
For Distribution to CPs

AC Yates 
Room 556{V) 
Victoria Block 
New Scotland Yard 
Broadway 
Victoria
London SWl OBG

D ear John

I  hope th is le tte r finds you and a ll colleagues in  ‘ Specialist Operations’ 
w e ll. I  thought I  should take the opportunity to w rite  to you as I  am 
advised you are leading on the issue o f the pub lica tion  o f the ‘Johnston’ 
Review .

I  recently received a le tte r dated 8*  September 2009  from  Jenny Leonard 
ind ica ting  that you had considered the representations made by a ll 
interested parties in  re la tion  to the proposed pub lica tion  o f the R eview  
and had now  agreed a redacted version fo r pub lica tion . The le tte r also 
states you have decided to a llow  m y representatives and I  to read the fina l 
redacted version p rio r to  publication.

I  replied to Jenny Leonard’s le tte r by telephone and e-m ail ind ica ting I 
was out o f the U K  but w ou ld  look forw ard to receiving after m y return on 

September 2 0 0 9 . I  spoke to M s Leonard on 2 1  ̂ o f September and 
trie d  to arrange to receive a copy o f the redacted R eview  when I  vis ited 
London on 22 ”  ̂o f September. M s Leonard advised me that I  could not be 
g iven a copy o f the R eview  but may be perm itted to read it  under 
supervision.

As I  am sure you are aware I  have reserved m y pos ition  on the R eview  in  
the hope that the M PS w ould determ ine i t ’ s pub lica tion  as a standalone 
document w ou ld  not be in  the pub lic  interest. I  share the Com m issioner’s 
and your desire to serve the pub lic  interest and I  believe this w ill be best 
achieved by m aking available a ll the relevant in fo rm a tion  perta in ing to 
the Home O ffice  leak ’s investigation (O peration M iser) that is not 
precluded from  pub lica tion  by genuine legal restrictions or other 
leg itim ate and defensible reasons.
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Y ou  w ill be aware that fo llo w in g  the arrest o f Dam ian Green there was a 
deluge o f i l l  in form ed press and m edia reporting that was damaging to the 
M PS and to me personally. These reports suggested that the then acting 
com m issioner was not invo lved in , o r supportive of, decisions to 
investigate the Cabinet O ffice  com plaints and to arrest Green, that he and 
I  were in  co n flic t over these decisions, that searches o f Greens’ 
parliam entary o ffice  and other premises were un law fu l and im proper and 
that Greens’ arrest was not ju s tifia b le  as he was la w fu lly  going about his 
business ho ld ing  the Governm ent to  account. These stories were not 
corrected by the MPS at the tim e or subsequently despite clear evidence 
to the contrary.

Th is situation is lik e ly  to be repeated i f  the ‘ Johnston R eview ’ is 
published in  iso la tion  as proposed and the pub lic  interest w ill be further 
seriously underm ined. I  understand that s ign ifican t redactions have 
already been made to  the R eview  based on representations about its 
accuracy and fairness. Y ou w ill be aware from  the events o f last 
Decem ber that I  and several other colleagues in  the MPS expressed 
serious concerns about the om ission o f very pertinent facts from  the 
R eview . I  appreciate these facts may lead to  a degree o f discom fort fo r 
some but they appear overw helm ing ly to  be relevant to the public 
understanding o f the actions and conduct o f senior and w e ll paid o ffic ia ls  
and elected representatives. Y ou are therefore in  the po ten tia lly  d iffic u lt 
po s ition  o f pub lish ing a review  that is s ig n ifica n tly  redacted due to 
inaccuracies on the one hand and w hich excludes a series o f pertinent 
facts on the other. I  fa il to  see how  th is cou ld serve the pub lic  interest.

W h ils t it  could be argued the R eview  is ju s t a ‘ snapshot’ in  tim e, I  believe 
the MPS is w e ll aware o f its  perfunctory nature and i t ’s potentia l to 
m islead the pu b lic  i f  published in  iso la tion  when other more complete 
and competent documents exist and could be published alongside the 
R eview  or as an alternative.

I  can, o f course, g ive you an account o f a series o f factual om issions in 
the R eview , and when and by w hom  they were drawn to the review ing 
o ffice rs  attention. Therefore redactions o f inaccuracies alone w ill not 
suffice . I  am no t able to expla in w hy these facts were om itted from  the 
re v ie w  but I  do believe that when they are set out they lend themselves to 
very unhelp fu l interpretations about the qu a lity  o f the review , and when 
they are set out alongside the ‘pu b lic  na rra tive ’ being proffered by some 
at the tim e o f events, the om issions could lead to the reviews motives 
being called in to  question.
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I  am aware that a number o f senior form er colleagues who were close to 
these events ho ld s im ila r view s and have expressed these to me 
personally.

I  have no desire to become em broiled in  a further pub lic controversy and 
fee l I  have personally drawn a line  under these events and have moved 
on. H ow ever i f  the R eview  were to be published I  believe the controversy 
is lik e ly  to  be re ignited and therefore I  w ou ld  strongly advise publish ing 
the m aterial that w ill address the inaccuracies and om issions that 
characterise the review . This cou ld take the form  o f a redacted version o f 
the report forwarded to the CPS by the investigation team and a clear 
account o f the decision m aking in vo lv in g  S ir Paul Stephenson and I  
w h ich  led to the investigation being in itia ted  and to the arrest o f G alley 
and then Green.

I  am confident that I  am not alone in  m aking representations about the 
pu b lica tio n  o f the R eview  and w ou ld  ask that you at least consider m y 
representations. I  believe the representations you have received have 
v ind ica ted m y remarks and have seriously challenged the Review s’ 
fitness fo r pub lic  consum ption. I  regret having to w rite  to  you in  these 
term s but the issue o f the R eview s’ pub lication is a m atter o f conscience 
fo r me in  respect o f its potentia l to m islead.

I  am aware the in ten tion  is to  publish the R eview  as an appendix to  a 
fu rth e r review  being conducted by H er M a jesty’s C h ie f Inspector o f 
Constabulary. H ow ever th is log ic  is flawed, as H M I’s review  is a 
fo rw ard -look ing  review  and is not intending to  adjudicate on the 
investigation. Therefore it  is not a mechanism able to address the 
inadequacies o f the ‘Johnston R eview ’ .

I  do hope you fin d  m y comments he lp fu l in  your e ffo rt to  determ ine 
where the pub lic  interest lies in  th is matter. I  have attempted here to set 
ou t genuine concerns that I  believe are shared by others who may feel 
m ore inh ib ited  about m aking th e ir arguments.

R  F Q uick
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