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, LLOYD WILUAM £NBLEY~ of One Canada Square, Canary What, London Ei4 5AP

WILL SAY as flallows:

1.

,

.

4~

am the Editor of The PeopJe0 which s published by MGN Limited, MGN Limted is

pa~ of Trinity Mirror ~lc    (°Trinity° ° Nirror’}.

am making ths statement in response to a notice dated i November 2011 pursuan

~o section 21(2) of the Inquiries Act: 2005 (the ’Notice~), A copy of the Notce s

annexed hereto at pages io4 of exh bit LWE-2,

The Notice refers to how two t anscr!pts would be provided to me showy after seD/ice

o4 the Notice: one d a telephone conversation between Chris Atkins and Tcm Cads

(as opposed to Coding) (~eferred to n question 3 of the Notice) and the other d a

eiephone conversation between Chris Atkins and Sarah Jeema (referred tc n

questions 6 of the Notice) Two transcrpts were subsequently provded: that of the

conversation and subsequent meeting between Mr Nkns and Ms Jelema on 2

November 201! and that of the conversat on beb~veen Mr Atkins and Mr Carln on 10

November 2011. The Atkndgeliema transcript was incomplete and contained at

east one error and I have no way" d verify ng whether the Atki siCadin transcr pt s

ether compete or accurate. It is described as an "extract",

On 28 November 2011 a engthier versos of the AtkindJe eros transcrpt was

provided to Herbe4 Smith. Whist t is more extensive lhan the initiaI transcript ! was

provided with l do not know whether t is complete and I have not been provided with

any d the underIying tapes. I am aware tha~ when Mr Atkns gave evidence o the

lnquiQ/on 6 December 2011 he sad the ~ranscript of the meeting wth Sarah Jel ema

was only ’approximate y half of the meeting". So far as the transcript provided on 28

November 2011 reates to the A£kins/Carin co versa on the text appears to be

identicai to that provided on 2 November, apart from descrbing blr Carlin as °’The

Peope News Editor"’. Mr Carln is, in fact, the Assistant News Editor as opposed to

the News Editor and wasn’t the News Editor in 2009.

,
This is the second statement I have provided to the Inqury. I provided my fist

statement to the Inquiry on i4 October 20l I

I have read the witness statement of Sarah JelleT~a to ihe Inquiry dated 9 November

201 I.

7t Where the contents of th s statement are within my own know edge they are rue and

where the contents are not within my own knowedge I believe them to be true.
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9~

I am no authorised to wave any privilege on behaf of Trinity Mrror and nothing in

ths statement is intended to constitute a waiver of prvilege on behalf of Trinity

Mirror,

Fo make teaser for the lnquJE/[ have set out n thiss a~em~nt~ ~ ~ each question from

the Notce and then my answer.

Your statement refers on a number of occasions to the Editors’ Code, and at
paragraph 38 you expressly state that as Editor, you are u~timatety responsible
for compliance with the Code, The Inquiry assumes that yo~ are therefore very
familiar with c~asses 3 and 10 of the Editors’ Code, which note (amongst other
things} that the press must respect privacy, and must sot seek to obtain or
publish material acquired by using hidden cameras or clandestine ~istenir~9
devices; or by intercepting private or mobile telephone ca~s0 messages or
emails; or by the unauthodsed remora! of documents or photographs; or by
accessing d~gitaaly~he~d private irfformation without consent. Is this correct?
Do you agree that purchasin9 and then publishing confidentia~ medioat records
re ating to sensitive cosmetic procedures without permiss o~ of the person
they relate to would {subject to a pubiic interest: defenoe) may be contrary to
those clauses?

i am famiiar with the clauses 3 and 10 of the Editors Code of Pradice and I aqree
that purchas ng and then publishing confident at medical records relat ng to sens;t ve
cosmet c procedures without permission of the person they relate to would (subliect to
a pubic nterest defence) be oontrarj to those clauses,

~n 2009 documentary maker Chris Atk[ns made a fih~ called °Sta~su¢kers’, As
you will be aware, pat of the film shows the results of as undercover
operation~ conducted by ~tqr. Atk[ns, which was set up in order to see whether
tabloid newspapers would be willing to offer money for confidential medical
records~ in breach of clauses 3 asd 10 of the Code, see:

