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Examination of Witness

Witness: Sir Paul Stephenson, Acting Commissioner, Metropolitan police, gave evidence.

Chair: Order. May I welcome Sir Paul Stephenson? Sir Paul, you are still the
Commissioner of the Metropolitan Police.

Sir Paul Stephenson: That is my understanding, Chair.

Chair: Excellent. I refer everyone present to the Register of Members’ Financial
Interests. In particular, for the purposes of this session, I declare that I met you, and we were
both guests, at the police bravery awards, which were hosted by the Police Federation and
sponsored by The Sun; that you and I both know Stephen Purdew, the owner of Champneys;
and that I was invited to the News International summer party recently, but I did not attend.
Are there any other interests that Members need to declare, directly or indirectly?

Alun Michael: Chair, I attended the police bravery event. I am not sure whether that is
a declarable interest, but I did. For the avoidance of doubt, my son is the chief executive of
the North Wales police authority.

Q645 Chair: Thank you very much. Sir Paul, thank you for coming. Can I place on
record my appreciation to you? I know that these are difficult times, but when I spoke to you
last Thursday and invited you to attend this Committee meeting, you did so readily, agreeing
the time immediately. You said to me that if events progressed, you would have to make a
statement during that time, but I appreciate the fact that you have always come to Parliament
first and been prepared to answer questions from Members of this House, specifically
members of this Committee.
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Can you tell the Committee why you resigned, bearing in mind—we have all read your
statement very carefully—that there has been, in your words, no impropriety in what has
happened; that you feel that you have done absolutely nothing wrong; and that you have had
no direct involvement as far as the two investigations and the so-called review of the
investigation are concerned? You felt that you should resign. Why did you do so?

Sir Paul Stephenson: You say that you and everyone else has read, or heard, my
statement, and I am quite sure that you did; I think I was quite explicit about the reasons. I
think I was very clear. When I took this post, I made it very clear that I would never, or never
willingly, allow the story to be about me, the leader, as opposed to what the people who work
for me do. I was always very clear about that. I saw the consequences of that previously and
the distraction it can cause, and I think that that is wrong. A leader should always be looking
to that. That is the first thing. Clearly, there were significant stories about me.

In the context of the job that I do, I might have considered it for a little longer, but I
think we are in extraordinary times. We are in the Olympic year, and we have a short run-up
to the Olympics. It is a very sad decision for me, but in the run-up to the Olympics, if there is
going to be continuing speculation around the position of the Commissioner, and stories
continue to distract, then if I was going to do something, I had to do it speedily. In the words
of William Shakespeare—I hope I quote him right— “If *twere best it were done, "twere well
it were done quickly”. I had to take a decision, on behalf of the organisation, to allow the
relevant authorities, if they were going to put someone else in place in time, to have a firm
hold on the helm and lead the Met through its biggest challenges; I had to do it quickly. It is
regrettable, but I had to do that in the Olympic year.

Q646 Chair: We will come on, in this session, to explore the issue of your relationship
with Mr Wallis and why you employed him. We have other witnesses coming in later. We
will then look into the previous investigations and your role in that, but if we could first just
concentrate further on the resignation. When I spoke to you at about 6 o’clock on Thursday,
resignation did not seem to be in your mind. You had met the Mayor, and you had spoken, I
assume, to the Home Secretary. Is it that they did not give you the support to stay on
following the conversations with them? You did not sound as if you were in a resignation
mood when you spoke to me. When did you make up your mind that you had to go?

Sir Paul Stephenson: There has been much speculation on whether I was supported or
not. I have to say that I have received the full support of the Home Secretary, the Mayor, Kit
Malthouse, and, as far as I am aware, the Prime Minister. I have seen the comments that they
have made since my regulation. I guess I became much clearer when I was contacted on
Saturday about the Champneys story, for which I am not apologetic at all, by the way. When I
became aware that Mr Wallis—I know you will understand this, Chair, but I have to remind
everyone that while he has been arrested and bailed, I should say nothing that prejudices his
rights—was in some way connected with Champneys, I thought that that was a very difficult
story. It was very unfortunate for me. I had no knowledge previously. That, together with
everything else, made me think, “This will be a significant story. It will continue. If I am
going to be a leader and do the right thing by my organisation, I think I have to do something
that is very painful.”

Q647 Chair: But as far as you are concerned, nobody asked you to go. You made this
decision yourself. Neither the Mayor, the Home Secretary, nor the Prime Minister felt that
your position was untenable. You have told this Committee just now that they gave you
support for the work that you were doing. Is that right?
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Sir Paul Stephenson: That is absolutely right, Chair. In reality, when I spoke to the
Home Secretary and the Mayor, the Mayor accepted it very reluctantly; he thought it was
wrong, and he said that to me again the following day: The Home Secretary was clearly very
shocked and very saddened. She also stated that she regretted my decision. It was my decision
and my decision only, Chair—no one else’s. If I may say so, it was against the advice of
many, many colleagues, and indeed my wife.

Q648 Chair: Did any of them say, “Please don’t go, please stay. You have more work
to do”?

Sir Paul Stephenson: That was the implication that I took from the response of the
Mayor. I would describe him, without being overly emotional, as being almost emotional. He
was very cross; he didn’t want it to happen, and he made it very clear that he thought it was
wrong.

Q649 Chair: We will continue on this vein, and colleagues will ask questions on this.
Can I deal with the issue of the one or two lines that you put in your resignation statement
. concerning Mr Coulson, and the comparison between Mr Wallis and Mr Coulson in respect of
your employment of Mr Wallis? We will explore with Mr Fedorcio later what happened
concerning that matter.

Specifically—this has excited a lot of interest—you made reference between what you
did and the employment of Mr Coulson by the Prime Minister. It seemed that you may have
been taking a bit of a swipe at the Prime Minister, bearing in mind the fact that you said that
the Prime Minister had employed somebody who had resigned, but Mr Wallis had not
resigned, as a result of the News of the World. That has excited a lot of comment. Here you
were resigning, and there was the Prime Minister just carrying on. Were you upset by the fact
that you were treated differently, or appeared to have been treated differently?

Sir Paul Stephenson: Chair, we always live in a world where the media speculate and
interpret, and this has been a particularly febrile time. I was taking no such swipe at the Prime
Minister. I was trying to make something absolutely clear. I agree with the Prime Minister
when he says that this was entirely different. Of course the employment of Mr Coulson and
the employment by the Met of Mr Wallis are entirely different.

Can I correct an inaccuracy here? Mr Wallis was never employed to be my personal
assistant or to provide personal advice to me—I know we will go into this later. It was a very
minor matter; he was employed to provide advice to the head of DPA—you will see him later
on. Through that, he would give me some occasional advice. He had a very part-time, minor
role. That is one of the reasons it was different from Mr Coulson, and it certainly was not a
public-facing role. What I was trying to get across was simply this: when Mr Coulson
resigned—at that time, he said he resigned, and time will tell, to do the honourable thing and,
if you will, be the leader and take responsibility—Dby definition, he associated his name with
hacking. That is simply and blindingly obvious. I was trying to draw the contrast that [ had no
reason to doubt Mr Wallis’s integrity. I had no reason at all to link him with hacking. I had no
reason to associate his name and hacking together until—we will come on to this—January
2011, when I first saw his name in the public domain.

Chair: Indeed.
Sir Paul Stephenson: That is the difference. I meant not to impugn the Prime Minister,

or anyone, by it; [ was just trying to give an example to show that Mr Wallis’s name never,
ever came into hacking, and it was never a consideration for me.
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Q650 Chair: Indeed. We will come on to your relationship with Mr Wallis, but for this
part, if we can concentrate on your resignation statement, and we will then come on to the
relationship with Mr Wallis.

Q651 Mark Reckless: Sir Paul, many of the public feel that people in senior positions
too rarely take responsibility by resigning, and will welcome your having done so. Are you
concerned that that may have been undermined by what is being widely interpreted as a
personal attack on the Prime Minister?

Sir Paul Stephenson: All 1 can do is tell the truth, Mr Reckless, and I told the truth in
my statement. I did it to the best of my ability. I cannot, as is plainly obvious, control the way
in which the media spin or interpret things. I am just saying here and now that [ made no
personal attack on the Prime Minister.

Q652 Mark Reckless: Well, Sir Paul, that is certainly how I interpreted your statement.
Isn’t one rather significant difference that you, as Commissioner of the Metropolitan Police,
should have been responsible for leading the criminal investigation?

