 
be offered and, if they want it, provided with support and liaison compatible 
with the gravity of the allegations made. 
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board, who meet quarterly. This is where operational service delivery is improved, 
critical issues are addressed and good practice is shared. 

The MPS have a lead officer at Commander level who is responsible for the MPS 
HOLMES board. The MPS is in a unique position due to the volume of cases 
managed by HOLMES. This board incorporates key stakeholders within the 
organisation and is responsible for policy and governance, L&D and improving 
service delivery. They also link into other London associated forces such as BTP 
and the City of London.” 

In a very comprehensive response, the MPS went on to cover the structure, 
governance and use of HOLMES. It also looked at the roles and responsibilities of the 
senior investigating officer (SIO), detective superintendent, gold commander, 
specialist crime commander and SCRG. The MPS also included its future intentions, 
saying that the MPS HOLMES policy is being updated and that its future plans for the 
medium term (i.e. by March 2020) are: 

• “Continued engagement with national HOLMES boards to ensure continued 
improvement. 

• Roll out of video, presentations and ‘Webinar’ products connected to L&D activity 
to ensure people understand HOLMES is available for use and how to access it, 
including key roles.” 

In the longer term (i.e. by September 2020), the MPS intends to: 

• “Maintain and develop existing SIO and HOLMES training to reflect both National 
Good Practice and key messages. 

• Develop the use of HOLMES to utilise the Major Incident Public Portal (MIPP).” 

Our view on the MPS response to Kentia recommendation 10 

We discuss HOLMES in detail on page 56. We endorse the Independent Office for 
Police Conduct recommendation and acknowledge the MPS response. However, as 
we say on page 57, we would go further: we recommend further exploration, with 
experts who can offer detailed advice on the various systems and their suitability for 
Winter Key. 
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5. The use of search warrants 

Search warrants allow the police to enter property, by force if necessary, to search  
for items relating to serious offences, such as stolen property, drugs, firearms or  
other evidence. They give written authority from a judge or magistrate for the police to 
enter a building to search for and seize material specified in the warrant. 

Unless it is urgent, an application for a search warrant must be authorised by an 
officer of the rank of inspector or above before it is presented to a judge or magistrate. 
The authorising officer must check to make sure the information contained in the 
application is correct and all relevant sections fully completed. This includes the 
disclosure of information that might undermine the application. This is particularly 
important because applications for search warrants are made ex parte (the 
owner/occupier isn’t present during the application process and can’t defend  
their interests). 

The role of the judiciary includes scrutinising and, where appropriate, testing the 
information relied on by police and any information that might undermine the 
application before any warrant is approved. In 2008, Lord Justice Latham said: 

“The obtaining of a search warrant is never to be treated as a formality.  
It authorises the invasion of a person’s home … Any decision to grant a warrant 
must therefore be given full judicial consideration and treated with care …” 

(R (Redknapp) v Commissioner of the City of London Police [2008] EWHC 1177 
(Admin)) 

Most of the warrants used by the police are issued under the Police and Criminal 
Evidence Act 1984 (commonly known as PACE), the Theft Act 1968, the Misuse of 
Drugs Act 1971 and the Firearms Act 1968. The legal obligations that govern them are 
in PACE and its accompanying codes of practice – specifically Code B. This code 
explains how the police should conduct searches and what they may seize. 

Implications of not complying with the legislation 

It is common for the application process and the issuing and execution of search 
warrants to be scrutinised after the event. Occupiers sometimes bring proceedings for 
the return of material said to have been unlawfully seized, which can be fatal to an 
investigation. There may also be argument in criminal trials when the prosecution 
evidence includes incriminating material seized during a search under warrant. If the 
trial judge finds that the search warrant was obtained or executed unlawfully, they may 
exclude the evidence found, which can be fatal to the prosecution. So, it is important 
that the police comply fully with the law. Occasionally, they don’t. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/pace-code-b-2013
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The high-profile mistakes in Operation Midland were preceded by other comparatively 
recent examples, including one involving the Metropolitan Police Service (MPS) and 
others involving the National Crime Agency. 

Golfrate Property Management Ltd 

In this 2014 case, a member of a wealthy Zimbabwean family held a property portfolio 
through a property management company. The MPS conducted a money-laundering 
investigation and obtained warrants to search various premises. 

Subsequently, it was ruled that the police didn’t disclose all the relevant information 
when applying for the warrants. The warrants were set aside. 

(R (on the application of Golfrate Property Management Ltd) v Southwark Crown 
Court [2014] EWHC 840 (Admin)) 

This case prompted the MPS to review the guidance it gave to officers seeking  
search warrants. 

National Crime Agency: warrants review (2015) and follow-up inspection (2019) 

In 2015, the National Crime Agency carried out a large-scale review of its search 
warrant processes after two prosecution cases collapsed under similar circumstances. 

(R (Chatwani and others) v NCA [2015] EWHC 1283 (Admin)). 

As a result of the review, the National Crime Agency updated its guidance to officers. 
It revised its legal and awareness training for officers applying for warrants and 
introduced more rigour to the application and authorisation process. In 2019, with the 
Crown Prosecution Service Inspectorate, we carried out a follow-up inspection. 

Our expectations of the MPS regarding search warrants 

The Henriques report didn’t contain any recommendations relating to search warrants. 
However, 11 of the 43 principal police failings (see page 16) related to the applications 
for, or the execution of, search warrants. This being the case, we expected to find that 
the force had learned lessons and acted on them. 

Lack of response until late 2019 

Many interviewees had no knowledge of the Henriques report. Those who were aware 
of the report said their knowledge of it primarily came from two sources: 

• external news outlets; and/or 

• internal briefing sheets and other documents which the MPS circulated 
immediately before, and during, our inspection. 

No one was able to direct us to any warrant-specific review, change in policy, 
reaffirmation of policy, change to working practices, training or guidance arising from 
the Henriques report until Operation Larimar was created. We found no evidence of 
any checks, before a warrants review in September 2019 (see page 74), to see if the 
Operation Midland failings were individual or systemic. 

https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/publications/a-joint-inspection-of-search-application-and-production-order-processes/
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A few MPS personnel we spoke to argued or implied that the lack of response 
between 2016 and 2019 was because of the lack of recommendations in the 
Henriques report. 

We reject this argument. This is because: 

• even in the absence of recommendations, the report specified warrant-related 
failings; 

• for Operation Midland’s warrant-related matters, the force voluntarily referred five 
of its officers to the Independent Police Complaints Commission (IPCC); 

• the MPS’s organisational response to the Henriques report generally, described in 
the preceding chapter of this report, didn’t prompt an adequate approach to 
organisational learning until late 2019; and 

• most persuasively, through Operation Larimar and a recent internal MPS  
review of warrants, significant and necessary remedial action (described later) is 
now beginning. 

After the fieldwork had ended, we heard another explanation for the lack of remedial 
action between 2016 and 2019. It related to the misconduct investigation and the 
criminal investigation. 

The force emphasised to us that it had been keen not to do anything that would 
compromise the investigations. Of course, such a stance will always be appropriate. 
But, generally, it is not out of the question for reviews into working practices to be 
carried out while investigations are underway, even when the matters are connected. 
And, in some instances, it can be positively desirable. 

We weren’t persuaded by the MPS’s explanation. We believe that, in this instance, it 
would have been appropriate for the force to carry out some form of review into its use 
of search warrants, while the IPCC investigation was underway. 

In offering this judgment, we recognise that it would have created additional disclosure 
burdens for the MPS, in relation to the IPCC investigation and the criminal cases 
against Beech. We also recognise that the failings related to a handful of search 
warrants among the very many more that the force obtains each year. However, those 
cases were sensitive, high profile, investigated by a specialist team, and with a high 
degree of senior-level oversight. We reasoned that failures identified in these 
circumstances could be replicated in others, particularly those involving less 
experienced officers with less oversight. 

Guidance and training 

Among the documents we reviewed, there was material that included procedural and 
legal guidance to officers seeking and executing search warrants. The material 
included: 

• an MPS PowerPoint presentation called ‘New warrant procedure’ (‘new’ appeared 
to refer to changes made in October 2013); 

• a PowerPoint presentation called ‘APPLYING FOR A SEARCH WARRANT: THE 
COURT PROCESS’, which was prepared by Her Majesty’s Courts & Tribunals 
Service; and 
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• a series of documents available to MPS officers via the force intranet, including 
‘Warrants: Q&As, Warrants: key issues’ and ‘Investigation Orders & Warrants’. 

Collectively, these and other documents offer enough comprehensive and detailed 
guidance to enable officers to act within the law when applying for and executing 
search warrants. We were told that the reason the MPS’s guidance is so 
comprehensive was because of the internal review in 2014 that followed the  
Golfrate case. We concluded that the guidance would benefit from consolidation. 

We were in little doubt that if officers had been aware of the guidance and followed it, 
the standard of applications and the conduct of searches would have been good. 
However, many of the officers we spoke to were unaware that such guidance  
was available. 

Some officers and staff said they assumed there would be guidance available, but 
they hadn’t seen it or didn’t know where to find it. Most officers told us that, if they 
needed help, they would seek it from supervisors and/or colleagues. However, ten 
respondents to our survey told us that they only found out the application process had 
changed when they tried to apply for a warrant. 

The few officers and staff who reported they had undergone formal training on search 
warrants told us that was several years ago. It was often done as part of a CID  
training course. 

Just under half (48 percent) of the police officers who responded to our survey told us 
they had never had any training in how to apply for a search warrant. 

Our search warrant review 

We reviewed 61 search warrant applications. A sample of this size is not  
statistically significant. In most respects, the warrant applications we examined were 
of a good standard but, when they weren’t, it was a matter of concern. Some of the 
findings from our search warrant review are strikingly similar to observations made by 
the MPS’s directorate of legal services. In an internal review of warrants the MPS 
carried out in September 2019 (see page 74), the directorate of legal services said: 

“The experience of DLS [the directorate of legal services] does not support the 
confidence of BCUs that officers are aware of the legal requirements or guidance 
available for warrant applications. Numerous draft applications referred to DLS 
over recent years have demonstrated a general low standard of completion and 
consequently DLS have been involved in the delivery of training and the 
development of guidance to try and address these issues. Additionally there  
have been problems with numerous warrants that have been obtained without  
DLS assistance.” 

There were also comments from survey respondents that tended to support  
the findings.  
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Box 8: duty of disclosure 

Very few search warrant applications contained any significant entries in box 8, the 
section of a PACE warrant application form where officers should disclose any 
information that might undermine the application. The instruction on the form at the 
start of box 8 says: 

“Is there anything of which you are aware that might reasonably be considered 
capable of undermining any of the grounds of this application, or which for some 
other reason might affect the court’s decision? Include anything that might 
reasonably call into question the credibility of information you have received, and 
explain why you have decided that that information can still be relied upon.” 

