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WEDNESDAY 27 OCTOBER 2004 

________________ 

Present 

Avebury, L 
Caithness, E 
Dubs, L 
Gibson of Market Rasen, B 
Harris of Richmond, B (Chairman) 
Listowel, E 
Ullswater, V 
________________ 

Memorandum submitted by Association of Chief Police Officers, Scotland (ACPOS) 
Memorandum submitted by Association of Chief Police OfficersTerrorism and Allied 

Matters (ACPO-TAM) 
 

Examination of Witnesses 

 

Witnesses: Assistant Commissioner David Veness, Metropolitan Police, and 

Chief Constable Paddy Tomkins, ACPOS, examined. 

Q33  Chairman:  Good morning gentlemen.  It is always a great pleasure to welcome old 

friends to the Committee.  You are very welcome, Mr Veness and Mr Tomkins.  Before we 

start, could you give us your full titles so that we have that on the record? 

Mr Tomkins: I am Paddy Tomkins, Chief Constable of Lothian and Borders Police, 

representing the Association of Chief Police Officers in Scotland. 

Q34  Chairman:  What is your role within ACPO? 

Mr Tomkins: Today I am representing the Chief Constables’ Council.  We are constituent 

members of the ACPO Standing Committee on terrorism and allied matters. 

Q35  Chairman:  You are responsible for that within Scotland? 

Mr Tomkins: Yes. 
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Q36  Chairman:  You do not have another title within Scotland? 

Mr Tomkins: No, we do not have a separate or parallel structure for terrorism and allied 

matters.  We are members of ACPO in that regard. 

Q37  Chairman:  That clarifies a question we had. 

Mr Veness: I am David Veness.  I have effectively three roles that are probably of relevance. 

I am the Secretary of the Association of Chief Police Officers, ACPO, Terrorism and Allied 

Matters Committee, known as ACPO-TAM.  Unusually within British policing, that is a body 

that encompasses England and Wales, Northern Ireland and Scotland, so we speak with one 

voice on counter-terrorism.  I am also the Chairman of the group known as the ACPO 

Advisory Group, which acts as the operational co-ordination mechanism dealing, as it were, 

with quick time issues and immediate operational responses, and again that function is across 

the United Kingdom.  The third function of relevance is as Assistant Commissioner Specialist 

Operations in Scotland Yard, because there are certain functions of that command which 

historically have been attached to it, particularly protection, security and anti-terrorism, 

because of the absence of national policing structures for counter-terrorism within the United 

Kingdom. 

Q38  Chairman:  Thank you very much indeed.  That has been enormously helpful and 

members will have much appreciated the fact that we have such experience with us today.  

Could I then begin by welcoming you and thank you very much for coming and for your 

evidence, which has been very full and we will be asking questions based on that.  We have 

all read avidly the evidence that you have put before us.  I wonder if I could register, for the 

benefit of members of the public who are now sitting behind you, the subject of the inquiry, 

which is an examination of a number of proposals designed to strengthen EU counter-

terrorism activities, particularly through much more extensive data exchange.  These 
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proposals raise important issues relating, among other things, to data protection and the 

institutional arrangements within the EU for combating terrorism.  I hope that has been 

helpful.  Members' interests relevant to the inquiry are being deposited at the back of the 

room.  I wonder whether, before we start questioning, you would like to make any opening 

statements? 

Mr Veness: My Lord Chairman, there are some very brief points which may be helpful in 

terms of context.  The first point is to understand the nature of counter-terrorism, because 

I think sometimes there is a danger that it is perceived as only focusing on effective 

intelligence and detection of individuals, whereas I think, particularly in the 37 months since 

9/11, it is as important to recognise that dealing with community issues, dealing with the 

handling of crises, and indeed dealing with the consequences should dire terrorist events 

unfold are equally important.  In many ways those issues have tended to be dealt with 

separately, both nationally and internationally.  Our view is that the cohesive, as it were 

linear, approach to all of those issues in many ways defines the agendas both as to which 

nations can contribute and particularly which supra-national bodies can contribute.  The 

strategic challenge would be the first point.  The second point is that the way that our world 

has changed in counter-terrorism in the last 37 months can be summed up in the one word 

“global”, in that hitherto we dealt with an issue which was regional; here within the United 

Kingdom we understood a threat that emanated primarily from the island of Ireland that was 

aimed at the GB mainland.  That is transparently no longer the case.  Every instance that we 

are engaged in, almost however minor, in this new dimension involves a range of nations, and 

indeed a range of nations much broader than the European Union.  Thirdly, our view is that 

the gap internationally on the global scale is in relation to national capability and capacity.  In 

our judgment, the key building block is to ensure that each individual country, particularly 

those which understand that they are afflicted by this new dimension of threat, is responding 
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appropriately and is building effectively from the national level upwards.  The fourth issue, 

very briefly, if we are to reflect on and be critical of where progress has not been achieved, 

particularly over the last 37 months, would be the growth of the support networks. This is 

dubbed the radicalisation debate.  I think probably more accurately for radicalisation read 

extremism because of the nature of the origins of the issue, and indeed the support networks, 

if anything, sad to relate, are growing rather than diminishing.  We would regard that as 

almost the key strategic challenge in halting that development and ideally reversing it.  Those 

would be the four brief points that I would make. 

Mr Tomkins: The only thing I would add, in addition to the points you have already clarified 

in your kind introduction, is that from Scotland’s perspective, we are part of the ACPO 

structure and therefore we recognise ACPO policy development in this area and the pre-

eminence of the Metropolitan Police.  There are jurisdictional issues, obviously, as has been 

referred to, between Scotland and England and Wales, and those, in some ways, govern the 

operational constraints.  That might offer a microcosm of some of the issues that are being 

explored by this Committee in terms of EU interoperability. 

Q39  Chairman:  Thank you very much indeed.  I think that leads us very nicely into the first 

question.  As I said, we are most grateful for the papers you were both able to send us.  My 

first question is about the Police Working Group on Terrorism.  You have given us quite a lot 

of information about that.  I am very grateful for that because you stress the importance of the 

role of that group where it deals with counter-terrorism operations in Europe.  I just wondered 

if, for the sake of our report, you would be able to tell us a little bit more about how it 

operates and whether its members have powers to exchange personal data.  How does it link 

in to other databases?  Is there a need for it to do that sort of thing? 

Mr Veness: If I may paint the skeleton, this is an unusual body in that it pre-dates most of the 

other institutions to which we will probably refer.  It was born out of tragedies during the 
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1970s.  There were the beginnings of an understanding, particularly when the activities of the 

Provisional IRA were manifest on the continent of Europe during the 1970s.  You will recall 

that the attacks upon NATO institutions at that time, the Red Brigades, the Baader Meinhof 

era, were very much novel challenges.  There was recognition amongst operational police 

chiefs of the need to have an effective communication method that dealt with issues at the 

operational level that was swift, effective and non-bureaucratic.  That was the intention.  It 

was formally established in 1979.  It now links, in terms of EU membership, the Baltic States 

plus Malta, the most recent to join. 

