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[11:03]

Deputy T.M. Pitman of St. Helier (Chairman):

Well, can | welcome everyone, all the members efghblic and the media; credited
media, unaccredited media. We will be going livetlee audit pretty soon. What | do
want to point out to members is that we cannot laaeinterruptions from the public

or from the media while we are talking to Mr. Harp&here has been a request if it is
allowed to interview afterwards, so | will put thathim. The decision is up to him.

We are happy for him to do that so if you could @oy, we could get on and run this
quickly and smoothly as possible so no interrugifsom anyone.

Male Speaker:
What about after? Any comment after when you mietfed?

Deputy T.M. Pitman:

The media can if Mr. Harper is willing to speakth@m but it is not an exchange of
views. If you want to put anything to the panedttls fine. Like | say, we are here
for the purpose of Mr. Harper and see what he lbasogsay, so we ask everyone to
bear that in mind.

Male Speaker:
Could 1 just say before you start | do not thinkmiers of the public want to be
filmed by the media.



Deputy T.M. Pitman:
Are you going to focus on us? Please, thank you.

Mr. M. Haden (Scrutiny Officer):
Hello, Mr. Harper.

Mr. L. Harper:
Yes.

Mr. M. Haden:
Hello, the Education Scrutiny Panel is now set hreaaly for you. | will hand you
over to the Chairman, Deputy Pitman.

Mr. L. Harper:
Okay, thank you.

Deputy T.M. Pitman:
Hello, Mr. Harper.

Mr. L. Harper:
Good morning.

Deputy T.M. Pitman:

It is a bit of a strange situation, it is almo&elia séance; we cannot see you and you
cannot see us but we will all introduce ourselvéd/e have quite a number of
members of the public here as well and the medizere are a few things | have to
put to you; you have been sent the oath to do thighhearing, is that correct, you
have seen it?

Mr. L. Harper:
Yes.

Deputy T.M. Pitman:
Right, do you want me to read that to you or ane goite happy? The basis of it is
that you do not tell us anything that you know twobe true.

Mr. L. Harper:
Yes, | understand that.

Deputy T.M. Pitman:

Okay. The other point, which | am sure you arerawait | do have to say it to the
public, obviously this sub-panel, it is not herer¢sinvestigate the whole Haut de la
Garenne investigation. You are aware of that argdquite a tight scrutiny review.

Mr. L. Harper:
Yes, | am.

Deputy T.M. Pitman:



Okay. We will introduce ourselves in due cour€gne other thing, there has been a
request from citizens’ media actually; would youviidling to stay on the line for the
media to ask any questions afterwards or not, lleéce is yours?

Mr. L. Harper:
Yes, | will.

Deputy T.M. Pitman:
Okay.

Mr. L. Harper:
Yes.

Deputy T.M. Pitman:

Right, with that | will introduce myself and therm and | will say, because you
cannot see us every time a member comes in wentvitiduce ourselves again so you
just do know who is speaking to you.

Mr. L. Harper:
Okay.

Deputy T.M. Pitman:
| am Deputy Trevor Pitman. | am chairman of thub-panel which is a sub-panel of
the Education, Sport, Culture and Home Affairs Pane

Deputy R.G. Le Hérissier of St. Saviour:
Hello, Mr. Harper. Roy Le Hérissier, Deputy of Saviour, member of the panel.

Deputy D.J.A. Wimberley of St. Mary:
Hello, Mr. Harper. | am Daniel Wimberley, DeputiySt. Mary, offered myself on to
the panel.

Deputy M. Tadier of St. Brelade:
Good morning, Montfort Tadier. |1 am a Deputy of Bitelade. | am a member of the
panel.

Mr. L. Harper:
Good morning.

Deputy T.M. Pitman:

Okay, Mr. Harper, the first thing | would like tslayou, for the record, can you
confirm that you were not invited or even approachg BDO to participate in this
report?

Mr. L. Harper:
Yes, | can confirm that.

Deputy T.M. Pitman:
A difficult question possibly but what are your liegs on the motivation perhaps of
why you were not asked to participate?



Mr. L. Harper:

Well, I mean you all understand that this is prdpgdure speculation on my part but
my view on it is that if | had been invited to commb or answer questions from BDO
| would have given a contradictory explanation andwer to practically every one of
the conclusions which criticised me in the revieNow, the only conclusion | can
come to as to why | was not asked to give thoséradictory explanations was that
either because they had been told to or they wederupressure not to speak to me
and not to receive and consider the alternativdaggpions to the conclusions that
they came to in their report.

Deputy T.M. Pitman:

Right. Obviously we have not had a formal intenwiith BDO yet but myself and
our Scrutiny Officer did meet with BDO a coupleddys ago and it was interesting
that they actually state that they did requesteéable to interview you but this was
blocked, allegedly by the Acting Chief Officer &tettime, which would have been
[the Acting Chief Officer]. Have you got any thdug on that? Were you aware of
that?

Mr. L. Harper:

| was not aware of that because | emailed the Mini®r Home Affairs some weeks
ago and asked him why BDO has not interviewed rake@ him whose instructions
the BDO it was that | should not be interviewed as#ed if it was him or someone
else. [the Minister] replied to me and said thathlad had nothing whatsoever to do
with the BDO terms of reference and that he haglestandependent but did not
know. So | emailed him back and said to him: “Wklbk, you must have delegated
this responsibility to someone. Somebody has BiXD, if they did not take their
own decisions, somebody has told BDO not to ineswme. Can you tell me who
you delegated the making of the terms of referean@2 [The Minister] emailed me
back very quickly and said: “I think that possiblgid have something to do with the
makeup of the terms of reference but | am not aibslyl certain. | will check when |
come back from holiday and | will get back to youNow, to date | have not heard
anything from [the Minister]. My assumption wad)em | saw some of the comments
attributed to [Acting Chief Officer], that he hadmamissioned this report, then | felt
that it must have been either [the Minister] or iAg Chief Officer] that had told
BDO not to approach me but | did not know that Bb&d said that it was in fact
[Acting Chief Officer].

Deputy T.M. Pitman:
Okay.

Deputy M. Tadier:

Can | just jump in? Deputy Tadier here. The fgaestion is a fairly simple one; if
you had been invited to give evidence or to be gived would you have taken up that
opportunity?

Mr. L. Harper:
Yes, | would, absolutely.

Deputy M. Tadier:



Okay. | think the second question is you said thay were under pressure not to talk
to you; where did that pressure come from, in yapinion, or from whom?

Mr. L. Harper:

Well, it would have come from whoever it was thatnissioned the report and gave
them the terms of reference. As | said, | belietheat it was either [the Minister] or
[the Acting Chief Officer]. [The Minister] totallgenied having anything to do with
it at the outset, so as my feelings then were ithaust have been [the Acting Chief
Officer]. But when [the Minister] then emailed lkao me with his change of opinion
and said that he might have had ... | think thedsdhat he used were: “I probably
might have had something to do with the settingotithe terms of reference” then,
again, that put the ball back to somewhere betwWaenActing Chief Officer] and
[the Minister]. So, my view was that the pressareBDO, if indeed they had not
taken the decision themselves, | could not see they would take the decision
themselves not to interview me but it must havenbe@ming either from the senior
officer within the States of Jersey Police or irdithe Minister].

Deputy M. Tadier:

Perhaps the last question for now from me, wouktdarhave been anything in the
terms of reference as they are drafted which wdwdge precluded BDO from
approaching you?

Mr. L. Harper:
| do not think | have actually seen the terms dénence so | cannot answer that
unfortunately.

Deputy M. Tadier:

| think that what | am trying to get to the undamnty question is whether BDO was
specifically told not to interview you or whethdreyy simply were not told or they
were not encouraged to interview you; that is pesteadifference there?

Mr. L. Harper:

Well, | think if they were looking to do a professal job then | think that they would
have had to have been told specifically not torinésv me and otherwise | think that
they would have been looking to seek an explandtosome of the things that were
in their report, and my belief was that they wegredsfically told not to interview me.