Sir Paul Stephenson: First,  would have to remind you of the evidence that Lord Blair
gave to this Committee. I think he tried to describe the work of the Commissioner. If I might
do that, that might put in context your question. We receive 6 million calls a year. We deal
with over 800,000 crimes every year. I manage risk, and I look to the things that are most
risky, as to wanting more briefings. I do not investigate crime, but I do make enquiries where
it is high risk. When I took office as Commissioner, I did ask for a detailed briefing on the
night stalker. That man had committed hideous crimes, raping elderly people. It had gone on
for many years and it was a stain on our professional reputation. Therefore, I wanted a
detailed briefing. I instructed that more resources be put into it, and we had a success.

I did ask, and continue to ask, for detailed briefings on the murder of Stephen Lawrence,
because we still did not have a proper outcome to that. I did put in place weekly and daily
briefings on counter-terrorism. I never for one moment asked a question about phone hacking.
I had no reason to suspect it was not a successful operation. I had no reason to think it was not
finished, and I had no reason to suspect—

Q653 Chair: We will come on to the investigation shortly. Mr Reckless, if we can stick
with the resignation for the moment.

Q654 Mark Reckless: Sir Paul, a lot of other people did ask those questions. I
personally would like to give credit to The Guardian newspaper and the role that it played in
that, as well as a number of our colleagues.

Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 said the same thing in my resignation speech.

Q655 Mark Reckless: Good. You also, in your resignation speech, seemed to at least
imply that the Prime Minister was in some way compromised and that you could not share
what you were suggesting was operational information with him, but isn’t it also the case that
you did not disclose the appointment of this PR consultant previously either to the public or to
Labour Ministers?

Sir Paul Stephenson: | certainly did not imply at all that the Prime Minister could not
be trusted. I think if you look at my speech, that is quite clear. Why did I not tell the Prime
Minister before Wallis’s name was connected with phone hacking? I would have no reason to.
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I had no reason to connect Wallis with phone hacking. I had no reason to question his
impropriety. Nothing had come to my attention. I had no knowledge of the previous inquiry,
and I had no reason to inquire of the police inquiry, and I had been given assurances by a
senior-grade chief constable that there was nothing new. I had no reason to disclose a very
minor contract, which was very part-time, of someone working for my DPA and giving me
occasional advice. I had no reason to disclose that.

When he did come into the frame, or at least became a name, all I was saying in my
resignation speech was that it seemed to me eminently sensible not to impugn the Prime
Minister’s character, but to consider whether it was right to allow anyone to ask any questions
later, because I’d given him operational information that someone could suggest that because
of his relationship with Coulson, and Coulson’s relationship with Wallis, somehow that could
open up a charge of impropriety. [Interruption.] No, I think there is something very relevant
here. My understanding is that it was exactly the advice of a senior official in No. 10, so we
don’t compromise the Prime Minister.

Q656 Chair: That you should not tell him?

Sir Paul Stephenson: That is my understanding. Mr Yates might be able to answer that
later on. My understanding is, and I think it’s a very sensible position, that a senior official in
No. 10 gunided us that we should not compromise the Prime Minister. That seems to me to be
entirely sensible.

Q657 Chair: Sir Paul, were you not involved in the Damian Green issue? Did you not
tell the Mayor on that occasion, before Mr Green was arrested, that he was going to be
arrested? Was he not compromised, bearing in mind the fact that he knew Mr Green, and that
he then spoke to the then Leader of the Opposition about it? How can you have done that in
that case, but not in this?

Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 think there are a couple of obvious differences there. First, I
might have told the Mayor, but I did not tell the Prime Minister. Secondly, quite frankly, we
had a new relationship, and it has always been my practice that when something very
significant is going to happen, at the time it is going to happen, to sight the chair of the police
authority—that was the Mayor at that time—so that they are not taken by surprise when they
are doorstepped by reporters. I certainly didn’t tell him well in advance. [ work very hard not
to compromise anyone, and if I may say so, I make sure that my people do not compromise
me.

With regard to Wallis, because there was this, if you like, contact, I made sure that they
- told me what I needed to know. It was only several weeks ago that I first became aware that
Wallis was a suspect; it was only early last week that I was told that Wallis may be arrested;
and it was only on Thursday morning that I was told that he was being arrested that day, and
he was under arrest.

Q658 Keith Vaz: We will come on to this, but I thought you said that Operation
Weeting was happening in a box, and that you were not being kept informed of what was
happening in Operation Weeting. When you appeared before this Committee two weeks ago,
you said that these were questions to be asked of Sue Akers. Are you being kept informed by
Sue Akers of who is going to be arrested?

Sir Paul Stephenson: She would inform me of a key suspect like that, and she just told
me that he became a suspect.
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Q659 Chair: So you knew on Sunday, for example, that Rebekah Brooks was going to
be arrested before she was arrested?

Sir Paul Stephenson: Yes.

Q660 Chair: How long before?
Sir Paul Stephenson: Maybe a day, maybe two days.

Q661 Chair: Two days before, you knew?

Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 really can’t remember, but a day or two days, and that is
entirely proper.
Chair: I see. Can we stick to resignation for the moment? Michael Ellis?

Q662 Michael Ellis: Sir Paul, you didn’t feel you could tell the Home Secretary.

Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 am very aware of the political exchanges over the employment
of Mr Coulson. Why would I want to risk anyone being accused of any compromise? I would
not suggest for one moment that the Home Secretary or the Prime Minister would say
anything, but why would I risk that compromise? As I say, my understanding is that that was
the advice from a senior official in No. 10, and we would agree with that. It is very sensible
not to compromise people, or not to leave people open to any suggestion of compromise when
they don’t need to be.

Q663 Michael Ellis: Was it not a question of keeping it secret from the Home Secretary
and from the Prime Minister? With great respect, Sir Paul, as Commissioner of the
Metropolitan Police, you’re on a very substantial salary, and you have very great
responsibilities. You, and no doubt your predecessors, have had to tell Home Secretaries and
Prime Ministers a lot of unpleasant things over many years. Why was this a matter that you
felt you could not disclose? This has been interpreted negatively.

Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 am fully aware that it has been interpreted negatively; that has
been brought home to me, but let me remind you that prior to Wallis becoming a name in
connection with hacking, the first time, to my knowledge, that I ever heard his name in
relation to hacking was in an article in January 2011 when I was still off sick. I had never
heard him connected at all before, publicly or indeed—

Q664 Keith Vaz: We understand. You have made that point. We will come on to Mr
Wallis in a second; we are on the resignation at the moment. ‘

Sir Paul Stephenson: | think it’s relevant, Sir. It is about the contract, and Mr Wallis is
about the contract. Prior to that, I had absolutely no reason and no concern, so why would I
raise with anyone a very minor contract? I don’t raise any other contracts; I had no concern
about Mr Wallis. When there was some concern, albeit very light, why would I then
compromise, or allow the Prime Minister any suggestion of compromise, even though I do not
for one minute think he would? Why would I be so clumsy?

Q665 Michael Ellis: But News International was being investigated by the
Metropolitan police at that time, was it not?

Sir Paul Stephenson: At which time?
Michael Ellis: Well, at the time of Mr Wallis’s hiring. Was it not being investigated?
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Sir Paul Stephenson: No. There was no investigation.

Q666 Michael Ellis: The difference is that you were investigating News International
at a later stage, were you not? : ‘

Sir Paul Stephenson: We started investigating News International in January 2011. The
ﬁrst investigation started, I think, in December *05, and I think it ended in January ’07.

Chair: We will come on to the investigations and Mr Wallis’s employment in a
moment. Bridget Phillipson?

Q667 Bridget Phillipson: To continue that, do you think that you should have been
alerted sooner about the conflict concerning Mr Wallis? If you do, who would have been
responsible for sharing that with you?

Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 do not know that anybody could have alerted me sooner. As I
have said, there was no suggestion from anywhere that Mr Wallis was involved. Don’t forget
I heard senior News International people say that this was a tiny few; they said nobody senior
was aware of this. I had no reason to suspect that the original investigation was not successful.
I had no information from it or responsibility for it, so I am not sure that anybody was able to
say that there was a potential conflict of interest—if indeed there was—apart, perhaps, from
Mr Wallis himself.

Q668 Bridget Phillipson: It just struck me when listening to your resignation that
perhaps if the Metropolitan police had volunteered that information sooner—I appreciate that
there was a criminal investigation ongoing—your resignation may not have been necessary. It
gave the perception of there being a conflict, even if there was not necessarily a conflict.
Should the Met have volunteered that sooner, and might that have made a difference to your
resignation? _

Sir Paul Stephenson: As 1 think I put in my letter to the Home Secretary, the
contracting of Neil Wallis became of relevance only when his name became linked with the
investigation. Prior to that, that was not the case. When it became part of the investigation, to
go public without actually having the evidence would taint him, because why would we be
doing it? When he became a suspect, it would tell him that he was a suspect, which would be
bad for the operation. I know that it is very embarrassing for me, but I would prioritise the
integrity of this operation over my personal embarrassment.

