CONFIDENTIAL NBPM

Howme Orrice
QUEEN ANNE'S GATE
LONDON SWIH 9AT

Sir Brian Cuson KCB 22 December 1983

PERMANENT UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE

&@F K»Ac-r‘/

LEAKS AND SCOTLAND YARD

We have now received from Scotland Yard the enclosed report on the involvement
of their Press Bureau in the stories about the MOD and DES leaks, on which you
wrote to me on 16 November.

The Metropolitan Police accept that a mistake was made by the Bureau in replying
to an enquiry from the Daily Mail on 9 November, because of a confusion between
the two investigations. They should have repeated the denial of police involve-
ment made to previous enquiries from the Mail and the Sun.

On the second point which you raised, the police report that their enquiries
suggest that the Bureau did not go into any details about the DES leak, and that
they were not the source for that story. Although one can never be absolutely
sure what was said, as the police accept, the log of the conversation supports
that conclusion, and there is no other evidence which they could usefully pursue
further. The Guardian story of 11 November, unlike that in the Mail of

10 November, bears all the signs of being cobbled together from a range of
different sources and items, as is commonly the case with those two reporters.
That/ seems pertinent to the point which David Hancock made in his letter of

U7 &Iovember.

We have also taken up the point which you raised about their procedural guidance
for commenting on leak investigations. You will see from the Deputy Commissioner's
reply that he agrees with the need to avoid premature release of information.

We are discussing with him, the further guidelines needed to secure this agreed
objective. I shall come back to you on this.

I am sending copies of this reply to Clive Whitmore, David Hancock and Robin Bt}tigr.
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Sir Robert Armstrong GCB CVO
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CONFIDENTIAL

70 WHITEHALL, LONDON SW1A 2AS
01-233 8319

From the Secretary of the Cabinet and Head of the Home Civil Service

Sir Robert Armstrong GCB CVO

Ref. A084/127 11 January 1984

Leaks and Scotland Yard

Thank you very much for your letter of 2%/6ecember, with
its report from New Scotland Yard on the press’leaks about the
Ministry of Defence and Department of Education and Science
leaks.

I agree that we cannot pursue these particular leaks any
further.

I am glad to hear that you are discussing with the Deputy
Commissioner the further guidelines needed to secure the
avoidance of premature release of information. I trust that
the guidance will also extend to the avoidance of premature
release of misinformation, of the kind that led to the "Cabinet
Office mole" headline and article in the Sunday Telegraph for
8 January.

I am sending copies of this letter to Clive Whitmore,
David Hancock and Robin Butler.

ROBERT APMSTRONG

Sir Brian Cubbon GCB
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70 WHITEHALL, LONDON SW1A 2AS
01-233 8319
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From the Secretary of the Cabinet and Head of the Home Civil Service

Sir Robert Armstrong GCB CVO

Ref. A083/3266 16 November 1983

Leaks and Scotland Yard

You will, I am sure, have seen the press coverage,
particularly in the Daily Mail, of the investigation into
the disclosure to The Guardian of a minute, classified
SECRET, from the Secretary of State for Defence to the Prime
Minister about the arrangements for receiving cruise missiles
at Greenham. The story was printed because the Press Office
of Scotland Yard gave the Daily Mail incorrect information.
The Prime Minister has indeed authorised an investigation
into the cruise missile leak but this is, for the time being,
entirely internal, and the police have not been brought in.

It seems extraordinary that the Yard should not only
have given out information which was clearly inaccurate about
an investigation in which they had had no involvement, but
also that they should compound this subsequently by giving,
in considerable detail, information about an inquiry into the
attempted leak of documents from the Department of Education
and Science, the report of which is still being considered by
the Director of Public Prosecutions.

Do you think the Commissioner should be asked to let us
have a report on what happened and why, and to give us an
assurance that steps have been taken to prevent a recurrence?
The Prime Minister has always adopted a very firm policy of
not commenting on the progress or the outcome of leak
investigations, and it would be regrettable if, on the few
occasions when we call in the police because we believe there
is a real chance of catching a culprit, we could not rely on
the Yard adopting an equally firm policy and not disclosing
details prematurely.