Deputy T.M. Pitman:

Mr. Harper, Deputy Pitman again. Before | comengpother colleagues one question
arises from what Deputy Tadier has asked you, cgald just clarify for me; you
were by then an ordinary member of the public, wawahority would the police have
had to stop you being interviewed, if any, that yoe aware of?

Mr. L. Harper:

There was absolutely no authority whatsoever amaa iinstruction was given to BDO
not to interview me | would see that as a delileatempt to suppress the truth and
another attempt to stop the evidence which suppadtie evidence of the abuse
victims from being given a proper airing. | do tioink there was any lawful reason
or any lawful authority indeed why BDO should hden told not to interview me.



Deputy T.M. Pitman:
Okay, thank you.

Deputy R.G. Le Hérissier:

Mr. Harper, Roy Le Hérissier here. From your cotgdhere still may have been in
the States of Jersey Police, did any of them infgou that the review was indeed
under way?

Mr. L. Harper:

No, nobody informed me that BDO were carrying ougport. | knew that Wiltshire

were carrying out a discipline inquiry into [therhi€f Officer, States of Jersey
Police]'s suspension and the circumstances arduatd t picked up somewhere along
the line that there had been criticism of the feiahmanagement of the investigation
but at no time was | ever told by anybody, Statedepsey Police or anybody else,
that BDO or any firm of auditors were carrying @ut investigation into the financial

management of the inquiry.

Deputy R.G. Le Hérissier:
Okay, thank you. You said you picked it up somawhalong the line. Roy Le
Hérissier again, Mr. Harper. Can you tell us haw picked it up?

Mr. L. Harper:
Yes, no, it was obviously on the internet somewhand it was through media
coverage that there had been criticism. Now, Inditknow where that criticism was
coming from.

[11:15]

| did not know what it had been based on and |gck up in either one of the blogs
or in some sort of newspaper coverage. | am redlately certain at this stage.

Deputy R.G. Le Hérissier:
Okay, thank you.

The Deputy of St. Mary:

Yes, Mr. Harper, it is Deputy Wimberley. Just wt it in context, this fact that you

were not approached, could you give us maybe cabfgricases to this where an
investigation is under way, either in Jersey oewlsere in your previous experience
and how that was handled in terms of, if you likke main witness not being

approached?

Mr. L. Harper:

Well, the one that | know of best, which is probyatiie best known publicly, was the
case of thédepartment of Trade and Industry v Maxwell where an investigation was
carried out into his dealings and he was the stibjegerious criticism in that, and the
High Court ruled, and my memory is not 100 per aanit ... | was able to put it in
the written submission but the High Court in Londeere very critical and stated that
in any sort of investigation such as this where esome is to be criticised that they
should be (a) been made aware of the criticismsintaeviewed and be given an
opportunity to comment on those criticisms and fespnt any evidence that he had



got, now this is a clear breach of that. This ceslanquiries, according to the High
Court, which were being carried out on behalf ofv&ament or on behalf of public
bodies and my view is, is that this was a cleaadineof those principles, as well as a
clear breach of the codes of conduct laid downheyaccountancy regulation body,
which states also that all reports being carriedbyucompanies of accountants must
be seen to be fair and objective and to take atitp@f view into consideration.

The Deputy of St. Mary:
Yes, on that last point, just sort of to take ttwaits end now, are you doing anything
about that? 1think you mentioned something albloai, taking action.

Mr. L. Harper:

Yes, indeed. | mean | complained to the regulatmgly and they came back and
despite the fact that their own codes of practtegesthat they will investigate cases
where firms of accountants do not comply with thesides of practice, they felt that
although | had made allegations against BDO, they thad failed to meet with me,
they did not think that | had proved it beyond r@lasonable doubt. | went back to
them again and said: “Look, it is not for me toy@doeyond reasonable doubt. | have
given you the evidence. You are the one who ipas@d to investigate it” but they
came back then and told me they did not think & wéhin their remit.

The Deputy of St. Mary:

Okay. Yes, | want to take you back to the termsedérence, which you said you
were not familiar with. If I can just read themt@nd then maybe you would like to
comment on the fact that you were not approach€lde ‘terms of reference for this
review is to examine and consider the following, respect of the H.C.A.E.
(Historical Child Abuse Enquiry) investigation atitere are 3 points: the first is the
cost associated with personnel to include overbogts as well as accommodation
and travel and subsistence; the costs associateallvexternal suppliers and services
and the internal governance arrangements thateexisithin the States of Jersey
Police to ensure effective management control dclent use of resources.” Now,
those are quite clear; they are not terms of rafexd¢o say find out who done it, they
are terms of reference to say we want to know vagpened with these costs. So,
would you like to comment on the fact that you thesre not asked to comment on
the information they had gathered?

Mr. L. Harper:

Yes, yes, | mean | think it is absolutely bizarmattwhen they are given terms of
reference to find out matters such as this that tleenot even contact the person who
is probably responsible for making the vast majooit those decisions, and | made
most of the decisions in respect of the financiaétcof the Haut de la Garenne
investigation and some of them were quite largeeegfure items like, for instance,
the new incident room, which is probably the singlest expensive item during the
whole of the inquiry. Now, if they had bothereddmme and ask me | would have
told them how we went through the political procedufor that and got approval the
whole way and, in actual fact, it was a membethef $tates department which did all
the work and which carried it through and got tperaval for the finance. Now, |
was not even asked about that and how you can ¢oroenclusions and decisions
about the spending of an inquiry when you do neheask the person who made most
of the decisions, | just find it rather bizarre.



The Deputy of St. Mary:
Thank you.

Deputy R.G. Le Hérissier:

Yes, Mr. Harper, Roy Le Hérissier again. Can ldwlthat up; giving, shall we say,
the benefit of the doubt to the arguments that teen put forward, who else do you
think they should have gone to or could they haweegto other people and said:
“Well, these are the people who made the decisemd Mr. Harper was very
involved with the operational side™ Who were people, alongside yourself, who
were taking the key financial decisions as thisiingcarried on?

Mr. L. Harper:

Well, to be perfectly honest | took practically aflthe key financial decisions. The
other person that they could have spoken to, bechwss talking to him on a daily
basis and who was aware of all of the expenditues [then Chief Officer, States of
Jersey Police]. Now, | cannot be 100 per centageittut | am pretty sure that they
did not contact [then Chief Officer, States of @grBolice] either.

Deputy R.G. Le Hérissier:

No, I think you are right there. But, Mr. Harper,terms of Home Affairs, who were
the key people that you went to who were giving woerall direction and guidance
and so forth in the financial sphere?

Mr. L. Harper:

Well, the truth of the matter is that | receivedyvéttle guidance in respect of the
financial affairs. When | did attend meetings &smvith [the Chief Officer, Home
Affairs], and the head of Finance; | am not 100 gt sure about the surname, but |
attended a number of meetings. But that was mambo with questions that were
being asked of [the Chief Officer, Home Affairs]oaib specific things, for instance,
the cost of the accommodation for visiting officarsd the notorious Australian trip.
In respect of the large items such as the new émticbom, and | forget the exact cost
of that but as you can imagine it was pretty heftgt was done in a carefully audited
written procedure which went through, | think, [ ] who was the property
representative for the States who worked alongegl@nd he took it through [the
Chief Officer, Home Affairs] and then through Homdfairs and onwards to get
approval for that. So, the advice in respect ensiing on a day-to-day basis on staff
and everything else were all my decisions.

Deputy R.G. Le Hérissier:
Okay, thank you.

Deputy T.M. Pitman:

Mr. Harper, Deputy Pitman again. To follow on fr@eputy Le Hérissier, you stated
in your submission that the report totally misursti@nds and represents a situation for
the States of Jersey Police, as it was at the imlation to the management of the
budget. Could you clarify the statement, and yeens to have stated or given the
impression that [then Chief Officer, States of dgr$olice], for instance, was
requesting a budget but this was never given; moat seems like a possible



dereliction of someone taking control? Could yaiutline that and give us your
thoughts?