Chair: Indeed. We will come on to the integrity issue in a moment. Lorraine Fullbrook,
a question on the resignation.

Q669 Lorraine Fullbrook: Sir Paul, I find it very strange that the Prime Minister and
Home Secretary said before your resignation that this case should be investigated as far as it
should go, even if it goes right to the top. In your resignation statement, you said that you did
not want to compromise the Prime Minister. You are a policeman first and foremost. Why
would you not have told them prior to your resignation? The Home Secretary found out about
Wallis only last Thursday.

Sir Paul Stephenson: Why wouldn’t I have told him what?

Lorraine Fullbrook: You are a policeman; it is your job.

Sir Paul Stephenson: Why wouldn’t I have told the Prime Minister what?
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Lorraine Fullbrook: You said in your resignation statement that you did not want to
compromise the Prime Minister in any way by revealing or discussing a potential suspect who
clearly had a close relationship with Mr Coulson. You are a policeman—why wouldn’t you?

Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 think I have answered that—because I would not want to open
the Prime Minister, or anybody else, to any such compromise. By the way, I do not recall
sharing information about any other suspect, or any other operation, with the Prime Minister
or the Home Secretary. .

Q670 Lorraine Fullbrook: But is there anyone else with whom you do not wish to
discuss suspects, and whom you may compromise?

Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 think I have given a pretty open and full answer. You might not
like the answer, but I am simply saying that I would not—this seems to be in line with advice
that we have received from senior officials—by discussing this particular operation, because
of the unique circumstances and the exchange over Mr Coulson’s employment at No. 10,
want to open the Prime Minister, or anyone else, up to such compromise, or to any
allegations, as fanciful as they might be.

Q671 Chair: So in respect of other suspects, when you were told, for example, that
Rebekah Brooks was going to be arrested, you did not tell the Mayor about that, or anyone
else?-

Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 most certainly did not.

Chair: I call Julian Huppert.

Sir Paul Stephenson: Sorry, may I make an important point? I would not want to tell
the Mayor for exactly the same reason. I would not want to compromise the Mayor, and
besides that, that is the difference between governance and operational independence.

Q672 Chair: I am still a bit puzzled, because you did tell the Mayor about Damian
Green, but nobody else.

Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 do not think there is any puzzle there. It has been my practice, at
the time of making a very significant arrest where they are likely to be doorstepped and
surprised, to do that. I hardly think that people were that surprised, and I do not think the
Mayor would have been so naive.

Q673 Dr Huppert: Your resignation statement was long and full. It seems to me that
one of the big issues that it raises is the question about the morale of the Met going forward. I
was stopped last week by a Met police officer who described his embarrassment with senior
police in the Met. There is a real concern about morale. A number of changes, such as the
Winsor changes, are happening to the police, and they feel that there is one set of rules for
them and a different set of rules for senior police. You are presumably not going to be the
person to clear this mess up from the morale side, but is there something that you could have
added to your statement, or that you should say to whoever takes over about what they can do
to restore that morale in the Met?

Sir Paul Stephenson: Well, of course, my statement was for both public and private
consumption. I have done a separate message for my own people in the organisation, and I
will do another message to them before I go. I have spoken to many police officers since my
resignation, and they have spoken about their pride that somebody was willing to do
something and, even though they did not feel that they had done anything wrong, was willing
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to walk away when it might interfere with the discharge of their duties in a very difficult year.
In a funny old way, in many areas of the organisation, there is great pride. I would point to
what we are doing in Operation Weeting, because we do have to restore some confidence.

Q674 Chair: We will come on to Operation Weeting.

Sir Paul Stephenson: No, but it is about morale, Sir. We have to ensure that Operation
Weeting restores the public’s faith in us around the phone-hacking issue. That is what we
need to do.

Chair: We will come on to that, I promise.

Q675 Nicola Blackwood: I wonder whether I could take you back to your resignation
statement, where you stated that you had no reason to suspect “the alleged involvement of Mr
Wallis in phone hacking”, and that you had “no knowledge of the extent of this disgraceful
practice”, “the repugnant nature of the selection of victims”, or its “reach into senior levels.”
However, in the year you met—or have been reported to have met—Mr Wallis, 2006, the ICO
produced a report that said: “Investigations by the ICO and the police have uncovered
evidence of a widespread and organised undercover market in confidential” police
information. “Among the ‘buyers’ are many journalists looking for a story. In one major case
investigated by the ICO...evidence included records of information supplied to 305 named
journalists working for a range of newspapers.” In its follow up report, it listed the News of
the World as one of those newspapers, 228 transactions of positively indentified phone
hacking and 23 journalists. Do you not think that that might have alerted you to the fact that
Mr Wallis might have been involved in phone hacking at that time?

Sir Paul Stephenson: No, I do not. I have to take you back to what I said earlier. First,
that report obviously mentioned the News of the World and many other newspaper
publications.

Nicola Blackwood: Yes, it does.

Sir Paul Stephenson: Some newspaper publications with apparently—

Nicola Blackwood: 31 in a readily readable table.

Sir Paul Stephenson: But some newspaper organisations apparently had a worse
problem. Mr Wallis was certainly not named in that.

Q676 Chair: We will move on to Mr Wallis. If you can just deal with your resignation
statement.

Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 think that was the question—about Mr Wallis. Mr Wallis was
not named in there. I come back to what I said when I took over as Prime Minister: I prioritise
risk. ‘

Chair: Commissioner. When you took over as Commissioner. There is no vacancy as
yet.

Sir Paul Stephenson: There is no vacancy, and I am not yet prepared for that office.
My goodness me, what am I saying?

When I became Commissioner, I looked at the risks, and I looked at those high-profile
risks, and I have to say that of course it is regrettable with hindsight when we see the
repugnant nature of this, and some of the victims who have been selected here. Of course I
support John Yates’s statement about if he had known then what he knows now, but there was
no reason for that to be on my desk. Even with that report, there was no reason to put that
above the night stalker, who had not been caught after many years, the counter-terrorism
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operations, and the murder of Stephen Lawrence—major, major cases. They were priorities
for me. Phone hacking was not, even with that report.

Q677 Steve McCabe: In the case of Mr Wallis, in your own words, he is an
acquaintance of yours, and someone with whom you have had a relationship for professional
purposes for over five years. He was a personal friend of Assistant Commissioner Yates, and
Mr Fedorcio says that you and Mr Yates were both consulted on letting the contract at the
Met to Mr Wallis. Is it not strange that when you accepted the hospitality at Champneys, you
did not know that Mr Wallis also had a business contract with it, and that no one at the Met
sought to provide you with that information?

Sir Paul Stephenson: First, | am completely baffled as to how anyone in the Met would
have the information that he had a relationship with Champneys.

Q678 Steve McCabe: In pure business terms—Iet’s forget about what happened to Mr
Wallis subsequently—the Commissioner of police is having free hospitality at this
establishment; there is a business connection between the Metropolitan police and Mr Wallis;
and Mr Wallis also has a clear business connection with Champneys. Isn’t it strange? I think
you said in your resignation statement that you are “dependent to a great extent on others
providing the right information and assurances”. Would you not have thought that someone
should have at least taken the trouble to point out to you that in accepting this hospitality, you
were accepting hospitality at an establishment where there was a business connection between
an individual who was already under contract to the organisation that you run?

Sir Paul Stephenson: The only way we would know that is if Mr Wallis declared it to
someone. I know of no one who knew that Mr Wallis was actually connected with
Champneys—absolutely no one.

Q679 Steve McCabe: Did you ask anyone at the Met, before you accepted the
hospitality, if there was anything you should know?

Sir Paul Stephenson: About Mr Wallis and Champneys?

Q680 Steve McCabe: No, did you ask anyone at the Met, before you accepted the
hospitality, if there was anything you should know that might suggest that it was not the
smartest thing to do?

Sir Paul Stephenson: Absolutely not, and I don’t agree with you about “not the
smartest thing to do”. Could I remind you, Sir, that [ was recovering from a serious injury and
a serious illness? I was wheelchair-bound and in pain, and my intention was to come back to
work as soon as possible.

Q681 Steve McCabe: Sir Paul, I use that term given the fact that there was a
connection between Mr Wallis and the place where you had your hospitality. He had a
business connection with that establishment, and he was also being employed by your
organisation, That is the point that [ am making. I am not asking you to justify whether or not
you went there to recuperate; I am asking whether it is appropriate to have accepted
hospitality at an establishment where Mr Wallis had a business connection, while he was also
under contract to your organisation. In normal circumstances, is that not the sort of thing you
would expect your senior officers to know?

Sir Paul Stephenson: No, it would not, because we would have to go into it—
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Q682 Steve McCabe: Even if one of them was a personal friend?
Sir Paul Stephenson: Personal friend of whom?

