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Summary
Following the referral of the House of 22 May 2012, our Committee has examined 
the conclusions set out in chapter eight of the Eleventh Report from the Culture, 
Media and Sport (CMS) Committee, Session 2010–12, on News International and 
Phone-Hacking. These conclusions alleged that Mr Colin Myler, Mr Tom Crone, Mr 
Les Hinton and News International misled the CMS Committee during successive 
inquiries into privacy and phone-hacking.

Our inquiry has sought to determine on the evidence whether those allegations are 
true. In doing so we adopted a procedure which met high standards of fairness while 
being proportionate and properly parliamentary. The standard of proof applied by 
us was whether the allegations were significantly more likely than not to be true—
the standard applied under the House’s disciplinary proceedings to serious cases 
involving MPs.

We have found that:

a) Mr Colin Myler misled the CMS Committee by “answering questions falsely 
about [his] knowledge of evidence that other News of the World employees 
had been involved in phone-hacking and other wrongdoing”. We make a 
finding of contempt in relation to Colin Myler.

b) Mr Tom Crone misled the CMS Committee in 2009 by giving a counter-
impression of the significance of confidentiality in the Gordon Taylor 
settlement. He was involved in the settlement negotiations and knew that 
NGN’s desire for confidentiality had increased the settlement amount. We 
make a finding of contempt in relation to this issue.

c) There is insufficient evidence to find that Tom Crone sought to mislead the 
CMS Committee about the commissioning of surveillance.

d) Tom Crone misled the CMS Committee by “answering questions falsely 
about [his] knowledge of evidence that other News of the World employees 
had been involved in phone-hacking and other wrongdoing”. We make a 
finding of contempt on this issue.

e) The allegation that Les Hinton sought to mislead the CMS Committee as to 
the extent of the pay-off to Clive Goodman and his own role in authorising 
the payments is not significantly more likely than not to be true.

f) The evidence that Les Hinton misled the CMS Committee about the extent 
of his knowledge of allegations that phone-hacking extended beyond Clive 
Goodman and Glenn Mulcaire to others at the News of the World does not 
meet the standard of proof we have set for a finding of contempt (that the 
allegations are significantly more likely than not to be true).



6 First Report of Session 2016–17

g) While the Culture, Media and Sport Committee was sceptical about Mr 
Hinton’s memory, there is no evidence that he misled the Committee in 
relation to his role in the payment of legal fees or the fact that he authorised 
the payments to Mr Goodman to settle his Employment Tribunal claim.

h) There is insufficient evidence of a breach of Parliamentary privilege on the 
part of NI (now News UK). NOTW was not a corporate body. As such, we 
do not consider NI to have committed a contempt.

We recommend that the House be invited to agree a motion in the following terms:

That this House—

i) approves the First Report from the Committee of Privileges;

ii) having regard to the conclusions of the Committee in respect of Mr 
Colin Myler, considers that Mr Myler misled the Culture, Media and 
Sport Committee by answering questions falsely about his knowledge 
of evidence that other News of the World employees had been involved 
in phone-hacking and other wrongdoing, and therefore formally 
admonishes him for his conduct; and

iii) having regard to the conclusions of the Committee in respect of Mr 
Tom Crone, considers that Mr Crone misled the Culture, Media and 
Sport Committee by giving a counter-impression of the significance 
of confidentiality in the Gordon Taylor settlement and by answering 
questions falsely about his knowledge of evidence that other News of 
the World employees had been involved in phone-hacking and other 
wrongdoing, and therefore formally admonishes him for his conduct.

We also recommend that the Leader of the House take steps as soon as possible to 
address the issues identified by the Joint Committee on Parliamentary Privilege in 
2013, particularly in respect of the penal powers of the House and select committees 
and contempt.
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1 Introduction

Referral of 22 May 2012

1. On 22 May 2012 the House of Commons ordered that the conclusions set out in
chapter eight of the Eleventh Report from the Culture, Media and Sport (CMS) Committee, 
Session 2010–12, on News International and Phone-Hacking, be referred to the Committee 
on Standards and Privileges.1 Chapter 8 of the CMS report made allegations that three
named individuals and a corporate body had misled that Committee in their evidence
during successive inquiries into privacy and phone-hacking. The task of the Committee
on Standards and Privileges was to investigate these allegations and report back to the
House on its conclusions and recommendations for sanctions if appropriate. Following the
division of Standards and Privileges into two Committees in 2013 and the reestablishment
of all select committees following the General Election in May 2015, the matter has passed
to us for consideration. In this Report, we present our findings to the House.

Commons procedure on privilege matters

2. Parliamentary privilege is defined in Erskine May as

The sum of certain rights enjoyed by each House collectively as a constituent 
part of the High Court of Parliament; and by Members of each House 
individually, without which they could not discharge their functions, and 
which exceed those possessed by other bodies or individuals.2

3. These rights include the power to punish for contempt which in its turn is defined by
Erskine May as

Actions which, while not breaches of any specific privilege, obstruct or 
impede [either House] in the performance of its functions, or are offences 
against its authority or dignity, such as disobedience to its legitimate 
commands or libels upon itself, its Members or its officers.3

4. Contempt of Parliament may take many different forms and acts or omissions may
be treated as contempts even where there is no precedent. The House does not exercise
its powers to punish offenders lightly. As Erskine May states, “many acts which might be
considered to be contempts are either overlooked by the House or resolved informally”.4
However, allegations of deliberately misleading select committees are clearly within the
scope of the definition and have long been regarded as such: “In the past witnesses who
have [ … ] prevaricated, given false evidence, wilfully suppressed the truth, or persistently
misled a committee have been considered guilty of contempt”.5 The seriousness of the
allegations of contempt in this case was recognised by the Management and Standards
Committee of News International who told the Standards and Privileges Committee in

1 House of Commons Votes & Proceedings 22 May 2012. References throughout to News International and Phone-
hacking, Eleventh Report from the Culture, Media and Sport Committee, Session 2010–12, HC 903 (CMS 2012 
Report)

2 Erskine May (24th edition, 2011) p203
3 Erskine May (24th edition, 2011) p203
4 Erskine May (24th edition, 2011) p251 
5 Erskine May (24th edition, 2011) pp252–53

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201213/cmvote/120522v01.htm
http://www.parliament.uk/business/committees/committees-a-z/commons-select/culture-media-and-sport-committee/publications/?type=&session=3&sort=false&inquiry=all
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August 2012 that: “it is a matter of great regret and concern to NI that former employees 
may have misled a parliamentary committee. Any such misleading conduct would also be 
obviously wrong and should not have occurred.”6

5. The established process where a committee concludes that it has been misled by a 
witness is for that committee to make a report to the House. Time is then found for a 
debate at an early date and, except in rare cases, the House would then decide whether 
or not to refer the matter to the Committee of Privileges. Only after that Committee has 
reported will the House consider exercising its penal powers against those held to be in 
contempt. As the Joint Committee on Parliamentary Privilege argued in its Report in 
July 2013, this is a safeguard to ensure that complaints of contempt are considered fairly.7 
Other safeguards against “frivolous” allegations or complaints are also built into the 
system, such as the requirement that a Member must have the permission of the Speaker 
in order to raise a matter of privilege; the restriction of the Committee of Privileges’ power 
of initiative so that it can inquire only into matters referred to it by the House; and the 
requirement that decisions to refer a matter to the Committee are taken by the House as 
a whole.8

6. Once the Committee of Privileges has reported, it is for the House to decide whether 
it agrees with the conclusions and, separately, on any recommendations as to the sanctions 
to be imposed. The penalties available to the House in cases of contempt include the power 
to summon a person to the bar of the House to be reprimanded, to imprison them and 
to fine them. As the Joint Committee noted, “Well over a century has passed since either 
House last used its penal powers” to imprison or fine.9 This does not mean that these 
powers no longer exist but it reflects a reluctance on the part of the House to exercise 
them. The House resolved in 1978 that its penal jurisdiction should be exercised “(a) as 
sparingly as possible and (b) only when the House is satisfied that to exercise it is essential 
in order to provide reasonable protection for the House, its Members or its officers, from 
such improper obstruction or attempt at or threat of obstruction as is causing, or is likely 
to cause, substantial interference with the performance of their respective functions”.10

7. The sanction used most recently is that of admonishment which has been applied to 
Members and non-Members alike. Traditionally, this was delivered by the Speaker in the 
Chamber during a sitting, with the contemnor at the Bar if a non-Member or standing in 
his place if a Member. In 1992, however, the House agreed a resolution reprimanding two 
Members for their part in taking cash for questions, without causing the reprimand to be 
delivered orally thereafter. Admonishment can therefore take the form of a resolution of 
the House, without any requirement for the contemnor to appear in person and without 
any further action taken against that individual.

6 Linklaters to the Committee on Standards and Privileges (CSP), 14 August 2012
7 Joint Committee on Parliamentary Privilege, Report, Session 2013–14, HL Paper 30, HC100 (JCPP [2013–4]), para 

90
8 JCPP (2013–4), para 91
9 JCPP (2013–14), para 50
10 Resolution of the House, 6 February 1978, CJ (234) 170 

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/jt201314/jtselect/jtprivi/30/30.pdf
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/jt201314/jtselect/jtprivi/30/30.pdf
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/jt201314/jtselect/jtprivi/30/30.pdf
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/jt201314/jtselect/jtprivi/30/30.pdf


9First Report of Session 2016–17

Process followed in this case

8. The scope of our inquiry on this occasion, as in all other such cases, is defined in the 
referral made by the House; namely, to examine the case set out in the CMS Committee 
report and to decide if the Committee’s conclusions in chapter 8 were correct.

9. This is the first major contested case about the truthfulness of evidence given by 
non-Members to a select committee since 1983 and it is nearly 175 years since a witness 
was committed to Newgate gaol having been found in contempt for wilfully giving false 
evidence to a committee.11 The immediate concern of our predecessors upon receiving the 
referral was therefore to find a process which would meet modern standards of fairness 
while being proportionate and properly parliamentary. The former Committee discussed 
its approach over four meetings, and took advice from the Clerk of the House, from the 
then Attorney General and from its Adviser at that time, Ben Emmerson QC. It also 
invited submissions from the inquiry subjects and their legal representatives about the 
procedures it might adopt.

10. On 3 July 2012 the former Committee agreed a Resolution on process (see appendix).12 
This set out the context for its work in the light of the House’s 1978 determination to 
exercise its penal jurisdiction sparingly and stated that “Should the Committee find any 
of the allegations [ … ] to be proved, the maximum penalty it will recommend the House 
to impose is admonishment”.13 The Resolution then set out the procedure it would follow, 
which provided for evidence to be shared, for inquiry subjects to have the opportunity to 
put evidence to the Committee, and for them to suggest witnesses, and questions to be put 
to those witnesses. The Committee restated its undoubted right to call witnesses to give 
oral evidence if it thought fit and set out that it would, in any event, offer inquiry subjects 
the opportunity to give oral evidence if they wished to do so. Counsel would not be heard 
because inquiry subjects are expected to speak for themselves, but they had the right to be 
accompanied by a legal adviser and to consult them as necessary.

11. The Resolution noted that the former Committee would “suspend its inquiry 
if requested to do so by the Director of Public Prosecutions on the grounds that to 
continue might prejudice any pending legal proceedings or criminal investigations”. The 
Committee’s investigation was running at the same time as Operations Weeting and 
Elveden, the main police investigations into phone-hacking and related matters. On 30 
August 2012 Mr Tom Crone, one of the inquiry subjects, was arrested. The Committee 
consulted the Director of Public Prosecutions (DPP)14, and on 4 September 2012 decided 
to suspend its inquiry until a charging decision had been made. In making this decision, 
the Committee also took into account the risk of prejudice to the proceedings in R v 
Rebekah Brooks and others.

12. R v Rebekah Brooks and others concluded in July 2014 and on 3 October 2014 it 
was announced that no charges would be brought against Mr Crone. The Committee 
consulted the DPP and the Crown Prosecution Service (CPS) about the risk that 

11 First Report from the Committee of Privileges, Session 1982–83, HC336; CJ (1842), 198, 206
12 An unfortunate administrative error led to the inquiry subjects and their legal representatives receiving a copy 

of the resolution misdated 12 June 2012. We are happy to confirm that the resolution was agreed on 3 July 2012 
and we are sorry for any confusion caused. It would be entirely mistaken for any party to draw any inference 
from this dating error.

13 Formal Minutes of the Committee on Standards and Privileges, 3 July 2012
14 CSP to the Director of Public Prosecutions, 5 September 2012; DPP to the CSP, 10 September 2012

http://www.parliament.uk/documents/commons-committees/standards-and-privileges/Formal-Minutes-2012-13.pdf
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reopening the inquiry might prejudice any further proceedings.15 After reflecting on the 
advice, and considering representations from Linklaters LLP on behalf of News UK,16 the 
Committee concluded that, since criminal proceedings against News Group Newspapers 
were still being considered, it should not reopen the part of the inquiry relating to 
corporate responsibility. The Committee also considered representations from the legal 
representatives of Mr Les Hinton and Mr Colin Myler,17 the other individual inquiry 
subjects, but decided that in the light of the advice given, it was appropriate to reopen 
the inquiry into Mr Crone and Mr Myler, and part of the inquiry into Mr Hinton. The 
Committee announced its decisions and the reasoning behind them in a Special Report 
published on 14 February 2015.18

13. The former Committee made good progress in considering the evidence and reached 
preliminary conclusions which, where critical of inquiry subjects, were sent to them 
in the form of draft paragraphs with an invitation to respond, in accordance with the 
Resolution. However, on 23 March 2015, the Committee announced by way of a Second 
Special Report that it would not be “possible to conclude the inquiry [at that time] [ … 
] in part because of the possibility that any Report might prejudice the course of justice, 
particularly in relation to proceedings in Scotland where the rules on pre-trial publicity 
differ from those in England and Wales”.19

14. The Committee of Privileges was reconstituted after the General Election of May 
2015 with a new membership. In December 2015 the CPS announced that it would not 
be proceeding with corporate charges. All other obstacles having been removed, this 
Committee decided to reopen the inquiry and complete the task inherited from our 
predecessors. This was the only right course of action in terms of the public interest and 
of asserting parliamentary privilege.

15. We have received representations that the process has been “drawn out, intermittent 
and uncertain”.20 All delays have been caused by the express wish not to prejudice legal 
proceedings. We do not accept the argument that the delay means that too much time has 
passed to justify taking up the inquiry again or that the events involved are now too long 
past to be pursued. We believe that it is in the interests of all parties that these matters are 
brought to a conclusion.

Process followed by our inquiry

16. In January 2016 this Committee reconfirmed the Resolution on process adopted by 
our predecessors. We reconsidered all evidence gathered to date and requested further 
documents and submissions as a result of our consideration.21 The evidence before us 
includes:

a) Oral and written evidence submitted to the CMS Committee in 2007, 2009 and 
2011

15 Committee of Privileges (CoP) to the DPP, 21 October 2014; DPP to CoP, 26 November 2014
16 Linklaters to CoP, 22 December 2014 
17 Simmons & Simmons to CoP, 29 Jan and 4 Feb 2015; Morrison Foerster to CoP, 26 Jan 2015
18 First Special Report of 2014–15, Matter of Privilege referred to the Committee on 22 May 2012, HC 1068
19 Second Special Report of 2014–15, Matter of Privilege referred to the Committee on 22 May 2012: Further 

report, HC1134 
20 Simmons & Simmons to CoP, 8 April 2016
21 Evidence gathered before the Dissolution of the House in March 2015 was reported to the House on 26 March 

2015 but not published.

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201415/cmselect/cmpriv/1068/106802.htm
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201415/cmselect/cmprivi/1134/113402.htm
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201415/cmselect/cmprivi/1134/113402.htm
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b) Oral and written evidence submitted to the Leveson inquiry

c) Other publicly available documents

d) Documents released to the Committee by the CPS or Metropolitan Police

e) Written evidence from the inquiry subjects or their legal representatives.

17. The key questions for this Committee in considering the allegations were:

i) Was the named witness as truthful or candid as Parliament had a right to 
expect?

ii) If not, was there a contempt arising from that failure to be truthful and 
candid?

We then considered:

a) Whether the failure was included within the conclusions of the CMS Committee 
in chapter 8; and

b) What, if any, recommendations we wish to make to the House, in accordance 
with the Resolution on procedure.

18. The following questions have been applied by us to the evidence we have received:

a) What question was the witness asked?

b) What was the reply?

c) What is the context of the reply:

i) Are there contemporary documents supporting or not supporting the reply?

ii) To which period of time does the reply relate?

iii) Is the witness relying upon information provided by a person who has since 
the CMS evidence sessions and Report been convicted of phone hacking 
related offences?

iv) Does the written evidence submitted on their behalf to our Committee 
raise any points in opposition, or suggest an alternative reading?

v) Overall, what inference can be drawn from the reply?

19. Our predecessor Committee wrote to each of the inquiry subjects, explaining the 
totality of the evidence it would be considering in relation to them, and setting out detailed 
preliminary inferences and the particular pieces of evidence from which those inferences 
were drawn. The Committee did this in order to provide the inquiry subjects with a clear 
statement of the allegations made against them (although these were already set out in 
chapter 8 of the CMS Report), and to allow them to prepare any detailed rebuttal and 
submissions they wished to make. This was not prejudging the allegations but ensuring 
that the inquiry subjects were clear about the allegations, in the same way as would be 
done in any other decision-making forum, be that a court or a disciplinary tribunal.
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20. This correspondence was drawn upon by us and we also wrote to the inquiry subjects 
with further questions based on new evidence which had become available. We were also 
able to take up the allegations of corporate responsibility for the first time and proceed 
with those allegations in a similar way. Once we had received and considered submissions 
from the inquiry subjects, we sent them passages of the draft Report containing detailed 
criticisms, providing a further opportunity for them to make corrections or offer 
information. These responses were fully considered in finalising our Report.

21. For the avoidance of doubt, we wish to state that the draft conclusions prepared by our 
predecessor committee have not been used to guide our own decisions. We have instead 
reviewed all evidence from the start and reached our own conclusions on each of the 
allegations. We also wish to underline that we have not looked into the wider conclusions 
reached by the CMS Committee or dealt with other issues in that Committee’s Report. 
In particular, we have not been concerned with establishing the facts surrounding the 
phone-hacking saga. Our sole focus is, and has been throughout this inquiry, on whether 
the named witnesses deliberately misled the CMS Committee in their evidence to its 
inquiries as alleged in chapter 8 of the Committee’s Report.

Our Report

22. The chapters of our Report relating to the inquiry subjects follow a pattern to help 
those seeking to understand how we have reached our conclusions. For each allegation we 
set out:

a) The allegations

b) Relevant evidence before the CMS Committee and the date

c) Oral evidence from the inquiry subject to the CMS Committee

d) Written evidence from the inquiry subject to the CMS Committee

e) New evidence before this Committee

f) Responses provided by the inquiry subjects to this Committee

g) Our conclusions

23. Relevant correspondence with the inquiry subjects and their legal representatives and 
the evidence relating to our questions and preliminary inferences is published alongside 
the Report. We have made some redactions, for example to protect the privacy of victims 
of phone-hacking.

Cooperation from inquiry subjects

24. Throughout this inquiry we have sought to ensure that the inquiry subjects had 
every opportunity to put their point of view. On a number of occasions, we have extended 
deadlines and we have repeatedly offered them the opportunity of giving oral evidence or 
of suggesting lines of inquiry. None has chosen to take up the option of appearing before 
us in person.
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25. In three cases, the inquiry subjects were represented by firms of solicitors and in these 
cases direct responses from those most closely concerned have been limited. Much of the 
correspondence from certain of the legal representatives could fairly be characterised as 
aggressive, with a strong focus on procedural objections. As discussed in the next chapter 
of this Report, in some cases much effort was spent on questioning the jurisdiction of the 
House of Commons or this Committee over matters relating to parliamentary privilege 
and the procedures we had adopted, with objections often based on the misleading 
premise that the Commons should follow court procedure, familiar to legal experts but 
inappropriate for parliamentary committees.

26. Although two of those legal representatives concerned have provided information 
helpful to our inquiry, for which we are grateful, one failed to offer any substantial 
response to the allegations. It is notable that Mr Crone, the one inquiry subject with whom 
we dealt directly, cooperated with us to a far higher degree and we commend him for 
this. It is of course open to inquiry subjects to take legal advice and we have consented to 
channel our correspondence with those involved through third parties in this way, but it 
is unfortunate that the legal advice accepted or instruction given was not to engage and 
co-operate with us fully.

27. One of the many unusual aspects of this case is that it concerns the actions of those 
who work in the press being scrutinised by those the press normally scrutinises. That is 
as true of the CMS inquiries as of our own. It is understandable that the process may have 
felt uncomfortable to some at times but as we discuss further in the following chapter, we 
have striven to make it as fair and as transparent as possible.
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2 Procedural submissions
28. The inquiry subjects or their legal representatives made repeated submissions on 
procedural grounds objecting to all stages of parliamentary activity in relation to this 
matter. We and our predecessors have considered these submissions carefully throughout 
the inquiry. Before setting out our analysis and conclusions on each of the allegations 
made by the CMS Committee, we first deal with the points raised on procedure.

The CMS Committee inquiry

29. We received submissions that, in the words of Tom Crone, “the process and practices 
by the CMS Committee in conducting its inquiry and reaching its conclusions were 
manifestly flawed, unfair and unjust”.22 Mr Crone cited in support of this assertion a list 
of failings in relation to giving notice of allegations, lack of right of reply, lack of clarity 
in allegations, treatment of evidence (misrepresentation or reliance on “uncorroborated 
and obviously suspect evidence”), lack of recognition of a legal or professional duty not 
to reveal information and lack of opportunity for legal or other advice or representation.23

30. Similarly, Morrison Foerster asserted on behalf of Mr Hinton that by investigating 
and reporting on whether it considered that it had been misled by witnesses, the CMS 
Committee was “converting itself into prosecutor, judge and jury” and therefore adopting 
an approach which “was grotesquely unfair”.24 They also argued that Mr Hinton was not 
accorded the rights he would have had in a fair criminal trial of a specific charge setting out 
the allegations, disclosure of evidence and representation by a lawyer with rights of cross-
examination of other witnesses.25 Simmons & Simmons, acting on behalf of Mr Myler, 
also made objections to the “fundamentally flawed” proceedings of the CMS Committee 
and submitted wide-ranging criticisms of the Committee’s conduct.26

31. The assumption behind these objections is that the CMS Committee is required to act 
as a court or a tribunal. That assumption is fundamentally misplaced. Select committees 
conduct inquiries which proceed on an inquisitorial basis and do not operate according 
to court rules of disclosure and legal representation. They do not sit in judgment and have 
no powers to enforce their conclusions or recommendations. While they should be fair 
in their treatment of others, as the Joint Committee on Parliamentary Privilege stated 
in 2013 any standards of fairness applied to normal select committee inquiries “must 
recognise that a Committee is not a court “.27

32. Turning to objections to the CMS Committee’s treatment of evidence, it is inevitable 
that the evidence in a select committee inquiry will be built up piecemeal over a period of 
time. Committees also have to make decisions based on the evidence before them which 
may not be complete, although we note that this is the same for courts or tribunals. We 
recognise that in this particular case the CMS inquiry was concerned to avoid prejudicing 
ongoing criminal proceedings and for that reason could not examine some potential 
witnesses. Having considered all the evidence, including facts which came to light as a 

22 Tom Crone to CSP, 20 August 2012
23 Tom Crone to CSP, 20 August 2012
24 Morrison Foerster to CSP, 15 August 2012, para 16
25 Morrison Foerster to CSP, 15 August 2012, para 17
26 Simmons & Simmons to CSP, 15 August 2012 and submission of same date
27 JCPP (2013–4), para 82

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/jt201314/jtselect/jtprivi/30/30.pdf
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result of those criminal proceedings, we do not consider that CMS Committee’s findings 
were in any way undermined by this factor. We have taken into account the ability of 
witnesses to have access to certain documents in our own consideration of the evidence as 
set out in the next chapters of this Report.

33. The 2013 Joint Committee on Parliamentary Privilege recommended that witnesses 
should be given an opportunity to respond to any potentially damaging allegations 
made by other witnesses.28 In this case, once it appeared that witnesses might have been 
misleading the Committee, the Chair of the CMS Committee invited those concerned 
to reconsider their evidence. Witnesses were given an indication of the evidence which 
appeared to cast their earlier evidence into question and transcripts were provided where 
relevant, even though these had already been published.29

34. The CMS Committee then made its report to the House, noting that it was for the 
House to determine whether a contempt had been committed.30 In no sense did it act as 
either “judge or jury” in its own case.

35. A second set of submissions on the CMS Committee centred on its impartiality 
and the influence on its work of individual members of the Committee. For example, 
Morrison Foerster raised what they referred to as to “The systemic difficulty of ensuring 
that Select Committees remain impartial, independent and, in particular, free from 
the taint of apparent bias”.31 They questioned the presence on the CMS Committee of a 
Member who had a “long running, well publicised campaign against News International 
and [who asserted] that he has himself been a victim of underhand and possibly illegal 
acts by NI to discredit him”.32

36. Linklaters also asserted that “The CMS manifestly failed to comply with the principle 
of impartiality”, citing legal precedents.33 They introduced this point earlier in their 
response, stating that “the conclusions reached by the CMSSC are flawed because one 
member of the CMSSC was biased against NI and senior executives of NI and News Corp 
and in any event gave the appearance of bias, infecting the proceedings of the CMSSC as a 
whole”.34 Mr Crone made similar points regarding the same member of the Committee.35

37. These submissions again fail to engage with the nature of a select committee which is 
composed of individual Members with an interest in a particular area, who are members 
of political parties, and whose views on a range of issues are public knowledge and form 
part of their candidacy at elections. The House of Commons has strict rules about conflicts 
of interest, including where a Member should declare an interest or where he or she should 
stand aside from proceedings. In this case one Member did declare an interest at the start 
of consideration of the Report which was recorded in the formal minutes.36 The formal 
minutes also set out how the Committee reached agreement on each paragraph of the 

28 JCPP (2013–4), para 85
29 See, for example, CMS 2012 Report, Ev 198, Ev 201
30 CMS 2012 Report, para 280
31 Morrison Foerster to CSP,15 August 2012, para 92.7
32 Morrison Foerster to CSP, 15 August 2012, para 16
33 Linklaters to CoP, 18 April 2016, Lord Hope on test of impartiality in Porter v Magill [2002] 2 AC 357, 494, 

paragraph 103, and Lord Phillips in Re Medicaments and Related Classes of Goods (No.2) [2001] 1 WLR 700, 729, 
paragraph 99.

34 Linklaters to CoP,18 April 2016, para 3.6
35 Tom Crone to CSP, 20 August 2012
36 CMS 2012 Report, p 100

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/jt201314/jtselect/jtprivi/30/30.pdf
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmcumeds/903/903ii.pdf
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmcumeds/903/903i.pdf
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmcumeds/903/903i.pdf
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Report. While individuals may have been particularly active in proposing amendments, 
the final wording of the Report, as in all such instances, reflects the views of the majority 
of the Committee and the final Report was the responsibility of the whole Committee, not 
of any individual member.

38. Finally, we received submissions about the clarity of the Report itself and especially 
about its conclusions. For example, Linklaters objected that the conclusions in Chapter 8 
of the CMS Committee’s Report were undefined and ambiguous and contained various 
irrelevant criticisms and observations.37 We have borne these submissions in mind in 
considering the individual allegations.

39. Linklaters also made assertions about the particular matter of corporate liability in 
the context of the CMS Committee’s allegations. We deal with these points in considering 
that allegation later in this report (chapter 7).

Parliamentary privilege and jurisdiction of the House

40. In a letter sent to the CMS Committee before the debate referring the matter to this 
Committee, Simmons & Simmons wrote on behalf of Mr Myler: “our client made clear in 
his comment immediately upon the publication of the Report that he respects the work of 
the Committee and we do not seek to challenge the House of Commons’ powers to punish 
non-members for contempt”.38 Mr Myler told us in February 2015: “that remains my 
position and nothing that I or my advisers have said or written since in any way detracts 
from that statement”.39

41. Despite this assertion, many objections to the exercise of parliamentary privilege 
and the jurisdiction of the House were raised throughout our inquiry by all parties. 
For example, Morrison Foerster in August 2012 suggested that “Most fundamental of 
all, Parliament needs to confront the issue of whether reliance on Erskine May as the 
source of authority that ‘the law of Parliament’ enables Parliament to try, convict and 
punish a citizen for a criminal offence can live with modern notions of due process and 
the separation of powers”.40 They added: “we do not accept that the House of Commons 
possesses any kind of penal jurisdiction which entitles it to find individuals guilty of 
criminal offences and to mete out punishment to them whether by way of a sentence of 
imprisonment, a fine or merely an admonishment”.41 Simmons & Simmons put forward 
similar objections.42

42. Our attention was drawn by several parties to the Government’s Green Paper on 
Parliamentary Privilege published in April 2012, to the evidence provided by the then 
Clerk of the House to the Joint Committee on Parliamentary Privilege in 2013, to the 
reports from that Joint Committee and from its 1999 predecessor and also to a paper by 
Richard Gordon QC and Amy Street for the Constitution Society (2012).43

37 Linklaters to CoP, 18 April 2016, para 3.5
38 Simmons & Simmons to Chair of the CMS Committee, 11 May 2012 
39 Colin Myler to CoP, 9 February 2015, para 1.4
40 Morrison Foerster to CSP, 15 August 2012, para 11
41 Morrison Foerster to CSP, 15 August 2012, para 14
42 Simmons & Simmons to CSP, 28 June 2012
43 JCPP (2013–14), Ev 146–56; JCPP (2013–14); Joint Committee on Parliamentary Privilege, Report, Session 1998–99, 

HL Paper 43, HC 214 (JCPP [1998–99]); Richard Gordon QC and Amy Street, Select Committees and Coercive 
Powers—Clarity or Confusion?, Constitution Society (2012)
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43. It is a fact that the House possesses penal jurisdiction over contempt. The 1999 Joint 
Committee on Parliamentary Privilege noted:

Parliament’s disciplinary and penal powers are part of the control exercised 
by Parliament over parliamentary affairs. Parliament has long held these 
powers, over non-members as well as members. Most institutions exercise a 
degree of discipline over their members. [ … ] Parliament is unique in also 
possessing its own inherent powers of punishment over non-members. This 
penal jurisdiction derives from the status of the High Court of Parliament 
and the need for each House to have the means to carry out its functions 
properly. If non-members improperly interfere with Parliament or its 
members or officers in discharging their public duties, Parliament for its 
own protection must have power to take appropriate action in response.44

44. Making similar points, the 2013 Joint Committee on Parliamentary Privilege noted:

It is unfortunate that Parliament’s restraint has led to doubt about the 
continuing existence of its powers. They are a part of United Kingdom law 
and have been so for centuries.45

It continued:

The first and most important challenge is to assert the continuing existence 
of each House’s jurisdiction over contempt. This is, fundamentally, a test of 
institutional confidence. We urge the two Houses to rise to this challenge. 
As the Clerk of the House of Commons has said, the question is not 
whether the Houses’ penal powers exist; it is whether they can be enforced. 
Desuetude is not a legal doctrine in England and Wales, and there is no 
need for statute to confirm what already exists.46

45. Although the House has not proceeded to punish contemnors in recent years, there 
have been cases in the last few years where inquiries have been conducted and concluded 
in relation to alleged contempt by non-members. For example, the Committee of Privileges 
has recently dealt with a complaint relating to the actions of Sussex Police,47 and in Session 
2009–10 its predecessor, the Committee on Standards and Privileges, dealt with the case 
of John Hemming and Withers LLP. In its Report in the latter instance, the Committee 
concluded “Withers LLP were in contempt of the House when on 4 August 2009 they 
threatened Mr Hemming with legal proceedings in respect of statements he had made 
outside the House concerning their client’s behaviour, were he to repeat those statements 
in the House”. No further action was taken, as Withers LLP apologised unreservedly to 
the House and to Mr Hemming.48

46. Linked to the question of jurisdiction is that of sanctions. The sanctions available to 
the House include imprisonment, fines and admonishment. The 2013 Joint Committee on 
Parliamentary Privilege considered that the proper process for investigating a complaint 
of contempt may depend on the punishment considered appropriate, arguing that 
44 JCPP [1998–99), para 262
45 JCPP (2013–14), para 76
46 JCPP (2013–14), para 77
47 Actions of Sussex Police, First Report from the Committee of Privileges (2013–14), HC 1021 
48 Privilege: John Hemming and Withers LLP, Ninth Report from the Committee on Standards and Privileges 

(2009–10), HC 373
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“If the Committee [on Privileges] considered it would at most admonish contemnors, 
it would be dealing with a fundamentally different type of inquiry from one in which 
fines or imprisonment were contemplated”.49 Following this logic, the Joint Committee 
put forward separate draft standing orders for these two different sets of circumstances. 
Our predecessors determined at the start of the current inquiry that admonishment was 
the only sanction available to the Committee and the processes followed throughout the 
inquiry have been fully in compliance with those recommended by the Joint Committee 
for this type of situation.

Application of Article 6 of the ECHR

47. Representatives for the inquiry subjects pointed out correctly that the House of 
Commons is not subject to the Human Rights Act 1998 but does fall within the scope of 
the European Convention, and the Court, of Human Rights. Article 6 of the Convention 
enshrines the right to a fair trial. Morrison Foerster asked for clarification about “the 
purpose and scope of the S&P Committee’s inquiry in order to determine whether the 
process it adopts is compatible with common law and ECHR fair trial standards”.50

48. Representatives for the inquiry subjects repeatedly drew our attention to the ECHR 
judgement in the case of Demicoli v Malta where the Court found against the Maltese 
Parliament. 51 There is a crucial difference between that case and the one before us now. In 
Demicoli v Malta the Maltese Parliament took action against insulting words published 
outside the House and having no direct connection to parliamentary proceedings. 
In contrast, the matter before this Committee arises from, and is directly related to, 
proceedings in Parliament, over which only the House has jurisdiction. Unlike the 
Demicoli case this is a matter relating to the internal regulation and orderly functioning 
of the House.

Fairness

49. Linklaters made further assertions in relation to the right to a fair hearing under 
Article 6, including the need for a properly detailed explanation of the allegation which 
its client had to meet.52 Similar points were made by Simmons & Simmons on the part 
of Mr Myler, arguing, inter alia, that the Committee of Privileges could not be said to 
be an independent and impartial tribunal and concluding that “we do not believe it is 
now possible to devise a process that is fair”.53 Morrison Foerster made a wide range of 
criticisms of the fairness of the process on behalf of Mr Hinton.54

50. The 1999 Joint Committee on Parliamentary Privilege suggested that “in dealing 
with specially serious cases [of alleged contempt by Members], we consider it essential 
that committees of both Houses should follow procedures providing safeguards at least as 

49 JCPP (2013–4), para 96
50 Morrison Foerster to CSP, 15 August 2012, para 92.3
51 See, for example, Morrison Foerster to CoP, 2 February 2015, para 9
52 Linklaters to CoP, 18 April 2016, para 3.51
53 Simmons & Simmons to CSP, 28 June 2012
54 See, for example, Morrison Foerster to CoP, 15 August 2012 

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/jt201314/jtselect/jtprivi/30/30.pdf
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rigorous as those applied in the courts and professional disciplinary bodies”.55 The Joint 
Committee identified “minimum requirements of fairness [for the accused Member]” as 
being:

A prompt and clear statement of the precise allegations

Adequate opportunity to take legal advice and have legal assistance 
throughout;

The opportunity to be heard in person;

The opportunity to call relevant witnesses at the appropriate time;

The opportunity to examine other witnesses

The opportunity to attend meetings at which evidence is given; and

To receive transcripts of the evidence.

51. This approach was further refined by the 2013 Joint Committee which recommended 
that each House should agree Standing Orders to ensure fairness. We note that the 
recommended standing orders are largely reflected in the process set out in the Resolution 
followed by ourselves and our predecessors, which the Joint Committee described as 
“fair”.56 Morrison Foerster told us that “we do not accept that the procedure identified 
in Annex 3 to the Joint Committee’s Report satisfies the requirements of Article 6 
ECHR in the context of an inquiry into a charge of contempt of Parliament by lying to a 
Select Committee”.57 We disagree. Although we do not accept that Article 6 applies, our 
procedures have been designed to ensure that they meet that standard of fairness and we 
are satisfied that they do so.

52. We regret that the House has not found time to debate and implement (with 
any appropriate amendments) the “due process” recommendations of the 2013 Joint 
Committee. We believe it should do so.

Standard of proof

53. Our predecessors considered carefully the standard of proof to be applied in this 
case. The standard adopted is set out in the Resolution and is the higher standard of proof 
applied to MPs under the House’s disciplinary proceedings:

allegations to be proved on the balance of probabilities, namely, that they 
are more likely than not to be true. Where the Commissioner and the 
Committee deem the allegations to be sufficiently serious, a higher standard 
of proof will be applied, namely, that the allegations are significantly more 
likely than not to be true.58

54. This requirement for a higher standard of proof in serious cases is to the inquiry 
subjects’ advantage.

55 JCPP (1998–99), para 281–285
56 JCPP (2013–14), para 97 
57 Morrison Foerster to CoP, 2 February 2015, para 10
58 Parliamentary Commissioner for Standards, Procedural note (April 2012)
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55. Morrison and Foerster, on behalf of Mr Hinton, argued that the standard of proof 
adopted by the Committee should have been the criminal (beyond reasonable doubt) not 
the civil standard, as even the penalty of admonishment with its reputational damage 
“is a penalty associated with criminal—not civil—justice”. 59 Linklaters made similar 
claims.60 We reject the assertion that our proceedings are in the nature of a criminal trial. 
Many decision-makers, including professional regulators and consumer champions and 
ombudsmen, are tasked with drawing conclusions as to the behaviour of others, without 
such processes being defined as criminal in procedure or penalty. It is sufficient that the 
same standard of proof is applied to Members and non-Members alike in considerations 
of contempt and of breaches of the Code of Conduct. It is also appropriate that it should 
reflect the nature of the possible sanctions.

Remit and role of the Committee of Privileges

56. We received further submissions on the remit and role of our Committee and its 
predecessors. For example, Linklaters interpreted our remit as to decide “whether there 
is material in the form of the evidence received by the CMSCC (and as expressed in 
its findings and conclusions identified in Chapter 8 of the Report) that the actions of a 
number of named individuals and the corporate body then known as NI should be the 
subject of a report to the House that a breach of privilege has been committed.”61 This 
interpretation led Linklaters to argue that our Committee had widened its scope to 
continue an investigation into the facts surrounding phone-hacking and/or to attempt to 
identify other possible breaches of parliamentary privilege on the part of NI outside those 
identified in Chapter 8 of the Report.62

57. Morrison Foerster, on behalf of Mr Hinton, also asserted that this Committee “is 
plainly straying well beyond its remit as previously announced on the basis that it can 
conduct a fresh investigation of the entire matter” as evidenced by our use of documents 
that were not before the CMS Committee when it produced its Report.63 In support of 
this view, they quoted a letter from the Clerk of the Committee that this Committee “is 
concerned with [the Chapter 8] conclusions, and those parts of the relevant Committee 
Report and associated evidence on which they rely” (emphasis added by Morrison 
Foerster).64

58. Similarly, Mr Crone argued that the process followed by this Committee is “deeply 
flawed” on the ground that “You seem once again to be raising all sorts of issues which are 
not connected to the CMS process. Documents are being produced (without being formally 
proved or adduced) from agencies unconnected to these parliamentary proceedings and 
your Committee seems to have adopted the roles of investigator and prosecutor as well as 
judge”.65

59. In all cases, these representations misinterpret the remit of the Committee which is 
to examine the allegations made by the CMS Committee.

59 Morrison and Foerster to CSP, 15 August 2012
60 Linklaters to CoP, 18 April 2016, para 3.5.3
61 Linklaters to CoP, 18 April 2016, para 2.3.
62 Linklaters to CoP, 18 April 2016, para 2.6 
63 Morrison Foerster to CoP, 14 April 2016, para 5.
64 Morrison Foerster to CoP, 14 April 2016, para 4
65 Tom Crone to CoP, 2 April 2016
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60. The logic and fairness of our Committee’s interpretation of its remit is obvious: the 
role of our Committee is to investigate whether the CMS Committee was misled in the 
ways alleged. If there is evidence which has emerged since the CMS Committee Report was 
published which supports or refutes the allegations, then it is right that this Committee 
should seek out and examine that evidence.

61. Morrison Foerster also asserted that, informing their earliest submissions to 
the inquiry, was “a concern to understand the asserted role and jurisdiction which 
the Committee understood it was exercising (appellate, de novo re-hearing or merely 
review on quasi-public law principles)”.66 The use of these terms points to the failure 
of those representing inquiry subjects to accept that this is a parliamentary proceeding 
and not a court process. This lies behind complaints about the Committee’s policy on 
disclosure of documents, release of legal advice and case management meetings with legal 
representatives.

62. The Committee’s policy on all these matters has been quite clear: documents were 
disclosed to those to whom they were of relevance but general disclosure was resisted 
on the grounds of confidentiality and to provide a degree of privacy to the victims of 
phone-hacking and persons not in the public eye whose personal data is included in the 
documents; case management meetings were refused because they are not applicable to 
parliamentary proceedings; and we have not released our internal legal advice because 
it is subject to parliamentary and legal privilege. The Committee has further been 
criticised for deliberating in private which is in fact a requirement for all parliamentary 
committees. Complaints that this approach is “bewildering”67 reflect the extent to which 
legal representatives have drawn false analogies with court processes to come to mistaken 
conclusions. The role of our Committee is quite clear. It is to consider the matter referred 
to us and to report to the House on our conclusions.