The film appears to suggest that a member of your sews team~ Sarah JeHema,
was p~epared not only to meet a person claiming to have confidential celebrity
medica~ records for sa~e~ but was prepared to ~ndicate to ~r. Atkins that the
People might ~ay for these documents. P~ease confirm to the inquiry that you
are aware of the allegations ~ade by this fi~m° If you are not so aware, thews
please explain to the ~nqui~ why you consider that these allegations were ~ot
drawn to your attention as editor.

n October 2009 Trinity Mrror Plc were approached by the Gua@[an newspaper who
we’e ntending to rn a story about the aiiegaSons made n the Starsuckers film. At
that pont the a[[egatons made by the fiim according to the Guardian were bought
to my at ent on.

As you may k~ow~ Mro Atkiss first spoke to a Tom Ca[Hng on the news desk,
When t:otd that co~fident:ial records m~ght be for sale he sa~d "we’re definitely
interested in these sots of stories, obviously we’ve got to be careful, you
kaow there’s a new wave of privacy laws’, As you may know, Mro Atkins spoke

H:’,£:*C F{lss 5t~cyL’~vc¢ }~, [£¢u:iry’,L oS, S Embe} s®cotsd witness s~s~csssst~DOCX }
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to ~ro CarHng initially on the telephone, and a t~anscript wHt be provided to yes
shoddy, It may be, however, that you have your own record of the conversation
and you can begin to consider tEese questions w~tho~t it. Was this the
appropriate response to the offer of the sa~e of, or obta~nin9 of information
from, confidentia~ records in your view?

Attho~gh we do not have a tape or other reco:d of the conversst on according to Mr
At ins’ transcript Mr Cariin said to Mr Atkins that the People were ~interested in these
sops d stories" This was a genesal comment before he went on to say, accord ng to
Mr Atkins’ transcript, that t depended entirey on who the hdivduas are. He also.
acco@[ng to the transcript mentioned % new wave of pr racy laws" which meant that
he had to be ’%cry carafe~° and that a ~ot of peo@e are open about the work they
have had done. These comments indi~te to me that Mr Carin was ave to the
necessity of carefuty analysing which individuals Mr Atkins was ta~king about and
~here needhg to be a justification fen any pub ication.

In response to the question~ I think far toe much is being Feed into a general off the
cuff comment by someone on the. Peope news desk to an anonymous person who
was making a general tebphone enquiry

Was ~Iro Calling p~ovided with a copy of the Code and the mandatony training
on the Code, as set o~t in your statement? P~ease provide aH ~etevant

14.

15.

The Code is par of Mr Carlin% contract of employment, a copy of whch (wth
appropriate redactbns) is at pages 5 to 18 of exhibit LWE~2. do not understand the
reference to "mandatory training on the Code". f cannot find that phrase in my frst
statement.

Was Mn. OatHs9 ever disciplined as a nes@t of the Sta~suokers i~vestigation? ~f
yes, please provide us wi~h aH relevant documents. ~f he was not discipHnedo
p~ease e×p~ain why not.

No Mr Cadin was not disc[ptined~ Please see my comments above in paragraphs 12
and !3.

As you may know, Mr. Atkins then spoke to a Ms° Sarah JeHema on the
te~ephone~ and a transcript of that .conversation w~[I a~so fo~low. When he
outlined the confidential arid sons,five information he might have for nab, Ms°
JeHema ~nd~cated that "this sounds Hke it wou~d be right up our street’ and
arranged to meet ~4r. Atk~ss to d~scuss the ~atter f~£he~o Ca~ you assist the
lnq@~y by giving yo~r reaction to the i~itia[ telephone response of Ms~
Je~ ÷me? Now wo@d yo~ have expected one of your news team to react to this
telephone offer? Would you expect any/a~l of your news team to have takes a
similar approach? Please note in this respect that at least one other newspaper
took the v~ew that even to ente~ain the approach would be in breach of the

16. As [ have said above in paragraph 3; on 2 November 201l a transcript of an extract
d the conversation between Chrs Atkins and Sarah Jebma was provided In fact, t
now seems that extract was incorrect, as it comprised one paragraph contaning
exactly the same wording from the transcript of the conversation between Mr A~kins
and Mr Cadn. t have not been provided with the Gonve~sati:on between Mr Atkns
and Mr Cam. On 28 November 2011 a different transcrpt of the conversaton
between Mr Atkins and Ms Jetema was provided. ~t is stated to be a ’~ull transcripf~

X:q~C F ~s Stac) .tLcvcsos lsq@Ei’,L]oyd gmbiey second w[t’aess s~aten eat.eocx 4
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i8.

i9.