Q40  Chairman:  Those are the three new ones you refer to? 

Mr Veness: Yes, and it will reflect EU membership.  It operates, in terms of the actual 

meeting arrangements, six-monthly in a different nation on each occasion.  It last met in 

Poland in May of this year.  There is an imminent meeting, in fact later next week, in 

Germany of that grouping.  Each of the operational services will be represented.  It tends to 

operate at a level which is below that of the European Police Chiefs Task Force.  For 

example, among our UK representatives next week will be the Head of Special Branch within 

the Metropolitan Police, who is mandated to take forward that role.  It is helpful to describe 

the various operational activities that have flowed from the working group’s creation.  Within 

Scotland Yard—but that is only a convenience on behalf of UK policing—the Police Working 

Group on Terrorism led to a body which is now the National Terrorism and Extremism 

Liaison Section, and that acts as a post-box by which urgent communication can be initiated, 

even on the most mundane inquiries—for example, who owns a particular motor car or about 

a recent crime—within each of the contributing states.  Within the United Kingdom, there is 

that 24-hour capability of linking in with the other constituent organisations.  There is then a 

structure, in terms of deployment of officers, which is known as the Counter-Terrorism and 

Extremism Liaison System—and I merely refer to the British example—whereby we deploy 
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officers in locations abroad, notably within Europe. There are others in Australia and Canada, 

but the officers are mainly engaged in the European theatre in order to give us literally the 

day-by-day liaison that we need with our colleagues engaged in these duties around Europe.  

The reciprocal dimension of that is that a great many other European nations are generous 

enough to provide liaison officers to London, so what you see in London, day by day, is team 

work between the hub, our own National Terrorism and Extremism Liaison Office, and 

officers mainly from European police forces and other like organisations, who are either on 

the staff of that body or are in their embassies here in London.  They are available in order to 

give us that direct operational linkage.  Of course we would wish that network to be wider and 

broader and often there is a number of countries covered from one particular location, but 

that, broadly, is the method of operation. 

Q41  Chairman:  Is that hub within Scotland Yard? 

Mr Veness: It is, and that, in many ways, is a historical fact because of the original concept.  

Although it was a combined UK initiative, because the Special Branch facilities within 

Scotland Yard in respect of counter-terrorism statistically form one of the larger deployments 

it is a convenient location for colleagues throughout the United Kingdom to act on a co-

operative basis. 

Q42  Chairman: It is a very complex web that you weave.  I do not know about my 

colleagues, but it is quite difficult to try to find out where everyone links in.  I do not know 

whether a map of how that works would help.  

Mr Veness: We would be very pleased to supply that if that would be regarded as helpful.  It 

will be illustrative for ourselves, I am sure! 
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Q43  Chairman: I know, whenever I have to look at anything complicated, having a map is 

just the easiest way.  If members would be happy for that, we would be very grateful for that.  

How does it fit into Europol? 

Mr Veness: It invites Europol to be an observer as part of the structure of the Police Working 

Group on Terrorism.  I think your question is extremely well placed because there is a timely 

opportunity—I believe and I know colleagues would agree—to look at how many of these 

institutions might be more closely interleaved in relation to their operational effectiveness.  

I mention the fact that the Police Working Group on Terrorism historically has arisen from an 

earlier phase.  I genuinely believe that there is a chance for us all to link in, particularly with 

the new invigorated role of the European Police Chiefs Task Force, which has moved on 

transparently since the initiatives of March of this year, post-Madrid.  I think it would not be 

too critical an observer who would say there appears to be a degree of overlap here.  I would 

point to the fact that the European police chiefs have a much broader agenda – drugs, illegal 

trafficking of human beings and other European cross-border issues of key strategic 

importance, as well as terrorism – whereas the Police Working Group on Terrorism has had 

this historic focus and has well matured systems of liaison, but of course there is the 

opportunity to work more closely, particularly with drugs liaison arrangements.  Again, at the 

heart of your point, my Lord Chairman, I think there is an opportunity to explore a greater 

integration of the Police Working Group with the new and developing Europol structures. 

Q44  Chairman: It would be good for me if you could put that as a sort of footnote what the 

police chefs do, and then the more strategic roles. 

Mr Veness: The point that I had not addressed and that you raised in relation to how it 

actually deals with information is that primarily the working group operates on an 

intelligence-only basis, so its starting point will be to make inquiries, which might be quite 

mundane and routine, but nevertheless that gets the answer that deals with the imperative of 
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taking action.  Clearly what we are seeking to do is bring together information that reduces 

the risk of public harm.  That is overwhelmingly what we are seeking to achieve.  In an era 

when mass casualties would be the price that would be paid for not getting that right, that 

degree of rapid transmission is of course important.  If one then moves into the slower time of 

using that information for court proceedings so it becomes evidence, then of course one 

would revert to the letters of request procedure by which the European and other nations will 

obtain that information more formally, but it does, of course, bring with it the practical 

advantage that you have already identified that the material you are seeking actually exists in 

France or Belgium as opposed to a speculative inquiry by way of letter of request. 

Q45  Chairman:  That is very helpful.  It may be that members want to draw out a little more 

from that later.  In the meantime, can I move on to my second question, which is about the 

European Council underlining the role of the European Police Chiefs Task Force in 

co-ordinating responses?  Do you share the view that the role of the European Police Chiefs 

Task Force in co-ordinating their operational responses to terrorism is the best way forward? 

Mr Veness: It is, I would suggest, an additional dimension and an additional network and 

source of energy which, if properly channelled, can be a valuable asset.  I think the dimension 

that the European Police Chiefs Task Force brings is literally contained within its title, in that 

it is a senior body, which seeks to bring together decision-makers, leaders of European 

services.  Of course, within the United Kingdom, we are not obliged because we have not got 

such an individual who could be described as the UK Police Chief.  That role is performed by 

the Director General of the National Crime Squad on behalf of us all, but, in order that we are 

addressing the counter-terrorism dimension, one of my colleagues actually acts as the 

counter-terrorism deputy to the Director General of the National Crime Squad, so that we 

ensure that the United Kingdom has not only National Crime Squad business but also 

counter-terrorism as part of the agenda.  I think the role of the Police Chiefs Task Force has 
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clearly been advanced by events since Madrid because it is at the heart of the 

recommendations made by Justice and Home Affairs Council and the European Council.  I 

think we are seeing a period, particularly under the Dutch Presidency, where that is being 

given actual practical vigour and, in our view, a reasonable and achievable agenda of 

activities.  The Dutch have delivered what they refer to as COSPOL, the Comprehensive 

Operational Strategic Policing Plan, which is to provide an agenda for the European Police 

Chiefs Task Force.  We certainly, as the UK, are vigorously supporting the Dutch Presidency.  