Right of appeal

63. There is no right of appeal against the decision of the House on our Report. Within 
the submissions from legal representatives were clear threats to apply to the European 
Court of Human Rights if the Committee upheld the CMS findings. Morrison Foerster 
asserted that in such an event “an application alleging multiple violations of Article 6 
of the Convention would immediately be made” to the Court.68 This threat is reiterated 
towards the end of the same letter: “We make clear that an application to the ECtHr will 
certainly be made should such a finding be made following the Committee’s apparently 
intended process”.69 This attempt to influence the Committee’s deliberations by means of 
a threat of legal action verges on contempt of Parliament in itself. We have done our job 
thoroughly and conscientiously despite such ill-judged statements.

66 Morrison Foerster to CoP, 14 April 2016, para 5
67 Morrison Foerster to CoP, 14 April 2016, para 6
68 Morrison Foerster to CoP, 14 April 2016, para 6
69 Morrison Foerster to CoP, 14 April 2016, para 26
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3 Background

Culture, Media and Sport Committee inquiries

64. Between 2006 and 2012 the Culture, Media and Sport Committee conducted a number 
of inquiries into press regulation and related matters. The first Report appeared in 2007 
and was on Self-Regulation of the Press.70 The next dealt with Press Standards, Privacy 
and Libel,71 (the “2010 Report”). The third, News International and Phone Hacking,72 was 
published on 30 April 2012 (the “2012 Report”). The background to the CMS Committee’s 
inquiries was a number of events, prosecutions and reports which suggested that certain 
sections of the press were willing to bend or break the law; for example, in May 2006 the 
Information Commissioner had published a report entitled What Price Privacy based on 
its Operation Motorman, in which it investigated “the activities of a particular private 
investigator, Stephen Whittamore, at whose home were discovered numerous records of 
transactions involving data illegally obtained from British Telecom, DVLA and the Police 
National Computer.”73

65. On 8 August 2006 Clive Goodman, the Royal reporter of the News of the World 
(NOTW) and Glenn Mulcaire, a private investigator working for the paper, were arrested,74 
and on 26 January 2007 they were sentenced for phone hacking offences.

66. In November 2008 the CMS Committee launched its inquiry into press standards, 
privacy and libel. On 8 July 2009, while that inquiry was still continuing, the Guardian 
reported that NGN had “paid out more than £1m to settle legal cases that threatened to 
reveal evidence of his journalists’ repeated involvement in the use of criminal methods 
to get stories”.75 The CMS Committee arranged extra evidence sessions to examine these 
claims, and as summarised in the 2012 Report, concluded that it:

was not convinced by assurances given to it that phone-hacking had been 
the work of a single ‘rogue reporter’ and was frustrated by what it described 
as the “collective amnesia” that seemed to afflict witnesses from News 
International. It also criticised the Metropolitan Police for failing to pursue 
its own investigation into phone-hacking. The Committee made it clear 
that it regarded some of the contentions made by witnesses as straining 
credulity but, faced with a repeated insistence that wrongdoing was not 
widespread, and the unwillingness of police and prosecutors to investigate 
further, it was not possible to conclude definitively that we had knowingly 
been given evidence which was deliberately misleading or false, either by 
individuals or by News International itself.76

70 Seventh Report of Session 2006–07, HC 375
71 Second Report of Session 2009–10, HC 362-I (CMS 2010 Report)
72 CMS 2012 Report
73 Seventh Report of Session 2006–07 para 27
74 On 9 August 2006 Goodman and Mulcaire were charged with conspiracy to intercept communications, 

contrary to section 1 (1) of the Criminal Law Act 1977, and eight substantive offences of unlawful interception 
of communications, contrary to section 1 (1) of the Regulation of Investigatory Powers Act 2000. The charges 
related to accessing voice messages left on the mobile phones of members of the Royal Household. In addition, 
and also in August 2006, five further counts were added to the indictment against Mulcaire alone based on his 
unlawful interception of voicemail messages left for Max Clifford, Skylet Andrew, Gordon Taylor, Simon Hughes 
and Elle MacPherson. CMS 2010 Report, HC 362-II, Ev 455.

75 http://www.theguardian.com/media/2009/jul/08/murdoch-papers-phone-hacking
76 CMS 2012 Report
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67. A series of events in the first half of 2011 prompted the CMS Committee to start the 
inquiry leading to its 2012 Report: the suspension of Ian Edmondson, Assistant Editor 
NOTW; the announcement by the CPS of a review of the evidence; the re-opening of the 
police investigation; an adjournment debate on the floor of the House led by Chris Bryant 
MP; the arrests of Ian Edmondson and Neville Thurlbeck; and the public statement 
by James Murdoch on 7 July 2011 announcing the closure of the News of the World in 
which he stated that “the paper made statements to Parliament without being in the full 
possession of the facts. This was wrong”.77

Dramatis personae

68. A list of the individuals who gave evidence to the CMS Committee is set out in 
the 2012 Report.78 Aside from News International (for which an organisational chart is 
provided on page 106 below), the three individual inquiry subjects are:

• Colin Myler—Editor of the NOTW from 26 January 2007 to the close of the 
paper in July 2011;

• Tom Crone—Legal Manager at News Group Newspapers Limited (“NGN”) and 
News International (“NI”). He joined NGN in 1985, as Deputy Legal Manager, 
NGN. In 1989, he became Legal Manager, NGN, and in 1991 he was given the 
title of Legal Manager, NI, a post he held until the close of NOTW in July 2011. 
His post was responsible for editorial legal matters;

• Les Hinton—Executive Chairman of NI until December 2007.

69. In addition, the following individuals are relevant to the CMS Committee’s inquiry 
and their evidence to the CMS Committee is of particular importance to this Committee’s 
inquiry and conclusions:

• Clive Goodman—Royal Editor at NOTW. He pleaded guilty on 29 November 
2006 to Count 1 on the indictment, a single count of conspiracy to intercept 
communications contrary to section 1(1) of the Criminal Law Act 1977, and was 
sentenced to four months’ imprisonment on 26 January 2007. Count 1 related to 
the hacking of voicemails of members of the Royal household;79

• Glenn Mulcaire—Private investigator. He pleaded guilty on 29 November 2006 
to a single count of conspiracy to intercept communications contrary to section 
1(1) of the Criminal Law Act 1977 (Count 1), and also to five counts involving 
the unlawful interception of communications contrary to section 1(1) of the 
Regulation of Investigatory Powers Act 2000 (Counts 16 to 20 on the indictment), 
and was sentenced to six months’ imprisonment on 26 January 2007, together 
with the making of a confiscation order in the sum of £12,300. Count 1 related 
to the hacking of voicemails of members of the Royal household. Counts 16 to 20 
were in respect of Max Clifford, Skylet Andrew, Gordon Taylor, Simon Hughes 
and Elle Macpherson;80

77 News International press release, 7 July 2011, quoted in CMS 2012 Report
78 CMS 2012 Report
79 Transcript sentencing hearing 26 January 2007
80 Transcript sentencing hearing 26 January 2007

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmcumeds/903/903i.pdf
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmcumeds/903/903i.pdf
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• Neville Thurlbeck—Chief Reporter at the News of the World. 
He pleaded guilty to conspiracy to intercept communications; and was sentenced 
on 4 July 2014 to six months’ imprisonment;81

• Jonathan (Jon) Chapman—Director of Legal Affairs, NI. He joined NI in July 
2003, as Director of Legal Affairs which was part of the Corporate Legal Affairs 
function, and had responsibility for corporate and commercial legal matters (not 
editorial legal matters);82

• Daniel Cloke—Group Human Resources Director from 2003 to his resignation 
in August 2011 and departure in November 2011.83

• Julian Pike—Partner at Farrer & Co, the firm of solicitors instructed by NGN in 
a number of breach of privacy and breach of confidence civil claims.

Chronology

70. A detailed chronology is set out at the end of this Report (see annex). A fuller history 
of phone hacking and the response of NOTW, NGN and NI is set out in the Leveson 
Report, Volume 1, Part E. The focus of the CMS Committee and this Committee is on 
the timeline of events following the arrest of Clive Goodman and Glenn Mulcaire. That 
timeline can be split into five phases.

71. When considering the evidence, we have borne in mind the evidence and 
documentation that was available to the CMS Committee at each stage of their inquiry 
and how it might affect the questions being put to witnesses. We have also looked to 
ensure that answers provided by witnesses are set within the context of the chronology 
set out below. The distinction between the criminal charges, which focussed upon the 
act of hacking or conspiracy to hack, and civil cases (in general arising from the use of 
the products of that hacking) has also been taken into account in order to place answers 
within their legal context.

Phase one—Arrest to sentencing of Clive Goodman and Glenn Mulcaire 
(August 2006 to January 2007)

72. This phase comprises the arrest of Clive Goodman and Glenn Mulcaire on 8 August 
2016, their guilty pleas on 29 November 2006, and sentencing on 26 January 2007.

73. During this time, on 16 August 2006, NGN had instructed a firm of solicitors called 
Burton Copeland to act for them. Precisely what Burton Copeland were instructed to 
do was an area of conflicting evidence before the CMS Committee, with some witnesses 
stating that the role of Burton Copeland was a more active and investigatory role than it 
in fact was. Burton Copeland told the CMS Committee for the 2012 Report that they were 
instructed to assist in dealing with requests from the MPS for information relating to their 
investigation of Clive Goodman and Glenn Mulcaire, and that their instructions were 
concluded on 25 September 2006: “BCL was not instructed to carry out an investigation 
into “phone hacking” at the ‘News of the World’.”84

81 Transcript sentencing hearing 4 July 2014
82 Witness Statement to the Leveson Inquiry
83 2012 Report, Ev 223
84 2012 Report, Ev 228

https://www.judiciary.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2014/07/sentencing-remarks-mr-j-saunders-r-v-coulson-others.pdf
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140122145147/http:/www.levesoninquiry.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2011/12/Witness-Statement-of-Jonathan-Chapman.pdf
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmcumeds/903/903ii.pdf
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmcumeds/903/903ii.pdf
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74. Tom Crone had attended some of Clive Goodman’s conferences with his legal team 
ahead of the sentencing hearing on 26 January 2007. He had also had some access to the 
documents in the criminal case. He had drafted a memorandum (“the December 2006 
Memo”), a draft version of which was seen by Andy Coulson, setting out some of the risks 
and difficulties arising and likely to arise from the conviction of Clive Goodman and 
Glenn Mulcaire. He attended their sentencing hearing.

Phase two—Clive Goodman appeal against dismissal (February 2007 to July 
2007)

75. On 5 February 2007, Les Hinton wrote to Clive Goodman and dismissed him from 
his employment with NGN for gross misconduct. A payment of 12 months’ base salary 
(less tax and national insurance—approximately £90,000) was made to Clive Goodman in 
recognition of “many unblemished, and frequently distinguished, years of service to the 
News of the World. [… ] and in recognition of the pressures on your family”.85

76. Clive Goodman appealed against his dismissal by letter of 2 March 2007 and Colin 
Myler was asked to hear the appeal. In his 2 March 2007 letter, and in a letter of 14 
March 2007, Clive Goodman stated that the decision was perverse because his actions 
were “carried out with the full knowledge and support” of Andy Coulson86 and Neil 
Wallis87, with payments arranged by Stuart Kuttner.88 He stated that Ian Edmondson89 
and other staff were carrying out the same illegal procedures, and that the practice was 
widely discussed at the daily editorial conference until explicit reference was banned by 
the Editor. He also requested a number of documents, including various emails where the 
sender or recipient was Andy Coulson, Stuart Kuttner, Neil Wallis, Jules Stenson,90 or Ian 
Edmondson. He did not name Neville Thurlbeck, Greg Miskiw,91 James Weatherup92 or 
Dan Evans,93 all of whom pleaded guilty to phone hacking in October 2013.

77. As part of the appeal process, Jon Chapman and Daniel Cloke reviewed approximately 
2,500 emails. They found no evidence to support Clive Goodman’s claims. Acting on Les 
Hinton’s instructions, Jon Chapman instructed Harbottle and Lewis, a firm of solicitors, 
to carry out an independent review of the emails. As set out below, unfortunately the 
partner in charge of this work, Lawrence Abramson, failed to review all of the emails 
which had been highlighted for his review by his team—according to the Solicitors 
Disciplinary Tribunal, “due to genuine, major, but inadvertent oversight”.94 As a result, 
certain emails which indicated phone hacking had taken place were not brought to NI’s 
attention. During the Leveson Inquiry these emails came to be known as the “toxic 

85 2012 Report, Ev 176
86 Found guilty of conspiracy to intercept communications on 24 June 2014 and sentenced to 18 months’ 

imprisonment on 4 July 2014. Transcript of sentencing remarks 4 July 2014
87 Neil Wallis was acquitted of phone hacking related charges on 1 July 2015
88 Stuart Kuttner was acquitted of phone hacking related charges in June 2014
89 Changed his plea to guilty on 3 October 2014 and was sentenced to eight months’ imprisonment on 7 November 

2014.
90 Pleaded guilty on 12 December 2014 to conspiracy to intercept communications and was sentenced on 6 July 

2015 to four months’ imprisonment, suspended for 12 months.
91 Pleaded guilty in October 2013 and was sentenced to six months’ imprisonment on 4 July 2014
92 Pleaded guilty in October 2013 and was sentenced to four months imprisonment suspended for 12 months and 

an order to do unpaid work for 200 hours on 4 July 2014
93 Pleaded guilty and gave evidence as a prosecution witness in the R v Brooks, Coulson and others trial. Sentenced 

to ten months’ imprisonment, suspended for 12 months on 24 July 2014.
94 Solicitors Disciplinary Tribunal (SDT) Case No. 1164–2013, para 35.15

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmcumeds/903/903ii.pdf
https://www.judiciary.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2014/07/sentencing-remarks-mr-j-saunders-r-v-coulson-others.pdf
http://www.solicitorstribunal.org.uk/Content/documents/11164.2013.Chapman.Abramson.pdf
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emails”. Instead, a letter was sent confirming that Harbottle and Lewis had not found 
anything in the emails which appeared to be reasonable evidence that Clive Goodman’s 
illegal actions were known about or supported by key figures in the NOTW newsroom or 
that others were carrying out similar illegal procedures.95

78. Glenn Mulcaire had issued a claim in the Employment Tribunal, stating that he was 
an employee of NGN, not a contractor, and had been unfairly dismissed. The employment 
law at this time, since repealed, required employers to follow statutory dismissal and 
grievance procedures, regardless of the grounds for dismissal. Failure to do so meant that 
the dismissal was rendered “automatically unfair”. This is one of the reasons put forward 
by NI for the settlements that they agreed with Clive Goodman (in the sum of £140,000 
plus £13,000 in legal costs) and Glenn Mulcaire.

Phase three—Gordon Taylor settlement (April to June 2008)

79. Gordon Taylor was and is the Chief Executive of the Professional Footballers’ 
Association. He was one of the five non-Royal household phone hacking victims whose 
name appeared on counts 16 to 20 of the indictment to which Glenn Mulcaire pleaded 
guilty and was convicted.

80. In 2007 he issued proceedings against NGN and Glenn Mulcaire jointly for breach of 
confidence, misuse of private information and invasion of privacy.96 On 7 December 2007 
he obtained an order for third party disclosure against the Information Commissioner’s 
Office and the Metropolitan Police Service (MPS). The documents disclosed by the MPS 
included:

a) “For Neville” email—an email containing a transcript of voicemail messages left 
and received by Gordon Taylor. The transcript had been typed up by a junior 
reporter at NOTW and sent by email to Glenn Mulcaire on 29 June 2005. The 
email opens with the words “This is the transcript for Neville”.

b) 4 February 2005 Contract (2005 Contract)—Glenn Mulcaire, using the 
pseudonym Paul Williams, and Greg Miskiw, then Assistant News Editor at 
NOTW, signed a contract under which NOTW agreed to pay Glenn Mulcaire 
£7,000 on publication of a story based on information about Gordon Taylor, to 
be provided by Glenn Mulcaire.

81. The “For Neville” email had been found as a paper copy at Glenn Mulcaire’s house 
when it was searched following his arrest on 8 August 2006. Evidence from the MPS and 
CPS explained to the CMS Committee that there was no record of the “For Neville” email 
being submitted by Glenn Mulcaire to Neville Thurlbeck.97 These two documents were 
served on Farrer & Co, the firm of solicitors acting for NGN, on or around 2 April 2008. 
Whilst it was known from counts 16 to 20 for which he was convicted, and also the hacking 
of Rebekah Brooks’s and Andy Coulson’s phones, that Glenn Mulcaire had hacked into 
other people’s phones, witnesses to the CMS Committee’s inquiries stated that these two 

95 CMS 2010 Report, Ev 467
96 2012 Report, Ev 240
97 CMS 2010 Report, Ev 457

https://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200910/cmselect/cmcumeds/362/362ii.pdf
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmcumeds/903/903ii.pdf
https://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200910/cmselect/cmcumeds/362/362ii.pdf
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documents were the first pieces of evidence that the products of non-Royal household 
phone hacking had passed through the NOTW newsroom, that is, phone hacking beyond 
Clive Goodman (and the Royal household phone hacking).

82. Gordon Taylor’s claims were settled in June 2008 for a payment of £425,000 in 
damages plus costs.98 The evidence provided by Tom Crone and Colin Myler in relation 
to the “For Neville” email and Gordon Taylor settlement form key parts of the criticism 
levelled against the two men by the CMS Committee. Key documents in relation to the 
NGN internal advice and deliberations are a memorandum of 24 May 2008 drafted by 
Tom Crone for Colin Myler, an Opinion drafted by Michael Silverleaf QC (dated 3 June 
2008) and records of emails and phone conversations between Tom Crone, Colin Myler 
and Julian Pike (of Farrer & Co).

Phase four—Guardian article 8 July 2009

83. On 8 July 2009 The Guardian published an article revealing details about the Gordon 
Taylor settlement. The CMS Committee were conducting an inquiry at the time into 
privacy and libel. Upon publication of the article, the CMS Committee held an evidence 
session with journalists from The Guardian and were provided with a copy of the “For 
Neville” email and the 4 February 2005 Contract. As a result, the Committee commenced 
a new strand within their existing inquiry to look at phone hacking. They concluded in 
their 2010 Report:

493. [ … ] a culture undoubtedly did exist in the newsroom of News of the 
World and other newspapers at the time which at best turned a blind eye to 
illegal activities such as phone-hacking and blagging and at worst actively 
condoned it. [ … ]

495. In seeking to discover precisely who knew what among the staff of 
the News of the World we have questioned a number of present and 
former executives of News International. Throughout we have repeatedly 
encountered an unwillingness to provide the detailed information that we 
sought, claims of ignorance or lack of recall, and deliberate obfuscation. 
We strongly condemn this behaviour which reinforces the widely held 
impression that the press generally regard themselves as unaccountable and 
that News International in particular has sought to conceal the truth about 
what really occurred.99

It is evidence given to the CMS Committee in 2009 for the 2010 Report that forms the 
majority of the criticisms and conclusions in the Committee’s 2012 Report.

Phase five—Civil claim by Sienna Miller (late 2010)

84. Sienna Miller’s claim is important, because it was one of the first claims by a victim of 
phone hacking whose name had not been included within counts 16 to 20 for which Glenn 
Mulcaire had been convicted and sentenced in January 2007. Sienna Miller successfully 
sought third party disclosure against the MPS, but also an order that Glenn Mulcaire be 
required to name names at NOTW for whom he had worked. Skylet Andrew (whose name 

98 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 226
99 CMS 2010 Report

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmcumeds/903/903ii.pdf
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28 First Report of Session 2016–17

was within counts 16 to 20) successfully sought similar orders at around the same time. 
Glenn Mulcaire had been ordered to name names as part of Max Clifford’s claim in early 
2010. That claim had been settled by NGN before Glenn Mulcaire had been required to 
comply with the order.

85. The Sienna Miller claim documents which were disclosed by the MPS implicated Ian 
Edmondson, News Editor at NOTW; he was suspended. At the same time, the emails sent 
to Harbottle and Lewis were retrieved from storage and reviewed. The “toxic emails” were 
found, and NI opened a new internal investigation. NOTW closed (on the direction of 
Rupert Murdoch) on 10 July 2011. On 13 July 2011, the then Prime Minister announced 
a two-part inquiry investigating the role of the press and police in the phone-hacking 
scandal. Lord Justice Leveson was appointed as Chairman of the Inquiry. Part 1 of the 
Inquiry examined the culture, practices and ethics of the press (the Leveson Inquiry).
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4 Colin Myler

Key dates

26 January 2007  Colin Myler appointed Editor of The News of the World (NOTW)

21 July 2009  Second CMS Committee oral evidence session

10 July 2011  NOTW closes and Colin Myler loses his job as Editor (employ 
   ment formally terminated November 2011)

6 September 2011 CMS Committee oral evidence session.

86. Colin Myler was appointed Editor of NOTW on the day that Clive Goodman and 
Glenn Mulcaire were sentenced and Andy Coulson announced his resignation. His 
knowledge of and involvement in the phone hacking saga at NOTW does not include the 
phase one criminal investigation and prosecution of Clive Goodman and Glenn Mulcaire, 
but commences at phase two, the Clive Goodman employment appeal, which he was 
appointed to conduct.

CMS Chapter 8 conclusions

[Tom Crone and] Colin Myler misled the Committee by answering questions falsely 
about their knowledge of evidence that other News of the World employees had been 
involved in phone-hacking and other wrongdoing (see paragraphs 130 and 140)

Para 130:

130. In evidence, Tom Crone and Colin Myler gave repeated assurances that there was 
no evidence that any further News of the World employee, beyond Clive Goodman, had 
been involved in phone-hacking. This was not true and, as further evidence disclosed to 
us by the newspaper’s solicitors Farrer & Co now shows, they would have known this was 
untrue when they made those statements. Both Tom Crone and Colin Myler deliberately 
avoided disclosing crucial information to the Committee and, when asked to do, 
answered questions falsely.

Para 140:

140. When giving evidence to the Committee, Tom Crone and Colin Myler made two 
assertions that were contradictory. They maintained that, whilst the ‘for Neville’ e-mail 
had meant that the company had had to settle the Gordon Taylor case, it had only been 
evidence that “knowledge” of Glenn Mulcaire’s phone-hacking activities had “passed 
through” the newsroom. Tom Crone’s internal briefing and Michael Silverleaf QC’s 
opinion on the Gordon Taylor case clearly demonstrate that they believed that the ‘for 
Neville’ e-mail was evidence of far more than this. In his own internal briefing, Tom 
Crone described it as being “fatal” to the case and “damning”. 

He also stated that it proved that “we actively made use of a large number of extremely 
private voicemails from Gordon Taylor’s telephone in June/July 2005 and that this was 
pursuant to a [ … ] contract”. Colin Myler was sent that briefing and subsequently 
discussed evidence of wider involvement and problems in the newsroom with the 
newspaper’s solicitors.



30 First Report of Session 2016–17

We now know that Tom Crone had also had sight of counsel’s opinion from Michael 
Silverleaf QC which referred to “a powerful case that there is (or was) a culture of 
illegal information access used at NGN in order to produce stories for publication”. If 
Colin Myler had not read the opinion himself, he was certainly briefed on its contents. 
Yet in giving evidence to the Committee both Tom Crone and Colin Myler attempted 
to downplay the significance of the ‘for Neville’ e-mail and made no mention of the 
legal opinion that they had obtained. In itself this amounts to an attempt to mislead 
the Committee about the import of a crucial piece of evidence and the failure of the 
company to act upon it.

87. In summary, the sting of the CMS Committee’s conclusion is found in three allegations 
against Colin Myler, namely that he sought to mislead them in that he:

a) Gave repeated assurances that there was no evidence that any further NOTW 
employee, beyond Clive Goodman, had been involved in phone hacking (and 
deliberately avoided disclosing crucial information);

b) Attempted to downplay the significance of the “For Neville” email, and portray 
it merely as evidence that Glenn Mulcaire’s activities had passed through the 
NOTW newsroom;

c) Failed to mention that they had obtained a legal opinion.

88. We bear in mind that at the CMS Committee evidence session on 6 September 2011 
it is likely that Colin Myler had no access to his office files and other related documents. 
We note that at the time Colin Myler gave evidence in 2009 he was still in post, and had 
such access.

Written evidence before the CMS Committee (of relevance to Colin 
Myler)

2010 Report

89. As stated above, The Guardian had disclosed both the “For Neville” email and 
February 2005 Contract to the CMS Committee. The Committee also had a copy of the 
letter from Harbottle and Lewis, dated 29 May 2007 which set out their conclusions on 
the email review which was undertaken as part of Clive Goodman’s employment appeal:

We have on your instructions reviewed the emails to which you have 
provided access from the accounts of: Andy Coulson; Stuart Kuttner; Ian 
Edmondson; Clive Goodman; Neil Wallis; Jules Stenson

I can confirm that we did not find anything in those emails which appeared 
to us to be reasonable evidence that Clive Goodman’s illegal actions were 
known about and supported by both or either of Andy Coulson, the Editor, 
and Neil Wallis, the Deputy Editor, and/or that Ian Edmondson, the News 
Editor, and others were carrying out similar illegal procedures.100

100 CMS 2010 Report, Ev 467 (reformatted)

https://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200910/cmselect/cmcumeds/362/362ii.pdf
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2012 Report

90. In advance of the oral evidence session with Colin Myler and Tom Crone on 6 
September 2011, the CMS Committee had received Clive Goodman’s dismissal letter 
dated 5 February 2007 and his letters appealing that decision of 2 and 14 March 2007, as 
well as a response to Clive Goodman from Daniel Cloke, and emails between Lawrence 
Abramson of Harbottle and Lewis and Jon Chapman regarding the email review. All 
other documents referred to below were received by the CMS Committee after the oral 
evidence session.

Tom Crone’s Memorandum, dated 24 May 2008

91. This document was drafted to advise Colin Myler about the Gordon Taylor claim 
and explains that the result of the disclosure by the MPS to Gordon Taylor of the “For 
Neville” email and 2005 Contract (plus some other Operation Motorman disclosure from 
the Information Commissioner) is that NGN Ltd cannot defend the claim. Tom Crone 
concludes:

8. This evidence, particularly the email from the News of the World is fatal 
to our case.

11. Our position is very perilous. The damning email is genuine and proves 
we actively made use of a large number of extremely private voicemails 
from Taylor’s telephone in June/July 2005 and that this was pursuant to a 
February 2005 contract, ie a five to six month operation. He has no evidence 
that the News of the World continued to act illegally after that but he can 
prove Mulcaire continued to access his mobile until May 2006 (because 
Mulcaire pleaded guilty to it).101

Michael Silverleaf QC Opinion, 3 June 2008 (“Silverleaf Opinion”)

92. Leading Counsel provided an opinion on the Gordon Taylor claim, which includes 
following key paragraphs:

3. [ … ] The material obtained from the Metropolitan Police has disclosed 
that at least three NGN journalists (Greg Miskiw, [REDACTED], and Ross 
Hindley) appear to have been intimately involved in Mr Mulcaire’s illegal 
researching into Mr Taylor’s affairs.

6. [ … ] NGN’s prospects of avoiding liability for the claims of breach of 
confidence and invasion of privacy made by Mr Taylor are slim to the extent 
of being non-existent. NGN must be vicariously liable for the conduct of 
its employees [ … ]. There is overwhelming evidence of the involvement 
of a number of senior NGN journalists in the illegal enquiries into 
[REDACTED]. In addition there is substantial surrounding material about 
the extent of NGN journalists’ attempts to obtain access to information 
illegally in relation to other individuals. In the light of these facts there is 
a powerful case that there is (or was) a culture of illegal information access 
used at NGN in order to produce stories for publication. Not only does this 

101 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 240
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mean that NGN is virtually certain to be held liable to Mr Taylor, to have 
this paraded at a public trial would, I imagine, be extremely damaging to 
NGN’s public reputation.102

93. However, it is unclear whether Colin Myler ever read the Silverleaf Opinion or simply 
relied upon a summary of the points (oral or written) from Tom Crone and/or Julian Pike. 
He told the Leveson Inquiry that he did not recall seeing it.103

94. There are also notes from May and June 2008 of a phone conversation between Julian 
Pike and Colin Myler, and an email from Tom Crone to Colin Myler reporting on the 
progress of the Taylor negotiations and forwarding an email Tom Crone had received 
from Julian Pike.104

Colin Myler oral evidence to the CMS Committee

95. In both evidence sessions the majority of responses are provided by Tom Crone. This 
may be in part because Colin Myler became Editor of NOTW after Clive Goodman was 
sentenced. Nonetheless, in comparison to Tom Crone and Les Hinton, there is very little 
evidence given by Colin Myler to the CMS Committee. We have endeavoured to deal with 
the evidence of Colin Myler and Tom Crone separately, and in our conclusions we specify 
the individual pieces of evidence from which we draw conclusions, and set out which 
person said it.

Evidence for 2010 Report

96. In his opening statement to the CMS Committee on 21 July 2009, Colin Myler listed 
three issues which he considered needed to be addressed, the second of which was “whether 
we knew of others in the News of the World newsroom to have been involved with Goodman, 
or separately from him, in accessing confidential information illegally via Mulcaire”. He 
went on to specify that “This relates to evidence given to this Committee by Les Hinton, … 
on March 6, 2007.” The third issue was “the evidence that came to light in April 2008, and 
the reasons for settling our litigation with Gordon Taylor.”

97. In considering what Colin Myler told the CMS Committee of his knowledge that 
phone hacking went beyond one rogue reporter, the key questions are Qq1405–1410:

Q1405 Philip Davies: Can I just explore a bit further the idea about how 
many people at News International were involved in what was going on 
because, coming back to the point that Paul made, the idea that it was one 
rogue maverick journalist appears now to be a somewhat discredited theory 
given that the people who have been the victims of this—people like Gordon 
Taylor, Elle Macpherson—have nothing to do with the Royal Family, as 
Paul mentioned, surely that in itself would indicate to people that this must 
be going beyond Clive Goodman who was the Royal Editor; because why 
on earth would Clive Goodman be interested in the taped conversations of 
Gordon Taylor and Elle Macpherson?

102 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 247
103 Leveson Inquiry, Transcript 15 December AM, p.10 
104 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 271–274
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Mr Myler: No evidence, Mr Davies, has been produced internally or 
externally by the police, by any lawyers, to suggest that what you have said 
is the truth, is the case. Can I just make the point that Mr Farrelly touched 
upon. In the course of talking to executives when I arrived to go through 
obviously what had happened—as I said, I conducted this inquiry with 
Daniel Cloke our Director of Human Resources—over 2,500 emails were 
accessed because we were exploring whether or not there was any other 
evidence to suggest essentially what you are hinting at. No evidence was 
found; that is up to 2,500 emails.

Q1406 Philip Davies: Although there may not have been any evidence 
that you came across that fingered a particular individual or individuals 
involved in this, would you at least acknowledge that the circumstantial 
evidence would suggest that more people than Clive Goodman at News 
International were involved in this particular practice?

Mr Myler: Mr Crone said earlier, how can we speculate on something like 
this? For an investigative newspaper I do not know of any newspaper—
and this is the fourth national newspaper that I have had the privilege 
of editing—or broadcasting organisation that has been so forensically 
investigated over the past four years—none.

Q1407 Philip Davies: The theory I advanced, would you accept that that 
would be a perfectly reasonable theory?

Mr Myler: No, I am sorry, how much more do the News of the World staff, 
who have been accused of systematic illegality, have to continue—Where is 
the evidence?

Q1408 Philip Davies: You would say it is perfectly reasonable and perfectly 
logical that the Royal Editor—the Royal Editor—was involved with 
somebody in the tapping of phones of people—

Mr Myler: No, I do not.

Q1409 Philip Davies:—who had nothing to do with—

Mr Myler: No, I do not; but I think, Mr Davies, with respect you know full 
well that is not condoned either by me personally or anybody else on the 
staff of the News of the World. You know that.

Q1410 Philip Davies: I am not saying you condone it; I am just saying you 
think it is perfectly believable that the person at News International who 
was behind the tapping of the phones was Clive Goodman, and people who 
were nothing to do with Royal Family; you think that is perfectly believable?

Mr Myler: Mr Goodman has paid the price for the illegal conduct that he 
engaged in. It seems that Mr Mulcaire was the person who was perhaps 
engaged in more tapping of phones than other people on the News of the 
World. I cannot answer for Mr Mulcaire; I have not got an idea what was in 
his mind. I have never met the man; I do not know the man. He worked for 
the News of the World as far back as I think the late 90s in fact.
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98. There is limited evidence from Colin Myler in relation to the “For Neville” email. 
Most of the answers are provided by Tom Crone.105 There is a passage of questions which 
relate to whether the “For Neville” email is evidentially a ‘smoking gun’ 106 which Tom 
Crone answers, although Colin Myler answers a couple of questions in which he accepts 
that the email was in fact sent, but he then moves to the topic of MPs’ expenses. 107

99. In relation to the legal opinion, we are aware that the Silverleaf Opinion of 3 June 2008 
would have been covered by legal professional privilege and it may reasonably be inferred 
that NGN would not have proffered it to the CMS Committee without a direct request 
for disclosure. The Silverleaf Opinion was written for NGN; as such they were the client, 
and it was not within Colin Myler’s gift to agree to waive privilege and provide a copy. 
We note, though, that there was no restriction upon the power of the CMS Committee 
as a Committee of the House to require production of these papers.108 Further, a witness 
is bound to answer all questions which a committee sees fit to put to them, and cannot 
excuse themselves on the ground that the matter was privileged.109

100. Whilst there are numerous references within the 2010 Report oral evidence to 
receiving Counsel’s advice on the level of payment,110 Colin Myler did not raise the issue of 
legal professional privilege, and whilst he referred to the advice on the level of damages, he 
did not refer to the parts of the Silverleaf Opinion which dealt with Counsel’s conclusions 
on the evidence, that is, that “there is a powerful case that there is (or was) a culture of 
illegal information access used at NGN in order to produce stories for publication.” As noted 
above, it appears that Colin Myler did not read the Silverleaf Opinion, but relied instead 
on a briefing on its contents from Tom Crone given to him in advance of his meeting with 
Mr James Murdoch on 10 June 2008.111

101. Finally, Colin Myler was asked: “in the appeal that you heard, Mr Myler, with Clive 
Goodman. Did he produce or did he mention that he had in his possession any email 
messages from Andrew Coulson that were material to this case?”112 Colin Myler answered: 
“Not that I can recall, no.” In fact Andy Coulson was named within the Goodman letters 
as a person whose emails should be looked at—although the question does refer to “in his 
possession” which, as Clive Goodman was seeking copies, they clearly were not.

105 Q1451 being one of the few exceptions.
106 Qq1452–1457
107 Q1455–1456
108 Erskine May (24th ed), p819
109 Erskine May (24th ed), p823
110 Q1430 to Colin Myler and possibly also in Q1450 and Qq1511–1512
111 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 257
112 Q1548

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmcumeds/903/903ii.pdf


35First Report of Session 2016–17

Evidence to CMS for the 2012 Report

102. Colin Myler’s evidence at the 6 September 2011 oral evidence session (again with 
Tom Crone) was that:

a) it was never suggested to him that there should be a full internal investigation;113

b) at the time of the Taylor settlement he did not have any specific conversations 
with anybody relating to whether there should be an external investigation into 
wrongdoing;114

c) in relation to discussing the “For Neville” email at any senior level that he 
might report to, that there have been lots of discussions “because of what has 
emerged.”;115 and

d) that this was not extraordinary because, “corporate governance of a company 
goes beyond my pay grade.”116

103. Throughout the evidence session Colin Myler made clear that his understanding at 
the time was that there had been a thorough investigation by the Police, and that in relation 
to the allegations he considered as part of the Clive Goodman employment appeal, no 
evidence had been found to support his allegations.117 He said he had sat down with the 
individuals named by Clive Goodman and “talked to them about the allegations and they 
denied every single one of them.”118

104. His position on the ‘one rogue reporter’ line and his answer to Q1405 in the 2010 
Report were put to him:

Q955 Philip Davies: Just one final thing, in your evidence in 2009, when I 
put it to you that the idea that it was one rogue, maverick journalist appears 
now to be a somewhat discredited theory, your answer was, “No evidence, 
Mr Davies, has been produced internally or externally by the police, by 
any lawyers, to suggest that what you have said is the truth.” You have been 
saying today that as far as you were concerned, the “for Neville” e-mail 
was absolutely categorical evidence that the one, rogue maverick journalist 
theory was discredited. What you have said today and what you said back 
then—surely you cannot reconcile those two?

Colin Myler: No, as Mr Crone has pointed out, the existence of the “for 
Neville” e-mail was made known to Mr Taylor’s lawyers by the police. The 
police had this information and had this evidence.

Q956 Philip Davies: I said that it was discredited. You said that no evidence 
has been produced to suggest that what you have said is the case. That’s not 
the case, is it?

113 Q915
114 Q923
115 Q925
116 Q926
117 Qq915, 918, 919, 920 and 951 (and at other times during the 2011 oral evidence session)
118 Q920
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Colin Myler: I made the point very clearly in my opening statement to that 
hearing that the “for Neville” e-mail was clearly a significant development.

105. As referred to above, when Tom Crone and Colin Myler gave evidence on 6 September 
2011, the CMS Committee did not have a copy of the Silverleaf Opinion. They received a 
copy on 31 October 2011.119 The Committee made no request to, nor levelled any criticism 
at, Tom Crone or Colin Myler during their evidence session or later in writing, for not 
providing a copy of the Silverleaf Opinion. Indeed the fact of advice being provided to 
settle and quantum of damages was freely discussed, but there was no discussion as to any 
view expressed by Counsel about a culture of illegal accessing of information.120 The CMS 
Committee did write to Tom Crone and Colin Myler regarding the Silverleaf Opinion, but 
the questions related to who had received or read a copy, not as to why either person had 
not told the Committee about all of its contents.

Colin Myler written evidence for 2012 Report

106. Colin Myler provided factual information as written evidence to the CMS Committee 
after the 2009 oral evidence session.121 In 2012 he also provided a number of pieces of 
written evidence, including as to his understanding of the investigations that had taken 
place prior to his taking up the post of Editor, and also what he had been told about the 
email review during Clive Goodman’s employment appeal:

During the course of that appeal, Mr Goodman made allegations that other 
employees were aware of phone hacking. While he provided no evidence 
to substantiate his assertions, the company commenced an internal 
investigation to determine whether there was any evidence to support 
those allegations. [… ] Once the email review was complete, I was informed 
that the emails did not suggest wider issues in relation to phone hacking as 
had been alleged by Mr Goodman. I believe the phrase used by Mr Cloke 
was that there was “good news; there is no smoking gun or silver bullet in 
the emails”. When the “for Neville” email came to light in April 2008, Mr 
Crone conducted an investigation into the background to that email. This 
included questioning a number of reporters and tasking the company’s IT 
department to carry out checks on the email.122

107. In relation to the “For Neville” email, in a separate piece of written evidence, Colin 
Myler stated:

[ … ] I have been clear and consistent throughout my evidence to the 
Committee about the significance of the “for Neville” email. I made clear to 
the Committee in my opening statement on 21 July 2009 that by that time 
it was obvious that Mr Goodman was not a single “rogue reporter” because 

119 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 240 The first reference by the CMS Committee to Michael Silverleaf QC’s name was to 
Julian Pike on 19 October 2011. It appears from the cover letter which disclosed the Silverleaf Opinion and other 
documents from Farrer & Co that the Opinion was requested at the Julian Pike evidence session.

120 CMS 2012 Report, Qq (Crone) 793, 795, 820, (Myler) 905, 907, 976, 977
121 CMS 2010 Report, Ev321
122 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 197 
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the significance of the “for Neville” email and the implications of it were 
recognised. The fact that I emphasised the significance of the email in my 
opening statement demonstrated the importance I placed upon it.123

New evidence before this Committee

Colin Myler Witness Statement dated 21 December 2011

108. Colin Myler provided a statement to the Metropolitan Police in which he told them 
that on 11 July 2009 Neville Thurlbeck had confessed to him and Tom Crone that in 2004 
he had hacked into David Blunkett’s phone. Colin Myler and Tom Crone reported this 
to Rebekah Brooks (who had been announced as the new Chief Executive, to take over 
in September 2009, but who was already acting as Chief Executive during the transition 
period). In reporting to Rebekah Brooks, Colin Myler considered that he had discharged 
his obligation to report the matter to his line manager, and expected that she would in turn 
report this matter higher up the chain. Mr Myler also told the Police: “After I had made 
clear to the Culture Media and Sport Select Committee my view about the significance of the 
“ for Neville” email in July 2009, Mr Thurlbeck’s position became increasingly untenable.”

109. The 11 July 2009 conversation between Colin Myler, Tom Crone and Neville 
Thurlbeck took place ten days before Colin Myler and Tom Crone gave evidence to the 
CMS Committee. It appears that Mr Myler remembered it sufficiently well to record it in 
his statement to the police some 17 months later.