The guidance in ‘APPLYING FOR A SEARCH WARRANT: THE COURT PROCESS’ 
(see page 71) includes, specifically in relation to box 8: “IF NOTHING SHOULD 
WRITE THERE IS NOTHING”. In the few instances where box 8 had been completed 
with entries other than ‘not applicable’, we saw such entries as: 

• “There is not believed to be any dogs or young children at the address”; and 

• “There is believed to be [the suspect], mother, sister and brother living there.  
The sister has a 1997 date of birth but there is no intelligence round the brother.” 

Entries of this nature suggested to us that the officers making the applications didn’t 
understand their disclosure obligations. 

We also found problems including incorrect addresses on warrant applications, and 
the items to be searched for described as ‘stolen items’, which lacks detail.9 

Our findings call into question the levels of understanding among some applicants, 
and the robustness of the authorisation process by some inspectors. 

The authorisation process 

Some interviewees suggested that the inspector’s authorisation process ought to 
provide quality assurance. This is true; most of the issues we reported above should 
have been picked up in the authorisation process. The fact that they hadn’t been led 
us to conclude that the authorisation process doesn’t always provide the requisite 
levels of quality assurance. 

This conclusion is supported by some of the comments we heard from authorising 
officers. Generally, they were conscientious when authorising warrant applications, but 
there were some revealing comments from a few people. One inspector, who regularly 
authorised warrant applications, was unaware that box 8 even existed on the 
application form. Another authorising officer told a magistrates’ clerk that they signed 
off the application but didn’t check the contents, believing it to be the role of the court. 

We established that there is no specific training for authorising officers. There needs 
to be. 

 
9 The warrant must identify, so far as is practicable, the articles or persons to be sought (section 
15(6)(b), PACE 1984 and rule 47.27 of the Criminal Procedure (Amendment) Rules 2016 (SI 
2016/120)). 
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Management information on search warrants 

We asked the MPS for information on the number and type of search warrants applied 
for, obtained and executed, and the rate of complaints from householders. Because of 
the way the force’s information systems are configured and complaints are 
categorised, the force was not able to supply meaningful information. 

Whenever a warrant is executed, officers can record relevant information on a criminal 
intelligence database (which, in the MPS’s case, is called CRIMINT). For some of the 
warrants we reviewed, we found clear, detailed CRIMINT entries. However, for others 
there was no such entry and officers suggested many warrants wouldn’t have one. 
Even if they were all recorded, the system couldn’t be used to collate management 
information of the type we requested. 

Some officers told us the focus was on increasing the number of search warrants 
executed rather than improving the quality of the applications. Generally, we welcome 
steps designed to stimulate more law enforcement activity, but steps designed to 
improve the quality of applications are needed too. Both would benefit from more 
reliable management information. 

The MPS’s internal review of search warrants 

Credit is due to the MPS for its more recent response to these shortcomings, in 
anticipation of the recommendations made in the Kentia report. 

In September 2019, the MPS carried out an internal review of search warrants, which 
resulted in 18 recommendations. These span several areas including: improving 
training; developing specialist cadres of ‘applying officers’ and authorising officers; and 
generating better management information. 

To oversee implementation of all the recommendations, a commander has recently 
been appointed as senior lead. At the time of our inspection, the MPS had just set up 
a governance board, and each basic command unit (BCU) and department was in the 
process of nominating somebody to act as a ‘single point of contact’. 

Because of this evident activity, and the wide-ranging nature of the 18 warrant review 
recommendations (which we generally agree with), we see no need to make any more 
recommendations. As long as the recommendations in the internal warrant review are 
acted on and properly implemented, the issues we raise in this chapter of our report 
should be addressed. 

Recommendations and the MPS response 

The Kentia report contained four recommendations that we consider particularly 
relevant to this chapter of our report. 

Kentia recommendation 1 

“The MPS should take immediate steps to assure itself that appropriate measures 
(for example, training, guidance and oversight) are in place to ensure that warrants 
applied for by the MPS are consistently completed to a high standard.” 

https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/glossary/basic-command-unit/
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In its response to this recommendation, the MPS said: 

“Immediate action and current position: November 2019. 

A Deputy Assistant Commissioner (DAC) has been appointed to oversee the 
implementation of these recommendations. A Commander provides the strategic 
oversight in their role as Head of Profession for Investigations and the tactical 
delivery is managed at Superintendent level. An organisational Governance board 
and working group have been implemented. 

The search warrant guidance that has been in place since 2016 has been 
revisited. Refresher training was made available and published for all staff across 
the MPS regarding search warrant applications through the internal 
communications system. This was followed up with targeted communications to all 
staff directing them to the updated guidance on the 13/11/19. 

Internal online training material has been updated for search warrant applications. 
This was achieved through updating the guidance and sending focused 
communications to all staff on the 14/11/19. This material also reinforced that 
officers should consult the MPS legal department (DLS) before they apply for 
search warrants in complex and sensitive cases. The DLS lawyers are aware of 
the concerns raised regarding search warrants and have been briefed to deal with 
any urgent requests for assistance. 

Search warrant training is covered in the recruit continuous training courses,  
and detectives receive refresher training with a focus on specialist crime and the 
use of covert intelligence. Both courses cover how to apply for a search warrant  
by telephone. Learning and Development (L&D) have briefed their 
trainers/instructors, to ensure all the current learning points are highlighted within 
the existing training, this includes specific focus on appropriate disclosure, and 
handling exhibits. 

There is ongoing training for officers working within covert policing regarding the 
management of sensitive material for search warrant applications. The course also 
reminds staff of the importance relating to search warrant applications for, exhibits 
and disclosure. 

An HMCTS [Her Majesty’s Courts and Tribunals Service] lead team manager is 
part of the working group to support any immediate improvements to the telephone 
search warrant process. They will continue to work with the MPS on the Search 
Warrant Strategic Governance Board from January 2020. A formal board following 
the initial actions and responses to these recommendations will be chaired by Lead 
Responsible Officer (LRO) for search warrants. 

Medium term plan: by March 2020. 

From January 2020 the search warrant working group will become the Search 
Warrant Strategic Governance Board. The terms of reference are being developed 
and will report into the [Head of Profession for Investigations]. The board will 
consist of MPS representatives from across all areas of the organisation and 
include the HMCTS. Responsibilities will include, policy and governance 
ownership, performance management, organisational learning, and identifying  
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and cascading good practice. They will also engage with other forces to support 
the College of Policing in the development of national standards for search  
warrant applications. This board will be chaired by the Lead Responsible Officer 
(LRO) at Superintendent level. 

A revised L&D package for all staff on search warrant applications and processes 
will be created. This will be achieved using a blend of learning approaches 
including ‘Webinar’ style delivery. The role out of this programme will commence in 
January 2020. The new governance structure will allow for clear oversight and 
performance on all search warrants. An improved quality assurance (QA) system 
will be managed through the intelligence teams, this will ensure consistency of 
standards and opportunities for improvement. To embed the process the MPS 
plans to use innovative training tools to deliver training to all officers within their 
working environment, interactive remote training and conventional presentations 
via the internal communication system. 

A new L&D package for all Inspecting ranks will be created. The current intention is 
to roll this out from March 2020. This will be a focused approach for all Inspectors 
across the MPS, and delivered to all existing Inspectors who perform roles where 
search warrants are authorised. The training delivery will be through a continuous 
professional development package, via the local training teams. It will build on the 
PC/DC ‘Webinar’ training and will include additional material in the form of a video 
and written presentation. 

New L&D package for MPS Operations (MO2) will be developed with anticipated 
roll out from March 2020. This will ensure a consistent approach to the 
management of search warrant records. The plan is for all relevant staff to receive 
interactive training utilising the PC/DC ‘Webinar’, and will then include additional 
material in the form of a video and written presentation. 

The existing covert policing training will continue to be delivered via MPS 
Operations (MO3). This is face to face training and incorporates the management 
of sensitive material for search warrant applications. 

The MPS will introduce a Single Point of Contact (SPOC) at Superintendent level 
for each MPS unit and BCU to embed and cascade learning regarding search 
warrants through the governance board. 

Long term plan: by January 2021. 

Assurance and monitoring of search warrant applications and executive action will 
be achieved through the governance board. Areas that will be evaluated and 
where necessary improvement plans embedded will be through the number of 
referrals to the Director of Legal Services (DLS), the level of complaints received 
relating to search warrants and evaluation of the training through feedback from 
staff when the courses are embedded in business as usual. 

Ensure the covert policing course, including the search warrant sensitive 
intelligence training is incorporated in the organisational course catalogue  
through L&D. This will allow for regulated monitoring and central support for  
the course. 



 

 77 

Embed within the Inspectors Promotion training programme the package on search 
warrant authorisation through L&D, this will become business as usual. 

By September 2022 

The MPS are introducing a new integrated intelligence system ‘CONNECT’.  
This will transform the ability of the MPS to capture and interrogate information. 
The search warrants governance board will remain linked into the development 
programme to ensure a joined up approach to the search warrant elements within 
the system. There is a significant investment plan for L&D and will affect all staff 
across the MPS.” 

Kentia recommendation 5 

“The MPS should issue an urgent reminder to officers of the requirements of this 
duty of disclosure and how high the onus is on them to make full disclosure in a 
search warrant application.” 

In its response to this recommendation, the MPS said: 

“Immediate Action and current position: November 2019. 

Refresher training was made available and published for all staff across the MPS 
regarding search warrant applications through the internal communications 
system. Particular attention was drawn to the points of disclosure. This was 
followed up with a targeted communications to all staff directing them to the 
updated guidance on the 13/11/19. 

Internal online training material has been updated for search warrant applications. 
Particular attention was drawn to the point of disclosure. This was achieved 
through updating the policy and guidance and sending focused communications  
to all staff on the 14/11/19. This material also reinforced that officers should  
consult the MPS legal department (DLS) before they apply for search warrants in 
complex and sensitive cases. The DLS lawyers are aware of the concerns raised 
regarding search warrants and have been briefed to deal with any urgent requests 
for assistance. 

Search Warrant training which includes duties around disclosure is covered in the 
recruit continuous training courses, and detectives receive refresher training with a 
focus on specialist crime and the use of covert intelligence. Both courses cover 
how to apply for a search warrant by phone. Learning and Development (L&D) 
have briefed their instructors, to ensure all the current learning points are 
highlighted within the existing training, this includes specific focus on appropriate 
disclosure, and handling exhibits. 

There is ongoing training for officers working within covert policing regarding the 
management of sensitive material for search warrant applications. The course also 
reminds staff of the importance relating to search warrant applications for, exhibits 
and disclosure.  
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Long term plan: by September 2020. 

L&D as per response above to recommendation 1. 

