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“ OPEN LETTER in REPLY from Paul Moore
Keeper’s Cottage
xxxxxxxxxxxx
xxxxxxxxxxxx
xxxxxxxxxxxx
to
Jim Shannon MP
Constituency Advice Centre
34a Frances Street
Newtownards BT23 7DN

30th January 2011
By email to jim.shannon1@btopenworld.com 30

Dear Mr Shannon,
Your letter dated 8th December 2010
Thank you for your letter dated 8th December 2010 and my sincere apologies for taking so long to
provide you with a formal response. I think you understand why from previous email correspondence
we have had.
Before answering your specific questions, let me start by saying that I think what you are doing is very
important and by thanking you for the effort you are making.
I also give you permission to use this as an “open letter” which may be put into the public domain.
It seems to me that, in any civilised and developed society, if we cannot be satisfied so that we are
sure that we can trust and rely on the competence, integrity and independence of our professionals people who are supposed to be the best educated, brightest and most honest people in society - we
are in real trouble.
I have been a professional all my working life. As you know I am a lawyer (Barrister) by original training
who practiced as an in-house lawyer for many years. I have also been a Partner at KPMG working closely
with auditors, forensic investigators and other disciplines. I have specialised for over 25 years in financial
sector risk management, governance, regulatory affairs and ethics.
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If I combine all my professional experiences with the personal experience I suffered as a result of the
“independent KPMG investigation” following my dismissal from HBOS, I have developed a strong
concern about whether fees come before independence, objectivity (or, sometimes, even competence)
in important parts of the accounting profession. I also think that the evidence, from a range of sources,
seems more and more to support this conclusion. I should say that I do not think this only applies in the
field of forensic investigations conducted by accountants. I think that trying to combine all sorts of
advisory work with statutory audit and setting accounting standards is also a very serious problem.
I am sure that many ordinary people, as well as “right-thinking” professionals, must think that statutory
audit is practically pointless (if not worthless) if it was not able to red flag any part of the risk of the
banking crisis in advance. On this point, I entirely agree with the latter part of paragraph 221 of the
House of Commons Treasury Select Committee report on the Banking Crisis published on the 15 May
2009 which stated:“We have received very little evidence that auditors failed to fulfil their duties as currently stipulated.
The fact that some banks failed soon after received unqualified audits does not necessarily mean that
these audits were deficient. But the fact that the audit process failed to highlight developing problems in
the banking sector does cause us to question exactly how useful audit really is. We are perturbed that
the process results in “tunnel vision” where the Big Picture that shareholders want to see is lost in a sea
of detail and regulatory disclosures.”
It was, of course, very unlikely that any of the self-interested parties were going to volunteer any proper
evidence to the TSC in 2009 in support of the first part of that paragraph 221, on auditor failure in their
Going Concern duties and responsibilities. Having said that, the evidence revealed during the House of
Lords Economic Affairs Committee cross-examination of the Big 4 audit leaders on 23 November 2010
and captured in the media the following day with headlines such as “Lords accuse auditors of deceiving
investors” and “Lawmakers attack auditors over bank statements”, fully supports the point I am making.
I suspect that many people would find this even more worrying if they knew that it seemed to be
common knowledge amongst accountants before the crisis that some of the international accounting
standards were not really giving a “true and fair view” of the numbers. On this point, I can personally
testify that a CFO of a large UK bank told me explicitly that “one of the major causes of the banking crisis
was accounting standards designed for a different purpose” which means that he / she knew very well
about the problems being discussed in the Economic Affairs Committee of the House of Lords recently.
The debacle over the “forensic investigations” commissioned by the FSA to be carried out by PwC into
RBS and, if true, EY into HBOS are yet further examples of the problems with which we are dealing. In
my view, I do not think it was appropriate for the FSA to commission such an investigation when it is
clear that they failed themselves. But, putting that point to one side, it is almost impossible to see how
PwC could have been (and seen to have been) completely independent in carrying out such an
investigation when it would not be in their interest to find against either RBS or the FSA because it might
jeopardise the possibility of future lucrative professional assignments at those organisations. I
understand that PwC is one of the largest providers of consultancy services to the FSA. The same can be
said of EY who I believe (not corroborated) have been carrying out a similar investigation into HBOS.
Actually, EY are in an even more difficult position given the allegations against them over their support
for Lehman’s use of off-balance sheet “shenanigans”. Also, if it is true that EY are investigating HBOS,
how could they do so without interviewing me? They have not done so.
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As an expert in regulatory matters, I should add that the mere fact that dishonesty was not found by the
FSA / PwC does not mean that the FSA should not take disciplinary action because under the FSA’s
Principles for Approved Persons, “bad decisions” (Lord Turner’s own words) are actionable under
Principles 2, 5, 6 and 7 and there is a very strong inference from the facts that there was, at the very
least, a clear failure to act with due skill, care and diligence.
So why has there been no disciplinary action except for Northern Rock Directors? The problem lies, in
my view, with the fact that the FSA are rule maker, supervisor, investigator, prosecutor and, to a large
extent manager of the tribunal as well, and if the FSA took action against directors of RBS or HBOS, it
might very well lead to their own failures coming to light. This surely creates a conflict of interest in the
FSA carrying out the investigations in the first place.
I also agree with Lord Myners’ concerns about the Big 4 accounting firms. It is difficult to see how it can
be possible to avoid conflicts of interest in the current circumstances. The facts are that the “Big 4” are
so big, subject to so little competition, have so many alumni and other “close” relationships (including
with regulators) and seek to do so many disparate types of work (many of which are far removed from
the competencies of accountants) at the same time as conducting statutory audits for the same large
clients that they cannot avoid running into “institutional” and almost constant conflicts of interest.
In strong support of this, I was only speaking to Andrew Hilton, the financial editor of The Evening
Standard yesterday and he told me that he was actually present at a conference when one of the senior
partners of one of the Big 4 admitted that Auditors were never going to challenge the Directors of
clients outside the specific scope of the audit because it might jeopardise their commercial relationship
with the client – presumably both in relation to the audit as well as other “advisory” work. Andrew is
prepared to testify to this statement and gave me permission to publicise it. Of course, it is hearsay
evidence to me but I do think that if it is true (and there is no reason to doubt Andrew’s word) it says it
all; it is an admission “straight from the horse‘s mouth”, so to speak!
Having said all of that, I do, at the same time, want to make it clear that I think that, as individuals, the
vast majority of the accounting profession are people of integrity who want to do the right thing but are
often so caught up in the “commercial pressures” for fees that they cannot find a way out of the vicious
circle.
I suppose the point I am trying to make is here is that, although you may start your own investigation
specifically with forensic investigations, we should not see that as the end of the matter. There is a great
deal more to do.
However, returning to the narrower subject of forensic investigations, what is abundantly clear to me is
that things must change.
Certainly, in relation to the sorts of issues which were raised by Brian Little at Magellan and me at HBOS,
it must be self-evident to any fair-minded person that the system of relying on supposedly independent
forensic investigations by firms of accountants whose independence (and even competence) to carry
out such investigations is highly questionable.
I raise the question of independence because of the self evident truth (“res ipsa loquitur” is what we call
it in the Law) that any of these big firms have too much interest in finding in favour of the big client
simply because they have the budgets to engage them in future high-paying assignments. The age old
truism applies perfectly here “he who pays the piper calls the tune”. It is for this reason that the big
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firms of lawyers will not represent high profile whistleblowers against big clients because they might
lose out on other lucrative assignments – but, at least, they acknowledge their conflict of interest!
I raise the question of competence because the competence required to do this sort of work is actually a
competence in the administration of justice not in accountancy i.e. the laws of evidence, disclosure,
cross-examination, rights of reply and fair judgment etc.
In any event, it seems to me that if any firm of accountants (or lawyers for that matter) are going to do
this sort of work then the engagement must follow commonly accepted principles and procedure of
fairness and justice e.g. terms of reference should be jointly agreed, the sources of documentary and
witness evidence should be agreed, the investigatory process should be jointly supervised, rights of
reply should be given throughout, drafts should be provided to both parties, final submissions should be
kept on record and the report should deal very closely with what evidence is accepted and why and
what evidence is disregarded and why. In other words, the process should follow a judicial type process
with pleadings, disclosure, examination-in-chief, cross-examination and re-examination, final
submissions and judgement.
In relation to my own case, apart from the obvious unfairness’ which were self evident from the report
itself and our legal response to it, how could KPMG ever have thought that they were independent (let
alone competent) to carry out such a forensic investigation of my allegations when they were also the
auditors of HBOS?
Key questions / issues about the competence of KPMG’s investigation into my allegations at HBOS
included failing to agree appropriate terms of reference, adopting an unfair investigatory process, failing
to interview key witnesses, arriving at conclusions before all
the evidence was received (or treating it as if it bore no weight), failing to investigate or corroborate
crucial evidence or failing to take account of the evidence that was gathered in a balanced way and
failing to provide or allow responses to draft reports.
I can tell you that ex partners of mine at KPMG (who cannot be named for obvious reasons) have agreed
with me that the firm should not have accepted the engagement because they were conflicted but also
did a very bad job as well!
Now, to return specifically to the matters you raise in your letter, although I am not sure I can add very
much more than the responses you have already received and the comments I have made above.
Before dealing with the specific questions, you refer in the final paragraph of your letter to the issues of
trust and the PwC report and ask whether I was aware of it.
I was. PwC actually did two reports, “Trust: the behavioural challenge” and an earlier report called
“Trust: the overlooked asset”. They are both extremely important and I certainly agree with almost
everything they say. However, as we all know, words are cheap, and the real test is whether action
follows. It seems to me that the response of PWC to the topics currently under discussion is an excellent
opportunity to put their fine words into action. Let’s hope this happens anyway! I am sure many
partners want to do so.
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Question 1 – terms of reference
The idea that forensic reports carried out by accountants are always solely carried out for clients with no
wider “public interest” is not universally true.
The mere fact that the work is carried out under terms of engagement entered into directly with the
party who is paying the fees does not necessarily mean that the engagement is not also being carried
out for purposes which could be loosely described as “in the public interest”. In fact all professions, to
one extent or another, have a public duty in what they do and their codes of ethics support this. I refer
back to the highlighted paragraph at the beginning of this letter.
Specifically, the ICAEW Code of Ethics states in Section 100 Introduction and fundamental principles of
their Code of Ethics Part A:“100.1 A distinguishing mark of the accountancy profession is its acceptance of the responsibility to act
in the public interest.
Acting in the public interest involves having regard to the legitimate interests of clients, government,
financial institutions, employers, employees, investors, the business and financial community, and
others who rely upon the objectivity and integrity of the accounting profession to support the propriety
and orderly functioning of commerce. This reliance imposes a public interest responsibility Page | 6
on the profession. Professional accountants should take into consideration the public interest and
reasonable and informed public perception in deciding whether to accept or continue with an
engagement or appointment, bearing in mind that the level of public interest will be greater in larger
entities and entities which are in the public eye.”
In my case, it was self evident that the KPMG investigation was being carried out to inform the FSA as
well as any relevant employment tribunal. The same is true in Brian’s case where the investigation into
his allegations was clearly to inform appropriate financial reporting authorities as well as Brian’s unfair
dismissal claim. No-one can genuinely argue that these investigations did not have a “public interest”.
I should add that much of the work that is done in the financial services arena is under S166 of the
Financial Services and Markets Act “Skilled person’s reports”. This is an expert report carried out under
terms of engagement entered into with the firm who pays but for the benefit of the FSA’s supervisory
process and to protect the general public. Even if not carried out strictly under S166, many of the
investigations / reviews etc carried out in this arena and other arenas have exactly the same features.
It should also be noted that even if the work is being carried out solely for the Board of Directors of a
company with no other regulator or public authority directly involved, Directors also now have public
interest duties imposed on them under section 172 of The Companies Act which they should take into
account when commissioning any such investigation. Section 172 states (see especially b, c, d and e):