Colin Myler evidence to the Leveson Inquiry

110. Colin Myler provided written and oral evidence under oath to the Leveson Inquiry. 
Of particular interest are the following pieces of evidence:

Q. … throw your mind back to three or four years ago, and the one rogue 
reporter defence. Did you believe the one rogue reporter defence before you 
saw Mr Crone’s briefing notes,124 which is earlier on in this bundle?

A. I think there had been no evidence presented to support any other 
view, and I have to say that one of the things that was very foremost in my 
mind when I came back was the, as I understand it, the police took away 
three black bin liners of evidence from Mr Mulcaire’s home when he was 
arrested in August 2006. And given what I believed to be a thorough police 
investigation throughout that period, and the fact that the police had not 
interviewed any other member of staff from the News of the World other 
than Mr Goodman, I think that weighed heavily on my mind that I assumed 
that they would have done so if they had had any kind of evidence or reason 
to speak to somebody else. So that did weigh heavily on my mind. And also, 
when Mr Goodman was arrested with Mr Mulcaire, the company called in 
Burton Copeland to act as the go-betweens and the word I’ve used before 
is a bridge head, as I understand, between the police and the company, so 

123 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 255
124 The reference is to the 24 May 2008 Memo.
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that anything that the police wanted Burton Copeland would facilitate, so 
that there was full transparency and there was no opportunity to accuse 
the company of being an obstruction to what the police were looking for.125

And:

It’s fair to say that I always had some discomfort and I always—the term I 
phrased was I felt that there could have been bombs under the newsroom 
floor and I didn’t know where they were and I didn’t know when they were 
going to go off. That was my own view. But trying to get the evidence or 
establishing the evidence that sadly the police already had was another 
matter.126

In relation to the Silverleaf Opinion, he confirmed that Tom Crone had briefed him, but 
he did not recall a phrase regarding a “powerful culture”:

The message that I remember being communicated was very clear: that our 
position, following the discovery of the “for Neville” email, was fatal to our 
case. That was what I remember being the central message from silk’s view. 
A view that was shared by Mr Crone, by Mr Pike and indeed by myself.127

Colin Myler responses to the Committee of Privileges

111. Mr Myler, through Simmons and Simmons, made no substantive response (other 
than as to procedural issues) until we received his letter of 14 July 2016 in response to the 
draft paragraphs of criticism.128

Evidence to the Committee of Privileges from other witnesses

112. A submission from Julian Pike is of relevance, in which he discussed evidence he gave 
in 2011. Colin Myler’s submission to us of 9 February 2015129 also draws our particular 
attention to this piece of Julian Pike’s evidence:

Q1099 Paul Farrelly: At what stage did it become clear to you that the line 
that we were being given was not the truth?

Julian Pike: It would have been at the point it was given to you.

Julian Pike submitted to the Committee on Standards and Privileges that he was referring 
to processing the results of hacking, not involvement in the activity of hacking. He went 
on to comment:

… even though in my view Mr Myler gave an inaccurate answer to the 
CMSSC on 21 July 2009 in answer to Q1405, it does not appear that the 
CMSSC was misled as it already had a copy of the “for Neville” email and 
it was able to, and did, draw its own conclusions from the content of that 

125 Leveson Inquiry, Transcript 15 December 2011 AM, pp7–8
126 Leveson Inquiry, Transcript 15 December 2011 AM, p.9
127 Leveson Inquiry, Transcript 15 December 2011 AM, pp12- 13
128 Colin Myler to CoP, 14 July 2016. Having considered the substantive points raised, we concluded that they had 

already been addressed, for example at paragraphs 99, 110 and 120.
129 Colin Myler to CoP, 9 February 2015, section 7

http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140122145147/http:/www.levesoninquiry.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2011/12/Transcript-of-Morning-Hearing-15-December-20111.pdf
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140122145147/http:/www.levesoninquiry.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2011/12/Transcript-of-Morning-Hearing-15-December-20111.pdf
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140122145147/http:/www.levesoninquiry.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2011/12/Transcript-of-Morning-Hearing-15-December-20111.pdf
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email. Indeed, Mr Myler’s evidence should be understood in light of the fact 
that he was giving evidence to the CMSSC precisely because the committee 
had seen the “for Neville” email. Particularly in light of that, had I been 
asked, it would not have been my evidence that Mr Myler deliberately 
misled the CMSSC on this point.

He added:

I was and remain of the view that some of the evidence given to the CMSSC 
in 2009 was inaccurate, but I am not able to say whether any inaccuracy was 
deliberate.130

Our conclusion

113. In coming to our conclusion, we have considered what knowledge Colin Myler had 
of evidence that other NOTW employees had been involved in phone-hacking (and other 
wrongdoing) at the time of the CMS Committee oral evidence session on 21 July 2009. We 
know that he had:

a) Conducted Clive Goodman’s appeal against dismissal in spring 2007;

b) Seen Tom Crone’s 24 May 2008 Memorandum (on the Gordon Taylor settlement);

c) Been briefed on or before 10 June 2008 on the contents of the Silverleaf Opinion 
of 3 June 2008—but appears not to have read the actual document;

d) Discussed the settlement of the Taylor case (at various times) with Tom Crone, 
Julian Pike and James Murdoch in May and June 2008;

e) On 11 July 2009, ten days before the CMS Committee oral evidence session, been 
told by Neville Thurlbeck of his hacking of David Blunkett’s phone in 2004.

114. We also know from his evidence to the Leveson Inquiry that he had some “discomfort” 
and “felt that there could have been bombs under the newsroom floor”.

115. The evidence that ten days before the CMS Committee oral evidence session he 
had been told that Neville Thurlbeck had hacked into David Blunkett’s phone in 2004 is 
damning. It substantially discredits his other evidence. Colin Myler knew that at least one 
other was involved in phone hacking. He remembered this fact sufficiently well to record 
it in his statement to police some 17 months later.

116. On 21 July 2009 he had the opportunity in the line of questions from Philip Davies 
MP131 to tell the CMS Committee that he knew that others were involved. The questions 
put to him were clear. We note in particular his response to Q1405:

Q1405 Philip Davies: Can I just explore a bit further the idea about how 
many people at News International were involved [ … ] the idea that it was 
one rogue maverick journalist appears now to be a somewhat discredited 
theory Given that the people who have been the victims of this [ … ] have 
nothing to do with the Royal Family, …

130 Julian Pike to CSP, 3 August 2012
131 Qq1405 to 1410
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Mr Myler: No evidence, Mr Davies, has been produced internally or 
externally by the police, by any lawyers, to suggest that what you have said 
is the truth, is the case. [ … ]

117. We find that Colin Myler tended to dodge clear questions. For example, Q1406 “ … 
would you at least acknowledge that the circumstantial evidence would suggest that more 
people than Clive Goodman at News International were involved in this particular practice?” 
which Mr Myler chose to answer:

Mr Crone said earlier, how can we speculate on something like this? For 
an investigative newspaper I do not know of any newspaper—and this is 
the fourth national newspaper that I have had the privilege of editing—or 
broadcasting organisation that has been so forensically investigated over 
the past four years—none.

118. The correct information was within Colin Myler’s knowledge. Even setting aside his 
witness statement to the MPS, the surrounding evidence makes clear that the answers to 
the CMS Committee on this issue, and in particular to Qq1405 to 1410, were misleading. 
The content and tenor of his evidence to the CMS Committee does not match, and is 
not as clear as, his evidence to the Leveson Inquiry; there is no statement to the CMS 
Committee that is as honest as his “bombs under the newsroom floor” evidence.

119. Colin Myler started the oral evidence session on 21 July 2009 by raising the topic 
of the “For Neville” email and Gordon Taylor settlement, but his evidence to the CMS 
Committee did not suggest that the email was evidence of a broader involvement in phone 
hacking beyond Clive Goodman. The questions about the involvement of others at NOTW 
were put by the CMS Committee in the light of the “For Neville” email being produced 
and disclosed to the Committee; their questions tended not to the existence of the “For 
Neville” email, but to seeking information about who else had been involved. When his 
2009 response to Q1405 was put to him in the 6 September 2011 evidence session, Colin 
Myler stated that he had made clear in 2009 “that the “For Neville” email was clearly a 
significant development” . This is somewhat of an understatement—in his 24 May 2008 
Memo Tom Crone had described it to Colin Myler as “fatal” to their case and “damning”.

120. Colin Myler did not tell the CMS Committee that the Silverleaf Opinion included 
advice other than advice on the level of damages. Whilst he does not appear to have read 
it, he had been briefed on it, and we conclude that he knew at the very least that leading 
Counsel’s advice was in the same strong terms as Tom Crone’s 24 May 2008 Memo.

121. We have concluded that the allegations are significantly more likely than not to be 
true, and that Colin Myler misled the CMS Committee by “answering questions falsely 
about [his] knowledge of evidence that other News of the World employees had been 
involved in phone-hacking and other wrongdoing”. We make a finding of contempt in 
relation to Colin Myler.
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5 Tom Crone

Key dates

21 July 2009  Second CMS Committee oral evidence session

10 July 2011  NOTW closes and Tom Crone loses his job (employment formally  
   terminated December 2011)

6 September 2011 CMS Committee oral evidence session.

122. Tom Crone was Legal Manager for NGN and NI. He left their employment on 13 July 
2011.132 He appeared before the CMS Committee on 11 March 2003, 5 May 2009, 21 July 
2009 and 6 September 2011. It is the last two evidence sessions that are relevant to our 
inquiry; on both occasions he gave evidence with Colin Myler.

CMS Chapter 8 conclusions

Tom Crone misled the Committee in 2009 by giving a counter-impression of the 
significance of confidentiality in the Gordon Taylor settlement (see paragraph 118) and 
sought to mislead the Committee about the commissioning of surveillance.

Para 118:

118. News International have told us that, contrary to the evidence previously supplied, 
the settlement made to Gordon Taylor was higher as a result of the confidentiality 
requirement sought by NGN. It is not necessary to quantify the amount that related 
to confidentiality. Keeping the settlement out of the public eye was absolutely central 
to the agreement. Tom Crone was involved in the negotiations and knew that NGN’s 
desire for confidentiality had increased the settlement amount. In seeking to give a 
counter-impression when questioned about this, Tom Crone misled the Committee.

No specific concluding paragraph on surveillance or particular conclusion is referred 
to in Chapter 8. Within Chapter 7 on surveillance the only reference to Tom Crone and 
surveillance is within paragraph 271:

271. We asked witnesses from News International for evidence on the issue of the 
potential surveillance of Committee members. Tom Crone provided an account of the 
surveillance carried out on Mark Lewis and his family but stated that, in relation to 
surveillance of Committee members, “I have no knowledge of that apart from what I 
have seen in media reports—which is very little”. In oral evidence he was asked whether 
he had ever ordered surveillance or commissioned private investigators to do any 
surveillance at all. He answered “no, I don’t think I did actually”. [ … ]

Tom Crone [and Colin Myler] misled the Committee by answering questions falsely 
about their knowledge of evidence that other News of the World employees had been 
involved in phone-hacking and other wrongdoing (see paragraphs 130 and 140).

Para 130:

130. In evidence, Tom Crone and Colin Myler gave repeated assurances that there was 
no evidence that any further News of the World employee, beyond Clive Goodman, had 
been involved in phone-hacking. This was not true and, as further evidence disclosed to 
us by the newspaper’s solicitors Farrer & Co now shows, they would have known this was 
untrue when they made those statements. Both Tom Crone and Colin Myler deliberately 
avoided disclosing crucial information to the Committee and, when asked to do, 
answered questions falsely.

132 Leveson Inquiry, Witness Statement of Tom Crone

http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140122145147/http:/www.levesoninquiry.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2011/12/Witness-Statement-of-Tom-Crone.pdf
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Para 140:

140. When giving evidence to the Committee, Tom Crone and Colin Myler made two 
assertions that were contradictory. They maintained that, whilst the ‘for Neville’ e-mail 
had meant that the company had had to settle the Gordon Taylor case, it had only been 
evidence that “knowledge” of Glenn Mulcaire’s phone-hacking activities had “passed 
through” the newsroom. Tom Crone’s internal briefing and Michael Silverleaf QC’s 
opinion on the Gordon Taylor case clearly demonstrate that they believed that the ‘for 
Neville’ e-mail was evidence of far more than this. In his own internal briefing, Tom 
Crone described it as being “fatal” to the case and “damning”. He also stated that it 
proved that “we actively made use of a large number of extremely private voicemails 
from Gordon Taylor’s telephone in June/July 2005 and that this was pursuant to a [ … 
] contract”. Colin Myler was sent that briefing and subsequently discussed evidence 
of wider involvement and problems in the newsroom with the newspaper’s solicitors. 
We now know that Tom Crone had also had sight of counsel’s opinion from Michael 
Silverleaf QC which referred to “a powerful case that there is (or was) a culture of 
illegal information access used at NGN in order to produce stories for publication”. If 
Colin Myler had not read the opinion himself, he was certainly briefed on its contents. 
Yet in giving evidence to the Committee both Tom Crone and Colin Myler attempted 
to downplay the significance of the ‘for Neville’ e-mail and made no mention of the 
legal opinion that they had obtained. In itself this amounts to an attempt to mislead 
the Committee about the import of a crucial piece of evidence and the failure of the 
company to act upon it.

123. In summary, the sting of the CMS Committee conclusion is found in five allegations 
against Tom Crone (three of which are the same three allegations made against Colin 
Myler), namely that he sought to mislead them because he:

a) Gave a counter-impression of the significance of confidentiality in the Gordon 
Taylor settlement;

b) Sought to mislead the Committee about the commissioning of surveillance.

c) Gave repeated assurances that there was no evidence that any further NOTW 
employee, beyond Clive Goodman, had been involved in phone hacking (and 
deliberately avoided disclosing crucial information);

d) Attempted to downplay the significance of the “For Neville” email, and portray 
it merely as evidence that Glenn Mulcaire’s activities had passed through the 
NOTW newsroom;

e) Failed to mention that they had obtained a legal opinion.

124. In his letter to us of 10 February 2015, Mr Crone stated: “I am responsible only for 
answers I gave and not for statements made by others.”133 Mr Crone continued:

I say this because there is a recognisable tendency in the Report for the 
[CMS] Committee to use phrases like “A number of senior executives from 
News International lined up to tell the Committee..” (par 120), Tom Crone 
“maintained the same line” (again, par 120), “in evidence Tom Crone and 

133 Tom Crone to CoP, 10 February 2015. At paragraph 3 under the sub-heading “General Points of Principle”. Mr 
Crone also makes this submission in his written submission dated 20 August 2012
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Colin Myler gave repeated assurances” (par 130). If the Committee wishes 
to describe my evidence or attribute views or stances to me they should 
point to specific evidence I gave. 134

We note that the witnesses were able to comment on or supplement one another’s evidence, 
and that on at least one occasion Tom Crone answered a question intended for Colin 
Myler. Nonetheless, we have borne his point in mind, and we have looked at the evidence 
that he gave.

125. We also bear in mind that at the CMS Committee evidence session on 6 September 
2011 Tom Crone had no access to his office files and other related documents. We note 
that at the time Tom Crone gave evidence in 2009 he was still in post, and had such access.

Significance of confidentiality in the Taylor settlement

Written evidence before the CMS Committee (of relevance to Tom Crone)

2010 Report

126. The CMS Committee had before it the “For Neville” email and February 2005 
Contract.

2012 Report

127. The following documents were received by the CMS Committee after the Tom Crone/
Colin Myler oral evidence session on 6 September 2011:

a) Tom Crone’s 24 May 2008 Memo: This document contains two points of 
significance as to confidentiality arguments—

i) Tom Crone had authorised Farrer & Co to make an opening offer of £150K 
plus costs. He and Farrer & Co thought it unlikely that Gordon Taylor 
would take it but “hoped it would open negotiations which would lead to 
a confidential settlement. The response from his solicitors is that he “is not 
interested in settling, it’s a matter of principle and he wants to take it to trial”.”

ii) Gordon Taylor was claiming both ordinary damages and exemplary 
(punitive) damages and Tom Crone considered it likely that he would 
succeed on both claims. He noted, “This case will be expensive”.135

b) Silverleaf Opinion:

i) “I would not imagine that NGN wishes this kind of allegation to be given any 
more publicity than is inevitable from the bringing of the claim.”

ii) Refers to it being “almost inevitable that the court will wish to mark its 
disapproval of their activities by awarding an enhanced level of damages.”

134 Tom Crone to CoP, 10 February 2015 – Point 3. Responsibility for Answers Given, under heading “General Points 
of Principle” – reference made to parts of paras 120 and 130 in 2012 Report.

135 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 240
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iii) “it is impossible to arrive with any certainty at the likely level of damages 
which will be awarded. My view is that the court might award a sum at 
any level from £25,000 to £250,000 or possibly even more, although I think 
this extremely unlikely. My best guess is that the award will be either about 
£100,000 or about £250,000 depending upon the personal reaction of the 
judge who hears the claim. [ … ] I do not think that the level of damages at 
which a judge will ultimately settle can be predicted with any certainty.”136

c) Julian Pike’s notes, which would not have been seen by Tom Crone, but some 
of their content is then found in emails to him, including notes of Julian Pike’s 
telephone calls on 3 June 2008137 and 6 June 2008 with Gordon Taylor’s solicitors: 
“Said that JCP had sent across a part 36 letter in the sum of £350,000. Said there 
might be a little bit on the table if a confidentiality deal could be agreed”138

d) Emails between Colin Myler and Tom Crone (including some to James Murdoch), 
regarding a further “nightmare scenario” of an additional claim, and forwarding 
an email from Julian Pike’s email of 6 June 2008: “Taylor had previous made 
clear that what he wanted if he were to keep the matter confidential was seven-
figures plus indemnity costs”.” 139

Tom Crone oral evidence to CMS for 2010 Report

128. Colin Myler confirmed to the CMS Committee that a payment had been made to 
settle the action by Gordon Taylor and two others.140 The Chair of the CMS Committee 
asked:

Q1333 Was the size of that payment greater in order that the proceedings 
should be kept secret?

Mr Myler: Absolutely not as far as I am aware.

Mr Crone: No.141

129. Mr Crone was then asked on what basis it was decided to keep the proceedings secret:

Q1334 Mr Crone: “Secret” is not the word I would use. This was an action 
against us for breach of confidence and privacy. We get quite a lot of those 
now since the privacy law has expanded somewhat in the last five years. 
Every single case against us for breach of privacy—unless the information 
is already out within the public domain—results in a very strict term 
of confidentiality at the end of the case. When you think about it, there 

136 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 247
137 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 242
138 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 243
139 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 271–3
140 Q1332

The claim was brought by Gordon Taylor, who was one of the Mulcaire victims to issue civil proceedings. He sued 
NGN Ltd and Mulcaire jointly for breach of confidence, misuse of private information and invasion of privacy. 
He alleged that acting in concert they accessed, listened to and recorded his voicemail messages from about 
January 2005 until May 2006.

141 Q1333

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmcumeds/903/903ii.pdf
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would be absolutely no point in anyone suing us to stop their privacy being 
revealed if they did not at the end of the case tack on an absolutely strict and 
binding confidentiality term, and that is what happened in this case.

130. At Q1335 the Chair asked “Was it at Gordon Taylor’s request?”, Mr Crone answered:

Mr Crone: Actually I think he mentioned it first.

Q1336 Chairman: He mentioned it first? (emphasis as per transcript)

Mr Crone: It was raised by him before it was raised by us, but we fell in 
with it. We always fall in with it, being privacy, because if the litigant goes 
in front of the judge the judge will order the injunction immediately-so 
certainly when we have accepted that there was a breach.

131. At Q1339 the Chair again asked: “If the position was that … Clive Goodman was 
acting entirely alone and that nobody else had knowledge, why did News International agree 
to settle with such a large sum?” Tom Crone answered by providing information as to 
the investigations undertaken and repeated that the first piece of evidence was the “For 
Neville” email and 2005 Contract. The Chair asked: “When you did become aware of these 
two documents what did you do?” The answer was, “We settled the case. We agreed to settle 
the case.”142

132. Finally, Tom Crone also put forward the argument in favour of making a large 
payment in order to save later and larger sums of costs being incurred.143

Tom Crone oral evidence to CMS for 2012 Report

133. At the 6 September 2011 evidence session Tom Watson MP asked Tom Crone a series 
of questions about the settlement:

a) “Wasn’t it the case that you said you would have to settle at a much larger sum to 
keep phone hacking secret?” Answer: No.144

b) “And to keep the pretence that Clive Goodman was a single rogue reporter.” 
Answer: Not at all.

c) “Isn’t it the case that he was well aware that you would buy the silence of Gordon 
Taylor if you settled for £425,000?” Answer: “As I said, the imperative or the 
priority at that time was to settle the case, get rid of it, contain the situation as far 
as four other potential litigants were concerned, and get on with our business.”145

d) If the other four (non-Royal victims of Glenn Mulcaire) learn of settlement—“it 
is almost inevitable that they will sue us to get the same result.”146

142 Q1341
143 Q1512: Mr Crone: What you have to understand about litigation, which I do not think you do, is that if you are in 

it then you are in it until it is over. You can stay in it and have a full trial and pay £3 million or you can get out at 
a certain stage and pay £600,000.

144 CMS 2012 Report Q808
145 Q823
146 Q973

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmcumeds/903/903ii.pdf
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e) As for who asked for confidentiality?: Tom Crone thought Gordon Taylor did, 
but “We were quite happy with it.” When he was asked whether Taylor asked for 
an unprecedented sum because he knew NGN would want confidentiality, Tom 
Crone did not answer the question, instead asking where Mr Watson got the 
figure from.147

134. Tom Crone was also asked about the terms of the Gordon Taylor settlement, in 
particular as to the reason for making an offer of £415,000 (or £425,000).148 He repeated 
that he thought that confidentiality was raised by Gordon Taylor first, and that NGN were 
“quite happy with it”. But in 2011, unlike in 2009, he went on to explain that there were 
four other potential complainants besides Gordon Taylor and that he was concerned to 
avoid further litigation:

Q796: If it all went public with Mr Taylor, we were at risk of four other 
litigants coming straight in on top of us, with enormous cost. If we have to 
pay way over the odds for Mr Taylor, especially if there is a confidentiality 
clause, which was asked for by him and agreed by us—or mutually asked 
for—that is a good course of action. If it is £415,000 or £425,000 to settle 
one case, thereby avoiding being sued by four other people who might have 
similarly high demands and huge legal costs, that is the right decision to 
take from my point of view.149

135. His evidence in 2009 was put to him. He said that he had never not accepted that 
confidentiality was part of the deal to settle with Gordon Taylor,150 but that he thought 
“there is a difference between secrecy and confidentiality. What we were keen to avoid, 
certainly from my point of view, were four other actions coming in from the other four 
victims identified at the Old Bailey.”151 It was suggested to him that he was trying to “parse 
the words ‘confidentiality’ and ‘secrecy’”, but he said:

There was no hiding this. Last time the Committee knew very well that there 
was a confidentiality clause in the agreement. They knew very well that the 
deal was—clause by clause—pay him some money, agree confidentiality 
and pay his costs. Of course it was a factor, and we have never hidden that, 
but it was not, “secrecy gets more money”.152

Tom Crone written evidence to CMS for 2012 Report

136. Tom Crone’s written evidence explains that he had forgotten the existence of his 24 
May 2008 Memo.153 He also told the CMS Committee that Gordon Taylor had demanded 
£250k before the disclosure of the “For Neville” email and February 2005 Contract, and 
as such any offer after disclosure was going to need to be higher than £250k.154 There 
was a need to pitch at a level that would lead his lawyers to advise him that he would be 
incurring substantial costs risk if he chose to fight on.

147 Q788
148 Qq785 to 796
149 Q796
150 Q797
151 Q802
152 Q1020
153 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 253
154 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 268
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Written and oral evidence to CMS provided by other witnesses

137. On 2 September 2011 Farrer & Co wrote to the CMS Committee and commented 
that:

as regards confidentiality [the firm’s] recollection was that both parties 
were interested in confidentiality provisions [ … ] An element of the sum 
paid to Mr Taylor would have reflected the agreement to keep the matter 
confidential but no precise figure was attributed to that element that we are 
aware of.155

New evidence before this Committee

Tom Crone evidence to the Leveson Inquiry

138. In oral evidence on 14 December 2011, Counsel to the inquiry put to Mr Crone that 
the strategy was to “avoid reputational damage, settle cases at an overvalue and hope that 
it all goes away” and Mr Crone agreed that this was “not far off” and that it was certainly 
the thinking that “the problem was trying to be contained”.156

20 January 2010 Record of Attendance

139. We have seen a copy of a Record of Attendance for a meeting on 20 January 2010 
between various employees of NI and NGN, and Farrer & Co. The meeting appears to 
have been held to discuss the civil claim being brought by Max Clifford and also requests 
from the CMS Committee for evidence from Rebekah Brooks for their inquiry. Tom 
Crone attended this meeting, at which it is recorded as part of the discussion that “Taylor 
was because of confidentiality.” It appears to be Julian Pike making this comment. This 
is further confirmation of the importance of confidentiality (by way of an unguarded 
comment), but not a specific conclusion or inference to draw in relation to Tom Crone.

Tom Crone responses to Committee of Privileges

140. In his submission of 20 August 2012, Tom Crone stated:

I have never heard of “seeking to give a counter-impression” being a 
recognisable concept in law or justice and, whatever it means, I cannot 
accept, in the context of an individual facing a finding of Contempt and 
punishment (i.e. damaging consequence) on an allegation of giving 
misleading evidence, it is high enough hurdle to justify this process.157

141. He noted that in his 24 May 2008 Memo he had told Colin Myler that “this case will 
be expensive” and told this Committee that “it was always anticipated that the settlement 
would be confidential because that is almost invariably the case in the settlement of privacy 
actions.” He also explained that Julian Pike conducted the negotiations, and he and Julian 
Pike only discussed global sums.158

155 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 226
156 Leveson Inquiry, Transcript 14 December 2011 AM, p.54
157 Tom Crone to CSP, 20 August 2012
158 Tom Crone to CSP, 20 August 2012
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142. In his submission of 10 February 2015, Tom Crone drew attention to paragraph 
110 of the 2012 Report, which set out a number of explanations that were given to the 
CMS Committee for the high settlement figure.159 Tom Crone commented that “All five 
explanations are correct in the sense that each of them was “in play” to a greater or lesser 
extent in the decision to settle at that figure.”160 The reasons include the desire to prevent 
further claims,161 and confidentiality.162

143. Tom Crone submitted that his answers to the questions were accurate. He asserted 
that in Q1333 he was asked about keeping “the proceedings” secret, and pointed out 
that the “commencement and service of the proceedings, the names of the parties and, I 
believe, the specific cause of action were a matter of public record in the Writs Office of 
the High Court” and that “Mr Taylor’s proceedings were publicly available for [ … ] over 
a year in 2007–2008.” As such, they could not be kept secret. He noted that he explained 
to the Chairman that “’Secret’ is not the word I would use.”163

144. He also suggested that the reasoning of our predecessor Committee (as a preliminary 
inference) “makes no sense at all”. He pointed out that he told the CMS Committee that 
in cases of breach of privacy there are very strict terms for confidentiality “in favour 
of the Claimant”, and asked: “how could I possibly be suggesting that conceding to his 
requirement for a confidentiality clause meant we paid him a greater, as opposed, more 
likely, to a lesser sum in damages?”.

CMS Committee and “the significance of confidentiality”

145. The CMS Committee’s 2012 Report concluded that the “significance of confidentiality” 
was that the settlement made to Gordon Taylor was higher:

… Keeping the settlement out of the public eye was absolutely central to 
the agreement. Tom Crone was involved in the negotiations and knew that 
NGN’s desire for confidentiality had increased the settlement amount. In 
seeking to give a counter-impression when questioned about this, Tom 
Crone misled the Committee.164

Our conclusion—the significance of confidentiality

146. Tom Crone’s answer of “No” to Q1333 in 2009 (“Was the size of the payment greater 
in order that the proceedings should be kept secret?”) was flatly contradicted by his 2011 
answers to Qq823, 973 and 976 which explained that the “imperative or the priority at the 
time was to settle the case, get rid of it, contain the situation as far as four other potential 
litigants were concerned, and get on with our business”. He chose to answer the Chair’s 
questions by reference only to Gordon Taylor’s supposed wishes, and made no reference to 
the wishes of his own client—despite being provided with opportunities to do so.

159 Lack of precedent; desire to avoid the risk of expensive litigation; context of negotiations; Part 36 protection; 
desire to prevent further claims; confidentiality. CMS 2012 Report, para 110

160 Tom Crone to CoP, 10 February 2015
161 As had been set out in the 24 May 2008 memorandum from Mr Crone to Mr Myler.
162 Michael Silverleaf QC’s Opinion noted that “to have this paraded at a public trial would, I imagine, be extremely 

damaging to NGN’s public reputation”. 
163 Tom Crone to CoP, 10 February 2015
164 CMS 2012 Report, para 118
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147. As to whether the description of his evidence as a “counter-impression” is a high 
enough hurdle for a finding of contempt, we consider that it accurately describes the 
misleading nature of the evidence given by Tom Crone in 2009 and is sufficiently clear 
for a finding of contempt. We note the CMS Committee’s comment on the importance of 
keeping the settlement out of the public eye. We also note Tom Crone’s answer to Q1336 
as to who mentioned confidentiality first, namely “It was raised by him before it was 
raised by us, but we fell in with it, we always fall in with it, being privacy”, as an answer 
which sought, in our opinion, to give an impression that confidentiality was really only of 
importance to Gordon Taylor.

148. Tom Crone has referred us to the various reasons for which any party to litigation 
might decide to offer a sum of money to settle a case. We accept that there were competing 
arguments and reasons for the settlement of Gordon Taylor’s claim. However, one of those 
reasons was to maintain confidentiality for the benefit of NGN. Tom Crone was asked 
questions which tended to the importance to both parties of ensuring a confidential 
settlement; he chose to answer only in relation to the wishes and needs of Gordon Taylor. 
He did not explain that confidentiality was also of importance to NGN. In contrast to his 
evidence in 2011, Tom Crone’s evidence in 2009 did not mention the risk to NGN of four 
other litigants bringing claims and his concern to prevent further litigation.

149. As with all of our conclusions we have considered whether the questions put were 
sufficiently clear, and whether, in the context of that part of the evidence session, Tom 
Crone was provided with an opportunity to give a full and honest answer. In particular, 
we have considered the use of the word “secret” or “secrecy”. We have concluded that 
the questions put were sufficiently clear that Tom Crone had an opportunity to provide 
a full and honest answer to the CMS Committee in 2009 on the issue of confidentiality. 
We note that in his own evidence he used a variety of different words to describe the 
non-disclosure of information. We also note that the questions made very clear that what 
the CMS Committee was seeking an answer to was the question of why the payment to 
Gordon Taylor was such a large sum of money, and whether part or all of the reason for 
that was NGN’s need for confidentiality.

150. We have concluded that it is significantly more likely than not to be true that 
Tom Crone misled the CMS Committee in 2009 by giving a counter-impression of the 
significance of confidentiality in the Gordon Taylor settlement. He was involved in the 
settlement negotiations and knew that NGN’s desire for confidentiality had increased 
the settlement amount. We make a finding of contempt in relation to this issue.
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Commissioning of surveillance

Tom Crone oral evidence to CMS for 2010 Report

151. This issue did not form part of the 2010 Report or evidence sessions.

Tom Crone oral evidence to CMS for 2012 Report

152. This conclusion relates to the surveillance of lawyers for a number of the civil 
claimants. The reason for deciding to undertake surveillance is set out in Mr Crone’s 
written evidence in the 2012 Report.165

153. Unlike for the other Chapter 8 conclusions, there is no specific paragraph in the body 
of the Report referred back to for this conclusion. Chapter 7 of the 2012 Report is on the 
topic of surveillance, but makes only passing reference to Tom Crone’s evidence and deals 
in the main with the surveillance of CMS Committee members, and in particular, Tom 
Watson MP. Linklaters have confirmed that the employees responsible for the surveillance 
of Tom Watson MP did not include Tom Crone.166

154. Tom Crone’s initial oral evidence for the 2012 Report was that he had not arranged 
for the lawyers of phone hacking victims to be monitored by private detectives, and had 
not arranged for a dossier to be kept on them and follow up on their private lives.167 In 
another phase of questioning he was asked:

Q883: Mr Watson: Did you ever order surveillance? Did you ever commission 
private investigations to do any surveillance at all?

Mr Crone: No, I don’t think I did actually.

Q884: Mr Watson: Have you ever received or commissioned reports on the 
civil case lawyers that involved private investigators?

Mr Crone: Let me just think about that last question. I may have in 
litigation—certainly not in the last few years, but a long time ago maybe—I 
might well have used, I probably did in fact use private investigators on 
various things like tracing, maybe a bit of surveillance and something else, 
I cannot remember. It is not unusual for lawyers to use private investigators.

155. However, later in the evidence session Mr Crone provided the following answers:

Q1029 Mr Watson: Did you see dossiers on the private lives of claimant 
lawyers?

Tom Crone: I saw one thing in relation to two of the lawyers, except I do not 
know whether it was a dossier. It involves their private lives.

165 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 268
166 Linklaters to CoP, 18 April 2016: – “19.1 …only one member of the CMSSC, Mr Tom Watson MP, was the subject 

of investigation by employees of NGN. 19.2 The NGN employees who were involved were Mr James Mellor, Mr 
Mazher Mahmood and Mr Edmondson. The inquiries were undertaken by Mr Derek Webb and not by any NGN 
employee themselves. The matter which was investigated was not relevant to Mr Watson’s role on the CMSSC or 
duties as an MP. The investigation was undertaken in September 2009.”

167 Qq854–855

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmcumeds/903/903ii.pdf
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Q1030 Mr Watson: Did you feel the need not to answer that question when 
I had a round of questions with you earlier?

Tom Crone: Didn’t you ask whether I had ordered surveillance, or something 
like that—whether I had ordered a private investigator?

Q1031 Mr Watson: You gave me a lawyer’s answer, and now you have given 
me an accurate answer. Do you know the origin of those dossiers?

Tom Crone: Freelance journalists, I think.

Q1032 Mr Watson: Employed by News International?

Tom Crone: Freelance journalists employed by News International, yes.

Tom Crone written evidence to CMS for 2012 Report

156. James Murdoch said in evidence that Tom Crone and another NOTW employee did 
place the claimants’ lawyers under surveillance.168 Tom Crone was invited to comment in 
writing on James Murdoch’s evidence.169 In his written reply, Tom Crone said that he “did 
not “commission private investigators to carry out surveillance”.” He did accept, however, 
that he had raised the case with the head of the NOTW newsdesk “with a view to seeing 
whether it was practicable or possible for him to assign one of his journalists to ascertaining 
the nature of the relationship”. He sought to distinguish between asking the newspaper’s 
news desk for help in gathering facts and commissioning private detectives.170 He did not 
accept that he gave incorrect answers to Tom Watson MP.

New evidence before this Committee

Tom Crone evidence to the Leveson Inquiry

157. Tom Crone addressed the issue of surveillance in both of his witness statements 
to the Inquiry. As with the CMS Committee evidence session, the same pattern of not 
linking the first open question on surveillance to the Claimant’s lawyers, but nonetheless 
providing the answer when asked again later, can be seen across his two witness statements. 
In oral evidence on 13 December 2011 he was asked if he was drawing a fine distinction 
between private investigators in the strict sense of the term and a freelance journalist, but 
he answered that he did not recognise it as a fine distinction. He explained that he had not 
thought he was being asked about the two lawyers in the questions put to him for his first 
witness statement.171

158. In oral evidence on 14 December 2011, he said that he knew Mr Webb’s duties 
included surveillance172 and accepted that Mr Webb’s investigation into the two claimant 
lawyers was not journalism but was something for the legal department, and was discreet 
surveillance.173 In his report Lord Justice Leveson concluded:

168 CMS 2012 Report, Q1652
169 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 270
170 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 268–269
171 Leveson Inquiry, Transcript 13 December 2011 PM, p.52
172 Leveson Inquiry, Transcript 14 December 2011 AM, p.58
173 Leveson Inquiry, Transcript 14 December 2011 AM, pp.63–64
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4.34 Mr Crone continued to maintain, despite being the only witness 
before the Inquiry to believe it, that Mr Webb was employed as a freelance 
journalist, though he did accept that in undertaking the specific task of 
surveillance of Mr Lewis and Ms Harris he was “doing something for the 
legal department.” [ … ] Despite his efforts to persuade the Inquiry to the 
contrary, in my judgment he well knew that Mr Webb was not carrying out 
proper journalistic functions.174

Tom Crone responses to Committee of Privileges

159. Mr Crone stated in his 20 August 2012 submission that “The basis for this charge and 
the reasoning behind it in the report are non-existent. The finding is tacked onto … and is 
the only one of the Committee “conclusions” which does not contain a cross-reference to the 
paragraphs of reasoning.” He noted the very limited reference to his behaviour in Chapter 
7.175

160. He asked us to watch the video of Mr Watson’s question Q883,176 and submitted that 
rather than two questions (“there is not a ‘first part’ and ‘second part’”) that Mr Watson 
“seems to rephrase the question which I then answer. My instant answer is not correct but I 
immediately correct it in the following answer.”

161. As to the Leveson Inquiry, in his 10 February 2015 submission he explained:

In relation to Lord Justice Leveson’s conclusion that I “knew that Mr Webb 
was not carrying out proper journalistic functions”, I agree entirely. I have 
never said to him or to the CMS Committee that Mr Webb was carrying 
out “proper journalistic functions”. I have consistently said to everyone who 
has asked me that he was asked to ascertain the nature of the relationship 
between the two solicitors for the purposes of litigation in which we were 
a party. It was not a journalistic purpose but was a function which many 
journalists can perform. Please remember that I sought assistance in this 
matter from the news desk not from a firm of investigators. I asked that a 
journalist be assigned to the task and the News Editor said he would put 
Derek Webb onto it. I had previously been told that he carried an NUJ press 
card (something I understand which is not issued without checks) and as far 
as I was concerned he worked for the newspaper as a freelance journalist. 
The suggestion was made at the Leveson Inquiry that discreet surveillance 
cannot be a journalistic function. I wholly reject this. A vast number of 
media stories have been produced by journalists (or others) watching and 
following the possible subjects of stories.177

174 The Leveson Inquiry Report, Para 4.34, Part F
175 Tom Crone to CSP, 20 August 2012
176 Q883 Mr Watson: Did you ever order surveillance? Did you ever commission private investigations to do any 

surveillance at all?

 Tom Crone: No, I don’t think I did actually.

 Video of evidence session: at c. 2 hours http://www.parliamentlive.tv/Main/Player.aspx?meetingId=8956
177 Tom Crone to CoP, 10 February 2015
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Our conclusion—commissioning of surveillance

162. In coming to our conclusion we have taken account of the fact that Tom Crone did 
eventually provide the evidence to the CMS Committee later in the same oral evidence 
session, and later again by way of written evidence. We are very reluctant to apply a finding 
of contempt where a witness to a committee has ultimately provided truthful evidence. 
We have also taken into account Tom Crone’s criticism that the basis for this allegation 
and the reasoning behind it are unclear within Chapter 8 and notably within Chapter 
7 on the topic of surveillance. We note his criticism that the first question put to him 
on surveillance was in two parts, making it difficult to answer. We consider that these 
criticisms bear some weight.

163. We note, but draw no conclusion, that had a second opportunity to answer the 
question about surveillance not been provided to him, his first answers were inaccurate, 
and placed him at risk of a finding that he had sought to mislead the CMS Committee.

164. We have concluded that, applying the standard of proof, there is insufficient 
evidence to find that Tom Crone sought to mislead the CMS Committee about the 
commissioning of surveillance. The allegation is not proved. As such, we do not find 
him in contempt on this issue.

The involvement of others in phone hacking

165. This allegation was made by the CMS Committee in relation to the evidence of 
Colin Myler and Tom Crone. As such, the written evidence and documents before the 
Committee as set out in this Report in relation to Colin Myler apply equally to Tom Crone 
(see preceding chapter). As Tom Crone was Legal Manager at the time of Clive Goodman 
and Glenn Mulcaire’s arrest and sentencing (phase one), we set out below evidence in 
addition to that set out above in relation to Colin Myler, which relates to Tom Crone’s 
knowledge. As with Colin Myler, so with Tom Crone, we have focussed on the evidence he 
gave, and drawn our conclusions from that evidence, and not the evidence of Colin Myler.

Evidence before CMS of relevance to Tom Crone

2010 Report

166. In addition to the “For Neville” email and February 2005 Contract also in front of the 
CMS Committee was the prosecution submissions on sentence, pleas in mitigation and 
sentencing remarks of Mr Justice Gross from the sentencing hearing of Clive Goodman 
and Glenn Mulcaire178 which Tom Crone attended on 26 January 2007. It appears that 
all Counsel and the Judge accepted without argument on the point that any information 
retrieved by Mulcaire on the non-Royal household Counts was to be passed to NOTW. 
In particular, the prosecution confirmed that counts 16–20 related to Glenn Mulcaire 
alone, and that the purpose was to pass information on to NOTW.179 Counsel for Clive 
Goodman told the Court:

Whatever else may be the position between Mr Mulcaire and others in 
respect of any other activity, that account is specifically to deal, as I say, with 

178 Put to or discussed by Tom Crone – Q1399 and Q1442.
179 Transcript sentencing hearing 26 January 2007 pp.41–42
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Count 1 of Mr Goodman. So it is important to recognise his involvement. 
Whoever else may be involved at the News of the World, his involvement is 
so limited.