Ensure the covert policing course, including the search warrant input is 
incorporated in the organisational course catalogue through L&D.” 

Kentia recommendation 7 

“The MPS should issue an urgent reminder to officers of their responsibilities for 
notifications relating to searches under PACE.” 

In its response to this recommendation, the MPS said: 

“Immediate action and current position: November 2019. 

Refresher training was made available and published for all staff across the MPS 
regarding search warrant applications through the internal communications 
system. Particular attention was drawn to the points of seizure of property. 
This was followed up with a targeted communications to all staff directing them to 
the updated guidance on the 13/11/19. 

Internal online training material has been updated for search warrant applications. 
Particular attention was drawn to the points regarding seizure of property, and 
section 19 PACE. This was achieved through updating the policy and guidance 
and sending focused communications to all staff on the 19/11/19. 

Learning and Development (L&D) have briefed their instructors, to ensure all the 
current learning points are highlighted within the existing training, this includes 
specific focus on appropriate disclosure, handling exhibits, understanding the level 
of intrusion and how important good communication is when conducting a search. 

Medium term plan: by March 2020. 

An updated and revised L&D package for all staff on search warrant applications 
and processes will be created. This will include a focus that the use of a search 
warrant (and its execution) is a serious intrusion, and if there is more information 
that can reasonably be given to the occupier (without compromising and 
investigation) it should be. To embed the process the MPS will use innovative 
training tools including ‘Webinar’ to effectively deliver remote training.” 

Kentia recommendation 9 

“The MPS should take steps to ensure that consideration of potential conflict of 
interests, whether real or perceived, inform decisions about which officers are 
deployed to undertake a search. This should include a responsibility on those 
making the decision as well as an expectation that officers will self-declare any 
potential conflict of interest. It is acknowledged that there may be circumstances 
where the benefit of a particular individual being present outweighs a potential 
conflict of interest. In these circumstances, decisions should be fully considered 
and managed appropriately.”  
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In its response to this recommendation, the MPS said: 

“Immediate Action and current position: November 2019. 

Refresher training was distributed to all staff across the MPS through the internal 
communications system. Particular attention was drawn to who attends the search. 
This covered both the legal obligation to list third parties on the search warrant, 
and also considerations for ‘conflict of interest’ about who attends the actual 
premises to be searched. This was achieved through a presentation and targeted 
communications to all staff directing them to the updated guidance on the 14/11/19 

Internal online training material has been updated for search warrant applications. 
Within the searching package, attention is drawn to who attends the search. This 
covers both the legal obligation to list third parties on the search warrant, and also 
considerations for ‘conflict of interest’ about who attends the actual premises to be 
searched. This has been communicated to all staff directing them to the updated 
guidance on the 14/11/19 

Medium term plan: by March 2020. 

L&D as per response above recommendation 1. 

Embed ‘conflict of interest’ considerations into Senior Investigating Officer (SIO) 
training regarding major crime investigations. 

Long term plan: by September 2020. 

Maintain key point of ‘conflict of interest’ in SIO training 

Maintain key point of ‘conflict of interest’ in all relevant staff training.” 

Our view on the MPS response to the Kentia recommendations relating to 

search warrants 

On 4 October 2019, the MPS received the Independent Office for Police  
Conduct recommendations. The force had 56 days in which to respond to them.  
The force submitted its response on 28 November 2019. This was after our inspection 
fieldwork had ended. 

The MPS plans to implement the 18 recommendations from its internal  
warrants review. If it does so, it should also satisfy all its Kentia search  
warrant recommendations. 
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6. Supervision and reviews of 
investigations 

For this aspect of the inspection, we explored the depth and quality of the Metropolitan 
Police Service’s (MPS’s) routine, day-to-day supervision of crime investigations.  
This included the supervision of investigations into lower level, less serious crime 
allegations (often referred to as volume crime). We also assessed its supervision of 
investigations into more serious crime, such as child abuse, rape and other serious 
sexual offences. 

In this chapter, the term ‘supervisory reviews’ refers to the day-to-day supervision of 
crime investigations rather than formal independent reviews. 

Formal independent reviews 

However, we also explored the MPS’s arrangements for formal independent reviews 
of major crime investigations. Major crime investigations – especially murder 
investigations – are usually complex and resource-intensive. They can take months  
or years. Senior investigating officers often have to make critical decisions that shape 
the course of these investigations. 

The stakes are high. If they get it right, an efficient investigation will lead to the 
offender’s conviction. If they get it wrong, the investigation may take longer than 
necessary, vital evidence may be irretrievably lost, and justice may never be done.  
For these reasons, the police have well-established arrangements for carrying out 
formal, independent reviews of such investigations. Reviews can offer valuable advice 
to senior investigating officers. 

Review services 

Larger forces such as the MPS retain dedicated teams of experienced detectives for 
review purposes. The MPS’s team is called the specialist crime review group (SCRG). 
Most of its work involves murder investigations, but it also reviews other serious crime 
investigations, usually if requested to do so via its ‘tasking’ process. 

For cases that meet its criteria, the Operation Hydrant team offers a peer review 
service to all forces. 

For this aspect of the inspection, we explored how well Winter Key used the review 
services on offer. 
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Supervision 

In recent years, for various reasons there has been a series of major organisational 
changes, one of which was to give routine responsibility for investigating less serious 
crimes to response officers, rather than detectives. 

We learned from interviewees that, although many were experienced response 
officers, they didn’t have similar levels of crime investigation experience. This applied 
not only to constables, but also their sergeants and inspectors; some had little or no 
experience of supervising crime investigations. 

Senior officers recognised this change would bring risks to the quality of crime 
investigations and took steps to try to mitigate them. This included the introduction of 
Mi-Investigation (see page 53). It was designed to improve the quality of investigations 
carried out by officers working on basic command units (BCUs). 

Another step was the deployment of experienced detective sergeants to response 
teams, to help support and coach uniformed colleagues. We heard mostly positive 
feedback about this. But some interviewees suggested that, at times of high demand, 
the detective sergeants have to prioritise other line management responsibilities, 
which reduces their capacity to support uniformed colleagues. 

Quality of supervision 

Safeguarding team supervisors had a good level of training and experience, but  
we found a more mixed picture with response team supervisors. Comments we  
heard from a BCU commander tended to confirm this. Another senior officer we 
interviewed expressed a more strident view, suggesting that levels of understanding 
are too inconsistent. 

Safeguarding team supervisors have access to specialist subject matter courses,  
and there is clear policy and guidance underpinning their work. A good example  
of this is the ‘Supervision and review of investigations – Rape and serious sexual 
assault policy’. This policy is comprehensive and detailed, making clear who is 
responsible for the review and when. 

In focus groups, response supervisors told us that they were not trained in how to 
supervise investigations. Some said they were automatically considered an expert, 
regardless of their training and experience. 

There was mixed evidence from our online survey in this area. Of the 1,669 
respondents, 463 (28 percent) were supervisors of officers and staff who  
investigate crime. Almost a third of them (30 percent) said that they hadn’t received 
any supervisory training; 32 percent of those respondents worked in response and  
20 percent in safeguarding units. That said, 84 percent said they were confident in 
their abilities.  

https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/glossary/basic-command-unit/
https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/glossary/safeguarding/
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Supervisory reviews 

In some of the crime files, we saw comments such as: 

“OIC [officer in the case] is making good progress on this investigation”; 

“OIC is progressing the investigation”; and 

“Noted”. 

These comments may have been accurate, but they seemed superficial. They lacked 
any commentary on important issues such as the strengths and weaknesses of the 
evidence, lines of enquiry to be considered, timescales and deadlines. 

Interviews also reflected this. A response superintendent and crime manager said that 
sergeants sometimes flounder in very basic investigations. Safeguarding and 
response team supervisors told us that a high demand means they aren’t always able 
to give the level of supervision expected of them. This was evident in the very brief 
supervisory comments on crime files. 

Safeguarding team supervisors expressed particularly powerful views, such as “failing 
victims and colleagues”. A supervisor responsible for a team monitoring 300 
registered sex offenders said that investigations weren’t being supervised effectively 
due to a lack of resilience, together with high demand. Another, responsible for 80 
child abuse investigations, expressed similar concerns: “it’s not just the supervision, 
it’s the live jobs that come in, it’s welfare of officers; everyone is on their knees”. 

Supervision of Winter Key cases 

We conducted interviews and focus groups with Winter Key officers and inspected 15 
Winter Key investigations. In 10 of the 15 cases, we found evidence of supervisory 
reviews during team meetings and update reports. However, it was inconsistent and 
not always fully documented. In one case, we found little evidence of supervision in an 
investigation that took two years to complete. 

Winter Key supervisory reviews should be recorded on the Home Office Large Major 
Enquiry System (HOLMES), but in many cases this didn’t happen. There is no policy 
or standard operating procedure for this. Winter Key investigations would benefit from 
a structured and consistent supervision and review process. The absence of accurate 
and auditable records of when and why decisions were made poses a risk to any 
future prosecution. 

Conclusion 

Inexperienced supervisors, weaknesses in understanding, inconsistencies and a 
superficial approach to supervising crime investigations aren’t the most promising 
findings to have to report. But, given the MPS’s recent organisational restructure and 
reduction in size (see page 21), they aren’t unexpected either. Where our findings 
relate to low-level, less serious crime (mainly those investigated by response teams), 
they are more tolerable. Where they relate to more serious crime (mainly those 
investigated by safeguarding teams), they are less so. 
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After a particularly critical inspection report on the MPS’s child protection 
arrangements in 2016, we carried out a series of quarterly reviews, closely examining 
the MPS’s response. In early 2018, we reported various improvements, such as a new 
team dedicated to checking regularly and reporting on the nature and quality of 
decision-making in child protection cases. 

Our findings from this inspection in late 2019 should serve as a reminder that the 
MPS’s frontline supervisors are still under considerable pressure. We should not 
underestimate their contribution to the success of crime investigations. 

Formal reviews of investigations 

The Winter Key team does not normally refer cases for independent review.  
The Hydrant advice includes two specific offers, peer support and peer review. In the 
first four-and-a-half years of Winter Key’s operations, none of its cases was referred to 
Hydrant for independent review. At the time of the inspection, one case had been 
referred to Operation Hydrant for review. 

We were informed that nine Winter Key cases have been reviewed by the SCRG.  
But these weren’t formal reviews of the kind we described earlier; they were to assess 
the organisational risks of diverting Winter Key personnel to two homicide 
investigations from May 2017 to March 2018. 

Because of the levels of seriousness and complexity associated with some Winter Key 
investigations, the use of independent review ought to be more of a routine 
consideration by senior investigating officers. This isn’t to say that every Winter Key 
investigation should be subject of independent review. 