20.

21.

22.

but I do not know whether that is correct as have not been provided with access to
the tape and I understand Mr Atkins has said, in evidence to the ~nqui~i, that the
transcript is onty d "approximateiy half of the meeting’L

Yes, 1 would have expected a member of my news team to have expressed a general
interest n a stork, of ths nature. Unt you investigate a proposed story you do at
know whether it has medt and there is a tea! dange ~ as have said above in
paragraph 13~ in reading too much into general off the cuff comments made to a
person who has rung into the newspapen As is ciear from the transct pt the repo~er
wanted to meet wth the ca!Is (Mort!s} to nvestigate fu£hen

Was Ms. Je~ema civen a copy of the Code and th~ mends[cry training on the
Code, as set ou~ in your statement? P~ease orovide shy relevant documents°

The 3ods was oa~ el Ms ~J~ema’s contract oF emD~o} ~en~ I a(~acn a copy at pages
19 ~{ 32 of exhibit LEWo2.

-epea~ the secona an8 thira sentences of paragraph s4 adore in re~a~on to the
reference ~o manoatorj training or me Cede:’

Ms. 3eHema arranged ~o meet ~Ir, Atki~s to d~scsss t~e proposal f~her° Again,
can you assist the ~qu~ry by giving us Lout view of whet}er you deemed th~s
to be appropriate, given me nature of the ~a~eda~ for sa~e? f the ~timate a~m
was not to consider buy~sgfpubHshin9 either the material ®r the ~sformatio~
cc ~tai~ed therein, why d~d Ms° JeHema mea~ with M~ Atki~s. in yo~r view?

&s ~ nave exDla nec above in paragraph I7 ~ ~¢ou~c have expected s memeer of my
news ~eam ~o nave exoressed a general interes~ in a ~o~y of this nature and to
inves%a~e fu£her, and ~n ny !ew this is wn:~ Ms delsema would nave me~ with M~
Atkins.

As Ms Jet~ema says ir~ her witness s~atement, this s~oG oou~8 have dove c sec on the
sasis of exeosing [ne sersos prepared so sel~ SUCh infermat on - this connection~
should menson a story the Seople published in 2007 about a man -:rying ~o sell the
medica~ reoores of famous people (including infermation about alcohc issues, sexual
diseases eating disorders and psychiatric problemsL a:~acn a cop~ sf me story at
~sage 33 of exhibit LWE=2. Clearly it wouto not be possibe ~o oub/ish SUCh steries~
pan:~cu~ar ~. given that me suraen 3f oroof rests oR sewspapers n proceedings

ibe proceedings}, unless when someone approacnec ~ou ~Tith a story
asou; seHn9 medical information you expressed an interess in ;t.

During the ¢ours~ of ~he meeting Ms. JeHema makes the following remarks
about the PCC: ’°Getting a POC ~sn’t great but a at of papers us~ kind sf brush
it aside ._ you ~et a s~ap on the wrist but there ~s no mosey’~ and "eve~ if
something ~s shown ~o be k~nd of wrong ~n the way you got ~he information and
aH that ~t goes to the POO - ~i~e apology s~ap on the wrist’L Dc you agree
that this wo~d suggest ~aek of respect for the wor~sanct~o£~s of the POC? Can
you con~r~ whether the v~ews expressed were the v~.e~9 s of ~our newspaper as
a who~e, and if ~ot, whether many journalists on your ~ewspapers took a
s~mHar v~ew;

! a!~ree :na~ ~’as Jellema’s words do sugges~ s ac~< of -essec~ on set behaIf for the
~CC They are no~ the views of me newspaper as a vnole an~ mey are sot my
views.
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23.