We see one particular role as sharing with colleagues the benefit of hard-won experience here 

within the UK as to how operationally we respond to either the threat of terrorist incidents or 

the reality of terrorist incidents, because, sadly, the experience of dealing with bombs has 

been unhappily relatively commonplace here.  That has led to an operation within the United 

Kingdom – and forgive me for all these labels – that is known as Operation Rainbow, and that 

is a spectrum of operational deployments that we can achieve.  We are seeking to share that 

learning through the European Police Chiefs Task Force and the industry and the Dutch 

Presidency with our colleagues.  I give that as one practical example of where that is being 

taken ahead at the strategic level. 

Q46  Chairman: At the moment, it does not come under the Council’s structures.  Do you 

think it should do? 

Mr Veness: I think it is an omission and an opportunity.  It probably is inappropriate for me 

to comment about where that would appropriately fit in. 

Q47  Chairman:  Would it be helpful? 

Mr Veness: There is a suggestion, given the seniority of the body, that something akin to the 

Article 36 strand of activity within the EU may be appropriate.  Then I think there would be 

a need to align it with the administrative and strategic arrangements for Europol itself so that 
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one had a clearer definition.  No doubt that is a key role for Mr de Vries in his role as 

co-ordinator. 

Q48  Chairman:  We can ask him. 

Mr Veness: It is a very real opportunity because there is a post-Madrid gap in relation to how 

the European Police Chiefs Task Force is integrated within the system, and how that fits 

together with the Europol activities. 

Chairman: That will be a good question for next week when we go to Brussels and meet 

Mr de Vries.  That is very helpful. 

Q49  Earl of Caithness: The National Crime Squad has supported proposals to have small 

operational teams involving other EU countries, which is something that would follow on 

from improved Europol intelligence.  Do you see this as a sensible way forward? 

Mr Veness: I think there are very real practical benefits to be gained by the concept, but 

I think the concept needs to be applied in a way that it adds benefit rather than in any way it 

contributes to confusion.  Perhaps I can illustrate that.  The way that the joint investigative 

teams were emerging in the broader context of organised and serious crime, which is not 

terrorism, is that they were looking at longer-term problems such as illegal immigration, 

illegal smuggling of human beings and drugs issues, which were amenable to rather 

longer-term investment.  In the context of dealing with terrorism incidents, the focus has 

actually been on material which is being developed which might lead to a terrorist bomb or 

some other form of incident, and there I think we probably need to think more broadly than 

Europe.  Certainly, reflecting on the cases that have happened within the United Kingdom, 

even in this current year, which have yet to come to trial, although there was a European 

footprint, there also was the need to deal with a great many other jurisdictions much further 

afield.  I think the joint investigative team idea has many benefits.  Another dimension of it is 
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when an incident occurs, for example the attacks on the Madrid trains, and the fact that that 

had immediate application to a range of other European countries.  I think there is an 

opportunity to address the interests of those other countries and ensure that the inquiries are 

pursued expeditiously, which would be very much akin to a joint investigative team.  What 

one does not want is that every time there is a bomb in Europe, 24 other nations all contribute 

individuals who may or may not have a role to play.  I think my colleagues would agree we 

want rather more refined and bespoke arrangements.  There is a third requirement that this 

concept could deliver, and again I use Madrid as the example.  As soon as those bombs had 

happened, there was very clear enthusiasm on the part of everybody engaged in terrorism in 

Europe:  what can we do to make the trains safer; how did this happen; where did they get the 

explosives; who was involved; and what does it tell us about European networks active in 

Europe?  All of those questions need very urgent answers.  It is almost not a joint 

investigative team but joint investigative communication that we need so that we have 

measures in place to ensure that our European colleagues are very promptly informed of those 

lessons.  We would imagine, in the context of the counter-terrorism theme, developing this 

down those three broad avenues.  In short, this is a valuable notion and one which needs 

taking ahead in a thoughtful and constructive way. 

Q50  Earl of Caithness: Looking ahead and following up that answer, you have mentioned 

things like added benefit and being more closely integrated.  Do you see a need for an EU 

operational capacity?  Are you differentiating between EU information, better and closer 

information, and then limited operational teams, or do you see it more as a big European 

operational capacity? 

Mr Veness: I think if one added a label ‘European operational capacity’ it is difficult to see 

what that concept or function would deliver that could not be achieved by what are relatively 

well-established mechanisms of counter-terrorism at the national level.  My doubt would be 
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whether one would always guarantee that when you went looking for that capability within 

a given location, even within Europe, you might find it.  Certainly my personal priority would 

be to invest more heavily in national capability rather than to create, as it were, a specific 

European operational counter-terrorism capability, which I think would be difficult to fit in 

with the way that nationals regard counter-terrorism as part of their national security 

jurisdiction, and so there is not an overwhelming case that it would add benefit. 

Q51  Earl of Caithness: Changing to a slightly different tack, on the evidence that ACPO 

and the Metropolitan Police gave us, there was this interesting phrase ‘within existing national 

structures and the constraints imposed by the nature of counter-terrorism intelligence data’.  

What limits and constraints are you talking about?  Can we lift the veil a little bit on that? 

Mr Veness: On re-reading that sentence, I am conscious that it is not as happily expressed as 

it might be because it contains the words ‘it is difficult to see how co-operation could be 

improved on’.  I can think of a thousand ways to do that.  If it conveys that sense of 

complacency, I apologise.  That was not the intention.  What we were seeking to convey in 

relation to existing national structures is precisely the point that I was alluding to in relation to 

capacity and capability.  To be candid, there is a wide variation amongst even European 

nations in recognising the problem that post-9/11 terrorism confronts.  Sadly, I think the cruel 

reality that we are seeing is that that understanding is coming about as a result of dire events 

rather than an intellectual process and a commitment to be fully engaged.  I think the reality is 

that there is nowhere which we can exclude from the possibility of a terrorism attack being 

mounted, supported, recruited, provided  with logistics, whatever, within the European 

theatre.  We need to start with that understanding.  I regret to say that is not yet fully 

developed.  In terms of existing national structures, that is the point I am referring to:  the 

political will based upon a clear understanding of the nature of the threat, a commitment to 
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engage and to commit resources, and a commitment to address one’s legal framework within 

that context. 