The specialist crime review group 

The SCRG terms of reference don’t specifically cater for Winter Key investigations, 
unless a case is declared a critical incident. There is, however, a SCRG tasking 
process through which Winter Key cases could be considered for independent review. 
This is not to say that SCRG should take responsibility for reviewing Winter Key 
cases. The main role of SCRG is to support homicide investigations and, given the 
current homicide rate in London, this is the priority. 

Since 2018, the SCRG has also offered SIOs the option of a ‘critical friend’ meeting. 
The purpose is to give early SCRG advice to the SIO, within seven to ten days of the 
offence occurring. We were told this is the biggest change in SCRG since publication 
of the Henriques report. We couldn’t find any information about the frequency or 
effectiveness of the critical friend meetings in any reviews. 

Because of its expertise in Winter Key subject matter, we understand that Hydrant will 
often be better placed for the independent review of its cases. In our view however, 
this shouldn’t preclude SCRG involvement where appropriate. 

Determining whether any of the 15 cases we reviewed warranted an independent 
review (and if so by Hydrant or SCRG) was outside the remit of this inspection. 
However, we are clear that the team should address the question of independent 
review more routinely and actively. 

https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/publications/metropolitan-police-service-national-child-protection-inspection/
https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/publications/metropolitan-police-service-national-child-protection-inspection/
https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/publications/metropolitan-police-service-national-child-protection-inspection-post-inspection-quarter-four-update/
https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/glossary/critical-incidents/
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Recommendations and the MPS response 

There was one Henriques recommendation and one Kentia recommendation we 
consider particularly relevant to this chapter of our report. 

Henriques recommendation 24 

“Senior Detectives should be reminded, or be made aware, of the full range of 
reviews that are available from the SCRG and should be encouraged to make use 
of them.” 

In its response to this recommendation, the MPS said: 

“This recommendation was fully accepted and Serious Case Review Group 
(SCRG) subject matter experts provide input into both the Detective Inspector and 
the Senior Investigative Officer training courses. Operation Hydrant now has a 
CADRE of officers experienced in historical allegations of this nature and they are 
able to support/review police forces in England and Wales.” 

Our view on the MPS response to Henriques recommendation 24 

The SCRG has worked hard over the past 12 months to promote its services, taking 
part in relevant senior detective meetings and giving input on courses. 

We have seen two informative PowerPoint presentations used by SCRG to advise its 
audience about the importance of independent reviews. They also give information 
about what SCRG can offer and how to contact the team. 

We were told that, during 2019, the SCRG supported the following groups  
of detectives: 

• safeguarding detective superintendents; 

• new safeguarding detectives (all ranks) on seven occasions; 

• safeguarding domestic abuse detective inspectors; 

• SIO course on four occasions; and 

• child death detective inspectors’ course on four occasions. 

We were also pleased to find the SCRG has raised awareness through the production 
and circulation of three force newsletters. 

Recommendation 

7. By 30 June 2020, the MPS should review and, where necessary, revise  
Winter Key’s processes and procedures. This should be done with the 
intention of securing: 

a. greater consistency in record-keeping and the supervision of investigations; 
and 

b. the routine consideration and, if appropriate, nomination of investigations 
for formal review. 
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We haven’t found evidence of SCRG promotional activity taking place any earlier.  
The only occasion was 18 October 2018, when it gave a presentation to an MPS 
senior executive meeting. This was just over two years after the Henriques report  
was received by the MPS. Despite this, senior detectives are well aware of the SCRG. 
It was also pleasing to find a good level of awareness at BCU sergeant and  
inspector levels. 

Kentia recommendation 12 

“For investigations, especially of the type described above, the MPS should  
seek to undertake regular periodic reviews to provide the necessary advice and 
support to the overall strategic management of the investigation and to ensure they 
are conducted within the level of quality and strategic oversight required by the 
chief officer. Reference should be made to the relevant College of Policing advice 
in this area.” 

In its response to this recommendation, the MPS said: 

“Immediate action and current position: November 2019. 

From 2016 the Senior Investigation Officers (SIO) training programme has 
incorporated a mandatory element regarding understanding the services of the 
Specialist Crime Review Group (SCRG). This is also embedded in the child death 
course and is in line with the College of Policing mandatory continual professional 
development programme. 

The SCRG review process starts at 21 days post report of any murder. 
Communication will be sent to the SIO explaining that the unsolved murder will be 
subject to discussion at the following tasking meeting. The case will then be 
evaluated as to whether a progress review should take place. If a full review is 
required this will be allocated, however if it is not necessary at the time (e.g. 
suspect has been arrested, awaits charging decision etc) the case will remain on 
the SCRG tasking register to be reviewed on a regular basis. 

The SCRG have undertaken engagement work with all commands to explain their 
role and how they can support lead investigators with complex investigations. 

The MPS have introduced a quarterly meeting to provide oversight of  
‘Undetected Homicide Reviews’. This ensures joint working between specialist 
crime and professionalism. The SCRG are managed by the Head of Profession for 
Investigations (Commander) this therefore ensures separate governance from the 
operational teams, maintaining an independent approach to reviews. 

A specialist crime homicide monitoring system (dashboard) has been 
implemented. This allows for a clear overview of compliance and is underpinned by 
a policy regarding timescales and levels of intervention. The MPS also have a 
central role within the development of review capability within national NPCC 
Specialist Capabilities Programme. The result of this collaboration has led to the 
development of new role profiles and updated national training for review officers.  
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Op Hydrant 

The MPS Specialist Crime teams (Op Winter Key) are aware of the services 
offered by Op Hydrant and have regular contact with the single point of contact, 
who is co-located with the team. The BCU Safeguarding teams have been 
reminded of their review support services. 

BCU Investigations 

In May 2019 a revised supervisory review policy was introduced, clear guidance 
was given to all officers who investigate serious sexual assault via the 
safeguarding toolkit for both adults and/or child cases. An initial review will be 
completed by a Detective Sergeant within 3−5 days for all cases, and for high risk 
cases a Detective Inspector will review within 5 days and a Detective Chief 
Inspector within 10 days. Further reviews occur at 21 days and throughout  
the investigation. 

Medium term plan: by March 2020. 

Embed a more robust monitoring review process for all Op Hydrant investigations. 

Ensure this is embedded within Specialist Crime and Op Hydrant BCU 
investigation teams. The Commanders for Specialist Crime and Safeguarding 
ensure compliance through their strategic governance boards. 

Long term plan: by September 2020. 

The Commander Head of Profession for Investigations is developing a plan to 
increase the number of officers trained in the ‘Professionalising Investigation 
Process’ 4 (PIP 4). This will increase the resilience to support SIO’s with serious 
crime investigations.” 

Our view on the MPS response to Henriques recommendation 12 

As discussed above, the MPS received the Independent Office for Police Conduct 
recommendations on 4 October 2019. The force had 56 days in which to respond  
to them. The force submitted its detailed response on 28 November 2019. This was 
after our inspection fieldwork had ended. We couldn’t assess the veracity of the 
force’s response. 

However, the medium and long-term plans that are detailed in the response to this 
Kentia recommendation are to be welcomed. 
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7. Providing information 

Henriques recommendations 

Because there are so many Henriques recommendations particularly relevant to this 
chapter of our report, our findings are included in our analysis of the Metropolitan 
Police Service’s (MPS’s) response to each recommendation. In earlier chapters, this 
appeared in a separate subsection. 

Henriques recommendation 3 

“In future, the public should be told that ‘if you make a complaint we will treat it very 
seriously and investigate it thoroughly without fear or favour’.” 

In its response to this recommendation, the MPS said: 

“This recommendation was fully accepted. In addition to our activity outlined 
above to recommendation 2 encompassing this issue, this topic is taught during 
basic crime training for all officers within lessons on Home Office Counting Rules, 
Victims Code of Practice and the investigation of initial complaints.” 

Our view on the MPS’s response to Henriques recommendation 3 

The MPS’s written communications with people reporting crimes don’t include an 
explicit message about the police’s duty to investigate impartially (“impartiality” 
replaced “without fear or favour” in the constables’ declaration of attestation).10 To the 
vast majority of police officers, that duty will be crystal clear; to some members of the 
public, it may be less so. 

We reviewed the information the MPS gives to people reporting a crime. The MPS 
website has an advice and information section which includes support for victims and 
witnesses of crime. This reassures victims that they can expect to be “treated in a 
respectful, sensitive and professional manner”. However, it contains no form of 
wording similar to that in recommendation 3. 

We also reviewed templates of letters the MPS sends to victims and ‘victim care 
cards’ which officers may hand to victims. Again, they contain no form of wording 
similar to that in recommendation 3. In our view, this material doesn’t convey the 
message that recommendation 3 proposed.  

 
10 See section 83 of the Police Reform Act 2002. 

https://www.met.police.uk/advice/advice-and-information/wvs/victim-and-witness-support/
https://www.met.police.uk/advice/advice-and-information/wvs/victim-and-witness-support/
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There is also a Ministry of Justice-badged form (not MPS specific), which is available 
for all officers to give to victims when they take their crime report. It is called 
‘Information for Victims of Crime’. The form doesn’t contain any form of wording similar 
to that in recommendation 3. Most of the officers we spoke to never mentioned using 
this form. 

Reassuring victims 

This recommendation needs to be considered alongside the Henriques report’s 
preceding recommendation: that officers should no longer be instructed to believe a 
victim’s account (recommendation 2). Recommendation 3 aims to reassure people 
that, if they report a crime, they will be taken seriously. 

Generally, the material we saw was intended to support victims of crime. However, it 
didn’t include the words recommended (‘if you make a complaint we will treat it very 
seriously and investigate it thoroughly without fear or favour’), or any variation of this. 

Training for victim care 

We reviewed the lesson plans and training material that the MPS uses for basic  
crime training. This material contains a comprehensive PowerPoint presentation.  
This covers information such as: conducting a needs assessment of victims and 
witnesses; restorative justice; and special measures available for vulnerable or 
intimidated witnesses. It doesn’t say anything about the police investigating without 
fear or favour. 

We were given another lesson plan on ‘Total Victim Care’. This was 46 pages long 
and was intended to support a very comprehensive four-hour training for new recruits. 
It was dated August 2016, two months before the Henriques report. It doesn’t say 
anything about the police taking complaints seriously and investigating thoroughly 
without fear or favour (or impartially). 

No changes following the Henriques report 

We also spoke to officers and their supervisors during our fieldwork. Many of the 
officers told us they had seen no changes in the information given to victims and 
hadn’t been given any training on this, following the Henriques report. 

In our online survey, we asked if respondents were aware of any policy changes in  
the MPS about giving information to victims, suspects, the media or other parties 
during criminal investigations. Only 20 percent of respondents said they were aware  
of policy changes. Police staff and constables were the least likely to be aware of 
policy changes. Superintendents and chief officers were the most likely to be aware. 