MR JUSTICE GROSS: Yes. As far as I am concerned, Mr Goodman has 
nothing to do with Counts 16 to 20. 180

In his sentencing remarks Mr Justice Gross told Glenn Mulcaire: “As to 
Counts 16 to 20, you had not dealt with Goodman but with others at News 
International.”181

2012 Report

167. As stated in relation to Colin Myler, many of the documents received by the CMS 
Committee for their 2012 Report were received after the evidence session with Colin 
Myler and Tom Crone had taken place. Of those documents, of particular interest is Tom 
Crone’s 24 May 2008 Memo which, as set out above, explained that the “For Neville” email 
and 2005 Contract having been received, the result was that NGN could not defend the 
Gordon Taylor claim. The documents are “fatal” to their case and “The damning email is 
genuine and proves we actively made use of a large number of extremely private voicemails 
from Taylor’s telephone in June/July 2005 and that this was pursuant to a February 2005 
contract, ie a five to six month operation.”182

168. As set out above in relation to Colin Myler, the Silverleaf Opinion of 3 June 2008 
had set out Counsel’s view that at least three NGN journalists appeared to have been 
“intimately involved in Mr Mulcaire’s illegal researching into Mr Taylor’s affairs.” And 
that “There is overwhelming evidence of the involvement of a number of senior NGN 
journalists in the illegal enquiries into [REDACTED]. [ … ] there is a powerful case that 
there is (or was) a culture of illegal information access used at NGN in order to produce 
stories for publication.”183

169. In relation to emails between Julian Pike and Tom Crone, an email of 6 June 2008 
from Julian Pike had reported:

Just confirm my without prejudice conversation with Mark Lewis, Taylor’s 
lawyer:

[ … ]—He wants to demonstrate that what happened to him is/was rife 
throughout the organisation. He wants to correct the paper telling 
Parliamentary enquiries that this was not happening when it was [NGN’s 
line having been there was a rogue trader in CG].184

Tom Crone oral evidence to CMS for 2010 Report

170. Tom Crone provided a number of answers as to whether there was any evidence of 
other NOTW employees involved in phone hacking:

180 Transcript sentencing hearing 26 January 2007 p.79
181 Transcript sentencing hearing 26 January 2007 p.179
182 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 247
183 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 240
184 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 272
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Q1339 Chairman: If the position was that, as you have previously said, Clive 
Goodman was acting entirely alone and that nobody else had knowledge, 
why did News International agree to settle with such a large sum?

Mr Crone: In the aftermath of Clive Goodman and Mulcaire’s arrest and 
subsequent conviction various internal investigations were conducted by 
us. This was against the background of a nine month massively intense 
police investigation prior to arrest and then a continuing investigation in 
the five months up until conviction. The police raided Mulcaire’s premises; 
they raided Goodman’s premises; and they raided the News of the World 
offices. They seized every available document; they searched all the 
computers, the files, the emails et cetera. Subsequent to the arrests they 
came to us, the News Group Newspapers Ltd, and made various requests 
to us to produce documents which they felt may be relevant. At no stage 
during their investigation or our investigation did any evidence arise that 
the problem of accessing by our reporters, or complicity of accessing by our 
reporters, went beyond the Goodman/Mulcaire situation. The first piece 
of evidence we saw of that, in terms of the management investigating, was 
in April 2008 when Mr Taylor’s lawyers produced two documents: the first 
was a February 2005 holding contract and the second was the email that 
was discussed here last week.

And:

Q1342 Chairman: Besides settling the case, what did you do about the fact 
that there appeared to be two documents which suggested that others beside 
Clive Goodman were involved?

Mr Crone: I tasked myself, with Mr Myler’s knowledge, with finding 
out what exactly had happened; what was known; who knew what other 
documents there might be. My first task on that mission was to contact 
our IT department and to ask them to conduct a search of the creator of 
the email files, the junior reporter; and I wanted to find out who else had 
been sent that email either internally or externally by him. They came back 
and told me that there was no trace of it having gone anywhere else. I then 
questioned the junior reporter. He had very little recollection of it, but he 
did know that about this time he had only just become a reporter; prior 
to that actually I think he had been a messenger and he was being trained 
up off the floor. In the early weeks and months of him being trained up 
as a reporter what he did more than anything else was transcribe tapes of 
journalists’ interviews—whatever tapes were relevant to the News of the 
World. He does not particularly remember this job in any detail; he does not 
remember who asked him to do it; and he does not remember any follow-up 
from it. He saw the email and he accepts that he sent the transcript where 
the email says he sent it.

And:

Q1346 Chairman: Neville Thurlbeck was sent off to ask about a story which 
came from a transcript which none of them were aware of?



56 First Report of Session 2016–17

Mr Crone: I do not know whether the story entirely came from the 
transcript; but certainly part of it must have come from the transcript, yes.

And:

Q1355 Chairman: Was Mr Mulcaire, do you think, working for somebody 
else when he was doing this?

Mr Crone: I think he was working for other people, yes.

Q1356 Chairman: The fact that he was being paid £100,000 by the News of 
the World, that sounds like a full-time job?

Mr Crone: It may be, but I believe he was working for other people.

And:

Q1367 Paul Farrelly: You are basically taking people’s word on trust?

Mr Crone: I can only work on the evidence. I can only work at and pass on 
the evidence. I cannot speculate; I cannot guess. These are serious matters 
and I am not going to speculate or guess in front of this Committee. I can 
tell you what I asked and the information I was given and the evidence I 
have seen.

And:

Q1398 Paul Farrelly: The question: was anyone else involved with Mulcaire? 
The answer was: no. Nothing else was found?

Mr Crone: No evidence was found.

Q1399 Paul Farrelly: Mr Myler, in evidence to the PCC you said in February 
2007, and tell me whether the PCC’s quote is accurate in their report, “This 
was an exceptionally unhappy event in the 163 year history of News of the 
World involving one journalist”. They quote you as saying that Goodman 
was a “rogue exception”. That is accurate, is it? But in the court case in 
January the judge has said, “As to counts 16–20”, which were the counts 
involving Max Clifford, Simon Hughes, Elle Macpherson, Sky Andrew 
and Gordon Taylor, who are not Royals, to Mulcaire, “you had not dealt 
with Goodman but with others at News International”. On the basis of that 
import, how could you say that this was one rogue exception involving one 
journalist?

Mr Crone: I was in court actually and I remember him saying that and 
my immediate reaction—obviously nothing I could voice—was “Why is 
he saying that?”, because the prosecution did not open it, saying there was 
such a connection.

Q1400 Paul Farrelly: So the judge’s summary is wrong?

Mr Crone: I cannot remember hearing anything in court from the 
prosecution to justify that.
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171. In relation to the “For Neville” email, Tom Crone told the CMS Committee that 
he contacted the IT department to check who else had been sent the email internally or 
externally, and that the response was that there was no trace of the email having gone 
anywhere else. He questioned the junior reporter who had very little recollection of the 
email, including not remembering who asked him to do this task. Tom Crone told the 
CMS Committee that he also asked Neville Thurlbeck about the email, but he denied 
seeing it or having any knowledge of it. He had checked with the relevant person on the 
London news desk, who also said that he had no knowledge of the email and had not seen 
it.185

172. In relation to not disclosing the legal opinion, there are references to outside 
legal advice being provided that they should settle,186 but no references to the part of 
the Silverleaf Opinion which deals with Counsel’s treatment of the evidence i.e. as per 
Michael Silverleaf QC that, “there is a powerful case that there is (or was) a culture of 
illegal information access used at NGN in order to produce stories for publication.”.

Tom Crone oral evidence to CMS for 2012 Report

173. For the 2012 Report, Tom Crone confirmed that he knew when meeting with James 
Murdoch in June 2008 that Clive Goodman was not a rogue reporter, because he had seen 
the “for Neville” e-mail.187 His 2009 evidence was put to him

Q835 Chair: I have reviewed what you have told us, but there is no question 
in my mind but that the evidence from you and the other witnesses from 
News of the World in 2009 suggested to us that there was no real evidence 
to suggest anybody other than Clive Goodman was involved. That was what 
we heard repeatedly.

Tom Crone: But there is the clearest possible answer I gave you very early on 
in the proceedings that until the “for Neville” e-mail there was no evidence 
that went beyond Goodman. Clearly, when the “for Neville” e-mail came 
through, that evidence existed. You asked me what I did as a result, and I 
said we settled the case.

Q836 Chair: Yes, but you also said that you could find no record of it being 
forwarded to anybody. You said that the reporter did not remember it, and 
you said that Neville Thurlbeck did not remember it.

Tom Crone: That is true.

Q837 Chair: The impression you sought to give to us was that actually, 
this did not really amount to very much, since nobody seemed to have any 
memory of it.

Tom Crone: On the record, publicly, I challenge anyone to read the 
transcript, because I do not agree that that is the case.

Chair: The transcript remains on the record.

185 Q1343–1344
186 See for example Q1501
187 Q809
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174. His evidence as to the importance of the “For Neville” email was questioned:

Q988 Louise Mensch: [ … ] Have we moved on from one rogue reporter to 
two rogue reporters, Neville Thurlbeck and Clive Goodman, or did you in 
this meeting suggest to Mr James Murdoch that evidence had been brought 
to your attention that hacking was widespread throughout the News of the 
World?

Tom Crone: No.

Louise Mensch: Or, might you be able to say that there were just two rogue 
reporters?

Tom Crone: What the document showed and what I relayed in the meeting 
was that it—a transcript of Gordon Taylor voicemails—had passed through 
our office, actually back by e-mail, to Glenn Mulcaire. Clive Goodman had 
not been charged with that.

Louise Mensch: I’m not interested in Clive Goodman. Let me try to be more 
specific.

Tom Crone: I know what your question was. That is what I explained and 
that is what was relayed to Mr Murdoch, the difference that this document 
made was that it implicated the News of the World in Gordon Taylor without 
any doubt at all, because it had passed through our office.

Q989 Louise Mensch: [ … ] It proved that the paper as a corporate body had 
knowledge, but did it prove that there were many reporters at the News of 
the World involved?

Tom Crone: No. It had proved that it had gone through the computer system 
of a junior reporter.

Louise Mensch: Okay. That doesn’t sound—

Tom Crone: The obvious inference that can be drawn from that is that 
others—an other, or others—knew of it, because the junior reporter clearly 
wasn’t doing this off his own bat because he was just told to transcribe it.

175. Tom Crone considered that he had been clear as to the evidence he had given regarding 
the importance of the “For Neville” email:

Tom Crone: We made it absolutely clear to this Committee how important 
that e-mail was on the last occasion. Mr Myler said that there were three 
things that needed to be discussed. The third item he identified was the 
e-mail. [ … ] He said that leaves only one issue to be dealt with here today 
and that is the documents that had arisen—and one of them was the “for 
Neville” e-mail. He said that is the reason we are here, to answer questions 
about that. So we did not—we did not—underestimate or mislead you in 
any way whatsoever about the importance of that e-mail.
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Q740 Chair: Okay. So do you regard the mere existence of the e-mail as 
evidence that phone hacking was taking place beyond Clive Goodman?

Tom Crone: I said that to the Committee on the last occasion. It was 
evidence clearly. That was the first piece of evidence that we had seen that it 
went beyond Clive Goodman.

176. He considered that his answers to a number of questions made “the import” of the 
“For Neville” email abundantly clear.188

177. In relation to the Silverleaf Opinion, Tom Crone referred to Counsel’s advice to settle 
the claim during the 2011 evidence session and the potential level of damages.189

Tom Crone written evidence to CMS for 2012 Report

178. Mr Crone did not provide written evidence for the 2010 Report, but did for the 2012 
Report. He makes specific reference to Q 1398 in the 2009 evidence session in which he 
was asked:

Q1398 Paul Farrelly: The question: was anyone else involved with Mulcaire? 
The answer was: no. Nothing else was found?

Mr Crone: No evidence was found.

179. Mr Crone stated that this was the truth “as I then knew it.” “Then” being (as per 
Q1397), after 29 November 2006 when Mulcaire and Goodman pleaded guilty. 190 This is 
consistent with his evidence to the Leveson Inquiry that it was at the sentencing hearing 
two months later in January 2007 that he thought that others were likely to be involved.

180. Tom Crone considered that he was clear in what he told the CMS Committee in 2009 
about the significance of the “For Neville” email and the fact that it was evidence of others 
at NOTW apart from Clive Goodman being involved or complicit in phone hacking.191

New evidence before this Committee

Colin Myler Witness Statement dated 21 December 2011

181. Colin Myler provided a statement to the Metropolitan Police in which he told them 
that on 11 July 2009 Neville Thurlbeck had confessed to him and Tom Crone that he had 
hacked into David Blunkett’s phone in 2004. Colin Myler and Tom Crone reported this 
to Rebekah Brooks (who had been announced as the new Chief Executive, to take over 
in September 2009, but who was already acting as Chief Executive during the transition 
period). The 11 July 2009 conversation took place ten days before Colin Myler and Tom 
Crone gave evidence to the CMS Committee.

188 Tom Crone to CSP, 20 August 2012: Qq735–740, Q809, Qq897–898, Q901, Q937 and Q979
189 Qq819–820, 933–936
190 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 199
191 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 200

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmcumeds/903/903ii.pdf
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmcumeds/903/903ii.pdf
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CPS disclosure

182. Disclosure that we sought from the CPS included a number of emails containing Tom 
Crone’s notes of Rebekah Brooks’ meeting with the MPS in 2006 in relation to the hacking 
of her phone (also his handwritten version). The notes include the following points:

a) That the only payment records the police found were from News International;

b) The police were not widening the case to include other NOTW people, but would 
do so if they got direct evidence;

c) The police had no recordings of NOTW people speaking to Glenn Mulcaire or 
accessing voicemails, but they do have Glenn Mulcaire’s phone records which 
show sequences of contacts with NOTW before and after accesses.

183. There were also emails from November 2006 in which Tom Crone reported that 
Clive Goodman was making clear that he was “not the guiding light at the NOW behind 
everything GM did over the years”.

184. Also within the CPS disclosure were copies of the annual contract for Nine 
Consultancy (Glenn Mulcaire’s company) and NOTW for lawful research work which 
included an exclusivity clause.

December 2006 Memo

185. In December 2006 Tom Crone drafted a Memorandum setting out the position at 
that point in relation to the then forthcoming sentencing hearing for Goodman and 
Mulcaire and potential civil claims arising from that case. In the Memorandum he was 
“trying to predict fall-out …I.e. P.R., possible further police activity and possible further 
legal proceedings”. He made the following points:

a) It is likely that the police will say that the non-Royal charges are “samples of a 
much larger group of people whose voicemails he accessed; that the evidence 
suggests only one paymaster, the News of the World, and that he has been 
exclusively contracted to the NoW for a number of years”;

b) Clive Goodman has told his lawyers that his commissioning of Mulcaire was 
with the knowledge and authorisation of the Editor. Tom Crone is certain this 
is a false allegation. There is a real risk of this allegation coming out. Clive 
Goodman has said he will not volunteer it, but if asked direct questions he says 
he will have to answer;

c) Glenn Mulcaire’s lawyers have been in contact about a settlement. “What 
Mulcaire might say (through counsel) in court is clearly linked to the outcome 
of his “employment” discussions. It is quite likely in any event that he will say all 
of the activities with which he is charged were conducted for the NoW. Whether 
he says a lot more (e.g. names) or a lot less may depend on any talks that may 
take place.”;

d) Correspondence has been received from Gordon Taylor’s lawyers. There is not 
“much evidence for what they are claiming other than Mulcaire’s contracts with 
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us.” They are aware of the February 2005 contract. “Where this threatened civil 
claim is going I cannot accurately predict, but I suspect in the short term it won’t 
go away.”

Tom Crone evidence to the Leveson Inquiry

186. In his second witness statement, Tom Crone stated:

I cannot remember when and by whom the “rogue reporter” explanation 
was first put out but I was of the view that it was erroneous from the 
outset. Having attended throughout the Goodman/Mulcaire sentencing 
hearing, I formed a strong impression that what was said about “others at 
News International” commissioning Mulcaire’s accessing in relation to the 
non-Royal victims was based upon more than circumstantial evidence. In 
addition to that, I had previously learned something during the course of 
giving legal advice which led me to believe that this explanation could not 
be right.192

187. In oral evidence he told the Leveson Inquiry that he had advised NI or its employees 
on issues of phone hacking on one occasion before the arrest of Clive Goodman, namely 
in 2004 and that the advice was in relation to the Regulation and Investigatory Powers Act 
2000.193 He accepted that there was a “party line” being put out that there was “one rogue 
reporter”, and said that he “thought it would probably come back to bite the people who 
were saying it, which was the company”. Later in oral evidence he explained:

There was a—I had a concern to some extent about that, but I think there 
was a line taken that in the absence of clear, admissible evidence, and in 
the absence of the police asking any questions of any person on the News 
of the World other than Clive Goodman, or suggesting that arrests should 
be—other arrests should be made, after what was an obviously very, very 
thorough investigation, I think the line was taken that this was the worst 
thing that had happened in the newspaper’s history, probably, almost 
certainly, and the company’s primary thought was to draw a line under 
it, especially since, clearly, the police didn’t look as if they were taking it 
further in any other direction.194

Tom Crone responses to the Committee of Privileges

188. In his letter of 20 August 2012, Tom Crone made the following points:

a) That he was not given a chance by the CMS Committee to respond to specific 
criticisms of his evidence, and “At no stage were the Thurlbeck/Pike evidence or 
the specific matters in the Silverleaf Opinion put to me by the CMS Committee nor 
was I given a chance to explain or reply on them.”

b) In relation to the “For Neville” email he stated that the CMS Committee failed 
in their 2010 and 2012 Reports to refer to his evidence at Q1339 and Q1346 given 
at the outset of the 2009 oral evidence session, in which he said he accepted that 

192 Tom Crone Second Witness Statement, Leveson Inquiry
193 Leveson Inquiry, Transcript 13 December 2011 PM, p. 36
194 Leveson Inquiry, Transcript 13 December 2011 PM, p.100

http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140122145147/http:/www.levesoninquiry.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2011/12/Second-Witness-Statement-of-Tom-Crone.pdf
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140122145147/http:/www.levesoninquiry.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2011/12/Transcript-of-Afternoon-Hearing-13-December-20111.pdf
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140122145147/http:/www.levesoninquiry.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2011/12/Transcript-of-Afternoon-Hearing-13-December-20111.pdf
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the email was evidence of wider NOTW involvement in phone-hacking. There is 
one reference to Q1339 in the 2012 Report but not in relation to any admission, 
and there is no reference to Q1346 in either Report. Tom Crone’s position is that 
his answer to Q1339 makes precisely the assertion for which he is criticised—“The 
problem of accessing by our reporters, or complicity in accessing, went beyond the 
Goodman/Mulcaire situation.” Further, that in answering Q1346 and accepting 
that the source of the proposed Gordon Taylor story “certainly part of it must 
have come from the transcript” he was clearly pointing out that others were 
involved, because Clive Goodman was not involved in the Gordon Taylor story.

c) On the single rogue reporter point he also suggested that the choice by the CMS 
Committee to quote only part of his answer at Q1339 removes sentences from 
his answer in which he did not support the one rogue reporter stance. He refuted 
the allegation that he gave repeated assurances that there was no one beyond 
Clive Goodman. He states that whilst:

“The company may have still maintained that line in 2009, …. I was not. 
I accepted at the very outset before the Committee in 2009 that the “for 
Neville” email, when it arrived in April 2008, was evidence that “the problem 
of accessing by our reporters, or complicity in accessing, went beyond the 
Goodman/Mulcaire situation”. My answer to Q1339 makes exactly that 
assertion and my answer to Q1346, referring to the source of the proposed 
Gordon Taylor story accepts that “certainly part of it must have come from 
the transcript”.195

189. In support of his evidence as to the “For Neville” email, he noted that, as Gordon 
Taylor was the head of the Professional Footballers Association his voicemails during the 
period January 2005 to May 2006 would have involved literally thousands of potential 
stories which could have had media value: “We had no idea until April 2008 that the 
document they were referring to was connected to the proposed News of the World story 
in July 2005”.

190. The CMS Committee had suggested that the 24 May 2008 memorandum which 
states that the “For Neville” email “proves that we actively made use of a large number 
of extremely private voicemails from Taylor’s telephone” was “in direct contradiction to 
statements made to the Committee a year later.” Tom Crone told us196 “What should be 
clear from the evidence I gave is:

a) That the ‘For Neville’ email was evidence that involvement in illegal phone-
hacking among News of the World reporters went beyond Clive Goodman 
(Q1339);

b) That Ross Hall accepted that he had transcribed and emailed the Gordon Taylor 
voicemails to Glenn Mulcaire (Q1342), and

c) That the transcript was used as a source for the proposed story about Gordon 
Taylor (Q1346).

195 Tom Crone to CSP, 20 August 2012
196 By his letter of 20 August 2012, and as reiterated in his response of July 2016 to the draft paragraphs of criticism.
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d) That the transcript contained a large number of extremely private voicemails. [ 
… ]

e) Taken together the above evidence clearly accepts that the News of the World 
“actively made use of a large number of extremely private emails [sic] from Gordon 
Taylor’s telephone.” Far from being “directly contradictory” my evidence was 
wholly consistent with the statement in the 24 May 2007 [sic] memorandum.”

191. Tom Crone criticised the CMS Committee’s:

failure to recognise or allow that the subject may be under a legal or 
professional duty not to reveal information. For example, the contents of the 
June 2008 Silverleaf Opinion, the details of the Gordon Taylor settlement 
and the legal advice and discussions prior to that settlement were subject 
to legal professional privilege until 2011. The Report, [ … ] makes findings 
that I attempted to mislead by not revealing matters which, in fact, I was 
under a legal obligation not to reveal.197

192. We note that the CMS Committee did not press for full disclosure, as can be seen 
from paragraph 277 of the 2012 Report in which the Committee complains that NI 
will not waive legal professional privilege in relation to Burton Copeland’s advice and 
investigation.198

193. Also in relation to the Silverleaf Opinion, Tom Crone stated that he was not asked 
about the contents of the Opinion: “We did not hide it—we simply were not asked about it”.199 
This is correct. Once the Silverleaf Opinion had been received by the CMS Committee 
they wrote to both Colin Myler and Tom Crone, but the questions put to them were about 
who had seen the Opinion, and not its contents.200 In his response to the draft paragraphs 
of criticism, Tom Crone referred us to his letter to our predecessors of 20 August 2012, as 
to the status of the Silverleaf opinion.201

194. In answer to other preliminary inferences in 2015, Tom Crone answered:

The Leveson Committee evidence to which you refer does not show that my 
“knowledge of illegal activity at the News of the World was considerably 
greater, and extended over a longer period, than …. indicated to the 
Committee”. Each of the answers you rely upon refers to my thoughts 
on matters which were public and widely reported, i.e. the Goodman/
Mulcaire sentencing hearing and the “rogue reporter explanation”. In 
relation to the former I describe “my strong impression”, my “thinking” 
that certain matters “were likely to be based on real evidence rather than 
conjecture”. In relation to the latter I describe being “of the view” and you 
refer to me describing “a view I had in my mind”. With respect “views” and 
“impressions” do not amount to “knowledge” in relation to factual matters. 
I believe I made it clear at the Leveson Inquiry that I was not sure about any 
of these things and was simply forming opinions, albeit fairly strong ones.

197 Tom Crone to CSP, 20 August 2012
198 “We call on the company to waive legal privilege, so that the Burton Copeland advice and investigations can be 

published and submitted to the Leveson inquiry” CMS 2012 Report, para 277
199 Tom Crone to CSP, 20 August 2012
200 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 256 and 270.
201 Tom Crone to CSP, 20 August 2012, paragraph 11.
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[ … ]

Neither my 15 September 2006 email to Mr Coulson referring to what I was 
told by Ms Brookes nor my 25 November 2006 email advance this matter. 
The former sets out what she said the police had which seemed to amount 
to inconclusive circumstantial evidence at best. The latter is conjectural—as 
far as I knew (as opposed to “impression”) at the time, i.e. November 2006, 
the other five Mulcaire victims were indeed “nothing to do with us”.

[ … ]

On page 9 you refer to what Mr Thurlbeck told Mr Myler and me at a meeting 
on 11 July 2009 and in relation to Q1339 from the Chairman you suggest I 
misled the Committee because I “did not take the opportunity to correct 
the Chairman’s comment.” With respect, I did correct the Chairman’s 
comment. My answer to Q1339, as I have set out in my 2012 submissions 
and in this submission clearly accepted that at the time we “settled for such 
a large sum” we had seen evidence that Clive Goodman was not “acting 
entirely alone” and that “the problem of accessing by our reporters ….went 
beyond the Goodman/Mulcaire situation.” I did correct the Chairman’s 
comment. I did not evade the questions.202

195. In his email of 13 March 2015, Tom Crone stated that he had nothing to add save to 
reiterate that he did not accept the criticisms. In his response to our further questions in 
2016, he explained that the December 2006 Memo was created in circumstances attracting 
legal professional privilege, and as such he was prevented from discussing it.203

Our conclusion—involvement of others

196. In coming to our conclusion, we considered what knowledge Tom Crone had on 21 
July 2009 of evidence that other NOTW employees had been involved in phone-hacking 
(and other wrongdoing). We know that he had:

a) Sent and received various emails in the autumn of 2006 in relation to the 
prosecution of Clive Goodman and seen some of the papers and sat in some 
legal conferences with Clive Goodman’s legal team in autumn 2006;

b) Drafted his December 2006 Memo (on the then forthcoming Clive Goodman 
and Glenn Mulcaire sentencing hearing in January 2007);

c) Attended the sentencing hearing on 26 January 2007;

d) Drafted his 24 May 2008 Memorandum (on the Gordon Taylor settlement);

e) Read and advised upon the contents of the Silverleaf Opinion of 3 June 2008;

f) Discussed the settlement of the Taylor case (at various times) with Colin Myler, 
Julian Pike and James Murdoch in May and June 2008;

202 Tom Crone to CoP, 10 February 2015
203 Tom Crone to CoP, 13 March 2015 and 12 April 2016
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g) On 21 July 2009, ten days before the CMS Committee oral evidence session, 
been told by Neville Thurlbeck of his hacking of David Blunkett’s phone in 2004;

h) Advised on RIPA 2000 in 2004;

i) We also know from his evidence to the Leveson Inquiry that did not believe the 
one rogue reporter line.

197. The evidence that ten days before the CMS Committee oral evidence session he knew 
that Neville Thurlbeck had hacked into David Blunkett’s phone in 2004 is damning. It 
substantially discredits his other evidence. Tom Crone knew that at least one other was 
involved in phone hacking.

198. We have given particular consideration to Q1339, Q1342 and Q1346 which Tom Crone 
relies upon within his submissions to us and to the CMS Committee.204 His argument is 
that his answers to these questions made clear that he was not asserting the “one rogue 
reporter” line, and in particular, that his acceptance that part of the Gordon Taylor story 
must have come from the transcript was a clear acceptance that there was evidence of 
wider NOTW involvement in phone-hacking beyond Clive Goodman. We consider that 
the answers to Q1339, Q1342 and Q1346 should be read in the context of the other answers 
provided by Tom Crone. At Q1339 Tom Crone stated:

[ … ] At no stage during [the police] investigation or our investigation 
did any evidence arise that the problem of accessing by our reporters or 
complicity of accessing by our reporters, went beyond the Goodman/
Mulcaire situation. The first piece of evidence we saw of that [ … ] was in 
April 2008 when Mr Taylor’s lawyers produced two documents

199. Tom Crone then referred to the “For Neville” email and February 2005 Contract. On 
its face this answer would appear to provide a full and truthful answer. The difficulty for 
Tom Crone is that over the next eight questions, what he means by “first piece of evidence 
we saw of that” is explained, and this explanation is narrow, namely that yes the transcript 
exists and was used, and that others at NOTW were aware of phone hacking,205 but that 
there is no evidence to connect any person at NOTW, be that the transcriber, Neville 
Thurlbeck, Greg Miskiw or the NOTW news desk, to the act of accessing or conspiracy 
to access voicemails. His answers do not reveal what he knew. We consider that his later 
answers to Q1398 to Q1400, questions which went to the involvement of others, confirm 
that his answer to Q1339 was not intended to be heard as an admission that NOTW staff 
other than Clive Goodman had been involved in phone-hacking. In the light of Neville 
Thurlbeck’s confession ten days before the 2009 evidence session, nor can the answer to 
Q1342 be read as a full answer.

200. Tom Crone’s submissions to us make particular reference to whether a witness can be 
fairly criticised for not providing information or evidence on a point if they are not asked 
about it. We have been careful to look at the questions put and to consider whether they 
are clear and provide an opportunity for the witness to set out their knowledge, and have 
considered what they require a truthful and honest answer to encompass. The questions 
put to Tom Crone were clear, and he had the opportunity to provide full and truthful 
answers. We note that Q1339 from the Chair included the words “If the position was that, 

204 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 200
205 See Tom Crone to CSP, 20 August 2012, p.13 of 17 point 7.
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as you have previously said, Clive Goodman was acting entirely alone and that nobody else 
had knowledge … “; but Tom Crone did not correct the Chair’s understanding within his 
answer. We also note, in particular Q1398 where he was asked “The question: was anyone 
else involved with Mulcaire? The answer was: no. Nothing else was found?” to which Tom 
Crone replied “No evidence was found”. Or Q1399 and Q1400 in which Colin Myler was 
asked, but Tom Crone answered, questions about how in the light of what was said at 
the 26 January 2007 sentencing hearing he “could say that this was one rogue exception 
involving one journalist.” And whether the Judge’s summary that Glenn Mulcaire had 
“dealt not with Goodman but with others at News International” was wrong, to which 
Tom Crone answered that he could not remember the prosecution opening with this, or 
anything from the prosecution to justify that.

201. We also know that the information he had received from attending meetings with 
Clive Goodman’s legal team, as set out in his December 2006 Memo, and as confirmed by 
what he heard at the 26 January 2007 sentencing hearing, was such that he did not believe 
the “one rogue reporter” line; nonetheless, it is clear from his evidence to the Leveson 
Inquiry, that he accepted that there was a “line” that was being taken by the company. 
Tom Crone states that he did not maintain this line with the CMS Committee. However, 
his evidence to the Committee does not make clear that he does not accept that line. 
Q1399 and Q1400 (above) are to the contrary and would not have been answered in that 
way if that had been Tom Crone’s aim. His answers to the CMS Committee do not suggest 
that he is at any pains to distance himself from that line.

202. The correct information was within Tom Crone’s knowledge. Even setting aside 
the evidence contained in Colin Myler’s witness statement to the MPS, the surrounding 
evidence makes clear that Tom Crone’s answers to the CMS Committee were misleading. 
He told the Committee that his reaction to the Judge’s comments on the involvement of 
others at NOTW was “Why is he saying that?”. Whereas he told the Leveson Inquiry that 
he had formed a strong impression about the involvement of others, having attended that 
sentencing hearing.

203. We simply do not believe that Tom Crone reached the end of the 2009 evidence session 
believing that he had told the CMS Committee the whole of his knowledge about the 
involvement of others in phone hacking. He avoided giving full answers which went to the 
detail of who was involved. He did not tell the Committee about Neville Thurlbeck, he did 
not say clearly that he did not believe the one rogue reporter line because he knew others 
at NOTW were involved, nor did he indicate that Glenn Mulcaire had been “exclusively 
contracted to the NoW for a number of years”. We think he aimed to sail a very fine line 
between providing information about the involvement of unnamed and unspecified others, 
arising from the “For Neville” email and February 2005 Contract and as was clear from 
the existence of those documents, whilst at the same time not providing any information 
from his actual knowledge which would name or point to a wider involvement of others at 
NOTW in phone hacking. He should not have attempted to do this.

204. We have concluded that the allegations are significantly more likely than not to be 
true, and that Tom Crone misled the CMS Committee by “answering questions falsely 
about [his] knowledge of evidence that other News of the World employees had been 
involved in phone-hacking and other wrongdoing”. We make a finding of contempt on 
this issue.
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6 Les Hinton

Key dates

6 March 2007   CMS oral evidence session

7 December 2007  Les Hinton moves to Dow Jones & Co.

15 September 2009  CMS oral evidence session

24 October 2011  CMS oral evidence session

205. Les Hinton was the Executive Chairman of News International until 7 December 
2007, when he was appointed Chief Executive of Dow Jones, which had been acquired by 
News Corporation, which also owned NI. He was thus in post as Chairman of the time of 
the arrest of Clive Goodman and Glenn Mulcaire in August 2006, and gave evidence in 
this capacity, and in his capacity as Chairman of the Editors’ Code of Practice Committee, 
to the CMS Committee on 6 March 2007. For the 15 September 2009 evidence session he 
was no longer employed by NI. He resigned as Chief Executive of Dow Jones on 15 July 
2011 and therefore by the time of the 24 October 2011 evidence session he was no longer 
employed by a News Corporation company.

CMS Chapter 8 conclusion

Les Hinton misled the Committee in 2009 in not telling the truth about payments to 
Clive Goodman and his role in authorising them, including the payment of his legal fee. 
He also misled the Committee about the extent of his knowledge of allegations that 
phone-hacking extended beyond Clive Goodman and Glenn Mulcaire to others at the 
News of the World (see paragraphs 84, 85 and 91).

Para 84:

84. The total amount paid to Clive Goodman is extraordinary when one considers that 
he had been convicted of a criminal offence and that his actions had helped stain 
the reputation of the company. The double payment of a year’s salary was, by any 
standards, ‘over-generous’ and it is impossible, therefore, not to question the company’s 
motives. The pay-offs to a convicted criminal hardly reflect well on Les Hinton, who had 
authority over both payments. When questioned about them in 2009 he was startlingly 
vague and—inexcusably—sought to portray his role as a passive one, simply following 
the advice given to him by his subordinates. The evidence we took in 2011 suggests that 
he not only authorised the payments, but took the decision to make them in the first 
place. Furthermore, he was responsible for the double payment of Clive Goodman’s 
notice and, his ‘selective amnesia’ notwithstanding, he would have been perfectly 
well aware of what he had done. We consider, therefore, that Les Hinton misled the 
Committee in 2009 regarding the extent of the pay-off to Clive Goodman and his own 
role in making it happen.
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Para 85:

85. The testimony regarding the payments to Clive Goodman is not the only evidence 
from Les Hinton which we find unsatisfactory. He first appeared before the Committee 
on 6 March 2007, precisely four days after Clive Goodman’s letter alleging widespread 
involvement in phone hacking, which was copied to him. Whether or not Les Hinton had 
seen this letter before his appearance in 2007, he certainly had by the time he did so on 
15 September 2009 when he said: ‘There was never firm evidence provided or suspicion 
provided that I am aware of that implicated anybody else other than Clive within 
the staff of the News of the World. It just did not happen’. This was not true. Clive 
Goodman had certainly provided ‘suspicion’ of wider involvement, but Les Hinton failed 
to mention it to the Committee. At no stage did Les Hinton seek to correct the record, 
even when invited by the Committee to do so. We consider, therefore, that Les Hinton 
was complicit in the cover-up at News International, which included making misleading 
statements and giving a misleading picture to this Committee.

Para 91:

91. We accept that, however distasteful it may seem, there was nothing inherently 
sinister about News International paying Clive Goodman’s legal fees in respect of the 
criminal charges he faced. Now that we are certain that he authorised the payment, 
however, we are distinctly unimpressed by Les Hinton’s 2009 assertion that he did not 
know whether or not the company had paid those fees. Declarations of ignorance or 
amnesia do not assist News International in its bid to convince the Committee, and 
the wider public, that it had nothing to hide. If it was legitimate to have paid Clive 
Goodman’s legal fees, the company would have been better advised to admit to having 
done so. Again, we consider that Les Hinton’s unwillingness to be explicit over the 
payment of legal fees was a deliberate effort to mislead the Committee over News 
International’s payments to Clive Goodman after he was charged and convicted. 

206. In summary, the sting of the CMS Committee’s conclusions is found in three allegations 
made against Les Hinton, namely that he sought to mislead the CMS Committee as to the:

a) Extent of pay-off to Clive Goodman and his role in making it happen;

b) Extent of his knowledge of allegations that phone hacking extended beyond 
Clive Goodman and Glenn Mulcaire to others at NOTW;

c) Payment of Clive Goodman’s legal fees.

Extent of pay-off to Clive Goodman and his role

207. Clive Goodman received two payments: the first of around £90,000 (the “£90k 
payment”) as a gratuitous payment accompanying his dismissal, and £153,000 as 
compensation and legal fees in settlement of his employment claim.206

206 James Murdoch’s written evidence for the 2012 Report stated (Ev 172): I am informed that Mr Goodman was 
paid £90,502.08 in April 2007 and £153,000 (£13,000 of which was to pay for his legal fees) between October 
and December 2007. The first payment was approved by Mr Daniel Cloke, Director of Human Resources for News 
International. The second was approved by Mr Cloke and Mr Jon Chapman, Director of Legal Affairs for News 
International. These payments were in the context of an unfair dismissal claim brought by Mr Goodman.
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Written evidence before CMS

2010 Report

208. Written evidence was received by the CMS Committee from Colin Myler in August 
2009 in advance of the Les Hinton evidence session on 15 September 2009:

5. Did News International make any payments to Clive Goodman after his 
conviction? If so, how much was the payment and on what grounds was it 
made? (Q1536)

In July 2007, employment-related claim(s) made by Clive Goodman against 
News Group Newspapers Limited were settled. The nature of the claim(s), 
the circumstances giving rise to it/them and the terms of the settlement 
(including the amount of any payments) are subject to mutual and legally 
binding confidentiality obligations. These are standard in compromise 
agreements entered into under section 203 of the Employment Rights Act 
1996.207

2012 Report

209. Les Hinton was the author of the letter to Clive Goodman informing him of his 
dismissal dated 5 February 2007 (and received by the CMS Committee before the Les 
Hinton evidence session on 24 October 2011):

Dear Clive

I am sorry to have to be writing this letter, but am afraid that events of 
the last few days and months provide us no choice but to terminate your 
employment with News Group Newspapers Limited.

This action, I know you understand, is the consequence of your plea 
of guilty, and subsequent imprisonment on 26 January, in relation to 
conspiracy to intercept voicemail messages. This obviously constitutes a 
very serious breach of your obligations as an employee, such as to warrant 
dismissal without any warnings. In the circumstances of your plea and the 
court’s sentence, it is reasonable for us to dismiss you without any further 
enquiries.

I recognise this episode followed many unblemished, and frequently 
distinguished, years of service to the News of the World. In view of this, and 
in recognition of the pressures on your family, it has been decided that upon 
your termination you will receive one year’s salary. In all the circumstances, 
we would of course be entitled to make no payment whatever.

To summarise, in formal language, the following arrangements apply with 
immediate effect (but may be varied or revoked in the event of a successful 
disciplinary appeal);

207 CMS 2010 Report, Ev 321
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(a) Your dismissal takes effect immediately and your final day of employment 
is therefore today.

(b) You will be paid, through payroll, on 6 February 2007, 12 months’ base 
salary, subject to normal deductions of tax and national insurance.

(c) [ … ]208.

(d) [ … ]209.

Again, Clive, I am deeply sorry we have found it necessary to take this 
measure, but we have no other choice.

Of course, you have the right to appeal against your dismissal. If you wish 
to appeal, you (or your legal representative) must do so in writing to Stuart 
Kuttner within two weeks of the date of this letter. You would then have the 
opportunity to present your case at an appeal hearing in accordance with 
our disciplinary procedure. You may be accompanied at the hearing by a 
fellow employee or a NISA representative. Lodging an appeal will not delay 
the dismissal taking effect.

If you have any questions, please contact Stuart Kuttner.

Yours sincerely,

Les Hinton

Executive Chairman

News International Limited210

Les Hinton oral evidence to CMS for 2010 Report

210. Les Hinton was asked by Philip Davies MP to explain the payments that were made 
after the convictions:

Mr Hinton: Well, there were employment-related payments made to them 
after their conviction. I have been told by News International that they are 
subject to confidentiality. Even though I have been told not to relay the 
information, I do not remember it except that in the case of Mulcaire it 
had reached some point of employment tribunal proceedings but I ended 
up being advised that we should settle with them and I authorised those 
settlements.211

211. Les Hinton repeated in a number of answers that he was advised to settle and that is 
what the organisation did,212 and that he had been advised not to discuss the terms of the 
settlement.213 Morrison Foerster acting on behalf of Les Hinton, referred to Q2126, and also 

208 Returning property.
209 P45
210 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 176 and 215
211 Q2126
212 Qq 2127–2132, 2136, 2187, 2195, 2226, 2204–2209
213 Q2137
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referenced a number of questions as repeated references to Les Hinton accepting “ultimate 
responsibility for the Goodman settlement, whilst also acknowledging, accurately, that he 
had relied on the advice of others concerning it.”214 For example:

a) Q2127: I was told that we should settle and I agreed to do it;

b) Q2128: I was given advice by [the lawyers] that there were grounds that we 
should settle and I accepted the grounds;

c) Q2136: People not involved, the Legal Department of New International and 
the Human Resources Department of News International, who were in no 
way involved in any of this, gave the advice that these people were entitled to a 
settlement which I authorised.

d) Q2184: I was the Executive Chairman of a wholly-owned subsidiary and therefore 
I was responsible for management decisions [like the settlements] so there was 
no delegation, I would have taken that responsibility myself … . [T]hat decision 
would have been mine entirely;

e) Q2186: There was action taken by Mulcaire and Goodman and the judgment 
was made by our HR and legal people that we should reach a settlement, which 
we did;

f) Q2187: Well, I decided to act upon the advice of the lawyers and HR.

