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Investigation names: Operation Hibiscus 

Baroness Jenny Jones – complaints 
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IOPC references: 2016/066344 

2016/076004 

2017/092429 

> Summary of investigations, 

determinations and decisions regarding 

complaints 

 

> Introduction 

These three cases relate to independent investigations by the Independent Office for 

Police Conduct (IOPC)1 into allegations against members of the National Domestic 

Extremism and Disorder Intelligence Unit (NDEDIU) which operated between May 

2013 and November 2015, based in Metropolitan Police Service (MPS). A brief 

history of covert units based in the MPS that were used to gain intelligence regarding 

potential domestic extremism related public order issues, including the NDEDIU, is 

attached at appendix one. 

 Operation Hibiscus investigated allegations that members of the NDEDIU 

shredded material relevant to the Undercover Policing Inquiry (UCPI) after a 

command communication saying that such material should be retained. 

 

 The Baroness Jenny Jones investigation investigated complaints by 

Baroness Jenny Jones regarding the alleged destruction of material within the 

NDEDIU in June 2014 relating to Baroness Jenny Jones. 

 

 Operation Gilbert investigated allegations and latterly complaints that 

members of the NDEDIU based in MPS illegally hacked into the email 

accounts of activists and journalists. 

                                                 
1 In January 2018, the Independent Police Complaints Commission (IPCC) changed its name to the 
Independent Office for Police Conduct (IOPC). For consistency this summary refers to the IOPC 
throughout 
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The full terms of reference for the three investigations are set out in appendix two. 

 

> Key findings across the three investigations 

 Operation Hibiscus found that a reasonable disciplinary tribunal properly 

directed would conclude on the balance of probabilities that material relevant 

to the UCPI had been shredded by MPS personnel after a command 

circulation stating that material relevant to the UCPI should not be destroyed. 

 Operation Hibiscus concluded that one former officer would have had a case 

to answer for gross misconduct had they still been serving. 

 The IOPC decision maker in Operation Hibiscus was critical of the MPS 

response to the UCPI stating: “It is a matter of concern that the Command 

Circulation was not clear about what material should be retained, that it was 

not brought more forcefully to the attention of officers and staff and that clear 

procedures were not put into place within SO15 (which was likely to be the 

repository for much relevant material) for any destruction to be authorised, 

with an audit trail demonstrating it was not original material relevant to the 

UCPI… The managers of NDEDIU …must have been alert to the potential 

relevance of material held in that unit and it may have been expected that 

care would have been taken to ensure that there was a clear understanding 

by staff of what was relevant to inquiry. Also, there should have been a review 

of previous decisions about destroying material for the purposes of the move 

and the clear desk policy. It may be expected that there should have been an 

auditable process for destroying any material believed to be duplicates or not 

relevant to the inquiry. It is extremely unfortunate that a number of those 

managers have refused to engage with this investigation to provide evidence 

about what steps, if any, were taken in this regard. As set out above the 

investigation had no power to compel them to do so, although the inquiry may 

do if it considers their evidence on these issues may be relevant.” 

 Following an investigation of complaints made by Baroness Jenny Jones, the 

IOPC determined that there was insufficient evidence on which a tribunal, 

properly instructed, could find that any of the subject officers in this matter 

breached the standards of professional behaviour by deliberately, 

permanently, destroying or deleting material related to Baroness Jones or by 

instructing others to do so with the intention of frustrating her Subject Access 

Requests, the Undercover Policing Inquiry or to hide improper intelligence 

gathering about her. Analysis of the search results of the databases referred 

to in the report did not support the inference that any actual permanent 

destruction of material took place, nor was it possible to identify any “gaps” in 

the material retained in relation to this matter. Likewise, no communications or 

similar giving instructions for material to be deleted were identified. 

