For Distribution to CPs

IMY /&

- FF"?‘?'. Yates John ~ SOHQ
To: ‘catherlne crawford
Cc: Saleh Naz - DLS; Godwin Tim J TPHQ, Sifnmons Mark HR6
Subject: RE: Please see

’ Importanqe' High

7. Catherine
. We discusséd this and related Issues last night. 1 apologise if | appeared a |llﬂe self-obsessed. In these difficult
cnrcumstancas | am sure you will have understood.

| am-very happy for all the  below Information to be put before the Committee.
Re the Amy Wallis matters, some key points:

I.forwarded an email in January 2009, some B months before ahy indication that theré, might have beéen any issues In
relation to the original phorie hacking investigation from 2005/6 and four months before' | was appointed -AC- of
Specialist Operations. At this time thereforé as AC SCD | had no knowledge or involvement with the phone hacking
investigation. The Guardian article that first sparked Interest in this matter onlly matetialised in July that year.

The emall i questlon was a straightforward referral in which | made it clear to the recipient that | was simply passmg
it on and was indifferent as to the outcome. The last sentence about ‘'managing expectations' hlghlights thls in the
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light of very recent events, the context about Wallis' background and knowledge of the hlerarchy of the MPS may be
seen |n a different light.

| had nothing to do with her subsequent selection either on an mtenm of permanent basis - {his Is confirmed by Martin
below-but | should emphasise. that these referrals and work-expenence placements are common-pldce, as. Martin

) has also stated.

On separate points, as we discussed on Saturday night, despile best efforts, well have not been able to get out the
narrative and timeline about how we -got to where we are. |-have a binder of material including a detailed synopsis -
time-line available for you should you'.or others on the Authority wish lo see it. ’

JtIs clear that the events of July 2009 and smce, are not well understood | have been heavily criticised for failing- te
re-open the mvestigation. at thak time: but it is too easily forgotten that there was no ilew évidence to justify thls at
this that time and this decision was endorsed soon after by both the DPP and’'Leading Counsel. Moreover it has been

-forgotten in the media clamour there have been massive shifts in the lay-of the land since that time, chiefly: .

- the new legal advice re 5.1 RIPA provided in Dec 2010 which - in layterms. - changed beyond. recognltion
our understanding of what constitutes evidence of a 'phone hack’ (fundamental In every declslon made since
2008) and what defines a 'victlm' and,

«the recent full 180 degree u-turn by -News Int'l as a censequence of the groundswell of lobbying by MPs and
media which resulted In them effectively sacrificing NotW as a title and - seemingly - offering extensive new
evidence about the involvement of suspects beyond those that my . predecessors in SO successfully -
prosecuted in 2008.

In addition to these seismic changes, finer details of great slgniﬁcance have slmllarly been overlooked lt seems The

law about production orders and the inability of police to_apply for such an order if we cannot prove deliberate and

pre-meditated deception is nat.widely understood. The material Inclided. in, our timeline containg numerous. well: .
crafted letters from News International (NI) iawyers that, with hindsight, appaar dehberately designed to spike our

ability to apply for a production order. The original investigation team did int fact prepare an appllcatlon but this was

not taken fonrvard on the advice of CPS iawyers. N .

" The Op Weeting investigation cbmmenced in January 2011 solsly as a result of new information, highly pertinent and:
" dating back.to 2006, provided by NI: As Peter Clarke said in ewdence tast week it does appedr now'that NI have

deliberately covered up and lied:

I have been-very open about my association with Walus at alt hmes and to ali relevant people, from the Commissioner
through to a succession of SI0s. Additionally, | have always been open with the.2 Select Committees on this. It is
apparent that any evndence against him has only emerged very recently and was not available in 2005/8 or 2008/10.

i hope the.above helps-and provides some confext for the Prof Standards Comm!ttee who | know will take their duty to
réview matters in a clinical and evidential way very seriously. There is massive amount of gosslp, innuendo and worse
beélng bandied about.my role in these matters. Thie palitical heat, point-scoring are obvious. | am looking -forward to
explalning matters In the proper environment of a judge-led public inquiry. .

Best wishes

John . ’ . o . .