Mr. L. Harper:

Yes, absolutely. From absolutely day one [there€COifficer, States of Jersey Police]
was pleading for a budget for us to work to but ke@t getting told: “Look, you
spend what you feel is operationally necessaryywlesort it out later.” Now, | am
not speaking for [then Chief Officer, States ofségr Police] because | already said
that he was almost, on a daily basis, pleadingafbudget but | was very mindful of
the huge cost to this inquiry and we took extramady steps in respect of trying to get
what services we could at either reduced or no.cdit also when interviewed
publicly in the media and | mentioned costs | wasnediately slapped down by
[Chief Executive, States of Jersey] in an emailpwdid me in no uncertain terms that
| was letting the side down by even suggesting tlat was an issue and by telling
me, and | quote: “Cost is irrelevant.” So, we wiping to get a budget from day one
but we never, ever had a budget that we were t& woor What we had to work to
was to try and do everything and to get all ouvises at the most cost effective rate
that we could.

Deputy T.M. Pitman:

Even accepting that, Mr. Harper, obviously as aasesfficer being in control of an
investigation, you fully accept that it was downyturself to really maintain as tight
control as you could. Do you feel that perhaps ymre not given perhaps the
supervision that you should have had or the inpuadsist you in that from Home
Affairs?

Mr. L. Harper:

Well, we were not given ... we never, ever hadhewéh the investigation, we were
never able to, as other police forces were abla the U.K. (United Kingdom), sit
down and say: “This is what we have to spend argdishwhat we are doing and we
will do this and we will carry this forward to nexear”. Now, in my written
submission | described a situation where we evédgtiead to monitor our own
expenditure because what we did was we got a morgbbrt from the Treasury but
it was invariably so inaccurate that it became gbimg of a joke with ourselves and
we eventually realised that some of the inaccusaviere deliberate. One year in
particular we got caught out where we thought thatwere well in credit and we
were being told that no, we were in fact slightiberspent but then we realised the
next year that we had in fact been correct anddbaunderspend had been given to
other departments in the Home Affairs; | think mostably the prison. Now, this
went on for several years and we eventually, &y Isad to try and monitor our own
expenditure but because everything was going thirdlhg Treasury it was not easy.
We had Treasury employees working with us in tHeef now, when | first went to
Jersey | think we had 4. By the time the invesitgawent into the incident room we
did not have any; we had one part-time person wdraecup from the Treasury a
couple of days a week, everything had been takemdmd centralised there. So, no,
| do not think we got the assistance in that reisfiet we needed and, as | say, as the
senior investigating officer, | had to work on thasis that we tried to do everything
as cost effectively as we could but we were flybligd insofar as because not only
did we not have a budget but we were being toltl ¢bat was irrelevant. Now, we
knew that cost was not irrelevant, that we knewisasasily found on a number of



open-sourced media sites, that | was saying thaingnthe considerations as to
whether or not we ever mount a homicide inquirpggosed to treating the scene as a
potential homicide scene, but most of the constaera we will have taken not only
is there contradictory evidence but there is al§mancial cost and the evidence is
contradictory. That was as a result of those states that | got told in no uncertain
terms, and this was quite late on in the invesbgatnot too long before | retired, by
[Chief Executive, States of Jersey] that cost wadavant.

Deputy T.M. Pitman:
Okay. I think Deputy Wimberley wants to come in.

The Deputy of St. Mary:

Just a point of detail really; when you say in yauitten statement: “We monitored
our own expenditure” who exactly is “we”? Is thhe State of Jersey Police as a
whole or is it the inquiry team working on the Halatla Garenne inquiry?

Mr. L. Harper:

Well, it was [then Chief Officer, States of Jerdeglice] and myself and the senior
management team in particular. When it came toirthairy it was ourselves who

were looking at what we were spending and we trgmgut down and that comes
into accommodation and everything else. But [tkdmef Officer, States of Jersey
Police], in respect of the States of Jersey Padisea whole, that was a senior
management team, we were having to look and moaitoown spending.

Deputy M. Tadier:

| will just jump in quickly. Deputy Tadier. At vt point did the message change
that, for example, initially you were being toldathcost is no object to being asked
where and why are you spending so much?

Mr. L. Harper:

Well, | was never asked why and when. | was nagked why we were spending so
much. The email from [the Chief Executive, Statéslersey], which stated the
financial cost was totally irrelevant, came not tong before | retired. There were
certain items which were picked up on and usedstaed at the time, be this for
instance the trip to Australia; it came up befonetired and we were criticised for
sending officers to Australia. Now, we did a ldngteport justifying that and it went
through [the Chief Officer, Home Affairs] becauskdd orally gone through it with
him and he was in full agreement that the coshisftrip was totally justified because
the officers had lost out financially by not takirest days while they were out there,
to get themselves home as quickly as possible.pWehat to bed but once | retired
from the actual Island it was reintroduced agaito ithe media and we were the
subject of further criticism.

[11:30]
The fact that | had done and the officers underaogpnmand had completed this
lengthy report, which had gone through [the Chidficer, Home Affairs], through

the Minister for Home Affairs, as far as the Chidhister, that was totally ignored
but the whole subject of the Australian trip wased again. So, the truth of the

10



matter is that none of this business about ourgpesrding was really raised with me
while | was still in post.

Deputy R.G. Le Hérissier:

Yes, Mr. Harper, Roy Le Hérissier here. Revertimghe main questions, you say at
one point in your submission that BDO Alto delikieha ignores the evidence in the
Operation Rectangle summary report. Could youargiow you believe this report

supports your case about the investigation?

Mr. L. Harper:

Well, this is a lengthy document, which goes intmathe background as to how the
investigation was mounted and it clearly states eedrly lays out the incremental
steps that this inquiry took and the reasons for It starts right back to the
intelligence and the evidence that we were recgitinus going to, | think it was
Cambridge, where we met with the National Polidimprovement Agency. We met
the forensic archaeologist and an anthropologih wihers and we discussed all of
this evidence. We decided that we would carryapteliminary reconnaissance of
Haut de la Garenne and we then went there andstiramary report clearly then
describes all the technical and scientific aids aredhods alongside the 2 dogs that
were taken there by the National Policing Improvetegency. It goes through step
by step every bit of reasoning and every bit obretle the way we did what we did
and that document was placed on the States ofyJ&skce website before [the
Acting Chief Officer] had it removed. As | say,dkearly lays out and completely
explodes the BDO comments that we appeared to ing gothere on a whim and we
had no evidence. | think it was [retired D/Suptndent] who said that he would not
have gone into Haut de la Garenne on the evidereéhad. This is of course
contradicted, | think, by Wiltshire but not onlyath if that is the case of [retired
D/Superintendent] then shame on him because wenbathoice but to do what we
did and this Operation Rectangle summary of colage that out in great detail and
describes the technical methods that we used td bnieach step before we took it.

Deputy R.G. Le Hérissier:

Okay thank you, Mr. Harper, just following on fratmt; could you explain then how
did that report interact with the finance peoplerother words, did you or did [then

Chief Officer, States of Jersey Police] with yoid gou go to the finance people and
say: “Look, these are the very well researchedsstdpch we will have to take. They
are all laid out in a phase and they will involhestkind of money”? How did it sort

of proceed in terms of the way that the financee#&mnteract with it?

Mr. L. Harper:

Well before we went into Haut de la Garenne ontheffew people who knew what
we were doing and who was told that we were goingXcavate before we did was
[the Chief Executive, States of Jersey], and | hgeeemail evidence in which [the
Chief Executive, States of Jersey] expresses pat for what we were doing and
we explained. We did not know at that stage whatwere going to find so it was
very much an incremental approach and we were wgriirough the fact that it was
operationally necessary; we were doing it in thesinoost effective method we could.
But [the Chief Executive, States of Jersey] celyakmew about the operation before
we carried it out and expressed his support for it.