 However, the IOPC decision maker also stated the following regarding the 

Baroness Jenny Jones investigation: “...there is no evidence to support that 

NDEDIU sought to collect intelligence about Baroness Jones, however 
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collateral references to her were retained on its database. There is clearly an 

issue about whether they should have been, which does not relate to 

identifiable personal misconduct by any officer but is a matter for the MPS as 

data controller and ultimately for the Information Commissioner.” 

 Operation Gilbert - Despite extensive inquiries, the IOPC did not find any 

significant evidence which supported the allegation that staff from the 

NDEDIU unlawfully accessed and monitored the email accounts of 

environmental activists and sympathetic journalists or that there was any 

contact with counterparts in India to source email account passwords as 

alleged in an anonymous letter sent to Baroness Jenny Jones. 

 

> Operation Hibiscus 

1. In 2014, as part of preparations for the anticipated undercover policing inquiry, the 

Metropolitan Police Service implemented a number of steps to ensure that 

relevant material was not deleted or inadvertently destroyed. 

 

2. On 12 May 2014, staff and officers of the MPS counter terrorism unit, known as 

SO15, were sent a “command circulation” stating they should not delete or destroy 

any material that could be relevant to the upcoming inquiry. Responsibility for 

collating and sharing relevant material was passed to Operation Herne, an 

investigation established in 2011 following allegations regarding the activities of 

members of the Special Demonstration Squad (SDS) and the National Public 

Order Intelligence Unit (NPOIU)2.  

 

3. Officer B1 was a member of the National Domestic Extremism and Disorder 

Intelligence Unit (NDEDIU), a department within SO15. In December 2014, they 

informed a visiting officer from Operation Herne that they had seen a staff 

member from his office, Police Staff B2, preparing to shred a number of files some 

months earlier and that they believed these files had been within the inquiry’s 

scope. They believed this was a couple of weeks after the command circulation.  

 

4. These allegations were forwarded from Operation Herne to the MPS Department 

for Professional Standards (DPS). Initially, the DPS did not appear to take any 

action to investigate these claims, although they would later be referred to the 

IOPC3 on 18 May 2016.  

 

                                                 
2 Operation Herne has now been subsumed in to the Inquiries Review and Support Command and 
Investigations into NPOIU are now investigated by Operation Elter.  
3 3. 
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5. During the course of the IOPC investigation, a reference was found in emails sent 

within the NDEDIU during June 2014 to a “crate” of material believed to relate to 

Mark Kennedy, one of the officers whose deployment and management is under 

scrutiny as part of the UCPI. The email chain did not identify what was ultimately 

done with this crate of material, and efforts to locate it have proved unsuccessful. 

Due to concerns that this crate may have been intentionally or accidentally 

destroyed, this has also been considered as part of this investigation. 

 

6. The IOPC commenced its investigation on 26 May 2016 and concluded this 

investigation in November 2019. Two officers were treated as subjects, with the 

remainder treated as witnesses. One officer was informed that they were being 

investigated for the potential criminal offence of Misconduct in Public Office. 

However, on 20 April 2018, upon obtaining and reviewing further evidence, this 

officer was informed that he was no longer under investigation for this offence as 

there was no longer a reasonable suspicion of a criminal offence having been 

committed. The matter was therefore not referred to the Crown Prosecution 

Service (CPS) for consideration of any charges at the conclusion of the 

investigation. 

 

7. The final report was issued to the Appropriate Authority (AA) at the MPS in 

November 2019. The investigation found that a reasonable disciplinary tribunal 

properly directed would conclude on the balance of probabilities that material 

relevant to the UCPI had been shredded.  

 

8. The IOPC determined that one officer still serving did not have a case to answer 

for gross misconduct or misconduct and one who had retired was found to have a 

case to answer for gross misconduct had they still been serving, for their alleged 

failure to take effective action after being informed that a unit within the MPS may 

have destroyed material relevant to the UCPI (breach of Duties and 

Responsibilities Standard of Professional Behaviour).  

 

9. The AA agreed with the IOPC’s determination that the first officer did not have a 

case to answer for misconduct or gross misconduct.  

