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Introduction 
 

1. At 5.56am on 12 December 2012 North West Ambulance Service 

attended an address in Cumbria in response to a report from the 

parents of a one-year-old child.  

 
2. Poppi Worthington was taken to Furness General Hospital (FGH), 

where at 7.07am, after attempts to resuscitate her, she was 

pronounced dead. As Poppi’s death was sudden and unexpected 

Cumbria Constabulary commenced an investigation into her death. On 

28 August 2013 the parents of Poppi, were arrested. 

 
3. As Poppi was one of a number of children in the family house of 

Poppi’s mother and Poppi’s father when she died, Cumbria County 

Council sought care orders for the other children. A court hearing 

commenced on 10 March 2014 and concluded on 27 March 2014.  

 
4. On 28 March 2014 the Honourable Mr Justice Peter Jackson disclosed 

a judgment in respect of these court proceedings. In the judgment, a 

number of concerns regarding the professional response to Poppi’s 

death were raised. This included the manner in which Cumbria 

Constabulary conducted their investigation into her death.  

 
5. On 15 May 2014 the IPCC received a letter from a firm of solicitors 

who had been involved in the proceedings with the Court judgment 

enclosed. The letter also included a schedule of lessons to be learned 

which was prepared by the legal representatives of the children 

involved. 

 

 
6. On 27 June 2014 Cumbria Constabulary referred the matter to the 

IPCC and on 2 July 2014 the IPCC determined that an independent 

investigation would be conducted to establish whether Cumbria 

Constabulary’s investigation into the death of Poppi was conducted 

thoroughly and appropriately. On 14 July the IPCC received a further 

referral on this matter, which included reference to the actions taken by 
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DSupt Forrester following the decision of the IPCC to independently 

investigate the matter, therefore the IPCC investigation set out to 

establish whether any failures of the investigation were subsequently 

concealed from any relevant party by wilful act or omission.  

 

Terms of reference 
 

1) To investigate 
 

a) Whether the investigation into the death of Baby W by Cumbria 

Constabulary was conducted thoroughly and appropriately. 

b) Whether investigative opportunities to obtain key evidence in 

the investigation were identified and appropriately acted upon. 

c) Whether national and local policies and guidance were adhered 

to. 

2) Whether any failure as identified at 1 was concealed from any 

relevant party either by a wilful act or omission. 

To identify whether any subject of the investigation may have 

committed a criminal offence and, if appropriate, make early contact 

with the Director of Public Prosecutions (DPP). On receipt of the final 

report, the Commissioner shall determine whether the report should be 

sent to the DPP. 

To identify whether any subject of the investigation, in the investigator’s 

opinion, has a case to answer for misconduct or gross misconduct, or 

no case to answer. 

To consider and report on whether there is organisational learning, 

including: 

 whether any change in policy or practice would help to prevent a 

recurrence of the event, incident or conduct investigated; 

 whether the incident highlights any good practice that should be 

shared.  
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These terms of reference were approved by Commissioner Mr James 

Dipple-Johnstone on 16 July 2014. 

 

Subjects to the investigation  
 

 
7. Cumbria Constabulary referred this matter to the IPCC as a recordable 

conduct matter, under the Police (Complaints and Misconduct) 

Regulations 2012. Where there is an indication an officer may have 

committed a criminal offence or breached the standards of 

professional behaviour, and the potential breach is so serious that 

misconduct proceedings may be brought, a Regulation 16 notice of 

investigation should be served by the IPCC. 

 
8. The three officers concerned are Detective Inspector (DI) A , DI Sadler 

and Detective Superintendent (D/Supt) Forrester. It was considered 

that the appropriate severity assessment for each officer was gross 

misconduct 

 
9. The allegations against all three officers were that they did not give 

due regard to initial concerns raised by the paediatrician at FGH. It 

was also alleged they did not undertake enquiries which would have 

been reasonable and as a result caused forensic opportunities to be 

lost.  

 
10. It was the view of the IPCC that the above conduct, if established, 

might have had a bearing on the effectiveness of the investigation and 

the safeguarding of other children within the family. 

 
11. In addition there were further allegations made against DI A and 

D/Supt Forrester. It was alleged that DI A recorded inaccurate 

information on a vulnerable child report. The further allegation against 

D/Supt Forrester was regarding his honesty and integrity, which was   

called into question because of the actions he was alleged to have 

taken in respect of this matter being referred to the IPCC and the 
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contact he was alleged to have initiated with potential witnesses to the 

IPCC investigation after he had been served with his regulation notice.  

 

Chronological summary of events 
 

12. Uniformed officers responded to the report from the ambulance service 

with officers attending the hospital and the home address. Those who 

attended the hospital liaised with medical personnel and those at the 

home address were tasked with managing the scene. During this time 

DI Sadler of the Public Protection Unit (PPU) was contacted and 

informed of the circumstances. 

 
13. The hospital doctor pronounced Poppi dead at 7.07am on 12 

December 2012 at FGH and he raised concerns regarding injuries to 

Poppi’s anus of which he stated he could not rule out something being 

inserted. The hospital doctor was also concerned about 

inconsistencies between what Poppi’s parents were saying: Poppi’s 

father mentioned Poppi being constipated and Poppi’s mother talked 

about her having diarrhoea. 

 
14. Poppi’s death was sudden and unexplained and as such Cumbria 

Constabulary commenced an investigation into the circumstances of 

her death.  