Q683 Steve McCabe: Mr Yates describes Mr Wallis as a personal friend.

Sir Paul Stephenson: Mr Yates will have to tell you whether he knew of his connection
with Champneys. I am very confident that he would not have known that, but that is up to Mr
Yates.

Q684 Mr Winnick: I have a couple of questions, Sir Paul. First, I just want to clarify
matters regarding Mr Wallis, whom we are coming on to, as the Chair said. Mr Wallis was the
deputy editor of the News of the World when Andy Coulson was the editor, was he not?

Sir Paul Stephenson: Yes, that is true.

Q685 Mr Winnick: So obviously, if Mr Wallis was involved in phone hacking and all
the rest, clearly, his boss was Andy Coulson.

Sir Paul Stephenson: He was the deputy editor and Coulson was the editor.

Q686 Mr Winnick: I just wanted to get that on the record, because there seems to be
some sensitivity on the part of a few members of this Committee. Can I come on to the
question of the health spa? I am not questioning your integrity, Sir Paul—I want to make that
quite clear. If I was, I would say so. Leaving aside the position of Mr Wallis and the rest of i,
let me put it as clearly as possible: was there not a situation where it was inappropriate for any
police officer—whether it was the most senior officer, like yourself, or a police constable or a
sergeant, as the case may be—to receive such substantial hospitality?

Sir Paul Stephenson: In these circumstances, I do not think so, Sir. The owner of
Champneys is a family friend connection. It was a generous offer. I paid for many treatments.
It enabled me to get back to work very quickly. I do not think it was inappropriate in those
circumstances. I think it was damnably unlucky, frankly, that it seems Wallis was connected
with this. That was devastating news when I heard it.

Mr Winnick: Leaving aside Wallis, during your time as Commissioner, if it came to
the notice of the Met, and then it came up to you, that a constable or sergeant had received
free meals at a restaurant, as the case may be—nowhere near the sort of hospitality that you
received, which I understand amounted to some £12,000—wouldn’t there be some question
marks about the person involved, a police officer, receiving such hospitality? Why was he
being offered meals free of charge and the rest of it? Wouldn’t there be questions? Wouldn’t
his superior ask him, “What’s the relationship with the person providing you with such free
meals?”, or free hospitality, as the case may be?

Chair: Thank you, Mr Winnick. Sir Paul?

Sir Paul Stephenson: Mr Winnick, you and I would agree that there most certainly
would be if, one, there wasn’t a good reason for doing it and, two, it was done secretly. This
was declared. Even though there was no need to do that against the policy, I put it in my
hospitality register, and it was not a secret.
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Q687 Mr Clappison: Paul, we have some questions to ask you, but before we do, can I
put on record my appreciation of the work that you have done as Metropolitan Commissioner
and the work of the officers who have served under you? As far as Champneys is concerned, I
have absolutely no problem with what you have said about that, and I do not want to ask you
any questions about it—I completely accept the explanation you have given—but there are
some questions that you will understand we need to ask in the light of our inquiry, particularly
about the relationship between the police and the press, which is going to be subject to Lord
Leveson.

One thing that strikes me, looking at this in the round, if I can take it that way, is the
extent of the connection between yourself and other Metropolitan officers and News
International, and particularly the amount of times you met them and had lunches or dinners
with them. I understand from the Metropolitan Police Authority that you had 18 lunches or
dinners with the News of the World, and seven or eight dinners with Mr Wallis himself over
about a five-year period. Can you explain to us why it was necessary to have that amount of
lunching and dining with the News of the World and News International? Did the same thing
happen with other newspaper groups?

Q688 Chair: Before you answer that, Mr Clappison is referring to this document,
which I am sure you have seen. It is a freedom of information request. We will let you see it,
so that you know what we are talking about.

Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 really do not need to see it, Sir. I accept whatever is in the
document. I have declared all my contacts. I really do not need to see it, but thank you very
much.

Chair: Indeed. That is what he is talking about.

Sir Paul Stephenson: First, let me go back to what I said previously. There is a reason
why the Metropolitan Police Commissioner must meet with the media to try to promote and
enhance the reputation of the Met, talk about the context of policing and, if you will, make
sure there is a relationship there. What I would say, coming out of this matter, is that it is
quite clear to me that we need to change the way we do it. Although I am right at the end of
my term now, [ have already put in place changes in the way that we have to do this, because
I think we need to be much more transparent and explain what we are doing better. It was I
who asked Elizabeth Filkin yesterday if she would come in and be the independent adviser—I
told the Home Office about that—so that she can now advise us not just on transparency, but
on the ethical underpinnings of why we do things with the media. When we talk about News
of the World or News International, can I put it in a little context?

Q689 Chair: Is it going to be long?

Sir Paul Stephenson: No, it is not, Sir. Between 2005 and 2010, 17% of my contacts
with the press involved News of the World. That is 17% of all my contacts. I understand that
News of the World represents some 16% of press readership. In the same period, 30% of my
contacts with the press involved News International. That sounds like an extraordinary
percentage, but I am told News International represents 42% of press readership. If I am going
to maintain a relationship with the media—I make no criticism here, but it was not my
decision to allow News International to be so dominant in the market—and if I am going to
talk to the media, and they have 42% of the readership in this country, who am I going to talk
to?
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Q690 Mr Clappison: Did you have lunches or dinners with other newspaper groups,
such as The Daily Telegraph or the Daily Mail, which have significant readerships as well?

Sir Paul Stephenson: Yes. [ think that is what it is indicating: 30% of my contacts were
with News International. The other 70% were with other newspapers.

Q691 Mr Clappison: One of the meetings you did have was with The Guardian.
Sir Paul Stephenson: Twice.

Q692 Mr Clappison: Yes, twice. The Guardian carried a report a day or two ago that
you had a meeting with them to try to persuade them that the coverage of phone hacking was
exaggerated and incorrect, and that you had a meeting to that effect in December 2009. Is that
right?

Sir Paul Stephenson: Yes.

Q693 Mr Clappison: So you are telling us that you had not looked into this particularly
before January 2010, because it was only at that stage that alarm bells rang when you found
that there might be a connection with Mr Wallis?

Sir Paul Stephenson: January 2011.

Q694 Mr Clappison: January 2011. This was in December 2009. Before going to see a
newspaper such as The Guardian to try to persuade it that it was getting it wrong and that it
was all exaggerated, I presume that you must have looked back over the evidence and over the
case to be able to be in a position to give it that assurance?

Sir Paul Stephenson: No, I am the Commissioner of the Met; I have many people
assisting me, and I have senior-grade chief constables such as Mr Yates. Mr Yates—I am
quite sure that he will give this evidence—gave me assurances that there was nothing new
coming out of The Guardian article. I think that I have a right to rely on those assurances, and
I had no reason at all to doubt the success of the first operation. I went to The Guardian
because it continued to run the campaign. I think that I acknowledged in my speech that we
should grateful to it for doing that. I went to it because I did not understand the claim.

Chair: Final question.

Q695 Mr Clappison: One of the things that has come out to us, and that came out
during the course of the last hearing, was that in the meantime, since 2006, there have been a
lot of homemade inquiries by individuals who thought that they had been hacked and who had
taken individual legal action privately to obtain information about themselves from the News
of the World and News International, That has all been coming to light. Were you aware of
that when you went to see The Guardian in December 2009 and if you were, what did you
think of it?

Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 cannot tell you whether I was aware of other people making
claims. What I can tell you is that in going to The Guardian, I wanted to have an exchange
with it. I wanted to understand what it was saying. I wanted to say, “I am receiving these
assurances. I don’t understand why you don’t accept those assurances.” Coming out of that, it
was quite clear to me that it did not accept those assurances, so I suggested to the editor of
The Guardian that he see John Yates because I wanted to keep that dialogue going.
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Q696 Chair: Thank you. Let us move on to your relationship with Mr Wallis and his
employment, following on from the conflict of interest point. Does it not seem a little odd—
you are a very distinguished police officer—that the News of the World seemed to have an ex-
employee working for the Leader of the Opposition and that the News of the World had an ex-
employee working for you? Did it not strike you as a little bit odd that whether by
coincidence or deliberately the former editor of the News of the World ends up with the
Leader of the Opposition and the deputy editor of the News of the World ends up with the
Metropolitan Police Commissioner? I accept what you said about Mr Wallis—that there was
no implication that he was involved in phone hacking when you took him on. We will come
on to the circumstances of that. We accept what you said, Sir Paul, because it has not been
recorded anywhere else. But is that not a little odd because at some stage you would have met
the Leader of the Opposition, before he became Prime Minister, and Mr Coulson would have
been with him, and Mr Coulson would have known, would he not, that Mr Wallis was
working for you? It is inconceivable that Mr Coulson would not have known that Mr Wallis
had a contract with the Metropolitan police.