 

10. The AA disagreed with the IOPC’s determination regarding the retired officer. In 

their view, had the officer still been serving they would have had a case to answer 

but at the level of misconduct only because whilst it was accepted there is strong 

evidence of failings in their conduct, in their opinion ‘there appears to be no 

objective facts that a panel could point to, in order to adduce what would be 

dishonest/corrupt intent’. Since the officer retired in 2015, by virtue of Regulation 2 

Police (Conduct, Complaints and Misconduct and Appeal Tribunal) (Amendment) 

Regulations 2017, the AA was not required to make a determination of a case to 

answer and no disciplinary proceedings can be brought against this officer. The 
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IOPC’s view, having taken into account the AA’s memorandum, remains that a 

disciplinary panel could find that it is not credible that the information provided to 

the officer by another officer was so inconsequential that they simply forgot it, so 

that they mistakenly failed to arrange for the matters to be investigated and 

positively told a member of DPS not to investigate it because it was being 

investigated by Operation Herne, when it was not. 

 

11. The IOPC decision maker highlighted the following issues of concern to the AA: 

“My decisions concern whether there is any case to answer for misconduct. It is not 

for me to comment on the degree of assurance that all relevant material has been 

preserved and will be available to the UCPI. However, it is apparent that three of the 

staff in the office who provided accounts to the investigation (Officer B3, Police Staff 

B2) and another staff member (Officer B10) have stated that they do not remember 

receiving the command circulation regarding retention for the UCPI. In the case of 

Officer B3 and Police Staff B2, it has been confirmed that they were definitely sent a 

copy of the circulation, but it has not been possible to confirm whether or not they 

read it. In his follow up response, Officer B3 has stated that he did not recall when he 

was first informed of the UCPI retention requirement, and that he was under the 

impression it related solely to matters involving undercover officers (not the work of 

NPIOU more generally).  

Evidence that the crate containing material relevant to Mark Kennedy had been left 

out for disposal by Police Staff B13 suggests that staff and officers in the unit had no 

clear understanding of what material should be retained and passed to Operation 

Herne and that no procedures were in place to ensure relevant material was 

preserved.  

It is a matter of concern that the Command Circulation was not clear about what 

material should be retained, that it was not brought more forcefully to the attention of 

officers and staff and that clear procedures were not put into place within SO15 

(which was likely to be the repository for much relevant material) for any destruction 

to be authorised, with an audit trail demonstrating it was not original material relevant 

to the UCPI.  

The managers of NDEDIU which was the successor to SDS and NPIOU must have 

been alert to the potential relevance of material held in that unit and it may have 

been expected that care would have been taken to ensure that there was a clear 

understanding by staff of what was relevant to inquiry. Also, there should have been 

a review of previous decisions about destroying material for the purposes of the 

move and the clear desk policy. It may be expected that there should have been an 

auditable process for destroying any material believed to be duplicates or not 

relevant to the inquiry. It is extremely unfortunate that a number of those managers 

have refused to engage with this investigation to provide evidence about what steps, 

if any, were taken in this regard. As set out above the investigation had no power to 

compel them to do so, although the inquiry may do if it considers their evidence on 

these issues may be relevant.” 



 

Op Hibiscus/Baroness Jenny Jones (complaints)/Op Gilbert – Summary of IOPC conclusions 6 

> Baroness Jenny Jones complaints 

12. This matter came to the attention of the IOPC after a whistle-blower at the 

MPS (Officer India), contacted the DPS internal “Right Line” service to allege 

that, on 18 June 2014, he witnessed electronic and paper files relating to 

Baroness Jones being deleted or destroyed on instruction of a senior officer, 

and that this was done to frustrate an information request by Baroness Jones. 

 

13. After a fact-finding exercise run by the DPS, with assistance by other parties, 

in December 2015 the whistle-blower wrote directly to Baroness Jones.   