11



Deputy R.G. Le Hérissier:

Okay, just to carry on that line, Mr. Harper, ahért | will cease; because obviously
one of the underlying inferences it seems in théOBAlto Report is that, yes, when

the inquiry went to look at major issues, the agla finding and so forth and so on, it
seems to be an inference that things accelerated queckly - the speed of the

investigation - plus there was a loosening of faiahcontrol. Do you accept that
assertion?

Mr. L. Harper:

No, there was no loosening of financial controkrthwas, once the fragment was
found there was a need then, even before thatatbexcavating with archaeologists
and anthropologists. There was an escalation andipg, a huge escalation in
spending. Archaeologists and anthropologists apemrsive experts to employ so
there was an escalation in spending of that, tisene doubt. What there was not was
loosening of controls. Now BDO, when they areitagkabout this fragment, BDO is
stating as fact that this was identified as woodaronut by someone at the carbon
dating lab in Oxford though, as we know, this is@bte nonsense. Firstly, nobody at
that laboratory was qualified to say what that iteas, their expertise was in carbon
dating the evidence and it has to be said that th@ge a contradictory hash of that.
Secondly, certainly when | left there was never eviglence - other than a throwaway
comment by somebody who looked at it - as to whet was. The anthropologist
again was badly, badly misquoted and | think it \ihe Acting Chief Officer] who
said that when the item came back - and this wasated by BDO - when the item
came back after being passed about without auyhamid without any proper auditing
at this carbon dating lab, it came back and thérapblogist was quoted as saying
she had now changed her mind and it was not hummae. bThat was totally untrue. |
mean, her published evidence and her log and hbr diary absolutely disproves
that. What she said - and it has been well quetedthat because the item had
changed appearance, changed shape and changed stidooould no longer be so
sure as to what it was but it would need to be @rgpexamined in a laboratory again
so that she could determine what it was. So BD@e liaken all that on board and
have taken it all on board incorrectly, and | woulave corrected that if they had
bothered to come and speak to me about it. Sowthate thing about the initial
fragment, there is no doubt that the finding of ithiéal fragment did accelerate the
need for more experts to be obtained, and thaaiogrtescalated the costs, but there
was never any loosening of the financial contr@sause all along we were ... at that
stage we had the National Policing Improvement Aggueople onsite and as far as
the Jersey Government were concerned we were bahghat we were to use what
resources we found were operationally necessary.

Deputy R.G. Le Hérissier:
Okay, thank you.

Deputy T.M. Pitman:

Just to take you back to what you said about fétiD/Superintendent] and the
Wiltshire Report, the Minister for Home Affairs hasknowledged that, in his words,
[retired D/Superintendent] did put a slightly diéat spin on the decision to go into
Haut de la Garenne. Are you surprised and whatodothink is the reason for some
of these discrepancies coming out into the media?
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Mr. L. Harper:

Well | just find it absolutely unbelievable that @rh [the Minister] said he put a
slightly different spin on it he was feeding thed@eand the public totally incorrect
information. One of the biggest criticisms thas lieeen levelled at me has been my
handling of the media, now here we have somebodietately manipulating - and
there is no other word for it - giving untrue infeation to the media and the public
and | presume to the Jersey Government as welljtaagut down as sort of words
that he slightly spun it wrongly. | mean, for iaste, he and [the Acting Chief
Officer] clearly stated - and BDO were no doubtjeabto this as well - but he clearly
stated that there were no cellars or no spacdwene imore than about 3 feet in height
but that has been clearly disproved. So that wdslierate attempt to mislead the
public and the media. Other aspects of it, | m&»QO accept without question the
fact that these bones that were sent off have aeh ltab tested or subject to peer
review. | mean, a very, very eminent anthropolomisSheffield identified a number
of bones that we sent him as being human juvertilielwhad been burnt shortly after
death and had been buried shortly after being butde used the phrase to the
anthropologist, which was recorded in her writteten that these bones were fleshed
and fresh when they were put in the earth. Nowj|rigired D/Superintendent] to say
that we were wrong in going to search for theseljstigures belief, it is absolutely
incredible. | mean, [retired D/Superintendent] erementioned [the anthropologist’s]
report, it seems to have disappeared into thin air.

Deputy T.M. Pitman:

Okay. | mean, | appreciate that all these are lgidiefxed but we have to try and stick
to the terms of reference. Could | move you oth&ofact that [Police consultant] was
engaged by the Acting Chief Officer to undertakeaew prior to the engagement of
BDO, were you aware of that?

Mr. L. Harper:

| was not aware of it until again | read it in,hirtk, a blog very, very recently or
Voice For Children, | am not sure which one of thel have done some research on
[Police consultant] and | do not know [Police cdtemi] and I did not know [retired
D/Superintendent]. When [retired D/Superintendereht for the job he was one of 6
applicants; the other 5 applicants came to speaketohe did not, so | had never met
[retired D/Superintendent] previously to him takiager. Now, [Police consultant]
worked in the same area in the same region andydbi@ same type of work as
[retired D/Superintendent] did for many, many yeaxow, | find it difficult to accept
that [the Acting Chief Officer] would have been apying someone that he thought
was truly independent to assist BDO when he apedifRolice consultant].

Deputy T.M. Pitman:
Okay, and are you aware of how [Police consultamgport appears to have fed in or
interacted with the BDO Alto Report?

Mr. L. Harper:
Well | only know that ... | think the report stateemewhere that it was the joint
findings of [Police consultant] and BDO.

Deputy T.M. Pitman:
For the record, you were never approached by atiyose people?
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Mr. L. Harper:
No.

The Deputy of St. Mary:
Can | ask, Mr. Harper, how in your view it shoulave gone and what the changes
might have been that would have resulted from thatyy?

Mr. L. Harper:

Well | think you are probably sensible to say whia changes might have been
because no one knows if BDO would have been harrespen minded enough to
look at what | was going to tell them and then g®atheir conclusion. But if they

had come to me and gone through and asked me apugshien almost every single
criticism they make of me would have had an altiveaexplanation. They would

have had other evidence, which | would insist idyfeeasily verifiable. One has to

imagine that there probably would have been sora@gds through the conclusions
but that is not the important thing, the importahing is that they would have

alternative explanations and alternative evidemcaltost every point of criticism

that they made in that report. Now, if it was gpito be an objective and fair

independent report then you certainly must havealggrnative explanation to the
rather biased and one-sided stuff that you geterfitst place. The fact that they did
not took away any possibility that they could clawnhave examined all sides of the
story.

Deputy M. Tadier:

Mr. Harper, | will jump in, it is Deputy Tadier aga You have made several
statements, one of which was about the MinisterHfome Affairs saying he gave
untrue information which was done deliberately. uvltave also said, for example,
that you are not sure that had you given evidenc8@0O that they would have
necessarily treated it in an open minded or howest You have also said that they
have misinterpreted other information. | think threderlying question we have to ask
is clearly you are implying that there is some kaidleliberate wrongdoing here and
what is the motivation for the either omission aofformation or the alleged
misinterpretation - deliberate or otherwise - fritta BDO Alto Report?

Mr. L. Harper:

Well if | deal with the first matter first; yes,dm claiming and | am convinced that
there is some ulterior motivation for this. [ fiftidso incredible that when BDO were
asked to examine the decision making in the firerariea of this inquiry that they did
not bother to ask the person who made the overwhglmajority of the financial
decisions. They did not bother to ask that. Nibwg was further exacerbated when |
emailed the Minister for Home Affairs and he totallenied having anything to do
with the inquiry, and in a second email a littleetachanged his story and says well he
may have had something to do with it. Then we th@damount of false information
which was fed to BDO in respect of things like tlhagment and the Wiltshire
statement and other bits and pieces; and | am dawehink that these were such
obvious inconsistencies, such obvious factual memes that somebody did not

Note: Mr. Harper appears to be referring to theedtD/Superintendent rather than the Ministerhis t
context (page 12)
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want me to be spoken to because | would have imatedgicontradicted these and
produced the evidence to contradict quite a nurabtrem.