212. Other questions consider the reasoning behind the settlement.

Q2132 Philip Davies: Can I finally put a proposition to you and just gain 
your reaction to it before letting someone else try and jog your memory. A 
payment might have been made, might it not, to Clive Goodman and Glenn 
Mulcaire to make sure that they did not spill any beans to anybody else 
about any of the other activities that had been going on at the News of the 
World? What do you make of that presumption?

Mr Hinton: Not surprisingly, I was waiting for you to get to that point, but I 
cannot actually see what silence there was left because these chaps had been 
through months of police interrogation, months of investigation, they were 
taken before the court and I do not know what silence there was. There was 
a court hearing, there was a rigorous police inquiry; I am not sure what 
silence you are talking about, so therefore I think it is wrong to assume that.

And:

Q2182 Paul Farrelly: That is a surprising answer. Can I just come on to 
the payments to Clive Goodman and Glenn Mulcaire which have been 
mentioned because that is also a new fact that has been established by this 
inquiry. There was some gossip in Private Eye and from Tom Crone and 
Stuart Kuttner, after a bit of going back and forth, we gained the admission 
that these payments had been made. Colin Myler in a letter to us has also 
said that you were aware of the terms of the settlement. Can I ask you what 

214 Morrison Foerster to CSP, 15 August 2012, para 34.
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was the process of authorisation of both these settlements when you were 
there in terms of who would have signed them off, was it you or would they 
have gone to the board as well?

Mr Hinton: Putting aside signatures, I would take responsibility for a 
payment such as that. As I said before, we employ lots of people all over the 
place. Any settlement of that sort is usually brought to my attention and I 
would have the chance to object to it. In that particular case, I decided not 
to and to authorise them. Just to make sure I am answering your question 
properly, the judgment about that would have been made by the Legal and 
Human Resources Departments, not by the News of the World.

Les Hinton oral evidence to CMS for 2012 Report

213. There are repeated references in the 2011 evidence session to the settlement being 
authorised:215

Q1321 Chair: Can I start off by asking you about the letter which you sent 
to Clive Goodman in February 2007, in which you said that he was being 
dismissed, but that, in the light of his frequently distinguished years of 
service to the News of the World and in recognition of the pressures on his 
family, it was decided that, on his termination, he would receive one year’s 
salary? Can I ask whether you came to that decision? Did you seek advice 
on it? Was it agreed with others? Can you tell us a bit about the background 
to that?

Les Hinton: That was quite a while ago, Chairman. Of course, I would have 
had discussions with others, but I don’t recall with whom I had them. But it 
was my decision to do that.

Q1322 Chair: You decided that he should receive one year’s salary payment 
of £90,000, and you authorised that payment.

Les Hinton: I did.

Q1323 Chair: Right. That was a decision for you; you did not have to refer 
it to anybody else.

Les Hinton: No, I made that decision myself.

Q1324 Chair: Right. Following your letter, Mr Goodman wrote to Mr Cloke 
saying that he wished to formally launch an appeal against the termination 
of his employment. That letter was sent at the beginning of March, but 
the payment that you had already offered him in your original letter went 
ahead. Why was that?

Les Hinton: I can’t recall exactly what the process was of those payments, 
Chairman, but what I can say is that, in my mind and, I think, in others’ 
minds, the matter of my having given Goodman a year’s salary and the 
subsequent appeal were treated separately.

215 In addition to those quoted, see also Qq1327–8, 1345, 1390–1393
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And:

Q1329 Chair: The settlement you agreed was £153,000. We were told by Jon 
Chapman, I think, that that was broken down approximately into £40,000 
in compensation, £13,000 in legal expenses and £90,000 in notice, but you 
had already paid £90,000 in notice, so it appears you ended up paying it 
twice. Can you explain that?

Les Hinton: All I can tell you, Chairman, is that we looked at the settlement 
proposal—that was a settlement proposal which I was advised was the best 
we could achieve, and I decided to go ahead with the £150,000.

Q1330 Chair: But it was a settlement proposal a component of which was a 
year’s notice. Surely, you could have said, “Well, we’ve paid the year’s notice 
already.”

Les Hinton: That’s a fair question, Chairman, but at the time that’s not what 
we did.

Q1331 Chair: So you paid him, in essence, two years’ notice, or one year’s 
notice twice over?

Les Hinton: We paid him a year’s salary, and we paid him the £90,000 of 
notice in relation to his appeal, yes.

Les Hinton written evidence to CMS for 2012 Report

214. Les Hinton did not provide written evidence for 2010 Report. He did provide written 
evidence for the 2012 Report by letter dated 31 August 2011, a few months in advance of 
his oral evidence session:

I appeared before the Committee on 6 March 2007 and 15 September 2009. 
On each occasion, I answered all questions truthfully and to the best of my 
knowledge and recollection.

When I appeared before the Committee on 6 March 2007, I said I believed 
Mr Goodman was the only person at the News of the World who knew 
about the illegal conduct that led to his imprisonment, but that investigation 
was continuing under the new editor, Colin Myler.

Mr Myler’s previous evidence refers to the investigations and reviews that 
took place prior to, and after, his arrival at the newspaper.

The allegations in Mr Goodman’s 2 March 2007 letter were made in response 
to my letter to him dated 5 February 2007 summarily terminating his 
employment. You have already been given evidence that these allegations 
were taken seriously and investigated.

You have also been told in recent evidence that inquiries were made by 
Mr Myler and Daniel Cloke, Group Human Resources Director, as well 
as the review of 2,500 emails by Mr Cloke and Jon Chapman, Director of 
Legal Affairs for News International. All three were experienced, capable 



74 First Report of Session 2016–17

and respected senior employees, and none had been involved in any of the 
matters at issue. The law firm of Harbottle & Lewis LLP was then retained, 
and the results of their work are set forth in their letter dated 29 May 2007.

The recent submissions, including those by Mr Myler, Mr Chapman, and 
Harbottle & Lewis LLP, refer in greater detail to the actions that followed 
receipt of Mr Goodman’s letter. As for Mr Goodman’s assertion that he had 
been promised he could come back to a job at the newspaper “if [he] did 
not implicate the paper or any of its staff in [his] mitigation plea,” I had no 
reason to believe that his allegation was accurate, and am not aware of any 
evidence to support it. Accordingly, as I testified before the Committee in 
2009, no evidence was provided to me that the conduct of Mr Goodman 
had spread beyond him.

I hope the Committee finds these comments helpful. While grateful for 
the opportunity offered to reconsider my previous evidence and to make 
additional comments, as my evidence was given honestly, and as I left News 
International in December 2007, I have nothing further to add.216

Written and oral evidence provided to CMS provided by other witnesses

215. As part of the 2010 Report, on 4 November 2009 NI submitted written evidence to the 
CMS Committee in relation to the grounds for settlement and Les Hinton’s authorisation 
of payments. This evidence was prepared by Jon Chapman:

Clive Goodman’s employment with News Group Newspapers Limited was 
terminated in early February 2007. Subsequently, he engaged a City law firm 
with a view to bringing employment tribunal proceedings, the primary 
claim being that News Group Newspapers Limited failed to follow the 
statutory dismissal and disciplinary procedure in relation to termination 
of his employment. This procedure was introduced in October 2004 (it 
ceased to apply earlier this year) and contained minimum requirements to 
be met in relation to any dismissal. Failure to meet such requirements made 
a dismissal automatically unfair, entitling the affected employee to bring an 
unfair dismissal claim, with a potential compensatory award of (what was 
then) up to £60,600 (in addition to any contractual notice pay entitlement). 
News Group Newspapers Limited had not followed the requirements of the 
statutory procedure, so the dismissal was undoubtedly unfair under the 
statutory dismissal and disciplinary procedure. In such circumstances, it is 
open to an employer to argue before the tribunal that, even if the statutory 
procedure had been followed to the letter, the outcome would have been 
the same and that the employee was not, thereby, prejudiced. The options 
were, thus, for News Group Newspapers Limited to defend the matter in 
tribunal relying on this defence (which, it has to be said, even in gross 
misconduct cases where correct procedure has not been followed, is by no 
means guaranteed to succeed) or to try to reach a settlement of the matter 
on reasonable terms. In all contentious employment cases in the News 
International group, a recommendation as to whether to defend or to try 

216 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 229–230
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to settle is made by me to relevant senior management, based primarily on 
cost (to settle or legal and other costs to defend), the very significant internal 
time and resource required to deal with a defence, likelihood of success and 
publicity the matter may attract. I applied this analysis to the Goodman 
claim and recommended to Les Hinton, our then Executive Chairman, 
that we explore settlement on reasonable terms. After some discussion 
with Mr Goodman’s lawyers, a proposed settlement was reached which 
was approved by Les Hinton and Daniel Cloke, our Director of Human 
Resources. This was then embodied in a compromise agreement. This is 
a type of settlement agreement required to be used in employment cases 
and which complies with the specific requirements of section 203 of the 
Employment Rights Act 1996. In this case, we used a standard-form News 
International compromise agreement and only minor changes were made 
to it. In particular, there was nothing tailored specifically to Mr Goodman’s 
possible future activities.

Pursuant to the agreement, Mr Goodman was paid his notice and an 
agreed settlement amount. It should be noted that, as a matter of policy, 
News International companies tend always to pay notice, even in cases 
of summary dismissal. As is normal under the terms of compromise 
agreements, Mr Goodman’s legal costs relating to his employment claims 
and their settlement by compromise agreement were paid by News Group 
Newspapers Limited.

I should conclude, in relation to Mr Goodman, by stating that, in my view, 
there was nothing at all underhand about this compromise agreement. 
It was achieved following negotiation with a senior employment lawyer 
from a City firm and was implemented through a standard-form News 
International precedent. It was entered into in July 2007, some time after 
Mr Goodman’s release from prison, and, in my view, far too late for any 
silence effectively to be “bought” (which I know has been the suggestion 
from some quarters).217

216. As part of the 2012 Report, on 6 September 2011 Jon Chapman, by that time the 
former Director of Legal Affairs, News International, and Daniel Cloke, by that time 
the former Group HR Director, News International, provided oral evidence to the CMS 
Committee (in advance of the Les Hinton session). Jon Chapman said that Les Hinton 
asked him to help with the Clive Goodman dismissal letter of 5 February 2007.218 He said 
that Les Hinton indicated that he was going to pay 12 months’ salary, and he said that he 
wanted to do it on compassionate grounds because of Mr Goodman’s family situation. 
The double payment of notice was put to Jon Chapman:

Q669 Philip Davies: Absolutely, I think we’d all agree with that. What then 
is bizarre in the extreme to a layman like me is given that if Clive Goodman 
had gone to a tribunal, the upper limit of what he could be given was 
£60,000, and having said that you were absolutely adamant that the right 
decision had been taken—there was nothing to support his allegations—
so you could have defended yourselves at the tribunal, that didn’t happen. 

217 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 464–5
218 Q662
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[ … ] what on earth were you doing paying him a further £140,000 on top of 
the £90,000 he’d already been given as a year’s salary? How on earth could 
you justify that?

Jonathan Chapman: May I answer that? We didn’t take the decision. The 
decision was taken by Mr Hinton that it should be settled, following our 
work on it and recommendation, having been told to try to get a reasonable 
settlement figure. The position is that it was a stark choice: settle at a 
reasonable figure or end up in tribunal. The tribunal proceedings would 
have been several months down the line. At the tribunal proceedings, Mr 
Goodman would have been able to make a number of allegations, which 
we did not believe, having done our exercise, had any foundation, but he 
would have been able to make those allegations in a public forum. There 
was a—this is a pragmatic, commercial business decision, to my mind, and 
can be characterised as that. Many companies, particularly big companies, 
pay out on employment claims of little or no merit for pragmatic reasons, 
because they do not want stuff to be raked up. Even if allegations that are 
unfounded are made in the context of a tribunal, those who wish to believe 
those allegations will believe them.

And:

Q674 Philip Davies: So you did not take the first year’s salary that had 
already been given into account?

Jonathan Chapman: As I said, my brief at that time, having come into 
this exercise after the appeal proceedings and being asked to deal with Mr 
Goodman’s lawyer, was to settle the matter. On the £90,000 payment, I 
don’t know the circumstances of that, I’m afraid, but it was not part of the 
settlement. It was gratuitous, in other words. It was not part of a settlement 
agreement.

217. Jon Chapman also gave evidence that on the editorial side at News International, 
“there has certainly always been more of a feeling of family compassion and humanitarian 
stuff,[ … ]I do not think that there is anything sinister in that; I just think there is quite 
a big feeling of family on newspapers. When someone messes up badly and commits a 
crime, I think there was also a feeling that, yes, they have done a terrible wrong, but their 
family should not suffer.”219

New evidence before this Committee

Leveson Inquiry

218. Jon Chapman’s evidence to the CMS Committee in 2011 ties in with what he told the 
Leveson Inquiry. In discussing providing assistance to Les Hinton for Clive Goodman’s 
dismissal letter of 5 February 2007, he said:

The position here was that Mr Hinton decided to make a payment of 
90,000-odd to Mr Goodman. This was made in February. We think, we 

219 Q701
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hope that is the case now and there won’t be another revision of when it was 
paid. I think at that stage Mr Hinton, indeed everybody else, was very far 
from expecting there to be an unfair dismissal claim come along from Mr 
Goodman. Several months later, after his appeal was turned down, there 
was an unfair dismissal claim. Lawyers’ letters were received and I was 
tasked with seeing if that could be settled for a reasonable amount. So the 
£90,000 is outwith the settlement process. It was paid over, and it’s not part 
of the legal settlement, it was paid over gratuitously and I think in the belief, 
perhaps mistaken, by Mr Hinton that that would be the end of the matter.220

And:

LORD JUSTICE LEVESON: I think it’s fair, Mr Chapman, that however 
it’s characterised, it’s essentially the same point, isn’t it: although on the 
face of it, giving nearly a quarter of a million pounds to somebody in these 
circumstances would cause a lot of eyebrows to be raised, the underlying 
protection of the brand was what was important. Is that a fair way of putting 
it?

A. That’s absolutely correct, sir.221

Les Hinton responses to Committee of Privileges

219. The main theme of Les Hinton’s submission on this allegation is that at the 2009 oral 
evidence session he repeatedly accepted ultimate responsibility for the Clive Goodman 
settlement, and that he relied upon the advice of others to make that decision. In their 
15 August 2012, Morrison Foerster stated that his 2009 evidence is consistent with his 
2011 evidence, and that Les Hinton’s “testimony on all occasions is consistent [ … ] with 
other accounts of the Goodman settlement.” for example that of Jon Chapman as part of 
News International’s written evidence for the 2010 Report (4 November 2009), and Daniel 
Cloke’s written evidence (31 August 2011).222

220. Morrison Foerster made brief references to the first £90k payment (for example, in 
paragraphs 40–41), which correctly note the inter-twining of the two payment issues by the 
CMS Committee in its Chapter 8 conclusion, and that other relevant evidence from other 
people (for example, Jon Chapman—written in 2009 and oral in 2011 and who assisted 
Les Hinton with Clive Goodman’s dismissal letter) has not been criticised. Morrison 
Foerster submitted that neither Jon Chapman’s evidence, nor Les Hinton’s of 2011 nor his 
authorisation of the first £90k payment, undermines in any way Mr Hinton’s testimony as 
to his role in the ultimate settlement of Clive Goodman’s employment claims.223

221. Morrison Foerster also suggested that the CMS Committee had “spuriously” asserted 
that NI tried to buy Goodman’s silence: “At the time of the settlement, Goodman had 
been subject to a police investigation and a court hearing. Whatever the CMS Committee 
now makes of the police and other inquiries related to this matter, the idea that there was 
any silence to be bought at this point defies common sense.”224

220 Leveson Inquiry, Transcript 14 December 2011 AM, p.102 
221 Leveson Inquiry, Transcript 14 December 2011 AM, p.110
222 Morrison Foerster to CSP, 15 August 2012
223 Morrison Foerster to CSP, 15 August 2012
224 Morrison Foerster to CSP, 15 August 2012, para 48

http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140122145147/http:/www.levesoninquiry.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2011/12/Transcript-of-Morning-Hearing-14-December-2011.pdf
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140122145147/http:/www.levesoninquiry.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2011/12/Transcript-of-Morning-Hearing-14-December-2011.pdf
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Our conclusion

222. At the time of giving evidence on 15 September 2009 we know that Les Hinton had:

a) Written the dismissal letter for Clive Goodman (5 February 2007);

b) Authorised the first £90k payment; and

c) Authorised the payment of money to settle Clive Goodman’s employment claims.

223. We also know that at the 15 September 2009 oral evidence session:

a) He did not refer to the first £90k payment, but nor did News International;

b) He did not specify any figures for any payments made to Clive Goodman;

c) He made repeated references to authorising the settlement having taken advice.

224. We know that the external evidence from others, such as Jon Chapman (before the 
CMS Committee in 2011 and Leveson), was that, however unusual, the first payment was 
a gratuitous payment. We also know that at the 24 October 2011 oral evidence session, the 
CMS Committee did not put to Les Hinton (a) that he had not mentioned the first £90k 
payment, nor (b) that by failing to do so he had misled the CMS Committee in 2009. We 
note that the CMS Committee did not separate the two payments within its conclusion.

225. Les Hinton failed to tell the CMS Committee about the first £90k payment when 
giving evidence on 15 September 2009 for the 2010 Report. He knew about the payment, 
because he authorised it as part of the dismissal of Clive Goodman, and he was the author 
of the letter dismissing him and offering him the payment. The letter is not from a standard 
template, but is familiar and friendly in tone and content—we conclude that at the 2009 
evidence session Les Hinton would have remembered writing it. We also conclude that 
Q2126 at the 2009 evidence session was sufficiently clear and broad to require a full 
answer encompassing both payments to Clive Goodman. However, the questions put to 
him for the 2012 Report did not challenge his failure to inform the CMS Committee of 
this first payment. His evidence on the remaining employment payments made as part of 
the settlement of Clive Goodman’s claims was nonetheless consistent throughout, namely 
that he had taken advice, and decided to authorise the settlement. We do not agree with 
the CMS Committee that in relation to this second payment he was “startlingly vague 
and—inexcusably—sought to portray his role as a passive one, simply following the advice 
given to him by subordinates.”

226. The CMS Committee’s conclusion on this issue does not distinguish between the 
two payments. Our reading of the CMS Committee’s 2012 Report is that the Committee 
thought the payments to Clive Goodman were over generous and that this was not a 
routine settlement of an employment dispute. The CMS Committee were concerned that 
the payments were made to keep Clive Goodman quiet. The Committee were entitled to 
draw those conclusions, but that does not mean that Les Hinton committed a contempt 
in giving his evidence. A criticism of behaviour is not the same as a finding of contempt.

227. We have found this conclusion particularly difficult. However, applying the 
standard of proof, and without any direct lie as opposed to omissions that we can point 
to within his evidence, we have concluded that the allegation that Les Hinton sought to 
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mislead the CMS Committee as to the extent of the payments to Clive Goodman and 
his own role in authorising them is not significantly more likely than not to be true. 
We make no finding of contempt in relation to this issue against Les Hinton.

Knowledge of allegations of extent of phone hacking at NOTW

Written evidence before CMS

2010 Report

228. The CMS Committee had before them a transcript or copy of the prosecution 
submissions on sentence, pleas in mitigation and sentencing remarks of Mr Justice Gross 
from the sentencing hearing of Clive Goodman and Glenn Mulcaire.225 It appears that 
all Counsel and the Judge accepted without argument on the point that any information 
retrieved by Mulcaire from the non-Royal household victims was to be passed to NOTW. 
In particular, the prosecution confirmed that counts 16–20 related to Mulcaire alone, and 
that the purpose was to pass information on to NOTW.226 In his sentencing remarks Mr 
Justice Gross told Glenn Mulcaire: “As to Counts 16 to 20, you had not dealt with Goodman 
but with others at News International.”227 Les Hinton referred to the sentencing hearing 
during the 2009 evidence session.228 We conclude that he was aware of what had been said 
about the involvement of others at the sentencing hearing on 26 January 2007.

229. The CMS Committee also had a copy of the letter from Lawrence Abramson (Partner 
at Harbottle and Lewis) to Jon Chapman, dated 29 May 2007, providing the results of the 
external review of emails.229

2012 Report

230. Les Hinton was the author of the Clive Goodman dismissal letter (as set out above). 
Clive Goodman’s letters appealing his dismissal of 2 and 14 March 2007 were received by 
the CMS Committee for the 2012 Report:

[As published by the CMS Committee—version assembled from two 
redacted copies submitted to them. For unredacted version see below]

2 March 2007

Dear Mr Cloke,

Re: Notice of termination of employment

I refer to Les Hinton’s letter of February 5, 2007 Informing me of my 
dismissal for alleged gross misconduct.

225 Put to or discussed by Tom Crone – Q1399 and Q1442.
226 Transcript sentencing hearing 26 January 2007 pp.41–2
227 Transcript sentencing hearing 26 January 2007 p.179
228 For example, Q2172
229 CMS 2010 Report, Ev 464; see para 77 of this Report.

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200910/cmselect/cmcumeds/362/362ii.pdf
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The letter identifies the reason for the dismissal as “recent events”. I take this 
to mean my plea of guilty to conspiracy to intercept the voicemail messages 
of three employees of the Royal family.

I am appealing against this decision on the following grounds:

(i) The decision is perverse in that the actions leading to this criminal charge 
were carried out with the full knowledge, and support of [REDACTED]. 
Payment for Glen Mulcaire’s services was arranged by the [REDACTED].

(ii) The decision is inconsistent, because the paper’s [redacted] and other 
members of staff were carrying out the same illegal procedures. The 
prosecution counsel, the counsel for Glen Mulcaire, and the Judge at the 
sentencing hearing agreed that other News of the World employees were 
the clients for Mulcaire’s five solo substantive charges. This practice was 
widely discussed in the daily editorial conference, until explicit reference to 
it was banned by the Editor. As far as I am aware, no other member of staff 
has faced disciplinary action, much less dismissal.

(iii) My conviction and imprisonment cannot be the real reason for my 
dismissal. The legal manager, Tom Crone, attended virtually every meeting 
of my legal team and was given full access to the Crown Prosecution Service’s 
evidence files. He, and other senior staff of the paper, had long advance 
knowledge that I would plead guilty. Despite this, the paper continued to 
employ me. Throughout my suspension I was given book serialisations 
to write and was consulted on several occasions about Royal stories they 
needed to check. The paper continued to employ me for a substantial part 
of my custodial sentence.

(iv) Tom Crone and the Editor promised on many occasions that I could 
come back to a job at the newspaper if I did not implicate the paper or any 
of its staff in my mitigation plea. I did not, and I expect the paper to honour 
its promise to me.

(v) The dismissal is automatically unfair as the company failed to go through 
the minimum required statutory dismissal procedures.

Yours sincerely,

Clive Goodman

cc Stuart Kuttner, Managing Editor, News of the World

Les Hinton, Executive Chairman, News International Ltd230

230 N.B. this version pieced together from differently redacted copies, CMS 2012 Report, Ev 177 and 216

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmcumeds/903/903ii.pdf
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Unredacted: From Clive Goodman’s evidence during R v Brooks, Coulson and ors, 19 
March 2014, p.107

Q: [ … ] “I refer to the letter of February 5, 2007 informing me of my dismissal for 
alleged gross misconduct. The letter identifies the reason for the dismissal as ‘recent 
events’. I take this to mean my plea of guilty to conspiracy to intercept the voicemail 
messages of three employees to the Royal family.

I am appealing against this decision on the following grounds:

(1) The decision is perverse in that the actions leading to this criminal charge were 
carried out with the full knowledge and support of The News of the World’s editor, 
Andy Coulson and deputy editor, Neil Wallace. Payment for Glen Mulcaire’s services 
was arranged by the managing editor, Stuart Kuttner.

(2) The decision is inconsistent because the paper’s news editor, Ian Edmondson, and 
other members of staff were carrying out the same illegal procedures. Prosecution 
counsel, the counsel for Glen Mulcaire and the judge at the sentencing hearing 
agreed that other News of the World employees were the clients for Mulcaire’s five 
solo substantive charges. This practice was widely discussed at the daily editorial 
conference until explicit reference to it was banned by the editor. As far as I am aware, 
no other member of staff has faced disciplinary action, much less dismissal.

(3) My conviction and imprisonment cannot be the real reason for my dismissal. The 
legal manager, Tom Crone, attended virtually every meeting of my legal team and was 
given full access to the Crown Prosecution Service’s evidence files. He and other senior 
staff of the paper had long advanced knowledge that I would plead guilty. Despite 
this, the paper continued to employ me. Throughout my suspension I was given book 
serialisations to write and was consulted on several occasions about the Royal stories 
they needed to check. The paper continued to employ me for a substantial part of my 
custodial sentence.

(4) Tom Crone and the editor promised on many occasions that I could come back to a 
job at the newspaper if I did not implicate the paper or any of its staff in my mitigation 
plea. I did not and I expect the paper to honour its promise to me.

(5) The dismissal is automatically unfair as the company failed to go through the 
minimum required statutory dismissal procedures. Copies to Mr Kuttner and Les 
Hinton”
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And:

14 March, 2007

Dear Mr Cloke,

[ … ]

In the meantime, I would be grateful if you could provide the following 
documents:

(i) A transcription of the sentencing hearing from the Old Bailey on January 
26, 2007.

(ii) Full details available by a print out of every story payment requested by 
me from October 2005 until my arrest to include details of which executive 
approved each credit for payment, which executive authorised each credit 
for final payment, and from which budget each credit came. Also, the same 
audit trail for story payment requests from me that were not authorised for 
payment.

(iii) Emails and other documents relating to my transfer from the Editorial 
Management budget to the News budget and any further relevant 
documents.

(iv) Copies of emails passing between [REDACTED] and me, [REDACTED] 
and me, [REDACTED] and me, [REDACTED] and me, and [REDACTED] 
and me for the period October 2005 until January 26 2007.

(v) Copies of emails passing between [REDACTED] and [REDACTED] for 
the period October 2005 until the present day insofar as they relate to me 
or any work carried out by me, or relate to Glen Mulcaire or ‘Alexander’ or 
any work carried out by him.

(vi) Copies of emails passing between [REDACTED] and [REDACTED] for 
the period October 2005 until the present day insofar as they relate to me 
or any work carried out by me, or relate to Glen Mulcaire or ‘Alexander’ or 
any work carried out by him.

(vii) Copies of emails passing to and from [REDACTED] and [REDACTED] 
for the period October 2005 until the present day insofar as they relate to 
me or any work carried out by me, or relate to Glen Mulcaire or ‘Alexander’ 
or any work carried out by him.

(viii) Copies of emails passing between [REDACTED] and [REDACTED] 
during the period from August 2006 to the present day insofar as they 
relate to me or any work carried out by me, or relate to Glen Mulcaire or 
‘Alexander’ or any work carried out by him. Further, copies of any emails 
passing between [REDACTED] and [REDACTED] relating to my criminal 
case.
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(ix) Copies of [REDACTED] mobile phone records for 2005, 2006 and 2007 
showing calls to and from Glen Mulcaire.

(x) Copies of [redacted] appointments diary for the period from August 
2006 to the present date.

(xi) A full transcription of [REDACTED–Les Hinton’s231] testimony to the 
Department of Culture, Media and Sport’s select committee hearing into 
the self regulation of the Press, given on March 6 2007.

In view of the additional documents that are essential in order for me to 
prepare properly for the appeal hearing, I think it sensible and reasonable 
to reschedule Tuesday’s meeting until I have been given reasonable time to 
consider these further documents.

I look forward to your response as soon as possible.

Yours sincerely,

Clive Goodman

Unredacted: From Clive Goodman’s evidence during R v Brooks, Coulson and ors, 19 
March 2014, p.113

(4) Copies of e-mails passing between Stuart Kuttner and me, Andy Coulson and me, 
Neil Wallace and Me, Jules Stenson and me and Ian Edmondson and me for the period 
October 2005 until January 6 2007”.

5) Copies of e-mails passing to Andy Coulson and Stuart Kuttner for the period 
October 2005 ‘til the present day insofar as they relate to me or any work carried out 
by me or relate to Glen Mulcaire or Alexander or any work carried out by him”.

(6) Copies of e-mails passing between Andy Coulson and Ian Edmondson for the 
period October 2005 until the present day insofar as they relate to”, and you go on to 
mention Glen Mulcaire, Alexander --

No 7. “E-mails to and from Neil Wallace and Andy Coulson”.

No 8, “E-mails passing between Tom Crone and Stuart Kuttner and Andy Coulson 
from the period from August 2006”, your arrest, “to the present day”.

231. A set of emails between Lawrence Abramson and Jon Chapman, including initial 
instructions, were also before the CMS Committee ahead of their evidence session with 
Les Hinton on 24 October 2011.232

231 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 218 version provides name.
232 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 175

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmcumeds/903/903ii.pdf
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmcumeds/903/903ii.pdf
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Les Hinton oral evidence to CMS in 2007

232. Les Hinton gave evidence a few days after Clive Goodman sent his letter by post 
appealing his dismissal—cc’d to Les Hinton. There is no evidence that it would have 
reached Les Hinton in advance of this evidence session.233

Q90 Chairman: Les, can I come back to the Goodman case? The official 
version of events appears to be that Clive Goodman broke the law and has 
paid the penalty for doing so; that his editor was unaware that he broke 
the law but nevertheless took responsibility, because he was the editor, and 
resigned; and that is the end of it. Can you tell us what investigations you 
carried out to determine whether or not anybody else was aware of what 
Clive Goodman was doing?

Mr Hinton: First of all, the police obviously carried out pretty thorough 
investigations, and the result of their investigation was the charge against 
Clive and against the private detective. Clive went to prison; the News of the 
World paid a substantial amount to charities nominated by Prince Harry, 
Prince William and the editor, who told me he had no knowledge of this 
activity but felt that, since it had happened on his watch, he should take his 
share of the responsibility, and he resigned. The new editor has been given 
a very clear remit to make certain that everything is done in the form of 
seminars and meetings. [ … ] I believe absolutely that Andy did not have 
knowledge of what was going on. However, he is no longer the editor and 
what matters now is that we have to start somewhere. What we are doing 
now is a very rigorous programme to make sure that the conduct of the 
journalists there is as impeccable as it reasonably can be expected to be.

Q91 Chairman: I commend what you are doing now, but Clive Goodman 
was paying for some of this information. Those cheques presumably 
required approval, did they not, from somebody else?

Mr Hinton: There were actually two issues involved in the Goodman case. 
There had been a contract with Glenn Mulcaire, during which he was 
carrying out activities which the prosecutor and the judge accepted were 
legitimate investigative work. There was a second situation where Clive had 
been allowed a pool of cash to pay to a contact in relation to investigations 
into Royal stories. That, the Court was told, was where the money came 
from and the detail of how he was using that money was not known to 
the editor. That is not unusual for a contact, when you have a trusted 
reporter—which Clive was—to be allowed to have a relationship which can 
lead to information and which involves the exchange of money. That is what 
happened in that case.

And:

Q95 Chairman: You carried out a full, rigorous internal inquiry, and you 
are absolutely convinced that Clive Goodman was the only person who 
knew what was going on?

233 Linklaters to CoP, 18 April 2016
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Mr Hinton: Yes, we have and I believe he was the only person, but that 
investigation, under the new editor, continues.

Les Hinton oral evidence to CMS for 2010 Report

233. The following questions and answers are of relevance to our inquiry:

Q2106 Chairman: [ … ] May I start by referring back to the evidence which 
you gave to the Committee in March 2007 because at that time in relation 
to the Clive Goodman affair you said that there had been a full rigorous 
internal inquiry, that you were convinced that Clive Goodman was the only 
person that knew what was going on but that the investigation continued. 
Can you say what the final outcome of that investigation was and if it 
remains the case that you are convinced that only Clive Goodman knew 
about the tapping of phones by Glenn Mulcaire?

Mr Hinton: Yes, Chairman. As you have already heard, when Colin Myler 
took over as Editor he continued studying the events there and had the 
assistance, as you know, of a firm of solicitors, and I know from recollection 
he went through thousands of emails. He never delivered any evidence that 
there had been anyone else involved. At the same time as that of course 
our biggest concern was that the News of the World, having gone through 
a pretty terrible time, that he was going to make absolutely certain that 
whatever lapses had happened in the past would not be repeated. I think 
he gave you some pretty detailed information about the measures that he 
took to be certain that everyone there was well aware of the rules and the 
boundaries, but, no, there was never any evidence delivered to me that 
suggested that the conduct of Clive Goodman spread beyond him.

And:

Q2115 Philip Davies: Can I ask you about your suspicions about other people 
being involved at the time when many of the phone-tapping incidents had 
nothing to do with the Royal Family, and so given that Clive Goodman was 
the Royal Reporter did you or anybody else think to yourself if people who 
were not part of the Royal Family were being tapped then surely this must 
go beyond Clive Goodman?

Mr Hinton: That is a good question but you have to put yourself in the 
position that we were in at the time remembering that the police had 
conducted an exhaustive inquiry that went on for many months, even 
before the charges were laid against Goodman and the private investigator, 
and I think it is reasonable, when we are looking at the work carried out 
by some of the best brains at Scotland Yard, for us to accept that that 
had found no evidence beyond speculation—and there was a great deal 
of speculation in other newspapers, as you know, some of it perhaps (but 
probably not) malicious—and there was never any substantive additional 
evidence produced. Although I have not followed meticulously all the 
proceedings since the summer I did look at the evidence that John Yates 
of the Yard provided to you only a couple of weeks ago and I think he said 
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rather pointedly that the Guardian story that has so excited this Committee 
and certain parts of the media contained no new evidence and in the two 
months since its publication no new evidence had arisen. I think it is fair to 
say that since no evidence has come up it would be hard to find any because 
there are lots of very capable people I am sure from establishments such 
as the Guardian looking for it and it has never been presented. We were in 
a situation where there was no clear evidence, there was lots of gossip but 
the most important thing at that point, having gone through this really 
difficult period—and the News of the World is populated, I promise you, 
overwhelmingly by decent hard-working people—they did not deserve the 
difficulty they had gone through and I was attaching a lot of importance to 
getting things back to normal with Colin’s appointment.

Q2116 Philip Davies: Do you accept that even if you were unable to identify 
a particular individual, given that other people’s not just people in the 
Royal Family phones were being tapped, that other people at the News of 
the World must have been involved in this?

Mr Hinton: I am afraid I cannot quite follow the logic of that because 
whatever may have been happening in the offices of the private investigator, 
whether or not it was being relayed to the News of the World, I just had 
no reason to believe that, but there was a lot of gossip, there was a lot of 
speculation, there were a lot of accusations that we could never find any 
firm foundation for, so in the light of them we went, I promise you, to 
extraordinary lengths both within the News of the World itself and from 
my own position at the time—I was also Chairman of the Editors’ Code 
Committee—we clarified the Code. There were a number of measures 
taken across the industry because there was only so much you could do 
retroactively.

And:

Q2125 Philip Davies: I will read out again what John Kelsey-Fry said. He 
said in defending Clive Goodman that it was important to recognise Clive 
Goodman’s involvement. He made the point that whoever else may have 
been involved at the News of the World Clive Goodman’s involvement was 
limited to the counts on which he pleaded guilty. Would you not accept that 
everybody is making that point? The Crown accepted that Clive Goodman 
had got nothing to do with the other counts laid against him. Is not all the 
evidence pointing that other people at the News of the World were involved, 
even by the lawyer who may well have been paid by the News of the World?

Mr Hinton: I can only tell you what I have told you and that is that we found 
no evidence and nor did the police to take any action against anybody else. 
We took every measure we could both in taking care of what had happened 
in the past, and we tried to discover whether there had been any misconduct, 
and to make certain, above all, that it was not going to happen again.
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And:

Q2154 Mr Hall: Mr Hinton, in evidence that we have had previously from 
Colin Myler and Mr Coulson, and again repeated by you this afternoon, that 
the Goodman case was a one-off case, you said that all the evidence points 
to that and you backed that up by saying that there was a very thorough 
police investigation. The police investigation was very specific with a very 
specific remit. It did not have the remit to do a broad investigation into the 
wider practices of the News of the World. Is that correct?

Mr Hinton: I do not know. I do not know quite what the grounds were. 
They spent a long time and they have said it again and again that they 
had no evidence to charge anyone other than Goodman and the private 
investigator. I would imagine the police would make an investigation as 
broad as they see fit and you know what they have said. Certainly I have 
never spoken to any of them and they have never spoken to me about it. 
There was never any suggestion by them or anyone else other than the 
media that the place was a ferment of telephone hackers.

Q2155 Mr Hall: They had other evidence of telephone hacking and 
telephone tapping of the Royal Family and other celebrities. Goodman was 
responsible for the Royal desk. Who was responsible for other people whose 
phones were tapped who came to light in this investigation? Who was the 
editor who was responsible for that?

Mr Hinton: I do not know who else’s phones were tapped by reporters from 
the News of the World.

And:

Q2160 Mr Hall: By Mulcaire and admitted by his counsel.

Mr Hinton: I know that it has been said that he tapped an awful lot of 
phones including Andy Coulson’s and I think Rebekah Wade’s, now 
Rebekah Brooks, but whether he was doing it on behalf of the News of the 
World we never had that evidence provided to us.

And:

Q2168 Paul Farrelly: I just wanted to respond to the point made about Mr 
Yates’ evidence. We have asked you back here because we want to establish 
how you responded in the affirmative to the Chairman’s question that you 
carried out a full rigorous internal inquiry and you said yes you had. Can 
I just ask you on what basis did you feel able to give that answer, that to 
your recollection Tom Crone said that various investigations had been 
undertaken internally as the facts established themselves as the charges and 
trial developed. Can you tell us on what basis you gave us that answer?

Mr Hinton: Okay. You have had the benefit of hearing the testimony of 
people that were much more closely involved in it than I, but when it all 
happened my first detailed conversation was with Andy Coulson and I said, 
“Andy, we have got make certain the extent to which this has been going 
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on.” He had numerous conversations, the charges were laid, he invoked the 
help of Tom Crone, who is a company lawyer with a lot of experience and 
who again was disassociated from this, and there was a decision to bring 
him in to meet people and to help the police with their enquiries to make 
sure that they were being properly informed and helped without people that 
might have an interest in what was being told. We brought in a firm of 
solicitors and there were many, many conversations with the police, and 
not involving me. There was never firm evidence provided or suspicion 
provided that I am aware of that implicated anybody else other than Clive 
within the staff of the News of the World. It just did not happen, Paul, and 
had it have happened then we would have acted. I cannot tell you the state 
of alarm that Andy was in when all this happened because he felt a massive 
burden of responsibility for it having happened on his watch, which is why 
in the end he decided to quit. That was leading up before Andy’s departure. 
When Colin came in things were still very live but at that point everybody 
was pretty exhausted by it all. There were two things I wanted Colin to do: 
(a) keep speaking to people, keep looking around to see whether or not any 
of this had happened before and (b) to settle the staff down because most 
of them of course had had no involvement in this at all, this was just Clive, 
and to get people focused on doing their job and being proud of what they 
do. He had a two-fold issue, a leadership issue and the issue of cleaning 
up and making certain that we were doing everything we could. We co-
operated a lot with the Press Complaints Commission and through our 
own commonsense to make certain that we had as thoroughly as possible 
made people aware of the need to behave very, very carefully in certain 
areas.

And:

Q2178 Paul Farrelly: When we interviewed Tom Crone, who you say is a very 
experienced old hand, he told us that the first that he learned of the contract 
between Greg Miskiw and Glenn Mulcaire, and indeed the “for Neville” 
email, was in April 2008 when Gordon Taylor’s lawyers produced it, and 
then he had a second thought and told us that it may have been referred to 
in the trial, which it was indeed, that sort of approach, and what you are 
telling us about the details that were disclosed to you as to the extensiveness 
of the inquiry, it does not suggest that there was a very thorough inquiry 
into all these activities.

Mr Hinton: I do not remember. They spent a lot of time doing it. It is very 
possible looking back on it that there were things that they failed to do 
that they might have done, but I have to say that in talking to them it was 
my impression that they were being very conscientious. Whether or not 
they did everything they might have, whether or not there were things they 
should have done or should have uncovered and did not is a fair point, but I 
think that they tried very, very hard and they did it in a climate again where 
there was no suggestion by the police that there were loads of guilty men 
lurking around the News of the World. That just was not the climate.
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Les Hinton oral evidence to CMS for 2012 Report

234. The following questions and answers are relevant to our inquiry:

Q1325 Chair: Right. The appeal letter you were copied into suggested, as 
I am sure you will recall, that Clive Goodman claimed that he was by no 
means the only person who had knowledge of illegal activity. Indeed, the 
knowledge was widespread and frequently discussed at editorial conference. 
Was this complete news to you when the letter arrived?

Les Hinton: Yes, it was.

And:

Q1340 Paul Farrelly: Can I read out an answer that you gave to me in 
September 2009? I will quote you: “There was never any firm evidence 
provided or”—two key words—“suspicion provided that I am aware of that 
implicated anybody else other than Clive within the staff of The News of the 
World. It just did not happen, Paul. Had it happened we would have acted.” 
Having been through Clive Goodman’s allegations and settled with him, 
that statement you gave to us in September 2009 was not anywhere near the 
truth, was it?