 

14. In November 2016, Bindmans LLP wrote to the IOPC on behalf of Baroness 

Jenny Jones. They wrote to “formally complain of allegations of serious 

misconduct by five or more officers of the Metropolitan Police involved in the 

destruction of police records by ‘shredding’, and / or deleting of data bases 

and information stored on those data bases on or about June 2014. The 

documents did, or may have related to Baroness Jones but were, it seems, 

relevant to the Pitchford Public Inquiry into undercover Policing in any event.”  

 

15. Referrals were made by the AAs for the MPS and City of London Police (in 

relation to a former MPS officer) on 27 January 2017 to the IOPC. 

 

16. The IOPC commenced its investigation on 27 January 2017 and concluded 

this investigation in February 2019. Five officers were treated as subjects and 

served with notices for allegations of gross misconduct. with the remainder 

treated as witnesses. The five subjects were informed that they were also 

being investigated for the potential criminal offence of Misconduct in Public 

Office. All five subjects were informed in April 2018 they were no longer under 

criminal investigation as there was no longer a reasonable suspicion of a 

criminal offence having been committed. The matter was therefore not 

referred to the CPS for consideration of any charges at the conclusion of the 

investigation. 

 

17. The final report was issued to the AAs in February 2019.  

 

18. The IOPC determined that there was insufficient evidence on which a tribunal, 

properly instructed, could find that any of the subject officers in this matter 

breached the standards of professional behaviour by deliberately, 

permanently, destroying or deleting material related to Baroness Jones or by 

instructing others to do so with the intention of frustrating her Subject Access 

Requests, the Undercover Policing Inquiry or to hide improper intelligence 

gathering about her.  Analysis of the search results of the databases referred 



 

Op Hibiscus/Baroness Jenny Jones (complaints)/Op Gilbert – Summary of IOPC conclusions 7 

to in the report did not support permanent destruction of material took place, 

nor was it possible to identify any “gaps” in the material retained in relation to 

this matter.  

 

19. The AAs accepted these determinations. 

 

20. The IOPC decision maker highlighted the following issues of concern to the 

AA for the MPS: 

“.. there is no evidence to support that NDEDIU sought to collect intelligence about 

Baroness Jones, however collateral references to her were retained on its database. 

There is clearly an issue about whether they should have been, which does not 

relate to identifiable personal misconduct by any officer but is a matter for the MPS 

as data controller and ultimately for the Information Commissioner.” 

 

> Operation Gilbert  

21. The investigation opened following receipt of an anonymous letter by 

Baroness Jenny Jones, which alleged that officers from the National Domestic 

Extremism and Disorder Intelligence Unit (NDEDIU) used counterparts in 

India to obtain passwords to the email accounts of environmental 

campaigners and sympathetic journalists. Baroness Jones provided this letter 

to the IOPC.  

 

22. The letter purported to come from a former member of the NDEDIU. 

 

23. It was further alleged that these passwords were then routinely used to 

access the email accounts of both the activists and journalists to gain prior 

knowledge of direct-action protests.  

 

24. The AA for the MPS referred the matter to the IOPC on 17 March 2017 and 

an independent investigation was commenced on 20 March 2017.  

 

25. There were ten people named in the letter received by Baroness Jones, and 

each name was accompanied by a password. Seven of these individuals then 

made a complaint against the MPS to the IOPC. As part of the complaints 

made by these individuals, they confirmed that the passwords attributed to 

them in the anonymous letter had been their passwords in the past. These 

complaints were considered as part of the independent investigation. 

 

26. No officers were treated as subjects and all officers provided evidence as 

witnesses. 
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27. The investigation was concluded, and final report issued to the AA for the 

MPS in November 2019.  

 

28. The IOPC concluded that there was no indication that any officer had a case 

to answer for misconduct or gross misconduct. The complaints were not 

upheld. The IOPC decision maker’s rationale was as follows: 

“Decision regarding upholding of complaints  

As the investigation into allegations that members of the NDEDIU illegally accessed 

the email accounts of environmental campaigners and sympathetic journalists was 

not certified as subject to special requirements, I am able to reach a conclusion 

about whether or not to uphold the complaint. 