Q52  Viscount Ullswater: As a supplementary to that, one of the first criteria that you 

identified in the role of the job that you do was that terrorism has now become global in the 

37 months since 9/11.  What we have been talking about are the sorts of European 

institutions.  I wondered if you could just explain a little bit the role of Interpol and your work 

with Interpol, your connection with Interpol, because again you said that if there was an 

incident within the European Union, you did not want 24 people all gathering to try and deal 

with it.  I think we have been told in written evidence that Interpol has what is called incident 

response teams, small numbers of people that can go and co-ordinate responses to events.  

Could you enlarge? 

Mr Veness: On that latter point, it links back to what I was describing as the breadth of the 

strategic challenge all the way from when one has the first nugget of intelligence about 

a possible terrorist incident through the incident, if one is unable to stop it, and then dealing 

with it afterwards.  I think the contribution of organisations such as Interpol is to bring 

together a range of national talents, skills and resources, which for example allow you to 

recover from that incident or to address the immediate crisis.  We all ought to be actively 

supporting and engaging in that to make sure that that could happen rapidly when the need 

arises.  Interpol clearly in a more general sense has the overwhelming advantage that it is the 

one global policing organisation.  I think the encouraging dimension is the way, particularly 

under its present leadership, and indeed the contribution that has been made in terms of 

executive support from the United Kingdom, that Interpol has moved from a position of 

merely being an information exchange to developing particular contributions on a thematic 

basis.  The one I would give by way of example is its work in relation to forged identity 

documents and in particular its aspirational global register in relation to passports and travel 
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documents.  That is immensely helpful.  The disadvantage of course is that if you are moving 

on a truly global basis, then there may be some challenges in the extent to which you can be 

completely candid in respect of the sharing of intelligence that certain nations might regard as 

particularly sensitive.  Is there an opportunity to drive ahead the agenda in relation to the 

greater role that Interpol could play?  Yes, I think there is. 

Q53  Baroness Gibson of Market Rasen: Could I ask a question about Europol at this 

stage?  We are obviously very interested in how the institutional arrangements work.  I 

wondered what you felt about that.  Are you satisfied with the role of Europol and the role 

that is played in its fight against terrorism and what you believe about its powers:  does it 

need more or can it be effective as it is at the present time? 

Mr Veness: I think even the most enthusiastic supporter would regard Europol as an 

evolutionary development.  I think that is not being critical; it is being realistic.  Seeking to 

move within a European policing cohesive body over the period of its development has 

inevitably been a challenge.  To me, engaged in operational counter-terrorism within the 

United Kingdom, the one great advantage that Europol delivers immediately is that you have 

a range of European liaison officers from each of the constituent EU nations and they are 

actually there in one corridor or nearby; there is the ability to deal with a problem that might 

arise now with a European liaison officer from the United Kingdom being able to speak to 

somebody from Belgium and somebody from Sweden.  Being able to address that issue is 

a very significant step forward.  When one adds the number of different agencies that are now 

represented within Europol, and not only the police, in all their rich diversity within European 

states but also customs and immigration and in some cases security service officers, that gives 

a focal point, which I think is a very great operational asset.  There are then the issues of the 

themes down which Europol can drive in order to assist.  For example, after the Madrid 

bombs, it was the United Kingdom that engaged in a debate with Europol and said it would be 
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a tremendous advantage to get together everybody who is responsible for transport and 

security both above ground and below ground in Europe to share what knowledge we have 

and what preventative measures we could take in relation to making rail transport safer.  That 

was, I think, an excellent initiative taken by Europol in order to gather that degree of 

information.  There is then the Counter-Terrorist Task Force, again reinvigorated after the 

Madrid bombings and contained in the declaration.  We are vigorous supporters of that.  I am 

proud to say that the United Kingdom is statistically the greatest contributor of information on 

that basis to Europol.  The opportunity now falls, with the additional nations as part of the 

broader Europe, on development, training and demonstrating leadership as to how that can be 

brought together.  I think some very real opportunities have arisen in terms of timing and the 

rather sad process of recent historical events and Europol is poised to make a valuable 

contribution. 

Q54  Chairman: Can I go back to something that you said that I want to draw out.  You said 

something like, “all Member States feel a real necessity to commit more resources to this and 

they all think the same and they feel strongly about it”.  That is not entirely my take on this.  

Are you satisfied that all Member States, even among the old Member States, are feeling 

equally anxious about getting this right? 

Mr Veness: No.  If I have conveyed that, then I have misled you. 

Q55  Chairman: That certainly is not my feeling. 

Mr Veness: To be candid, I think the problem of recognition of what this new dimension of 

threat means is patchily understood even within countries.  One could say, purely from 

a counter-terrorist point of view, that one would hope there was a greater clarity of 

understanding of the situation.  That was behind my comment to my Lord, that I think, if one 

looks at the record over recent months, indeed the last few years, understanding has actually 
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arisen, sadly, when there has been a horrible incident rather than from some intellectual 

process of logic which has led people to do what is right, in our view, because that is the 

appropriate action.  If I conveyed the impression that there is not scope for development 

within Europe, my view is very clear on that:  we are nothing like where we need to be. 

Chairman: That is enormously helpful because I have been quite concerned about one 

particular Member State that I would have expected to have been very focused on this but is 

not at all, to my way of thinking, and I will not name it.  I am very grateful to you for 

clarifying that point. 

Q56  Viscount Ullswater: So far we have talked about structures and co-operation but not to 

a great extent. Obviously what those structures do is exchange data.  In your very helpful 

paper you noticed the difference between the data which is to be used partly for the judicial 

process and that which is to be used for intelligence purposes, and also of course there are the 

different legal views within the European Union as to the type of data that may be regarded as 

evidence, information and intelligence.  Of course, we have that within our own structure 

within the United Kingdom too, just as a footnote.  Do these various things hinder 

co-operation of data exchange? 

Mr Veness: I think the candid answer to that would be ‘yes’.  Clearly, the information that is 

of the greatest imperative is that information which can save life or reduce immediate risk to 

the public.  That probably means that our greatest investment should be in the intelligence 

channel, because that becomes intelligence which becomes information for action on which 

we can take practical steps.  Of course, in an ideal world one would always want to move to 

a position where, in the vast majority of cases, one was mounting a prosecution and therefore 

one had the benefit of evidence which was admissible under the national rules applicable to 

that prosecution in order ideally that that would lead to the conviction of those responsible.  