[11:45]

In respect of why this should be so, | mean, | aixtlew no illusions; | have retired and
left Jersey so in the normal run of events nobodyld have cared about trying to
smear or discredit me and that would have beefiytateelevant. | was back in the
U.K., if I had gone back to Jersey again it woudtvédr been as a private citizen with
absolutely no remit to interfere with anything ovleere. So me on my own would
not have been worth trying to smear or discrediam absolutely certain that the
reason why so much effort was put in to try andrédit and smear me was because
the investigation that | was carrying out was suppg the evidence which was being
given by the victims of abuse which was inflicted tbem in Jersey care homes; and
they were the real target of this attempt to muthgywaters. | was not the target, |
was purely the intermediary. If they could disérede and discredit [then Chief
Officer, States of Jersey Police] and discredititivestigation then at the same time
the evidence of the abuse victims was being digexés well. They were the real
target.

Deputy M. Tadier:
Okay, thank you.

Deputy R.G. Le Hérissier:

Thank you, Mr. Harper, Roy Le Hérissier again.tdrms of the BDO Alto Report, to
what extent do you have any documentary evidengeun possession which you feel
would have been of use to that report?

Mr. L. Harper:

Well, | mean, | have laid out in my written subniigsthe evidence. | mean, one of
the attachments that | did send with the report whasstrategy document for the
search by the National Policing Improvement Agenéheir homicide search expert,
who laid out the strategy and it made clear thatstihategy we were working through
had been discussed with, approved by and drawn yuphé National Policing
Improvement agency. Now, the impression givenhgyBDO inquiry, at the heart of
the BDO conclusions is the claim that the maingeigfor all of the spending was the
inquiry into Haut de la Garenne and BDO flatly st#tat this entry was unjustified.
There is absolutely no qualification to that. BR@te that our entry to Haut de la
Garenne was unjustified and if they had come tolmeuld have given them the
supporting evidence, including the strategy for slearch and the rationale for the
search which was drawn up by the National Polidmgrovement Agency experts.
Even Wiltshire said that they were sound operatioeasons for entry. Now, the
detailed rationale was totally ignored by [the AgtiChief Officer] and [retired
D/Superintendent] and it is their version that BD&ve printed in their report to say
that the main trigger for most of the unjustifiggeading was the entry into Haut de la
Garenne; and BDO also state that entry was ungsténd | would have supplied a
fair bit of evidence to show that was not true.

Deputy R.G. Le Hérissier:
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Okay thank you, Mr. Harper. Just a supplementaryhat, and | think you partly
answered this previously; so what you are sayingtig®very major point in the
investigation there was a policy justification, amok only that, you were in liaison
with the financial people, they knew full well whtte implications were of you
taking more steps deeper into the investigatiorm? Would accept that?

Mr. L. Harper:
Yes, absolutely. Absolutely.

Deputy R.G. Le Hérissier:

Can | just - and then | will keep quiet - on thesue of documentary evidence coming
to more mundane stuff, | mean, there has been @ loention of restaurants and the
Bombay Brassiere and so forth and so on. Do yee heceipts and all that for that

kind of thing, could that have been produced?

Mr. L. Harper:

No, all receipts for any expenditure in that respeere all handed in and were all
given in. | mean, just going on to that, BDO 4ttt me for spending in restaurants
and hotels and they seem to be saying - and | tiimdther or not it is accidental or
deliberate - but they seem to be deliberating cantu the issue between the
regulations in regards to purchasing, for instaradephol when away and buying
refreshments. The regulations are quite clearithatu are buying, say for instance,
lunch or, et cetera, et cetera, and you are clgrack expenses then you should not
be claiming for alcohol and you should not be sjpanpdoney on alcohol, and that is
easy to see and easy to adhere to. So they dichaké¢ the differentiation between
and they criticised the spending on entertainmeat lospitality, either for police
officers or even, on the odd occasion, journalistsgd they do not differentiate
between the use of a hospitality budget which wdsgitimate budget given for
hospitality by [the Chief Officer, Home Affairs]nd the use of that as regards to not
buying and claiming for alcohol on normal expenskEsr instance, BDO compare the
use on my expense account in respect of itemstidesl and hotels and hospitality
and they compare it, for instance, with a smaltdoin Yorkshire. They seem to be
saying that it was absolutely outrageous and soraesihister that | spent in an 8 or
9-month period something like £2,000 more than Deputy Chief Constable of a
force in Yorkshire. Now, if they had bothered t&kane about that | would have
pointed out to them that (a) this little force imrKshire did not have a major inquiry;
(b) the Deputy Chief Constable did not have to €tbe English Channel every time
they wanted to go somewhere or stay in hotelsodlvhave pointed out, yes, | did, |
did buy alcoholic drinks for people that | was etaiming and giving hospitality to.
But | would have to say that this is a common radso hospitality, and | remember
even the very first trip that | did to the U.K. aslersey police officer where one
police officer who was carrying out the inquiry thavas over there to supervise was
buying large rounds of alcoholic drinks people e tneeting, which included not
only people from the American Embassy but alsorgelamumber of barristers and
staff from 7 Bedford Road who | came into contadhwater on; but also 2 senior
members of the Jersey Law Officers’ Department whwiously saw nothing wrong
in that and who participated in that. So | thibkvas wrong and misleading in the
way that they attacked me for what | was doing dnbave said in my written
submissions, | am quite happy to have my spendinthis area of hospitality and
travel, et cetera, compared to any other departimepbliticians or civil servants in
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Jersey and compared to the benefits that | havghtan compared to what | spent.
So I think even there that, yes, | did, | am ...

Deputy T.M. Pitman:

| think you have made your point there, Mr. HarpBrd you have another point? We
really need to move on, Mr. Harper, as time is gires Could | take you on to the
issue that does fall within these terms of refeeetat really apply to you: the issue
of the witness statements to the Wiltshire inquir@bviously BDO mention on 2
instances in their reports your statement to Wiksthave you got any explanation as
to how BDO Alto or the Minister would have thesatetnents or how they came to be
used, or appear to be used?

Mr. L. Harper:

| have made inquiries with this with both Wiltshmed [the Minister]. Now, again,
[the Minister] originally told me that it was Wikge who must have given the
statement to BDO and | have that on an email frihra Minister]. | then complained
to Wiltshire Police and they carried out a lengémgl detailed investigation and only
last week | received a letter from a solicitor mgtfor the Wiltshire Police who flatly
denied that they had ever supplied details of ratestent to BDO. Around about the
same time, of course, we then had the announcelernbhe Minister for Home
Affairs that he had in effect changed his mind; welas he had told me that it was
Wiltshire that supplied the statement he now seeimdx saying that in actual fact it
was [retired D/Superintendent] who supplied it tiglb David Rose and who leaked
the statement. Now, my honest truth is that | hgeeno idea who leaked it, all |
know is that this was a confidential witness staenthat | made to Wiltshire Police;
it was made as part of a discipline investigationraunding [then Chief Officer,
States of Jersey Police]; it was made on the clomdihat it was used for no other
purpose other than that investigation; it contaisexsitive details as well as names of
victims and suspects and | was assured by Wiltdhokce that no one - not even
myself - would be given a copy of it and they tolé that the statement was exempt
from the Freedom of Information laws and in factythssued a severe warning that
any disclosure of information from the statementuldobe likely to prejudice
relations between the United Kingdom and Jersey.

Deputy T.M. Pitman:
Given what you have said, Mr. Harper, can you wslldo you intend to take any
action in relation to that matter?

Mr. L. Harper:

Well to be honest | am still looking at what opsotinere are. | mean, Wiltshire has
said that they did not leak it in any way, so & thoment in time | have got no plans
to look at any action. But that probably is beealseally do not know at this stage
how come BDO came to be in possession. The thag worries me about [the
Minister] saying that [retired D/Superintendent] ynlaave given the statement to
different people is that [retired D/Superintenddragl left the Island early on before at
least it was given to one of the people it has l@®used of. So the answer to that is
| really do not know how they came to get hold oand because of that, at this
moment in time, | have got no plans to do anything.