Sir Paul Stephenson: My recollection is—1I think that I am right in saying this—that I
do not think I ever met Mr Coulson at all before Mr Cameron became Prime Minister.

Q697 Chair: Did you meet Mr Cameron before he became Prime Minister?
Sir Paul Stephenson: | think I did—yes, I did. I think that I had one meeting with him,

Q698 Chair: But it is inconceivable that Mr Coulson would not have known that one of
the people working for you was his ex-mate at the News of the World. You knew that Andy
Hayman had got another job because he writes a column for News International. This kind of
thing must be discussed.

Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 am sure that if this was a close relationship between Mr
Coulson and Mr Wallis they would discuss it. I think that I met Mr Coulson once. I certainly
did not meet Mr Coulson and Mr Wallis together at all and I had no discussions about it.

Q699 Chair: But is it conceivable that they would not have known about each other’s
jobs?

Sir Paul Stephenson: It scems to me that if they were friends it is inconceivable that
they would not talk.

Chair: Let us go on to the contract.

Sir Paul Stephenson: Sorry, may I make a point? It is a distortion to say that Mr
Coulson worked for the Prime Minister—

Chair: The Leader of the Opposition.
Sir Paul Stephenson: —and that Mr Wallis is working for me. Mr Wallis was not

working directly for me. This was a minor part-time role through which I received some
occasional advice.

Q700 Chair: Excellent. Let us look at that role. Were you one of the people who were
consulted when Mr Fedorcio offered him the contract to work as a consultant? You have 69
press officers in the Metropolitan police, but you needed another consultant.

Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 think it is 45.
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Q701 Chair: Forty-five? Perhaps it is the cuts. Has the number gone down?
Sir Paul Stephenson: 1t is 45.

Q702 Chair: But you needed an extra consultant? Were you consulted before he was
appointed?

Sir Paul Stephenson: Yes, I was. Just let me say with the benefit of what we know
now, I am quite happy to put it on the record that I regret that we went into that contract. I
quite clearly regret it because it is embarrassing.

Chair: Indeed.

Sir Paul Stephenson: This was at a time when Mr Fedorcio’s deputy was long-term
absent with a very serious illness.

Q703 Chair: You were consulted or asked whether this was a good idea.

Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 would take it further: I said to Mr Fedorcio, “I do think you
need additional support here.” Neil Wallis would be someone known to me. When Neil
Wallis’s name came up, I would have no concerns about that—he may well be a suitable
person. Mr Fedorcio would have mentioned that name to me, but then I know that Mr
Fedorcio would go away and go through a proper procurement process.

Q704 Chair: So you were consulted. You even suggested his name.
Sir Paul Stephenson: No.

Q705 Chair: You did not.
Sir Paul Stephenson: No. I do not think that I suggested his name.

Q706 Chair: You were consulted, but you did not make the final decision, or did you?

Sir Paul Stephenson: No. I was not involved in the procurement process, but I have to
say that I would not be discomforted by the fact that Mr Wallis came out of that process
because I knew nothing to his detriment, and he provided advice.

Q707 Chair: It is argued in the media that actually the Metropolitan police went out
and asked Mr Wallis to do this job. Isthat correct?

Sir Paul Stephenson: | think that you would have to ask Mr Fedorcio of how he
managed that procurement process.

Q708 Chair: We will very shortly,. Did you know that Mr Wallis’ daughter was
employed at the Met?

Sir Paul Stephenson: No, I do not think that I knew that until very recently—at the
weekend.

Q709 Chair: When did you know?
Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 think that it was even the weekend or something like that.
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Q710 Chair: Obviously, lots of people worked for the Met, so you do not know every
single person. Is that what you are saying?

Sir Paul Stephenson: That may well be an accurate characterisation.

Q711 Dr Huppert: Coming back to the declarations and hospitality registers, what is in
them is very interesting. There is no information about the value of various meals, which is a
thing to look at for the future. A sandwich dinner is very different from a rather nice dinner.
What I also cannot find is a declaration of hospitality at Champneys. We have already
discussed to some extent whether that was appropriate or not to accept, but surely it should
have been publicly declared. Can you point to where that would have been declared?

Sir Paul Stephenson: When I came back from being sick, I made sure that it was put in
the hospitality register—the publication scheme for the previous quarter. It is in my
hospitality register, and it will be published at the end of the next quarter.

Q712 Dr Huppert: When did you start and finish receiving that hospitality?
Sir Paul Stephenson: When [ came back from being ill, is the relevant issue.

Q713 Dr Huppert: Which day was that?
Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 think that I came back on 15 April.

Q714 Dr Huppert: So we will see it when that is finally published.
Sir Paul Stephenson: In the next quarter’s publication, yes.

Q715 Michael Ellis: Commissioner, you are playing down the role of Mr Wallis. You
said that it was a minor role. He was on £1,000 a day, was he not? Two days a month.
Would you say it was a minor role?

Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 am told—I can certainly look at the process—he was the
cheapest person available out of the three people contacted.

Q716 Michael Ellis: You said in an answer to an earlier question that you did meet
with The Guardian—was it the editor-in-chief of The Guardian—whilst employing Mr
Wallis.

Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 have to look at the dates. I know that I have met with Mr
Rusbridger on two occasions.

Q717 Chair: He had a consultancy from 2009 to 2010.

Sir Paul Stephenson: Can you remind me of the dates? If it is there and it says that I
met him at the same time, then I did. ‘

Q718 Michael Ellis: December 10th 2009.
Sir Paul Stephenson: Fine.

Q719 Michael Ellis: Did you put pressure on Mr Rusbridger or anybody else at The
Guardian to lay off the phone-hacking story?
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Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 did not put pressure to lay off. They were continuing to run a
series of articles, whilst I was getting assurances that there was nothing new in this. They
seemed to disagree, so it seemed entirely appropriate—I could understand that—that I meet
with them and represent to them what I was being told—that it was nothing new and I had no
reason to doubt the first inquiry. They were clearly not going to listen to that, so I suggested
that they meet with John Yates so we could further try to iron this out.

Q720 Michael Ellis: The Guardian understood from you that the phone-hacking story
that they were working on was inaccurate, incorrect and wrongly implied that the force was
party to a conspiracy, whereas, in fact, the story was correct.

Sir Paul Stephenson: To my knowledge then, and to my knowledge now, the force was
not engaged in a conspiracy.

Q721 Michael Ellis: But the story was not inaccurate or incorrect.

Sir Paul Stephenson: If the suggestion was that the Metropolitan police were engaged
in a conspiracy, I have no information to support that, and I do not believe that it is the case.

Q722 Lorraine Fullbrook: I want to continue in that vein if I can, Sir Paul. You met
with the editor-in-chief of The Guardian on 10 December, complaining that you believed they’
were over-egging the investigation of phone hacking. You wrote to the editor on February
2010 and, in it, you actually say, “Once again, it presents an inaccurate position of our
perspective and continues to imply that the case has not been handled properly and that we are
party to a conspiracy.” They are your words in a letter. Following that, Mr Yates had a
meeting on 19 February. Was Mr Wallis, who was employed in October 2009, consulted
about these meetings or letters before you went to see The Guardian?

Sir Paul Stephenson: Absolutely not. He did not work in my office or for me. I have
never had a conversation with Mr Wallis about phone hacking. I have never been present
where anyone else has had a conversation with Mr Wallis about phone hacking. He was not
employed for anything to do with phone hacking.

Q723 Lorraine Fullbrook: You did not take advice from him prior to the meetings.
Did you inform him of the discussions after the meetings?

Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 would not take advice from Mr Wallis at all about meetings or
inform him about any meetings that I was having. That was not the purpose of the support that
he was giving to Dick Fedorcio. My understanding is that he was employed to give media
support to Mr Fedorcio, which is nothing to do with my administration, my meetings, or any
investigations.

Q724 Lorraine Fullbrook: It is normal, when you take on a contractual person, to look
* at their background. Would it not be normal, when you are taking on someone to provide you
with PR experience or consultancy, to ask who their other clients are?

Sir Paul Stephenson: You would have to ask Mr Fedorcio. You say that it would be
normal. I have no role whatsoever in procurements for any contracts. I do not play any role in
procurement. I think it is better that way, and I played no role in this procurement decision.
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Q725 Mr Winnick: I believe that he was employed from September 2009 to October
2010, Commissioner. Was that not the period when the decision was taken not to pursue
further the allegations of phone hacking?

Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 cannot tell you when the decision was taken; you have to ask
Mr Yates. I think it came up in July 2009, and when it did, Mr Yates stated that there was
nothing new.

Q726 Mr Winnick: Yes. He was employed, as I understand it, between October 2009
and September 2010.

Sir Paul Stephenson: So the decision not to go further was taken before that
employment.