Only 17 percent of respondents said they had received training in this area in the  
last three years. Among the respondents who had been trained, most found the 
training helpful. 

In our view, the information given to victims, and the training given to officers, both fall 
short of making clear to victims that the police will treat complaints seriously and 
investigate them thoroughly without fear or favour. 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/746330/victims-of-crime-leaflet-2018.pdf
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Henriques recommendation 6 

“In cases involving prominent people, consideration should be given to  
inviting complainants to sign confidentiality agreements and witnesses to sign 
witness contracts.” 

In its response to this recommendation, the MPS said: 

“This recommendation was not accepted as it would be difficult to enforce  
any breach. The impending Operation Hydrant guidance covers issues such as 
media contact and social media to assist investigators in advising complainants 
and victims. This topic is referenced in the recent MPS fact sheet, however the 
risks associated with victims and witnesses discussing allegations is already part 
of MPS current investigator training.” 

Our view on the MPS’s response to Henriques recommendation 6 

After not accepting this recommendation, the MPS gave us a more detailed rationale 
for not doing so. It considers that confidentiality agreements and witness contracts 
have no specific legislation covering their use in criminal cases and, as such, are 
unenforceable. It is concerned that “the diminution of trust could cause greater 
damage to the integrity of the investigation than any amount of publicity”. 

We recognise the MPS’s concerns and agree there could be practical difficulties in 
enforcing breaches. We also recognise that the roundtable rejected this 
recommendation too. In both instances, we consider the rationale sound. 
Nevertheless, occasionally, circumstances may arise where it could be helpful to use 
such agreements. The draft Hydrant advice (see page 39 of our report) tells 
investigators to consider adopting confidentiality agreements and witness contracts as 
part of their victim and witness strategy. 

While accepting that the MPS is likely to use such agreements only in exceptional 
cases, we don’t think the MPS (or the wider police service) should dismiss Henriques 
recommendation 6 in such absolute terms. 

Recommendations 

8. By 30 June 2020, the Ministry of Justice, in consultation with victims’ groups, 
should amend the wording in the ‘Information for Victims of Crime’ leaflet to 
deal more fully with the duties of the police to treat reports of crime seriously. 
The amendment should also make clear that any investigation that follows 
must be carried out impartially. 

9. By 30 June 2020, the MPS should amend the wording on its public website, 
and in leaflets for victims of crime, to deal more fully with the duties of the 
police to treat reports of crime seriously and investigate impartially. 
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Henriques recommendation 7 

“First responders should be able to inform complainants of the latest time that 
contact will be made with them. Such time scale should be variable and dependent 
on other commitments.” 

In its response to this recommendation, the MPS said: 

“This recommendation was partially accepted and it is within current policy. 
Please see link to the MPS Policy on Victims’ Code of Practice: 

https://www.met.police.uk/advice/advice-and-information/wvs/victim-and-witness-
support/ 

The relevant excerpt as to the timeliness of contact post initial investigation is: 
‘Ensure that, if you have been assigned a crime for further investigation, that you 
make contact with the victim within 24 hours of being allocated the CRIS report. 
Inform them as to the current progress of the investigation and, where appropriate, 
what investigative actions will take place.’” 

Our view on the MPS’s response to Henriques recommendation 7 

The link the MPS gave in its response to the public was to the support for victims and 
witnesses section of the MPS website. The ‘MPS Policy on Victims’ Code of Practice’ 
is a separate document. We asked to see a copy and reviewed it. 

It contains the excerpt the MPS quoted in its published response, but in a  
different context. It is under the section in the policy entitled ‘Ongoing Victim Contact 
during Further Investigation Stage’. 

The MPS’s policy is for the investigator to make contact with the victim within 24 hours 
of being allocated a crime to investigate. It does not say how quickly a crime report 
should be passed from a first responder to an investigator. 

As previously reported (see page 53) the introduction of Mi-Investigation  
means that first responders are now investigating some of the crime reports that  
they take. Where the crime is allocated to another investigator, the policy for the 
investigator to make contact with the victim within 24 hours appears to us to be an 
effective response. We found no evidence of delays in allocating crimes. 

Henriques recommendation 8 

“Contacting a complainant, or potential complainant or witness, by letter, in  
non-recent cases involving prominent persons, should only take place if a 
constable is satisfied that there is no risk of interception by another member of the 
same household.”  

https://www.met.police.uk/advice/advice-and-information/wvs/victim-and-witness-support/
https://www.met.police.uk/advice/advice-and-information/wvs/victim-and-witness-support/
https://www.met.police.uk/advice/advice-and-information/wvs/victim-and-witness-support/
https://www.met.police.uk/advice/advice-and-information/wvs/victim-and-witness-support/
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In its response to this recommendation, the MPS said: 

“This recommendation was accepted. This is covered in the Victims’ Codes of 
Practice, please see link: 

https://www.met.police.uk/advice/advice-and-information/wvs/victim-and-witness-
support/ 

and again has been re-enforced in the MPS factsheet. The relevant excerpt states: 
‘be aware that specific crime types may include a victim living in the same 
household as the suspect, therefore appropriate lines of communication should be 
ascertained for further investigation stages. The victim may wish to receive no 
communication to acknowledge the crime report.’” 

Our view on the MPS’s response to Henriques recommendation 8 

The MPS’s response suggested that it had misinterpreted this recommendation. 
Recommendation 8 and its preceding paragraph in the Henriques report (paragraph 
1.45) clearly refers to the practice of tracing potential victims – often a long time after 
the event – through a ‘letter drop’. He describes the associated risk of interception  
by someone in the same household who may be unaware of events in the past.  
Sir Richard Henriques points out that victims, particularly in non-recent cases, have 
often ‘moved on’ and withheld allegations from family and friends. He says: 

“it may be that discovery of the alleged event by a partner is the complainant’s 
greatest fear. A letter drop runs the very real risk, certainly in a non-recent case,  
of interception. My conclusion is that letters should not be used.” 

The MPS’s published response says this is covered in the Victims’ Code of Practice. 
We disagree. The code of practice contains a requirement to “provide all victims with a 
written acknowledgement of the crime that they have reported”. It also goes on to say 
that: “Where the police consider there may be a risk of harm to the victim from sending 
the written acknowledgement (for example in domestic violence cases), they may 
agree with the victim not to send one”. This is clearly aimed at correspondence with 
victims who have reported a crime, rather than tracing potential victims or witnesses 
through a letter drop. 

The MPS’s response also refers to a factsheet. We have reviewed this document and 
it doesn’t contain the ‘relevant excerpt’ that the MPS quoted in its published response. 
In any event, the factsheet also refers to circumstances where the victim and  
suspect live in the same household (a common feature of domestic violence cases). 
This Henriques recommendation wasn’t framed in such narrow terms, so we think the 
MPS has misinterpreted recommendation 8. The Winter Key team and officers 
investigating ‘cold cases’ should be briefed on the risks of interception associated with 
communication by letter. 

As we were finalising our report, the MPS advised us that it now covers this Henriques 
recommendation in its training. 

https://www.met.police.uk/advice/advice-and-information/wvs/victim-and-witnesssupport/
https://www.met.police.uk/advice/advice-and-information/wvs/victim-and-witnesssupport/
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Henriques recommendation 9 

“DMC (Directorate of Media and Communications) policy should be amended to 
avoid any details of age or geography being released to the public in relation to an 
arrest, search, interview, or bail of any suspect.” 

In its response to this recommendation, the MPS said: 

“This recommendation was not accepted by the MPS who follow the College of 
Policing Authorised Professional Practice (APP) on Media Relations which states 
that in some cases, where they could lead to the identification of a suspect, details 
of age or geography in relation to a suspect should not be released, however 
judgements are made on a case by case basis. The MPS accepts that some of the 
information released re suspects in Operation Midland, whilst not naming them, 
was too detailed. Please see link: 

https://www.app.college.police.uk/app-content/engagement-and-
communication/media-relations/” 

Our view on the MPS’s response to Henriques recommendation 9 

The MPS rejected this recommendation, whereas the roundtable partially accepted it. 

The MPS has its own media policy, which is a three-page document containing  
the broad policy principles. It also has a media policy toolkit, which is 17 pages of 
detailed advice, presented in question-and-answer form. These are intended to be 
read in conjunction with one another. We reviewed both. They were last revised in 
November 2017. At the time, the MPS made a conscious decision not to incorporate 
this recommendation into the policy or the toolkit. 

On 30 September 2019, the MPS sent an email to its press officers highlighting further 
advice on the potential problems with releasing information that may identify suspects. 
This supplements the media policy but doesn’t amend it. We think this goes some way 
towards implementing the recommendation. In any case, the MPS is revising its media 
policy again to be consistent with Authorised Professional Practice (which was 
amended in January 2019). Authorised Professional Practice (as at 29 February  
2020) says: 

“Suspects should not be identified to the media (by disclosing names or other 
identifying information) prior to the point of charge except where justified by clear 
circumstances e.g. a threat to life, the prevention or detection of crime or a matter 
of public interest and confidence.” 

This is broadly consistent with the intent behind Henriques recommendation 9.  
The MPS’s adoption of Authorised Professional Practice will more closely align the 
force’s position with that of the roundtable.  

https://www.app.college.police.uk/app-content/engagement-and-communication/media-relations/
https://www.app.college.police.uk/app-content/engagement-and-communication/media-relations/
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Henriques recommendation 11 

“The exceptional circumstances in which suspects will be named or identified 
before charge should be clearly defined and included in MPS policy documents.  
In most cases qualifying for removal of anonymity there will be sufficient evidence 
to justify a charge.” 

In its response to this recommendation, the MPS said: 

“This recommendation was fully accepted and the MPS follows the College  
of Policing Authorised Professional Practice (APP) on Media Relations.  
APP guidance allows some flexibility on a case by case basis and our Directorate 
of Media Communications work closely with officers when agreeing press lines, 
especially in high profile investigations where media interest will be significant. 
Please see link: 

https://www.app.college.police.uk/app-content/engagement-and-
communication/media-relations/” 

Our view on the MPS’s response to Henriques recommendation 11 

Authorised Professional Practice says “police will not name those arrested, or 
suspected of a crime, save in exceptional circumstances where there is a legitimate 
policing purpose to do so”. It says that “a legitimate policing purpose may include 
circumstances such as a threat to life, the prevention or detection of crime, or where 
police have made a public warning about a wanted individual”. 

The November 2017 revisions (see above) of the MPS media policy and associated 
media policy toolkit included some examples of the exceptional circumstances.  
These included the police making a public warning about a wanted individual who is 
then arrested, and publishing the name of someone who could be responsible for 
many other crimes, to encourage other victims to come forward. This revision to the 
policy addressed the recommendation. 