I am copying this to Clive Whitmore, David Hancock and
Robin Butler.
ROBERT- ARMSTRONG

Sir Brian Cubbon KCB
ﬂ“-{ L
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QUEEN ANNE'S GATE
LONDON SWIH 9AT

Sk Brian Cusson KCB 18 November 1983
PERMANENT UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE

&H@Lur/ ;

Leaks and Scotland Yard

Thank you for your letter of 16 /vember‘. I agree that
the sequence of events as revealed in the press articles
is extraordinary and we have asked the Commissioner to
let us have an urgent report.

I am copying this to Clive Whitmore, David Hancock and
Robin Butler.

Sir Robert Armstrong GCB CVO
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Howme OFFice
QUEEN ANNE'S GATE
LONDON SWIH 9AT

17th Ndvembe; 1?83 { .

e e

Per Sio Kewnstt

When I came over to meet you earlier ,this afternoon, I mentioned
the concern which had been expressed about some recent stories in the
Press which seem to have involved your Press Office.

The first was the Daily Mail story of the investigation into the
disclosure to the Guardian of a SECRET minute from the Secretary of
State for Defence to the Prime Minister about the arrangements for

. receiving cruise missiles at Greenham. It seems that the story was
‘ printed because your Press Office initially gave the Daily Mail
incorrect information, znd confirmed it even though the police were
not in fact involved. 2

When subsequently correcting that information, the Press Office
seem to have compounded the initial error by giving in considerable
detail information about a separate inquiry into the attempted leak of
docz_xments from the DES.

I should be gratefulif you could let us have urgently a report on
what happened and, if mistakes were made, how they came to be made, and
an indication of what action has been taken to prevent a recurrence.

It has always been regarded as essential during investigations to avoid
any comment on the progress or outcome, because premature disclosure may
destroy the chances of catching a culprit or may prejudice action against
him. This policy should applyequally when the police are called in to
assist in investigations.

L L /
S ewra ;

Kidd A

(M. J. A. PARTRIDGE)

Sir Kenneth Newman, QFM,
Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis,

New Scotland Yard, A
Broadway, bgg“/.z (:M-Pf‘m-.‘-d'
LONDON SR AT
SW1H OBG
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1 I

ine’s briefing to Thatel ‘uise timi
2l Jeseltine’s briefing to Thatcher on eruise iming
¢ MAJQR items of equip- that arrivals cannot be con-
‘ ment for the first cruisg cealed. The Soviet Union’
missile flight will be arriving might use an announcement
:at RAF Greenham Common as a pretext for walking out
from November 1 onwards, . in Geneva, although this may

.-with deliveries spread over not suit them in relation {o (D A) FQ
the following week. I have seeking to influence Gerinan
minuted you separately on opinion prior lo the Bundes-
the contingency  security tag debate. In any case, as
arrapgements. We need to the arrivals cannot be con-

_consider the parliamentary

A DOCUMENT which has come into the possession of the Guardian underlines
the Government’s sensitivity over the delivery of the first cruise missiles to RAF
Greenham Common which — the document shows — was scheduled to begin
tomorrow. The document, marked “secret” and dated October 20, 1983, is a
bricfing addressed to the Prime Minister from the Defence Seeretary Mr Michael
Hescltine. It is entitled Deliveries of Cruise Missiles to RAF Greenham Common
— Parliamentary and Public Statements and is printed here in full.

and public handling of the
issue. Our approach at this
-~ stage needs to cater for the
alternatives  that “me first

a: the base and.!he‘presen.ce'
of

transporter-erector-
1

...cruise
will arrive on November 1 or
Ahree weeks later, on which,
Jor reasons you know, final
decisions have yet to be
_taken. 7o . .

1 believe that im " either
case there is no sensible
alternative to announcing the
beginning of the arrival’ of
* sensitive” items of equip-

“ment on November 1 (while

3 -

There is nothing to gain—
and much to lose—from try-
ing to be evasive. Defence is
top for questions that day
and there are a nuber of
related questions on the de-
livery and deployment time-
table. If it is decided that

* deliveries at the beginning of

should exclude

the month
the missi I would propose

‘of course i our
- existing policy of neither
‘confirming nor denying the
| resence  of nuclear war-
= ﬁends). Clearly there can be
no question of revealing the

--timetable for equipment deli-

fveries in advance. But we

niust work on the basis that
“the presence of sensitive
‘equipments  will  become
'ﬁnown on November 1, given
the increased level of activity

AL

to explain at question time
that the launchers and other
equipment were beginning to
arrive but to make it clear
that the missiles themselves
had not arrived. If, on the
other hand, the full pro-
gramme including the mis-
siles goes ahead, I propose
instead to make a statement
to the House after questions.