25.

do not beiieve joumai sts currently workng on the paper have a ack of respect for
he PCC or the Code, As soon as ~ saw an e×trac8 of the fi~m (on The Guardian
website 1 beiieve) ~ showed it to my depa£ment heads. This wou~d have been n
October 2009 They all reacted n the same way did ,,- shocked at the words they
were headng~ 1 then asked them to make sure their staff knew that this was not the
papers pos tion.

Ms° JeIlema goes on to ask M~, Atkins to get hold of the relevant documents,
and Hotes that "once we’ve got them o~ file, the ~awyers are happy~L ~s tb~s
request, is your view, in breach of the Editors’ Code? What is your view of the
appropriateness of this [equest? Wou~d the ~nquiry be wrong to conclude from
this exchange that journalists were more ~nterested i~ ens~i~g that the
information they had was genuine rather than whether the Editors Code was
beiag breached?

The first sentence of this queston over-simp ifies and distod:s what happened. Ms
Je Iema was~ according to the transcript, making the pont to Mr A~kins that any story
~,~<suld depend on who the adividua[ was, what that indMduat had done and what the
lega! advice was. n that conte£ she mentioned "what back up we have*’ and Mr
A~:kins mentioned needing something to prove that the st,spy was true.

l feel I should repeat that if we were to mn a story accusing someone of t@’ing to sell
the reed cal records of celebrities we woud need evidence to ~ ~-pro eut us against the
risk of a be! action from ~hat person (i.e. the person trying to so/! the records}.

~s0 JeHema a~so indicated that the People might pay for the information, Did
~so geHema have the authority to agree to s~Joh a payment, and did she have
the authority to pay Mr Atkins himsetf? ~f not, who waned have had such

26.

27~

28.

Any payments would need to be agreed with [he news desk and/or the deput:y
editoded tar. Neither the news desk, the deputy editor o~ me woud have sanct oned
such a payment nless a dear public nterest had first been estabished.

If you co~sider the actions of Ms. JeHema to have bees i~appropr[ate o~ a
breach of the Code, how serious did you consider her actions?

Ms JeHema’s comments which demonstrated an apparent ~ack cf respect Jar the PCC
are inappropriate, and did not reflec£ the views of the editoria~ staff on the Peopb,/t
appears to me that she was trying to get a steq/about somebody attempting to selt
reed[ca information but she should have used a different way to deat with the
questions about the PCC:.

Assuming that Mr, Atkins had genuinely had the documents he c~aimed to
have, wou~d (is your view} the People have bought the~0 and published the
i~format~on, knowing that its sources were p~otected?

The People may have gone through the pretence of buying them. We woud not have
published the detaiis but we might wel have exposed the ~se ier" and mght wel have
alsa notified the police. 1 refer to the story exh bited at page 33 of LW£o2.

What° if any, discip~ir~a~ action was take~} against Ms. Je~ema whe~ the
P~ease          ~s with a~y

documents in this respect, af no disciplinary action was take~0 9~ease explain
why sot. What was the outcome o~ any disciplinary action?

X:i ~C ~ S S~ScyDLevsSOS [sqsir:¢,,[ ioSd Fmbls:~ s¢co~’~d w~ ~css sta~.c~,:se ~t DC~}X
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L

Ms JeHema was no longer wo~king for ~he, People when the Guard an approached us
in October 2009;

31,

went to work ,for, the Sunday Times, Did you provide her with a reference? : ~
, .P~ease provida cepJes of a[[ ~elevant documentation to the [nq@%,o , , , , ...., :

I. did not p~o~de~Ms.,4e~Lema, Mth a refe~nq~,,and qu: HR dePa~ment, has .sO reberd ’ ": ’
eta reference being gives, . .. ,..,,., ~, ~ ~ ,. .... : :~.

o fusio~ ....,,’ , -
: .: ...... :,o !,.."-, .: , . .    ,: .... :’ . . , . , .In cone usios I would ire to emphasise that whilst Ms S~flema~           ’s comments about the .

PCC were nether appropriate nor ones that I would eve~ think of endorsing no
documents.were obtained by :the :Peepb and oe information was published; ,

L~oyd Wiiliam EmMey

X£>C Fi;es\Sb~oy~Lsvaso~ ]nqs~Os,~ayd SasM~y s~oa8 ~; ata~8~tDOCX
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