Les Hinton: I don’t think that I would regard Mr Goodman’s letter as 
evidence of anything. There were accusations and allegations by an employee 
who had been dismissed for gross misconduct.

Q1341 Paul Farrelly: We can quibble about what constitutes evidence, but 
you use the words, “or suspicion provided”. Clive Goodman provided you 
with plenty of suspicion, didn’t he?

Les Hinton: We reacted very responsibly—and you have heard more detail 
than you are going to get from me about it—to what Mr Goodman claimed. 
At the end of it, we could discover no basis for what he was claiming. I 
think, therefore, my statement is valid.

235. In Qq1409–1410 Les Hinton said that the entire premise of the investigation was a 
response to what Goodman had claimed.

236. Other evidence considered the investigations undertaken by NI:

Q1419 Damian Collins: Do you accept, Mr Hinton, based on your evidence 
to this Committee both in 2007 and in 2009, that this Committee was misled 
by News International about the nature of these internal investigations, how 
rigorous they were and whether they had led to anything?

Les Hinton: It is very easy now to look back at all this in the much more 
difficult environment that we are in now. I felt at the time that what had 
been done was thorough, and I thought myself that it was sufficient, and I 
think others did too.
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And:

Q1421 Damian Collins: But if we take what you have said at face value 
today, you simply did not know. You just left it to other people to get on 
with it. You did not know if there had been a rigorous internal investigation, 
because you have never been shown any evidence of it.

Les Hinton: But I was never provided with any evidence of suspicion against 
people, either, so that was the important issue for me.

And:

Q1451 Mr Watson: Just on the point—I think my colleague, Damian, might 
have got this, but I just want to get it right. You said that you were told that 
there was a vigorous investigation. Just let me know, who told you that?

Les Hinton: At the time that the initial arrests happened, Andy Coulson 
was the Editor there and he was overseeing the entire reaction to it, and 
my conversations and the conversations which led me to tell you what I 
did—and I think Mr Coulson, in his own evidence, reiterated it—that was 
the basis on which I believed there had been an internal inquiry into who 
was aware of Clive’s activity.

Q1452 Mr Watson: So it was your belief that the vigorous investigation was 
taking place as a result of the things that Andy Coulson told you.

Les Hinton: Andy was the man in charge of the newspaper when all this 
happened, yes.

Les Hinton written evidence to CMS for 2012 Report

237. Les Hinton did not provide written evidence for the 2010 Report. For the 2012 Report 
he did provide evidence, as set out at paragraph 214 above.234

Written and oral evidence provided to CMS provided by other witnesses

Burton Copeland—August 2006

238. Burton Copeland provided written evidence to the CMS Committee in August 2011 
for the 2012 Report that they were instructed by NGN to assist in dealing with requests 
from the MPS for information relating to the investigation: “BCL was not instructed to 
carry out an investigation into “phone hacking” at the ‘News of the World’.”235

Harbottle and Lewis review—2007

239. In 2011 Daniel Cloke in oral evidence for their 2012 Report told the CMS Committee 
that Les Hinton knew about the review and that he showed him the letter received from 
Harbottle and Lewis.236

234 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 229–30
235 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 228
236 CMS 2012 Report, Q636. Letter as above at paragraph 77

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmcumeds/903/903ii.pdf
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmcumeds/903/903ii.pdf
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240. In terms of the breadth of the Harbottle and Lewis review, that firm told the CMS 
Committee as part of the 2012 Report that:

this was a classic civil litigation question: a client asking the Firm to 
evaluate, in the context of a civil law employment dispute, what impact 
certain documents might have if they came to be disclosed in that potential 
litigation. No lawyers specialising in (or indeed with any real knowledge of) 
criminal law had been involved at all, precisely because this was a civil law 
question.237

Jon Chapman on Harbottle and Lewis

241. Jon Chapman told the CMS Committee for the 2012 Report that:

To my knowledge, the 2007 Email Review was never intended to be a general 
internal inquiry or investigation into the issue of voicemail interception at 
the News of the World. To characterise and hold it out as such now, and 
to refer to it on several occasions in the same context as a major police 
investigation and an inquiry by a regulatory body, seems to me to be very 
misleading.

The 2007 Email Review only came about as a result of the very specific 
circumstances of the internal disciplinary process involving Clive Goodman, 
and its scope and terms of reference were determined by that process and 
not by any other factor [ … ] Mr. Hinton, the Chief Executive, asked Daniel 
Cloke, the then head of human resources, to carry out a review of emails 
between Mr. Goodman and five other individuals (whose names are known 
to the Committee and the public). I was asked to assist in that exercise. 238

242. It appears from the evidence from Daniel Cloke that he discussed the email review 
with Les Hinton on three occasions (although there is little detail as to the content or 
depth of any discussion): upon receipt of the Goodman letter (March 2007); the internal 
Cloke/Chapman review having been completed; and when the 29 May 2007 letter from 
Harbottle and Lewis (Abramson to Chapman) was received.

New evidence before this Committee

Solicitors Disciplinary Tribunal (SDT)

243. It is apparent from his evidence to the Leveson Inquiry and from his evidence to and 
the judgment of the SDT that Lawrence Abramson was negligent in his work on the email 
review, and that had he completed his work to a proper standard, emails would have been 
identified which showed that phone hacking at NOTW spread beyond Clive Goodman.

244. Lawrence Abramson’s direction to the team he assembled at Harbottle and Lewis was 
that although the brief was phone-hacking, they should look more widely “So anything 
that News would not want to be presented in the public domain I would have to bring to 
the client’s attention.” Also that although the brief was for emails from 2005 onwards, they 

237 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 204
238 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 190
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should also look at the earlier material with which they had been provided. However, the 
“opinion that [Abramson] was asked to give was “very, very limited” to the documents 
that CG had requested”.239

245. Working to those directions, paralegals working in his team identified and flagged 
certain emails as being of concern. They included emails containing words such as 
“lifting quotes from tele”, “not on mail”, “editor in jail” and “turning mobiles”. Lawrence 
Abramson failed to notice these flagged emails (the SDT said “due to genuine, major, but 
inadvertent oversight”) before agreeing the 29 May 2007 letter to News International which 
was seen by Les Hinton. The letter stated: “I can confirm that we did not find anything in 
those emails which appeared to us to be reasonable evidence that Clive Goodman’s illegal 
actions were known about and supported by both or either of Andy Coulson, the Editor, 
and Neil Wallis, the Deputy Editor, and/or that Ian Edmondson, the News Editor, and 
others were carrying out similar illegal procedures”.

246. The emails came to be known as the “toxic emails” during the Leveson Inquiry. It is 
also clear from the SDT judgment that the date range of the emails sent to Harbottle and 
Lewis was greater than that reviewed internally by Chapman and Cloke.

247. The SDT noted that it was Les Hinton who had asked for an independent outside 
view of the work on the emails that had been carried out internally. The SDT considered 
that one of the consequences flowing from Abramson’s error, was that:

The hare started running before the SCCMS. There was a mistaken belief 
before that Committee that the Firm’s review had been full and thorough. 
The Tribunal had found that the review was narrow, employment-related, 
and was not the review that the SCCMS had been told that it was by others.240

Tom Crone’s December 2006 Memo

248. The memo was sent in draft to Andy Coulson by Tom Crone with the intention being 
that it be sent on to Les Hinton. Les Hinton’s evidence to this Committee is that he has 
no recollection of having been sent, having received or having read it, and Tom Crone has 
not answered this point, stating instead that he is bound by legal professional privilege.241

249. We asked the CPS whether there was any evidence to support Andy Coulson’s reliance 
in R v Brooks, Coulson and ors (and the Judge’s summing up), that this document was in 
fact sent to Les Hinton. The CPS provided further documentation, but those documents 
did not prove that Les Hinton had received the December 2006 Memo.

Evidence of Rebekah Brooks in R v Brooks, Coulson and ors

250. Rebekah Brooks told her trial that she had met Clive Goodman for lunch on 12 
April 2007 after he had been released from prison and that she offered him work. There 
is a receipt for the meal and a staff expenses form. Her intention was to try to stop the 
Employment Tribunal. Whether she told and/or had the authority of Les Hinton to do so, 
is a matter of debate. In her evidence (in chief and under cross-examination) she said both 

239 Solicitors Disciplinary Tribunal (SDT) Case No. 1164–2013, para 29.10
240 Solicitors Disciplinary Tribunal (SDT) Case No. 1164–2013, para 38.9
241 Morrison Foerster to CoP, 14 April 2016, para 7; Tom Crone to CoP, 12 April 2016
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that it was her idea alone and that it was her and Les Hinton’s idea,242 but also that as to 
whether Les Hinton knew and approved of what she was doing, she had had a couple of 
conversations with Les Hinton about it and thought that the job offer was discussed, but 
that she was left to see if it was an option.243

251. Clive Goodman made a note of his meeting with her, which he explained during 
cross-examination (16 May 2014) at the trial, but in his note he says that Rebekah Brooks: 
“claimed not to have consulted Hinton over this offer and said she would hire who she 
liked and take whatever internal or external criticism that came her way. After all, she 
said, who really cares about a few media stories?”

252. It is clear from the emails disclosed within the trial transcript that Rebekah Brooks 
contacted Clive Goodman after the lunch to seek an answer to her offer.

253. Les Hinton had told the CMS Committee for their 2012 Report that he did not 
remember anyone suggesting to him that Clive Goodman should have his job back (what 
Rebekah Brooks was doing was not really the same), and that he did not have in mind that 
Clive Goodman would ever receive another penny in remuneration for employment from 
NI.244

254. When this evidence was raised with Morrison Foerster, they responded that that 
the trial transcripts are outside of this Committee’s remit. In addition, they stated that, 
if the trial testimony is correct, then it demonstrates that Rebekah Brooks was uncertain 
whether or not Les Hinton had suggested that she offer Clive a job. Further, that Clive 
Goodman’s contemporaneous evidence should be preferred, namely that “Ms Brooks 
admitted that she did not have a clear recollection about many events leading up to the 
lunch. Mr Goodman’s note, the only contemporaneous record of the lunch conversation, 
states that Ms Brooks had told Mr Goodman that she had made the job offer without Mr 
Hinton’s knowledge.”245

Leveson Inquiry

255. Les Hinton did not provide oral or written evidence to the Leveson Inquiry. Evidence 
from Jon Chapman does shed some light on the thinking at News International on the 
corporate side away from the newsrooms:

Q. Did you have any, to be more precise, discussions about the one rogue 
reporter defence, which was News International’s public line?

A. No, I did not.

Q. May I ask you whether you had a view as to whether that public line was 
correct?

A. I wasn’t as closely involved, obviously, because of my role on the corporate 
commercial side, so I didn’t really know about what had been happening. 
When the arrests were made in August 2007, it was a complete surprise 
to me. I have to say that my own view is I knew there was rumours and 

242 Rebekah Brooks evidence, R v Brooks and ors, 26 February 2014
243 Rebekah Brooks evidence, R v Brooks and ors, 5 March 2014
244 CMS 2012 Report, Q1399
245 Morrison Foerster to CoP, 14 April 2016, para 19
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I’m obviously aware of what was said in sentencing. When it came to my 
attention subsequently, that would be some time later, years later, that there 
were allegations that it went beyond them, I was very disappointed and a bit 
surprised, I have to say.246

Les Hinton’s responses to Committee of Privileges

256. In their letter of 15 August 2012, Morrison Foerster made the following submissions 
on behalf of Les Hinton:

a) Paragraph 66: “By the time of Mr Hinton’s 2009 testimony, various investigations 
and reviews had occurred, as discussed at length before the CMS Committee, 
and no evidence had been provided to Mr Hinton that the conduct of Goodman 
had spread beyond him. (Q2168.) The CMS Committee’s suggestion that Mr 
Hinton was complicit in a cover-up for failing to mention Goodman’s letter as a 
“suspicion” completely ignores that Goodman’s accusations had been investigated 
and re-investigated, and Mr Hinton was presented with no evidence to support 
them. Although the CMS Committee has with the benefit of hindsight criticised 
the work of everyone who in 2006 and 2007 investigated phone-hacking at News 
of the World, Mr Hinton had no reason at the time to doubt the good faith or 
competence of the many persons who had conducted such investigations.”

b) Paragraph 67: “ … the Report failed to note that Mr Hinton had testified only 
moments prior to the single supposedly misleading statement (there was “never 
firm evidence provided or suspicion provided” (id)) as follows: “there was a lot of 
gossip, there was a lot of speculation, there were a lot of accusations that we could 
never fund any firm foundation for … ” (Q2116.) This passage told the Committee 
exactly what had happened. Goodman had made “a lot of accusations.” Those 
accusations were investigated. At the time, Mr Hinton had no reason to doubt the 
thoroughness or good faith of the investigations. The investigations did not find 
any “firm foundation” for the “accusations.” Having provided this explanation, 
it was appropriate to state later in the same testimony that Mr Hinton had not 
seen any firm evidence or suspicion. Taken as a whole, and read fairly, there is 
nothing misleading in Mr Hinton’s testimony, or anything to suggest that Mr 
Hinton was complicit in a cover-up.”

c) Paragraph 68: pointing out that his dismissal of Goodman without confidentiality 
requirement (at that stage) and involvement of Harbottle and Lewis is not 
consistent with a cover-up.247

257. In their letter of 2 February 2015 Morrison Foerster made the following submissions:

a) Paragraphs 18 and 19—that Mr Hinton’s answer which refers to gossip and 
speculation was clearly not a reference to the sentencing remarks of Mr Justice 
Gross, but to media reports and similar sources. That a fair reading of his evidence 
is that Mr Hinton did not deny that there were suspicions of wider abuses, e.g. 
Q2115 which refers to phone hacking where the victim was not connected to the 
Royal family. In his answer, Les Hinton points to:

246 Leveson Inquiry, Transcript 14 December 2011 AM, p.4
247 Morrison Foerster to CSP, 15 August 2012
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… the position that we were in at the time remembering that the police 
had conducted an exhaustive inquiry that went on for many months, even 
before the charges were laid against Goodman and the private investigator, 
and I think it is reasonable, when we are looking at the work carried out 
by some of the best brains at Scotland Yard, for us to accept that that 
had found no evidence beyond speculation—and there was a great deal 
of speculation in other newspapers, as you know, some of it perhaps (but 
probably not) malicious—and there was never any substantive additional 
evidence produced.

b) Paragraphs 20 to 22—Morrison Foerster submit that “Mr Hinton made the 
obvious point—time and again—that News International and the News of 
the World had been at great pains to investigate those suspicions in order to 
determine whether anyone else was involved.” They point in particular to the 
instruction of Burton Copeland, internal and external (by Harbottle and Lewis) 
email reviews, interviews by Colin Myler and Daniel Cloke of the individuals 
named by Clive Goodman, and the long-running police investigation.

“As Mr Hinton explained to the CMSC, he believed that those investigations 
had been thorough and that they had not found any evidence of other abuses 
at the News of the World beyond Clive Goodman. The fact that Mr Hinton 
authorised those investigations in the first place plainly demonstrates 
that he was aware of the possibility that others at News of the World were 
involved. … Mr Hinton had no reason at the time to doubt the good faith or 
competence of those who had conducted such investigations.”

c) Paragraph 28—that as an executive in a large media company such as News 
International, it was perfectly proper for him to rely on the advice of others, such 
as Harbottle and Lewis.

d) Paragraph 29—that the Committee of Privileges had decided to

“fasten upon a semantic distinction between “suspicion” and “evidence” … 
Mr Hinton made abundantly clear in his appearances before the CMSC 
that he was—as were all members of the Committee—well aware of the 
suspicions, the accusations, the allegations that phone hacking at the News 
of the World went beyond Clive Goodman and Mulcaire. He was equally 
clear in emphasising time and again that News International had thoroughly 
investigated the allegations and suspicions, but had found no evidence to 
support them. It turns out that Mr Hinton and his employer were ill-served 
by the external law firm that failed in its assigned task, through no fault 
of Mr Hinton. It will reflect poorly on the Committee of Privileges and its 
members if it tries to take out of context an isolated instance of Mr Hinton’s 
use of the term “suspicion” when the core of his testimony on all relevant 
points was completely accurate, based on his knowledge at the time.”248

248 Morrison Foerster to CoP, 2 February 2015
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258. Their letter of 6 March 2015 includes the following information:

a) Paragraph 7—“ … Mr Hinton of course was not aware—nor could he have been 
aware in 2009—of the many later self-serving statements that contended that the 
investigations to which Mr Hinton referred in his 2009 statements were more 
limited than Mr Hinton had been led to believe.”

b) Paragraph 9—“in 2009, Mr Hinton made clear time and again—with the one 
exception of a sentence taken out of context by the Committee—that, while he 
was aware of suspicions, accusations, and allegations, no one had presented to 
him evidence that phone hacking at News of the World extended beyond the 
conduct of Mr Goodman. Viewed fairly and in context, Mr Hinton’s statements 
on this topic are accurate and consistency. By no stretch of the imagination can 
they be judged to be deliberately misleading or betraying a “lack of candour”. It is 
not relevant to a fair consideration of whether Mr Hinton misled the CMSC that 
we all now know that there is evidence that persons at News of the World other 
than Mr Goodman were engaged in phone hacking, because there is no evidence 
that Mr Hinton knew of any such evidence at the time of his appearance before 
the CMSC.”

c) Paragraph 16—Les Hinton could not have known in 2009 of the subsequent 
evidence from the Police that there were deficiencies in the initial investigation, 
nor of the limited nature of the review by John Yates (in 2009 in response to the 
Guardian published the “for Neville” email and 2005 Contract).

d) Paragraph 18—with specific reference to Q2116—in the context of 15 September 
2009 Les Hinton did not believe that others were involved–the answer was not 
misleading, but truthful based upon what he knew at the time.249

e) Paragraph 25—“Had Mr Abramson done his job correctly, we would not be 
writing this letter.”

f) Paragraph 26—the email search did not include Neville Thurlbeck or Greg 
Miskiw; however, the investigation was prompted by Clive Goodman’s specific, 
detailed allegations “which provided a roadmap and identified five individuals 
he alleged were involved.” Further, there is no information Les Hinton was at 
that time aware of any allegations of any hacking-related conduct by Neville 
Thurlbeck or Greg Miskiw.

g) Paragraph 29—Lawrence Abramson’s second Witness Statement to the Leveson 
Inquiry admits that he failed to review certain emails. The Witness Statement 
is dated 8 December 2011, yet is not referred to in the 2012 Report which was 

249 Q2116 Philip Davies: Do you accept that even if you were unable to identify a particular individual, given that 
other people’s not just people in the Royal Family phones were being tapped, that other people at the News of 
the World must have been involved in this?

Mr Hinton: I am afraid I cannot quite follow the logic of that because whatever may have been happening in the 
offices of the private investigator, whether or not it was being relayed to the News of the World, I just had 
no reason to believe that, but there was a lot of gossip, there was a lot of speculation, there were a lot of 
accusations that we could never find any firm foundation for, so in the light of them we went, I promise you, to 
extraordinary lengths both within the News of the World itself and from my own position at the time—I was 
also Chairman of the Editors’ Code Committee—we clarified the Code. There were a number of measures taken 
across the industry because there was only so much you could do retroactively.
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published on 27 April 2012. Indeed CMSC comment “Lawrence Abramson was 
undoubtedly simply doing his job as a lawyer. Indeed, he seems to have made 
some effort to alert News International to problems that he uncovered.”

h) Paragraphs 48 to 49—Les Hinton relied upon Andy Coulson. “As we now know, 
Mr Coulson may have had his own reasons for not being candid with Mr Hinton 
in 2007 but, at the time, Mr Hinton believed that Mr Coulson was accurately 
reporting the position.”

i) Paragraph 50—The police did not contact Les Hinton in any way during their 
investigation nor ask to speak with him about phone-hacking.250

Our conclusion

259. The evidence on this issue is not clear cut. We have borne in mind that there is a clear 
and important distinction between what as a matter of fact Mr Hinton knew and did as 
a result, which we might consider was or was not reasonable, and separately, the totality 
of what he knew—and what of that knowledge was presented to the CMS Committee in 
2009. It is only this latter question that goes to the issue of whether Les Hinton committed 
a contempt in the evidence he gave to the CMS Committee in 2009. The CMS Committee’s 
conclusion is about the “extent of his knowledge of allegations”.

260. At the 15 September 2009 evidence session, the CMS Committee had not yet received 
the 29 May 2007 Harbottle and Lewis letter (that was disclosed in November 2009), whilst 
the letters from Clive Goodman appealing his dismissal were not disclosed to the CMS 
Committee until 11 August 2011 as part of James Murdoch’s and Harbottle and Lewis’ 
written evidence for the 2012 Report. As such, as at 15 September 2009, any evidence 
of the allegations made by Clive Goodman was within Les Hinton’s knowledge and not 
within the CMS Committee’s knowledge.

261. We have given particular consideration to Qq2115, 2116, 2154, 2155 and 2168 from 
the 15 September 2009 evidence session in order to consider what was picture drawn by 
Les Hinton’s evidence and whether it did present his actual knowledge at that date. The 
picture drawn by these questions is:

a) The MPS had found no evidence beyond speculation;

b) There was never any substantive additional evidence produced;

c) There was no clear evidence, although there was lots of gossip;251

d) Whatever Glenn Mulcaire had been doing, Les Hinton had no reason to believe 
it was being relayed to NOTW;

e) There was a lot of gossip, speculation and accusations that they could never find 
any firm foundation for; 252

250 Morrison Foerster to CoP, 6 March 2015
251 A-C Q2115
252 D-E Q2216
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f) There was never any suggestion from the police “or anyone else other than the 
media that the place was a ferment of telephone hackers”;253

g) There was never firm evidence provided or suspicion provided that he was aware 
of that implicated anybody else other than Clive Goodman within the staff of 
NOTW.254

262. We have noted that Les Hinton did provide information about the email review and 
that the Clive Goodman claim was settled, but at no stage in his 2009 oral evidence did 
he state that one of the sources of the accusations, suspicions etc. was Clive Goodman. We 
consider that the questions put by the CMS Committee provided an opportunity for him 
to disclose the information.

263. We know that Les Hinton had seen or was aware of the sentencing remarks of Mr 
Justice Gross in R v Goodman and Mulcaire, and indeed in 2009 the Committee put 
questions to him based upon the Judge’s remarks. We also know that he knew that Andy 
Coulson and Rebekah Brooks’ phones had been tapped.255 We know that Les Hinton 
was aware of the Burton and Copeland work and had a level of oversight on the internal 
reviews by Colin Myler, Daniel Cloke and Jon Chapman as part of the Clive Goodman 
employment appeal, and in addition of the Harbottle and Lewis reviews. It is not clear 
from the evidence that Les Hinton knew the limited remit of these investigations. Again, 
whilst it is possible to criticise him for not ensuring that there was a full and joined-up 
internal investigation, this is not a matter for us because it is not relevant to the question 
of contempt. We have also taken into account that one of the sources of information for 
Les Hinton was Andy Coulson.

264. We have considered whether the ordering of investigations about suspicions plainly 
demonstrated that Les Hinton was aware of the possibility of the involvement of others as 
has been submitted by Morrison Foerster, and whether he demonstrated that to the CMS 
Committee. We also note his reliance on the police investigations and their decisions not 
to bring further charges or interview others at NOTW.

265. We have looked again at paragraph 85 of the CMS Committee’s 2012 Report which is 
the paragraph referred to in Chapter 8 for the conclusion that Les Hinton misled the CMS 
Committee about the extent of his knowledge of allegations that phone hacking extended 
beyond Clive Goodman and Glenn Mulcaire to others at NOTW. The relevant parts of 
paragraph 85 are:

… he certainly had [seen Clive Goodman’s 2 March 2007 letter] by the 
time he [gave evidence] on 15 September 2009 when he said: ‘There was 
never firm evidence provided or suspicion provided that I am aware of 
that implicated anybody else other than Clive within the staff of the News 
of the World. It just did not happen’. This was not true. Clive Goodman 
had certainly provided ‘suspicion’ of wider involvement, but Les Hinton 
failed to mention it to the Committee. At no stage did Les Hinton seek 
to correct the record, even when invited by the Committee to do so. We 

253 F Q2154
254 G Q2168
255 Q2160
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consider, therefore, that Les Hinton was complicit in the cover-up at News 
International, which included making misleading statements and giving a 
misleading picture to this Committee.

266. Part of paragraph 85 which supports the Chapter 8 conclusion on this issue concerns 
the CMS Committee’s conclusion that Les Hinton was complicit in a cover-up. This clearly 
presupposes that there was a cover-up by News International, and our conclusions as to 
News International are linked to our decisions on this issue. In this context we have looked 
at the strength of the evidence in relation to Les Hinton to see whether any conclusion on 
this issue can fairly be drawn in relation to his evidence notwithstanding our conclusion 
on corporate liability.

267. Our overall impression of Les Hinton’s evidence in 2009 is of a deliberate strategy 
to provide accurate evidence, but only up to a point. That point was disclosure of 
information which was already part of the public record. Beyond that point he did not 
disclose. This meant that he did not provide information about Clive Goodman’s naming 
of names within his employment appeal. His answers tend to suggest that the accusations, 
allegations, suspicions and gossip are external to NOTW, NGN and NI. The failure 
to disclose tends to create a suspicion that Les Hinton’s answers were misleading and 
designed to be so; but for a finding of contempt there needs something concrete upon 
which to fix that contempt. The CMS Committee concluded that they had invited him to 
correct the record, but he failed to do so. Les Hinton’s answer in 2011 was that he didn’t 
regard Clive Goodman’s letter as evidence of anything but “accusations and allegations by 
an employee who had been dismissed for gross misconduct.”, and that NI had reacted to 
what Clive Goodman claimed and “could find no basis for what he was claiming. I think, 
therefore, my statement is valid.”

268. Then there is the question of the lack of firm evidence of the involvement of others 
until the disclosure of the “For Neville” email, which was disclosed after Les Hinton 
had moved to Dow Jones, and the negligent act which prevented the external Harbottle 
and Lewis email review from revealing the “toxic emails”. There is strength in Morrison 
Foerster’s argument that, had that review been completed properly, they would not have 
been writing to us.

269. The CMS Committee focussed on the “extent of his knowledge of allegations”. On 
that basis we agree that Les Hinton’s evidence was misleading because it did not reveal 
that Clive Goodman was the source of one of those allegations. But whilst the CMS 
Committee did not know this information on 15 September 2009 at the Les Hinton 
evidence session, they did know it a month and a half later when the Harbottle and Lewis 
letter was disclosed to them, clearly showing the names of others at NOTW whose emails 
had been investigated as part of Clive Goodman’s employment appeal.

270. Weighing all of the above, we consider that the evidence that Les Hinton misled 
the CMS Committee about the extent of his knowledge of allegations that phone-
hacking extended beyond Clive Goodman and Glenn Mulcaire to others at the News 
of the World does not meet the standard of proof we have set for a finding of contempt 
(that the allegations are significantly more likely than not to be true). We make no 
finding of contempt on this issue.
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Payment of Clive Goodman’s legal fees

271. Clive Goodman received two sets of legal funding from NI:

a) From his arrest on 8 August 2006 through to sentencing on 26 January 2007, News 
International paid for Clive Goodman’s legal fees for his legal representation in 
criminal proceedings, for example, the brief fee for John Kelsey-Fry QC.

b) In relation to his employment claim, as part of the settlement, £13,000 in legal 
fees were paid.

The CMS Committee noted:

89. The settlement with Clive Goodman, including the element to cover 
his legal fees, was authorised by Les Hinton in 2007. However, when asked 
in 2009 whether or not News International had paid Clive Goodman’s 
legal fees, Les Hinton answered “I absolutely do not know. I do not know 
whether we did or not.” When he was asked if he knew who would have 
authorised such a payment he answered: “I would guess the Director of 
Human Resources but I do not know”. When questioned in 2011 about the 
discrepancy between his 2009 answer and the fact that he authorised the 
payment of the fees, he said: “if I had been sure at the time, I would have 
told you”.256

272. Written evidence submitted by NI in 2009257 explains that there were two sets of 
payments. The first part of their evidence is about the payments made in relation to 
Clive Goodman’s employment tribunal proceedings: “As is normal under the terms of 
compromise agreements, Mr. Goodman’s legal costs relating to his employment claims 
and their settlement by compromise agreement were paid by News Group Newspapers 
Limited.”258 There is an entirely separate answer in response to the question “Did News 
Group Newspapers, News International or News Corp pay or contribute to the payment 
of the legal fees of either Goodman or Mulcaire?”:

News Group Newspapers Limited paid for Clive Goodman’s legal 
representation in the criminal proceedings involving him. Throughout those 
proceedings, he was an employee of News Group Newspapers Limited.259

This does not identify who at NGN authorised those payments.

273. In giving oral evidence in 2009 Les Hinton distinguished between, on the one hand, 
payment of legal fees in the criminal case of R v Goodman and Mulcaire (2006–2007), 
where he said he did not know, and could not recollect whether he had given authority 
for the payment of legal fees, and on the other hand, his role in authorising the payments 
relating to Clive Goodman’s dismissal and subsequent employment tribunal claims, for 
which he accepted responsibility.

274. When the questions put to Les Hinton in 2009 are analysed on this basis, a clear 
distinction can be drawn between his answers:

256 CMS 2012 Report, para 89
257 CMS 2010 Report, Ev 464 ff, also reproduced in CMS 2012 Report, Ev 231ff, with redactions removed
258 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 232
259 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 233– dated 4 November 2009

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmcumeds/903/903i.pdf
https://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200910/cmselect/cmcumeds/362/362ii.pdf
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmcumeds/903/903ii.pdf
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmcumeds/903/903ii.pdf
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmcumeds/903/903ii.pdf
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a) Qq2117 to 2122 relate to the criminal proceedings, to which Les Hinton says that 
he does not know if those legal fees were paid.

b) Q2126 onwards relate to the civil (employment) proceedings, and at the first 
question,260 Les Hinton clearly states that he authorised those payments.

275. At Q2117 Les Hinton was asked by Philip Davies MP: “I want to focus on the payments 
that you have made to Clive Goodman and Mulcaire specifically since their conviction, 
or certainly after they were arrested and charged. First of all, did you in any way pay for 
any of the legal fees for Clive Goodman or Glenn Mulcaire?” (emphasis added). Whilst 
the reference to conviction in terms of dates means that it could be either criminal or civil 
fees, this part of the question is skewed by reference to arrest and charge which can only 
be criminal as it happened months before Clive Goodman’s employment was terminated 
and both Glenn Mulcaire and Clive Goodman brought claims post-conviction. Moreover 
if Q2117 is read within the set of linked questions (all by Philip Davies MP) through 
to Q2121, there is a clear sense that Les Hinton is answering in relation to criminal 
proceedings, hence his comment at Q2121 “When employees get into difficulty it is not 
unusual for them to be indemnified by the company which employs them and for their 
legal fees to be paid … ” Les Hinton repeatedly told the CMS Committee he did not know 
who authorised legal fees for the criminal proceedings.

276. In 2011 Les Hinton gave further evidence about the payment of legal fees, again 
relating to the criminal proceedings:

Q1384 Philip Davies: Mr Hinton, you said that when you gave evidence to 
us in 2009 you answered honestly—that is what you said earlier on today. 
Back in 2009, I asked you whether or not the legal fees for Clive Goodman 
and Glenn Mulcaire had been paid, and your answer was, “I absolutely do 
not know. I do not know whether we did or not.” Then you say it again, “I 
honestly do not know.” Was that absolutely honest?

Les Hinton: It was absolutely honest. Two things: first, I wasn’t sure and, 
secondly, I wasn’t expecting the question. Thirdly, I also said to you that it 
would not be unusual in such a case for someone’s legal expenses to be met, 
and I know that in a written request that the Committee made subsequently 
that question was answered. No, I was not—I was not being dishonest.

And:

Q1387 Philip Davies: So can you explain to us, now that you do know that 
you authorised the payment of their legal fees, why you did that?

Les Hinton: Since we spoke, a couple of things that I didn’t mention at the 
time, or didn’t occur to me to mention, were, first, that I was out of the 
country for a good two weeks from the moment of the Goodman arrest. 
I spoke to Mr Coulson who told me that he was organising a solicitor 
and legal representation for him, and I allowed him to do that. I did not 
subsequently question it.

260 “Perhaps you could explain to us the payments that were made after their conviction?”
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277. While the Culture, Media and Sport Committee was sceptical about Mr Hinton’s 
memory, there is no evidence that he misled the Committee in relation to his role in 
the payment of legal fees or the fact that he authorised the payments to Mr Goodman 
to settle his Employment Tribunal claim. We make no finding of contempt on this 
issue.
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7 News International

Corporate liability

278. The CMS Committee concluded that NOTW and NI were corporately liable for 
misleading them. In examining this conclusion we have considered the question of 
attribution of liability to a company arising from evidence given to a select committee by 
individual employees or directors. In answering this question we have looked to identify 
the individual who could be said to be a controlling mind such that their written or oral 
evidence could fairly be said to be on behalf of and bind the company. This is not a strict 
application of the criminal or civil law.

279. It was not clear to us from reading the 2012 Report whether the CMS Committee 
had considered the question of attribution. In particular, it was unclear why the CMS 
Committee chose to focus on the parent company NI, as opposed to NGN, the company 
which published NOTW, or upon NOTW itself, which was not a legal entity. The three 
individuals named by the Committee (Les Hinton, Tom Crone, Colin Myler) were not 
authorised, and nor did they claim, to be speaking on behalf of NI in 2009. Linklaters 
made this point forcefully on behalf of NI:

The CMSSC consistently failed to grasp, from the outset, the fundamental 
principle that a corporate body can neither give evidence nor can it mislead 
other than through the actions of individuals possessing the necessary 
authority. [ … ] None of the individuals criticised by the Committee were 
authorised to give evidence on behalf of NI, either in their capacity as 
employee or as former employees.261

280. We have concluded that the key evidence on the question of corporate liability is that 
of whichever of Les Hinton, James Murdoch or Rebekah Brooks was the Chief Executive 
(or equivalent title) at the time of providing oral or written evidence, or, in relation to 
James Murdoch, where it is admitted by NI that his evidence was on its behalf.262 Evidence 
given before or after holding the post of Chief Executive might be persuasive, but cannot 
bind nor be attributed to NI.

Chief Executives key dates

281. We use the term Chief Executive as a generic term throughout this Report, although 
we note that different titles applied to this post within NI at different times:

• Les Hinton—Executive Chairman, to 7 December 2007

• James Murdoch—Executive Chairman, 7 December 2007 to 1 September 2009

• Rebekah Brooks—Chief Executive, 1 September 2009 to 15 July 2011

261 Linklaters to CoP, 18 April 2016, Appendix 1, para 4
262 Linklaters to CoP, 18 April 2016, para 4.11
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CMS Chapter 8 conclusion

Corporately, the News of the World and News International misled the Committee 
about the true nature and extent of the internal investigations they professed to have 
carried out in relation to phone hacking; by making statements they would have known 
were not fully truthful; and by failing to disclose documents which would have helped 
expose the truth. Their instinct throughout, until it was too late, was to cover up rather 
than seek out wrongdoing and discipline the perpetrators, as they also professed 
they would do after the criminal convictions. In failing to investigate properly, and 
by ignoring evidence of widespread wrongdoing, News International and its parent 
News Corporation exhibited wilful blindness, for which the companies’ directors—
including Rupert Murdoch and James Murdoch—should ultimately be prepared to take 
responsibility (see paragraphs 32, 33, 60, 62, 132 and 141).

Para 32:

32. Despite the professed willingness of witnesses from News International to assist the 
Committee, the company has continued to downplay the involvement of its employees 
in phone-hacking by failing to release to the Committee documents that would have 
helped to expose the truth.

Para 33:

33. Other inquiries also faced similar problems with News International’s ‘aggressive 
defence’. Despite the ‘co-operation’ it subsequently professed to have extended to the 
Metropolitan Police, our 2010 Report documented the reality of its approach—which 
was described in evidence to us by one of the chief investigating officers as ‘robust’. 
Senior Metropolitan Police officers have since then been less circumspect—to us, 
the Home Affairs Select Committee and the Leveson inquiry as to how, far from co-
operating, the News of the World deliberately tried to thwart the police investigation.

Para 60:

60. News International repeatedly made misleading and exaggerated claims regarding 
the ‘investigations’ it had purportedly commissioned following the arrests of Clive 
Goodman and Glenn Mulcaire. As with the Harbottle & Lewis review, this conclusion 
applies similarly to the earlier engagement of solicitors Burton Copeland in August, 
2006. On 30 August 2011, Burton Copeland wrote to the Committee, clarifying that their 
role was to respond to requests for information from the Metropolitan Police. ‘BCL was 
not instructed to carry out an investigation into ‘phone hacking’ at the News of the 
World,’’ the firm wrote. Prior to that, on 22 July 2011, Linklaters—the solicitors acting 
for News Corporation’s Management and Standards Committee—also wrote to disown 
evidence given by Colin Myler and Tom Crone in 2009 that Burton Copeland undertook 
an investigation into wrongdoing at the paper. Throughout this affair, senior News of 
the World and News International executives have tried to have it both ways. They have 
been quick to point to ‘investigations’ which supposedly cleared the newspaper of wider 
wrongdoing, but have also distanced themselves from the detail when it suited them.

Para 62:

62. Senior executives at News International undoubtedly extolled the thoroughness of 
the reviews rather too fervently. It was certainly expedient for them to rely upon the 
apparently positive outcomes of the reviews in giving evidence to the Committee. Senior 
executives were clearly aware that the reviews proved less than they were claiming 
for them and that the assertions that they made to the Committee were the result of a 
deliberate strategy to exaggerate evidence in support of the company’s innocence.
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Para 132:

132. The dates of the meetings between Tom Crone and Neville Thurlbeck strongly 
suggest that disciplinary action against Neville Thurlbeck was only considered when 
it became apparent that the contents of the ‘for Neville’ e-mail would become public 
knowledge. This is also hardly the approach of a company concerned to search out any 
wrongdoing and discipline the perpetrators.

Para 141:

141. It is clear, furthermore, from Tom Crone’s briefing to Colin Myler and from Michael 
Silverleaf QC’s opinion that the impetus to settle the Taylor affair was not simply to 
cover up the extent of phone-hacking at the newspaper, but was also driven by the bad 
publicity that would result from public disclosure of illegal activity by journalists at the 
News of the World that had been uncovered by the Information Commissioner during 
Operation Motorman. Again this imperative suggests the approach of the company was 
to cover up wrongdoing, rather than take disciplinary action to prevent it happening.

282. In summary, the sting of the CMS Committee conclusions is that NI:

a) Misled the CMS Committee about the true nature and extent of internal 
investigations;

b) Knowingly made statements that were not fully truthful;

c) Failed to disclose documents to the CMS Committee;

d) Covered-up rather than seeking out wrongdoing and disciplining perpetrators.

We first consider the conclusions which relate to the police investigation and Neville 
Thurlbeck.
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CMS conclusions on the police investigation and Neville Thurlbeck

283. For two of the paragraphs referenced by the Chapter 8 conclusion, in light of 
information that has been made public after the CMS Committee’s 2012 Report was 
published, we found it unnecessary to make any finding, or no allegation of contempt 
could be made out:

a) Paragraph 33—that News of the World deliberately tried to thwart the police 
investigation; and

b) Paragraph 132—the taking of disciplinary action against Neville Thurlbeck 
(Chief Reporter, NOTW).

284. In relation to the police investigation, this was considered extensively within the 
Leveson Inquiry and Report; we have nothing to add to Lord Justice Leveson’s conclusions. 
We are able to make our decision on the main Chapter 8 conclusion without relying upon 
paragraph 33. For these reasons we have not pursued our own line of inquiry.

285. As to Neville Thurlbeck, given that he pleaded guilty to phone hacking, and we know 
that in July 2009 he confessed to Colin Myler and Tom Crone that he had been involved 
in phone-hacking in 2004, there were clear grounds for disciplinary procedures to be 
undertaken. In addition it is unclear if his employer was NI or rather more likely NGN. 
His written evidence to the CMS Committee for its 2012 Report cannot be relied upon.

Conclusions of the CPS

286. As explained at the start of our Report, when the matter of privilege was referred to 
us, the CPS were considering whether to bring charges against NGN (not NI) for corporate 
liability in relation to phone hacking. The CPS concluded in December 2015 that there was 
insufficient evidence to do so. The CPS acknowledged that corporate liability could not 
be attributed to the company through the actions of Andy Coulson because he was not a 
controlling mind of the company and “there is no evidence to suggest that any member 
of the Board of NGN had knowledge of phone hacking when it was taking place”. On the 
separate matter of whether the company acted to pervert the course of justice, the CPS 
looked at three areas: the original police investigation into phone hacking in 2006, the civil 
settlements, and the email deletion policy of the company. In each case there was either 
no evidence to suggest actions were taken to pervert the course of justice or the actions 
themselves could not be considered to be such as could pervert the course of justice.263

287. The CMS Committee drew its conclusions in relation to NI and NOTW, not NGN; 
nonetheless, we have taken into account the CPS decision and in particular its statement 
that “there is no evidence to suggest that any member of the Board of NGN had knowledge 
of phone hacking when it was taking place”.