In the course of the current media policy review, the MPS intends to state that the 
decision to name a suspect before charge can only be authorised at chief officer  
level, with consideration given to also consulting the Crown Prosecution Service.  
This appears sensible to us and is consistent with the Authorised Professional 
Practice. 

Henriques recommendation 12 

“Every effort should be made to minimise leaks of information by examining current 
systems and increasing sanctions.” 

In its response to this recommendation, the MPS said: 

“This recommendation was fully accepted and, whilst by its very nature it is often 
very difficult to identify those who leak information, any allegation of such activity is 
considered by our Directorate of Professional Standards.” 

https://www.app.college.police.uk/app-content/engagement-and-communication/media-relations/
https://www.app.college.police.uk/app-content/engagement-and-communication/media-relations/
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Our view on the MPS’s response to Henriques recommendation 12 

In our 2018/19 PEEL inspection of the MPS, we found that the force: 

“has no proactive capability to manage officers’ activity. Dip-sampling individual 
use of ICT is no longer feasible and ICT monitoring systems are inadequate. 
Together with the high number of unvetted staff within the organisation, this leaves 
the force in a vulnerable position and is a significant organisational risk, because it 
cannot fully protect the information within its ICT systems.” 

During our Henriques inspection, we were concerned to hear that, since December 
2018, this situation has deteriorated further. As well as a lack of full ICT monitoring, 
the force has experienced reduced capability to audit its systems. Such capabilities 
are present in some other forces, which helps those forces to identify and deal with 
personnel who leak information. When these capabilities are publicised to the 
workforce, they may also have a deterrent effect. The MPS’s Directorate of 
Professional Standards can only react to allegations. That leaves the force more 
vulnerable to leaks. 

In our view, the MPS’s lack of capability to monitor all of its ICT systems, and  
its reduced audit capability, inhibit its ability to address recommendation 12.  
However, despite the limitations, the force is actively investigating several alleged 
leaks to the media. 

In the 2018/19 PEEL report, we set out an ‘area for improvement’ for the MPS (see 
page 56 of the PEEL report). Because of this, we haven’t included a recommendation 
in this report. 

It should be noted that the MPS’s ability to increase sanctions (which forms part of 
recommendation 12) is limited. Police officers who deliberately ‘leak’ information may 
face misconduct proceedings. The process, and the available outcomes for findings  
of misconduct or gross misconduct, are governed by police conduct regulations. 
These are generally the preserve of the Home Office rather the force. In more  
serious cases, there may be criminal offences involved. These would be dealt with by 
the courts. 

Henriques recommendation 14 

“A protocol for keeping suspects, who are not in custody, informed of the progress 
of the investigation should be published.” 

In its response to this recommendation, the MPS said: 

“This recommendation was partially accepted. Current teaching to detectives at 
all ranks and MPS policy on Pre-Charge Investigative Bail outlines that officers 
should ‘Update suspects released without bail, but still under investigation. If you 
have released a suspect from custody, without bail but still under investigation,  
you must update the suspect on the general status of the investigation at 3  
monthly intervals. These intervals start from 3 months after the date of arrest’. 
Further guidance can be found at: https://www.cps.gov.uk/legal-guidance/bail 

https://www.gov.uk/arrested-your-rights/how-long-you-can-be-held-in-custody 

https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/publications/peel-assessment-2018-19-metropolitan/
https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/publications/peel-assessment-2018-19-metropolitan/
https://www.cps.gov.uk/legal-guidance/bail
https://www.gov.uk/arrested-your-rights/how-long-you-can-be-held-in-custody
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https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/criminal-courts-and-police-officers-
bail-and-refusal-of-bail/” 

Our view on the MPS’s response to Henriques recommendation 14 

In most cases, suspects who aren’t in custody are either released on bail or released 
under investigation (RUI). The MPS’s partial acceptance of this recommendation is 
only for the latter group. We reviewed the MPS’s pre-charge investigative bail policy, 
which contains the relevant excerpt. 

We found evidence that, in practice, this policy isn’t always followed. Many officers 
said they were unaware of the policy. In 2019, the MPS’s Operation Larimar team 
carried out an internal dip-sample of 20 RUI cases, to assess if officers had updated 
suspects on the progress of their investigation. The records of these cases included 
nothing to say officers had done so. 

We reviewed the MPS’s lesson plans and training material. This covers many  
aspects of bail and releasing suspects under investigation, but it doesn’t say anything 
about the requirement to keep suspects informed of the progress of the investigation. 
We think it should. 

 

Also, we followed the three links to ‘further guidance’ the MPS gave in its response. 
They were to national documents including those produced by the Crown Prosecution 
Service and HM Government. Again, there is no reference to any requirement to keep 
suspects informed of the progress of the investigation. 

The recommendation called for a protocol to be published for keeping suspects who 
aren’t in custody informed of the progress of the investigation. We have seen no 
evidence of an MPS protocol. The guidance prepared by the National Police Chiefs’ 
Council (NPCC) following the changes to pre-charge bail states that: 

“Once a suspect has been released [under investigation], investigations must have 
a documented supervisory review at least every 30 days until the investigation has 
been completed and a disposal actioned. At each review the Investigating Officer 
must ensure the victim, suspect and their legal advisor where applicable is 
provided with an update on the progress of the investigation.” 

This only applies to RUI suspects and not to those released on pre-charge bail.  
We considered whether it would be helpful to extend this to those released on  
pre-charge bail too. It would give greater consistency. We concluded that, because 
there are already provisions for pre-charge bail time limits (including supervisory and, 
where appropriate, judicial oversight), extending this would serve no useful purpose. 

The MPS’s pre-charge investigative bail policy already contains provisions for 
updating bailed suspects before any application to extend their bail. The provisions 

Recommendation 

10. By 30 June 2020, the MPS should amend its crime training material, to ensure 
that it makes clear the requirement to keep suspects, who aren’t in custody, 
informed of the progress of the investigation. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/criminal-courts-and-police-officers-bailand-refusal-of-bail
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/criminal-courts-and-police-officers-bailand-refusal-of-bail
https://cdn.prgloo.com/media/832fb4a76353450ab555b7db1c93ed48.pdf
https://cdn.prgloo.com/media/832fb4a76353450ab555b7db1c93ed48.pdf
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within the NPCC national guidance further support this and address this 
recommendation. Therefore, we concluded that nothing further is required in terms of 
publishing a separate protocol. 

However, as we explain in our analysis of the MPS’s response to the next 
recommendation, similar considerations should apply to suspects who voluntarily  
co-operate with the police. 

Henriques recommendation 15 

“At the commencement of an investigation a time limit should be fixed by a 
supervising officer and communicated to a suspect. Such time limit can be 
extended in appropriate circumstances.” 

In its published response to this recommendation, the MPS said: 

“This recommendation was not accepted as this is likely to vary according to the 
allegation and needs to change according to circumstances. All investigations have 
supervisor oversight.” 

Our view on the MPS’s response to Henriques recommendation 15 

The MPS’s response runs the risk of misinterpretation. On 21 October 2019, the force 
reviewed its position and decided to leave it unchanged. Its rationale, recorded in a 
document we saw, was: 

“It will depend on a case by case basis, considering the type of investigation and 
its complexity. There is always supervisory oversight to ensure the enquiry is 
progressing as expeditiously as possible in the circumstances.” 

We recognise that there are many reasons why investigations can take a long time, 
and that it is often hard to predict exactly how long. We also recognise that the 
roundtable rejected this recommendation too. However, the matter is not as 
straightforward as it might appear and the MPS’s response to this recommendation 
was in some respects inaccurate. This might lead people to believe that the force’s 
criminal investigations never carry any form of time limit. This would be to the 
detriment of both victims and suspects alike, as many investigations do carry time 
limits and they are usually communicated to the suspect. 

Broadly, the suspects to whom Henriques recommendation 15 applies fall into  
three categories: 

• those arrested and released on police bail (under a legal obligation to attend a 
police station at a fixed time and date in the future); 

• those arrested and ‘released under investigation’ (under no such obligation to 
attend a police station); and 

• those not arrested, instead co-operating with the police on a voluntary basis, 
usually by agreeing to be interviewed ‘by appointment’ at a police station. 

The MPS regularly releases suspects on police bail. There are statutory time limits for 
police bail, which can be extended in some circumstances. The exact time and date 
on which the suspect must surrender are given to the suspect in a ‘police bail notice’. 
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The bail date won’t necessarily be the point by which the investigation will  
have concluded. It serves as a time limit (even if only an interim one) to which the 
investigator must work. And, at the very least, it gives the suspect an indication of 
when to expect an update on progress. 

When an investigation needs more time, but release doesn’t need to be on police bail 
(for example, because there is no need to impose bail conditions), the suspect will be 
released under investigation. Since changes to bail legislation in April 2017, the MPS 
increased its use of this practice. 

On 8 October 2019, the MPS had 44,085 people ‘released under investigation’,  
of whom 6,179 (more than one in ten) had been released over two years earlier.  
In an effort to reduce these numbers, the MPS introduced a new process for 
managing them. 

Expected finish dates 

We examined a document (undated) called ‘MPS RUI Process’. This document 
describes the roles and responsibilities of various officers in criminal investigations.  
It asks for an ‘expected finish date’ (EFD) to be set for the investigation.  
The document says it should be “realistic but not excessive” and only longer than 
three months in exceptional circumstances. 

The process imposes a requirement on the investigating officer to update the suspect 
and their legal advisor at least every 28 days. But it doesn’t include any explicit 
requirement for communicating the expected finish date to the suspect. 

We also examined an example of an RUI form: a declaration that suspects are invited 
to sign when being released under investigation. The declaration included the 
following words: 

“I understand that I am being released from custody without bail. I have been 
informed that the offence(s) that I have been arrested for requires further 
investigation and I will be contacted in the future regarding any possible action 
against me. I have also been informed that I could be re-arrested should any new 
evidence come to light or an examination or analysis of existing evidence has been 
made which could not reasonably have been made before my release.” 

The expected finish date appears nowhere on the form. 

We see no reason why the expected finish date (and any revisions to it) can’t be 
routinely communicated with the suspect, save for exceptional circumstances. 

We reviewed another document, ‘National Policing Guidance in relation to Pre-Charge 
Bail and suspects Released Under Investigation’, which was prepared by the NPCC 
in 2018. As well as emphasising the police’s obligations to carry out investigations 
expeditiously, it says: 

“EFD extensions should trigger communication with the victim, witnesses and 
suspect to ensure they are correctly updated.”  
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We recommend minor amendments to the ‘MPS RUI Process’ and the MPS RUI  
form template. For the former, this is to make clearer to officers that the expected 
finish date should usually be communicated to the suspect. For the latter, this is to 
record in writing each instance when it has been communicated. 