. From: JOHN YATES)|

Sent: 17 July 2011:22:38
To: Yates John -~ SOHQ

. Subject: Fw: personal " -

----- Fowvarded e
From: "mitiplad
To
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- Sent:,Sunday, 17 July, 2011 21:57:43 - | | |
Subject: personal ' . A

Jc;hn

My recall as i sithere is that about 3 years ago - late 2008 or very early 2009 - you.sent me an emall withacv -
attached ( | think) that referred Ariy Wallis to me as. belng soniecne who was bright, wanting a change of career and i
Hr was one of her potential considerations. Thé note - as i recall-- simply invited me to consider her if we had any g
ppportunities. A ‘ ’

| don't fecall any conversation at all with you - In fact | don't think we had one - at all about her but at the time we i
were managing-a lof.of stuff with THR and were lpsing sorme HR people . Accordingly we were retruiting quite a lot of . HEAE
termiporary staff (‘we didn't want to stack up a rédundaficy bill lafer oncé THR was Implemented) and so | referred her :
details to the THR team ( clare Hunt was in charge at that time) and | am aware that she was,recruited on.a temporary

. contract to join the development team. | do not-know what happened to her thereafter though: I have a feeling that she

‘may.have_actually done rather well and had her contract extended or even applied for and got a permanentrole. . - b

Whatever, | had no direct involvement in her selection. Equally neither did you. Nor did | feedback to you (atleast] :
do not recall so dolng) nor. did you pursue her potential appointment with me. As | recall, all you did was send me.the :
note with her CV,  ° ' ~>

|
!
It is & matter of routine that may of the Mets people have referred relatives and frlends to us fof appointrivent, |
... attachment and holiday employment. At the senior end, | can recall Steve House's son being selected ( twice) for L
‘( > temporary employment. | can recall Peter Clarke's son doing an extended peripd with us. | recall Catherine Crawford. |
~ referring her daughter.to us. Steve, Petet and Catherine.referred their juniors to us,Catherines daughter is now o
permanently employed and Is a special. She has heen very successful. | recall Tim Godwin referring his nelghbours i

two sons to us for prospective attachment. Ronriie Flanagan spokeé to me concerning.his ( legally qualified) son who

DLS took on temporarllly and was then employed permanenitly. | recall Victoria Borwick talking to myself and Ann

‘NMcMeel about her son and poténtial temporary wark. None of this Implies any suggestion of Impropristy on the part of
the referret. They simply.réferred the releyant person to'us and the system then took over. There ismo difference asi - -
see It with your own referra) to me concerning Amy. As is the case with Stéve, Caithiérine, Tim, Rofinie, Victoria and' 1
Peter, you had nothing to do with what happened thereafter. All you did was pass over someone who may be of use !
to the Met. Had any of you tried to do otherwise, | would have counselled you to back off and used miy office to abort”
any consideration. . i ) ' . '

One other-thing, do not underestimate the no of people who are referred to us by all'smployees.and officers across.
the organisation. We receive several referrals fo us frony officers whose children, and friends want to join us.

Martin

The Matropolitén Police Service is here for London - on the streets and In your communlty, working with you
to make our clty safer, ' ) ‘ - . :

' Consider our environment - please do not print this email unless absolutely necessary.

- NOTICE - This emall and:any attachments may be confldential, subject'to copyright and/or iegal privilege and are
intended solely for the use of the intended recipient. If you have recelved this email in error, please notify the sender
" and delete it from your system. To avoid Incurring legal iabliities, you must not distribute. or copy the Information in -
this email without the permission of the sender. MPS cofmunicatior systems are monilored to the extent permitted
.. by law. Gonsequently, any emall and/or gttachments may be read by monitoring staff. Only specified personnel are
authorised t6 conclude any binding agreement on behalf of the MPS by email. The MPS accepts no responsibillty for
‘unauthorised agreements reached with other employees, or agents, The security of this email and-any attachments,
‘cannot be guaranteed, Email messages are routinely scahned but malicious softwars infection and cortuption of :
coritent can still occur durlng transmigsion over the Intérnet. Aty views or opinlons expressed in this communication
“are solely those of the author and do not nécessarily represent those of the Metropolitan Police Service (MPS).
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