The Deputy of St. Mary:
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Looking at this in the round, is there any posgipih your mind that it may be BDO

Alto were given little bits of your statement to ¥hire; in other words, not including
any references to defendants or victims or whatbugjust the bits that are quoted in
fact in BDO Alto, in other words not confidential controversial items?

Mr. L. Harper:

Well, no, Wiltshire have flatly denied giving BDMyof my statement and the time
span | am not totally clear on between the 2 ingsir But you have to look at what
Wiltshire have said, and the solicitor was quiteaclthat Wiltshire are denying all
knowledge of it and as a result of the fact thamalbody else has leaked it, Wiltshire
have now sent me copies of the statement so theipusly feel that the horse has
bolted from the stable. But | do not think thatwas Wiltshire who fed the

information to BDO because of the wording that tHewe given in respect of

freedom of information and they specifically sagttit is exempt from it. | really do

not think that Wiltshire would have fed this to BDO

Deputy M. Tadier:
| suppose just to follow up then, and it may be, Marper, you cannot answer this.
Who do you think was the most likely source of wivatcalled a leak?

Mr. L. Harper:
Well | would think probably ... | would say thatwlould think that it was probably
[the Acting Chief Officer].

Deputy T.M. Pitman:

Obviously the panel have not had the benefit oftmgeBDO as yet officially, as |
have. What was put across to us from BDO - thieaffand myself - was that there is
a possibility that [Police consultant]’s report tthveas going on at the same time as
BDO, parts of it appear to have been fed in to Bédd almost merged. Could there
be an explanation there for how your statement darbe ...

Mr. L. Harper:

Yes, and that would have come from the StatesrgkydPolice, that would have had
to have come from [the Acting Chief Officer] becaudolice consultant] was, |
think, commissioned by [the Acting Chief Officempéhthat would have had to come
through [the Acting Chief Officer] and into [Polioensultant]’s report. Now if - as |
seem to recall - somewhere in the BDO report itssémat the conclusions were a
combination of [Police consultant] and BDO, theatttvould explain that perfectly,
yes.

The Deputy of St. Mary:

| am still puzzled by this. My understanding oé tWilshire Report was that all the
boxes of evidence that went into it, if you likecluding [then Chief Officer, States of
Jersey Police]'s statement and your statement, wetepublic documents so they
would not have gone with the report - redactedreradacted - to anyone. So how
come your statement ends up anywhere really, &pantWiltshire’s files?

[12:00]

Mr. L. Harper:
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Well | think that the statements would have hadydoto the States of Jersey Police
along with the report; even though they are notlipullocuments they form part of
the evidence and part of the report. For instamdeen | did that anti-corruption
inquiry in Guernsey not long before | retired aligb none of the statements that |
took were public documents the statements formetigiahe report which goes to
the recipient of the report. So the statementdavbave gone with the report; it goes,
in effect, to either the States of Jersey PolicthefMinister for Home Affairs. So the
statements would have certainly gone with the dateport by the investigating
officer along with documentary exhibits, along wekerything else, it would have
gone as a package. Now, | seem to recall somebaylgg that the Wiltshire Report
consists of a huge number of packing crates aneédox hat would not only have
been the investigating officer's summary report lwuld have included all the
ancillary documents such as statements and exlaibtseverything else. So it would
all have gone to the recipient of the report andhges the term “report” is a wee bit
misleading because they would all have been hebgedreport by the investigating
officer which brought all of that together. Butettdocuments, including the
statements, would have been attached to that.

Deputy R.G. Le Hérissier:

Another different line of questioning; you statsesthere, | think it is on an email
from you found on a blog that the report reliestib@ now discredited Met review.
Could you expand on that?

Mr. L. Harper:

Yes, for a start that Met review, that interim wasued without ever speaking to
myself and without ever speaking to the leaderhef dctual homicide review team
who was reviewing my investigation and mentoringselly So that interim report,
first of all, was issued and publicly used in tregails surrounding the suspension of
[then Chief Officer, States of Jersey Police] andas also made clear, | think, by the
Napier report that in the use of that, [the ActiGdief Officer] withheld vital
information of what was made public to the Minidiar Home Affairs and which was
used by the media in respect of that. Then ofsmarising from that was the letter
which purported to be based on that report, whiath false dates but also again had
vital information withheld from it. So all in all,think | am fairly justified in using
the term “discredited” to discredit that particuk-called interim report which was
not so much as a report but a one and a half pagd,eas far | can make out from
what | have learned since.

Deputy R.G. Le Hérissier:
Thanks, Mr. Harper. Just for the record, did yee that report?

Mr. L. Harper:
No, no, | have never seen that report. | madermdbcomplaint to the Metropolitan
Police, which they initially refused to investigateut then |I complained to the
Independent Police Complaints Commission and thayehforced the Met to
investigate it.

The Deputy of St. Mary:

Can | ask about the Met report, the interim repatttier? Do you have any comment
to make about BDO having access to that reportuseceny understanding was that
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that report was absolutely confidential and thasidsly only [the Acting Chief
Officer] had seen it?

Mr. L. Harper:

Well, it was supposed to be confidential becauke Rcting Chief Officer] did not
even show it, as | understand, to the MinisterHome Affairs. Instead he allegedly
summarised it in a letter, so if BDO have had asd¢eghat report, it certainly seems
that they have, and this brings the link back agaifPolice consultant] through to
[the Acting Chief Officer]. Then again that is ahsolute breach of data protection
and an absolute breach of everything that has befwe in that report and is almost
verging on a criminal attempt to suppress the truth

Deputy T.M. Pitman:

Shall we move on? Can we move you on then, Mrpefaito how material came to
end up in a national newspaper? Did you make #aynat to correct any misleading
information that was contained in that article?

Mr. L. Harper:

Yes | had a couple of journalists, one from Sumday Times and one, a freelancer
who wrote very often for thdlail who is a renowned campaigners for children’s
rights who had, in fact, won an award for expodimg North London/Islington child
abuse, and who has cross words with David Roseewaral occasions. | sent a
number of emails to thBaily Mail and | did long interviews with this journalist who
did, in fact, publish an article some time laterietthcontradicted much of what was
written. But a very, very well known journalistaidd James Smith from tif&unday
Times, published a couple of articles, which tried totke record clear. But in truth,
| sent a long email to th®lail on Sunday the night prior to the David Rose article
being published and | went through bit by bit, kbe article was published
nevertheless.

Deputy T.M. Pitman:

Can | ask you, one of the big criticisms of you iolmgly has been your alleged
inappropriate interaction with the media? Whaty@r reaction then where the
Minister for Home Affairs has indicated that in mgw it is probably your successor
who got this information and leaked it, for want afbetter term, into the media
domain?

Mr. L. Harper:

Well, | mean, you know, | am not going to be stuaid say | never ever made any
mistakes in any aspect of the inquiry, includingla®y with the media. Of course |
must have done but these mistakes are made handstlynade mistakes, whatever
they were, then | made them on the basis of triendp my best for the victims of the
abuse that | was investigating and for the publligeneral. These leaks, to me, are
deliberate, verging on criminal leaks in an attetoptubbish the investigation, which
was going before, which was uncovering corroborafar the allegations made by
victims of abuse. These are deliberate leaksytarid mislead the public, and for me
to be criticised for making mistakes when we hagepbte here deliberately feeding
false information to the media is absolutely indésd

Deputy T.M. Pitman:
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One more point and then | will let my colleaguemean. Obviously none of us have
got any control of what the media do and how theytrpy things but you have
acknowledged that you could have done better. deuquite open about that. On
reflection, do you think that your failings themrfwant of a better word, merited
some of the headlines like the celebrity lifesiyld.enny Harper? Was that fair?