The complaint may be summarised as follows: 

“officers of the National Domestic Extremism and Disorder Intelligence Unit 

appear to have unlawfully obtained my password and routinely hacked my 

email account. This behaviour is not only a significant breach of professional 

standards, but likely to constitute criminal behaviour under the Computer 

Misuse Act 1990. The alleged acts if proved would also constitute breaches of 

my rights under Articles 8 and 10 of the European Convention on Human 

Rights and the Data Protection Act 1998.” 

The lawfulness of the behaviour complained about is ultimately a matter for a court 

to decide, having heard all the evidence, including potentially cross-examination of 

witnesses. However on the basis of the evidence collated during the investigation, it 

is my opinion that there is insufficient evidence that the behaviour complained of 

occurred, and so the complaint is not upheld. 

This is on the basis that the investigation, despite extensive inquiries, did not find 

any significant evidence which supported the allegation that staff from the NDEDIU 

unlawfully accessed and monitored the email accounts of environmental activists 

and sympathetic journalists or that there was any contact with counterparts in India 

to source email account passwords as alleged in the anonymous letter sent to 

Baroness Jenny Jones. It does not appear that there are any reasonable further 

inquiries which may uncover evidence to support the allegation/complaint. 

In addition as identified in the report there are alternative explanations for the author 

of the anonymous letter knowing of the email addresses and passwords for them, as 

follows: 

1. Data breaches by companies and websites who hold personal information 

such as email addresses and passwords have resulted in millions of 

people having their personal data made available to anyone with the 

knowledge of where to look to find them on the internet.    

2. As part of the investigation, advice was taken from the NCA’s NCCU on 

how secure the passwords in the anonymous letter and the email 
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addresses supplied by the complainants were. This led to an opportunity 

to examine how secure the email addresses and passwords of the 

individual’s named in the anonymous letter were, through using the 

haveibeenpwned.com website. 

3. All the complainants had had at least one of their email addresses 

compromised and six out of the ten passwords in the letter had been 

published on the internet multiple times. 

 

If further evidence, from the author of the anonymous letter or otherwise, comes to 

light then consideration can be given to re-opening the investigation in accordance 

with our policy on doing so.” 
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> Appendix one 

Brief history of covert units based in the MPS that were used to gain 

intelligence regarding domestic extremism4 related public order issues. 

> Special Demonstration Squad (SDS) 

The first report of Operation Herne records the following about the SDS:  

“The Special Demonstration Squad, initially known as the Special Operations Squad 

(SOS), was created in 1968 by the Metropolitan Police’s Special Branch in response 

to the Anti Vietnam War demonstrations that took place in Grosvenor Square, 

London on 18th March. At that time demonstrators were targeting the United States 

Embassy, and it was feared that lives would be lost during the increasingly violent 

clashes. The unit was created with direct support and funding from the Home Office.  

Between March and October 1968, a small number of Special Branch officers were 

deployed to infiltrate the groups of demonstrators to provide intelligence about those 

organising the public disorder. These officers were successful in infiltrating the anti-

war movement and were able to pass key intelligence to assist with the policing of 

the demonstrations. At the time, the Special Branch’s activity was acknowledged as 

invaluable in keeping the Home Secretary of the day ‘well informed’.  

At the end of 1968, as a result of political developments abroad and the SOS’s 

apparent early successes it was decided that the unit should continue. 

Subsequently, over the intervening years the SOS expanded its remit beyond 

reporting upon left wing extremism to include the far right, Irish terrorist groups and 

any groups that were intent on committing serious pubic disorder. 

Between November 1972 and January 1973 the SOS was renamed the ‘Special 

Demonstration Squad’ (SDS) to reflect its evolving remit. The unit’s name was then 

changed again around 1997 to the ‘Special Duties Section’ and remained so until its 

closure in 2008.” 