Duty to promote the success of the company
(1) A director of a company must act in the way he considers, in good faith, would be most likely to
promote the success of the company for the benefit of its members as a whole, and in doing so have
regard (amongst other matters) to—
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(a) the likely consequences of any decision in the long term,
(b) the interests of the company's employees,
(c) the need to foster the company's business relationships with suppliers, customers and others,
(d) the impact of the company's operations on the community and the environment,
(e) the desirability of the company maintaining a reputation for high standards of business conduct, and
(f) the need to act fairly as between members of the company
Question 2 – methodologies / codes for conducting forensic investigations
There are no established methodologies or codes in the UK in relation to the conduct of forensic
investigations as far as I am aware. This is confirmed by the answers you have already received from the
firms to which you have written.
I should add that, in relation to any whistleblowing allegation, the approach needs to follow an even
more careful process, especially in relation to the anonymity of witnesses.
As you can imagine, it is highly unlikely that anyone will speak up in favour of the whistleblower if their
identity may be directly or impliedly discovered. This also means that the way the report is written has
to be adjusted accordingly. KPMG clearly had no idea how to conduct a whistleblowing investigation
where, apart from other matters, the approach should have been wholly “umpirial” and not
“adversarial”.
Question 3 – underlying principles of conduct of forensic investigations
As far as I am aware, the key underlying principles are set out in the ICAEW Code of Ethics; nempe,
Integrity and objectivity; Professional competence; Sufficient relevant data. I expect that there are very
detailed rules about conflicts of interest and I suggest you follow that line of enquiry up to see if there is
even more detailed guidance.
I think all three of the principles referred to in the ICAEW Code must be called into question in Brian’s
and my case.
Indeed, I have sometimes considered the possibility of instigating a formal complaint about the KPMG
work into my allegations at HBOS. I did not do this before I went public because I was subject to a
“gagging” clause in my settlement agreement. I did not do it after I went public in February 2009
because I expected that the allegations I made to the Treasury Select Committee would be fully
investigated and all these points would have come out. Indeed, Gordon Brown himself said that the
reason that Sir James Crosby had to resign from the FSA was because he would have to contest the
allegations I made. This is a direct quote from Gordon Brown from PMQT on 11th February 2009:"The allegations that were brought before the Treasury Select Committee were investigated by the
independent KPMG in 2005. The allegations made by Mr Moore were found not to be substantiated.
That was an independent review that was done by KPMG and reported to the Financial Services
Authority. However, it is right that when serious allegations are made, they are properly investigated.
No doubt the Treasury Select Committee will want to look at them and no doubt the Conservative Party
will want to wait to see how that investigation takes place."
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It is interesting to note that, although the firms keep protesting that their work is only for the benefit of
the client (i.e. the firm who pays), it certainly appears that the Prime Minister himself felt he could rely
on KPMG’s independent report when commenting on matters of intense public interest!
I should add that given the enormous publicity surrounding my evidence to the Treasury Select
Committee and, in particular, the strength of my allegations about the KPMG investigation neither being
independent nor capable of withstanding independent scrutiny, I have been surprised that the ICAEW
and other relevant professional bodies which regulate the accounting profession have not investigated
KPMG of their own accord and taken disciplinary action against those involved. I have not met a single
person who has thought that KPMG could have met independence criteria in conducting the
investigation into my allegations.
Question 4 – documentation of the evidence used
Subject to what I said above about maintaining the confidentiality of people who speak up in
whistleblowing investigations, it should always be the case that any and all relevant evidence which is
taken into account in making the final judgement should be catalogued and indexed somewhere;
otherwise how can you determine the basis on which the decision is made?
Having said that, I do not think there is any rule or requirement for a full list of documents in
investigations carried out by the accounting profession.
In legal cases, of course, there would be such a list which is initially provided during the disclosure phase
of proceedings. The judge, in writing the judgement, would be very careful indeed to deal with all the
crucial evidence especially where he or she gives special weight to it or, for that matter, decides to
ignore / dismiss it.
I think this is just another point about the question of the competence of accountants to carry out such
a broad range of publicly important forensic investigations requiring legal rather than accounting
knowledge and skills?
I guess that, originally, forensic investigations by accountants focused almost entirely on accounting
fraud where it is obvious that they have a specific competence. As time progressed, the accountants
started to take on a broader and broader range of work in this area. The problem with this is that there
is a real question of competence when they carry out forensic investigations in much wider areas like
those relating to Brian’s or my case.
I should add that the same points about competence and independence of accounting firms might also
be made about other areas in which they work which also are not, strictly speaking, within the field of
accountancy. They now call this work “advisory”. They used to call it “consultancy” until their
“consulting arms” were de-merged.
The mere fact that they are trying to sell (and I use that word deliberately) this sort of work to audit
clients obviously causes a conflict of interest in relation to raising challenge in the course of the audit.
See the comment referred to above by the senior partner of a Big 4 firm about raising challenge
jeopardising their commercial relationship with the client.
You might actually like to get your researcher to find out how much non-audit work KPMG did for HBOS
in the year before I was dismissed and then in the year the investigation into my allegations took place
and then in the years after that. These figures can be found in the annual report and accounts. I am
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confident that you will find it was in the multiples of £millions more than the audit fee. Indeed, I believe
that HBOS paid KPMG over £1m to conduct the investigation into my allegations. I suppose that some
people might say that it was not a very big price to pay to save the CEO?
I sometimes wonder what fees KPMG would subsequently have earned from HBOS if they had found in
my favour and Crosby had been dismissed for his actions? I suspect that if one did some research about
this e.g. when one firm is replaced as auditor by another, we might be quite surprised at what we find. I
think that this is a line of enquiry worth following.
Question 5 – making sure the investigation has the right evidence
As far as I am aware, there are no specific rules for forensic investigations undertaken by accountants as
to what evidence they should or should not use or how they are to weigh it up.
If there is a dispute (and, as you say in your question, this will often be the case), it seems to me that, as
a matter of fairness, both parties should be entitled to have all the evidence that they consider to be
important reviewed and taken into account – subject of course to obvious “vexatious” / time-wasting
behaviour. This is the position in any legal dispute.
Once again, this raises the question of competence. As stated in the ICAEW Code, accountants are only
permitted under their code of ethics to undertake “...those professional services that can be completed
with professional competence”.
As far as I am aware, accountants are not fully trained and assessed in the laws of evidence in the same
way that a lawyer would be trained. Therefore, how can they be competent to carry out forensic
investigations which depend so crucially on the knowledge of the rules of evidence? I often thought that
this was a problem when I was carrying out regulatory work at KPMG which often involved weighing up
complex evidence in order to arrive at a fair and competent judgement.
Apart from the question of evidence, there may also be a disagreement as to the applicability of a nonaccounting regulation or law. If so, training in the principles of statutory or regulatory interpretation is
also particularly important when arriving at fair conclusions.
Suffice to say, I believe that, so far as dealing fairly and competently with the evidence in any case,
accountants are just not competent to carry out the sort of investigation required in Brian’s and my case
(even if they were independent).
To be specific for a moment, one of the most important rules of evidence which comes into play in such
cases as Brian’s and mine is one which is very familiar to all lawyers – “self-serving statements without
corroboration bear little weight”. Essentially, this means that where someone says something in their
own favour, it should be given little evidential weight unless what they say can be independently
verified / corroborated.
It is obvious that in an investigation into a whistleblowing claim where it is one person with limited
resources against a huge powerful company, senior executives are very likely to “close ranks” against
the individual. For example, they will claim that the reason the individual was dismissed was not
because he raised “protected disclosures” (i.e. actual or potential breaches of law or regulations) but
because his “interpersonal skills” were inadequate and so did not “fit in organisationally”. In my case, I
was described in the KPMG report variously by senior executives as “ranting”, “extraordinary” “overdramatic” etc.
22

Lawyers in such cases, knowing the rules of evidence about self-serving statements would naturally say
to themselves “well, they would say that wouldn’t they, so I had better dig deeper?”. They would not
accept such statements at face value. In fact, they would be highly sceptical about them and would ask
“Why do you say that?”, “When you say “he ranted” what exactly did he do?” “What exactly made you
arrive at that conclusion”? They would challenge very hard and, if the real reason was that, the
whistleblower had raised challenges which were technically competent but which were bound to upset
those in power, it is likely, that far from accepting such allegations against the whistleblower, they
would be ignored or even, conversely, used in support of the whistleblower’s allegations.
In conclusion, as I have already said, what is required in such cases is actually a quasi-judicial process
which needs to follow commonly accepted principles and procedures that operate in legal disputes and
the rules of evidence. Accountants do not have such knowledge or competence.
Question 6 – sharing draft reports, agreeing facts and arriving at a fair “judgement”
Of course, in a legal case the parties do not see the draft judgement of the Judge but the case follows a
wholly judicial process throughout with all the detailed rules of civil / criminal procedure that apply and
which have been tried (excuse the pun!) and tested over the years. Of course, this includes rights of
appeal.
In my view, it is wholly unfair, in cases like those of mine and Brian or similar cases where there is a
dispute as to facts or law / regulation / policy for drafts not to be shared as part of the process of
arriving at a final fair “judgement” on the facts and “law” of the case.
Providing drafts would amount to giving the parties to the dispute an opportunity for “final
submissions”. These final submissions would then be on the record so that if the final “judgement” /
“report” wholly failed to take such matters into account, it would be obvious.
In my case, the KPMG report which was dated 28th April stated that it was wholly consistent with oral
update given to the HBOS Audit Committee on 8th March. Apart from the other general points which
have already made about the report, I have two other specific things to say about this.
Firstly, the 8th March was a full ten days before I gave important final evidence to the investigations
team. This means that the investigation team must have wholly ignored that evidence. Well, if you are
going to do that you need, as a matter of fairness, to say that that is what you are doing and explain in
detail why you are going to ignore it.
Secondly, why did it take so long for the report to be finalised? One possible inference from the
extensive delay is that a KPMG and HBOS “drafting committee” could not agree on the text and they
went back and forth and back and forth before they arrived at a final version. Another is that KPMG are
just rather slow (not my own experience of working there). Certainly, from some of the bizarre mistakes
in the report itself (which we highlighted in our initial response and to which I have referred above),
whoever did draft it has real questions to answer about his or her competence or even integrity; or,
perhaps, the Partner concerned might have been put under so much pressure to arrive at conclusions
with which they were not wholly comfortable that they lost a certain degree of perspective and along
with it their intellectual balance.
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Mr Shannon, as you can see, I do share many of your concerns about forensic investigations carried out
by firms of accountants and I do hope that what I have said in this letter helps you in your
understanding.
As I have also said, and as Lord Myners has commented publicly recently, I think there are even broader
issues for the Big 4 than just forensic investigations if they are to regain their reputation for trust and
integrity which they all say they hold so dear.
I also very much look forward to continuing our discussions on this very important topic.
Yours faithfully
Paul Moore [Sent by email so not signed]”
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Jim Shannon
Constituency Advice Centre
34a Frances Street
NEWTOWNARDS
BT23 7DN
Tel: 02891 827990
Fax: 02891 827991
Email Jim.shannon1@btopenworld.com
The Right Honourable Mr Andy Tyrie MP for Chichester
Chairman of the Treasury Select Committee
House of Commons
London
SW1 0AA
7 February 2011
Dear Mr Tyrie
Thank you for taking the time to meet with me, my constituent Mr Brian Little, and the ex HBOS
whistleblower Mr Paul Moore on Wednesday afternoon in your office on the subject of “independent
forensic investigations” conducted by UK audit firms.
I am sorry it took a couple of minutes before we all recognised that you had not had the opportunity to
read my 19 January 2011 letter, together with the papers which had been left in the pack with your
office the previous week. Subsequent to the meeting I double-checked that they had been delivered to
your office and was assured that this was the case. I have since asked Mr Little and my parliamentary
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aide to replicate a set again and I will personally hand deliver it to your Portcullis House office
tomorrow, Tuesday 8 February 2011.
Anyway despite that initial difficulty I would like to sincerely thank you for taking extra time within your
very busy schedule and at the time of an imminent TSC meeting to allow us to discuss this “independent
forensic investigations” subject and its current relevance.
In summary you made a number of points from that discussion and I record and follow up the actions I
believe we agreed at the end of that initial meeting. Paul Moore will be writing separately on a number
of these but for completeness I record, I hope, all of them below.
If I am incorrect or there are any omissions on which we could assist you further then please do tell me.
Point 1 : Engagement letter (s) between FSA and PwC
As per my letter dated 19 January 2011 I believe the TSC should obtain a copy of the relevant
Engagement letters between the FSA and the PwC for the work carried out by PwC for £7.7m + in their
forensic reports on RBS during the last eighteen months.
Brian gave and left you a typical copy of the PwC engagement letter for his “independent forensic
investigation case”. It seems appropriate that the engagement letters for the HBOS investigation
between the FSA and E&Y? should also be obtained by the TSC, or whichever firm were engaged by FSA.
It seems entirely proper to assume the FSA would have commissioned such a similar review into
HBOS/Lloyds.
Point 2 : PwC Final Report – March 2011 (editing) on RBS
You finally secured agreement in mid December 2010 from Lord Turner that a “report” will be published
by FSA from the PwC forensic work in March 2011. We believe it is both sensible and proper that the
TSC satisfy itself that the “review and editing” of PwC work can be properly confirmed as the basis of an
“independent” , “objective” and “competent” piece of work .
Brian gave and left with you an extract of one part of the Executive Summary of the PwC Final Draft
report (May 2007) which demonstrated the comparison with the complete removal of key text in
paragraphs 2.40 & 2.41 on Financial Control at Magellan Aerospace in the PwC Final Report (August
2007). This was just one example of the “editing” in other PwC work. As a result you asked that Paul
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provide you with specific recommendations in this review of the “editing” area, from his City and
regulatory experience at what would be a reasonable cost to the taxpayer. He agreed he will write to
you on this subject with his recommendations for your action.
Point 3: HBOS forensics and a Banking judicial enquiry.
Paul confirmed that no one had ever followed up his TSC evidence and assertions about HBOS from 2
years ago, despite the media and Parliamentary statements at the time. In particular he stated that if
there has been a forensic investigation by the FSA he was never asked to give any evidence and of
course he reiterated his opinion, which I endorse, that all of these matters should have been then, or
perhaps even still now, the subject of proper judicial review.
There have been several uncorroborated media reports that the FSA commissioned a forensic report
from E&Y on HBOS. Paul will I expect say more about this in his letter to you and the importance of a
judicial enquiry into the Banking arena for future public policy and regulatory governance. Separately I
support the importance of the Banking Commission enquiry under the Chairmanship of Sir John Vickers
which will also contribute. Paul wrote to that Commission in January 2011.
Point 4 : House of Lords Economic Affairs Committee
We discussed the HOL enquiry into Auditors: Market Concentration and their role and the various
evidence that has been given by some witnesses. You asked that we also follow up directly with Lord
McGregor. Paul has already emailed contact details to your TSC clerk as you requested.
I am making arrangements to follow up directly with that Committee. Brian has since advised me that
Lord Hollick of Notting Hill has just acknowledged receipt of some relevant papers from him, sent also in
the previous week. I expect you will likewise contact Lord McGregor and discuss at your convenience.
Point 5 : Independent forensic Investigations research
When we started our meeting I had assumed, as I had been told by your staff, that you had already read
the pack of documents on independent forensic investigations that I sent to you a week earlier. As I said
above after a few minutes it became clear that you had not and were indeed unaware of the focus and
purpose of our meeting.
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As promised at our meeting I have arranged that these will all be copied again and I will hand-deliver
them myself to your office on Tuesday. As I also stated at our meeting we will continue to pursue these
wider issues over the next couple of months and keep you advised as necessary. Having read these
papers if you have any comments or suggestions for other aspects which I should pursue to assist then
please do tell me.
Point 6 : Brian ‘s final point – we ran out of time
Given the time pressures and the above we were unable to complete Brian’s final points which for
completeness I record below for your consideration. You were about to take further evidence at the
TSC meeting from Mr Mark Hoban, Financial Secretary to the Treasury.
Brian had wished to suggest, whether at that TSC meeting or subsequently, that it would be useful to
ascertain whether Mr Hoban or perhaps other ministers had read any part of the PwC reports to the
FSA. You had already established at a December 2010 TSC meeting that the current CEO, Mr Stephen
Hester of RBS – the subject organization had not.
Further Brian wanted to suggest that in the upcoming “New Bill” it would be helpful if Mr Hoban and
HM government were to set out in writing to the TSC, from the findings of fact and conclusions from
that PwC /FSA - specific forensic work, what had flowed through as “lessons learnt” etc into the
provisions of the “New Bill” later this year. Clearly it is a matter for you alone whether you choose to
now pursue these points, at a time of your choice.
Let me know if I have recorded these correctly, and if you wish to speak further at a time which would
be convenient for you or require any further inputs or assistance. Thank you again.
Yours faithfully,

Jim Shannon MP for Strangford
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P.S. Although you told us all you were not a reader of books Brian Little had also previously given me a
personal copy of “Whoops”. I had not got as far as its Epilogue but my natural curiosity, after giving you
a personal inscribed copy and his comment to you, resulted in my jumping to read it later. I now fully
understand why Brian thought it was important in your reflections, thought processes and actions in
2011 / 2012. I can also say I have found it both an easy and good read.
Enclosures in file pack
1. My letter to you with pack of enclosed documents dated 19 January 2011
2. Letter from PwC to Mr Shannon dated 6 January 2011 and my letters dated 7 October 2010, 18
November 2010, 15 December 2010, 12 January 2011, email dated 14 January 2011 and letter
dated 7 February 2011.
3. Letter from E&Y to Mr Shannon dated 14 January 2011 and my follow up / supplementary questions
letter dated 19 January 2011.
4. Letter from KPMG to Mr Shannon dated 27 January 2011 and my follow up / supplementary
questions letter dated 31 January 2011.
5. Letters from Mr Shannon to Mr Timothy Walker, Chairman of the Accountancy and Actuarial
Discipline Board (AADB) – part of the Financial Reporting Council (FRC) dated 19 November 2010
(his letter dated 15 November 2010) , 15 December 2010, 12 January 2011, 19 January 2011 and 26
January 2011.
6. Letter from Mr Shannon to Mr Michael Izza, CEO of the Institute of Chartered Accountants in England
and Wales (ICAEW) dated 18 November 2010, the ICAEW response dated 6 December 2010 and my
follow up letter dated 5 January 2011.
Document 6
From: Paul Moore [mailto:Paul.Moore@moorecarter.co.uk]
Sent: 03 February 2011 08:47
To: esamsone@parliament.uk
Cc: JIM SHANNON; Brian Little
Subject: Making contact
Eve,
As requested by the Chairman of the TSC, here are my contact details.
Please tell my Tyrie that I will do whatever I can to assist him in his very important work. In particular, I
will be writing to him on the points we discussed at our meeting yesterday. Please tell him to feel free to
contact me and ask me my views on any of the matters which he is looking into. Also, he asked us to
contact the Committee looking into the concentration risks in Audit. Please could you create an email
contact with the Clerk of that Committee for us.
Just to put you in the picture, I was the ex Head of Group Regulatory Risk of HBOS who gave important
evidence to the Committee when it was looking into the banking crisis under John McFall in 2009. The
Clerk at the time was John Benger and he can tell you more.
Kind regards and thanks for you help

