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Response of the Union Core Participants to Counsel to the Inquiry’s Note of 
March 2nd 2017 

The majority of Core Participants, are endeavouring, we understand, to make a joint 
response to the Inquiry Note of March 2nd to address such issues that have been 
able to be mutually canvassed in an agreed document.  

The concerns of the Core Participants who are trade unions and their hundreds of 
thousands of members past and present, cannot be easily jointly incorporated thus. 
This document consequently summarises on their behalf the following: 

1. On February 16th 2017, before the publication of Inquiry counsel’s Note of 
March 2nd, those Core Participants who comprised trade unions and their 
members wrote to the Inquiry in the attached letter*. The concerns articulated 
in their letter, to which no reply has been received, have been heightened by 
the Inquiry’s Note.  
 

2. It was always clear that the sheer scope of the necessary enquiries involved 
in the case of trade unions would be substantial and extend potentially for 
decades into the past. The key relevant material would inevitably be held in 
police and/or government files, not only in relation to distinct cases, but also in 
relation to particular methodology and policy relating to the unions.  Unlike the 
cases which through the efforts of victims, activists and journalists have by 
accident or determination already uncovered individual circumstances, almost 
all of the potential material relevant to the unions was and remains entirely 
inaccessible to them. 
 

3. They view with extreme concern, after a year and a half, the Inquiry’s 
suggestions of restriction of its investigations. The unions and their legal 
representatives elected, after careful consideration, not to engage in the 
preliminary legal arguments relating in particular to the position of identifiable 
individual officers. They emphasised their interest in evidence of policy and 
systemic practices towards their institutions, albeit exemplified by actions 
toward individual members. They pointed to potential  sources of information 
already publicly available (as for example in the NUM submissions, 
statements by Chief Constables identifying units to be formed either from 
within Special Branch under MI5 direction, or via secret intelligence units 
intended to concentrate on “legitimate groups like the NUM”). 
 

4. The Inquiry’s summary of its work of the past year and a half gives no 
indication that it has initiated robust and extensive routes of relevant inquiry 
nor that it has insisted (either at all or with any success) in the production of 
evidence that might begin to throw light, one way or another, on the 
deployment of undercover police in respect of trade unions.  
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5. The Inquiry’s suggestion that it narrows its focus and adopts a “less intensive 
approach…to enable the primary focus on the SDS and the NPOIU” causes 
grave concern on the part of the signatories to the letter of February 16th that 
no adequate evidential basis to prepare for Module 2 as it relates to trade 
unions has yet been undertaken or is likely now to be contemplated. 
 

In their letter the unions requested an urgent hearing to raise their specific questions 
with the Inquiry and to obtain answers. Instead, it appears no reply is contemplated 
by the Inquiry and that it is for the unions instead to respond to a Note which 
addresses primarily aspects of the Inquiry on which they elected a year and a half 
ago not to focus.  Yet the Note extends, without warning to the unions, to 
suggestions that drive coach and horses through what they and their members were 
led to expect. 

 

 

March 23rd 2017 

 

*Letter of February 16th 2017 attached 