 

                                                 

4 As a result of two HMIC inspections in 2012 and 2013, it was recommended that the NDEDIU adopt the 

Association of Chief Police Officers’ definition of domestic extremism. This was: 

‘Domestic extremism and extremists are the terms used for activity, individuals or campaign groups that 
carry out criminal acts of direct action in furtherance of what is typically a single issue campaign. They 
usually seek to prevent something from happening or to change legislation or domestic policy, but 
attempt to do so outside of the normal democratic process.’ 

 

On 11 March 2014, Sir Bernard Hogan-Howe sent a letter to Baroness Jones stating that as a result of a further 
HMIC inspection, the NDEDIU now used the following definition for domestic extremism: 

“Domestic extremism relates to the activity of groups or individuals who commit or plan serious criminal activity 
motivated by a political or ideological viewpoint.” 
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> The National Public Order Intelligence Unit (NPOIU) and National 

Domestic Extremism Unit (NDEU) and the National Domestic 

Extremism and Disorder Intelligence Unit (NDEDIU) 

The first report of Operation Herne records the following about the National Public 

Order Intelligence Unit (NPOIU): 

“The NPOIU was formed within MPS in 1999 to gather and coordinate intelligence. In 

2006 the governance responsibility for NPIOU was moved to the Association of Chief 

Police Officers, after a decision was taken that the forces where the majority of 

activity was taking place should be responsible for authorising future deployment. 

The purpose of the NPIOU was: 

1. To provide the police service with the ability to develop a national threat 

assessment and profile domestic extremism. 

2. Support the police service to reduce crime and disorder from domestic 

extremism. 

3. Support a proportionate response to protest activity. 

4. Help the police manage concerns of communities and businesses to minimise 

conflict and disorder.” 

In 2011, in advance of the 2012 Olympics, the National Public Order Intelligence Unit 

(NPOIU), the National Extremism Tactical Coordination Unit (NECTU) and the 

National Domestic Extremism Team (NDET) merged to form the National Domestic 

Extremism Unit (NDEU). 

The NDEU, unlike its predecessors, which were funded by regional police forces and 

staffed with seconded officers from different forces, was funded by and staffed by 

officers from the MPS. 

Initially, the NDEU was small, but it grew rapidly as the 2012 Olympics neared and 

the primary remit of the unit became to provide intelligence around any potential 

risks to the Olympic games from domestic extremism. Analysis of open source data 

from social media and public internet sites as a source of intelligence began to be 

developed in the unit during this period.  

Following the 2012 Olympics, the focus of the unit changed. On 1 May 2013, NDEU 

was re-named the National Domestic Extremism and Disorder Intelligence Unit 

(NDEDIU).  

The new focus of the unit was to act as a repository for intelligence related to 

domestic extremism, gathered from regional police forces and covert operations. 

Alongside this traditionally sourced intelligence, the unit also developed an open 

source intelligence-gathering capability.  

Value was added by the unit to any intelligence, from whatever source, by placing it 

in a national and sometimes international context. It identified individuals and 

potential trends in relation to extremism and assessed the level of risk attached to 
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these. Increasingly over its lifetime, the unit began to have more of a national 

coordination role in relation to the intelligence it gathered. 

The NDEDIU did not have a remit to directly run Covert Human Intelligence Source 

(CHIS) operations. It could, however, task other regional units to undertake CHIS 

operations on its behalf if this was deemed necessary. 

The gathering of open source and social media intelligence became increasingly 

important in the unit during 2013/14, and a specific structure within the NDEDIU 

called the All Source Hub (ASH) was developed to focus on this technical aspect of 

intelligence gathering. 

Several software systems, which allowed the monitoring of social media and the 

analysis of the vast amounts of data available from open sources, were trialled by 

the ASH. 

The basic structure of the NDEDIU was based around intelligence being assessed 

by sub-groups known as “desks”. Each desk concentrated on areas of potential 

threat known as “themes” such as left-wing, right-wing, animal rights and 

environmental, amongst others. 