Paul Moore
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Document 7 - 14 FEBRUARY 2011
From: Paul Moore
Sent: 14 February 2011 10:49
To: SAMSON, Eve
Cc: 'tyriea@parliament.uk'
Subject: Letter to Andrew Tyrie
Eve,
Just to let you know that I hope to be able to send my letter to Andrew Tyrie tomorrow (or latest
Wednesday).
I am on holiday skiing and had hoped to be able to send it to you before I left on Saturday but that
became too difficult.
I trust this is OK and would appreciate it if you confirm that it is as I am very keen to provide him with
some well-considered input.
Kind regards
Paul Moore

Document

8 - 16 FEBRUARY 2011

Letter from From Paul Moore to
The Right Honourable Andrew Tyrie MP
Chairman of the Treasury Select Committee
House of Commons
London SW1 OAA

16th February 2011
By email to tyriea@parliament.uk and samsone@parliament.uk

Dear Mr Tyrie,

Our meeting on Wednesday 2nd February 2011
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Thank you for meeting with Jim Shannon, Brian Little and myself on Wednesday 2nd February 2011.
As we did not have enough time at our meeting for proper introductions, I attach as Appendix 2 a
summary description of my professional experience. From this, you can see that I have been involved as
a practitioner and professional adviser in risk management, regulatory compliance and corporate
governance since before financial sector regulation in the UK began in 1986. I think it is fair to say that I
have real, in depth, “coal-face” experience.
Although some people thought (and some media reported) that I gave my evidence to the Treasury
Select Committee in February 2009 to gain revenge and celebrity, I did not. My intention was solely to
help effect change to public policy in the areas of corporate governance and regulatory supervision in
the financial sector. I believed that my own experiences at HBOS and elsewhere over many years
provided a real-life parable (if that is not a paradox), which would show policy makers the changes that
needed to be made to help ensure that another crisis like the one we experienced in the banking sector
in 2008 / 2009 would not occur again.
I continue with that mission now and want you to know that and I would like to offer my long-term
practitioner’s experience and perspective, in any of the areas you are considering or should consider, to
you and the Committee to use in whatever way you think fit; either formally or informally. You might
also bear in mind that, as a professional who is not employed (or likely to be employed given my profile
as a “whistleblower”) by the big banks, the FSA or the Big 4 but who has worked closely for many years
with all three, I have no inherent conflict of interest to manage in providing such input but have a rather
unique “insiders” perspective.
With respect (and with some frustration and sadness), I do not think that in 2009 the Committee took
nearly sufficient advantage of my experience and what happened to me at HBOS (and elsewhere) to
learn the key policy lessons. Indeed, notwithstanding Gordon Brown’s explanation on 11th February
2009 at PMQT that Sir James Crosby had to resign as Deputy Chairman of the FSA to contest my
¡§serious allegations¡¨ and, notwithstanding initial enthusiastic and vocal support for a proper enquiry
into them from many senior Conservative Politicians including Ken Clarke whom I met in person, he has
never had to do so. Ken Clarke agreed that the evidence I gave demonstrated a case of civil wrong-doing
by the Board of HBOS as well as the failure of the FSA. Therefore, why was it that no investigation was
ever instigated into my allegations? However unpleasant and stressful that would have been for me, it
would have done much to expose the detail of what went wrong in the banks, in the regulator and what
needs to change. As you will know from your own experience, “the devil is always in the detail¡¨. But we
have never really exposed that devil” to the bright light of day and proper Parliamentary and Public
scrutiny. And that also means that we are rebuilding our public policy on less than firm foundations.
Of course, it comes as no surprise to me that since the day (11th February 2009) that Sir James Crosby
resigned as Deputy Chairman of the FSA and he and the FSA so loudly denied my allegations, neither he
nor the FSA have made any further comment anywhere to support their initial denials. I can only guess
that once they saw the weight of the evidence I had to corroborate my allegations they decided that
their best strategy was to maintain silence.
They were fortunate because, it seems to me that, in the “whirl-wind” of dealing with the immediate
aftermath of the financial crisis as well as the reality of the shorter term political priorities of an
upcoming general election when the Government and the Chairman of the TSC, John McFall, had an
inherent political conflict of interest in uncovering all the unpleasant details, we have still not dealt fully
or adequately with some of the key risks and issues which still exist.
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Amongst the key areas for consideration, I would include, for completeness, the list set out in Appendix
1 at the end of this letter. I am keen to provide more detailed input on each of these areas as you or
other Committees of Parliament see fit (e.g. Economic Affairs Committee of the House of Lords). I have
already written extensively on corporate governance and the appropriate focus for regulatory
supervision in papers presented to the Walker Review and the FSA. I can provide you with copies of
these papers if you would like to see them. You may find them useful in informing your own views from
a practitioner’s perspective.
Clearly the top item on your agenda at the moment is the FSA’s investigation by PwC into RBS (and
HBOS by EY, if that is indeed the case).
I have a good deal to say about this but I also have something to say on the general question of
investigations into the causes and implications of the banking crisis.
The fact is that there has never been a comprehensive, forensic and totally independent investigation
into the causes and implications of the banking crisis.
With respect and although the Committee did a good job, it was impossible for the TSC to carry out an
investigation at the level of forensic detail that was necessary to establish the facts in full, make policy
recommendations and, where appropriate, recommend action to hold people to account.
It is just wrong that we would put so much effort and do such a good job in finding out what happened
at Mid Staffordshire NHS Foundation Trust and not do a similar job in relation to the banking crisis
which, according to Andrew Haldane (Executive Director of Financial Stability at the Bank of England),
has cost the UK between ¢G1.7 and ¢G7.4 trillion if you take into account all the costs. If he is right,
these costs literally dwarf the taxes paid for many years before the crisis by the banks and since. Of
course, the financial crisis has also driven countless more millions of people in developing economies
into poverty and killed many and, so it is not just about money.
You may be interested to know that in a global survey of risk managers into the causes and implications
of the banking crisis which my firm conducted in 09/10 with oversight from Cranfield School of Business,
58% of respondents agreed that there should be an investigation to establish wrong doing and 68%
agreed that there should be an investigation “on a truth and reconciliation basis” to inform future
practice and policy development. You can find the full report at the following web address
http://moorecarter.co.uk/news.html
I would also like to remind the Committee of the wise words of the Parliamentary Ombudsman in
relation to the Equitable saga:The failure at the outset to establish a single inquiry which was not hampered by terms of reference or a
statutory jurisdiction which limited the issues that could be addressed and resolved has resulted in such
an extended and long drawn out process.
The adage .justice delayed is justice denied has rarely been far from my thoughts as publication of this
report has drawn nearer. And the continual uncertainty that this has caused for many individuals and
also for the Society itself must have been difficult to bear.
Ensuring that inquiries or other means of explaining events and of resolving complaints, claims, and
disputes are fit for purpose is critical to their success and to public confidence in them. ¨
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Even though the time may now have passed when it is politically possible to ensure a comprehensive,
forensic and totally independent investigation of all the banks into the causes and implications of the
banking crisis, it is absolutely imperative that we do not lose that opportunity in relation to RBS and
HBOS by allowing the current FSA investigations to proceed and to be ¡§swept quietly under the
carpet¡¨. Whatever the position generally, there was, and is, no reason at all to hold back in the depth of
our scrutiny of the banks we rescued directly and in which we hold substantial shareholdings. In fact,
there are extremely strong reasons to do exactly the opposite. This is probably our last opportunity to
get to the bottom of what actually happened and find out who did or did not do what in RBS and HBOS,
who did or did not do what in the FSA in supervising those banks. In doing so this will allow us to hold
people to account where appropriate and to rebuild public policy on a firm foundation of facts and recreate trust in our financial sector.
In relation to any of the current investigations being commissioned by the FSA into either RBS or HBOS,
we should bypass the argument about rights of confidentiality as between the FSA and the firm and
“edited reports”. We need to return to square one. It was never appropriate, in the first instance, for
the FSA to commission such investigations when it is clear that the FSA themselves had failed in their
statutory and supervisory duties. The FSA have an inherent conflict of interest in carrying out any
investigation into any aspect of the banking crisis without independent, transparent and detailed
forensic / judicial oversight. The overriding inference from all the evidence is that the FSA failed in their
statutory duties to maintain market confidence and protect consumers in the lead up to the banking
crisis. In effect they have already admitted this. This means that any investigation into RBS or HBOS,
properly carried out, may very well end up finding against not only the firm but the FSA as well. The firm
itself would be likely to use a “Nuremberg-type” defence claiming that “the FSA let us do it, so it must
have been OK”. Indeed, there should have been an investigation of the FSA¡¦s actions / omissions and
any investigation of RBS / HBOS or the banking crisis generally should have been conducted
independently.
It is also impossible to see how PwC (or, for that matter, any of the Big 4) could be (and be seen to be)
completely independent in carrying out such an investigation when it would not be in their interest to
find against either RBS or the FSA because it might jeopardise the possibility of future fee paying
engagements at those organisations. The age old truism applies here that ¡§he who pays the piper calls
the tune¨. I also understand that PwC is one of the largest providers of consultancy services to the FSA.
This can be corroborated easily.
The same points can be raised in relation to EY if they have been carrying out a similar investigation into
HBOS. Actually, it seems to me that EY are in an even more difficult position given the allegations against
them over their support for Lehman¡¦s use of off-balance sheet “shenanigans”. Also, if it is true that EY
are investigating HBOS, how could they do so without interviewing me? They have not done so.
You should be aware that the mere fact that, as already reported by the FSA, dishonesty was not found
at RBS (just bad decisions) does not mean that the FSA should not take disciplinary action. Set out below
are the FSA “Statements of Principles for Approved Persons. “ Bad decisions¨ by Directors who are
Approved Persons are actionable under 2, 5, 6 and 7. And there is a very strong inference that there was
a rather serious failure to act with due skill, care and diligence at RBS. At HBOS where I have personal
experience and evidence, there are even questions of failing to act with integrity. As I have already said,
Ken Clarke who read my detailed evidence to the TSC agreed with me when I met him that my evidence
demonstrated at least civil wrong-doing at HBOS. So why has there been no disciplinary action? The FSA
are the rule maker, supervisor, investigator, prosecutor and to a large extent the administrator of the
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tribunal as well. If they took action against directors of RBS or HBOS, it would lead to their own failures
coming to light. Statement of Principle 1 An approved person must act with integrity in carrying out his
controlled function. Statement of Principle 2 An approved person must act with due skill, care and
diligence in carrying out his controlled function. Statement of Principle 3 An approved person must
observe proper standards of market conduct in carrying out his controlled function. Statement of
Principle 4 An approved person must deal with the FSA and with other regulators in an open and
cooperative way and must disclose appropriately any information of which the FSA would reasonably
expect notice. Statement of Principle 5 An approved person performing a significant influence function
must take reasonable steps to ensure that the business of the firm for which he is responsible in his
controlled function is organised so that it can be controlled effectively. Statement of Principle 6 An
approved person performing a significant influence function must exercise due skill, care and diligence
in managing the business of the firm for which he is responsible in his controlled function. Statement of
Principle 7 An approved person performing a significant influence function must take reasonable steps
to ensure that the business of the firm for which he is responsible in his controlled function complies
with the relevant requirements and standards of the regulatory system.
It seems to me that the best way to resolve the problems described above would be for the
Government, on the advice of the Treasury Select Committee, to order proper public judicial enquiries
into RBS and HBOS. Of course, there is no reason that these enquiries cannot make use of the work
already carried out under the investigations carried out by the FSA / PwC / EY. A worse alternative would
be for the FSA and RBS / HBOS to agree for the work already carried out to be scrutinised by the
appointment of a specialist QC or Judge to ensure that the terms of reference were appropriate, that
the evidence gathered is sufficient and that the judgements made are appropriate.
So far as the investigation into my own allegations is concerned, there has been none. I can do no better
than refer you to the further additional evidence I gave to the Committee in March 2009 and the press
release I issued at the time. I attach both to this letter. You may recall that Gordon Brown said this at the
time:"The allegations that were brought before the Treasury Select Committee were investigated by the
independent KPMG in 2005. The allegations made by Mr Moore were found not to be substantiated.
That was an independent review that was done by KPMG and reported to the Financial Services
Authority. However, it is right that when serious allegations are made, they are properly investigated.
No doubt the Treasury Select Committee will want to look at them and no doubt the Conservative Party
will want to wait to see how that investigation takes place."
And, finally in this regard, I would also refer you to the email that Ken Clarke sent me on 14th May 2009
in this regard which I copy verbatim below:“Dear Paul,
I am sorry- that I have not been getting back to you since you have been sending me e-mails and
messages in recent weeks. Everything you have provided me with since we met has shown the enormity
of the problems at HBOS and the failure of the regulators to respond properly to your complaints.
The difficulty is that I have no control over the Treasury Select Committee and you have been unable to
persuade them to take further evidence or to go further into their inquiries into the behaviour of Crosby
and others. This must be causing you enormous frustration, but they give the impression of taking the
view that this is now a private dispute and that they have taken it as far as they are justified in doing in
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the public interest. The Committee have also ceased to take a close interest in events at HBOS before the
crash and things have moved on.
I do of course appreciate that events have not moved on as far as you are concerned and that you are
understandably left with a deep sense of pressing grievance. Our conversation and your documents were
of great use to me in giving me an insight into the worst features of banking salesmanship and lack of
compliance at the height of the banking boom. If an occasion occurs in which I can take it further or draw
on your expertise further, I will of course do so. At the moment, however, I do not think that I can.
Yours sincerely,
Kenneth Clarke
The Rt. Hon. Kenneth Clarke, QC, MP”
I do hope you find this input useful but please do not hesitate to contact me if you would like to discuss
or obtain clarification on any of the matters raised. I would very much like the opportunity to spend
some time discussing these matters with you personally. I am not sure that any letter or written
correspondence is quite the same as the “witness in person”
Yours sincerely
Paul Moore
[Sent by email so not signed]
Appendix 1 - List of key areas requiring more detailed policy consideration
Note: I have excluded from this list the structure of Banks as this is already being dealt with by the
independent Commission, although I do have some pretty clear views about this as well.
Reforming corporate governance to ensure a proper separation and balance of power in large financial
sector organisations
We need to ensure a truly adequate separation and balance of power in the corporate governance of
banks and other large financial sector companies. They have balance sheets larger than many sovereign
governments and the current paradigm of corporate governance is simply insufficient. Proper corporate
governance must include ensuring appropriate reporting lines and formal protections for people who
work in the key “control functions” inside such large organisations i.e. risk management, regulatory
compliance and internal audit. People who do these jobs have a duty (and in financial services
regulation a personal obligation to the regulator) to raise“protected disclosures” (i.e. actual or potential
breaches of law or regulation) on a regular day to day basis. They are not the standard type of
“whistleblower” and yet are obliged to “blow the whistle” without truly adequate protections. As I
wrote in my evidence to the Committee in February 2009:“In simple terms this crisis was caused, not because many bright people did not see it coming, but
because there has been a completely inadequate “separation” and “balance of powers” between the
executive and all those accountable for overseeing their actions and “reining them in” i.e. internal
control functions such as finance, risk, compliance and internal audit, non-executive Chairmen and
Directors, external auditors, The FSA, shareholders and politicians...... The real problem and cause of this
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crisis was that people were just too afraid to speak up and the balance and separation of powers was
just far too weighted in favour of the CEO and their executive.”
If control functions report to the executive they will never raise all the issues that they should. I do not
think the Walker Review spent nearly enough time taking evidence or went far enough to ensure a
proper separation and balance of power in the Board rooms and elsewhere of these huge financial
institutions which have balance sheets larger than those of many sovereign states. I have written
detailed papers about my views in this area which I can share with you if you are interested. The Walker
Review refused (or was not given time by the labour Government) to take account of a detailed global
survey that we had carried out of risk managers into the causes and implications of the banking crisis
and treated my story and input as “one off” and, therefore of no real general application to the policy
debate.
The accountability of regulators to Parliament and, therefore, the general public
There are inherent problems caused by the regulatory structure where the regulators are not
accountable to Parliament or the Parliamentary Ombudsman which is compounded by the fact that the
regulators are rule-makers, supervisors, investigators, prosecutors and play a large part in the
management of the quasi-judicial tribunals which judge enforcement and disciplinary actions.
It is frankly extraordinary that no-one in government or at the regulator (or, for that matter, anyone in
RBS or HBOS) has been held to account in any way for the obvious failures that occurred in the lead up
to the financial crisis.
The mere fact that the FSA, contrary to their own guidance, permitted Crosby to replace me at HBOS
with a new Group Risk Director who had no experience whatsoever of risk management and regulatory
compliance was not just a “bit of bad luck” or even just carelessness. It demonstrates, in my view, a
reckless disregard for the FSA’s statutory duties to maintain market confidence and to protect
consumers. I wonder who signed this off?
Making sure that the regulators focus on what is most important
It is vital that consideration is given to the appropriate supervisory focus / approach for regulators
whether the Bank of England or the new CPMA.
In this regard, it should be noted that the history of major failures in the financial sector should have
taught us by now that too much focus on the clever mathematical intricacies of the calculation of capital
adequacy is just misplaced. But we continue to focus so much effort in this area. I am pretty sure that
none of the major disasters in the financial sector (BCCI, Barings, Morgan Grenfell, Soc Gen or the latest
banking crisis) would have been saved by the post facto thinking about new levels of capital required. To
make the point, I have often said – “You can calculate capital until the cows come home, but if you don’t
get the conduct of business right, the capital will never save you from a major disaster”.
There are a number of very key points to be made here about where the effort should be focused but
the absolutely key area on which regulators must focus is on the understanding and supervision of
organisational culture. As I said in my evidence to the Committee in February 2009:“There is no doubt that you can have the best governance processes in the world but if they are carried
out in a culture of greed, unethical behaviour and indisposition to challenge, they will fail.”
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In our global survey of risk managers the most important change required to supervisory practice was
considered to be “The supervision of risk management culture and ethics”. The survey also found that
78% of respondents considered that the most important area for internal change was also “Culture
including vision, values, management style and operating principles.”
I think we all know that nick names are good cultural indicators and here are a few in play in the lead up
to the financial crisis; Dick Fuld CEO Lehmans, “the gorilla”; Fred Goodwin, “Fred the Shred”; COO of
HBOS Retail, “whacker”! We must find a way to prevent people like this being in charge of societally
important organisations.
The root and branch reform of statutory audit
We must consider the root and branch reform of the statutory audit. What it is for? How should it be
done and by whom? How does it fit into the other “checks and balances” and governance systems?
It must be literally incredible to most ordinary people that unqualified audits or certificates were given
to the large banks shortly before (and in some case literally weeks before) they would have failed had it
not been for the massive injection of public funds and liquidity.
Reform of accounting standards and the approach to setting them
We also need to reform accounting standards. Who sets them? Is there too much of an assumption of
the independence of the professional bodies which set them? Is there enough scrutiny and oversight by
the regulator?
A CFO of a one of the large UK banks told me that one of the major causes of the financial crisis was
“accounting standards designed for a different purpose” meaning that he knew that they were
inappropriate in accurately reporting P&L and Balance Sheet results before the crisis.
Institutional conflicts of interest in the Big 4
We cannot allow the conflicts of interest which beset / bedevil the major firms of accountants (the Big 4)
to continue unchecked. Indeed, many people would contend that the “Big 4” are so big, subject to so
little competition in working for large quoted companies, have so many alumni and other “incestuous” /
“nepotistic” relationships (including such close relationships with regulators) and seek to do so many
disparate types of “advisory” work at the same time as conducting statutory audits for the same large
clients that they cannot avoid running into “institutional” conflicts of interest. I think it is fair to say that
the business models of the Big 4 could simply not survive if they only carried out audit work for audit
clients. Does this not make it necessary for conflicts of interest to exist.
In support of this, Andrew Hilton, the financial editor of The Evening Standard told me that he was
present at a conference when John Griffith-Jones, the senior Partners of KPMG UK admitted that
Auditors were never going to challenge the Directors of clients outside the specific scope of the audit
because it might jeopardise their commercial relationship with the client – presumably both in relation
to the audit as well as other “advisory” work. Andrew is prepared to testify to this statement and gave
me permission to publicise it.
There are also important questions of competence (both of the firms themselves as well as their
professional regulatory bodies) when accountants develop their advisory practices (to take advantage of
commercial advisory opportunities) outside of what most people would regard as their natural areas of
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expertise i.e. in matters relating to accounting. For example, it is one thing for a firm of accountants to
carry out forensic investigations into accounting frauds where they have an obvious experience but
carrying out broad and deep enquiries (forensic investigations) into whistleblowing allegations or
generally into the compliance of a firm with company law, financial services law and regulation etc is
much more within the competence of those experienced in the judicial or quasi-judicial procedures
where the laws of evidence and fair judgement are much more in issue.
It was these conflicts and competence issues that have affected Brian Little, Matthew Lee (the Ernst &
Young Lehman’s whistleblower) and me so personally when three of the Big 4 (PwC, EY, KPMG
respectively) were involved in conducting “forensic investigations” into our allegations when it was
obvious that they were conflicted from doing so independently. In my case, the work KPMG did also
raised serious questions of competence in contravention of the Code of Conduct of The Institute of
Chartered Accountants of England and Wales. Jim Shannon’s research work is focused, in the first
instance, on this whole question of “forensic investigations” and I totally support what he is doing in
that area.
The crucial importance of supporting the increased professionalisation of the internal control functions
of risk management, compliance and internal audit
We must not overlook the crucial importance of the professionalisation of the “internal control
functions” of risk management, regulatory compliance and internal audit.
The point here is simply this; if these functions provide such an important part of the “separation and
balance of power” in large financial sector and other organisations, they should be trained, qualified and
supervised to the same professional level as lawyers, actuaries and accountants. If they have
accountabilities that are equally important as, for example, the CFO or the General Counsel, it must be
wrong that there are no universally regarded professional qualifications or Codes of Conduct required
for risk management, compliance and internal audit professionals.
I think it is no exaggeration to say that often these functions are considered to be second class to the
executive roles. They certainly often have little voice in the strategic direction of the organisations which
they serve. If Formula 1 racing is one of the best examples of risk management, this would be like
treating the engineers and telemetrists as having less importance in winning races than the drivers. Risk
management is not about not taking risk but about taking as much risk as you can with best possible
safeguards. Someone once said that Formula 1 racing now has less residual risk than angling!
Appendix 2 – A summary description of my professional experience
I have been a professional adviser and practitioner in the financial sector specialising in the fields of risk
management, regulatory affairs / compliance and corporate governance for over twenty five years.
I am a Barrister by original profession. I moved into financial services in 1984 as an in-house legal and
regulatory adviser before the first Financial Services Act 1986. I joined Allied Dunbar’s (now Zurich) legal
department in 1984 advising on product development and implementing the first round of regulatory
requirements. I then joined a UK subsidiary of American Express in 1989 as General Counsel, Head of
Compliance and Director.
I moved into professional services in 1995 when I joined KPMG to lead their regulatory advisory practice
focusing on the retail financial services sector. I led engagements working for large banks, insurance
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companies and asset managers. More often than not the regulators were involved in our work, either
directly or indirectly. I was appointed a Partner at KPMG in 1999. I was involved in helping clients to
prepare firms for the new FSA “risk focused” regulatory regime. I worked closely with both Audit and
Advisory Partners and gained a deep insight into both the practices and the “mind-set” of the Big 4.
I left KPMG to join HBOS in 2002 where I was first appointed to the Board of the Insurance and
Investment Division of the bank as Head of Operational and Regulatory Risk. Having received positive
feedback in that Division from both executive and non-executive alike, I was, then, promoted by James
Crosby in 2003 to be Head of Group Regulatory Risk for the whole bank when it found itself in real
difficulties with the FSA. My accountabilities included setting group wide standards and policies to meet
FSA requirements for “systems and controls” including risk management and regulatory compliance,
carrying out oversight and assurance work to ensure policies and standards were being met and
reporting findings to the Divisional Risk Control Committees and the Group Audit Committee. I do not
need to go through the history of what happened at HBOS as that has already been well documented.
After HBOS I worked for a short time between October 2005 and July 2006 as Head of Risk and
Compliance EMEA at Marsh Ltd, the largest insurance broker in the world. This was after “The Spitzer
Affair” when Marsh was alleged to have “rigged” large insurance bids and was forced to set up a
compensation fund for clients of nearly $1bn and re-organise its compliance and governance systems.
My time at Marsh was yet another interesting story of what can happen to heads of risk and compliance
if they do their jobs properly. I could tell you more about what happened there if you were interested?