Counter-terrorism, sadly, is a greyer business than that.  There are inevitably going to be 
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occasions – one particularly senses that with the range of dangers that are now applicable in 

respect of new threats – when you need to move on actionable intelligence, and if that saves 

life, that is the outcome and one has reduced the risk.  If one is in a position where it is not 

possible in those circumstances to mount a prosecution or indeed the compelling evidence one 

would seek to adduce is not available, that seems to me the right balance of judgment.  The 

net result is that a terrorist attack has been prevented or disrupted.  I think the key problem we 

have with the latter it that the issues of different legal structures are problems in relation to 

evidential admissibility.  For example, when can a given national organisation begin to 

conduct an investigation and when can it mount surveillance?  One sees a whole range of 

different, as it were, trigger points around the European Union that certainly, from a UK 

perspective, we would regard as difficult. 

Q57  Viscount Ullswater: Do you feel then that perhaps there is some need for a common 

EU concept of admissibility of evidence and intelligence?  Is it something that the European 

Union is there for?  Is it a concept that the European Union itself should be doing or is it 

something that national governments should undertake on their own account? 

Mr Veness: I think inevitably the initiative and the energy is going to be nationally led 

because of the understanding that this is a key element of each country’s national security 

arrangements.  Therefore, the imperative is to ensure that at a life-saving level, at the 

intelligence level, there is never the opportunity whereby a vital piece of information which 

would have saved a life in any country is reposing unaddressed and not being actioned.  

I think there is some benefit in work like the EU Plan of Acton, which has helpfully come out 

of the Madrid tragedy, and the concentration of effort by Justice and Home Affairs and the 

European Council.  Achieving a common standard of admissibility of evidence, given the 

tension between common law systems, Napoleonic systems and others across Europe, would 
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be ambitious in relation to the achievement, and perhaps it is not the absolute imperative if 

one is defining this mission as to save life. 

Q58  Lord Dubs: I want to ask two questions.  One is about information and the second is 

about intelligence, given what you have said about the importance of intelligence.  This is 

about information:  do you support the Commission’s proposals for enhancing access to 

information by law enforcement authorities and the Swedish proposals for equivalent access 

to information?  How will these contribute to the counter-terrorism effort? 

Mr Veness: Having seen both of those, our sense is that, yes, of course, this is the right 

direction of travel.  In many ways, we are not the owner of that debate, which is strategic and 

political.  We recognise that.  We are vigorously engaged in contributing to the discussion and 

so both the Commission’s proposals and the Swedish proposals seem to us to be encouraging 

debate.  Where we would want to add our imperative would be to relate to the previous issues 

about ensuring on an intelligence basis that nothing is being missed in relation to an exchange 

of a potential nugget of information that, as I mentioned, could reduce harm. 

Q59  Lord Dubs: You have almost anticipated my next question.  I think ACPO suggests that 

police forces should have access to national security intelligence.  Would the intelligence 

agencies agree to that?  In practical terms, how would you envisage facilitating the exchange 

of data between law enforcement and intelligence agencies? 

Mr Veness: That may have arisen from Mr Tomkins. 

Mr Tomkins: My Lord, I think we might have framed our evidence to the Committee rather 

poorly in this regard because, of course, we do have access to national security intelligence 

through bilateral contacts with the security services, and that is vertical contact.  What we do 

not have are lateral contacts between special branches; that is, the security intelligence if any 

in the domain of special branches.  We work on the basis of making requests to the Security 
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Service at Thames House and the reply coming back but we do not necessarily have the 

means to interrogate the intelligence already, in our case, in our neighbouring force, 

Strathclyde.  You may be aware that there is a national special branch intelligence system but 

that is something of a misnomer.  It is not actually a national system.  It sets national 

standards for the management of intelligence by the individual special branches.  Indeed, Her 

Majesty’s Inspectorate in England and Wales, when they conducted thematic inspections of 

special branches in 2003, which they entitled ‘The Need to Know’, recommended that there 

be an integrated IT system for special branches developed to allow this sort of mutual 

interrogation because of the mobility of the subjects, of the intelligence, and so on.  Given the 

nature of human procurement and the development of these projects, we might need 

a considerable time span, and so in Scotland, and we recognise fully this is a virtue of our 

scale, we are looking to create a parallel structure to that which we already have in criminal 

intelligence, the Scottish Intelligence Database, for special branches within Scotland, so that 

we would have some mutuality of insight within Scotland to address these issues.  I am sorry 

if that initial evidence was misleading. 

Q60  Chairman: Could I explore and draw out the question that we had last week but I think 

pertains to this as well and that is the difference between intelligence and information.  Is 

either of you able to elaborate? 

Mr Veness: Information is broad knowledge.  In my view, particularly in the 

counter-terrorism context, intelligence is information which has gone through a process, an 

assessment and a judgment, and to which a value has been added, so it has an authority, it has 

a provenance, or it has a grading which takes it beyond mere news, as it were, if you can ally 

information with news on that basis.  What I am looking for from intelligence is something 

about which I can form a view as to its value and what action can then be taken on the basis 

of it. 
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Q61  Chairman: Would you understand that all your EU partners share that view?  

Essentially, are we talking exactly the same language but do we all understand what we mean 

by that? 

Mr Veness: The candid answer is clearly ‘no’. 

Q62  Viscount Ullswater: Could I ask a supplementary of Mr Tomkins?  Did I get it wrong 

or are you saying that individual police forces’ intelligence units cannot talk to each other on 

an IT basis? 

Mr Tomkins: They cannot interrogate national security intelligence on an IT basis bilaterally 

between police forces.  That is conducted through the Security Service, so the Security 

Service owns the intelligence and makes decisions on the nature of that intelligence and as to 

the propriety of sharing it with a particular special branch because of the actions they want 

taken. 

Lord Dubs: Does that mean that if you want to get some intelligence which special branch in 

London has, you have to go to MI5 first to get it? 

Q63  Chairman: Are you able to answer that? 

Mr Veness: I think there is an issue around it.  Special Branch acts in partnership with the 

Security Service in order to provide the counter-terrorist intelligence structures.  I think one 

cannot look at this in purely police terms because that is only a part of the picture as to the 

way the United Kingdom addresses counter-terrorist intelligence.  From my point of view, 

and I know it is true of Mr Tomkins and other police chiefs, we want the best possible 

intelligence hub that is going to be the most effective for the United Kingdom, and that 

clearly cannot be delivered by police forces; it must be delivered by a Security Service 

working in conjunction with other agencies which have the ability to reach and to receive 

material through liaison with international partners across the globe.  In many ways, we act 
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together with the Security Service in order to deliver counter-terrorism intelligence.  On your 

specific point about whether we would expect to have unlimited access to that material, the 

answer is:  no, because clearly the owners have got to respect the ability to get more 

information tomorrow and that relies on a very high degree of confidentiality.  What I do 

expect is that the security services will work together in a confidential, effective and efficient 

way with the police forces around the United Kingdom.  I think that is very close to being a 

UK success story, particularly when contrasted with a great many European jurisdictions.  It 

would be a terrible shame if it was not because all of the experiences we have had of terrorism 

over the years have, in my view, produced a very effective and close partnership across the 

boundaries of security service work and police work. 