 

Voluntary co-operation 

Suspects can be interviewed without being arrested, where they have not met the 
‘necessity and proportionality test’ (see Code G of the Police and Criminal Evidence 
Act 1984). In these cases, the suspect can voluntarily co-operate and be afforded the 
same rights as a suspect under arrest. The MPS carries out over 21,000 voluntary 
interviews each year. This approach can be particularly suitable for minor offences 
and some investigations into non-recent allegations. 

In April 2018, the MPS introduced voluntary attendance guidance. The force 
recognised that a lack of policy and the increasing use of voluntary attendance carried 
risks – to suspects, officers, the MPS and prosecutions. 

We reviewed the guidance document. It is very detailed but doesn’t contain any 
reference to setting or communicating an expected finish date. Suspects who agree to 
be interviewed voluntarily shouldn’t be disadvantaged by doing so. 

In its Operation Kentia report, the Independent Office for Police Conduct 
recommended that suspects should receive regular communication from the MPS, 
including an “indicative timescale” for the investigation. Although this and Henriques’ 
recommendation 15 use slightly different terminology, they amount to the same thing. 
The force should give suspects a sensible, realistic estimated completion date, and 
revise it when necessary. 

We note that, in its response to Kentia recommendation 16, the MPS said: 

“By April 2020 the plan is to introduce a system whereby all suspects whether 
arrested or who have been dealt with by way of Voluntary Attendance and the 
caution + 3 process can expect the same level of communication regarding  
their investigations. Compliance of this process will be monitored by a supervisor 
on the crime report. Victim updates are mandated by the Victims Code of  
Practice (VCOP). Oversight of this process will be checked by the Continuous 
Policing Improvement Command via the search warrants governance board.” 

The Home Office is formally consulting on police bail and RUI. Proposals under 
consideration include extending the time-limit for police bail from 28 to either 60 or 90 

Recommendation 

11. By 30 June 2020, the MPS should amend: 

a. the ‘MPS RUI Process’, to make clear the requirement on officers to 
communicate to suspects the expected finish date for each investigation; 
and 

b. the MPS RUI form template, so that the expected finish date appears on 
each completed form. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/news/government-launches-public-consultation-on-pre-charge-bail
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days, to more accurately reflect how long investigations take in complex cases. In the 
meantime, we welcome the MPS’s plans to introduce a consistent approach to 
suspects who co-operate with an investigation through voluntary attendance, and 
those who are released under investigation. 

Changes to expected finish dates 

We recognise that it can be difficult for officers to set a realistic estimated  
completion date. Many factors, such as waiting times for forensic or medical evidence 
from third party providers, are outside their control. As investigations progress, it isn’t 
uncommon for new evidence to emerge, which may have a material effect on the 
length of the subsequent investigation (increasing or reducing it). For these reasons, 
expected finish dates will often have to change. But officers should still set them. 

Henriques recommendation 16 

“Consideration should be given, at the highest level, to the question of whether 
suspects should be informed of every allegation against them when one or more of 
those allegations has not been pursued. On balance, I agree with present 
arrangements having regard to the duty to disclose in the event of a trial resulting.” 

In its response to this recommendation, the MPS said: 

“This recommendation was fully accepted and is part of current training.  
The decisions on what should and could be shared with a suspect must be  
made on a case by case basis as part of the investigative strategy.” 

Our view on the MPS’s response to Henriques recommendation 16 

We could not substantiate the MPS’s assertion that this is “part of current training”. 
The force has not supplied us with any training material or documents to support  
its response. In our interviews and focus groups, officers and staff told us they had  
not had any specific training about whether suspects should be informed of every 
allegation against them when one or more of those allegations has not been pursued. 
The MPS subsequently confirmed that it too couldn’t identify any specific training input 
regarding this recommendation. This is a matter for the Larimar team to address. 

Henriques recommendation 17 

“When a decision is made to take no further action on any complaint, but the 
investigation continues on others, the suspect, or his solicitor, must be informed at 
the earliest opportunity of any decision to discontinue in relation to any allegation 
communicated to them.” 

In its response to this recommendation, the MPS said: 

“This recommendation was partially accepted. The decisions on what should and 
could be shared with a suspect must be made on a case by case basis as part of 
the investigative strategy, and full disclosure is not always a viable option. A policy 
is in place and is part of current training.” 
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Our view on the MPS’s response to Henriques recommendation 17 

The policy should be made clearer. In its response, the MPS referred to the  
pre-charge investigative bail policy, which we described earlier. This policy states that 
when no further action is taken, the investigating officer’s responsibilities include 
telling the suspect or their legal representative. It doesn’t say if this is necessary when 
no further action is being taken about some allegations, while an investigation 
continues into others. 

We agree with the MPS that a case-by-case approach is needed. This is because of 
the need for investigators to approach disclosure with caution, particularly in complex 
cases involving multiple allegations and multiple suspects. 

 

Again, we could not substantiate the assertion that this is “part of current training”.  
We have reviewed the training material the MPS produced to support its published 
response. This contains no form of words that would address the recommendation.  
In our interviews and focus groups, officers and staff told us they had not been trained 
on this subject. Our interviews and focus groups were limited and it is possible that 
some officers and staff have had training which has not been documented. 

The MPS hasn’t shown us any specific guidance on this. This is another example 
where training material needs to be updated. 

 

Henriques recommendation 18 

“At the conclusion of an investigation, when no further action is to be taken against 
a suspect, he should be supplied with a similar written document to that provided 
to the complainant coupled with an explanation of the circumstances in which an 
investigation may be re-opened.” 

In its response to this recommendation, the MPS said: 

“This recommendation was not accepted as this information is already contained 
within our updated notification of ‘No Further Action’ (NFA) forms provided to 

Recommendation 

12. By 30 June 2020, the MPS should amend its pre-charge investigative  
bail policy. The amendment should make clear that the force should consider 
informing the suspect or their legal representative when it decides to take no 
further action about some allegations, even when an investigation continues 
into others. 

Recommendation 

13. By 30 June 2020, the MPS should amend its crime training material.  
The amendment should make clear that the force should consider informing 
the suspect or their legal representative when it decides to take no further 
action about some allegations, even when an investigation continues  
into others. 
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suspects at the conclusion of an investigation along with the circumstances under 
which it may be re-opened.” 

Our view on the MPS’s response to Henriques recommendation 18 

We found the MPS’s response confusing and contradictory. The force doesn’t accept 
this recommendation, but it also says the information is already contained within its 
updated notification of ‘No Further Action’ (NFA) forms. On the face of it, the practice 
the force describes amounts to acceptance of the recommendation. 

In the MPS’s internal dip-sample of 20 cases (see page 95), one of them recorded a 
suspect being sent a letter when ‘no further action’ was being taken. Among the 
remaining 19 cases, it was unclear whether a decision to take no further action had 
been taken in any or all of them. We couldn’t establish whether other such letters 
should have been sent. 

In any case, as at 21 October 2019, the Operation Larimar team’s assessment  
was that: 

“Should a subject be released with No Further Action (NFA) either in custody or at 
a later stage in the investigation, no paperwork is provided.” [Emphasis added] 

We sought clarification. On 13 December 2019, the MPS responded by saying: 

“We do give paper work [emphasis added] to anybody that is NFA’d; the template 
is being reviewed at present and we await roll out across the MPS.” 

We concluded that some suspects received a document, but others didn’t. 

In the absence of centrally produced corporate forms for suspects, some custody 
officers and investigators have created their own. We saw some examples of these. 
The Winter Key team has created a template to inform suspects that no further action 
is to be taken, the reason for this decision, and the fact that it may be reconsidered if 
further evidence becomes available. For Winter Key suspects only, this appears to 
satisfy the terms of recommendation 18. 

Henriques recommendation 19 

“Before information is released to the media that no further action is to be  
taken against a suspect, police must ensure that the suspect has received  
the information.” 

In its response to this recommendation, the MPS said: 

“This recommendation was partially accepted. It is best practice, within guidance, 
please see link: https://www.app.college.police.uk/app-content/engagement-and-
communication/media-relations/, to inform a person or their representative first, 
however there may be circumstances where informing them in advance is not 
always possible such as when multiple initial suspects are involved and 
prematurely notifying one could adversely affect the investigation.” 

https://www.app.college.police.uk/app-content/engagement-and-communication/media-relations/
https://www.app.college.police.uk/app-content/engagement-and-communication/media-relations/
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Our view on the MPS’s response to Henriques recommendation 19 

It will obviously be preferable for suspects to hear the news from the police, not from 
the media. However, for the reasons the MPS set out in its response, we agree that 
informing the suspect first may not always be possible. 

In its published response, the MPS said the recommendation is best practice, which 
the force normally seeks to adopt. 

The MPS’s published response included a link to the College of Policing’s  
Authorised Professional Practice for media relations. We followed the link and 
reviewed the document. It contains no content that satisfies Henriques 
recommendation 19. 

 

Henriques recommendation 20 

“When announcing publicly that no further action will be taken, rather than stating 
that there was an insufficiency of evidence, an alternative, and arguably preferable 
reason, is that ‘the case failed to meet the evidential test’.” 

In its response to this recommendation, the MPS said: 

“This recommendation was fully accepted and the wording of our forms informing 
individuals that they face no further action has been amended. Instructions have 
been issued to press officers that the term ‘insufficiency of evidence’ should no 
longer be used. Consultation was undertaken with the Attorney General, Director 
of Public Prosecutions, CPS and those representing the interests of victims and 
the following form of words was recommended: ‘The evidence did not meet the 
evidential stage of the full code test set out in the Code for Crown Prosecutors’; or 
‘Further action is not in the public interest’.” 

Our view on the MPS’s response to Henriques recommendation 20 

The MPS’s media policy should be amended to incorporate nationally  
agreed terminology. The force is currently revising the Winter Key ‘no further action’ 
template for wider use, but it hasn’t yet been adapted for use throughout the force. 

On 31 March 2017, following consultation, the Policing Minister wrote to the relevant 
NPCC lead, to request dissemination of the new form of wording, for use by all Home 
Office police forces. The letter describes how the phrase ‘insufficient evidence’ was 
debated at length. Numerous Lords expressed their concerns that the phrase implies 
that there was some evidence and that the former suspect would not be regarded by 
the general public and the media as completely innocent. 

Recommendation 

14. By 30 June 2020, the College of Policing should amend Authorised 
Professional Practice for media relations. The amendment should make clear 
that police should try to tell a suspect that no further action is to be taken 
against them, before informing the media that no further action is to be taken. 
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The Home Office letter was also copied to the MPS. However, when the MPS  
revised its media policy and media policy toolkit in November 2017 it did not include 
the wording. 

In September 2019, the MPS issued further guidance to its press officers on  
this recommendation. It intends to revise its media policy to incorporate this.  
We believe that this will fulfil the recommendation. 