Document 9 - 17 February 2011
From: Paul Moore [mailto:Paul.Moore@moorecarter.co.uk]
Sent: 17 February 2011 08:00
To: JIM SHANNON; Brian Little
Subject: Letter to Andrew Tyrie
Jim and Brian,
Just to let you know that I have now sent my letter plus two attachments to Andrew Tyrie. When he
contacts me I will ask him for permission to release a copy to you both.
Kind regards
Paul Moore
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Document 10 - 3 March 2011
From: Paul Moore
Sent: 03 March 2011 11:51
To: 'TYRIE, Andrew'
Subject: RE: Letter to Andrew Tyrie
Andrew,
Have you been able to read and digest my letter to you yet?
Kind regards
Paul Moore
Document

11 - 16 March 2011

From: Paul Moore <Paul.Moore@moorecarter.co.uk>
Subject: My letter to you and one other important matter
To: "TYRIE, Andrew" <andrew.tyrie.mp@parliament.uk>
Cc: "JIM SHANNON" <jim.shannon1@btopenworld.com>, "Brian Little" <brian@fortfield.com>
Date: Wednesday, 16 March, 2011, 10:55
Dear Andrew,
I am a little disappointed that I have not had any reply from you about my letter which I now sent a
month ago. Of course, I know you are incredibly busy, but these matters are incredibly important as
well. As you know, I am very keen to help you and am confident that I can.
Please would you give me permission to share the contents of my letter to you with Jim Shannon and
Brian Little on a strictly confidential basis?
There is one other really IMPORTANT matter that has arisen which is reported in an article in the
Scottish Herald by Ian Fraser which can be read at this link....In essence this alleges fraud by Board
Directors of HBOS...so it is very important.
Police dossier says former HBOS directors failed to act on fraud allegations - Herald Scotland
KPMG were auditors at the time. I noticed the article stated that the 50 page letter dossier had been
provided to your colleagues and you, seemingly around the time we met in your office.
I have been involved in the background with this investigation almost from the word go (including being
interviewed for BBC Radio 4 File on 4 report into it) and have important knowledge and experience to
offer. Even if there is insufficient evidence to support a criminal indictment of Board Directors (which
may be helped by my own input), there is certainly enough to support formal disciplinary proceedings
under the FSA’s Principles for Approved Persons BUT I AM VERY WORRIED THAT GIVEN THE FSA’S OWN
POTENTIAL FAILURES IN REGARD TO THIS MATTER, ONCE AGAIN, THEY WILL BE CONFLICTED FROM
DOING WHAT IS RIGHT.
Below, I have cut and pasted an email to an independent journalist who contacted me about this; before
I provided my evidence to the TSC in February 2009.
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I am also keen to help you in relation to this matter......And, by the way, I have always said that I would
not be at all surprised that, if a proper forensic investigation was conducted into the financial crisis, that
we would find multiple cases of fraud.
Kind regards and I very much look forward to hearing from you.
Paul Moore

(Email Removed for this dossier)

and then From: Paul Moore Sent: 16 March 2011 11:02 To: 'tyriea@parliament.uk'
Subject: Two other things

Andrew

I do apologise for not covering this in my other email just now but I also realised that, in an oversight by
me, I should have provided you with a copy of the James Shannon MP letter to me dated 8 December
2010 and my reply dated 30 January 2011 on “independent forensic investigations” which is relevant
and supports my direct letter to you.
Finally I will copy you on my email follow up to the Sir John Vickers Banking Commission as I have heard
nothing further from them since my letter and attachments in January 2011. Mr Shannon’s
parliamentary aide advised me that the Banking Commission are due to publish their initial report on 11
April 2011.
Kind regards Paul Moore
Document 12 - 21 March 2011
From: SAMSON, Eve [mailto:SAMSONE@parliament.uk]
Sent: 21 March 2011 13:21
To: Paul Moore
Subject: [Scanned]
Dear Mr Moore
Thank you for your emails to Mr Tyrie - I am very sorry for the delay in replying; I'm afraid there was a
misunderstanding about whether the Chairman's office or I would take a lead. I am also replying to
today's emails about forensic accountancy.
The Chairman is actively engaged with the FSA to get the independent assurance of the summary report
into RBS you recommended and we are in discussions with the FSA about this. The silence is not the
result of inactivity - far from it.
On the wider point about forensic accountancy, I entirely take the points; unfortunately the Committee
has a very full programme and limited resources, and will have to decide whether this is something to
which it can give priority.
Thank you for drawing the Chairman's attention to the reports about HBOS fraud; I believe it refers to
something raised with the previous Committee by those directly involved, not something which had
been sent at the time of your meeting with Mr Tyrie. I would be surprised if the police dossier was
shared with a Committee chairman. However given the limited detail in the article I cannot be
absolutely certain of this.
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I hope you will understand that it would be unwise for me to comment on something which is the basis
of a serious criminal investigation. If the article is about the case I think it is, last autumn I noticed that
those involved had been arrested. While the Committee can and occasionally does raise matters of
concern with the FSA, it is inappropriate for it to get involved while matters are subject to legal
proceedings. When the outcome of any proceedings is clearer, it will be possible to decide whether, and
if so how, the Committee should be engaged.
I'm sorry I cannot be more helpful at this stage.
Best wishes