Q64  Lord Avebury: It strikes me that before you start talking about exchange of intelligence 

between Member States, you do need to tackle what you hinted at:  we do not have a common 

definition of intelligence.  Should it not be a priority to try and get to the point where we 

know what each other means when we talk about intelligence and then we write down 

a definition which everybody then adopts? 

Mr Veness: Yes, I think in practical terms what it means is passing of information today.  The 

working assumption would be that which is actionable and useful in respect of countering 

terrorism but which is not going to be evidential could be categorised as intelligence.  I agree 

with you that it would be neat to have an agreed form of words that was broadly understood 

across Europe, but does this act as a block this morning to people talking on an intelligence-

only basis?  I think probably not.  The real problem is when one translates that information 

into evidence that one trusts is going to be admissible.  I think that is probably a broader 

challenge. 
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Q65  Lord Avebury: Apart from the earlier definition you gave of what intelligence means, 

information that has been analysed and assessed so that people can draw conclusions from it, 

there is this other characteristic that it is not information which is going to be used in a court 

of law.  That is another limiting condition which you apply to the definition of intelligence.  

With that definition, do you think there is a need to expand the exchange of intelligence 

between EU Member States? 

Mr Veness: I think unequivocally there is.  If the harm that we are seeking to prevent could 

be the mass murder of citizens within any European country, then if we were in any way 

complacent about the vigour or effectiveness with which intelligence is shared between 

nations, we would indeed be remiss.  Yes, we must go on looking vigorously each day not 

only for the intelligence being available but that it is gathered.  That comes back to the point 

in relation to capability and capacity.  My priority investment would be in ensuring that when 

we ask a particular nation whether they have that intelligence, then they actually engage in 

a process which will ensure that it is available. 

Q66  Lord Avebury: Assuming it was available, what do you think are the main blockages 

and can you relate those to the Commission’s proposals? 

Mr Veness: I think the Commission’s proposals would be a step forward in relation to 

liberating those issues, and indeed in the Swedish proposal I think they would probably 

operate rather more at the level where information is going to be shared in an overt sense, 

particularly for it to be taken forward to a court of law rather than acting as a blockage at the 

actionable intelligence end of the spectrum. 

Q67  Lord Avebury: Could I ask you a question about what you said right at the start on 

progress not having been achieved in relation to the growth of support networks?  You said, 

and I am not sure I have got your exact words, that radicalism contains extremism; in other 
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words, there is a penumbra which may be very large in terms of its numbers and its spread 

and within which the kinds of behaviour we are looking at mature and are fostered.  Do you 

think that the intelligence agencies are sufficiently conscious of this in the sense that they 

look at the intellectual and ideological background in which terrorism occurs?  Do you, for 

instance, read the works of people like Qutb and Maududi and do other people in European 

countries research these ideological grandfathers of terrorism? 

Mr Veness: Perhaps I could re-state what I was seeking to convey, my Lord.  What I was 

suggesting is that one of the areas I would regard as somewhere we have not made sufficient 

progress in the last 37 months—but of course it is a much broader issue than that—is on the 

issues that cause the tensions that lead to radicalisation.  I am not suggesting radicalisation is 

the problem but when radicalisation spawns extremism and extremism spawns violence which 

impacts upon innocent lives, I think that is the nub of the issue.  In our judgment, what I can 

describe perhaps inelegantly as the support base is growing rather than diminishing because 

the causes of tension, not only in the sense of terrorism in its classical sense but the 

geographic, political and other issues which many will dub the root cause issues, are growing 

rather than diminishing.  That is why I am suggesting that extremism is an absolutely key 

issue and one where I would suggest there is the opportunity for regions, in the sense of 

European and other regions, to contribute energy as well as what is done at the national level. 

Q68  Lord Avebury: My question really was a more factual one than that as to whether or 

not you considered that on a European scale we need to collaborate in researching the 

ideological basis within which terrorism develops? 

Mr Veness: Absolutely, and indeed there is some UK activity.  I could point you towards 

where we are seeking, through the various mechanisms that I have described, to put 

extremism on the agenda so that we are addressing what I inelegantly described as the root 
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causes, but I am using that in a generic sense.  If we only address the consequences of 

terrorism, if we only deal with the bomb stage, we are going to find this problem getting 

larger over the years rather than diminishing, whereas I think we have a clear duty to seek to 

address this.  It cannot only be a police and security service endeavour; this is a much broader 

social agenda. 

Lord Avebury: I would be very interested if we could have that. 

Chairman: That would be very helpful. 

Q69  Earl of Caithness: I would like to follow up and take this a bit wider and ask the 

Assistant Commissioner if he could give his views on the global nature of this.  We have been 

talking about Europe but you said right at the beginning that this is a global matter.  How do 

you see not just the UK relating to the rest of the world but Europe relating to the rest of the 

world? 

Mr Veness: Perhaps I could just explain what was behind my comments very briefly.  I take 

the point completely that terrorism has been manifest in a range of locations across the planet 

for a great many years, notably with the current episode of terrorism from the end of the 

1960s but there was a series of earlier phases.  What is different, in our judgment, in relation 

to this dimension of international terrorism is that there is very obviously a cohesion which 

may not be tight but nevertheless a linkage in some form or another that has occurred, which 

has brought about an agenda which is unequivocally to cause the death of a great many people 

with, to some extent, dotted line linkages between those groupings.  The most obvious 

cohesive factor would be the individuals who travelled to the borderlands of Pakistan and 

Afghanistan and went through training from a period in the mid-1960s up to October 2002 

when Coalition action made that less likely in Afghanistan.  What are dubbed the Afghan 

alumni then travelled to various corners of the globe to perpetuate the agenda and to take 

forward the methodology they had learnt in those camps.  That is probably the easiest 
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example.  I think we have a dimension of global impact that one can see in Indonesia, in 

Malaysia and throughout south-east Asia – and one can see it in the Middle East and across 

the span of the Maghreb – that represents a changed dimension of the threat of international 

terrorism.  I think that is what I would describe as the new threshold, the novel dimension.  

Clearly, given that new challenge, there is an opportunity for regional institutions to make 

a vigorous contribution.  If you do that with upwards of 200 nation states, it is going to be 

difficult to bring all that about, and I am in no way detracting from some of the excellent 

work that the United Nations has done, notably in Security Council resolutions, in respect of 

terrorist financing.  I think there is a regional contribution that can be made which fits into 

that global challenge, if that is not a rather pretentious way of describing it.  