Q727 Mr Winnick: But obviously he was known to be a former deputy editor of the
News of the World. Following on from what Lorraine Fullbrook has asked, does it not seem
amazing that while the Met had already looked into phone hacking and decided on the date
that you said not to pursue the matter any further, the person who was involved actively in the
paper that was accused of phone hacking—the deputy editor of the News of the World—was
taken on by the Met? Do you not see any contradiction whatsoever?

Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 do not see any contradiction because, as I have already said, I
had no reason whatsoever to think that there was anything wrong with the original
investigation, which, for all intents and purposes, was successful. I had no knowledge of any
other information that we held, and I received assurances that there was nothing new in the
information coming from The Guardian in 2009. I had no reason to be concerned about Mr
Wallis. 1 heard senior News International figures say that it was a rogue few and that senior
people did not know about it. Why would I have any reason to have any suspicion about Mr
Wallis?

Q728 Mr Winnick: Because phone hacking was a matter that the Met was supposed to
be looking into. There have been serious allegations. There was a decision not to pursue the
matter further in 2009, and yet the deputy editor of the News of the World, the very paper that
was accused of phone hacking—rightly, as it turned out—was employed by the police, which
was supposed to be investigating phone hacking. You see absolutely nothing wrong with that
at all?

Sir Paul Stephenson: No. If I can remind you, Mr Winnick, the police were supposed
to investigate phone hacking between December 2005 and, I think, January 2007, when two
people were convicted. As far as [ was aware, that was a successful investigation.

Q729 Chair: But on 9 July, you asked Mr Yates to look at it again. A few weeks later,
Mr Wallis was given his job. We accept that there was no evidence, but you are a police
officer with years of experience. Surely you would think to yourself, “It’s very odd that a
former News International employee is working with the Leader of the Opposition and
another is working with me.” It is almost like a fashion accessory—people leave the News of
the World and come to work for the police or politicians, and your officers, such as Andy
Hayman, leave the police force and go to work for News International. You must have read
some of Mr Hayman’s columns in The Times at some stage. Did you not have any suspicions
about this? I accept that there was no hard evidence, but you are a police officer. Surely you
would have had suspicions.
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Sir Paul Stephenson: Mr Vaz, there was no evidence available to me, not “no hard
evidence”. Secondly, Mr Hayman was not in the Met when I was Commissioner; he was in
the Met when I was Deputy Commissioner. And no, I do not read Mr Hayman’s columns.

Q730 Chair: You did not know that he worked for The Times.

Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 know he works for The Times, but you asked, “Don’t you read
his columns?”—no, I do not.

Chair: I am sure he will be very upset to hear that.

Q731 Mr Winnick: No regrets?

Sir Paul Stephenson: Gosh. I have already said that now that the information has come
out, of course I regret that the contract was taken on.

Q732 Nicola Blackwood: Sir Paul, we read that Mr Yates has been a close friend of Mr
Wallis for about 12 years. One newspaper characterises that, “Yates thought Wallis was a
fantastic guy...really one of the very best journalists around. The strange thing is that Wallis
was regarded as a monster by lots of people in the newsrooms he worked in, but Yates had the
utmost respect for him.” Do you feel that in some of the decisions that were made around the
hacking inquiry, some of the personalities might have been blinded by friendship? Was some
judgment clouded because of relationships with News International journalists?

Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 genuinely have no reason to believe that. Of course, you have
asked questions, and you will be asking more questions of Mr Yates. I have genuinely no
reason to believe that. Mr Clarke was the first inquirer—a man of huge integrity. I have no
reason to believe that that was not a successful investigation. I had no reason to doubt the
assurances given by Mr Yates and I have no reason to believe that his judgment was impaired.
You have to ask Mr Yates that, and I cannot characterise the nature of their friendship, or the
nature of what other people believe of Mr Wallis. I am not that close to him.

Q733 Nicola Blackwood: But when we discussed Mr Yates’s assessment of the
material in 2009, we asked him whether he felt a need to do the minimum in order to get the
review off his desk as quickly as possible and focus on more important things. He answered
that that probably was the case. To what extent is it possible that his relationship with a News
International journalist might have coloured that judgment in some way? Knowing Mr Yates,
to what extent do you think that might have been possible?

Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 think I have answered that—knowing Mr Yates, I have no
reason to believe that whatsoever. I have huge amounts of faith in Mr Yates and I have no
reason to believe that that is the case.

Chair: We will be seeing him shortly. Quick questions from Members, and then we
must move on to the investigations.

Q734 Steve McCabe: Sir Paul, I apologise for dwelling on Mr Wallis, but you must see
why it has become significant now. You told us that he was appointed because Mr Fedorcio
needed some short-term support. But he was appointed to work in specialist operations with
the directorate of public affairs and the Commissioner’s office to provide strategic
communication advice and support. What was he there to do for you in your office?
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Sir Paul Stephenson: He was not appointed to work in my office; he never worked in
my office—I do not recall him ever coming into my office.

Q735 Steve McCabe: But Mr Fedorcio says that was one of the roles that he was
given—is that not true?

Sir Paul Stephenson: He was appointed to support Mr Fedorcio and to give me
occasional advice on speeches.

Q736 Steve McCabe: Occasional advice on speeches.
Sir Paul Stephenson: Well, speeches was the main thing—

Q737 Steve McCabe: That was all.

Sir Paul Stephenson: —occasional advice on speeches, but it was very much about the
media. And he did not work in my office or directly to me.

Chair: We will explore this with Mr Fedorcio.

Q738 Mr Clappison: You will appreciate that we have to ask you questions about what
went wrong with the inquiry and the review. You have been giving us a full account of what
you knew when but—

Sir Paul Stephenson: | suspect that is why I am here, sir.

Q739 Mr Clappison: Indeed. People looking at this in the round would see this as an
obvious question. Knowing that Mr Yates was a great friend of Neil Wallis—he had known
him for a long time—and that Neil Wallis had been the deputy editor of News of the World at
the time of the original phone-hacking allegations, did you not think that there might appear
to be a conflict of interests in asking Mr Yates to do the investigation at that point?

Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 think that you are conflating several things. First, I have to
repeat: I had absolutely no reason to doubt Mr Wallis at all, so I cannot see how there was a
conflict. I knew that Mr Yates was a friend of Wallis, but that was not relative to what I was
asking him to do. The only reason I asked Mr Yates to do it was because he was in charge of
the business group that originally did the investigation.

Q740 Mr Clappison: The review was to look at whether the original investigation had
got it right and whether phone hacking was more extensive than had originally appeared, and
you went on to give The Guardian assurances. Mr Wallis had been an employee of News
International and had been in the News of the World newsroom at the same time as the deputy
editor. Surely that created a conflict of interest, did it not, or the appearance of one? Members
of the public will want to ask this.

Sir Paul Stephenson: Well, of course, your statement is not the case, sir. Can [ remind
you what I asked Mr Yates to do? I read from—

Chair: We will be coming to the investigation in a second.

Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 know, but what was said was not accurate. Quite simply, I did
not ask Mr Yates to review it; I asked him “to establish the facts of that case and look into that
detail and I would anticipate making a statement later today perhaps.”
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Q741 Mr Clappison: On that basis, how did you feel confident, given that a very
limited review had been carried out—that is what you knew—to go to The Guardian and tell
it that it had got it all wrong, when it was said that its story was exaggerated?

Sir Paul Stephenson: Mr Clappison, there was absolutely no reason to think that the
original investigation was not a success. There were people sent to prison because of it. Mr
Yates looked at it. I asked a senior-grade chief constable to have a look at it, and he came to
the view that there was nothing new in it.

Q742 Chair: Right, Sir Paul, let us just move on to those three investigations, because
Members want to ask you about them. This is critical, of course, to the other reason why you
resigned. In respect of the first investigation, with hindsight—you mentioned hindsight when
you resigned on Sunday—do you accept now that the so-called Hayman-Clarke investigation
was not as thorough as you would have expected, otherwise much of what we are seeing now
would have come out then? Do you accept that now?

Sir Paul Stephenson: First, 1 would not characterise it as the Hayman-Clarke
investigation. I heard the evidence given to this Committee; it is quite clear to me that the
investigation was run by a man of great integrity, and that is Peter Clarke. Secondly, do I
accept—

Q743 Chair: Are we assuming that Mr Hayman is not a man of great integrity?

Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 am not saying that; I am saying the man who ran the
investigation had great integrity. Mr Hayman did not run that investigation. That was quite
clear to me from the evidence he gave to you. Secondly, do I accept that there is material that
is repugnant there, which, with hindsight, should have come into an investigation? Yes, I do.
Thirdly, I have listened to Mr Clarke. Do I accept the reasons why he set the narrow
parameters? I actually think that is for Mr Clarke to justify, and I do think it is a matter for the
" judicial review.