Eve Samson

Clerk of the Treasury Committee

Document 13 - 22 March 2011
From: Paul Moore [mailto:Paul.Moore@moorecarter.co.uk]
Sent: 22 March 2011 18:23
To: SAMSON, Eve
Cc: JIM SHANNON; tyriea@parliament.uk; Brian Little
Subject: Your emails to me yesterday - important
Eve,
Thanks for this. I was not sure from your 21 March 2011 email below whether Mr Tyrie MP had provided
you with a copy of my attached 16 February 2011 letter or not. I assume that Andrew must have sent
you a copy of my letter to him because I did not do so. For the record, I now copy you in on this letter
and attachments and formally request that it be brought to the attention of the entire committee. I
think they have a legitimate interest in seeing it. If Mr Tyrie could make time to see me as he originally
said he would, I think it would be sensible to hold off on this until we have met and discussed the letter
personally. Please confirm either whether I shall be meeting with Andrew or that you have copied my
letter to the other members of the committee. Thank you.
I think that given the importance of the points I am making, it is also appropriate for me to copy Mr
Tyrie in on this email, which I have done. Perhaps you can brief him ASAP in case he is too busy to read
this email immediately. Please confirm to me that you have done so.
I originally met Andrew with Mr Jim Shannon MP and his constituent, Brian Little and have asked him
twice for permission to send them a copy of my letter. Of course, this is not formally required but I
thought I would do so as a matter of courtesy. Please inform Mr Tyrie that I am now going to provide a
copy of my letter to these individuals and have done so in this email. That is only right and courteous to
them. I also think that I should provide a copy to Mr Clarke MP as I have quoted an email from him in
2009 in the final page of my 16 February 2011 letter. Unless I hear from Andrew by return, I will assume
that this is OK. I will also copy Mr Clarke in on our email correspondence.
I assume from your other email that you personally have Mr Shannon's six point letter to Andrew but, in
case not, I copy it to you now. There were of course other important letters about this topic which Mr
Shannon wrote to you on 10th and 18th March. Personally, I consider this to be a very important topic
indeed and one which the TSC really should allocate time to reviewing. The topic demonstrates yet again
the integrity, competence and independence issues relating to the big 4 accounting firms and should be
investigated. Mr Shannon is doing a first rate job in this regard. I attach my letter to Mr Shannon about
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this which I really encourage you to read. There is a direct connection between this point and the
investigation carried out by PwC into RBS. The two topics are joined at the hip.
To a very limited extent, I am glad that Mr Tyrie MP is engaged with the FSA to get the independent
assurance of the summary report into RBS but I repeat what I said in my letter that I simply do think this
will be adequate. In my long term experience, there is no point in assuring what is obviously flawed in
the first instance and even if it is not flawed, the work cannot be seen to be independent. This is
particularly the case if the results of that assurance are not going to be fully transparent including the
original terms of engagement. Points 1 and 2 in Mr Shannon's letter deal with this point but, as I say, I
do not believe assurance of the current work is sufficient. Mr Tyrie really should also establish whether
HBOS have also been investigated by the FSA and join the two together.
As regards your email on the separate HBOS fraud investigations I was merely drawing to Mr Tyrie's
attention, as a result of the media article that weekend, which stated the TSC awareness that I had some
involvement and knowledge which he may wish to ask about. I was simply offering to help. I shall be
meeting the Thames Valley Police about this tomorrow. This is too is of absolutely vital importance to
the TSC. They need to be sure that the FSA have done everything that they should have done and the
evidence is fairly clear that they did not.
I hope Mr Tyrie MP and Mr Shannon MP are able to schedule a follow up meeting during April 2011 to
establish how we can further assist the TSC and democracy in the United Kingdom on these important
subjects and policies.
On your separate email dated 21 March 2011 re the IBC I agree that we should now wait for the
publication of the IBC draft proposals and recommendations on 11 April 2011 before proceeding with
next steps. If you have had the opportunity to read the entire email trail with the IBC back to my early
January exchanges you will see they gave me no prior warning that my Submission was too late and
would be excluded. Indeed on reading it then I believe it was reasonable to assume they may contact
me.
Please tell Andrew that I continue to be very keen to meet with him personally and spend some quality
time helping him to understand the risks and issues before him.
Kind regards

Paul Moore

Document 14

23 March 2011

From: SAMSON, Eve [mailto:SAMSONE@parliament.uk]
Sent: 23 March 2011 16:39
To: Paul Moore
Subject: RE: Your emails to me yesterday - important
Dear Paul,
Thank you for copying me into these papers: some I had seen before, but some I have missed. I will
study them carefully. I will draw the attention of the Committee to the 16 February letter.
I'm afraid that the Committee is fully engaged with the Budget just now, and will be up to its ears until 5
April. I will make sure that Andrew Tyrie is aware of your desire to help and your wish for a meeting, but
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it may be best to wait until after the Budget has been scrutinised and the Committee has agreed its
Report before trying to arrange anything.
I have made sure the Chairman's office is aware of your intention to copy you letter to Mr Shannon and
Mr Little.
Best wishes Eve
Document 15

23 March 2011

From: JIM SHANNON [mailto:jim.shannon1@btopenworld.com]
Sent: 23 March 2011 18:22
To: EveSAMSON
Cc: tyriea@parliament.uk; Brian Little; Paul Moore
Subject: Re: Your emails to me yesterday - important
Paul
I acknowledge receipt of your email/attachments and have ensured
that they have been passed to Jim immediately.
Eve
Good Evening
My name is Naomi Armstrong-Cotter and I am the parliamentary aide for
Mr Jim Shannon MP.
I have read the email exchanges below between Paul Moore and yourself
earlier this week. I would like to make a few points please and also attach
for your convenience copies of certain relevant letters from Mr Shannon MP
which I refer to in my email below.
Item 1:Point 3 In your email Eve you do not mention the FSA commissioned
"Independent Forensic investigation", if any , in to HBOS. That is the
equivalent RBS investigation to that undertaken by PwC. It was our, and
certainly my understanding, as stated in Point 3 in Mr Shannon's letter
dated 7 February 2011, that your Chairman Mr Tyrie MP was going to
establish with the FSA which firm , if anyone, had carried out this HBOS
"independent forensic investigation". There were some uncorroborated media
reports that E&Y were involved. In any event the intention was to approach
it in the same manner as discussed in their meeting in Mr Tyrie's office on
Wednesday February 2011 at Points 1 and 2. I note that you have stated to
Mr Moore "that silence is not the result of inactivity - far from it." Can
you confirm that Mr Tyrie and yourself are also pursuing the HBOS aspect
with the FSA too.
I know that at their meeting Mr Shannon MP undertook to try and establish
whether any non-FSA regulatory organization/KPMG had undertaken any
investigation or enquiry resulting from the serious allegations and evidence
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given to the TSC by Mr Moore in February 2009. I can report that we have
established facts and evidence with the ICAEW that they did NOT undertake
any investigation following the global media coverage at the TSC. Mr Shannon
MP has also recently written (18 March 2011 attached at page 8) to Mr John
Griffith-Jones, Chairman and Senior Partner at KPMG LLP and asked whether he
or any of his colleagues launched an internal quality/reputation review
within KPMG LLP UK at that time. Naturally insufficient time has elapsed
for Mr Griffith Jones to respond yet to us. Once his reply is forthcoming,
or not, I know it is Mr Shannon's current view that we also need to
establish what actions, if any, the Financial Reporting Council (FRC) took
since February 2009. He expected to discuss this with Mr Tyrie as one of the
agenda items in a follow-up meeting which he was endeavouring to organize
for April and agree what and how this was best achieved.
My understanding is that Mr Tyrie MP told Mr Shannon, Mr Moore and Mr Little
at their meeting that if it had not been for his specific intervention with
the then TSC Chair Mr McFall that Mr Moore's evidence and resultant
cross-examination of the "bankers" by mr Tyrie Mp and others it would never
have been heard by the TSC or public. I have also now read the letter from
Mr Moore to Mr Tyrie MP dated 16 February 2011 in which he replicates a 2009
email from the now current Lord Chancellor and Secretary of State for
Justice, Mr Clarke Q.C, MP, stating that Mr Mc Fall had determined that he
would not pursue any further investigation and regarded the HBOS matter as a
private dispute.

As someone who has read law at QUB I find it difficult to
believe that it is either justifiable or credible to arrive at that
conclusion from, at the very least, a public interest and parliamentarian
perspective.
Item 2: Point 4 Mr Moore in his email yesterday provided you with a copy of
Mr Shannon's letter dated 7 February 2011 and at Point 4 you will see the
reference to the House of Lords Economic Affairs Committee current
investigation into auditors. As agreed with Mr Tyrie we have been trying to
organize a meeting for Mr Shannon MP, Mr Moore and Mr Little with Lord
MacGregor but to date have been unsuccessful in doing so. Indeed I think Mr
Shannon was going to try and go personally to try and see or meet with them
yesterday. Anything which you or Mr Tyrie MP could do to organize or assist
us in that would be very much appreciated. Thank you.
Item 3: Point 5 On your wider point about forensic accountancy you will see
this mentioned at Point 5 in Mr Shannon's letters. I am certain that Mr
Tyrie MP is aware that Mr Shannon offered to continue to pursue these
matters directly with the various firms and bodies with my assistance. You
will see from the attached 10 and 18 March 2011 letters / enclosures to Mr
Tyrie that we continued to be very active since their meeting with literally
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dozens of pages in letters and documents with those audit
firms/organisations. I appreciate your point that there are limited
resources available to the TSC and I am in little doubt, in my discussions
with Mr Shannon, that we will continue to provide practical support to the
TSC resources where we can competently and responsibly do so. This is really
quite an central policy and practice subject which I personally have found
very interesting and important.
Mr Moore also enclosed an electronic copy of his reply dated 30 January 2011
to Mr Shannon's letter. For completeness I attach a copy of Mr Shannon's
original letter dated 8 December 2010 to Mr Moore which should be
self-explanatory. Our research into "independent forensic investigations"
by UK audit firms began in September 2010 following Mr Shannon MP's reading
of his constituent's website and the main two A340 reports about PwC during
the 2010 summer parliamentary recess.
Finally I know that Mr Shannon MP has-delivered paper
copies of his 10 and 18 March 2011 letters/ enclosures to Mr Tyrie's office
in Portcullis House today. He was unable to do so during last
week as he was in Afghanistan with the RIR for a visit and St Patrick's day.
If I can be of any further assistance or clarify any of this subject matter
please do not hesitate to contact me.
Thank you.
Naomi
Naomi Armstrong-Cotter
Parliamentary Aide to Jim Shannon, MP for Strangford
Document 16

24 March 2011

From: Paul Moore [mailto:Paul.Moore@moorecarter.co.uk]
Sent: 24 March 2011 10:18
To: SAMSON, Eve
Cc: JIM SHANNON; Brian Little
Subject: RE: Your emails to me yesterday - important
Thank you for this. Is Andrew happy with publishing the letter? When will it be published
Paul Moore
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Document 17

9 April 2011

From: Paul Moore [mailto:Paul.Moore@moorecarter.co.uk]
Sent: 09 April 2011 09:50
To: SAMSON, Eve
Cc: JIM SHANNON; Brian Little; tyriea@parliament.uk
Subject: RE: Your emails to me yesterday - important
Eve,
Please can you confirm explicitly that Andrew is aware of the emails below and confirm that my letter to
him has now been provided to all other members of the Committee.
I must add that I am truly disappointed and surprised that I have not had any formal written response
from Andrew or a meeting with him after all the effort I put in to writing the letter to him at his personal
request. At the least this seems discourteous which is not something I would have expected.
I also noticed that when Andrew replied to Jim and Brian, he did not even acknowledge that I was
present at the meeting or address or copy the letter t me as well. I would like to understand why this
was the case.
Kind regards
Paul Moore

Document 18

11 April 2011

From: Paul Moore [mailto:Paul.Moore@moorecarter.co.uk]
Sent: 11 April 2011 12:23
To: treascom@parliament.uk
Cc: JIM SHANNON; Brian Little; tyriea@parliament.uk; SAMSON, Eve
Subject: RE: Your emails to me yesterday - important
To whom it may concern
I have resent the email correspondence below because Eve Samson is away from the office. Please can
you confirm that it has been auctioned. It is very important.
Paul Moore
Document 19

20 April 2011

From: Paul Moore [mailto:Paul.Moore@moorecarter.co.uk]
Sent: 20 April 2011 20:18
To: Treasury Committee; SAMSON, Eve; tyriea@parliament.uk
Cc: JIM SHANNON; Brian Little
Subject: RE: Your emails to me yesterday - important
Eve,
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Can you please confirm that the views in my letter to Andrew have been formally relayed to the other
members of the TSC and that the actual letter will be een formally released to the rest of the TSC in the
w/c 26th April.
I also have another VERY IMPORTANT INITIATIVE to discuss with Andrew called "Banking on Change",
phase 1 of which is a mass petition to the UK general public called "The People's Petition for Better
Banking" . This "Big Society" initiative calls on the Prime Minister personally to support a proper public
inquiry on a "truth rebuilds trust" basis into all the banking crisis. I need to brief Andrew on this as soon
as possible. We expect to get huge numbers to sign up to this given our media and distribution strategy.
I happy to discuss this over the Easter break and Andrew can phone me on the numbers below.
Kind regards
Paul Moore
Document 20

Sunday Telegraph

1 May 2011

Exclusive

FSA fails to publish report into Royal Bank of Scotland collapse
The Financial Services Authority is to admit defeat in its efforts to publish a comprehensive report on the
failure of the Royal Bank of Scotland this spring, and will announce it has called in Andrew Tyrie, the
chairman of the Treasury Select Committee, to rescue the project.

By Kamal Ahmed, and Harry Wilson 9:30PM BST 30 Apr 2011
Senior sources close to the FSA said that the report on RBS, originally promised by Lord Turner, the FSA
chairman, in March, was now delayed indefinitely.
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The FSA is now aware that the delay is doing it damage and wants to stave off criticism that it has not
met its own deadline.
The sources said that such was the legal complexity trying to produce a report that would be cleared by
RBS lawyers – fearful of possible legal action in the US – the project now needed a fundamental rethink.
Lawyers acting for Johnny Cameron, the former head of RBS and, it is thought, one of the few people
interviewed at any length from within RBS by the FSA, are also thought to be reluctant to give the
present FSA report the green light.
The Sunday Telegraph first revealed in March that the FSA was going to fail to meet the original deadline
contained in an open letter from Lord Turner last December. Lord Turner was forced to make the
December pledge after an original decision to publish a 12-sentence press release was attacked as
inadequate from across the political spectrum.
Vince Cable, the Business Secretary, ordered a meeting with Lord Turner and told him that the
Government expected far fuller disclosure.
It was then predicted that the delay could mean publication at the end of April. That deadline has also
been missed.
Mr Tyrie, a Conservative MP, has held a series of discussions with Lord Turner and Hector Sants, the
chief executive of the FSA. It is expected that Lord Turner and Mr Tyrie will make a joint statement in the
near future revealing how the inquiry will progress and reveal that Mr Tyrie will become the
"independent validator" of the report.
FSA sources said that the authority wanted the report on one of most damaging collapses in the City's
history to be "as transparent and accurate" as possible. They also revealed that the report could not be
seen to "pull its punches" on the FSA's own role in the collapse, particularly over giving the go-ahead to
the disastrous RBS take-over of the Dutch bank
ABN-Amro.
The deal was nodded through by the FSA even though the wholesale funding markets – vital for banking
operations – had shut down and the growing financial crisis was creating headlines around the world.
RBS was allowed to take its tier 1 capital to about 4pc, which left the bank with a dangerously thin loss
buffer as market conditions deteriorated after the collapse of Lehman Brothers in September 2008.
Mr Tyrie will be used as an independent voice in the inquiry process to re-assure the Government, which
has demanded details of what the FSA knows about the RBS collapse. The taxpayer was left to pay out
billions of pounds in state support for RBS which will not be paid back until the Government sells its
83pc stake in the bank.
So far, the FSA has focused on a very limited number of specific events in the lead up to the collapse of
RBS – including its multi-billion pound capital-raising in early 2008, six months before the bank received
more than £20bn in direct state support. That is not now seen as sufficient.
Document 21