263 CPS statement, 11 December 2015

http://www.cps.gov.uk/news/latest_news/no_further_action_to_be_taken_in_operations_weeting_or_golding/
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Written evidence before CMS

2010 Report

288. As set out in relation to the three individual inquiry subjects, for the 2010 Report the 
CMS Committee had the “For Neville” email and February 2005 Contract before them 
and the letter of 29 May 2007 from Harbottle and Lewis concluding the external email 
review, which was requested by Les Hinton,264 and relied upon in evidence by NI:

Re Clive Goodman

We have on your instructions reviewed the emails to which you have 
provided access from the accounts of: Andy Coulson; Stuart Kuttner; Ian 
Edmondson; Clive Goodman; Neil Wallis; Jules Stenson

I can confirm that we did not find anything in those emails which appeared 
to us to be reasonable evidence that Clive Goodman’s illegal actions were 
known about and supported by both or either of Andy Coulson, the Editor, 
and Neil Wallis, the Deputy Editor, and/or that Ian Edmondson, the News 
Editor, and others were carrying out similar illegal procedures.265

2012 Report

289. In relation to the Clive Goodman employment settlement, Les Hinton was the author 
of the letter of 5 February 2007 dismissing Clive Goodman, and he saw Clive Goodman’s 
appeal letters which stated that others were involved or aware of phone-hacking, and 
which formed the basis for the internal Daniel Cloke / Jon Chapman and then Harbottle 
and Lewis email reviews.

290. In relation to the Gordon Taylor settlement, as previously discussed Tom Crone 
had drafted a memo dated 24 May 2008,266 but this was drafted for and sent to Colin 
Myler, and not to James Murdoch. Nor did James Murdoch receive a copy of the Silverleaf 
Opinion and what he was told about it is disputed.

291. There are emails from Colin Myler to James Murdoch (and replies), forwarding Tom 
Crone emails; however, it is unclear whether James Murdoch actually read the contents of 
the emails lower in the email chain267—the CMS Committee appears to have concluded 
that he did not.268 The chain of emails included an email from Tom Crone to Colin Myler 
setting out the “nightmare scenario” of a claim from another party to Gordon Taylor’s 
voicemails. But there is no express statement within the emails that the commission of 
or instruction to commit phone-hacking extended beyond Clive Goodman and Glenn 
Mulcaire. The content is closer to what we understand to have been NGN’s Amended 
Defence to the action, namely that the “For Neville” email showed that the results or 
product of phone-hacking passed through the NOTW newsroom (not that individuals in 
the newsroom had been committing hacking).

264 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 226
265 Reformatted
266 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 240
267 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 271
268 CMS 2012 Report, para 171

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmcumeds/903/903ii.pdf
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmcumeds/903/903ii.pdf
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmcumeds/903/903ii.pdf
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmcumeds/903/90302.htm
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Les Hinton evidence to CMS as Chief Executive

292. Les Hinton gave evidence to the CMS Committee as Chief Executive of News 
International on 6 March 2007. He was not criticised by the CMS Committee for this 
evidence.

Q95 Chairman: You carried out a full, rigorous internal inquiry, and you 
are absolutely convinced that Clive Goodman was the only person who 
knew what was going on?

Mr Hinton: Yes, we have and I believe he was the only person, but that 
investigation, under the new editor, continues.

293. Clive Goodman’s letter appealing his dismissal had been sent by First Class post, 
addressed to Stuart Kuttner at the offices of the newspaper but copied to Les Hinton and 
franked by the Royal Mail on Friday 2 March 2007, before the evidence session on Tuesday 
6 March 2007.269 There is no evidence that the letter reached Les Hinton in advance of the 
evidence session.

294. By the time of his next oral evidence session on 15 September 2009, Mr Hinton was 
no longer in post as Chief Executive of News International, having moved to take up a post 
at Dow Jones & Co (another News Corporation, but not News International, company).

James Murdoch evidence to CMS as Chief Executive

295. At the time of providing evidence for the CMS Committee’s 2012 Report on 19 
July and 10 November 2011, James Murdoch was no longer Chief Executive of News 
International, having taken up a post as Deputy Chief Operating Officer and Chairman 
and CEO, International, News Corporation. Nonetheless, in their letter to us of April 
2016, Linklaters stated that “Mr James Murdoch gave evidence on behalf of NI in July 
2011”.270 We note that the CMS Committee’s conclusions in Chapter 8 are arguably tied 
(by para 276)271 to the Committee’s being misled by the evidence provided in 2009 for the 
2010 Report, for which James Murdoch did not provide evidence.

296. James Murdoch’s oral and written evidence to the CMS Committee for the 2012 
Report272 and his oral and written evidence to the Leveson Inquiry tell a consistent story:

a) He did not know about, nor did he try to hide, wrongdoing;273

b) When he started in the post he understood that the matter of phone hacking was 
concluded. He was only aware of the voicemail interception issue because it had 
been reported publicly. He did not follow the details of the arrests in August 2006 
or the subsequent court proceedings, and his understanding when he took over 
as Chief Executive in December 2007 “was that this was a historic, isolated issue 

269 Linklaters to CoP, 18 April 2016, para 23.1
270 Linklaters to CoP, 18 April 2016, para 4.11
271 Paragraph 275 sets out the bullet point conclusions, and then at 276: “The effect of these actions and omissions 

is that the Committee’s Report to the House in February 2010 on Press standards, privacy and libel was not 
based on fully accurate evidence. False evidence, indeed, prevented the Committee from exposing the true 
extent of phone-hacking.”

272 19 July 2011 and 10 November 2011, and substantive written evidence—CMS 2012 Report, Ev 172, 236, 273, 287
273 See, for example, CMS 2012 Report, Ev 287

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmcumeds/903/903ii.pdf
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmcumeds/903/903ii.pdf
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that had resulted in two people going to jail, and the editor at the time resigning. 
I had no reason to believe it was anything other than a settled matter as a result 
of the prosecutions and one from which the company had moved on, having put a 
new editor at the helm.”274

c) His first direct involvement was the Gordon Taylor settlement in summer 2008. 
Had the earlier settlement offers (put forward without his knowledge) been 
accepted, then he did not believe that he would have been told about the claim 
at all. The only substantive meeting on the Gordon Taylor case was on 10 June 
2008 in his office with Colin Myler and Tom Crone, at which he was asked to 
agree to increase the offer.

d) Prior to that 10 June 2008 meeting, there is an email dated 27 May 2008 in 
which his PA notified him that Colin Myler wished to speak to him that day. 
There is also a file note made by Julian Pike, Partner at the solicitors’ firm Farrer 
& Co, which records a telephone call that Julian Pike had with Colin Myler on 
27 May 2008, in which Mr Pike records Mr Myler mentioning having spoken 
to James Murdoch about the Taylor litigation. The note included the following 
words: “Les no longer here—James wld say get rid of them—cut out cancer” [sic]. 
James Murdoch interprets this as meaning that “had I been given a full picture 
of the facts I would have insisted that people suspected of wrongdoing were held 
accountable (Q1519). I believe this may be why I was given a narrower set of facts 
than I should have been given at the 10 June 2008 meeting.”275

297. James Murdoch said that he was not shown the “For Neville” email, and this is 
consistent with Tom Crone’s evidence that there was a confidentiality agreement in place 
that restricted access to the document. James Murdoch understood from the meeting 
with Tom Crone and Colin Myler (10 June 2008) that the “For Neville” email related to 
the non-Royal charges brought against Glenn Mulcaire and that this was the first time 
evidence had been produced linking those activities276 to NOTW—not that the email 
meant that more than one journalist was involved in phone-hacking.277

298. James Murdoch knew the Silverleaf Opinion had been obtained, but never saw the 
opinion and “nor, most importantly, was I aware of Mr Silverleaf QC’s comments about 
widespread wrongdoing. As far as I was aware, Mr Silverleaf QC had only been asked to 
opine on the question of damages. Had Messrs Crone or Myler told me what the opinion said 
in detail, I would have acted differently.”278

Rebekah Brooks evidence to CMS as Chief Executive

299. Rebekah Brooks provided written evidence as Chief Executive for the 2010 Report 
on the Clive Goodman and Glenn Mulcaire settlements, including the reasons based on 
employment law for settling the claims, the settlement figures and who authorised the 

274 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 288
275 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 288
276 Non-Royal family—counts 16–20
277 Note: this was a civil claim for breach of privacy and breach of confidence, i.e. based upon the use of the 

material—not for the physical commission of, or instruction to commit, phone hacking in order to gain the 
material.

278 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 288

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmcumeds/903/903ii.pdf
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmcumeds/903/903ii.pdf
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmcumeds/903/903ii.pdf
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payments; but she did not reveal the first £90k gratuitous payment to Clive Goodman.279 
Her letter enclosed the Harbottle and Lewis letter of 29 May 2007 regarding the email 
review.

300. In her second piece of written evidence, Rebekah Brooks answered questions put by 
the CMS Committee:280

5. Are you aware of any other payments made to Clive Goodman as part of 
an understanding that he maintains his silence over his involvement with 
the Mulcaire episode?

It was, I hope, made very clear to you, in my letter to you of 4 November, that 
the payment made to Mr Goodman following his trial and imprisonment 
(the only such payment) was a bona fide settlement of an employment-related 
claim, brokered between lawyers, and was not “part of an understanding that 
he maintains his silence over his involvement with the Mulcaire episode”.

[ … ]

7. When did they know that the police had evidence that more people were 
hacked?

I assume by “hacked” that you mean interception of voicemail messages.

I understand that, at some stage between the arrests of Mr Mulcaire and 
Mr Goodman on 8 August 2006, and their first appearance in court on 
29 November 2006, it became known, from information provided by the 
police, that Mr Mulcaire had accessed the voicemails of people other than 
Royal Household employees. It was not known how many.

301. We asked NI about Question 5 and payments for silence. Their response was that 
“there is no evidence that Mrs Brooks was aware of any payments being made for that 
purpose; Mrs Brooks was acquitted on charges to which this was a relevant issue.”281

302. Ahead of providing written evidence for the 2010 Report, the Chair of the CMS 
Committee wrote to Rebekah Brooks on 9 July 2009, to ask her to submit evidence on the 
truth of allegations that “illegal phone tapping was in fact a widespread practice, and that 
News International has settled cases amounting to £1m to prevent this from becoming 
public knowledge.”282 Rebekah Brooks responded that Colin Myler was the appropriate 
witness “to refute allegations that illegal phone tapping was a widespread practice at the 
paper.” She suggested that the Guardian coverage had “substantially and likely deliberately 
misled the British public”.283 Linklaters told us that:

17.1 The evidence provided by Mrs Brooks in 2009 was not the subject of 
criticism by the CMSSC and is therefore beyond the remit of the Committee.

17.2 Mrs Brooks’ letter did suggest that the Guardian coverage had been 
misleading; this reflected Mrs Brooks’ genuinely held views in light of 

279 This part of CMS 2012 Report, Ev 264, 4 November 2009, provided by Jon Chapman
280 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 484, February 2010
281 Linklaters to CoP, 18 April 2016
282 Unprinted evidence (CMS 2010 Report)
283 Unprinted evidence (CMS 2010 Report)

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmcumeds/903/903ii.pdf
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmcumeds/903/903ii.pdf
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what she then knew and as made clear by her when she gave evidence to 
the CMSSC on 19 July 2011 and later reflected in the outcome of her eight 
month criminal trial.284

303. In relation to the 2012 Report, Rebekah Brooks was arrested two days before the oral 
evidence session on 19 July 2011. As such she was unable to provide full answers to any 
matters that might stray into areas under criminal investigation. Equally, her evidence to 
the Leveson Inquiry was similarly constrained. She had resigned as Chief Executive on 15 
July 2011 and as such her answers cannot be said to be on behalf of News International. 
There are therefore no particular matters arising from her oral evidence in 2011.

304. She did provide written evidence for the 2012 Report, some before she was arrested; 
however, there is little of relevance. The main information in relation to Rebekah Brooks 
comes from information disclosed to us by the CPS: transcript details from her trial, the 
witness statement of Colin Myler regarding Neville Thurlbeck, and various emails as set 
out below.

Management and Standards Committee evidence

305. The Management and Standards Committee was set up by News International as part 
of the re-investigation of phone-hacking by the company, Police and Leveson Inquiry. 
Linklaters, acting on behalf of the Management and Standards Committee, submitted a 
number of pieces of written evidence to the CMS Committee, none of which raise matters 
of relevance to our inquiry.

Other witnesses to CMS

306. In terms of other employees and their thoughts on what senior executives at NI and 
News Corporation knew, Jon Chapman told the CMS Committee in 2011 that in relation 
to the 2007 email review:

None of them had any first-hand knowledge of that. Mr Murdoch junior and 
senior were out of the country, and had not taken on executive obligations 
then—in Mr James Murdoch’s case—and Rebekah Brooks was still editor 
then. In order for them to be able to comment in any way on what happened 
in 2007, they would be reliant on briefings from others, and I believe those 
briefings were incorrect.

Q708 Jim Sheridan: You say they had no direct knowledge of what was 
going on. Did they have any indirect knowledge of what was going on?

Jonathan Chapman: I suspect not much.

Q709 Jim Sheridan: Is that a yes or a no?

Jonathan Chapman: Probably not.

284 Linklaters to CoP, 18 April 2016
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New evidence before this Committee–and NI’s response 18 April 2016

Colin Myler witness statement

307. Colin Myler provided a statement to the Metropolitan Police in which he told them 
that on 11 July 2009 Neville Thurlbeck had confessed to him and Tom Crone that he had 
hacked into David Blunkett’s phone in 2004.285 Colin Myler and Tom Crone reported this 
to Rebekah Brooks (who had been announced as the new Chief Executive, to take over 
in September 2009, but who was already acting as Chief Executive during the transition 
period).

308. Linklaters’s response when shown this statement by us did not address Rebekah 
Brooks’ role as Chief Executive in any great detail. They stated:

This question focuses on Mr Myler’s Witness Statement dated 21 December 
2011 and given to the police, though never served nor relied upon in any 
prosecution. On 5 May 2011 and 21 July 2009, when Mr Myler gave oral 
evidence to the CMSSC, he did not give any evidence in relation to the 
matters which are the subject of this question. The contents of his witness 
statement to the police are surprising in the light of the evidence that he 
provided to the CMSSC on 21 July 2009 at Ev 314, which was given in the 
presence of Mr Crone, who is also alleged in Mr Myler’s statement to have 
been made aware of these matters. This is particularly so in the context of 
the passage on page 3 of 4 of Mr Myler’s statement “ … …that if I were asked 
about my knowledge, I would not lie … ”. It would be a serious misjudgement 
for the Committee to rely upon the contents of this statement having regard 
to the fact that it is likely that the MPS and the CPS had good reason not 
to rely upon its contents, notwithstanding that on its face it was capable 
of providing evidence against Mrs Brooks and Mr Kuttner at their trial, 
which was not to commence until October 2013. One good reason would 
be an appreciation of the evidence that Mr Myler had given to the CMSSC 
in 2011. In the event, the statement has never been tested in evidence. The 
Committee is reminded that Mr Crone has not been prosecuted for any 
offence and that Mr Kuttner was acquitted.

[ … ]

14.3 Since these are not events explored by the CMSSC and in any event, 
this was not evidence given on behalf of NI, the CMSSC cannot have been 
misled by NI in relation to the matters covered in Mr Myler’s Witness 
Statement.286

285 The statement was produced in accordance with the Criminal Justice Act 1967, s9; Magistrates Courts Act 1980, 
ss. 5A(3)(a) and 5B; and the Criminal Procedure Rules, r.27.1. It contained a signed statement of truth, that it was: 
“true to the best of my knowledge and belief and I make it knowing that, if it is tendered in evidence, I shall 
be liable to prosecution if I have wilfully stated anything in it, which I know to be false or do not believe to be 
true.”

286 Linklaters to CoP, 18 April 2016
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December 2006 Memo

309. In December 2006 Tom Crone drafted a Memorandum setting out the position at that 
point in relation to the then forthcoming sentencing hearing for Goodman and Mulcaire 
and potential civil claims arising from that case. We know that Andy Coulson saw a copy 
of the draft Memo. We have not seen any evidence to confirm that it was sent on to Les 
Hinton (as suggested by Andy Coulson and as per the emails accompanying the draft 
version)—Tom Crone has refused on grounds of legal professional privilege to answer that 
point, and Les Hinton has no recollection of having been sent, having received or having 
read the December 2006 Memo.

310. We asked the CPS whether there was any evidence that this Memo had been received 
by Les Hinton (as Chief Executive), but whilst we received some information, there was 
nothing to confirm that he received this document.

Farrer & Co Record of attendance for meeting on 20.01.2010

311. This meeting was attended by Rebekah Brooks, Jon Chapman, Colin Myler, Tom 
Crone, two others from NI, and two lawyers from Farrer & Co (Julian Pike and another) 
to discuss the Max Clifford civil claim. The note of the meeting includes the following 
lines and relates to the CMS Committee’s 2010 Report (which was to be published in 
February 2010):

a) “JC said that although RB is no longer required to give evidence at the Select 
Committee, the trade off is written questions that she will have to respond to in 
writing. This is a good result because they can construct the answers in a way 
that is beneficial to themselves.”

b) Max Clifford had applied to the Court for an order that Glenn Mulcaire name 
names—there was, as yet, no direct link from Mulcaire to NOTW as there 
had been in the Gordon Taylor matter (i.e. “For Neville” email and the 2005 
Contract).

c) In relation to Rebekah Brooks’ discussions with Max Clifford, upon being called 
to give evidence to the CMS Committee: “She said she could not continue the 
discussion because although the News of the World case is not with RB and 
totally above board she did not think she could be seen to be doing business 
with him. She said she would get back to him after the Select Committee. This 
conversation would have been about 4 January. When R.B found out that she 
was not going to give evidence at the Select Committee her view was that things 
could change.”

d) In relation to the Gordon Taylor claim: “Ultimately Taylor got what he wanted 
because of the blackmail factor. Here there is no question of confidentiality.”

e) “There were concerns that if Glenn Mulcaire was forced to give evidence, others 
might be named. We simply do not know. [ … ] You have to think about what 
is worse—her doing a deal with Max which will be perceived as a cover up or 
indemnifying Mulcaire so that he doesn’t say anything about NGN. He could 
say anything and he could say anybody. JC said it would certainly be difficult to 
prove that he was just making up names … “
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f) “JCP said that the only way that the Mulcaire situation would not be a problem 
is if he said “I do not recall” but that is not the impression JCP has had from 
Mulcaire’s solicitors. It may not go our way.”

g) “JC said that the irritating thing is timing: If the Select Committee was going to 
do its report now then fine but this is hanging over us and we have been told that 
it’s 50/50 of the Order being made; The risk is Mulcaire being forced to disclose 
names.”

We set out NI’s response below.

Emails Rebekah Brooks and Frederic Michel, Martin Ivens, and Matthew 
Anderson

312. We have also examined emails between Rebekah Brooks and senior figures at News 
Corporation and its publications.

a) Frederic Michel (Director Public Affairs, Europe, News Corporation) to 
Rebekah Brooks, 3 February 2010—“Mulcaire’s barrister made today in Court 
an admission that if Mulcaire had had to plead a defence (he admitted liability 
instead) he would have pleaded that the information obtained from Clifford’s 
phone would have been passed to the NoW … ”

b) Rebekah Brooks to Martin Ivens (Deputy Editor, Sunday Times), 20 February 
2010—asking for a favour including the line, “Another legal would be a nightmare 
right now three days before the select committee!!”

c) Matthew Anderson (Group Director: Strategy & Corporate Affairs, Europe & 
Asia, News Corporation) to Rebekah Brooks, 16 December 2010—“We have 
spent months moving from Rogue Reporter to Zero Tolerance. With some 
success.”

313. In response to these emails and the 20 January 2010 Attendance Note, Linklaters told 
us:287

15.2 These criticisms are unfounded and unfair. [ … ]

15.3 As to the specific documents to which the Committee has referred, 
none of them—either individually or collectively—provide any foundation 
for a conclusion that the company was intentionally trying to prevent 
relevant matters being investigated and/or disclosed:

15.3.1 The attendance note of 20 January 2010 was compiled by Farrer & Co 
and provided voluntarily by NGN (even though it could have declined to 
provide it on the basis that it is privileged). The advice that is recorded that 
it would be preferable for Mrs Brooks to give written answers to the CMSSC 
rather than attending in person is no more than a statement of the advice 
that lawyers might give to potential witnesses.

15.3.2 When Mrs Brooks wrote the email to Mr Martin Ivens dated 20 
February 2010 she was doing no more than pointing out the obvious: it 

287 Linklaters to CoP, 18 April 2016
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would be unhelpful were there to be a further claim from Mr Max Clifford 
(which was related to a story about the MMR vaccine and therefore entirely 
unrelated) at a time when the company was attempting to settle an earlier 
claim brought by him and the CMSSC was due to publish its report.

15.3.3 The email from Mr Frederic Michel to Mrs Brooks dated 3 February 
2010 simply reports what Mr Mulcaire’s barrister had said publicly in open 
Court and gives Mr Michel’s reflection on the consequences of an admission 
by Mr Mulcaire.

15.3.4 In the email from Mrs Brooks to Mr Matthew Anderson (dated 16 
December 2010 rather than 13 December as per the Committee’s letter) she 
asks whether “Ian written in the corner is evidence that it is IE and that he is 
guilty.” Mr Anderson responds that he does not believe that Mr Edmondson 
is guilty but recognises that the allegation will be made. This issue was 
being discussed in the context of the suspension of Mr Edmondson, which 
happened four days after this email exchange.

15.3.5 The Committee asks about the change from “Rogue Reporter” to 
“Zero Tolerance” referred to in some of the documents. There is nothing 
sinister in this. For the reasons already explained, it became clear to the 
company, as more information emerged over time, that the instances of 
voicemail interception, or knowledge of them, were not as confined as 
had once been believed. The company’s reaction to the underlying events 
adapted accordingly.

Other points raised by Linklaters (18 April 2016)

314. As to the allegation of a cover-up in relation to the settlement of the Clive Goodman 
employment claims, Linklaters pointed to the history of the matter, concluding:

10.19.3 Airing any dispute in public has implications for the reputation of 
a company and this is a standard consideration for any litigant, a point 
which the CMSSC itself acknowledged. This is the case even if—perhaps 
particularly if—the allegations are thought to be unfounded based on what 
was known at the time. A desire to limit reputational damage formed part 
of NGN’s thinking at the time of the settlement with Mr Goodman. But 
this is far from a conclusion that this factor was the only element in NGN’s 
decision-making, still less the determinative one. The expression “cover 
up” is a pejorative term which is not appropriate to describe the decision 
making process adopted by the company here.

[ … ]

10.21 Accordingly, it is clear that, far from seeking to cover up any 
allegations relating to the unlawful interception of voicemails, Mr Hinton 
took active steps to ascertain whether there was truth in the allegations 
made by Mr Goodman. Had Mr Hinton known that the allegations were 
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true, it is inconceivable that he would have dismissed Mr Goodman or 
ordered any review (whether independent or otherwise) to be conducted, as 
either course would have risked his own exposure.

10.22 In those circumstances it would be wholly inconsistent with the known 
facts for an inference to be drawn that, by seeking to settle Mr Goodman’s 
employment claims, individuals employed by NI sought to cover up more 
widespread involvement in the unlawful interception of voicemails at the 
News of the World.

Failure to disclose documents

315. The CMS Committee concluded that NI had failed to disclose documents “which 
would have helped expose the truth.” It appears from paragraphs 30 to 32 of the 2012 
Report that the Committee had in mind a failure to release documents to itself:

30. [ … ] It is true that News International has cooperated more fully with 
our current investigation than it did with our inquiry in 2009, although 
the standard was hardly very high at that time. We note for example, 
the willingness of the newly-established Management and Standards 
Committee to provide the Committee with unsolicited copies of recently 
unearthed e-mail exchanges that are of relevance to the events under 
investigation.

31. The most significant evidence received by the Committee—we note in 
particular Clive Goodman’s letter appealing his dismissal; Tom Crone’s 
memorandum of May 2008; and Michael Silverleaf QC’s opinion on the 
Gordon Taylor case—has, however, been provided by other witnesses. 
Unlike the recently unearthed e-mails, these documents have been in the 
company’s possession all along. At no point did the company itself provide 
them or refer to them, either in 2009 or in 2011. [ … ]

316. It is not clear from the written evidence that the CMS Committee made any request in 
2009 such that it would have been directly misleading of News International not to disclose 
or partially/selectively disclose documents to the Committee.288 Requests made during 
oral evidence sessions do appear to have been complied with. Given that there would have 
been hundreds of potentially disclosable documents, it would have been unreasonable to 
expect disclosure from NI without the CMS Committee setting any parameters as to the 
type of document they wished to see produced.

317. The CMS Committee appears to focus on three documents, but all three were in fact 
supplied by NI or its solicitors:289

a) Clive Goodman’s letter appealing his dismissal—supplied by James Murdoch on 
11 August 2011;290

288 CMS 2010 Report,see Ev 321 and 464
289 Presumably on instruction from News International in order that LPP could be waived formally
290 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 176 and additional copy from Harbottle and Lewis also on 11 August 2011 at Ev 215

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200910/cmselect/cmcumeds/362/362ii.pdf
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmcumeds/903/903ii.pdf
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b) Tom Crone’s Memorandum of May 2008—supplied by Farrer & Co on 31 
October 2011;291 and

c) Michael Silverleaf QC’s opinion—supplied by Farrer & Co on 31 October 2011.292

318. The likely existence of all three documents was clear from the evidence given by 
witnesses in 2009, but the CMS Committee made no request for copies at that time. The 
fact of an appeal letter from Clive Goodman existing was obvious from the fact of an 
appeal having taken place and receipt of an unredacted copy of the 29 May 2007 Harbottle 
and Lewis letter on the email review which named the names in Clive Goodman’s appeal 
letter. As to the other two documents, it was known that internal and external legal 
advice on the Gordon Taylor settlement had been provided, but we are not aware of any 
documents being sought.

Our conclusion

319. In coming to our conclusion on corporate liability we have taken into account the 
following points:

a) The question of attribution of liability and who, at any time, had authority to 
speak on behalf of NI, and the extent to which the CMS Committee took this 
into account, if at all;

b) Some of the conclusions drawn in the paragraphs to which the Chapter 8 
conclusion makes reference do not have evidence to support them, such as the 
allegation of a failure to disclose documents and the conclusion relating to the 
disciplinary procedures against Neville Thurlbeck;

c) The fact that Rebekah Brooks was under arrest at the time of the 2011 evidence 
session, so was not in a position to explain any evidence she had given as Chief 
Executive as part of the 2010 Report;

d) The extra evidence disclosed to us by the CPS does not provide much, or sufficient 
support, to the the CMS Committee’s Chapter 8 conclusion;

e) The acquittal at NI level of Rebekah Brooks, at NGN Ltd level the decision 
not to charge Tom Crone, and at NOTW level the acquittals of Stuart Kuttner 
(Managing Editor) and Neil Wallis (Deputy Editor);

f) The CPS decision not to bring corporate liability proceedings against NGN Ltd 
because “there is no evidence to suggest that any member of the Board of NGN 
had knowledge of phone hacking when it was taking place”, and there was either 
no evidence to suggest actions were taken to pervert the course of justice or 
the actions themselves could not be considered to be such as could pervert the 
course of justice.

g) The issue of cover-up was also considered by the Solicitors Disciplinary Tribunal, 
and the allegation that Jon Chapman (not a Chief Executive, nor able to bind NI, 
but nonetheless a senior NI employee) was involved in a deliberate cover-up was 

291 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 240
292 CMS 2012 Report, Ev 247
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“firmly rejected”. NI point to the failure of Lawrence Abramson in completing 
the email review (as authorised by Les Hinton) as a further reason outside of 
their control as to why the truth did not come out more quickly.

320. Finally, we considered the questions that we would need to answer, if we wanted 
to draw conclusions in relation to News International. Those questions are all about the 
events themselves (for example, who did or was told what and when, was there a cover-up 
and if so who was involved), rather than what the CMS Committee was told, and as such, 
are not relevant to our inquiry.

321. A finding of contempt is not a finding as to whether the CMS Committee were 
entitled to accept evidence given to them as proof or indication that the acts or omissions 
of any individual, or here, corporate body, are good or bad. Contempt is about something 
very specific—in this context the giving of false evidence, wilful suppression of the truth, 
or persistently misleading a committee. The CMS Committee were entitled to find that 
NI were trying to put the best possible gloss on their evidence, which, as the Record of 
Attendance from 20 January 2010 shows, they were certainly trying to do; but that is not 
contempt.

322. The history of this matter, including the decisions, actions and omissions of NI, its 
subsidiaries, publications and employees, and conclusions as to why it took so long for the 
full facts to become known, are set out in detail in the Leveson Report, Volume 1, Part 
E. Whilst there is much to criticise in the actions of NI, as NI has admitted, adjudication 
of their actions is not a task for us. The task of this Committee is to consider whether the 
evidence provided by NI to the CMS Committee, by those persons who had authority 
to speak on behalf of the company (namely the then Chief Executives or MSC), was 
misleading as summarised in Chapter 8 of the CMS Committee’s 2012 Report. On the 
evidence available to this Committee, we are unable to draw that conclusion.

323. There is insufficient evidence of a breach of Parliamentary privilege on the part of 
NI (now News UK). NOTW was not a corporate body. As such, we do not consider NI 
to have committed a contempt.
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8 Lessons learned

Select committees

324. The CMS Committee stated in its Report that “Important lessons need to be learned” 
from their experience in terms of the ability of select committees to rely “on the truthfulness 
and completeness of the oral and written evidence submitted”.293 This is undoubtedly 
true. One submission to our Committee pointed out that the Commons guidance note for 
witnesses before select committees does not state that witnesses should give full answers 
on matters within their exclusive knowledge.294 It may seem to many in Parliament that 
this is so obvious that it does not need stating but it may be worth considering changing 
the notes to witnesses to ensure that it is clear to all that Parliament has a right to expect 
full responses. We consider that the existence of our Report and any subsequent action 
by the House in consequence will be sufficient to remind all potential witnesses of their 
duties when giving evidence to select committees.

325. There are also lessons to be learned for select committees. Whilst we have not upheld 
many of the procedural objections raised by and on behalf of the inquiry subjects in this 
area (see chapter 2 above), our analysis of the CMS Committee’s Reports and proceedings 
highlights the need, where they are set on discovering facts rather than eliciting opinion, 
for committees to ask clear questions and be fair to witnesses. Where they touch on the 
reputations of individuals, select committee reports should be grounded on the evidence 
with conclusions clearly drawn from and linked to that evidence. Those to be criticised 
should be given a chance to defend themselves. The draft standing orders as set out by the 
Joint Committee on Parliamentary Privilege in 2013 provide a good model for how select 
committees should deal with those who are potentially the subject of significant criticism.

326. Like that Joint Committee, however, we fully recognise that select committees are 
not courts and should not be expected to act as if they were. They are political entities 
with a responsibility to scrutinise Government policy and, by extension, matters of public 
interest. They may therefore be highly critical on occasion of the behaviour of individuals 
and companies, and the public would expect no less.

Parliamentary privilege and contempt

327. Our inquiry has also highlighted questions relating to how the House deals with 
allegations of contempt of Parliament, including the imposition of sanctions. While we 
are satisfied that the processes we have followed in this case have been fair and robust, 
we believe that the House’s procedures for enforcing the exercise of the powers of select 
committees and for investigating, adjudicating on and imposing sanctions in relation 
to allegations of contempt should be put beyond doubt and publicly stated. The Joint 
Committee in 2013 also recommended that the House of Commons (and the House of 
Lords

293 CMS 2012 Report, para 279
294 Morrison Foerster to CoP, 2 February 2015, para 30 

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmcumeds/903/90302.htm
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should build on our work to set out clearly the powers they reserve the right 
to exercise, what is expected of witnesses, and the means by which they 
will consider allegations of contempt, including procedural safeguards to 
ensure that witnesses are treated fairly.295

328. This includes how the House may impose its will on reluctant witnesses as well as 
how to exercise its powers over those who are alleged to have given false or misleading 
evidence to a committee. It is time that that this work was taken forward.

295 JCPP (2013–14), para 100

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/jt201314/jtselect/jtprivi/30/30.pdf
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9 Conclusion and recommendations for 
the House

Sanctions

329. As this Report sets out, we have concluded that Mr Tom Crone and Mr Colin Myler 
misled the Culture, Media and Sport Committee by answering questions falsely about 
their knowledge of evidence that other News of the World employees had been involved in 
phone hacking and other wrong-doing. In relation to Tom Crone, we have concluded that 
he misled the CMS Committee in 2009 by giving a counter-impression of the significance 
of confidentiality in the Gordon Taylor settlement. The House has agreed to exercise its 
powers of sanction against contempts “only when it is satisfied that to exercise it is essential 
in order to provide reasonable protection for the House, its Members or its officers, from 
such improper obstruction or attempt at or threat of obstruction as is causing, or is likely 
to cause, substantial interference with the performance of their respective functions”.

330. The then Committee on Standards and Privileges resolved in July 2012 that the only 
sanction to be contemplated in the event that this inquiry resulted in a finding of contempt 
was admonishment. We reaffirmed this in adopting that same resolution at the start of 
our own inquiry.

331. The question before us then is whether or not to recommend admonishment. In 2013 
the Joint Committee on Parliamentary Privilege recorded the view that admonishment 
could take the view of a resolution of the House, without any requirement for those 
admonished to attend at the Bar of the House.296 We have considered the arguments for 
and against such a step.

332. The first matter to consider is whether the contempts identified constituted 
a “substantial interference” with the work of the CMS Committee. If we look at their 
2010 Report based on the evidence given by the inquiry subjects, we can see that the 
CMS Committee concluded that “a culture undoubtedly did exist in the newsroom of 
News of the World and other newspapers of the time which at best turned a blind eye to 
illegal activities such as phone-hacking and blagging and at worst actively condoned it.”297 
Misleading evidence may therefore have been given to the CMS Committee, but it was not 
deceived.

333. However, the CMS Committee also concluded that the evidence it had seen made it 
“inconceivable that no-one else at the News of the World, bar Clive Goodman, knew about 
the phone-hacking.” and that “unwillingness to provide the detailed information that we 
sought, claims of ignorance or lack of recall, and deliberate obfuscation [ … ] reinforces 
the widely held impression that the press generally regard themselves as unaccountable 
and that News International in particular has sought to conceal the truth about what 
really occurred.”298 They were unable to point to any other individual at NOTW, NGN or 
NI with knowledge that phone hacking had been taking place at or under the direction of 
NOTW and its journalists. If truthful evidence had been given, the scale of the wrongdoing 
would have emerged far earlier, and we consider that it is likely that the Committee’s 

296 JCPP (2013–14), para 97 
297 CMS 2010 Report, para 493
298 CMS 2010 Report, para 440, 495

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/jt201314/jtselect/jtprivi/30/30.pdf
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200910/cmselect/cmcumeds/362/362i.pdf
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200910/cmselect/cmcumeds/362/362i.pdf
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conclusions and recommendations would have been drafted differently, in particular as 
to the involvement in and extent of phone hacking. The CMS Committee reported to the 
House; had it been provided with truthful evidence from which to draw its conclusions, 
the House may have decided to have debated the Report and the Government’s response. 
We conclude that the threshold of substantial interference has been reached.

334. There is also a question of proportionality. The newspapers involved have since paid 
a heavy financial penalty. Individuals, two of whom also gave evidence to the Culture, 
Media and Sport Committee but were not included in this inquiry, have been convicted 
and sentenced to jail terms. It is therefore incumbent on us to consider whether it would 
be appropriate to single out the inquiry subjects, who have not been subject to criminal 
proceedings, for admonishment, when this Report already lays out our views very clearly.

335. The CMS Committee said in its 2012 Report “The truthfulness of evidence given before 
a select committee, whether in written or oral form, is a cornerstone of the parliamentary 
select committee system”.299 It is a matter of great seriousness where a witness does not 
offer true evidence and we conclude that this is a case in which the House ought to exercise 
its powers of sanction against contempt.

336. We therefore recommend that the House be invited to agree a motion in the following 
terms:

That this House—

i) approves the First Report from the Committee of Privileges;

ii) having regard to the conclusions of the Committee in respect of Mr Colin 
Myler, considers that Mr Myler misled the Culture, Media and Sport 
Committee by answering questions falsely about his knowledge of evidence 
that other News of the World employees had been involved in phone-
hacking and other wrongdoing, and therefore formally admonishes him 
for his conduct; and

iii) having regard to the conclusions of the Committee in respect of Mr 
Tom Crone, considers that Mr Crone misled the Culture, Media and 
Sport Committee by giving a counter-impression of the significance 
of confidentiality in the Gordon Taylor settlement and by answering 
questions falsely about his knowledge of evidence that other News of 
the World employees had been involved in phone-hacking and other 
wrongdoing, and therefore formally admonishes him for his conduct.

299 CMS 2012 Report, para 8

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmcumeds/903/90302.htm
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Process in the House

337. In discussing fairness in the context of the process by which the Commons considers 
privilege complaints, the Joint Committee on Parliamentary Privilege in 2013 suggested 
that:

If the Committee of Privileges finds that a contempt has been committed, 
members of the Committee to which the contempt related and Members 
of the Committee of Privileges should be barred from voting when the 
House comes to consider the matter, as should any member of the Liaison 
Committee consulted. [ … ] The motions before the House should be 
amendable, but amendments to increase the penalty recommended by the 
Committee (which had heard the evidence) should not be admissible.300

338. These recommendations have not been considered or accepted by the House of 
Commons and are therefore unenforceable. The length of time which has elapsed 
also means that there have been changes in the membership of the House and in the 
membership of the committees involved. Of the eleven members of the CMS Committee 
in 2012, four are no longer members of the House and only two are members of the current 
CMS Committee. It is a matter for the individual Members concerned but we believe it 
would be wise for those Members of the House who sat on the CMS Committee in 2012 
to take no part in the debate on our Report. The selection of amendments is a matter for 
the Speaker.

Further action

339. More broadly, we recommend that the Leader of the House take steps as soon as 
possible to address the issues identified by the Joint Committee on Parliamentary 
Privilege in 2013, particularly in respect of the penal powers of the House and select 
committees and contempt.

300 JCPP (2013–14), para 95

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/jt201314/jtselect/jtprivi/30/30.pdf
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Annex: Chronology
Note: Bold text indicates dates of CMS Committee evidence sessions or publications. 
References in footnotes to CMS 2010/CMS 2012 are to the evidence gathered for the 2010 
and 2012 Reports.

14 January 2003 Rebekah Brooks becomes Editor of the Sun1 and Andy Coulson 
becomes Editor of The News of the World.

11 March 2003 Rebekah Brooks, Andy Coulson, Tom Crone and Stuart Kuttner 
give evidence to the Culture, Media and Sport Committee.

15 August 2004 News of the World publishes story on David Blunkett.

4 February 2005 Glenn Mulcaire, using the pseudonym Paul Williams, and Greg 
Miskiw, then Assistant News Editor of the News of the World, sign 
contract agreeing to pay Glenn Mulcaire £7,000 on publication of 
a story based on information about Gordon Taylor provided by 
Glenn Mulcaire.2

29 June 2005 Ross Hindley (aka Hall) sends the “for Neville” e-mail to Glenn 
Mulcaire which opens with the words “This is the transcript for 
Neville”.3

21 December 2005 Criminal investigation begins.4

20 April 2006 Metropolitan Police Service contact CPS seeking guidance about 
alleged interception of mobile telephone voicemail messages of 
members of the Royal Household.5

8 August 2006 Mulcaire and Goodman arrested. (CPS charging decision same 
day, and then they are charged on 9 August 2006 and bailed to 
appear at Magistrates’ Court).6

1 Operation Elveden CPS Charging Statement: http://blog.cps.gov.uk/2012/11/charging-announcement-in-relation-
to-operation-elveden.html

2 Ev 239, CMS 2012.
3 CMS 2010, Ev 295. Paper copy found at Mulcaire’s house on 08.08.2006 – DPP evidence to CMS 2010 Ev 457. Also 

MPS Ev 356.
4  CMS 2012 Ev 159
5 CMS 2010, Ev 455 – DPP Statement

 RIPA 2000 and Computer Misuse Act 1990 (summary only), also conspiracy. See DPP evidence in 2011 – Ev 162 
and 163 as to which offences were considered to require evidence of interception prior to aural receipt by the 
intended recipient.

6 CMS 2010, Ev 455 – DPP Statement. Conspiracy to intercept communications, contrary to section 1(1) of the 
Criminal Law Act 1977, and eight substantive offences of unlawful interception of communications, contrary to 
section 1(1) of the Regulation of Investigatory Powers Act 2000.

http://blog.cps.gov.uk/2012/11/charging-announcement-in-relation-to-operation-elveden.html
http://blog.cps.gov.uk/2012/11/charging-announcement-in-relation-to-operation-elveden.html
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16 August 2006 Burton Copeland instructed by News Group Newspapers (NGN) 
to assist in dealing with requests from the MPS.7 Goodman and 
Mulcaire appear at Westminster Magistrates’ Court and are sent to 
the Central Criminal Court for trial.