This statement would re-

DSy

heafse the collective nature
of the Nato decision which
led to deployment, note that
we are proceeding with im-
plementing a decision agreed

. four years ago, and empha-

sise our inlerest in securing
an equitable arms control
agrecment and that deploy-
ments can be halted, nodi-
fied or reversed in the light
of progress in Geneva, It
would also refer to Nato's de-
cisions on reductions in war-
heads for shorter-range
nuclear weapons, about
which 1 am minuting you
separately.

Finally and crucially I
should nced clearly to draw
and to emphasise the distine-
tion between the operational
deployment of the missiles
(which we have always said
would take place by the end
of the year), and their deliv-

>

ery (which mus!l&e pre-
sented as another” step in
preparation for operational
deployment). .

‘Assuming the full delivery
programme goes ahead that
day, my aim in handling
Parliament and the press on
November 1 would be to con-
centrate as much attention as
possible on the Government's
position before the Opposi-
tion and the, *peace move-
ment ” had an opportunity to
react. To this end I would
hold a press conference in
London on November 1 after
the statement and I am con-

- sidering following this with a

photographic facility at
Greenham Common itself.
We need, of course, to take

>

- formed of all significant de-

. appear to be a concession toL(,{\a/ S{‘L
Opposition pressure rather Y. \~a e

account of the international _

implicalions  of our public

line. We have already

explained to the Germans
[N

cealed, they could use pub-
licity about them as the
pretext if they are minded to
pull out at Geneva.” -

Prior to November .1, Ie_,,\/l/
have no doubt that wee~A/

should continue to make W
clear that missiles have not 5;‘—44/&«_)2)

yet arrived, and add that

Parliament will be kept in-
velopments in the delivery
- BP

programme. Without this,
any announcement By

than a positive decision by

the Governnient, o~
There will be a number of 5
opportunities for questions,

on the timing of deliveries tol.. L4,

be raised next week, particu- =

larly during the debate on

the Defence Estimates in the =~ " s
Lords on Tuesday and your k_,{(\.w

Question in the Commons on £ e
Tuesday and Thursday., I

enclose a suggested line

to take for use t(hen.
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FROM : A Laugharne CBE QPM

NEW SCOTLAND YARD
BROADWAY LONDON SW1H 0BG

DEPUTY COMMISSIONER OF POLICE
OF THE METROPOLIS

14 December 1983

cc Mr Bantock
Mr Hilary

M J A Partridge Esq CB

Deputy Under-Secretary of State
Home Office

Queen Anne's Gate

London

SW1H 9AT

AU B gl r U

PRESS LEAKS

Since receiving your letter of November 17 I have enquired about

how our Press Bureau became involved in the case of the MOD document
leaked to The Guardian. A simple misunderstanding occurred during a
telephone conversation and this resulted, I regret to say, in the
MOD leak being confused with the DES investigation. Attached is a
copy of a report about our mistake, by Richard Wells, the Director
of Information.

We have apologised to the newspapers for this unprecedented mistake
and suitable advice has been given to those concerned to help to
prevent a recurrence.

As for the second issue raised in your letter, (that we compounded
our initial error) we in fact provided very little information about
the DES leak. Enquiry shows that we did not discuss the contents of
the letter sent to The Guardian; neither did we indicate who was
responsible for the leak, nor did we provide any indication that the
identity of the 'mole' was known to police. Thus I am as satisfied
as ever one can be in instances such as this that the additional
information concerning the DES leak did not emanate from us.

I quite agree with your views on the propriety of early disclosure
of progress in sensitive investigations. We too take pains in other
investigations into criminal matters to avoid premature release of
information. You may feel, of course, that mention even of the fact
of our having sent papers forward to the Director of Public
Prosecutions is inappropriate in these cases, in which event some
quite specific guidelines will need to be agreed between ourselves.




My own view is that that particular piece of information is not
normally damaging and we would, I think, be loath to set up
complex new arrangements out of what has been, in effect, a
simple human error.