2 May 2011

From: Paul Moore [mailto:Paul.Moore@moorecarter.co.uk]
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Sent: 02 May 2011 22:23
To: TYRIE, Andrew; SAMSON, Eve
Cc: JIM SHANNON; 'Brian Little'; margaret@mheffernan.com; Simon Cohen; 'Bradley Tony'; 'Peter
Hamilton'; roger.steare@rogersteare.com; Andrew Phillips; SUGG, Debbie; 'Brian Basham';
sshimina@gmail.com Shimina; Stuart Reynolds
Subject: IMPORTANT EMAIL TO THE CHAIRMAN OF THE TREASURY SELECT COMMITTEE – PLEASE
ENSURE THAT THIS IS BROUGHT TO HIS ATTENTION
Andrew,
As reported in The Sunday Telegraph and the publications at the web links below, I must say I
congratulate you on getting the FSA-PWC-RBS investigation put on hold until another BETTER way is
found to ensure that it is totally independent and transparent. This was exactly what we said you should
consider doing at our meeting with you and, true to your word, you seem to have achieved this, if, or
course, the reports in the press are accurate.
Having said that, I hope you won’t mind me repeating a couple of the key points I made about this in my
letter to you dated 16th February. These are still important, as are all the other points I made in my letter
about this matter to which I would refer you again as well.
“In relation to any of the current investigations being commissioned by the FSA into either RBS or
HBOS, we should bypass the argument about rights of confidentiality as between the FSA and the firm
and “edited reports“. We need to return to square one. It was never appropriate, in the first instance,
for the FSA to commission such investigations when it is clear that the FSA themselves had failed in
their statutory and supervisory duties.
It seems to me that the best way to resolve the problems described above would be for the
Government, on the advice of the Treasury Select Committee, to order proper public judicial enquiries
into RBS and HBOS. Of course, there is no reason that these enquiries cannot make use of the work
already carried out under the investigations carried out by the FSA / PwC / EY. A worse alternative
would be for the FSA and RBS / HBOS to agree for the work already carried out to be scrutinised by the
appointment of a specialist QC or Judge to ensure that the terms of reference were appropriate, that
the evidence gathered is sufficient and that the judgements made are appropriate.”
The point I am making is that I still believe that to do a “proper job” the government needs to go back to
square one and do a fully independent and transparent investigation. I also repeat the point about the
Equitable which is also so very important:“I would also like to remind the Committee of the wise words of the Parliamentary Ombudsman in
relation to the Equitable saga:“The failure at the outset to establish a single inquiry which was not hampered by terms of reference
or a statutory jurisdiction which limited the issues that could be addressed and resolved has resulted
in such an extended and long drawn out process.
The adage ‘justice delayed is justice denied’ has rarely been far from my thoughts as publication of
this report has drawn nearer. And the continual uncertainty that this has caused for many individuals
– and also for the Society itself – must have been difficult to bear.
Ensuring that inquiries or other means of explaining events and of resolving complaints, claims, and
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disputes are fit for purpose is critical to their success and to public confidence in them.”
Finally, I would like to point out that the idea of “validating” the RBS investigation leaves out the
important question of HBOS and we now know for sure that the FSA have carried out no investigation
into HBOS except a very limited one in relation to their capital raising in the summer of 2008. This is, in
my view, a complete dereliction of duty, especially having regard to what the current Justice Minister,
Ken Clarke, said to me at the time he was the Shadow Business Secretary and set out in my letter to
you. It would be totally wrong to do a “proper job” on RBS and not the same on HBOS especially given
the absolutely clear evidence of at least civil wrong-doing on their part.
Having said all of that, I now also need to brief you on something that I have been working on with an
outstanding group of people for some time which you may find both interesting and useful. I was
intending to brief you later but, given the circumstances that have arisen in relation to RBS, I think it is
appropriate to do so earlier than originally intended. We will be briefing other key politicians later
including the Prime Minister.
We are starting a major UK wide campaign called “Banking on Change”. Phase 1 of this campaign is
“The People’s Petition for Better Banking” reaching out to the righteous indignation of the ordinary
people of the UK and calling on the Prime Minister to set up a “People’s Public Inquiry” into the banking
crisis.
By the time of launch we expect to have a powerful and high profile group of “Patrons” including
Members of the House of Lords and Commons, Faith Leaders, Community Leaders and “Serious Celebs”.
We will have an even larger group of high profile “Core Support Group Members” which will include
both organisations and individuals with powerful contact networks. We expect to have substantial
media coverage. We cannot give more detail on our work in these areas at this stage.
As a result and the use of the new technology for distribution, we fully expect to get huge numbers of
the general public to sign up to the Petition on behalf of “The Big Society”.
We will propose that this People’s Public Inquiry could be set up on a “Truth Rebuilds Trust” basis and a
senior lecturer (and Anglican Priest), Tony Bradley, from Liverpool Hope University along with Peter
Hamilton who worked on the Equitable affair have done some good initial work on how this might work.
In relation to the Banking on Change campaign, I now attach a copy of the “Overview and Petition”,
“Detailed Background to the Petition” and the initial work done by the “Terms of Reference”
workstream in relation to the potential for a “Truth Rebuilds Trust” Inquiry.
Please bear in mind that we are not at the final stages of our work before launch and would request that
at this stage you maintain confidentiality about our plans.
The leaders of our “Petition Task Force” would like to meet and discuss our plans with you in more detail
as soon as can be arranged. Please let me know as soon as possible whether you are prepared to do this.

Articles re FSA-PWC-RBS investigation on the Monday 2 press articles.
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FT

http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/6bfc0446-7433-11e0-b788-00144feabdc0.html#axzz1LAaUAsjn

Guardian

http://www.guardian.co.uk/business/2011/may/01/royal-bank-scotland-bailout-collapse

London E/S http://www.thisislondon.co.uk/standard/article-23945812-fsa-to-seek-help-over-rbsreport.do
The Mail http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-1382614/FSAs-long-delayed-report-RBS-failure-hitsbuffers.html
Mirror http://www.mirror.co.uk/news/latest/2011/05/01/fsa-to-seek-help-over-rbs-report-11587523100371/
Press Association
http://www.pressassociation.com/component/pafeeds/2011/05/01/fsa_to_seek_help_over_rbs_report
?camefrom=business-publications
Kind regards
Paul Moore
Document 22

3 May 2011

From: SAMSON, Eve [mailto:SAMSONE@parliament.uk]
Sent: 03 May 2011 18:26
To: Paul Moore
Subject: RE: [Scanned]
Dear Mr Moore
Thank you for your email. Although I have now moved to the Committee on Standards and Privileges, I
discussed these matters with the Chairman, and am probably currently best placed to reply. My place
has been taken by Chris Stanton, but I do not know how he will allocate responsibilities within the team,
so it would be best if you directed any further correspondence to treascom@parliament.uk.
The need for committee confidentiality has meant that I have not been able to say much about the
Committee’s discussions with the FSA, and I remain constrained, but the press reports should give you
reassurance that the points I have made earlier about the Committee being engaged on this matter
were accurate. I note your comments about the wider framework for such investigations, but simply say
that the current framework, with its stringent confidentiality requirements, is set out in statute.
Proposals for Parliamentary Commissions of Inquiry have been made in the past, but there is currently
no provision for them. This is something which may well be looked at in the context of new legislation
on financial regulation.
Thank you for the documents on Banking on Change, which I have forwarded to my successor. I am
afraid it would be inappropriate for the Chairman to become involved in an individual campaingn,
although I am sure that he and the Committee team will follow developments closely.
Yours Sincerely
Document 23

Eve Samson
3 May 2011
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From: Paul Moore [mailto:Paul.Moore@moorecarter.co.uk]
Sent: 03 May 2011 20:42
To: SAMSON, Eve
Cc: tyriea@parliament.uk; JIM SHANNON; 'Brian Little'; 'Bradley Tony'; 'Peter Hamilton';
roger.steare@rogersteare.com; Andrew Phillips; SUGG, Debbie; 'Brian Basham'; Sasha Shimina; Stuart
Reynolds
Subject: RE: [Scanned]
Eve,
Thank you for your response. We will keep you informed of progress on the Banking on Change
Campaign.
In future, it would be helpful if you could copy in the same people as I have done on my email to your
response.
Thank you and kind regards
Paul Moore
Document 24

5 May 2011

TSC P/RELEASE

Independent review of Financial Services Authority Report on RBS

05 May 2011
The Chairman of the House of Commons Treasury Select Committee, Andrew Tyrie, announced today, in
agreement with the FSA, that the Committee will request independent experts to carry out a review of
the FSA’s report into the failure of RBS. This is currently being prepared for publication by the Authority
at the request of the TSC.
Sir David Walker and Bill Knight have been asked to undertake this review. They will report to the
Treasury Committee in due course.
The report will include analysis of the causes of RBS’s failure, a summary of the findings of the FSA
investigation into matters relating to RBS’s decisions, risk controls and governance processes, and an
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assessment of the FSA’s regulation and supervision of RBS, identifying any deficiencies and actions taken
by the FSA subsequently.
The independent reviewers will, among other things, examine whether the FSA report fairly reflects the
findings of the FSA’s investigation into the failure of RBS. It will also examine the FSA’s analysis of its
own regulatory and supervisory activities in the run up to the failure of RBS.
Terms of reference for the review will be published in due course.
Chairman of the Treasury Select Committee, Mr Tyrie said:
“It is essential that Parliament gets to the bottom of this.
“There are crucial lessons to be learnt for the current conduct of bank regulation.”
“We need to know the decisive mistakes which destroyed RBS, how they came to be made, whether the
FSA was asleep at the wheel, and whether we can have confidence that they are awake now.”

Document 25

8 May 2011

Sunday Telegraph

Andrew Tyrie warns FSA not to repeat RBS mistakes with HBOS
The Financial Services Authority (FSA) has been warned not to repeat the mistakes of the Royal Bank
of Scotland report debacle when it publishes its investigation into the failure of HBOS.

The FSA's work so far is understood not to include any investigation of its own role Photo: Peter Payne
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By Harry Wilson 7:45AM BST 08 May 2011
Andrew Tyrie MP, chairman of the Treasury Select Committee who last week forced the FSA to bring in
independent experts to oversee its RBS report, said the regulator must "learn the lessons" from a fiasco
which led to repeated delays in publication of the document.
"No doubt the lessons of the last four months over RBS will not be lost on the FSA when it comes to
their work on HBOS," said Mr Tyrie. Lord Turner, chairman of the FSA, is expected to face a grilling from
MPs when the RBS report is eventually published.
Having said in November that no report would be published, he was forced into an embarrassing U-turn
and said a report would be published by March.
The FSA missed that deadline and last week, after weeks of negotiations between Lord Turner and Mr
Tyrie, Sir David Walker, a senior adviser to US investment bank Morgan Stanley, and Bill Knight,
chairman of the Financial Reporting Review Panel, were brought in as independent reviewers.
Senior banking industry and political sources told The Telegraph that Lord Turner's handling of the
episode was beginning to damage his credibility, as well as that of FSA chief executive Hector Sants, who
will become deputy Governor of the Bank of England when the regulator is split into two new
authorities.
"Adair's judgment has proved to be seriously flawed. The way he and other senior managers have
handled this entire episode has unnecessarily hurt their credibility," said one source.
A senior banking executive said it was "absolutely vital" full reports be published into the collapse of RBS
and HBOS to allow other banks to see what could be learned from their failures.
“These type of reports are very useful to allow us to perform an analysis of our operations and
procedures to see if there are areas we need to improve in,” he said.
Mr Tyrie emphasised that any report must look at the FSA’s role in the failures, particularly the decision
to approve RBS’s involvement in a consortium bid for Dutch bank ABN Amro after the credit crunch had
begun.
“It is essential that the report fully explains the role of the regulator in the failure of RBS. Only that way
can we move forward,” he said. “Everyone agrees it was unacceptable to expect the public to swallow a
one-page summary of the FSA’s investigation of their work into RBS,” he added.
The FSA’s work so far is understood not to include any investigation of its own role, despite a 19-month
study and £7.7m in fees paid to PricewaterhouseCoopers, which helped with the work.
A two-month Telegraph investigation into the RBS collapse found many senior executives had never
been questioned or faced only general questioning and were never asked to explain why they thought
the bank had failed.
Document 26

9 May 2011

From: Paul Moore [mailto:Paul.Moore@moorecarter.co.uk]
Sent: 09 May 2011 12:41
To: tyriea@parliament.uk
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Cc: JIM SHANNON; 'Brian Little'; SAMSON, Eve; SUGG, Debbie; Vincent.cable.mp@parliament.uk;
Vincent Cable2; margaret@mheffernan.com; Brian Basham; 'Simon Cohen'; 'Sasha Shimina'; Stuart
Reynolds; 'Peter Hamilton'; roger.steare@rogersteare.com
Subject: RBS and HBOS Investigations
Andrew,
As you might expect, I have a few things to say about the recent news coverage about the RBS and HBOS
Investigations. I also have a couple of points to add about our Banking on Change Campaign.
I continue to take the very firm position that it is simply wrong for the FSA to be in control of these
matters; if the “validators” report to the FSA and are paid by the FSA, they cannot be called
“independent” and we will continue to have the same problems we have already had. This emans
that, whatever the actual quality of their work, truth and justice will not be seen to be done.
Obviously, having said that I accept the very difficult position in which you find yourself in this
regard; at least some sort of oversight review (even though it cannot be called “independent
validation”) is better than nothing and, if managed properly may possibly lead to the right result in
the end.
I also take the view that the appointment of Sir David Walker and Bill Knight only serves to make
matters worse – and this is not a personal comment about them as individuals. The fact is that there
were many criticisms of Sir David Walker’s Review of Corporate Governance following the banking
crisis. He also advises Morgan Stanley which creates an obvious conflict of interest. Also, as a very
long term City Grandee (including running the SIB (Securities and Investments Board Back in 1986)),
his paradigms / precepts / assumptions are such that there is a real risk that he will not be able to
“think out of the box” enough not to be prejudiced to accept behaviour that new thinkers would not
accept. Also, he is not a lawyer with experience in the laws of evidence which is absolutely vital to
carrying out this engagement for the FSA.
So far as Bill Knight is concerned, once again, there is an obvious conflict of interest as he sits on the
FRC which ultimately oversees accountants and auditors who have had such a big part to play in the
crisis and who are yet to be properly held to account and changed. You are also fully aware of the
work that Jim Shannon, Brian Little and myself are doing in this area on forensic investigations. I am
also making much broader points in my letter to you about auditing and accounting standards.
Notwithstanding the above and given that we are where we are, I would strongly advise you to
keep the closest possible TSC oversight over the work being carried out to “encourage” those
doing it to do it with the rigour that is required to achieve the results that you have been reported
as saying are required. There are several things you need to do to make sure this happens and these
are set out below.
Firstly, you must require the FSA to publish the Terms of Engagement under which the investigations
were carried out into RBS and HBOS as soon as possible. There is absolutely no reason not to do this
as they should not be confidential.
Secondly, you must require the FSA to publish the “redacted report(s)” immediately in whatever
format it now exists naming those who have required which parts to be “redacted”.
Thirdly, you must require the FSA to consult with you and the TSC and then publish the Terms of
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Engagement of the Walker / Knight Review (WKR) within a short period of time – max one month.
These ToEs must set out in detail the background to the work, objectives, scope, approach, key
milestones in the work, deliverables, resources and timescales.
Fourthly, you must require the FSA to publish the names and CVs of those individuals being asked to
carry out the work for the WKR – this is ABSOLUTELY VITAL; without the right people with the right
knowledge and skills and experience on the team, there is no possibility of good quality work. ....In
my 25 years plus experience of risk management, there is nothing more important than this is
getting the job done properly. In my view, the WKR MUST engage a top independent QC to lead the
actual work e.g. the QC who carried out the work at Mid- Staff NHS Foundation Trust.
So far as the HBOS investigation is concerned, I have never been sure that there has been one
except into some narrow issues relating to the capital raising in the summer of 2008. But what I can
say is, that if there has been one, I have not been interviewed or asked for documents and it is
impossible to understand how an investigation into HBOS could have taken place without my full
involvement. From your comments published in The Telegraph yesterday (if accurate), it seems that
you now believe that there has been one – personally, I doubt this. In any event, either the FSA have
carried out an investigation but left me out which means it is fundamentally flawed or they have not
carried out an investigation which, as I have always said, is a total dereliction of duty by the FSA and
calls into question the competence and maybe more of those running that organisation. In either
case, you need to take this away from the FSA and back under direct government control.
It was also a wrong of Ken Clarke to tell me that my TSC evidence demonstrated that there had been
a public civil wrongdoing and then fail, in opposition as the Shadow Business Secretary, to call loudly
for a proper judicial review into my allegations. Of course, it was even worse for Gordon Brown and
the Labour Party not to have done the same when they were in power but we all understand why
that was the case. In this regards, you should be aware that Ken has recently (19th April) replied to
my emails to him (copied to you) by letter, a copy of which he will no doubt provide you if you ask
him, in which he says “I seem to recall however that at the time, I indicated to you that I had no
powers as a Member of Parliament and Shadow Business Secretary to produce any further remedy.”
and “....I do not think that I can get involved publicly in this matter.” Well, there are two things I
would say about this; firstly, his recollection of the events which he only “seems” to recall is
incorrect and secondly, of course he had the power to do something about it then and does so even
more now as the Justice Minister. We are not dealing with a private civil wrong doing but a public
one which must be part of his remit.
In relation to the points I make above as well as the Banking on Change Campaign and The People’s
Petition for Better Banking, I think that the best way to keep you informed is for us to have a proper
meeting – something that I have continued to offer each time I have written to you. It will only be this
way that we can have a proper “dialogue” which is what these matters need. On the Petition, it was
never, my intention to ask you formally to support it but we do think you should understand our
thinking fully as it may “integrate” / “interlock” with your own thinking and planning.
The basic facts are these; the general public are fed up and angry and feel powerless about what is going
on in relation to banking. They know that we have never really got to the truth; they know that justice
has not been done; they know that we are back to business as usual and they know that we are at
serious risk of another crisis which could be worse than the first. This means that somehow or other, we
simply must get to the truth, ensure that justice is done and make the radical changes that The
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Governor of the Bank of England says we need to reform and renew our financial sector.
I know that all these points may be difficult to digest in one email and that is why I really and strongly
believe we must meet. I repeat that, it is not revenge that I care about but truth, justice, reconciliation,
reformation and renewal. I am prepared to do anything to help you achieve this; it’s not just for us but
our children as well.
Kind regards
Paul Moore
Document 27