We also note that the College of Policing’s Authorised Professional Practice doesn’t 
incorporate the wording from the Home Office letter or contain any form of words 
which would address Henriques’ recommendation 20. We think the Authorised 
Professional Practice should be updated to include this. 

We also note that paragraphs 4.1 and 4.6 of the Code for Crown Prosecutors use the 
word ‘pass’ rather than ‘meet’. These paragraphs relate to the full code test and its 
evidential stage. 

 

Henriques recommendation 21 

“When announcing publicly that no further action will be taken, no details of the 
allegations not already published should be disclosed.” 

In its response to this recommendation, the MPS said: 

“This recommendation was relevant to and accepted by CPS (this related to a 
specific case under review).” 

Our view on the MPS’s response to Henriques recommendation 21 

The MPS’s interpretation of this recommendation is too narrow, interpreting  
it as though it relates to one specific case and is relevant to the Crown  
Prosecution Service. The Crown Prosecution Service accepted this, and internal 
guidance entitled ‘Communications to the Public, the Media and Victims – Decisions 
not to Prosecute’ was updated to reflect it. 

In his report, Sir Richard Henriques said: 

“Statements are invariably made when a decision has been taken that there will  
be no further action. It is, of course, in the interests of a former suspect that the 
public should know that he is no longer under investigation and will face no 

Recommendation 

15. By 30 June 2020, the College of Policing should amend Authorised 
Professional Practice for media relations. This amendment should make clear 
that, when forces announce publicly that no further action will be taken, rather 
than stating that there was an insufficiency of evidence, they should consider 
using the words set out on 31 March 2017 by the Policing Minister: 

a. “the evidence did not meet (or pass) the evidential stage of the full code 
test set out in the Code for Crown Prosecutors”; or 

b. “further action is not in the public interest”. 

https://www.cps.gov.uk/publication/code-crown-prosecutors
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criminal charge. However, such statements are invariably made either by the  
CPS or the MPS without consultation with the former suspect or his solicitor.  
On occasions these statements have caused controversy and have been arguably 
unfair to the former suspects.” 

He gives a specific example but doesn’t suggest it is isolated. In any event, if this 
recommendation applied in one case, it may apply in others. If the decision to 
announce that no further action will be taken falls to the police (i.e. when the Crown 
Prosecution Service hasn’t been asked to make a charging decision), it will be the 
police who need to take note of this recommendation. 

 

Henriques recommendation 22 

“In exceptional cases, and very rarely, consideration should be given to issuing a 
reasoned statement explaining why no further action has been taken.” 

In its response to this recommendation, the MPS said: 

“This recommendation was relevant to and accepted by CPS and is  
current practice.” 

Our view on the MPS’s response to Henriques recommendation 22 

The MPS concluded that this recommendation is only relevant to the Crown 
Prosecution Service. The Crown Prosecution Service accepts ‘ownership’ of the 
recommendation, which it says represents existing practice. In support of this it cited 
an example: the CPS statement on the Croydon tram crash charging decision. 

However, we think this recommendation would, in principle, apply to the MPS too.  
A decision to take no further action can be made by the police or the Crown 
Prosecution Service, depending on the circumstances of the case. This is known as 
an outcome. 

The Home Office counting rules contain information on recording outcomes. For Home 
Office purposes, all recorded crimes are assigned an outcome type. For example, in 
certain circumstances, a police force may decide, at the conclusion of its investigation, 
that formal action against the offender isn’t in the public interest (outcome 10). Or it 
could decide that further investigation isn’t in the public interest (outcome 21). 

In these situations, if the decision is made by the police, it would fall to the police force 
to justify its decision and give a rationale. 

Recommendation 

16. By 30 June 2020, the MPS should amend its media policy. This amendment 
should make clear that, when announcing publicly that no further action will be 
taken, no details of the allegations not already published should be disclosed. 
That is, except where disclosure is justified by clear circumstances, e.g. a 
threat to life, the prevention or detection of crime or a matter of public interest 
and confidence. 

https://www.cps.gov.uk/cps/news/cps-statement-croydon-tram-crash-charging-decision
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/845360/count-general-nov-2019.pdf
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While finalising our report, we were provided with a copy of a letter dated 2 December 
2019 to the Director General of the Independent Office for Police Conduct. It was 
jointly signed by the Chair of the NPCC and the Chief Executive of the College of 
Policing. It set out these bodies’ joint response to four Kentia recommendations.  
This included recommendation 15, which invited the police to “take careful steps – 
particularly where an investigation has demonstrated that allegations have been made 
falsely or in bad faith – to ensure that a fair and balanced summary of the reasons for 
taking no further action is put out into the public domain”. 

The joint response set out two concerns. First, in trying to be fair to some suspects (by 
releasing such a statement) it would create the risk of being unfair to others (where a 
statement would be conspicuously absent, perhaps creating a cloud of suspicion). 
Second, in the few cases where criminal action is to be taken against the complainant, 
it would run the risk of prejudicing the investigation. On both these points, we agree. 
Therefore, we recognise that the occasions when it would be appropriate for the police 
to issue a statement will – as Sir Richard Henriques made clear – be exceptional and 
very rare. 

Kentia recommendations 

We consider two more Kentia recommendations particularly relevant to this chapter of 
our report. Unlike the other Kentia recommendations, these didn’t require a statutory 
response from the MPS. However, the force gave a voluntary response, so (by 
reference back to our commentary on relevant Henriques recommendations) we have 
set out our view on the force’s response to these Kentia recommendations. 

Kentia recommendation 14 

“The MPS should review its media handling procedures to ensure alignment with 
current APP. Police forces should assure themselves that any media strategy 
relating to an investigation includes careful consideration of the potential for an 
individual to be identified through the information released about them. Naming a 
suspect before charge is a major step and should only be undertaken in 
exceptional circumstances and for a clear policing purpose.” 

In its response to this recommendation, the MPS said: 

“The MPS has, for at least two decades, has followed a policy that suspects  
should only be named before charge in exceptional circumstances and for a clear 
policing purpose. 

The Directorate of Media and Communications (DMC) published a revised MPS 
Media Policy in November 2017 taking into account the findings of Sir Richard 
Henriques’ report and this policy is aligned with the College of Policing’ APP.  
Much of the APP [Authorised Professional Practice] was based on the MPS Media 
Policy and the DMC worked closely with the College to help develop the APP. 

The relevant recommendations from Sir Richard Henriques’ report were reviewed 
by DMC again in September 2019. Following further consultation with the College 
regarding the practical application of aspects of the APP, the MPS decided 
additional guidance in addition to the APP and MPS current media policy would  



 

 106 

be helpful. This was communicated to MPS press officers advising on how to 
minimise the risk of releasing information that could inadvertently confirm a 
suspect’s identify. At the same point DMC asked the College of Policing to review 
a sample of press logs in connection with arrests that had been made to provide 
some independent assurance that the College was content that the MPS was 
applying the APP correctly in practice. These were reviewed and discussed in a 
meeting with the College resulting in them confirming that the APP was being 
adhered to. 

In October 2019 the Directorate of Media and Communication began the process 
of reviewing and redrafting the MPS Media Policy. The APP will be directly 
referenced/incorporated into the policy. This will make it clearer and eliminate the 
current duplication. The MPS is then going further than the current APP and 
including extra clarity for its officers and staff in the practical application of the 
APP; specifically in regards to the caution required in responding to media 
enquiries about an arrest to ensure we avoid providing specific detail that could 
assist media in identifying a person arrested. In addition in recognition of the 
seriousness of the issue we intend to specify in the policy that in an exceptional 
circumstance where it is necessary to name someone who hasn’t been charged 
the decision can only be authorised at Chief Officer level, with consideration given 
to also consulting the CPS. 

This policy review work is ongoing and as part of this process the new policy will 
be consulted upon with business groups across the MPS and with the College of 
Policing. The expected completion date is March 2020.” 

Our view on the MPS’s response to Kentia recommendation 14 

The substance of Kentia recommendation 14 is covered by Henriques 
recommendations 9 and 11. The observations we made on the MPS’s response to the 
Henriques recommendations are equally applicable here (see page 92). 

Kentia recommendation 16 

“Suspects should receive regular open and candid communication from the  
MPS throughout the progress of their case, including an indicative timescale for  
the investigation. It is accepted it will not be possible or appropriate to give them 
details of the precise nature of enquiries being undertaken.” 

In its response to this recommendation, the MPS said: 

“The NPCC produced guidance on pre-charge bail and suspects Released Under 
Investigation (RUI) (2018). This addressed the required level of communication  
to update a victim and suspect on their case and the expected timescales for  
the investigations. 

If a suspect is bailed the authority of an Inspector is required. At the first bail review 
date (1 month) the authority of the Superintendent is necessary for any extension 
for up to 2 months. Thereafter and for exceptionally complex cases and those 
known as ‘Designated cases’, a Magistrate’s authority is required, who can 
authorise a further 3 months. If a suspect(s) is released under investigation there  
is a requirements for all cases to receive a documented supervisory review every 

https://cdn.prgloo.com/media/832fb4a76353450ab555b7db1c93ed48.pdf
https://cdn.prgloo.com/media/832fb4a76353450ab555b7db1c93ed48.pdf
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30 days. After 3 months of the suspect being released under investigation then an 
Inspector must complete a review, and following 6 months it is the responsibly of a 
Superintendent. Under this level of supervision the investigation is monitored to 
ensure the enquiries are completed expeditiously. 

The NPCC guidance regarding communication following a person being bailed or 
RUI directs officers to update the victim, suspect(s) (and their legal advisors) on 
the progress of their investigation every 30 days. 

The MPS guidance on RUI was published in September 2019, and follows the 
guidance above. The MPS require updates to be provided to suspects every 28 
days which aligns more closely with the Victim’s Code of Practice (VCOP). 

The MPS have started a review process of its Voluntary Attendance procedure 
(Caution +3 Interviews), and have identified a gap in the guidance/national policy 
where there is no formal requirement to keep suspects updated who have 
voluntarily attended the police station for interview and who have never been 
through the formal custody procedure. By April 2020 the plan is to introduce a 
system whereby all suspects whether arrested or who have been dealt with by way 
of Voluntary Attendance and the caution + 3 process can expect the same level of 
communication regarding their investigations. Compliance of this process will be 
monitored by a supervisor on the crime report. Victim updates are mandated by  
the Victims Code of Practice (VCOP). Oversight of this process will be checked by 
the Continuous Policing Improvement Command via the search warrants 
governance board.” 

Our view on the MPS’s response to Kentia recommendation 16 

The substance of Kentia recommendation 16 is covered by Henriques 
recommendations 14 and 15. The observations we provided on the MPS’s response 
to the Henriques recommendations are equally applicable here (see page 94)
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