Q70  Earl of Caithness:  Can I get your comment on how those regional groups are now 

interlinking with regard to information and intelligence? 

Mr Veness:  Given that those bodies tend to be a support mechanism to national endeavours, I 

think the honest answer to that would be in a limited way at the moment.  Where I think 

perhaps a more constructive and immediate contribution could be made would be back to the 

points of political will, commitment, problem understanding and developing capacity and 

capability.  I think if one looks at the examples, notably in South East Asia, where there are 

things which have occurred in the last 37 months, development of regional training centres, 

development of expertise in dealing with bomb scenes that was not present and all that had 

been addressed on a regional basis, I would point to the practical contributions that could be 

made, perhaps in a less complex environment than information sharing.   

Q71  Lord Avebury:  I was going to ask on another matter, in relation to what ACPOS said 

about the inter-operability of EU databases, they see that as being a “mammoth task”, by 

which I assume they mean it is not a practical proposal by the Commission.  Both the 
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National Crime Squad and NCIS see that there is a case for a centralised EU database for law 

enforcement purposes.  Would you go along with that as an alternative, perhaps, to the inter-

operability proposals and, if so, do you think there are intrinsic limits to the extent to which 

there can be inter-operability between the different agencies? 

Mr Tomkins:  Yes, my Lord, I think our scepticism was borne of our practical experience in 

Scotland and trying to get inter-operability on criminal intelligence between eight police 

forces, most of them quite small police forces, and therefore with small databases because of 

legacy systems and the nature of legacy systems that we have referred to in earlier evidence. 

Our experience was that we needed effectively to install a clean system, a new database, 

which would then operate on common shared protocols.  If we extrapolate that to the position 

in England and Wales, where of course there are 43 forces which do not have a shared 

database, they do not have an equivalent to the Scottish intelligence database, and are reliant 

to some degree on bilateral arrangements with surrounding forces, groups of forces and so on, 

and then we extrapolate again to the complexity of the EU as a whole and the nature of legacy 

systems and the diversity of input criteria and so on, then I think that really informs our 

scepticism about being able to realise inter-operability protocols/criteria within the short term.  

I think, therefore, from our limited experience, we would say that it would probably be best to 

create a new database which would focus initially on the sharing of non contentious/non 

sensitive intelligence information such as identity records, finger prints and so on which could 

be accessed by constituent members of that database. 

Q72  Lord Avebury:  In some of the Scottish police forces, is there not a trend towards using 

open source operating systems and software?  Would that help in maximising the ease of 

inter-operability? 

Mr Tomkins:  My Lord, if I understand you correctly, you mean open source intelligence? 
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Q73  Lord Avebury:  No.   

Mr Tomkins:  Open sourced systems, web based system, yes, indeed, as long as the 

appropriate security --- 

Q74  Lord Avebury:  --- classification is adopted.  Linux is its main operating system. 

Mr Tomkins:  Yes, but not for the Scottish intelligence database, it is a web browser based 

approach.  I am going beyond my field of professional competence here, my Lord.  My 

understanding is that the nature of the security operations for browser based type structures is 

becoming much more reliable and that might represent a more accessible and cheaper way 

forward and therefore a more timely way forward. 

Q75  Lord Avebury:  Can I ask both of you, do you think that the development of a common 

EU framework of data protection for the Third Pillar would be a good idea? 

Mr Veness:  Yes.  Clearly it has advantages because one of the issues, particularly in relation 

to both intelligence and evidence runs into different interpretations of data protection criteria 

across the European structures.  I think, again, my Lord, the issue would be achievability at 

the political level. 

Q76  Baroness Gibson of Market Rasen:  I would like to explore a little bit about the G5 

group which ACPOS has said is beneficial, I believe, and the Metropolitan Police/ACPO said 

that it does not undermine wider EU initiatives.  I wonder if you could expand on this? 

Mr Veness:  I think G5 has got a valuable role to play.  As you know it was here earlier in the 

summer, we were hosting the meetings. I had the opportunity to contribute at the working 

level with various operators from G5 which I think proved to be timely because literally we 

were in the weeks after March 11 and Madrid, and then also the Home Secretary generously 

invited the Director-General of the National Criminal Intelligence Service, the Director-
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General of the Security Service and myself representing ACPO to be part of the G5 

deliberations when they met at the ministerial level.  I was struck by the fact that here were 

five nations who were very seized of the problem, who had significant resources to contribute, 

and in many ways were inclined to act almost as a dynamo or focus of activity that it would 

be difficult to achieve in the broader, particularly now, 25 Member context.  I presume it can 

never be perfect because there will be other countries who think there ought to be six or 

seven, and there are good cases to be made on that basis.  My impression was that the 

ministers were keenly appreciative of wanting to be, as it were, a vanguard rather than a 

diversion.  I sensed that there was a constructive role, particularly because of the timeliness of 

the fact that the action plan was now manifest, and here was something where a group of 

nations who were committed to driving that could achieve, I think, a valuable bringing 

together of various EU initiatives which, if we are honest, have been a bit spread about over 

recent times and to give some sense of direction. 

Mr Tomkins:  I think it would be hard to add to Mr Veness’s eloquence on the subject other 

than to say from our perspective, really as has been said, it brings together the Member States 

with the core expertise in this field and it represents an engine for championing attention to 

the issue, as your Lordships have mentioned during the evidence to date.   

Q77  Earl of Listowel:  What contribution has the appointment of the EU counter-terrorism 

co-ordinator made?  How do you think his role should develop now? 

Mr Veness:  Clearly it is in its early stages, an appointment made immediately after the 

Madrid events.  Our view is that there is a very real opportunity and seen purely from a 

practical counter-terrorist point of view that opportunity would be to make sure that the 

various components of the EU machine are working together as effectively as they might and 

with a clear sense of direction and producing useful products and outcomes.  I think the 

reality is that the energies of the EU in relation to counter-terrorism, and in the context of 
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broader law enforcement issues, have produced a slightly untidy picture.  We have a range of 

committees which have terrorism within their name.  Also, we have a range of committees, 

initiatives and bodies which have some form of terrorism as part of what they do, either in the 

context of immigration or data protection.  I sense that there is a very busy week for an EU 

co-ordinator in concentrating on that activity and bringing it together for useful benefit.  To be 

frank, it is not for me to comment on Mr de Vries’ working week but it seems in terms of EU 

practical counter-terrorism it should be very much focused on the internal workings of the EU 

and should not be adding a dimension of external representation because that is a function of 

the ministers of interior of Europe and should not be assuming what some might misinterpret 

as an ambassadorial role, again, I think that is the role of the ministers of interior.  I think 

there is a real job to be done.  In purely practical terms, the description that was provided 

immediately after March was a mite generic and I think there will be great benefit in tying 

down those terms of reference with a greater degree of precision.   

