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Appendix 1: Ministerial Statement and original terms of 
reference (July 2012)

E.R         Wednesday 11th July 2012 
 
 

HOME OFFICE 
 

Stephen Lawrence: QC-Led Review 
 
The Secretary of State for the Home Department (Theresa May):  In response to an 
Urgent Question by the hon Member for Eltham (Clive Efford) on 24 April, my hon 
Friend the Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for the Home Department (James 
Brokenshire) made a statement on my behalf about the continuing allegations that have 
appeared in the media over recent months of police corruption in the original investigation 
into the murder of Stephen Lawrence.  As my Hon Friend said at that time, allegations of 
police corruption must always be taken seriously.  It is essential we ensure that the actions 
and behaviour of corrupt police officers do not undermine public confidence in the 
police’s ability to respond to, investigate and fight crime.  I undertook to keep the House 
updated. 
 
On 31 May, the Home Office announced that I had decided to call for an independent, QC 
review of the work the Metropolitan Police Service has undertaken into allegations of 
corruption in the original investigation into the murder of Stephen Lawrence. 
 
I have asked Mark Ellison QC to carry out this review and he has agreed.  Mr Ellison was 
the lead prosecutor in the successful prosecutions of Gary Dobson and David Norris for 
the murder of Stephen Lawrence.  He will be supported by Alison Morgan, the junior 
counsel from the prosecution of Gary Dobson and David Norris.   
 
The review team has agreed Terms of Reference with the Lawrence family and I will 
arrange for a copy to be placed in the Library of the House.  The Review will begin in July 
2012 and will aim to complete its findings by July 2013.  The team will report to me and I 
intend to publish the Review’s report. 
 
The review will address the following questions: - 
 
• Is there evidence providing reasonable grounds for suspecting that any officer 

associated with the initial investigation of the murder of Stephen Lawrence acted 
corruptly? 

• Are there any further lines of investigation connected to the issue of possible corrupt 
activity by any officer associated with the initial investigation of the murder of Stephen 
Lawrence? 

• Was the McPherson Inquiry provided with all relevant material connected to the issue 
of possible corrupt activity by any officer associated with the initial investigation of the 
murder of Stephen Lawrence? If not, what impact might that have had on the Inquiry? 

 
The review team is calling for evidence to be submitted to the review for consideration 
alongside the significant amount of material made available by the Metropolitan Police 
Service.  Evidence should be sent to SLMEQC@qebhw.co.uk or by post to Stephen 
Lawrence Review, PO Box 70744, London, EC4P 4DT. 
 
I am grateful to the Commissioner for the support he has offered to the review.  I know 
that the Metropolitan Police Service will cooperate fully with the review team. 
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Review by Mark Ellison QC of allegations that the investigation 
of the murder of Stephen Lawrence was affected by police 
corruption

Terms of reference

The purpose of this review is to carry out an independent examination of the questions addressed in 
a recent review by the Metropolitan Police Service (MPS) following the allegations of corruption that 
have appeared in the media concerning officers connected to the initial police investigation. The work 
carried out by the MPS was published on 31 May 2012.1

The review will address the following questions:

1. Is there evidence providing reasonable grounds for suspecting that any officer associated with 
the initial investigation of the murder of Stephen Lawrence acted corruptly?

2. Are there any further lines of inquiry meriting investigation connected to the issue of 
possible corrupt activity by any officer associated with the initial investigation of the murder 
of Stephen Lawrence?

3. Was the McPherson Inquiry provided with all relevant material connected to the issue of 
possible corrupt activity by any officer associated with the initial investigation of the murder 
of Stephen Lawrence?

The review will be carried out by Mark Ellison QC. [He will be supported by NAME and NAME.] The 
review will begin on [DATE] and should aim to complete its findings by [JUNE 2013].

In carrying out this review, Mark Ellison QC and his team will:

●● Have access to all files held by the MPS relating to the investigations into the murder of 
Stephen Lawrence;

●● Have access to any files the review team considers necessary to carry out their review;

●● Be able to speak to any serving police officers they wish;

●● Provide bi-monthly updates as to progress to Mr Lawrence and his solicitor ;

●● Take account of any representations made by or on behalf of Mr Lawrence;

●● Provide bi-monthly updates as to progress to Mrs Lawrence and her solicitor ;

●● Take account of any representations made by or on behalf of Mrs Lawrence;

●● Provide bi-monthly updates to the Home Secretary;

●● Submit a report to the Home Secretary which makes recommendations for further 
action, including whether any evidence should be passed to the DPP

1 http://content.met.police.uk/News/MPS-publishes-report-in-to-corruption-allegations-and-the-Stephen-Lawrence-Inquiry/ 
1400008923135/1257246745756
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Appendix 2: Revised terms of reference (July 2013)

Review by Mark Ellison QC of allegations that the investigation 
of the murder of Stephen Lawrence was affected by police 
corruption 

Terms of reference – revised July 2013

The purpose of this Review is to carry out an independent examination of the questions addressed in 
a recent review by the Metropolitan Police Service (MPS) following the allegations of corruption that 
have appeared in the media concerning officers connected to the initial police investigation (the work 
carried out by the MPS was published on 31 May 2012); and to establish the extent of involvement 
of undercover police operations in the case and whether details of these were withheld from the 
Stephen Lawrence Inquiry.