Q744 Chair: Let us go on, then, to the second review—Mr Michael will ask questions
on this—and the reason why you asked John Yates to do a review. This was 9 July. We have
had evidence from John Yates. He said he took eight hours to look at the evidence. What were
your expectations? When you asked him to do this, how long did you expect him to take?

Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 had no expectations of how long. Again, I go back to my
statement. Even in my letter to you, I missed out the last word in my statement, which was, “I
would anticipate making a statement later today perhaps.” I anticipated that statement would
be about letting people know where we were up to, but I had no anticipation of what the time
scales would be. I asked a senior-grade chief constable, which is what an Assistant
Commissioner is, to take another look—just take a look—and come to a conclusion.

Chair: Thank you. Mr Michael.
Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 made that statement to—
Chair: Mr Michael will pursue this.

Q745 Alun Michael: In July 2009, when you asked John Yates to take a fresh look at
the material in respect of phone hacking, what did you expect that fresh look to involve?

Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 am sorry to say this again, Mr Michael—the Guardian article
was a big story on Radio 4 as I was travelling to Manchester; I had no knowledge of it. I did
not have a great deal of expectation, other than asking the person who was in charge of the old
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business group that investigated it to have a look at what was in that paper and say, “Is there
any reason for us to do anything else?” It was that simple.

Q746 Alun Michael: Did you expect at that time, and would you have expected in
retrospect, that the material would be reviewed?

Sir Paul Stephenson: No, I would not. Unless there was a reason to doubt the original
investigation, and, regrettably, we did not have any reason to doubt the original investigation,
I would have expected Mr Yates to look at the new information, if it was new information,
coming to light and to come to a view—did it materially alter the position or open new lines
of inquiry? Mr Yates came to a view that there was no new information in there.

Q747 Alun Michael: So, let me get this straight. Essentially, you did not think there
was anything to be discovered?

Sir Paul Stephenson: Well, it was not whether I thought there was or not. I asked Mr
Yates to look at it.

Q748 Alun Michael: But we now know that there was a mass of material—I underline
the words “mass of material”—that was not reviewed at that time. Does that surprise you in
retrospect?

Sir Paul Stephenson: In terms of Mr Yates’s explanation, it does not surprise me, but
these are questions and matters—I know he has already spoken to you about it—that you have
to put to Mr Yates. I am not surprised that he had no reason to suspect the original
investigation was not successful. It is very regrettable that that information was there in police
possession.

Q749 Alun Michael: Could you help us a little bit on how decisions are taken? In
retrospect, we know that the original material was looked at to seek information for the
potential prosecutions that were being pursued. We also know there was a mass of other
material that, in consequence, led to serious investigations. We heard from Mr Clarke that the
reason that there was not greater investigation of that mass of material was because—I accept
this point—there was massive pressure on him and his officers to deal with a whole set of
potential terrorist threats and investigations. In retrospect, do you think that the issue should
have been accelerated or escalated to your attention, or that of your deputy, in order to review
the decision not to go further into the examination of the mass of material that was there?

Sir Paul Stephenson: Unless what we are saying is dishonest, we had no reason to
doubt the success of the original investigation.

Q750 Alun Michael: But the original investigation, as we have been told in this
Committee, was a narrow one. As I indicated, we now know that there was a mass of material
that may not have been relevant to the individuals being investigated at that time, but was
extremely relevant to the mass of concerns that have come out since. At some point, as we
understand it, the decision was taken that the resources were not available to undertake that.

Sir Paul Stephenson: | was going to go on to say, to the second part of your question,
that I would have no way of knowing what the parameters were of that original investigation,
or indeed that it was so narrowly drawn—or, indeed, that it was a resourcing issue. I was not
involved in that original investigation, and I had no knowledge.
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Q751 Alun Michael: Don’t you think that that should have been escalated to your
attention at that time?

Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 don’t see how it could have been, because I guess neither did
anybody else currently have that knowledge.

Q752 Alun Michael: In September 2010, we were asking whether or not there was a
fresh investigation. At that time, Mr Yates was not able to give a yes or a no. Did you believe
that there was a new investigation going on at that stage?

Sir Paul Stephenson: From recollection—Mr Yates would have to confirm this—I
think that Mr Yates was looking again, scoping it. I think that followed disclosures in The
New York Times.

Q753 Chair: He did brief the Mayor of London, with a very heavy briefing, that there
was no new evidence, which meant that the Mayor made his “codswallop” statement, in
which he said that this was a politically motivated attempt to regenerate this issue. That is
what Mr Yates said to the Mayor. Did he say that to you? What did he do? Did he ring you up
and tell you the results?

Sir Paul Stephenson: First, I don’t think Mr Yates said to the Mayor, “This is a load of
codswallop.”

Q754 Chair: No, that is what the Mayor said.

Sir Paul Stephenson: But there’s an implication there; I don’t think Mr Yates would
have said that. Secondly, you would have to ask Mr Yates. I know that Mr Yates did brief the
Mayor; how heavy it was I really don’t know.

Q755 Chair: But did Mr Yates brief you?

Sir Paul Stephenson: Did Mr Yates what?
Chair: Brief you at the end of the eight hours?
Sir Paul Stephenson: He gave me—

Chair: A verbal briefing?

Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 think it would have been a verbal briefing. I was in Manchester
and he was in London.

Q756 Chair: So he rang you and told you, “I have tried to establish the facts—that is
what your press release says—"“and this is my result.”

Sir Paul Stephenson: From memory, I don’t know whether he told me the result before
he announced it, but that would not be a problem to me. I gave him the job to do, and he did
the job.

Q757 Chair: Did he mention the bin bags? In his article in The Sunday Telegraph last
week and to this Committee, he mentioned evidence being put in bin bags.

Sir Paul Stephenson: I don’t recall.

Q758 Chair: So you have never heard of the fact that there were all these documents in
bin bags until now—or have you heard?
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Sir Paul Stephenson: Well, I think I heard of it before today.

Q759 Chair: When did you find out that massive evidence was being kept?

Sir Paul Stephenson: The only way I could have found out was when the investigation
was reopened, and Weeting started in January 2011. Of course, I returned to work in April.

Q760 Chair: Is it correct that after six years it is the policy of the Met to dispose of
evidence that is no longer required? What is the policy of the Met?

Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 couldn’t give you the detailed policy, but I can let the
Committee have a note afterwards.

Chair: Would you, because I am very keen to know?
S'ir Paul Stephenson: I’ll get someone to let the Committee know.

Q761 Nicola Blackwood: Sir Paul, you have repeatedly said that you had no reason to
think that the first investigation had not been completely successful, and that there were no
further leads to follow up. Peter Clarke, when he gave us evidence, likened the original
investigation to a complex fraud, in that there were over 11,000 documents, and it was
necessary to set very narrow parameters in order to be able to use the evidence effectively and
gain prosecutions; necessarily, a lot of the evidence had to not be examined for possible
additional indictments. Due to the fact that there were problems of resources and a very high
terror threat level at the time, there was the decision not to have an exhaustive analysis
following immediately afterwards in 2005-06. Was that not disclosed to you in 2009, giving
you the sense that perhaps it would be necessary in 2009 to do more than one day’s review in
order to assess those 11,000 documents?

Sir Paul Stephenson: No, absolutely not. Phone hacking did not become a priority to
me in 2009.

Q762 Nicola Blackwood: I understand that phone hacking did not, but the nature of the
evidence that was in your possession was not revealed to you by your officers?

Sir Paul Stephenson: No.

Chair: Julian Huppert. Could we have brief questions, because we have other
witnesses?

Q763 Dr Huppert: [ will do my best, Chair. The Evening Standard is reporting that the
Neville whose name appeared in some of that information was a source, and was providing
information to the Met—code name George, I think, source 281—and that in exchange he
was given confidential information from the police national computer. If that is true, it raises
even more concerns about what is happening to police information; are they giving it to
journalists? This was about a Labour MP, unnamed in the story. There are questions about
information being given, and there are questions about the close connection with News
International as well. If that is correct, would you have been aware of it? Would Mr Yates
have been aware of it? Would it have affected the decision not to work out who Neville was,
when I think most of us think it was relatively obvious who it was?

Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 certainly would not have been aware of it. I strongly suspect Mr
Yates would not have been aware of it, but I certainly would not have been aware of it.
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Chair: We will speak to Mr Yates.

Q764 Bridget Phillipson: Sir Paul, we are aware of the comments you made publicly
that day regarding asking Mr Yates to establish the facts of the case, but what discussions did
you actually have with Mr Yates when you rang him up? Presumably you instructed him to do
this above and beyond making a statement publicly. He would not have been aware to do
something just from a public statement.