14 September 2006 Rebekah Brooks meeting with DS Surtees.8 Burton Copeland letter 
to MPS regarding disclosure.9

25 September 2006 Last date of instruction by Burton Copeland until 25 January 2011.10 
In total 41 days inclusive, or 29 working days. (Further letter to 
MPS on 21.09.2006 collected on 25.09.2006.)11

29 November 2006 Clive Goodman pleads guilty to conspiring to intercept 
communications s.1(1) Criminal Law Act 1977.12 13 Glenn Mulcaire 
pleads to this and also to five further substantive counts contrary 
to s.1(1) RIPA 2000 14 in respect of Max Clifford, Skylet Andrew, 
Gordon Taylor, Simon Hughes and Elle Macpherson.

12 December 2006 Tom Crone attends Goodman legal conference.15

“Spring” 2007 Gordon Taylor issues proceedings.16

20 January 2007 Les Hinton phones Colin Myler and offers him the position of 
Editor, NOTW. He accepts immediately.17

26 January 2007 Clive Goodman and Glenn Mulcaire sentenced.18 Tom Crone 
attends the sentencing hearing.19

 Andy Coulson resigns as Editor of NOTW.20 21 22

 Colin Myler appointed as new Editor of The News of the World.

7 CMS 2012, Ev 228
8 As raised within the trial R v Brooks and others https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2014/mar/05/rebekah-

brooks-phone-hacking-news-international
9 Leveson Report, Vol 1, Part E, para 3.37
10 CMS 2012 Ev 228
11 CMS 2012 Ev 228
12 David Perry QC note to Leveson Inquiry http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140122145147/http:/www.

levesoninquiry.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2012/04/Witness-Statement-of-David-Perry-QC.pdf
13 CPS memo: http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200910/cmselect/cmcumeds/362/362we21.htm and 

Sentencing Remarks of Mr Justice Gross p.165
14 CMS 2010 – Ev 457, DPP evidence
15 Coulson trial oral evidence/Crone to Coulson documents.
16 Tom Crone, oral evidence to the Leveson Inquiry, 13 December 2011.
17 Colin Myler, Fourth Witness Statement to the Leveson Inquiry.
18 Note Lawrence Abramson 2nd witness statement to Leveson Inquiry dated 8.12.11 para 29. He said that he left 

the office to go on holiday on 25 May, and did no work ‘apart from dealing with a transcript of Mr Goodman’s 
sentencing remarks which News had asked us to obtain’.

19 Tom Crone written and oral evidence to the Leveson Inquiry, 13 December 2011.
20 http://www.theguardian.com/media/2007/jan/26/newsoftheworld.pressandpublishing3
21 http://www.theguardian.com/media/2007/jan/26/newsoftheworld.pressandpublishing3 The Guardian reports 

that he handed in resignation two weeks beforehand and announced resignation after sentencing
22 CMS 2010 Q1639. In oral evidence to CMS in 2009 Andy Coulson states he actually resigned two weeks 

beforehand and the news was kept from staff.

https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2014/mar/05/rebekah-brooks-phone-hacking-news-international
https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2014/mar/05/rebekah-brooks-phone-hacking-news-international
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140122145147/http:/www.levesoninquiry.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2012/04/Witness-Statement-of-David-Perry-QC.pdf
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140122145147/http:/www.levesoninquiry.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2012/04/Witness-Statement-of-David-Perry-QC.pdf
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200910/cmselect/cmcumeds/362/362we21.htm
http://www.theguardian.com/media/2007/jan/26/newsoftheworld.pressandpublishing3
http://www.theguardian.com/media/2007/jan/26/newsoftheworld.pressandpublishing3
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5 February 2007 Les Hinton writes to Clive Goodman terminating his employment 
and offering salary related payment. Jon Chapman reviewed this 
letter.23

8 February 2007 Payment of £90,502.08 to Mr Goodman (processed through payroll 
in April 2007.) N.B. Further payments totalling £153,000, made 
between July and October 2007.24

2 March 2007 [Friday] Letter from Clive Goodman to Daniel Cloke appealing his 
dismissal copied to Les Hinton and Stuart Kuttner–refers to the 
involvement of others and refers to Judge’s comments on sentencing 
on 26 January 2007.

6 March 2007 [Tuesday] Les Hinton evidence to CMS (Colin Myler full time in 
post for total of 50 days inclusive).

12 March 2007 Daniel Cloke letter to Clive Goodman re: appeal hearing. Letter 
states appeal will be heard by Colin Myler.25

14 March 2007 Clive Goodman requests a large number of documents.26

23 March 2007 Clive Goodman appeal hearing part 1, heard by Colin Myler with 
Daniel Cloke in attendance. 27 (Original date suggested was 20 
March 2007 as per Daniel Cloke letter 12.03.07).

April 2007 Glenn Mulcaire serves Employment Tribunal papers on News 
Group Newspapers Ltd.28

12 April 2007 Rebekah Brooks and Clive Goodman lunch at RAC Club–Rebekah 
Brooks offers Clive Goodman a job (subsequent emails in addition 
09.05.2007 and 18.05.2007).29

3 May 2007 Tom Crone meets Mark Lewis in Manchester regarding the Gordon 
Taylor civil claim.30

23 Oral evidence to Leveson Inquiry 14.12.2011 AM, p.87
24 CMS 2012, Ev 254 (Linklaters)
25 CMS 2012 Ev 178 and CMS 2010 Q1426
26 Request for emails between Clive Goodman and Andy Coulson, Stuart Kuttner, Ian Edmondson, Neil Wallis and 

Jules Stenson – see CMS 2012 Ev 233.
27 Agreed chronology as mentioned in R v Brooks and others – oral evidence Brooks 05.03.2014
28 2010–12 CMS – Rebekah Brooks, written evidence as CEO, News International Ltd.
29 Oral evidence by Rebekah Brooks in R v Brooks and others 26.02.2014 and 05.03.2014; and Clive Goodman on 

19.03.2014
30 CMS 2012, Ev 236
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9 May 2007 Harbottle & Lewis instructed.31Written instructions 10 May 2007. 
14 May retainer letter.32

20 May 2007 Clive Goodman appeal hearing part 2.33

25 May 2007 Lawrence Abramson/Jon Chapman phone call on Harbottle & 
Lewis inquiry.

29 May 2007 Final Lawrence Abramson/Jon Chapman emails on Harbottle & 
Lewis inquiry.34 This concludes Harbottle and Lewis’s work.

30 May 2007 Clive Goodman employment appeal rejected.35

June 2007 Glenn Mulcaire settlement agreement.36

July 2007 Clive Goodman settlement agreement37

28 September 2007 Farrer & Co (for NGN) inquire of MPS.38

1 November 2007 MPS draw attention of Farrer & Co (for NGN) to the existence of 
the “for Neville” email. The Police response does not copy from or 
include a copy of the email.39

7 December 2007 Les Hinton moves to Dow Jones & Co.

 Gordon Taylor obtains Court Order for third-party disclosure 
against the Police.40

2 April 2008 ‘For Neville’ email emerges. Gordon Taylor’s solicitors serve it on 
Farrer & Co (acting for NGN) on or around 2 April.41 42

2 May 2008 £50k offer to Gordon Taylor (rejected on 07.05.2008)43

31 CMS 04 – evidence to Committee of Privileges – handwritten note Lawrence Abramson to Jon Chapman, 
references to not provoking Glenn Mulcaire and containing the matter.

32 CMS 2012 Ev 206/215/227 (Abramson). Harbottle and Lewis’s evidence is that the total amount of work was 
three junior members of staff at 46 hours – spread between 15 and 24 May 2007 plus some hours Mr Abramson, 
Partner, until 29 May 2007.

33 Agreed chronology as mentioned in R v Brooks – oral evidence Brooks 05.03.2014
34 Unredacted copies CMS 2010 Ev 467 and CMS 2012 Ev 234
35 Agreed chronology as mentioned in R v Brooks – oral evidence Brooks 05.03.2014
36 CMS 2012 Ev 232– Rebekah Brooks, written evidence as CEO, News International Ltd, as provided as part of CMS 

2010
37 CMS 2012 Ev 232. Payment details in Linklaters evidence, CMS 2012, Ev 280
38 CMS 2012 Ev 226
39 CMS 2012 Ev 226
40 CMS 2012 Ev 226 – Farrer & Co. Also CMS 2012 Q1263 to Mark Lewis. January 2008 given as date by Tom Crone in 

oral evidence to Leveson Inquiry, 13 December 2011
41 CMS 2012 Ev 226
42 CMS 2012 Ev 200 and Q 1115
43 CMS 2012 Ev 288
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9 May 2008 £150k offer to Gordon Taylor44

24 May 2008 Tom Crone briefing note to Colin Myler.45 (Tom Crone then goes 
on holiday)

27 May 2008 Meeting Colin Myler and James Murdoch.46

3 June 2008 Michael Silverleaf QC opinion received.47Part 36 Offer to Gordon 
Taylor of £350,000.48

7 June 2008 Colin Myler email to James Murdoch.49

10 June 2008 Tom Crone and Colin Myler meet with James Murdoch.50

24 July 2008 Max Mosley judgment.51

12 November 2008 Tom Crone and Mark Lewis lunch in London.52

5 May 2009 Tom Crone and Colin Myler first evidence to CMS (privacy and 
libel).

July 2009 Max Clifford commences proceedings against NGN and Glenn 
Mulcaire.53

08 July 2009 Guardian article on Gordon Taylor settlement54

11 July 2009 Colin Myler and Tom Crone meet with Neville Thurlbeck. Neville 
Thurlbeck tells them that he hacked David Blunkett’s phone.

14 July 2009 Nick Davies of the Guardian reads “For Neville” email to CMS (Ev 
276)

21 July 2009 Tom Crone and Colin Myler second evidence to CMS

1 September 2009 Rebekah Brooks takes up post as CEO of News International.

44 CMS 2012 Ev 288
45 Tom Crone oral evidence to Leveson Inquiry, 14 December 2011, and Briefing Note at CMS 2012 Ev 240. Also CMS 

2012 Ev 255. N.B. Note does not refer to “For Neville” or Neville/Neville Thurlbeck or senior journalist etc.
46 CMS 2012 Ev 253
47 CMS 2012 Ev 247
48 CMS 2012 Q1084 and Ev 288
49 CMS 2012 Ev 282, Ev 283
50 Evidential dispute as to the nature of the discussion in relation to the ‘For Neville’ email – CMS 2012 and Leveson 

Inquiry.
51 CMS 2012 Q1086
52 CMS 2012 Ev 236
53 CMS 2012, Ev 263
54 http://www.theguardian.com/media/2009/jul/08/murdoch-papers-phone-hacking

https://www.theguardian.com/media/2009/jul/08/murdoch-papers-phone-hacking
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2 September 2009 ICO and Mark Lewis give evidence to CMS and discuss disclosure 
of Motorman information to Gordon Taylor.55

15 September 2009 Les Hinton evidence to CMS

28 September 2009 (to 2 October 2009) Derek Webb instructed to undertake 
surveillance of Tom Watson MP.56

October 2009 NGN files defence to Max Clifford claim and denies liability.57

20 January 2010 Meeting: Julian Pike, Rebekah Brooks, Tom Crone, Jon Chapman 
and others to discuss Max Clifford claim.58

3 February 2010 Vos J orders Glenn Mulcaire to name names in the Max Clifford 
proceedings.59

23 February 2010 CMS Report: Press standards, privacy and libel published. 
(Ordered to be printed 09.02.2010.)

(9?) March 2010 Max Clifford settles his claim.60

17 March 2010 Eady J orders Vodafone to disclose information to Kelly Hoppen 
and makes an order against the person or persons unknown 
responsible for accessing or attempting to access her voicemails.61

23 April 2010 Skylet Andrew issues claim against NGN.62

26 May 2010 MPS telephone call to Julian Pike regarding an application for 
disclosure by Sienna Miller. Further email on 28 May 2010 from 
Russell Jones & Walker notifying Julian Pike that the MPS was 
making an application on behalf of Sienna Miller.63

1 June 2010 Farrer & Co receive a letter from the MPS dated 26 May addressed 
to Glenn Mulcaire, which related to the MPS being the subject of a 
disclosure application being brought by Sienna Miller.64

22 June 2010 NGN file defence to Skylet Andrew claim.65

55 See also correspondence between CMS and ICO seeking disclosure. CMS 2010 Ev 340
56 CMS 2012 Linklaters, Ev263 and James Murdoch, Ev266
57 CMS 2012 Ev 263
58 Pike Record of Attendance note, as disclosed as part of R v Brooks and others. See also Myler written evidence 

CMS 2012, Ev 256
59 http://www.theguardian.com/media/2010/mar/09/clifford-news-of-the-world-phone-hacking
60 http://www.theguardian.com/media/2010/mar/09/clifford-news-of-the-world-phone-hacking May be early 

February – CMS 2012, Ev 263. Settlement is a two year retainer at £200k p.a. plus £283,500 plus VAT in costs.
61 Summary of Hearing on 17 March 2010.
62 Andrew v News Group Newspapers Limited and others [2011] EWHC 734 (Ch), [37]
63 Pike evidence to Leveson Inquiry – 13.12.2011 PM p.20 onwards, and 20.12.2011 AM, p.1 onwards.
64 Pike evidence to Leveson Inquiry – 13.12.2011 PM p.20 onwards, and 20.12.2011 AM, p.1 onwards.
65 Andrew v News Group Newspapers Limited and others [2011] EWHC 734 (Ch), [38]

http://www.theguardian.com/media/2010/mar/09/clifford-news-of-the-world-phone-hacking
http://www.theguardian.com/media/2010/mar/09/clifford-news-of-the-world-phone-hacking


131First Report of Session 2016–17

1 September 2010 New York Times publishes article on phone hacking66

6 September 2010 Complaint by Sienna Miller to NGN.67

6 December 2010 Vos J order the MPS to disclose documents to Skylet Andrew 
and for Glenn Mulcaire to answer questions put to him by Skylet 
Andrew.68

15 December 2010 Guardian reports on Particulars of Claim in Miller v NGN.69

(end) December 2010 Sienna Miller civil documents “come into possession” of News 
International and the documents implicate a current employee.70

7 January 2011 MPS write to Colin Myler asking the newspaper again for access to 
any material that might “be potential evidence of phone hacking”71

14 January 2011 The Director of Public Prosecutions, Keir Starmer QC, asks his 
Principal Legal Advisor, Alison Levitt QC, to conduct a review of 
all the material in the possession of the Police.72

17 January 2011 Glenn Mulcaire provides disclosure to Skylet Andrew that he had 
supplied information from Skylet Andrew’s voicemail to the news 
desk at News of the World and at Ian Edmondson’s request. 73 74

25 January 2011 Ian Edmondson dismissed by NGN.75 76

26 January 2011 News International provides further information to the 
Metropolitan Police.77

 Metropolitan Police service order a new investigation to be 
undertaken by Deputy Assistant Commissioner Sue Akers.78

66 http://www.nytimes.com/2010/09/05/magazine/05hacking-t.html?pagewanted=all&_r=0
67 Pike evidence to Leveson Inquiry – 13.12.2011 PM p.23
68 Leveson Inquiry Report, Vol 1, Part E, Ch.4, p412, and Andrew v News Group Newspapers Limited and others 

[2011] EWHC 734 (Ch)
69 http://www.theguardian.com/media/interactive/2010/dec/15/sienna-miller-phone-hacking-documents
70 CMS 2012 Ev 42, Q420
71 John Yates Witness Statement and Exhibit 5 to that statement: “In the first week of January 2011 it was 

reported in the media that lan Edmundson had been suspended by NotW and the Op VAREC SIC wrote¯ again 
to Colin Myler on 7th January asking them again for access to any material that might “be potential evidence of 
phone hacking’ (at F) No response was received until 26th January”

72 CMS 2012, Ev 161
73 Andrew v NGN Limited & another [2011] EWHC 734 [43], [49]
74 Leveson Inquiry Report, Vol 1, Part E, Ch.4, p412
75 Andrew v NGN Limited & another [2011] EWHC 734 [44]
76 R (Bryant and others) v Commissioner of Police [2011] EWHC 1314 (Admin), [38].Date may be 5 January 2011 

having been suspended in December 2010.
77 CMS 2012 John Yates QPM, Ev 2, Q1 and Leveson Inquiry Report, vol 1, Part E, paragraph 10.12. See also John 

Yates Witness Statement to the Leveson Inquiry and Exhibit 5 to his statement.
78 CMS 2012 John Yates QPM, Ev 4, Q17

http://www.nytimes.com/2010/09/05/magazine/05hacking-t.html?pagewanted=all&_r=0
http://www.theguardian.com/media/interactive/2010/dec/15/sienna-miller-phone-hacking-documents
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April, May, June 2011 News International team, led by Will Lewis, re-open emails sent to 
Harbottle & Lewis.79

12 May 2011 Sienna Miller claim: NGN admit liability.80

20 June 2011 Emails seen by Lord MacDonald QC handed to Police who open 
Operation Elveden.81

10 July 2011 The News of the World closes and Colin Myler loses his job as 
Editor.

13 July 2011 Tom Crone resigns82 from News International and NGN.

 The Prime Minister announces the setting up of the Leveson 
Inquiry.

15 July 2011 Les Hinton resigns as Chief Executive of Dow Jones & Co. Rebekah 
Brooks resigns as Chief Executive of News International.83

20 July 2011 Home Affairs Select Committee Report: Unauthorised tapping 
into or hacking of mobile communications.

31 August 2011 Written evidence Les Hinton to CMS (Ev 229).

6 September 2011 Tom Crone and Colin Myler evidence to CMS

24 October 2011 Les Hinton evidence to CMS.

November 2011 Colin Myler contract of employment with News International 
terminated formally.84

10 November 2011 James Murdoch oral evidence to CMS.

79 CMS 2012 Q324 onwards and Harbottle and Lewis Evidence Ev 171. File retrieved from storage by H&L in March 
2011, Ev 203. See also Ev 217

 It was not until 24 March of this year when the Firm was asked by News International’s then solicitors, Burton 
Copeland, to provide papers from the file that it was retrieved from archive. A full set of the News International 
emails was provided to Burton Copeland on 1 April 2011.

80 Sienna Miller witness statement to Leveson Inquiry.
81 Home Affairs Select Committee Report: Unauthorised tapping into or hacking of mobile

 Q1008 and others Qs.

 Operation Elveden: the investigation into corruption at the News of the World and the MPS

82 Linklaters to Committee of Standards and Privileges, 14 August 2012, para 3(3)., and CMS 2012 Ev 284
83 Rebekah Brooks witness statement to the Leveson Inquiry: http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.

uk/20140122145147/http:/www.levesoninquiry.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2012/05/Second-Witness-Statement-
of-Rebekah-Brooks.pdf

84 Linklaters letter to Committee of Privileges 14 August 2012 (CMS 11).

http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140122145147/http:/www.levesoninquiry.org.uk/wp-content/
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140122145147/http:/www.levesoninquiry.org.uk/wp-content/
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140122145147/http:/www.levesoninquiry.org.uk/wp-content/
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December 2011 Tom Crone contract of employment with News International 
terminated formally.

13/14 December 2011 Tom Crone oral evidence to the Leveson Inquiry.

14/15 December 2011 Colin Myler oral evidence to the Leveson Inquiry.

19 January 2012 NGN admission in John Prescott claim.85

27 April 2012 CMS Report News International and Phone Hacking (Ordered 
to be printed 24.04.2012).

29 November 2012 Publication of Part 1 of the Leveson Inquiry.

28 October 2013 Trial of R v Brooks and others commences.

24 June 2014 Trial of R v Brooks and others concludes.

85 Leveson Inquiry Report, Vol 1, Part E, Ch.4, p412
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Appendix: Committee resolution on 
procedure
COMMITTEE RESOLUTION OF 3 JULY 2012, AS ADOPTED BY THIS COMMITTEE 
ON 12 JANUARY 2016

Matter of Privilege referred on 22 May 2012

Resolved, That the Committee notes the that the House has decided “its penal jurisdiction 
should be exercised (a) as sparingly as possible and (b) only when the House is satisfied 
that to exercise it is essential in order to provide reasonable protection for the House, 
its Members or its officers, from such improper obstruction or attempt at or threat of 
obstruction as is causing, or is likely to cause, substantial interference with the performance 
of their respective functions”.1

The Committee will not recommend that the House exercise any power of committal to 
prison in the matter of privilege referred to it on 22nd May 2012.

Should the Committee find any of the allegations arising from the matter of privilege 
referred to it on 22nd May 2012 to be proved, the maximum penalty it will recommend 
the House to impose is admonishment.

The Committee will conduct its inquiry into the matter of privilege referred to it on 22nd 
May 2012 according to the procedure set out below.

Stage 1—written evidence

(1) The Committee will write to Mr Crone, Mr Hinton, Mr Myler and News 
International (the subjects of the inquiry) inviting them to make submissions 
in response to the conclusions in Chapter 8 and the evidence adduced elsewhere 
in the Report to support those conclusions. Such submissions may include 
additional questions which the subjects of the inquiry consider should be 
explored with key witnesses (see below) or other relevant parties.

(2) The Committee will write to the witnesses on whom the CMS Committee relied 
in reaching its findings (the key witnesses) to ask them to confirm the accuracy 
of their evidence. Should they make additional comments, these will be shared 
with the subjects of the inquiry.

(3) The Committee may explore issues raised by the subjects of the inquiry in 
writing with key witnesses or other relevant parties.

Stage 2—oral evidence

(4) The Committee may offer witnesses or other relevant parties the opportunity 
to give oral evidence, as it thinks fit, and may invite oral evidence at any stage.

(5) The Committee will offer the subjects of the inquiry the opportunity to give oral 
evidence, if they so wish.

1 See Erskine May, p 218, Third Report from the Committee of Privileges, Session 1976–77, Recommendations of 
the Select Committee on Parliamentary Privilege, HC 417, and the Resolution of the House, 6 February 1978
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(6) At evidence sessions, the subjects of the inquiry, witnesses and other relevant 
parties may be accompanied by a legal or other adviser, and may take advice 
from them, but shall answer in person.

(7) All transcripts will be made available to the subjects of the inquiry and to 
witnesses and other relevant parties.

(8) The Committee will invite final submissions from the subjects of the inquiry, 
and may, if necessary, seek further evidence, either oral or in writing.

Stage 3—Determination

(9) If the Committee intends to criticise a subject of the inquiry it will first send a 
warning letter, and such a letter will:

(a) state what the criticism is;

(b) contain a statement of the facts that the Committee considers 
substatiate the crisitism an

(c) refer to any evidence which supports those facts

(10) The Committee will expect to receive responses to warning letters within 14 
days.

(11) The Committee will consider responses to warning letters before reporting to 
the House.

(12) The Committee will report to the House.

General

(13) When considering the allegations against the subjects of the inquiry, the 
Committee will apply the same standard of proof as applied to allegations 
against Members, as set out in the Procedural Note of 24 April 2012 from the 
Parliamentary Commissioner for Standards.

(14) Requests for information shall be made in writing.

(15) Submissions to the Committee shall be made in writing to the Clerk of the 
Committee on Standards and Privileges, Journal Office, House of Commons, 
London SW1A 0AA.

(16) Responses received from witnesses or other relevant parties will be shared with 
the subjects of the inquiry.

(17) If a subject of the inquiry wishes to be supported by a legal or other adviser, the 
details of that adviser must be notified to the Committee.

(18) The expectation is that oral evidence will be taken in public, in the interests of 
openness. It will not be broadcast. The Committee will consider requests to take 
such evidence in private, and rule on them.

(19) Oral evidence will be taken on oath.
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(20) Evidence submitted to the Committee (oral or written) is to be held in confidence 
until such time as the Committee orders or gives permission for its publication, 
save that the subjects of the inquiry and witnesses or other relevant parties 
may disclose it to any adviser or legal representative notified to the Committee. 
Where evidence is given in public the transcripts will be published as quickly as 
possible, and may be referred to.

(21) The cost of legal representation will be borne by the clients of any legal 
representatives, not the Committee.

(22) The Committee will suspend its inquiry if requested to do so by the Director 
of Public Prosecutions on the grounds that to continue might prejudice any 
pending legal proceedings or criminal investigations.
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Formal Minutes
Tuesday 6 September 2016

Members present:

Tom Blenkinsop, in the Chair

Sir Paul Beresford
Mr Christopher Chope
Mr Dominic Grieve

Susan Elan Jones
Tommy Sheppard

Draft Report (Conduct of witnesses before a select committee: Mr Colin Myler, Mr Tom 
Crone, Mr Les Hinton, and News International), proposed by the Chair, brought up and 
read.

Ordered, That the draft Report be read a second time, paragraph by paragraph.

Paragraph 1 to 339 read and agreed to.

Annex and summary agreed to.

Resolved, That the Committee’s Resolution be appended to the Report.

Resolved, That the Report be the First Report of the Committee to the House.

Ordered, That the Chair make the Report to the House.

Ordered, That written evidence relating to the inquiry be reported to the House for 
publication on the Internet.

Ordered, That embargoed copies of the Report be made available (Standing Order No. 
134).

[Adjourned till Tuesday 13 September at 9.15am
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List of written evidence
The following evidence was submitted to the Committee and is available on the Committee’s 
website. 

Miscellaneous Correspondence 2012–13

• Letter from Simmons & Simmons to the Culture, Media and Sport Committee, 
11/05/2012

• Letter from the Chair of the Committee on Standards and Privileges to interested 
parties, 19/06/2012

• Letter from Morrison Foerster to the Chair of the Committee on Standards and 
Privileges, 21/06/2012

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee on Standards and Privileges to Morrison 
Foerster, 21/06/2012

• Letter from Morrison Foerster to the Chair of the Committee on Standards and 
Privileges, 25/06/2012

• Letter from Simmons & Simmons to the Chair of the Committee on Standards 
and Privileges, 25/06/2012

• Letter from the Chair of the Committee on Standards and Privileges to Simmons 
& Simmons, 25/06/2012

• Letter from the Chair of the Committee on Standards and Privileges to Morrison 
Foerster, 26/06/2012

• Letter from Tom Crone to the Chair of the Committee on Standards and 
Privileges, 26/06/2012

• Letter from the Chair of the Committee on Standards and Privileges to Tom 
Crone, 27/06/2012

• Letter from Tom Mockridge (News International) to the Chair of the Committee 
on Standards and Privileges, 28/06/2012

• Letter from Simmons & Simmons to the Chair of the Committee on Standards 
and Privileges, 28/06/2012

• Letter from Morrison Foerster to the Chair of the Committee on Standards and 
Privileges, 28/06/2012

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee on Standards and Privileges to Tom 
Crone, 03/07/2012

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee on Standards and Privileges to the 
Director of Public Prosecutions, Crown Prosecution Service, 03/07/2012

http://www.parliament.uk/business/committees/committees-a-z/commons-select/privileges/publications/
http://www.parliament.uk/business/committees/committees-a-z/commons-select/privileges/publications/
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• Letter from the Director of Public Prosecutions, Crown Prosecution Service, to 
the Clerk of the Committee on Standards and Privileges, 20/07/2012

• Letter from the Second Clerk of the Committee on Standards and Privileges to 
interested parties, 05/07/2012

• Letter from BCL Burton Copeland to the Second Clerk of the Committee on 
Standards and Privileges, 16/07/2012

• Email from Daniel Cloke (Vodafone UK) to the Committee on Standards and 
Privileges, 23/07/2012

• Letter from Farrer & Co to the Second Clerk of the Committee on Standards and 
Privileges, 3/08/2012

• Letter from Harbottle & Lewis to the Second Clerk of the Committee on 
Standards and Privileges, 24/07/2012

• Letter from J. A. Chapman to the Second Clerk of the Committee on Standards 
and Privileges, 12/07/2012

• Letter from Lawrence Abramson to the Second Clerk of the Committee on 
Standards and Privileges, 17/07/2012

• Letter from Linklaters to the Second Clerk of the Committee on Standards and 
Privileges, 24/07/2012

• Letter from Mark Lewis to the Second Clerk of the Committee on Standards and 
Privileges, 10/07/2012

• Letter from Michael Silverleaf QC to the Second Clerk of the Committee on 
Standards and Privileges, 23/07/2012

• Email from Neville Thurlbeck to the Committee on Standards and Privileges, 
26/07/2012

• Letter from Morrison Foerster to the Clerk of the Committee on Standards and 
Privileges, 15/08/2012

• Letter from Simmons & Simmons to the Chair of the Committee on Standards 
and Privileges, 15/08/2012

• Submission to the Committee on Standards and Privileges on behalf of Colin 
Myler, 15/08/2012

• Letter from Tom Crone to the Chair of the Committee on Standards and 
Privileges, 20/08/2012

• Letter from Tom Crone to the Chair of the Committee on Standards and 
Privileges, undated

• Evidence submitted by Tom Crone to the CMS Committee
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• Letter from Linklaters to the Clerk of the Committee on Standards and Privileges, 
14/08/2012

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee on Standards and Privileges to inquiry 
subjects, 16/08/2012

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee on Standards and Privileges to the 
Director of Public Prosecutions, Crown Prosecution Service, 5/09/2012

• Letter from the Director of Public Prosecutions, Crown Prosecution Service, to 
the Clerk of the Committee on Standards and Privileges, 10/09/2012

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee on Standards and Privileges to Tom 
Crone, 11/09/2012

• Letter from Morrison Foerster to the Chair of the Committee on Standards and 
Privileges, 11/12/2012

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee on Standards and Privileges to Morrison 
Foerster, 17/12/2012

• Letter from Morrison Foerster to the Chair of the Committee of Privileges, 
1/03/2013

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Morrison Foerster, 
5/03/2013

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to inquiry subjects, 
16/05/2013

• Letter from Morrison Foerster to the Chair of the Committee of Privileges, 
23/05/2013

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Morrison Foerster, 
23/05/2013

• Letter from Morrison Foerster to the Chair of the Committee of Privileges, 
12/07/2013

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Morrison Foerster, 
22/07/2013

• Letter from Morrison Foerster to the Chair of the Committee of Privileges, 
30/07/2013

• Letter from the Chair of the Committee of Privileges to Morrison Foerster, 
5/08/2013

• Letter from the Chair of the Committee of Privileges to Morrison Foerster, 
5/09/2013

• Letter from the Director of Public Prosecutions, Crown Prosecution Service, to 
the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 16/09/2013



141First Report of Session 2016–17

• Letter from Morrison Foerster to the Chair of the Committee of Privileges, 
11/10/2013

• Letter from the Chair of the Committee of Privileges to Morrison Foerster, 
17/10/2013

• Letter from the Chair of the Committee of Privileges to Chris Bryant MP, 
17/10/2013

• Letter from Chris Bryant MP to the Chair of the Committee of Privileges, 
23/10/2013

• Letter from Morrison Foerster to the Chair of the Committee of Privileges, 
31/10/2013

• Letter from the Chair of the Committee of Privileges to Morrison Foerster, 
20/11/2013

Correspondence with Simmons and Simmons 2014–16

• Letter from the Acting Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Simmons & 
Simmons, 12/12/2014

• Letter from Simmons & Simmons to the Acting Clerk of the Committee of 
Privileges, 24/12/2014

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Simmons & Simmons, 
19/01/2015

• Letter from Simmons & Simmons to the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 
22/01/2015

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Simmons & Simmons, 
23/01/2015

• Letter from Simmons & Simmons to the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 
27/01/2015

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Simmons & Simmons, 
28/01/2015

• Letter from Simmons & Simmons to the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 
29/01/2015

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Simmons & Simmons 
(incorrectly dated to 28/01/2015), 03/02/2015

• Letter from Simmons & Simmons to the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 
04/02/2015

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Simmons & Simmons, 
05/02/15
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• Submission to the Committee of Privileges on behalf of Colin Myler, 09/02/2015

• Letter from the Clerk of Committee of Privileges to Simmons & Simmons, 
12/02/2015

• Letter from the Clerk of Committee of Privileges to Simmons & Simmons, 
19/02/2015

• Letter from Simmons & Simmons to the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 
02/03/2015

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Simmons & Simmons, 
02/03/2015

• Letter from the Clerk of Committee of Privileges to Simmons & Simmons, 
03/03/2015

• Letter from Simmons & Simmons to the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 
04/03/2015

• Letter from the Clerk of Committee of Privileges to Simmons & Simmons, 
04/03/2015

• Letter from Simmons & Simmons to the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 
05/03/2015

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Simmons & Simmons, 
06/3/2015

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Simmons & Simmons, 
23/03/2015

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Simmons & Simmons, 
24/02/2016

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Simmons & Simmons 
and evidence, 09/03/2016

• Letter from Simmons & Simmons to the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 
14/03/2016

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Simmons & Simmons, 
16/03/2016

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Simmons & Simmons, 
23/03/2016

• Letter from Simmons & Simmons to the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 
08/04/2016

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Simmons & Simmons, 
12/04/2016
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• Letter from Simmons & Simmons to the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 
14/04/2016

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Simmons & Simmons, 
15/04/2016

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Simmons & Simmons, 
22/04/2016

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Simmons & Simmons, 
30/06/2016

• Letter from Simmons & Simmons to the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 
14/07/2016

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Simmons & Simmons, 
21/07/2016

Correspondence with Linklaters 2014–16

• Letter from the Acting Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Mike Darcey, 
CEO, News UK and Ireland Limited, 12/12/2014

• Letter from Linklaters to the Acting Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 
22/12/2014

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Linklaters, 23/12/2014

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Linklaters, 19/01/2015

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Linklaters, 12/02/2015

• Letter from Linklaters to the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 13/02/2015

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Linklaters, 23/03/2015

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Linklaters, 24/02/2016

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Linklaters, 9/03/2016

• Letter from Linklaters to the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 15/03/2016

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Linklaters, 16/03/2016

• Letter from Linklaters to the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 17/03/2016

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Linklaters, 23/03/2016

• Letter from Linklaters to the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 24/03/2016

• Letter from Linklaters to the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 8/04/ 2016

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Linklaters, 12/04/2016
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• Letter from Linklaters to the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges and submission 
on behalf of News UK and Ireland Limited, 18/04/2016

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Linklaters, 30/06/2016

• Letter from Linklaters to the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 14/07/2016

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Linklaters, 21/07/2016

Correspondence with Morrison Foerster 2014–16

• Letter from Morrison Foerster to the Chair of the Committee of Privileges, 
30/10/2014

• Letter from the Acting Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Morrison 
Foerster, 12/12/2014

• Letter from Morrison Foerster to the Chair of the Committee of Privileges, 
19/12/2014

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Morrison Foerster, 
23/12/2014

• Letter from Morrison Foerster to the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 
24/12/2014

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Morrison Foerster, 
19/01/2015

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Morrison Foerster, 
23/01/2015

• Letter from Morrison Foerster to the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 
26/01/2015

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Morrison Foerster, 
28/01/2015

• Letter from Morrison Foerster to the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 
28/01/2015

• Letter from Morrison Foerster to the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 
2/02/2015

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Morrison Foerster, 
3/02/2015

• Letter from Morrison Foerster to the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges and 
evidence, 5/02/2015

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Morrison Foerster, 
12/02/2015
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• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Morrison Foerster, 
13/02/2015

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Morrison Foerster, 
19/02/2015

• Letter from Morrison Foerster to the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 
24/02/2015

• Letter from Morrison Foerster to the Chair of the Committee of Privileges, 
24/02/2015

• Letter from the Chair of the Committee of Privileges to Morrison Foerster, 
25/02/2015

• Letter from Morrison Foerster to the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 
25/02/2015

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Morrison Foerster, 
26/02/2015

• Letter from Morrison Foerster to the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 
27/02/2015

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Morrison Foerster, 
2/03/2015

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Morrison Foerster, 
3/03/2015

• Letter from Morrison Foerster to the Chair of the Committee of Privileges, 
6/03/2015

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Morrison Foerster, 
23/03/2015

• Letter from Morrison Foerster to the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 
31/03/2015

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Morrison Foerster, 
8/04/2015

• Letter from Morrison Foerster to the Chair of the Committee of Privileges, 
30/09/2015

• Letter from the Chair of the Committee of Privileges to Morrison Foerster, 
8/10/2015

• Letter from Morrison Foerster to the Chair of the Committee of Privileges, 
19/11/2015

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Morrison Foerster, 
23/11/2015
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• Letter from Morrison Foerster to the Chair of the Committee of Privileges, 
17/02/2016

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Morrison Foerster, 
23/02/2016

• Letter from Morrison Foerster to the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 
4/03/2016

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Morrison Foerster, 
9/03/2016

• Letter from Morrison Foerster to the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 
16/03/2016

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Morrison Foerster, 
16/03/2016

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Morrison Foerster, 
23/03/2016

• Letter from Morrison Foerster to the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 
11/04/2016

• Letter from Morrison Foerster to the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 
14/04/2016

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Morrison Foerster, 
30/06/2016

• Letter from Morrison Foester to the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 
13/07/2016

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Morrison Foerster, 
21/07/2016

Correspondence with Tom Crone 2014–16

• Letter from the Acting Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Tom Crone, 
12/12/2014

• Letter from Tom Crone to the Acting Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 
3/01/2015

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Tom Crone, 20/01/2015

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Tom Crone, 28/01/2015

• Letter from Tom Crone to the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 30/01/2015

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Tom Crone, 30/01/2015

• Email from Tom Crone to the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 31/01/2015
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• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Tom Crone, 3/02/2015

• Email from Tom Crone to the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 9/02/2015

• Letter from Tom Crone to the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 10/02/2015

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Tom Crone, 12/02/2015

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Tom Crone, 19/02/2015

• Email from Tom Crone to the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 5/03/2015

• Email from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Tom Crone, 06/03/2015

• Letter from Tom Crone to the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 13/03/2015

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Tom Crone, 23/03/2015

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Tom Crone, 24/02/2016

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Tom Crone, 9/03/2016

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Tom Crone, 16/03/2016

• Letter from Tom Crone to the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 12/04/2016

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Tom Crone, 22/04/2016

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Tom Crone, 30/06/2016

• Letter from Tom Crone to the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 15/07/2016

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to Tom Crone, 21/07/2016

Miscellaneous Correspondence 2014–16

• Letter from the Acting Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to the Director of 
Public Prosecutions, Crown Prosecution Service, 21/10/2014

• Letter from the Director of Public Prosecutions, Crown Prosecution Service, to 
the Acting Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 26/11/2014

• Letter from the Chair of the Committee of Privileges to the Clerk and Chief 
Executive of the Solicitors Disciplinary Tribunal, 25/02/2015

• Letter from the Clerk and Chief Executive of the Solicitors Disciplinary Tribunal 
to the Chair of the Committee of Privileges, 26/02/2015

• Letter from Kingsley Napley to the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges, 
05/03/2015

• Letter from the Lord Advocate to the Chair of the Committee of Privileges, 
10/03/2015
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• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to the Lord Advocate, 
12/03/2015

• Letter from the Private Secretary of the Lord Advocate to the Clerk of the 
Committee of Privileges, 17/03/2015

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to the Private Secretary of 
the Lord Advocate, 18/03/2015

• Email from Gregor McGill, Crown Prosecution Service, to the Clerk of the 
Committee of Privileges, 14/01/2016

• Letter from the Crown Prosecution Service to the Clerk of the Committee of 
Privileges, 25/02/2016

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to the Crown Prosecution 
Service, 23/03/2016

• Letter from the Crown Prosecution Service to the Clerk of the Committee of 
Privileges, 31/03/2016

• Letter from the Clerk of the Committee of Privileges to the Crown Prosecution 
Service, 07/06/2016

Documents Disclosed by the Crown Prosecution Service

• Email Tom Crone and Andy Coulson, 04/01/07 [22. D18726]

• Email Tom Crone and Andy Coulson, 09/01/07 [23. D26464]

• Email Tom Crone to Clive Goodman’s lawyer re: reading case papers, 03/11/06 
[2. D19068]

• Email Tom Crone and Andy Coulson relaying what Rebekah Brooks was told by 
the Police, 15/09/06 [7. D18737]

• Email Tom Crone and Andy Coulson re: Tom Crone seeing defence papers, 
03/11/06 [8. D18758]

• Email Tom Crone and Andy Coulson re: Tom Crone not to attend Clive 
Goodman’s legal conference, 22/11/06 [10. D18759]

• Email Tom Crone and Andy Coulson containing line “tilt Mulcaire”, 25/11/06 
[11. D30636]

• Email Tom Crone and Andy Coulson containing comment about Clive Goodman 
straying off the preferred line, 02/12/06 20. [D18757]

• Email Tom Crone and Andy Coulson with draft briefing note - the December 
2006 Memo, 30/12/06 [21. D18768]

• Colin Myler witness statement and handwritten contemporaneous note
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• Email Tom Crone and Andy Coulson saying whose names are included in the 
case papers, 10/11/06 

• Email Andy Coulson and Tom Crone re: ok for Tom Crone to send the December 
2006 memo, 03/01/07 

• Pages 4–7 AC Jury bundle regarding the December 2006 memo

• 2005 Agreement with Nine Consultancy (Glenn Mulcaire) containing an 
exclusivity clause. Signed for NOTW/NI by Neville Thurlbeck

• Expenses form for Rebekah Brooks’ lunch with Clive Goodman 

• Various agreements for News of the World and Glenn Mulcaire – main contracts 
signed by Greg Miskiw and one by Neville Thurlbeck. 
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List of Reports from the Committee 
during the current Parliament
All publications from the Committee are available on the publications page of the 
Committee’s website.

Session 2015–16

First Special Report First Special Report from the Committee of 
Public Accounts

HC 596 

http://www.parliament.uk/business/committees/committees-a-z/commons-select/privileges/publications/
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