can see why with all that information she has reassessed what happened
contemporaneously as between herself and investigators, and me, but I remain
disappointed at the level and some of the areas in terms of what she now criticises
and adversely comments upon.
It would appear that Sarah Saks has made notes herself (MG11 5.4.17 p7) and I have
not seen those.

In relation to FLO logs, it is clear to me that the IPCC do not have a complete version
of the log in relation to Mr Whitworth and I attach that to this response.

A FLO log is not a complete record of all contact with either investigators or the family.
Quite often as a FLO you will deal with things off duty and put a record on the log when
you are next on duty. I did not take the FLO logs home with me. Quite often I was
away from the police station and again contact with the family or information coming
to my attention might be added to the log when I was next on duty. It is not a running
commentary of everything I was doing and I simply tried my best as soon as possible
to keep them up to date. I concede that I did not make a note for example, about the
meeting in Hull with DS O'Donnell. This was an oversight on my part, although I
thought that meeting went well, no issues or concerns were raised and although DS
O'Donnell did most of the talking, my own view of the meeting was that it was helpful
to the family. I agree that I should have recorded the fact that it had taken place and
generally that outcome, and am sorry I did not.

I have been asked about the period specifically when Port was arrested, was on bail
and after he was charged. I was not aware that he had been arrested. Sarah Sak
found out about this on the internet before I was even told. I had to speak to OS Turrell
to establish if this information was correct, and she confirmed it was after making her
own enquiries. This perhaps demonstrates that investigators were not immediately
mindful of advising the FLO about the situation so that it came to the attention of the
family through what would have been the proper means.

I should make it clear that I had absolutely no training and indeed no knowledge of
chem sex, what it involved, or the implications of it. I had very little knowledge of
"poppers" and although I think I had heard of them, I was not sure if they were legal or
not, or what the implications were of taking it. Equally, I had no knowledge of GHB,
the circumstances in which it might be taken, and the impact which it would have on
any individual. At the time, I did not believe this very limited knowledge around these
issues hampered my capacity to fulfil the role as FLO to either family.

I do not think I saw the transcript of the interviews conducted with Port following his
arrest, again, investigating officers would determine what information was passed on
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to the family of Mr Walgate in such circumstances, to avoid any prejudice to the
investigation or potential prosecution of Port. The investigators determine that strategy
and dictate what, if anything, is passed on, arising out of an interview with a suspect,
and it would appear the decision was made here that there was no need for me to be
appraised of that and specifically to be invited to consider whether or not the family
should be told of the content of those interviews.
The MG11 statements which I was asked to take in my role as FLO were passed on
to investigators via email (within disclosure). These were victimology statements rather
than evidence based statements around the circumstances of the death because, no
one really in the family or friends could contribute to that to a great extent. Prior to
taking these statements, the investigation team would have advised me what area's
they would like covered.
It was my practice to give family members my MPS mobile phone number and I do not
accept that I was either difficult to get hold of or in any way uncommunicative. Things
would happen in the investigation that might get passed on to me at some stage, and
sometimes there would be a "trigger event" which represented a significant piece of
information to the family, for example, toxicology results. It would be wrong however
to impute knowledge in the sense that I knew everything that was going on in the
investigation at all times, or immediately when it happened. That was simply not the
case and generally is not the way in which a FLO is updated throughout the course of
an investigation.

I can make no other observations on my attendance at the inquest than I have provided
already.

In regards to the address book I seized from Daniels flat, as per my FLO log this was
to build a picture of Daniels lifestyle and was never mentioned to compare handwriting
by me. When Adam and Amanda were shown the note they did not react adversely to
it, and I cannot remember them making any comment other then that it was not very
"personal" although obviously it was probably quite difficult for them to absorb the
content of it upon a first reading.
Just as Sarah Saks and China Dunning are able to make statements in 2017 with a
lot more information to hand and the benefit of substantial hindsight, so too Ricky
Warmsley is in the same position. It remains my view that his statement of 7th October
2014 was emailed to investigators by me and at that time he was not able to comment
on the movements of Mr Whitworth in a way in which he now suggests in April 2017
he can, in terms of placing him in Barking.

I did make enquiries of Grinder and got a reply. This was quite generic and it was
obvious that some sort of subpoena would be needed to take this any further. Before
I could make it clear that I was a TDC who had no experience or knowledge of what
has been called a "staged scene" and even if initially I assisted with some of the
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