Sir Paul Stephenson: Yes, 1 told him could he have a look at it.

Q765 Bridget Phillipson: Did you advise him as to what practical steps that might
involve?

Sir Paul Stephenson: No, 1 would not advise a man of Mr Yates’s experience and a
senior-grade chief constable on the practical steps of how to decide whether there was more in
this or not.

Q766 Bridget Phillipson: At what point were you aware of the ongoing civil action,
taken by a number of individuals, that was drawing out further information?

Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 really could not help you with that. I do not know at what point
I was aware, but I do have to say that against the other priorities on my desk, that still would
not have made it a priority. What would have made it a priority on my desk was if I had
known about the hideous nature of some of those.

Q767 Bridget Phillipson: Just one final question. Returning to the comments that you
made at the start regarding not wanting to compromise the Prime Minister—correct me if I am
wrong—you said that you spoke to a No. 10 official who told you not to share that
information with Mr Cameron. Is that correct?

Sir Paul Stephenson: First, let me make it quite clear that I do not believe that the
Prime Minister would be compromised. All I was trying to do was guard him against any
accusations that he might. It was simply that. Secondly, I did not say that a senior official told
me. It is my understanding that that is consistent with the advice from a senior official, but I
think Mr Yates might be able to say more.

Q768 Bridget Phillipson: Who was that senior official? Do you know?
Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 do not have the identity.

Q769 Bridget Phillipson: Who had that conversation?
Sir Paul Stephenson: Can I suggest that you might want to ask Mr Yates?
Chair: We will ask Mr Yates.

Q770 Mark Reckless: To the extent that Mr Yates felt that he was perhaps expected to
do only the minimum with this review, or whatever it is to be described as, is that not
understandable? I know, Sir Paul, that you are now saying that the reference to a statement
was a technical one—it was just something formal that might happen later that day—but do
you understand why it might be that Mr Yates could have felt under pressure to produce quick
results, when you had told your colleagues at the ACPO conference: “I have asked Assistant
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Q776 Nicola Blackwood: Any informal remarks that you might remember having with
him about this investigation.

Sir Paul Stephenson: No, I don’t think I had any. We would have had a discussion on
the telephone. I would have asked him to pick it up and do his job.

Chair: Alun Michael. Final question.

Q777 Alun Michael: You have referred on a number of occasions now to senior
members of your team as—I think I quote you correctly—senior chief constables. A chief
constable is the chief police officer in charge of a police force—a role you have occupied in
the past in Lancashire. These are members of your team; they are not independent chief
officers of police in that sense, are they? They are accountable to you. The implication of
what you said seems to suggest that the Met operates as a series of baronial empires, almost.
Would you like to clarify that?

Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 certainly would. Some might say that might have been the case
in the past, but it is certainly not the case now. All I am trying to do is set the context, and the
context is, when people are asking me, “Did you supervise John Yates? Did you give him
guidelines?”, I think John Yates would accept that he is a senior grade equivalent to chief
constable. He is one of the most senior grades in the land. He has extraordinary experience. It
is that context that I am trying to set.

Q778 Alun Michael: That is a helpful clarification, but it is in that context, I think, that
we are expressing some surprise, as you were the chief officer responsible, with a deputy to
stand in if you were otherwise occupied, that some of these matters were not escalated for
consideration at that level by these very experienced senior members of the Metropolitan
police team.

Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 think I have given as full an answer as I possibly can as to why
this would not be seen as a priority, until such time as we had what we thought was new and
additional information. My understanding is that new and additional information came in
January ’11—of course, I was away at the time—and it was that that started Operation
Weeting.

Q779 Alun Michael: But questions were already being asked the previous year. We
were already asking whether there was a fresh investigation, so outside the Met, there does
seem to have been a belief that there was material to be examined.

Sir Paul Stephenson: When you ask those questions, my understanding is Mr Yates
was saying that there was a scoping exercise based on The New York Times information. You
would have to ask Mr Yates or perhaps Mr Godwin, who was standing in for me; they
reopened the investigation. My understanding is it was on the basis of the new disclosures
from News International, but I cannot be sure about that; I was not there.

Q780 Chair: May I ask two questions, in conclusion, that are in the public domain?
Alex Marunchak—a name that probably you were not familiar with, but you became familiar
with yesterday—was an ex-News of the World journalist who was employed as a translator.
Did you know that before yesterday?

Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 have over 50,000 employees.
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Q781 Chair: Do you know of anyone else who is a former employee of the News of the
World who now works for the Met, or is this a question we should put to others?

Sir Paul Stephenson: It was in the letter that you sent to me last week.

Chair: It was.

Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 will try to be as helpful as possible. Without providing
information that would unfairly identify individuals, I understand there are 10 members of the
DPA staff who have worked for News International in some capacity in the past, in some

cases as journalists, and in some cases undertaking work experience with the organisation. I
can’t help you beyond that. If you want to make further inquiries, I guess you will have to—

Q782 Chair: Ten in the press department?
Sir Paul Stephenson: Ten members of DPA staff—Mr Fedorcio is giving evidence—

Q783 Chair: What is DPA?
Sir Paul Stephenson: The Department of Public Affairs, which includes media.

Q784 Chair: So in his staff, there are 10 out of 45?
Sir Paul Stephenson: Yes. That is the information I have got.

Q785 Chair: We will ask him in a moment, but you have just given us this
information—presumably you have just discovered this.

Sir Paul Stephenson: You asked the question, so I tried to do you the courtesy of an
answer.

Q786 Chair: We are most grateful. In respect of Sean Hoare, do you have any
information other than what we have seen in the public domain?

Sir Paul Stephenson: None whatsoever.

Q787 Chair: You have nothing to tell us?

Commissioner, this might be the last time you appear before the Select Committee as
Commissioner. May I ask you where you think your resignation—and the resignation of John
Yates—which I think we accept was a shock, leaves the service that you have been involved
with for so many years? You have had many years of distinguished service. Every person who
has spoken about you since your resignation refers to you as an honourable man and as a
person of integrity. I am still a little bit puzzled why you have resigned, bearing in mind that
you have had no involvement in the investigation or in Mr Wallis’s appointment, other than
being consulted, and Mr Wallis did not do very much for you. Given that you have resigned,
which is now a fact, where does this leave the Met?

Sir Paul Stephenson: There are two issues there: where it leaves the Met; and you are
still a little bit puzzled as to why I resigned. Let me say where it leaves the Met. Clearly, these
are huge events—regrettable events—and [ would say that I sincerely regret that Mr Yates has
gone. I think that the work that he has done, particularly in counter-terrorism in this country,
is splendid. We are the poorer for his passing, frankly. However, the Met will recover. The
Met has more than 50,000 people, the vast majority of whom are decent, honest, hard-
working professionals who will actually be well led. The interim arrangements have been put

MOD200005816



For Distribution to CPs

29

in place and I am very confident that they will work very well. I sincerely regret going, but 1
am confident that the Met will maintain and grow—

Q788 Chair: Has the Met been damaged by all this very badly?

Sir Paul Stephenson: 1t has certainly not been helpful. Having a Commissioner resign
cannot be helpful, however good, bad or indifferent the Commissioner is.

Q789 Chair: But do you think that trust can be restored, in respect of what can happen
in the future?

Sir Paul Stephenson: 1 most certainly do. I think we need to make changes in how we
handle the media. Some of those changes have already been made, and that is why I appointed
Elizabeth Filkin yesterday, with her approval, to come in and give us independent advice. I do
think that we need to handle the media differently in the future—much more transparently—
and we have already put those arrangements in place, and more will be done in the Met.

You still thought it a little bit odd, why I resigned. I think that I gave you a very fait and
full answer, and that I gave a very fair and full statement. You mentioned that this might be
the last time I appear before you. Well, this is almost certainly my final professional
engagement after 36 years of policing. To try to assist you, I am not going to add to my
resignation speech—I think it was rather lengthy, and it is now a matter of public record—but
it is safe to say that, contrary to much ill-informed media speculation, I am not leaving
because I was pushed, just to confirm what I said earlier, and I am not leaving because I have
anything to fear or am threatened. I am not leaving because of any lack of support from the
Mayor, the Prime Minister or indeed the Home Secretary. Until the point of informing them
of my resignation, their support was very strong, and afterwards their comments were most
generous.

I am going because I am a leader. Leadership is not about popularity, the press or
spinning; it is about making decisions that put your organisation, your mission and the people
you lead first. It is about doing things that will make them proud of their leaders, and that is
very different from being popular with them. It is about making decisions that might be
difficult and personally painful; that is leadership, and that is why I am going.

Chair: Sir Paul, as always, you have been very courteous to this Committee. You have
answered questions for more than an hour and a half. On behalf of the Committee, may I wish
you the best of luck for the future? Thank you for coming in.
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