Yours sincerely

l(/ﬁ_k*( 7 Zﬁ:\/\/\1b“»lkx\fb\i

A Laugharne
Deputy Commissioner




APPENDIX 'A'

APPENDIX 'B"
APPENDIX 'C'

Metropolitan Police Office

'P' Department

28th November 1983

SUPPLY OF INFORMATION IN
THE M.0.D. 'LEAK' CASE

Deputy Commissioner

Introduction

e

The letter from Home Office has prompted an

enquiry into the circumstances surrounding the
events of 9th-10th November 1983. My report
below commences with a chronological description
of what happened, followed by my conclusions and
recommendations.

Sequence of Events

On Monday, 31st October 1983, at 12 noon,

Peter BURDEN (Daily Mail), asked Press Bureau
whether Police were investigating the leak of
a document to the Guardian concerning the
delivery of cruise missiles. The document,
published in the Guardian on 31st October 1983,
purports to be a briefing paper from

Mr Michael HESELTINE addressed to the Prime
Minister. The Guardian article is attached,

as is an extract from the relevant Press Bureau
Log entry.




APPENDIX 'D'’

APPENDIX 'E’

D

Martin PENNEY, one of the Information Officers
on duty at that time in Press Bureau telephoned
Detective Chief Superintendent DOWLING of

C1 Branch and obtained information which he
wrote in the log and marked clearly -

""NOT FOR PRESS - BUREAU INFO'.

The substance of DCS Dowling's information is
shown at Appendix 'C'. It explains the procedure
adopted between the Cabinet Office and
Commissioner's Office and points out that such

a request as suggested by Peter BURDEN could

have been somewhere in the system but that he
(DCS Dowling) was not aware of it.

On Wednesday, 2nd November 1983, at 5pm,

Mr HOLINGBURY (The Sun), asked the same
question, that to say, whether the leak was
going to be investigated by New Scotland Yard.
Some enquiries were made of Cl Branch but

DCS Dowling was not available. The details are
shown on the further log extract attached.

On Wednesday, 9th November 1983, Peter BURDEN
telephoned Press Bureau again at 4.35pm (please
see attached log entry) stating that he
understood that police were now investigating
the leak, exposed in the Guardian earlier, of
an M.0.D document from the Defence Secretary to
the Prime Minister. The officer on duty in Press
Bureau, Mrs Somerset OGDEN, telephoned Cl Branch
asking that DCS Dowling call back. At 5.1l4pm,
DCS Dowling telephoned the Press Bureau, spoke
to Marion IRVING (Information Officer), in

Mrs OGDEN's absence,and agreed a press reply to

to the effect that 'We have investigated the
matter, have sent a report to D.P.P. and are




23

awaiting his decision'. This information was
then passed to the Daily Mail at 5.50pm. Press
Association enquired and were told the same at
11.16pm and the information was also put on the
Press Bureau answerphone at 11.55pm.

At 12.15am on Thursday, 10th November 1983, another
Information Officer, Martin HABGOOD received a
telephone call from Tom SANDROCK (Daily Telegraph)
querying the information given to the Press by
Marion IRVING, stating that he was of the

opinion 'that DCS Dowling was investigating

a Department of Education and Science leak, not
that from the Ministry of Defence'. Martin HABGOOD
later spoke to DCS Dowling who made it quite

clear that when speaking to Marion IRVING he

was referring to the D.E.S. enquiry. He had

no knowledge of any M.0.D enquiry, as no request
had been received to that effect by Cl. This
conversation and the two consequent steps taken
by the Press Bureau to correct the information

APPENDIX 'F' are clearly shown at subsequent log entries.

Press Bureau accepted responsibility for the
mistake, apologised to Peter BURDEN and mounted
an internal enquiry later that day, 10th November 1983.

A reply was formulated in Press Bureau clarifying
the issue and verifying that there was no police
investigation into the M.0.D. leak.

A note for the use of Press Bureau only in the
log indicates that the mistake arose as a result
of a misunderstanding in Press Bureau and that
Police were not to blame.




Investigation

il

The nub of the problem lies in the conversation
between Marion IRVING and DCS Dowling which
took place on 9th November, at 5.14pm, to which
there are no other parties as witness.