The Review will now need to address the following questions:

1. Is there evidence providing reasonable grounds for suspecting that any officer associated with 
the initial investigation of the murder of Stephen Lawrence acted corruptly?

2. Are there any further lines of investigation connected to the issue of possible corrupt activity 
by any officer associated with the initial investigation of the murder of Stephen Lawrence?

3. Was the Macpherson Inquiry provided with all relevant material connected to the issue of 
possible corrupt activity by any officer associated with the initial investigation of the murder 
of Stephen Lawrence? If not, what impact might that have had on the Inquiry?

4. What was the role of undercover policing in the Lawrence case, who ordered it and why? 
Was information on the involvement of undercover police withheld from the Macpherson 
Inquiry, and if it had been made available what impact might that have had on the Inquiry?

5. What was the extent of intelligence or surveillance activity ordered or carried out by police 
forces nationally in respect of the Macpherson Inquiry, Stephen Lawrence’s family or any 
others connected with the Inquiry or the family?

6. What was the extent, purpose and authorisation for any surveillance of Duwayne Brooks 
and his solicitor?

The Review will be carried out by Mark Ellison QC and he will be supported by Alison Morgan. The 
Review began in July 2012 and will aim to provide a report on key findings by December 2013. 

In carrying out this work, the Review team will:

●● Have access to all files held by the MPS relating to the investigations into the murder of 
Stephen Lawrence;

●● Have access to any files the Review team considers necessary to carry out their 
review, eg those held by other police forces, the IPCC and the Home Office;

●● Be able to speak to anyone, including serving police officers, they wish;



6

The Stephen Lawrence Independent Review

●● Work closely with those responsible for Operation Herne investigating the operations 
and activities of undercover officers in the Special Demonstration Squad;

●● Provide bi-monthly updates as to progress to Mr Lawrence and his solicitor ;

●● Take account of any representations made by or on behalf of Mr Lawrence;

●● Provide bi-monthly updates as to progress to Mrs Lawrence and her solicitor ;

●● Take account of any representations made by or on behalf of Mrs Lawrence;

●● Provide bi-monthly updates to the Home Secretary.

Reporting

The Review team will submit a report to the Home Secretary by 31 December 2013 setting out its 
conclusions, including whether the Review:

i) has identified information that should lead to further action arising from the review, including 
whether any evidence should be passed to the DPP; 

ii) has been able to uncover all material evidence relating to the issues covered by the Terms of 
Reference and, if not, whether a public inquiry would have a greater chance of doing so. 
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Appendix 3: Brief history of the Stephen Lawrence 
Inquiry
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Appendix 4: Statements to the Stephen Lawrence Inquiry 
of Mrs Doreen Lawrence, Mr Neville Lawrence and 
Mr Duwayne Brooks
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looking for anywhere for us to live.  That thought hadn’t crossed our minds. I was doing my degree 
and my children were at school. There was nothing in the story that we weren’t coming back. How 
could we not come back?  There were thoughts that we may eventually move out to live but nothing 
that we were not coming back straight after we buried Stephen, nothing had ever been said like that to 
anybody. By then our attitude towards the country had changed but there is no way that I would have 
upped and walked out with my children in school.  Practically you can’t do that and no sane person 
would do that. It is never a question.



Appendix 4: Statements to the Inquiry of Mrs Doreen Lawrence, Mr Neville Lawrence and 
Mr Duwayne Brooks

33

Nothing much happened in relation to the case in that year 1993, that was when the first inquest hap-
pened in December. There were lots of things going around about information coming forward and 
the police not acting on the information. I think that is what is being said all along, that information 
we were giving was not being acted upon.  There was a rumour that information was coming up and 
had only been recently received by the police so they didn’t have time to investigate it. We arrived at 
the inquest with that and it was brought out even more that the police would not have had time to have 
investigated the new information as it came through that evening. At first they denied having received 
new information.

By this time we had met with Michael Mansfield because we were concerned that the case had been 
dropped and nothing had happened so the possibility of a private prosecution was discussed. I was not 
introduced to any of the police officers and I felt that they were obstructive to the inquest which was 
adjourned.
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