Mr. L. Harper:

No, absolutely not. There was no celebrity lifésignd when you dig into the truth of
the expense, | mean when you look at the BDO qab#4,860 for 8 months which
works out at about £608 a month, and when you ktake fact that over that same
period that was probably about £250, £200 a moefis than the Deputy Chief
Constable in Yorkshire that they seem to be eqgatiith, saying | was somehow
sinister. | mean that is not even a return fanenfdersey to London. So | think that
what made it unfair was the fact, | think, and whede it more so than unfair but
totally unjustified, untrue and damaging to theegédltions of abuse by the victims,
which is the most serious aspect of this. The reesbus aspect of it is not that it is
around me but that it was causing people to loékrase at the evidence of the abuse
victims, was the fact that nobody thought to getadternative explanation to the
nonsense that they were putting out publicly inréq@ort.

Deputy T.M. Pitman:
Okay, thank you. Deputy Wimberley?

The Deputy of St. Mary:

Yes. | am just interested really in a little deta¥ou said that you contacted tbaily
Mail before they published the long David Rose artidl¢as that in the sense that
David Rose contacted you and gave you some kinaylof of influencing that article
or how did that work out?

Mr. L. Harper:

Well, what happened was a journalist | know froma @lasgow office of th&lail on
Sunday came down to see me and said: “Look, this guy, @&a0se, is going to print
this article tomorrow. It does not correspond withat | know and it seems to me
that it is an attempt to smear it and she tippedfhabout this and | then contacted ...
No, David Rose would not contact me because | toild quite bluntly on the
previous occasion that | had contact with him thahy opinion he was a sympathiser
with the worst type of convicted paedophile. | méaaid in my other statement that
he gave evidence on behalf of Frank Beck who waspést in care homes in
Leicestershire. He actually gave evidence onrfas’s behalf and gave evidence on
behalf of the North Wales care home abusers ardl that the subsequent public
inquiry which sustained the convictions was noneen$o David Rose would not
contact me because he knew full well what my opmirob him is. It was a journalist
in Glasgow who tipped me off.

The Deputy of St. Mary:

Okay, yes, thank you. After it appeared, cledrlsaid in it that there was this report
going on in Jersey or a report had been writterefarred to a report, did you then try
to contact the States of Jersey Police or findwhwd was writing this report and what
was going on?
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Mr. L. Harper:

To be honest, to this day | have not read DavideRoarticle. | have no real wish to,

there was nothing | could do about it, | knew whais going to be in the article in

respect of the criticisms about different bits goelces, but | never actually read the
article and | did not contact Rose, but | contindecave correspondence with the
Mail and indeed some weeks later they did a 3-pagedpvbich covered some of

the aspects by the journalist, Eileen Fairweatiwéq attempted to correct some of it
but not all of the corrections, and not all of whatid within that second article, but
certainly yes, we did through Eileen Fairweatherthe Mail as well go some way

towards rectifying some of what David Rose had .sddit, as | say, to be honest |
have never actually sat down and read David Rasé@de.

The Deputy of St. Mary:
So you knew what was in it without reading it?

Mr. L. Harper:
Yes, well, as | say, the journalist who came frdma $ame newspaper gave me a list
of the things that he was saying.

The Deputy of St. Mary:

| see, yes, but to go back to the point about éloethat the Rose article mentions that
there is a leak, that there was a report that & besed on. Was that a chance to get in
touch with the Jersey authorities and say: “I wagtpoint of view put forward”, or is
that really for them to do?

Mr. L. Harper:

No, | only really became aware of the fact thas tteport had been leaked through
one of the Jersey blogs in the last few weeks.t iBhanly how | became aware of the
details of the actual leak of the report and it ween that | saw the so-called report
had been leaked from 5 days after this was goinbgdCommission. It is only in the
last couple of weeks that | have become familidahall of that.

The Deputy of St. Mary:
| suppose we have to remember that technicallyayeuetired.

Mr. L. Harper:

Well | am not technically, | am retired, but notypthat there comes a time, and | am
sure you will understand that when you are theesilif too much personal vitriolic
criticism, it comes to a stage particularly, yowwn with going through other things
that were going on in my family’s life that you fjudo not want ... you do not want to
deliberately go in and read more nonsense writb@uiayourself, which you know is
not true and which you can well do without.

The Deputy of St. Mary:
Yes, thank you.

Deputy T.M. Pitman:

| am conscious of the time moving on, Mr. Harpes, perhaps | could say that
obviously we do not have BDO in for a couple of eprobably. It may be that we
need to speak to you again; are you quite happyp tihis?
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Mr. L. Harper:

Yes, absolutely. | think I have told you that tineek | am visiting ... off to Venice
and | am back, | think, on 28th July, and of cowabsolutely, any time after that | am
quite happy to talk to you.

Deputy T.M. Pitman:
Okay. What | will do is ask my colleagues if tHegve any final questions and then
perhaps at the end if you have any final thoudids you want to give the panel?

[12:15]

Deputy R.G. Le Hérissier:

Mr. Harper, Roy Le Hérissier here again, sorry Ithemone who seems to be charged
with coming back to the financial details again.h&W the inquiry was ongoing and
when you were on the Island, did anyone tell ydiodk, you know, you are very
busy with this. You are moving it along but we ligéhave to pin down the
finances”? Did anyone say: “We have got to seetwigacan learn from this”, or did
you just go away on to your well-earned retiremastwe have just mentioned, that
all of a sudden this other report appears out®hbine? Was there any attempt when
you were here to try and bring together the expegeof people like you and the
finance people in order to work out new ways fod@ar

Mr. L. Harper:

No, there was not because the nearest that we twathat was sitting down with [the
Chief Officer, Home Affairs] and ... The neares got was sitting down and talking
with [the Chief Officer, Home Affairs] and [Head &fnance] and going through the
expenditure, and both of those always at everyestagressed satisfaction, and | have
to say, some frustration as well with the fact tihaty were aware that we were trying
to keep costs down to a budget that we did not badealso being told, and | mean |
gave [the Chief Officer, Home Affairs] a copy ofetlemail to [the Chief Executive,
States of Jersey] which said ... because it cdweesChief Officer, Home Affairs]'s
back. He was a man | had a lot of time for aneltithat that email ... because | could
foresee that such was the atmosphere and the emerd that | knew we were going
to be attacked after | left and | knew [the Chidfi€@r, Home Affairs] would be
attacked. | gave [the Chief Officer, Home Affaiescopy of the email to [the Chief
Executive, States of Jersey], which quite cleatesl: “Look, do not mention costs
again. You are not to consider cost. It is ivalg”, but in effect we were doing that
every day but nobody sat down with me and saidoW,dhis has got out of control,
you need to look at lessons now.” There is absbluio question of lessons having
to be learnt before | left the Island.

Deputy R.G. Le Hérissier:

Okay, Mr. Harper, just one follow up. Since yowddeft, of course there has an
awful lot of chat about the fact ... well seriousadission, that [the Chief Officer,
Home Affairs], although the accounting officer, dh@es not have control over the way
the police spend their money. Would you say that tvas a real issue as your
investigation proceeded and as the alleged ingltdifinancially control it appeared,
would you say that was a real issue?
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Mr. L. Harper:

No, it was not a real issue for us on that one siocabecause we were being told ...
despite the fact we were not given a budget, wes\vbeing told: “You spend what
you have to, what is operationally necessary.” tTlwas an absolutely fantastic
position to be in for a senior investigating officeEven though we were very aware
that we had to keep the costs down, we did not lalvedget where we were being
told: “Do not consider cost.” It would be a nigltre and it must have been a
nightmare for [the Chief Officer, Home Affairs] mese he was responsible for
spending but, as you say, he had no ... for a numibeasons, [then Chief Officer,
States of Jersey Police] had ultimate control @& police budget in practice. In
theory, [the Chief Officer, Home Affairs] said: “Yicare responsible for this but you
have actually got no responsibility for the waysitused because you have got no
responsibility for police operations.” Now that svaery unfair, | think, to [the Chief
Officer, Home Affairs] in that respect and unfair other respects to the police. But
certainly | would not have wanted to have beerthe Chief Officer, Home Affairs]’s
position because he was ultimately responsiblesfmending and did make some
attempt to speak to me and get reassurances abatitwve were spending, and | told
them what we were spending it on and why we weending it and he was happy
with that. But at the end of the day he was resiib®, as you say, ultimately
responsible for police spending, and yet you hhisedontradictory situation where it
says the chief officer is totally responsible falipe operations. Most of the police
costs go on staff and operations so you have dniflict. It was not a problem for us
because of [the Chief Executive, States of Jeraegl]the Chief Minister’s (a) refusal
to give a budget and say: “You just spend what fgall is operationally necessary.”
So no, it was not a problem for us, although whatdid was try and control the
spending quite rigidly even down to seeking chedmgap deals in the hotels for
visiting officers but it would have been a nightenda) for [the Chief Officer, Home
Affairs], and | suspect in the normal run of eventsere the chief officer is using his
budget to run police operations, [the Chief Offiddome Affairs] cannot interfere in
those operations, but is ultimately responsiblelierspending.