10 May 2011

From: JIM SHANNON [mailto:jim.shannon1@btopenworld.com]
Sent: 10 May 2011 10:51
To: tyriea@parliament.uk; Paul Moore
Cc: 'Brian Little'; EveSAMSON; DebbieSUGG; Vincent.cable.mp@parliament.uk; Vincent Cable2;
margaret@mheffernan.com; Brian Basham; 'Simon Cohen'; 'Sasha Shimina'; Stuart Reynolds; 'Peter
Hamilton'; roger.steare@rogersteare.com
Subject: Re: RBS and HBOS Investigations
Paul
Thankyou for a copy of your email to Mr Tyrie.
I have had the opportunity to give it some preliminary thought. In particular I have focused on the four
short-term actions/priorities you have suggested. I substantively agree with your recommendations but
have two points of precision on
·
Secondly, you must require the FSA to publish the “redacted report(s)” immediately in whatever
format it now exists naming those who have required which parts to be “redacted”.
I note the position taken by Dr Cable MP, as reported in the Daily Mail last week. I also believe that the
full report should be published within a month with the appropriate redacted elements as you suggest. I
think the report should also list all the witnesses who have contributed to the report, and, as I believe
you are suggesting, a note beside each indicating only those who have objected to parts of its
publication. It may also be sensible to indicate the lawyers instructed, where that is also applicable for
these firms or individuals. We know from the “independent forensic investigations” research that we
have undertaken since October 2010 that an explicit list of which and when witnesses were interviewed
is essential in order to assess the breadth and depth of the evidence gathered and considered by the
forensic firm.
Furthermore, at this juncture, I do not believe there should be any argument about what should and
should not be disclosed in the published report, simply an indication from whom the disputed elements
emanate. This will also provide an initial focus for the two independent reviewers consideration in
Month 2 as they progress their review over the in coming months. I expect it ought also to allow a
reasonably quick assessment – say by summer recess – of the further work which I believe will be
strategically inevitable, so as to manage public and other stakeholders expectations for the timescales
for the Final Report on each bank.
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One other central point at this time is that our “independent forensic investigation” research also
indicates a probable variation in the approach amongst UK accounting firms to their recording of all the
documents. Both Mr Tyrie and Mr Moore will recall in my letters on 18 November 2010 (attached) we
asked at Question 4 - “to what extent does your firm document in its final reports the sources of
information consulted, in the form of footnotes , bibliographies , appendices and the like/ For example
will you produce a Index of document which contains those documents provided to your firm, obtained
by your firm, reviewed by your firm and finally considered by your firm in the findings of fact and your
conclusions?”
As a result I recommend that Mr Tyrie insist that the “redacted” Report published now does have the
index of documents where available – as per legal format – and that it is NOT redacted.
Finally, Paul on the Banking on Change Campaign and the People’s Petition for Better Banking a number
of my Northern Ireland MP colleagues may value such a briefing by some of your team , for say a
maximum of an hour. Could you therefore please liaise with my parliamentary aide, Naomi, in my
Newtownards Constituency Office and see whether we could schedule that in the week commencing
Monday 23 May 2011.
Regards
Jim
Jim Shannon, MP for Strangford
Document 28

14 May 2011

From: Paul Moore [mailto:Paul.Moore@moorecarter.co.uk]
Sent: 14 May 2011 21:12
To: JIM SHANNON; tyriea@parliament.uk
Cc: 'Brian Little'; EveSAMSON; DebbieSUGG; Vincent.cable.mp@parliament.uk; Vincent Cable2;
margaret@mheffernan.com; Brian Basham; 'Simon Cohen'; 'Sasha Shimina'; Stuart Reynolds; 'Peter
Hamilton'; roger.steare@rogersteare.com
Subject: RE: RBS and HBOS Investigations
Jim,
I agree with the points you make.
But there is just one point I want to reiterate strongly in case it got lost in my words or there was any
misunderstanding about it.
I want to congratulate you, Andrew, on everything you and your team have done. I would also ask you
not to take my continued determination to give you the advice that I think is right as any sign of criticism
or antagonism to you or your team on what you are doing. I think you are doing an excellent job in very
difficult political circumstances. As I have said before, I just want to be able to help you as I do think I
have a very unusual perspective on the whole banking crisis which can be used for the common good.
I am still very keen to meet you and spend some quality time discussing matters privately with you. I
know you would find it useful. If you could give me a telephone number I could have my secretary liaise
with yours to find a convenient time to meet?
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Kind regards
Paul Moore
Document 29

22 May 2011

From: Paul Moore
Sent: 22 May 2011 00:12
To: 'MCINTOSH, Anne'; tyriea@parliament.uk
Cc: 'Brian Little'; 'JIM SHANNON'; Simon Cohen; Sasha Shimina; Stuart Reynolds; 'Bradley Tony'
Subject: IMPORTANT - BRIEFING OF GEORGE OSBORNE
Anne,
Today I received a letter from you telling me that, contrary to my specific advice and request, you have
nevertheless gone ahead and briefed George Osborne on the letter I sent to Andrew Tyrie.
I must say, I think that it was wrong of you to do this without taking the time to meet me in advance and
discuss matters. I also do not think it is fair on Andrew Tyrie with whom we are in direct “conversation”
at the moment on these important topics and who, no doubt, will take the opportunity to brief George
Osborne when he is ready (or may already have done so).
Andrew,
Please see the correspondence below with Anne. As you can see I did request not to brief
George Osborne but my advice and request has been ignored.
It may now be appropriate to brief George Osborne more fully on all the matters that we have been
raising with you over the last few months. As usual, I am happy to assist in any way I can including
attending. I think we should now also brief him (and maybe David Cameron) on the Ken Clarke matter. I
am not getting any really proper response from Ken on this (as I have already explained in my earlier
emails) and I shall shortly be obliged to brief the press on this if I am not able to settle the matter
privately with a proper explanation of why, having said that my evidence demonstrated public civil
wrong-doing, he never followed that through properly.
Kind regards
Paul Moore

Document 30

23 May 2011

From: Paul Moore [mailto:Paul.Moore@moorecarter.co.uk]
Sent: 23 May 2011 08:48
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To: tyriea@parliament.uk
Cc: Brian Little; JIM SHANNON; Simon Cohen; Sasha Shimina; Stuart Reynolds; Bradley Tony; MCINTOSH,
Anne; Margaret Heffernan; Stuart Reynolds
Subject: RE: IMPORTANT - BRIEFING OF GEORGE OSBORNE
Andrew,
I should have copied you in on the actual letter from Anne McIntosh and am doing so now.
You may also be interested in seeing the coverage of our work in the BBC Politics Show Yorkshire and
Lincs which can be found here between minutes 38 mins and 40 secs and 44.
http://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/b008hq2s
Kind regards

Paul Moore
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Document 32 – 24 May 2011
From: Treasury Committee [mailto:TREASCOM@parliament.uk]
Sent: 24 May 2011 15:10
To: Paul Moore
Cc: Treasury Committee
Subject: RE: Circulation of 16th February letter
Dear Mr Moore,
You spoke to us earlier about circulation of your 16th February letter. I can confirm that Members were
made aware of your letter in line with usual Committee practice on 8th April 2011. To ensure that
Members are aware of its continued relevance we will be circulating the letter along with Committee
papers ahead of the Committee's next hearing on the ICB report - the date for which will be made public
in due course.
Kind regards,
David Slater
Document 33 - 24 May 2011
From: Paul Moore [mailto:Paul.Moore@moorecarter.co.uk]
Sent: 24 May 2011 19:06
To: Treasury Committee
Cc: Brian Little; JIM SHANNON; Banking on Change; Stuart Reynolds; sshimina@gmail.com; Margaret
Heffernan; Bradley Tony; Ben Dyson; sshimina@gmail.com
Subject: RE: Circulation of 16th February letter
David,
Thanks for this. When you say "made aware of", do you mean, "were provided with a copy of" or just
told of its existence? When are the papers likely to be circulated - before or after the summer recess? If
after, we think it would be much better to circulate them now. To assist you in this regard and as I
promised today, we will re-provide you with a full "dossier" of all the relevant correspondence with the
Chairman and previous clerk in "MS Word" format and in chronological order so that it will give
members of the committee a full view of all the dialogue in a format that they can follow. It is, of course,
crucial that members are given the entire dossier and not just the 16th February letter. Please confirm
that you will be doing this.
You may also tell Andrew Tyrie that I have some very important points that I would like to make about
the meeting today with the ICB e.g. that one of the reasons that Investment Banks want to be connected
directly to retail banks is not so much to be able directly to use the depositors funds (although they do
do this) but more because of the additional "wholesale funding leverage" that the deposits give them
which the investment bank can then use for proprietary trading and other activities. Also, I never heard
a single mention in the meeting of what ordinary depositors / customers or retail banks themselves
actually want - the ICB should be required to carry out a large-scale customer survey of this point. Or the
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TSC could do the survey itself. My small firm knows how to do this as it did one of risk managers (see
website "News" tab). It is very easy and can be set up for virtually no cost. I think that the committee
might find that if it asked ordinary voters what they want that they would find that the argument for this
unknown, unclear "retail ringfencing" will disappear as an idea and we will end up building policy on the
basis of what the public actually want and not what those with a "status quo mindset" think "might"
work.
Also, I should add that I am strongly in favour of the ideas put forward by "Positive Money" that current
accounts should have 100% capital backing and that a current account retail bank should act as a
"custodian" of these monies and that savings banks become more like "funds" where the customer
decides what risk it is happy for the fund to take with his or her money.
Of course, the most important points to make which I have made many times before are:1. Banks should never be allowed to carry out "betting business" which is what investment banking
proprietary trading is. In fact, it is actually worse than that because it is effectively "rigged" betting using
other people's money. Day traders and ex investment bankers will tell you that proprietary trading us so
profitable because it is based on a dominant position in information and mathematics, almost
institutional conflicts of interest and probable market manipulation. It is like "card counting" in a
casino...and there are victims of this especially pension funds and the asset management business. The
motto should be "Take the betting out of the banking" - The ICB simply assumes it should be permitted
and have never asked the question whether it should be banned in banks. It can carry on inside the
asset management world if investors want to do that and under the current regulatory controls.
2. My comment is this - "You can calculate capital until the cows come home but it will never save you
from a "conduct of business" failure caused by a dysfunctional culture of greed, unethical (or illegal)
behaviour and indisposition to governance challenge". You can prove this by looking at all the major
financial disasters of the past. The excessive focus on capital as opposed to conduct of business gives
everyone a false sense of security; big disasters are never saved by little life-boats.
3. We will never get competition in UK retail banking while such big banks are allowed. Lloyds
acquisition (politically forced??) should be demerged and Halifax should be returned to what it was - a
good and strong building society.
This is a quick response and I will build on it when I have more time. Please share it with the Chairman.
Finally, I repeat again my request for a meeting with the Chairman to discuss calmly and quietly the
important input that myself and colleagues have in the areas in which the committee is now working
and in which the public have so much interest.
Kind regards
Paul Moore
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Document 34

24 May 2011

From: Paul Moore [mailto:Paul.Moore@moorecarter.co.uk]
Sent: 24 May 2011 23:20
To: Treasury Committee
Cc: tyriea@parliament.uk; JIM SHANNON; Brian Little
Subject: RE: Circulation of 16th February letter
David,
Further to my email below I have now updated my electronic dossier with the emails today (Documents
32 and 33). The documents index shows the exchanges and background. You can see that my letter to
Mr Tyrie MP is document 8 at pages 30 - 39 although it will probably be easier to use my original
transmission on 16 February 2011 from your files. I attach another copy of this letter for your ease of
access with the two attachments referred to in it (these two attachments are not in the dossier).
I expect that the next TSC will be in week commencing Tuesday 7 June 2011. Please circulate this
electronic dossier to the other TSC members as agreed and confirm to me by email when you have done
this. If I have not heard from you by 8th June, I will assume that you have circulated the dossier and that
therefore the dossier is a matter of public record.
In relation to the terms of reference for the validation of the FSA-PWC-RBS investigation to be carried
out by Sir David Walker and Mr Bill Knight (see document 24), I strongly recommend that the Committee
review and consider the recommendations from myself set out in document 26 of the dossier and those
made by Jim Shannon in document 27 which he made after the extensive research he has carried out
since October 2010 on "independent forensic investigations" by UK accounting firms. It would be a
shame to exclude that extensive experience and recommendations in finalising the Terms of Reference.
Mr Shannon has kept Andrew Tyrie appraised of all these matters as they proceeded.
Thank you for your help in this matter. Once again I offer my time to meet with Mr Tyrie.