Q78  Earl of Listowel: Are you suggesting then that his role should be to identify best 

practices, common standards and to put those forward as being helpful to making it all gel 

together? 

Mr Veness: Precisely, my Lord, and I would add an audit of where counter terrorism is 

addressed within the various structures of the EU and ensuring that there was not duplication 

and there was a clear focus and direction to the way that the EU was supporting nationally 

delivered counter terrorism effort.  

Q79  Earl of Listowel: That is very helpful indeed.  If I might just come on and ask you 

about a particular point, that is how Eurojust fits into the picture you have been describing? A 

particular point we are taking up is that we have been learning that Eurojust’s national 

representatives do not have the powers that one would really wish them to have.  For instance, 
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the legislative framework on which they are supposed to be operating, it has not been fully 

pushed through in all European states. Perhaps you could say a bit about that in relation to the 

coordinator’s work?   

Mr Veness: Yes, indeed.  Clearly, Eurojust is operating in almost the most difficult end of 

this particular business, because it is seeking to grapple with the fact that for a whole range of 

other reasons 25 different legal systems are in play which were not created with counter 

terrorism cases in mind. I do not under-estimate the nature of the challenge.  We welcome the 

fact that Eurojust like Europol, as it evolves, has begun to demonstrate that you can add value 

at the European level provided you define the contribution you are making and it is 

practicable, it is reasonable and is welcomed by the Member States.  The very obvious gap 

was when you moved to translate that into court cases, where was not that same degree even 

of embryonic cohesion and, indeed, there was a greater opportunity for tension because of the 

differences between legal systems.  I think the idea of Eurojust is extremely desirable, I think 

it is probably still in its network stage.  It describes itself as a network and I think that is 

precisely where it is at the moment.  There are other groupings that are dealing with 

information exchange amongst lawyers that are valuable.  From our point of view, dealing 

with practical counter terrorism, it will be supporting prosecutors in relation to drawing 

together admissible evidence and the transmission of that evidence across European borders.   

Q80  Chairman: Could I encourage you, Mr Veness, if you have not already read it, to read 

this Committee’s report into Eurojust and the workings of Eurojust, which I would commend 

to you as the sort of definitive view of what Eurojust does.  That might be helpful at some 

point.   

Mr Veness: Yes indeed, thank you, I am grateful.   
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Q81  Earl of Listowel: How important is training in the developments of an EU wide counter 

terrorism capability?  Perhaps before putting this question, I might just ask you if you have 

any further comments you would like to make about how existing European Union structures 

might be better streamlined in their counter terrorism work or do you feel you have already 

covered that particular point?  

Mr Veness: I think in broad terms, if I was asked to reduce it to a nub, my Lord, it would be 

less of them, more effective and I think that is the agenda that beckons for the European 

coordinator.   

Q82  Earl of Listowel: Thank you. Then to return to the question of training: how important 

do you think this is in the development of the EU wide counter terrorism capabilities and what 

role can CEPOL play? 

Mr Veness: In operational terms, it is probably close to the top of the agenda. I would not 

demur from keeping extremism as the one trans-national area that deserves to be at the very 

top of everybody’s agenda, but training is almost as critical because it is the engine by which 

we are going to deliver capability and capacity.  Particularly when one looks at the movement 

from the eastern borders of Europe down into the Mediterranean of the problems that are 

linked with traditional drugs trafficking routes, traditional routes whereby people are 

smuggled and the extent to which they are exploited by terrorists as well, our ability at a 

European level to contribute through training to the effectiveness of operations and the ability 

of officers across a range of agencies to make counter terrorism more effective on the ground 

is enormously important. It is one where those western European nations in particular, who 

sadly have had more developed counter terrorist agendas, have got something meaningful to 

contribute.  The development of CEPOL is welcome – it is good that its home is here in 

Hampshire and that it has its heart at Bramshill - and we want to encourage its development.  

I think we are in early days, we have got a small number of permanent staff, it is a virtual 
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network.  It has made good progress in 2004, I think 2005 beckons in terms of delivery of 

courses across a range of areas—and back to my strategic challenge—covering everything 

from intelligence all the way through to putting the city back together when some disaster has 

occurred.  I think it is well placed to make that broad contribution.   

Q83  Earl of Listowel: Has the training been targeted?  Should it be at senior officers or at 

various levels throughout the EU?  CEPOL concentrates on the senior officers, do you feel 

that more needs to be done at other levels?   

Mr Veness: Yes I do.  You have got to begin with an organisation understanding why it needs 

to be engaged in a particular problem, I think you have got to leave problem recognition to the 

bosses and then the rest of the pyramid hopefully will come into place.  I think the importance 

of the training effort being across the span, as you suggest, is that one of our key judgments 

would be this dimension of terrorism is going to take years and years to contain, let alone to 

reverse the position that we occupy today.  That being the case, I think collectively the 

leadership of British and European policing should be investing very heavily in our young 

men and women, in their analytical skills, in their understanding of the background of the 

problem, their ability to use language in a more effective way.  That is in many ways an 

invaluable contribution because, sad to say, they will need those skills not only next week but 

in five years’ time and in ten years’ time. I think a broad span of a rather more radical and 

innovative approach to training across the agencies is again a great opportunity.   

Q84  Earl of Listowel: May I put one further question, if I may.  Do you feel that the 

temporary exchange of senior officers is justifiable given the obvious disadvantages to that 

and would you say exchanges of lower ranking officers should be encouraged?  Is much of 

that taking place already?   
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Mr Veness: Yes, I think it is very valuable.  The example I know best in recent times was 

after the tragic murder of our own defence attaché in Athens in June 2000.  We worked very 

closely together with the Greek authorities doing precisely that, not only exchanging people 

who deal with recovery of bomb scene clues, dealing with fingerprint activity, dealing with 

analysis, all the way up to the senior officers who set the strategy and that proved to be a 

practical example of working together.  It led to the benign outcome that a terrorist group that 

had defied detection for 25 years, N17, was, thanks to the energies of our Greek colleagues, 

successfully prosecuted.  I could point to a recent practical example, including the UK, where 

that has worked across the span.   

Q85  Chairman:  If Members have no further questions I think that probably concludes our 

morning session with you.  You mentioned learning in an effective way, I think people could 

have been no better placed than coming in here this morning and listening to both of you give 

your evidence to us.  It has been the most informative morning that we have had and we have 

enjoyed it very much indeed.  We have learned an enormous amount.  We have been very 

fortunate to have you both giving your evidence.  You have answered with great clarity and 

openness all of our questions.  We are very grateful to you.  Thank you again for coming.   

Mr Veness:   Thank you, my Lords, for your time.   