An officer of sergeant rank oversaw each desk, which was staffed by police 

constables and police staff. These desks collated and assessed traditionally sourced 

intelligence alongside the new open source intelligence and could task the ASH to 

target specific individuals, groups or events as required. 

As the ASH developed its expertise in the gathering and analysis of open source 

data, it began to export these newly developed techniques and software to regional 

forces in England and Wales. Over time this sharing of knowledge extended to 

providing demonstrations of the software to visiting delegations from foreign police 

forces and intelligence services. 

Additionally, members of the ASH were invited to speak at international conferences 

about gathering and analysing open source and social media data, and members of 

the ASH visited some countries to demonstrate their work and the software. 

There was a mixture of police staff and police officers from a variety of backgrounds 

working alongside each other in the ASH. Most had either limited or no previous 

experience of working with intelligence.  

In November 2015 the NDEDIU changed its name and became the National Counter 

Terrorism Intelligence Unit (NCTIU). 
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> Appendix two 

Terms of reference for all three investigations 

> Operation Hibiscus 

The terms of reference for this investigation were as follows:  

To investigate the shredding of documentation by NDEDIU in May 2014, 

contrary to a command circulation sent on 12 May 2014, ahead of the planned 

Undercover Policing Public Inquiry. In particular: 

 The shredding of material by police staff officer [NAME REDACTED] 

in May 2014, after the release of the command circulation, and the 

authorisation obtained for this; 

 Whether there is any evidence to suggest the shredding of 

documentation within NDEDIU was in order to intentionally dispose of 

material relevant to the planned undercover policing public inquiry. 

To examine the response of the MPS Directorate of Professional Standards 

officers to the allegation of documentation being shredded within NDEDIU in 

May 2014, specifically: 

The actions and decisions of those aware of the allegation in relation to the actual 

and potential evidence available 

 

> Baroness Jenny Jones complaints 

The terms of reference for this investigation were split into two parts.  

The first was to investigate the alleged destruction of material within the National 

Domestic Extremism and Disorder Intelligence Unit (NDEDIU) in June 2014 relating 

to Baroness Jenny Jones and/or the Undercover Policing Inquiry. In particular:  

a) Why information was obtained and held on Jenny Jones.  

b) Who authorised and conducted any permanent destruction of material 

around June 2014.  

c) Whether any permanent destruction of material relating to Baroness 

Jones was conducted with the intention of preventing her from 

obtaining the material in accordance with the Data Protection Act 1998 

and/or to cover up the improper obtaining and retention of personal 

data.  

d) Whether there is any evidence to suggest the permanent destruction of 

material within the NDEDIU was in order to intentionally dispose of 

material relevant to the planned undercover policing public inquiry.  
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The second was to examine the response of the MPS Directorate of Professional 

Standards (DPS) officers to the allegation of documentation being destroyed within 

the NDEDIU, specifically:  

a) The actions and decisions of those aware of the allegation in relation to 

the actual and potential evidence available.  

 

> Operation Gilbert 

To investigate: 

a) Whether there is any evidence to show that officers from the MPS NDEDIU 

were in contact with Indian counterparts in relation to the accessing of email 

accounts. 

b) Whether the services of a computer ‘hacker’ in India were obtained by the 

NDEDIU and/or Indian counterparts to access email accounts on behalf of the 

NDEIDU. 

c) If any officers within NDEDIU used any information gained from contact with 

computer hackers in India. 

To identify whether any subject of the investigation may have committed a criminal 

offence and, if appropriate, make early contact with the Director of Public 

Prosecutions (DPP). On receipt of the final report, the Commission delegate shall 

determine whether the report should be sent to the DPP.  

To identify whether any subject of the investigation, in the investigator’s opinion, has 

a case to answer for misconduct or gross misconduct, or no case to answer.  

To consider and report on whether there may be organisational learning, including: 

 whether any change in policy or practice would help to prevent a 

recurrence of the event, incident or conduct investigated; 

 whether the incident highlights any good practice that should be shared. 

 

 

 