Paul Moore
FW: Circulation of 16th February letter - Attachments

Paul.Moore.Jim.Shan 16 Feb 11 - Letter to Banking Crisis - Press release - 13th
non.MP.Andrew.Tyrie.MP.TSC.Chairman.pdf
Andy Tyrie following meeting
Further Additional
2 Feb 11.pdf
Evidence
Marchto2009
Treasury
2.pdfSelect Committee - Paul Moore Final Version (Proofed).pdf
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Document 35 - 25 May 2011 Terms of reference for review of FSA's report into failure of RBS

25 May 2011
Terms of reference for the independent review of the Financial Services Authority’s report into the
failure of RBS are announced today by the Chairman of the Treasury Select Committee, Andrew Tyrie
MP.
Mr Tyrie said:
“The public has not yet had an adequate explanation of the reasons for RBS’s failure. They are owed it.
Billions of pounds of taxpayers’ money has been put at risk. This is why we asked the FSA to publish
their findings. It is why we have appointed independent advisers to assess the report produced by the
FSA on the basis of those findings. We also need to know what the FSA were doing at the time of RBS’s
failure and what they have subsequently done to get to the bottom of it.”
The terms of reference of the review are:
To review and report on the extent to which the FSA report is a fair and balanced summary of
the evidence gathered by the FSA and PricewaterhouseCoopers during their review of the
failure of RBS, and whether it fairly reflects the findings of the FSA’s investigation.
To review and report on whether the FSA’s report is a fair and balanced summary of the
Authority’s own analysis of its regulatory and supervisory activities in the run up to the failure of
RBS.
Background:
In December 2010 the Financial Services Authority issued a brief statement closing its supervisory
investigation into RBS. The FSA said that, for legal reasons, it was unable to publish more detailed
findings. These findings were based on three reports relating to enforcement prepared by
PricewaterhouseCoopers.
The Treasury Committee expressed concern in correspondence that, without publication of the FSA’s
findings, the public could not have confidence that the necessary regulatory lessons had been learned.
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Nor had an adequate explanation of the reasons for RBS’s failure been given. On 13 December 2010 the
Committee asked the FSA to reconsider its decision not to publish these findings.
In response, the FSA agreed on 15 December to prepare a report for publication. In addition the FSA
proposed that it should report on its regulation and supervision of RBS. In March 2011 the Committee
requested that this report by the FSA, summarising RBS’s failure and the FSA’s actions in relation to it,
be subject to independent review. The FSA confirmed that it accepted the need for such a review in a
letter on 28 March.
The independent reviewers, Sir David Walker and Bill Knight, will report to the Treasury Committee in
due course.
Attachments:
Attached to this press release:
1. Terms of Reference (

PDF 30 KB)

2. Statement of Committee purposes
3. Letter from Chairman of TSC to Lord Turner – 13 December 2010 (

PDF 30 KB)

4. Letter from Lord Turner to Chairman of TSC – 15 December 2010
5. Letter from Chairman of TSC to Lord Turner – 15 December 2010
6. Letter from Lord Turner to Chairman of TSC - 17 February 2011
7. Letter from Lord Turner to Chairman of TSC – 28 March 2011

Added
Mr Andrew Tyrie MP letter to Mr Jim Shannon MP following our meeting on 2 February 2011
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Independent Review of Financial Services Authority’s report on The Royal Bank of Scotland—Terms of
Reference
Sir David Walker and Bill Knight have been asked by the Treasury Committee to review the Financial
Services Authority’s report into The Royal Bank of Scotland. This report is being prepared for publication
by the Authority at the request of the Committee.
The review of the report has the following terms of reference, to which the FSA has agreed:
To review and report on the extent to which the FSA report is a fair and balanced summary of the
evidence gathered by the FSA and PricewaterhouseCoopers during their review of the failure of
RBS, and whether it fairly reflects the findings of the FSA’s investigation.
To review and report on whether the FSA’s report is a fair and balanced summary of the
Authority’s own analysis of its regulatory and supervisory activities in the run up to the failure of
RBS.
The FSA will take all reasonable steps to ensure that the review team has access to such documents and
persons as they consider necessary to undertake this review.
As part of the reviewers’ consideration of the FSA’s work, the FSA will provide the reviewers with drafts
of the report. If they consider it appropriate, the reviewers may invite the FSA to reconsider aspects of
the report before it is published. Instances where the reviewers’ work has led to significant and
substantive alterations in the published report will be reported to the Committee. The reviewers will
also report to the Committee instances where they have suggested alterations to the draft report which
they have been unable to agree with the FSA.
The reviewers may include observations about the completeness of the FSA’s work.
The reviewers will not be asked to express a legal point of view on the FSA’s decisions as to whether to
bring enforcement actions.
The reviewers will be able to raise with the Committee any matters related to their work that they think
appropriate.
Evidence or advice given to the Committee will be subject to the procedures governing select
committees. Such evidence or advice is subject to parliamentary privilege; it is confidential to the
Committee and may only be published by the Committee.
The FSA will provide the reviewers with reasonable resources. The FSA will bear the cost of employing
such advisers as the reviewers may require, including the cost of legal representation in any proceedings
in which they are involved as defendant or plaintiff relating to the review. Those advisers will report to
the reviewers. The FSA and its staff will provide the reviewers with all reasonable support and
cooperation. T
The FSA and the collapse of RBS—Statement of the Purposes of the Treasury Committee
An investigation into the failure of RBS, and the FSA’s conduct with respect to it.
Background
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In December 2010 the Financial Services Authority issued a brief statement closing its supervisory
investigation into RBS. The FSA said that, for legal reasons, it was unable to publish more detailed
findings. These findings were based on three reports relating to enforcement prepared by
PricewaterhouseCoopers.
The Treasury Committee expressed concern in correspondence that, without publication of the FSA’s
findings, the public could not have confidence that the necessary regulatory lessons had been learned.
Nor had an adequate explanation of the reasons for RBS’s failure been given. On 13 December 2010 the
Committee asked the FSA to reconsider its decision not to publish these findings.
In response, the FSA agreed on 15 December to prepare a report for publication. In addition the FSA
proposed that it should report on its regulation and supervision of RBS. In March 2011 the Committee
requested that this report by the FSA, summarising RBS’s failure and the FSA’s actions in relation to it,
be subject to independent review. The FSA confirmed that it accepted the need for such a review in a
letter on 28 March.

The independent review and Committee purposes
The Committee’s press notice of 5 May 2011 announced an independent review of the FSA report, to be
carried out with the consent of the FSA. The FSA report will include analysis of the causes of RBS’s
failure; a summary of the findings of the FSA investigation into matters relating to RBS’s decisions, risk
controls and governance processes; and an assessment of the FSA’s regulation and supervision of RBS,
identifying any deficiencies and actions taken by the FSA subsequently.
The Committee has also asked for the disclosure of the reports to the FSA by PricewaterhouseCoopers
relating to enforcement.
The completeness, balance and fairness of the report is one of the central tasks of the reviewers to
assess, as set out in their terms of reference. A second task is to assess the FSA’s regulatory and
supervisory activities in the run-up to the failure.
The scale and nature of RBS’s failure was unprecedented for the UK. It led to £282 billion of taxpayers’
money being exposed via the Asset Protection Scheme and £45.5 billion being spent by the Government
on RBS shares of different sorts. 83 per cent of the bank is now owned by the Treasury.
Much greater transparency with respect to the causes of RBS’s failure is required. This includes the
information collected by the FSA and the actions considered in the PricewaterhouseCoopers reports.
The banking sector also has important lessons to learn. As much written evidence accounting for that
failure as is reasonably possible should be put into the public domain.
It is also important for Parliament and the public to know the extent of the regulatory failure prior to the
RBS crisis, during the handling of it, and afterwards. This will include steps taken by the FSA after 7
October 2008 to learn the lessons from, and inform the public about, the failure.
The independent reviewers may wish to examine, and the Committee will want to know, among other
things, the chronology of events; who was consulted prior to the completion of the FSA’s report; and
who was shown it in draft, and their response. The reviewers may wish to consider evidence, written or
oral, from others not hitherto consulted by the FSA.
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Document 36

26 May 2011 Daily Telegraph

The RBS report could fatally undermine the FSA's leadership
“Bad decisions” was the phrase used by the Financial Services Authority (FSA) in December to sum up its
conclusion as to why Royal Bank of Scotland came close to collapse in October 2008 and was only saved
through the direct injection of £45bn of taxpayers’ money and hundreds of billions of pounds more in
state loans and guarantees.

Sir Fred Goodwin, the bank's former chief executive, was only interviewed once and was questioned for
less than three hours Photo: Reuters

By Harry Wilson, Banking Correspondent 12:50PM BST 25 May 2011
That the FSA could not see that this was a wholly inadequate response to the question as to why RBS
required such an extraordinary amount of support could only be the result of “bad decisions” by the
regulator’s own leadership.
The way Lord Turner, the FSA’s chairman, and Hector Sants, its chief executive, have floundered in their
handling of the investigation of RBS and the fallout from their initial refusal to publish a report raise
serious questions about their judgment.
Lord Turner initially stated it would be legally impossible to publish any of the investigation and said the
public would have to satisfy itself with the 300-odd word press release it put out.
A relatively short political storm later and Lord Turner performed a quick reverse ferret and said a report
could actually be produced after all and set a publication deadline in March.
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March came and went with no sign of a report, at which point it transpired that the FSA was having a
little bit of difficulty getting the document together, mainly because despite 19 months of work costing
£7.7m it did not actually have the type of material that allowed it to publish anything that could
remotely resemble a full account of how RBS came to the point of collapse.
Cue another political storm, led by Andrew Tyrie MP, the excellent chairman of the Treasury Select
Committee, who after more than a month of talks with Lord Turner and Mr Sants eventually forced an
agreement whereby independent reviewers would be brought in to look at the FSA’s work.
The terms of reference published on Wednesday under which the reviewers, Sir David Walker and Bill
Knight, will conduct their work are carefully constructed to save the FSA’s blushes, but you do not need
to look too closely between the lines to see that what is being hinted at is a full review of the regulator’s
role and effectively a complete rewrite of its report.
It is hard to believe that when Lord Turner made his fateful U-turn last year that he did not know that it
would inevitably show how wholly inadequate the FSA’s investigation had been.
A Telegraph investigation into the failure of RBS found that few current or former senior managers or
directors of the bank had been interviewed by FSA officials and that where they had the questioning was
brief and broad - Sir Fred Goodwin, the bank's former chief executive, was only interviewed once and
was questioned for less than three hours.
Wednesday’s announcement is the first step on a path that is likely to begin a slow chipping away at the
credibility of Lord Turner and Mr Sants.
In Lord Turner’s case the review is likely to show that he presided over and signed off an investigation
that utterly failed to answer the basic question of why RBS collapsed.
For Mr Sants the implications of the review could be more serious as he was a senior manager at the FSA
when it green-lighted RBS’s takeover of ABN Amro and it is hard to believe that his role in this will not
come in for criticism.
Mr Sants is well-respected in the banking industry and rightly so. However, if the RBS report ends up
showing that he failed in his duty as the UK’s senior banking regulator during the run-up to the crisis it
must raise questions about his suitability to lead the new Prudential Regulation Authority that will next
year take on the FSA’s role as lead banking regulator.
Sir David and Mr Knight must be only too aware of the can of worms they have been asked to open. But
it is a can that must be prised ajar, however unpalatable its contents might be. The British public have
waited too long for this moment, to hold back now would be unforgivable.
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Document 37 26 May 2011

Financial Times Review terms of RBS case unveiled

By Brooke Masters, Chief Regulation Correspondent
Published: May 25 2011 22:15 | Last updated: May 25 2011 22:15
The terms of a planned independent review of the Financial Services Authority’s handling of Royal Bank
of Scotland were announced by the Treasury select committee on Wednesday.
Sir David Walker and Bill Knight, both respected City figures, will assess whether the FSA’s report on the
bank “is a fair and balanced summary” of both its own failures and of the evidence it gathered during an
enforcement probe.
However, the reviewers will not express a legal view over whether the watchdog was right to close its
probe without bringing charges, Lord Turner, FSA chairman, wrote in a letter released on Wednesday.
The planned review is part of a larger parliamentary effort to make the FSA and other independent
bodies more accountable to the public.
Both the FSA report and the external review will be made public.
“This is an innovation by the committee. Successive governments have created a number of very
powerful quangos. It is crucial that parliament insure they are accountable,” Andrew Tyrie, committee
chairman, told the Financial Times.
“The important thing now is for Sir David and Bill Knight to find out what the public needs to know and
give us all confidence we have the right regulatory structure for the future.”
The independent review grew out of a long-running furore over the FSA’s handling of RBS, which is now
83 per cent owned by taxpayers.
The watchdog announced in December that it was closing its enforcement probe without bringing any
charges or issuing a public explanation. Sharp criticism forced Lord Turner into a U-turn and he promised
that the FSA would conduct a report on the enforcement case, the causes of RBS’s collapse and the
FSA’s own oversight of RBS in the years leading up to the crisis.
By the end of March, Lord Turner wrote in a letter to Mr Tyrie that the FSA’s enforcement division had
produced a draft summary of the evidence it gathered during its probe. The watchdog’s internal auditor
had produced a separate report of more than 100 pages detailing the FSA’s supervisory failures.
“It is clear there were major deficiencies,” the letter said.
Both pieces will now be considered by the external reviewers. The FSA has also begun gathering
information on whether Sir Fred Goodwin’s alleged affair with a senior colleague had any impact on the
bank. The allegations were disclosed last week in parliament in defiance of a super-injunction.
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Document 38

26 May 2011

From: Treasury Committee [mailto:TREASCOM@parliament.uk]
Sent: 26 May 2011 10:32
To: Paul Moore
Cc: Treasury Committee
Subject: RE: Circulation of 16th February letter [Scanned]
Mr Moore,
To answer your first question, we provide Members with a regular list of correspondence received and
invite them to let us know which they would like copies of. This is because Members receive a great deal
of correspondence both through the Committee and directly and it is easier for them to receive a
summary list rather than being inundated with paper. That is what we did in this case.
We will however circulate the dossier to Members by email in the next few days. For clarity, circulating
documents to Members does not make them public documents. I will draw Members' attention to the
documents that are already in the public domain in the covering email.
In relation to the points in documents 26 and 27 you will have seen that the Committee has published
the terms of reference and other documents relating to the review (as indeed you suggest in your
email). I appreciate that the review is not the solution you would have chosen and has a narrower scope
than you would like, however it is the option the Committee has decided upon and they will be keeping
a close eye on the process.
Mr Tyrie will be away from Parliament during the recess, however as you have copied him directly I am
sure he will see your emails in due course.
Kind regards,
David
Document 39 27 May 2011
From: Paul Moore [mailto:Paul.Moore@moorecarter.co.uk]
Sent: 27 May 2011 10:06
To: Treasury Committee
Cc: tyriea@parliament.uk; MCINTOSH, Anne; JIM SHANNON; Brian Little
Subject: Dossier of correspondence with TSC [Scanned]
David,
Thank you for your helpful email. I entirely accept the constraints within which the Committee has to
operate and congratulate it for getting this far as I said in my email set out in document 28 in the
dossier.
Having said that, I must draw your attention again to the important points James Shannon and I made in
the combination of documents 26 and 27. I would also like to emphasise the absolutely critical
importance of the line in the terms of reference which states that the reviewers "may" include
observations about the completeness of the FSA's work. In fact they MUST do so if the review is to have
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any real worth. This means that they also MUST use resources who have the highest possible
competence and experience in the forensic investigative techniques, as well, of course as being totally
independent and objective. I strongly recommend the use of high quality Barristers such as Peter
Hamilton at 4 Pump Court, Stephen Platt QC or the QC who oversaw the Midstaffs Investigation. These
resources need to be known by the committee, the media and the general public as they will provide
confidence in the review; there could be nothing worse at this point for the committee than the press
being able to attack the work of the independent review team for not using the appropriate resources.
In relation to the circulation and public nature of the dossier, thank you for agreeing to circulate it. I now
attach the latest version which excludes your previous email and this response. I also want to add that,
we have always made it clear that the input we have given is not confidential and would at some point
be made public. This is our prerogative and not that of the committee. We had not made it public in the
past as a matter of courtesy while in dialogue with Andrew and in the hope that we could have a proper
face to face meeting. Once you have circulated the dossier, we will then consider our protocols to have
been met and will feel free to circulate it to others. In particular, I have had a direct request from Chuka
Umunna for a copy and will be sending him one over the weekend - after all, he was until only very
recently on the committee.
I will also be contacting Ken Clarke one last time to give him the opportunity to discuss matters with me
face to face. However, you should be aware and should make it clear to Andrew that this will not delay
the publication of the dossier.
Once again, I offer my time to meet personally with Andrew, even though he told me at the meeting on
Tuesday that this could not be arranged in the near future. I also want to reiterate that, whatever
additional points I make should not in any way be seen to take away from the excellent work that the
committee is doing in this area
Kind regards
Paul Moore
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