DCS Dowling has been interviewed and states
that he was under the impression that Press
Bureau had asked about the D.E.S. enquiry. He
authorised a reply, as shown in the log, and
thought no more of the matter. He knew at that
time that there was no Cl enquiry into an
M.0.D. leak and could easily have told Press
Bureau that, had he been asked.

Marion Irving was under the impression that she
specifically asked about the M.0.D. leak to the
Guardian. She states that she was not aware of
the D.E.S. enquiry so could not have been
confused between the two. She admits that

DCS Dowling may not have heard her say 'M.0.D.'
when referring to the 'M.0.D. leak to the
Guardian', but nevertheless stands by her belief
that she knew full well that it was to that leak
she was referring.

The admission in the log that no fault lay with
police, does indicate that within the Bureau at
the time there was suspicion that the blame did
lie within the Press Bureau.

Even if, as seems possible, the fault lay with

DCS Dowling or with both him and Marion Irving,

I felt justified in allowing Press Bureau to
accept responsibility and to shield the police
officers involved.
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APPENDIX
APPENDIX

APPENDIX 'G'

4.1

5=

After the initial investigation, I personally
sent letters to Peter Burden, Sir David ENGLISH
and the editors of all the national papers,
apologising for the misunderstanding.

As regards the second issue raised in the letter
from Home Office, that Press Bureau supplied
detailed information to the press about the
D.E.S. leak, the log shows clearly the limited
details given to the press after consultation
with DCS Dowling. The statement describes

only the despatch of the papers to the Guardian
and the prompt return of same to the D.E.S. by
the newspaper.

Enquiries within Press Bureau show that:-

Press Bureau did not discuss the contents
of the letter sent to the Guardian;

At no stage did Press Bureau indicate
who was responsible for the leak;

No indication was given that the identity
of the 'mole' was known to police.

Conclusions

I am satisfied that there was no deliberate,
conscious wrongdoing or imcompetence within
Press Bureau or indeed within Cl. Marion IRVING
and DCS Dowling are quite sure within their

own minds that, respectively, the correct
question was asked and the proper reply given.




6=

Human error in confusing 'M.0.D.' with 'D of E',
over a telephone call was almost certainly to
blame, and it is pointless to conjecture

further in whose behaviour the mistake occurred.

I am also satisfied that the additional information
conerning the D.E.S. leak did not emanate from

Press Bureau.

Nothing in my investigation prompts me to order
any procedural changes. There is no record
in recent years of any similar incident.

Recommendations
I have already given suitable advice to Bureau

staff and I recommend that no further action
be taken.

/
Richard Wells
Director of Information




Deputy Assistant Commissioner R B WELLS MA(Oxon) FBI:

230 2691

10 November 1983

David

’
owe you a personal word of regTec over the unrortunata episode
on your front page today.

b7 ncw know f-om Paze- Burden thzt we have e i 0 him, as best
we can, the circumstances surrounding our avwiul mix up and I enclose a copy of
the letler we have sent :o ocher newspagers and radio staticns.

You can imagine nhow conc eNatT infozs e chie Precss
Bureau is accurate and i 1 iy up
system breaks down in thi

I would be most happy ¢ 3cuss thiz matter with you in person if you feel
necegsary.

Yours sincers

2d Wells
E

nformatien

Sir David English
Editor

Daily Mail
Carmelite House
Carmelite Stree:
London EC4Y 0JA




NEW SCOTLAND YARD
BROADWAY, LONDON, SW1H 0BG

Tel: 230 2691

10 November 1983

Dear Sir

’
You will be aware that the early edition of today's Daily Mail carried the
front page story of a New Scotland Yard report being submitted to the
Director of Public Prosecutions concerning a leaked Government document.
This story was based on an answer given by the Press Bureau to the
Daily Mail.

Unfortunately, owing to a misunderstanding, our statement was incorrect.
New Scotland Yard are not investigating this leaked document.

We have apologised to Mr Peter Burden and the Daily Mail for inadvertently
misleading them. 3

I would also like to apologise to you if, while checking the Daily Mail
story, your staff were also initially given the inaccurate statement.

You can be assured that steps are in hand to prevent any such recurrence.

Yours faithfully

Richard Wells
Director of Information

Wk







