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1. Executive Summary 

 

This report examines a recurring constitutional problem 
which appears across multiple areas of public 
administration: 

 



When a complaint is not properly recorded, it is unlikely 
to be investigated; when it is not investigated, it cannot 
be prosecuted; when it is not prosecuted, a court never 
hears it. 

 

This “evidence pipeline” principle is directly relevant to 
concerns raised in the Operation Talla investigation 
about whether certain categories of public complaint 
were discouraged, rejected, or treated as inadmissible 
during the Covid period. 

 

To avoid narrow framing, this report draws on: 

 

(1) A written statement to the UK Covid-19 Inquiry by 
Gregor McGill, Director of Legal Services at the Crown 
Prosecution Service (CPS), describing how Covid 
enforcement cases were processed. 

 

(2) McGill’s earlier CPS witness statement (2017) 
reflecting how the CPS frames oversight and 
prosecution in high-harm categories such as child 
abuse and exploitation. 



 

(3) Parliamentary evidence (Justice Committee session 
on fraud) describing how complaint intake 
mechanisms, specifically Action Fraud, can function as 
a screening chokepoint before investigation and 
prosecution ever begin. 

 

Core Finding (Governance): 

 

Even where prosecutorial independence is genuine, it 
only applies to matters which reach prosecutors. If 
upstream mechanisms prevent complaints entering the 
investigative record, the justice system can be 
insulated from scrutiny without any downstream actor 
deciding anything about the merits. 

 

2. Why This Matters to Operation Talla 

 

Operation Talla has been publicly described as a 
national policing coordination response to Covid. The 
public interest concern examined by this investigation 
is whether national coordination resulted in: 



 

• Policy-driven filtering of certain complaint classes; or 

• Operational practices which effectively prevented 
matters from reaching normal investigative and 
prosecutorial pathways. 

 

This report does not assume intent. It focuses on 
mechanism. 

 

The evidence reviewed here supports a neutral 
proposition: 

 

Control of intake is control of legal reality. 

If a system discourages recording or referral, then 
lawful oversight mechanisms (CPS review, open court 
scrutiny, disclosure obligations) may never engage. 

 

3. The Evidential Pipeline: A Constitutional Model 

 



A functioning criminal justice accountability chain 
relies on: 

 

1. Complaint intake and recording 

2. Investigation and evidence gathering 

3. Referral to prosecutors (where applicable) 

4. Independent evidential review 

5. Charging and prosecution 

6. Open justice and adjudication 

7. Disclosure obligations and auditability 

 

If any stage is structurally weakened, particularly 
stages (1) and (2), then later safeguards become 
irrelevant. 

 

4. What CPS Evidence Shows About COVID 
Enforcement Structure 

 

McGill’s Covid Inquiry statement is corporate evidence 
on behalf of the CPS, describing CPS responsibilities 



and how pandemic-related offences entered the 
system. 

 

Two structural points are especially relevant: 

 

4.1 Police-Led Charging and Downstream CPS 
Exposure 

 

Covid enforcement included high volumes of summary-
only matters, with police empowered to charge many 
offences without CPS involvement at the earliest stage. 

 

Implication: 

Where charging and sometimes prosecution routing is 
police-led, the prosecutorial gatekeeping function can 
be reduced or delayed, meaning upstream decisions 
about what is recorded and progressed become even 
more decisive. 

 

4.2 Procedural Throughput Measures and Reduced 
Visibility Risk 



 

The statement describes procedural routing designed 
to handle large volumes efficiently. 

 

Implication: 

High-throughput pathways can be legitimate and 
necessary under pressure, but they heighten the 
importance of robust upstream integrity. If low-visibility 
mechanisms combine with upstream filtering, 
meaningful scrutiny may be weakened. 

 

5. A Parallel Case: Fraud Reporting and Screening 
Out Complaints 

 

Justice Committee evidence on fraud includes 
descriptions of how a centralised reporting mechanism 
(Action Fraud) has been perceived as: 

 

• Difficult to access, 

• Limited in follow-up, 



• Potentially functioning as a screening mechanism 
before investigation. 

 

Regardless of characterisation, the constitutional point 
is clear: 

 

A central intake mechanism can become a chokepoint 
that determines whether a reported allegation ever 
becomes an investigated offence. 

 

This is structurally relevant to Operation Talla concerns. 

 

6. Institutional Contrast: Child Abuse and 
Exploitation Oversight 

 

The 2017 CPS statement on child abuse and 
exploitation reflects: 

 

• Emphasis on seriousness, 

• Safeguarding imperatives, 



• Specialist oversight, 

• Structured evidential practice. 

 

Governance Lesson: 

 

Where an offence type is treated as high-harm, systems 
emphasise specialist oversight and robust evidential 
handling. 

 

The Operation Talla concern is that certain Covid-
related allegation categories may have been treated 
differently at intake stage, irrespective of asserted 
harm. 

 

This contrast is procedural, not moral. 

 

7. Key Public Interest Questions for Operation Talla 

 

7.1 Intake Integrity 

 



• Were members of the public discouraged from 
making certain Covid-related reports? 

• Were reports refused at source or treated as non-
recordable as a class? 

 

7.2 Investigation Integrity 

 

• Where reports were received, were they investigated 
normally? 

• Was any national guidance narrowing investigative 
action for specific allegation types? 

 

7.3 Referral Integrity 

 

• Were forces guided in ways reducing referral of 
certain matters to prosecutors or coronial pathways? 

 

7.4 Auditability 

 

• Do records exist showing what was rejected and why? 



• If rejections were not recorded, how can oversight 
assess legality or proportionality? 

 

8. Constitutional Principle 

 

A justice system cannot be evaluated solely by what 
reaches court. It must also be evaluated by what fails to 
enter the pipeline. 

 

When institutions are pressured, by volume, policy, or 
emergency conditions, the risk is not only wrongful 
prosecutions but silent attrition of allegations before 
they become cases. 

 

If Operation Talla functioned, intentionally or 
unintentionally, as a mechanism reducing recordability 
or investigability of certain classes of report, that would 
be constitutionally serious because it would operate as 
an upstream shield against scrutiny. 

 



9. Recommendations for Transparency and Public 
Assurance 

 

1. Record-first discipline: All complaints recorded with 
clear disposition pathway. 

2. Publishable decision criteria: Triage criteria capable 
of scrutiny. 

3. Independent review access: Oversight bodies able to 
review rejected categories. 

4. Audit trails: Documented decisions compatible with 
disclosure obligations. 

5. Separation of policy and investigation: Guidance 
must not substitute case-based evaluation. 

 

10. Conclusion 

 

The evidence reviewed supports a central public 
interest proposition relevant to Operation Talla: 

 

Where intake is controlled, justice outcomes are 
controlled. 



Downstream independence cannot operate on what 
never arrives. 

 

Operation Talla concerns should be examined through 
records, criteria, and auditability. 