Deputy R.G. Le Hérissier:
Okay, thank you.

Deputy M. Tadier:

A question | have, of course we have - it is Depiadier again - we have yet to fully
establish how and through whom the confidentiabrimfation was leaked or revealed
to theDaily Mail but in your opinion how likely is it that that wiouhave taken place

without the knowledge of somebody at the Home Ad¢f@lepartment?

Mr. L. Harper:

Well, bearing in mind the close link between thentéoAffairs Department and [the
Acting Chief Officer], I think it is unlikely thait would not have been known about at
Home Affairs. It is not inconceivable that [the thg Chief Officer] leaked that
information and did not tell anybody, but | wouldrik it is probably, given the close
working relationship in respect of all of those teet, including the Met interim
report, Wiltshire, and everything else, | would @akought it unlikely.

Deputy M. Tadier:
Okay, thanks.
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Deputy T.M. Pitman:

Just to move on from that point, Mr. Harper, coybdi make it any clearer to us, what
was the link between the journalist in the U.K.hwihe States of Jersey, because |
believe you have stated that he received anothek feom within the Jersey
Government, so to speak?

Mr. L. Harper:

What happened in that respect was that an email ftben Chief Officer, States of

Jersey Police] to a certain Senator was leakedvadt handed over to this journalist
who then telephoned [then Chief Officer, Statederkey Police] and as with a lot of
companies we had a system whereby a number ofinétighe force were recorded
and there was no secret about it, actually it wagegwvell publicised and in fact in

some extensions you are told the call may be rechrbut in fact this call was

recorded and in this call David Rose told [theneCldfficer, States of Jersey Police]
that he had been leaked this email by the Senatbr.a

Deputy T.M. Pitman:
Can you just clarify which Senator, not the Minisfer Home Affairs, which
Senator?

Mr. L. Harper:
No, , it was not the Minister for Home Affairs, nd.mean | can name the Senator if
you want me to name him?

Deputy T.M. Pitman:
That is fine.

Mr. L. Harper:
| have deliberately not done that but if you wam tm name him | can name him.

The Deputy of St. Mary:
It is in your witness statement.

Deputy T.M. Pitman:
It is in your statement, yes.

Deputy M. Tadier:
Maybe for public record to get the other 11 Sersatdf the hook.

Mr. L. Harper:
It was Senator Perchard.

Deputy T.M. Pitman:
Okay.

Mr. L. Harper:

The email was addressed to Senator Perchard.nHl thivas copied to the ... it may
have been copied to the Chief Minister, | am noesbut David Rose certainly, on
that tape recording said that he had been giveertal by Senator Perchard, which
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sort of fitted in with the emails that had gonedrefit, between Mr. Perchard and
[then Chief Officer, States of Jersey Police]. ilSs fair to say that despite the tape
recording, David Rose denied saying that Senatmh@ed had given him that email

and, of course, Senator Perchard denied that hdéehidd it. But the fact remains

that there was an email which was leaked whichlbeseh sent to Senator Perchard,
and which David Rose had said he had received emator Perchard. Now there
was another email as well, which | had sent, wiiatl been given to David Rose as
the basis of an earlier article and which had bgeanged, and | was never able to,
from the newspaper article and the quotes that wetbe newspaper article, were

different from the quotes that were actually in #mail that | had sent and | was
never able to tie down whether it was, in actuait,fa case that someone had
forwarded the email to David Rose and he had clhitiger whether somebody at the
States had changed it and sent it to David Rosktraat still remains a mystery. But

certainly David Rose was in the picture and ondbene from way before this leak
that we are talking about was made to him.

Deputy T.M. Pitman:

A final point from me and then | will ask you fooyr thoughts. Taking you back to
the money and what you said recently, would it & fo say, even though it is

obviously a very muddled system that Jersey hasanadit does not compare with

authorities in the UK, should [then Chief Offic&8tates of Jersey Police], as your
senior officer, have done more to ensure tightantrob of the budget because
obviously you were not ... you say you were notiggtmuch help or support but

should he have done more or should you have dome?mo

Mr. L. Harper:

No, | got every support that | needed and [thereC@ifficer, States of Jersey Police]
was a very hands on manager, a very hands on ssqeand not only was he on one
end battering the political end of it to try and ge a budget that we could work to,
but he was also ... | was meeting with him on adydaasis, and keeping him up-to-
date and he was then using what | was briefing toigo and placate the politicians
who were breathing down his neck. So in my vietiweh Chief Officer, States of
Jersey Police] did everything that he should haweedand did everything that he
needed to do, and he was satisfied, as | was,| thafs trying to keep and ... you
know, let us not hide the fact this was a hugelgessive operation, particularly the
dig at Haut de la Garenne, but there was no waynaraoing what we did and, you
know, archaeologists and anthropologists are exyenseople to employ. It was
hugely expensive but when you look at the effortejean | had my ... my P.A.
(personal assistant) was employed almost full tonegoing on the internet and
getting cheap flights and cheap hotels and, | me&ayve been criticised for using
L'Horizon Hotel, but the L'Horizon Hotel rates wesgjuivalent to what probably
most people were paying for bed and breakfast tirer@dersey now, so we did
everything that we could. We called in favours.e @bt a sifting machine from the
antiterrorist squad in London, which would havetagsan absolute fortune. We got
it totally free of charge and that not only savedim that respect, but saved many,
many, many hundreds of man hours. We went to deeaths and great effort to try
and cut down costs even the officers were forgalags off when they were in
Australia to save costs. We did all that we coulyain, | am not saying that we
were perfect. | am not saying that we did not mastakes. There is absolutely no
inquiry, no investigation anywhere in the world waticould lay claim to being
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perfect but, you know, we did our best and we keptts down and [then Chief
Officer, States of Jersey Police], any criticismatthe showed no interest and did not
do what he should have done is totally unfair beedwe was not ... | would not say he
was in my face but he was there as an ever preggetvisory and advisory person to
go to.

Deputy T.M. Pitman:
We are going to have to end this at half past ubére any final thoughts that you
would like to put to the panel?

Mr. L. Harper:

No, | just am grateful for the opportunity at tstage to answer some of the criticisms
and | have got absolutely nothing else that | rneeshy to you, but please feel free if
you do need to contact me again, then please do.

Senator T.M. Pitman:
As | said, we did have a request from the medihgges given the time, would it be
easier for you if you stayed on the line and thelim&ere to contact you directly?

Mr. L. Harper:
| am quite happy to do it whichever way. | am glippy to answer some questions
from the media. | do not mind.

Deputy T.M. Pitman:

| will end the hearing there, Mr. Harper. Obvigudl is our money, the States’
money, so | will let the media put one questiolyda each and if they do want to go
to any more length then they can get in touch wath themselves.

Mr. L. Harper:
Okay, no problem.

Deputy T.M. Pitman:
Thank you very much for your participation.

[12:28]
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