 
15. On 17 December 2012 a post mortem and a skeletal survey was 

conducted at Manchester Royal Childrens Hospital. Two pathologists 

were present at the post mortem, paediatric pathologist, Dr B and 

Home Office pathologist, Dr C. DI Sadler and DI A were present at the 

post mortem. At the time DI Sadler was the Senior Investigating Officer 

(SIO) for the police investigation. 

 
16. The cause of death was unascertained and at the end of the post 

mortem it was not clear as to how Poppi had come by the injuries to 

her anus. Dr C was concerned that sexual abuse may have been the 

cause of the injuries to Poppi, while Dr B suggested the injuries could 
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be consistent with constipation. The skeletal survey identified that 

Poppi had an old fracture to her right tibia and fibula. 

 
17. The difference of opinion between the two pathologists presented a 

difficulty for the police, in so much as there were two lines of enquiry to 

be explored in order to establish whether Poppi’s injuries were 

sustained as a result of abuse or whether constipation did cause the 

injuries.  

 
18. On 27 December 2012 Detective Chief Inspector (DCI) D, who at the 

time was the Head of the PPU for Cumbria, provided an instruction to 

D/Supt Forrester for him to take over the investigation as SIO, with DI 

Sadler being the deputy SIO. DCI D explained that, due to the 

concerns raised by Dr C, the investigation should be led by an officer 

who is accredited to PIP level 3. 

 
19. For the benefit of the reader PIP is the Professionalising Investigation 

Programme, which is a programme aimed at standardising and 

professionalising the role of the detective. 

 
20. Cumbria Constabulary received the post mortem report from Dr C on 

29 June 2013 and on 28 August 2013 Poppi’s father and Poppi’s 

mother were arrested.  

 
21. Cumbria County Council were seeking care orders for the siblings of 

Poppi and in respect of that a court hearing was presided over by The 

Honourable Mr Justice Peter Jackson on 10 March 2014. The hearing 

concluded on 27 March 2014 and on 28 March 2014 Mr Justice Peter 

Jackson released his judgment. D/Supt Forrester received a copy of 

the judgment via E, of social services, on 11 April 2014.  

 
22. In accordance with the direction of Mr Justice Peter Jackson the IPCC 

were sent a copy of the judgment and, following contact from the 

IPCC, Cumbria Constabulary formally referred the matter to the IPCC 

on 27 June 2014. 
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Witness accounts 

 

Police Constable (PC) F 
 

23. On 19 November 2014 PC F was interviewed by the IPCC and 

subsequently provided a witness statement in which she said on 12 

December 2012 she was on duty with PC G when they heard radio 

transmissions relating to a situation at an address in Cumbria at 

5.45am. 

 
24. She said while she was at the house PS H arrived and she informed 

him that the paramedics had said the scene was a bedroom upstairs. 

PS H instructed her to ensure that no-one went upstairs, but if the 

children wanted to use the toilet she must accompany them. PC F said 

PS H was only at the address for a short period of time. 

 
25. PC F said she recalled seeing a nappy on the living room floor, she 

described the nappy as looking as though it had dropped off a child, 

and she said it was on the floor by the fireplace. She did not look in the 

nappy, touch it or move it. She also said she didn’t know which child 

the nappy had come from and that she did not speak to anyone about 

the nappy and no-one asked if they could move it. 

 
26. With regard to clearing the whole house PC F said she was conscious 

of the welfare of the children, it was a cold morning in December, the 

children were worried about Poppi, they were in their pyjamas and they 

needed car seats to be removed from the address. PC F added that, 

on the day, there was a clear chain of command and removing the 

family from the address was not her decision.  

 
27. PC F said her role at the house was to ensure that nobody went 

upstairs. She said she did not have any significant conversations with 

the family or with police colleagues whilst she was at the address and 

could not recall speaking with anybody over the radio or via point to 

point. 
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Police Sergeant (PS) H 
 

28. PS H was interviewed as a witness by the IPCC on 30 October 2014, 

following which he provided a witness statement. In his statement PS 

H confirmed that he had been a police officer for 27 years.  

 
29. With regards to who was responsible for the security of the scene, PS 

H said it was the responsibility of Inspector I , but it was done through 

him as the sergeant. 

 
30. PS H went on to explain that, when an officer arrives at a scene, if the 

circumstances are not clear then the number one priority is to lock 

down the scene as soon as possible. 

 
31. He said he arrived at the house at about 6.10am, the door was opened 

by PC F, he said he entered the hallway of the house. He said he was 

informed by PC F that paramedics had informed her that the scene 

was the baby’s bedroom. He was also informed there were a number 

of children in the house and either a neighbour or relative was making 

breakfast for the children. 

 
32. PS H was satisfied with the action taken by PC F: she had contained 

the children in the lounge and had made arrangements for the house 

to be locked down when the children had gone. He said he instructed 

PC F to ensure that nobody went upstairs and that nobody else 

entered the house. 

 
33. He went on to say that it is normal for paramedics to inform the police 

where the scene was and went on to explain that, in circumstances 

such as these, the police are heavily reliant upon the first accounts of 

the paramedics.  

 
34. He went on to explain that the priority is to lockdown the scene and 

then wait for the Crime Scene Investigator (CSI) and the Senior 

Investigating Officer (SIO) and the Deputy SIO. He said when they 

arrived they would usually ask, where the scene was and how quickly 
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and efficiently it was locked down so that they could rule out any cross 

contamination. The attendance of the SIO would depend upon the 

seriousness of the incident and the geographical location of the SIO in 

relation to the scene. 

 

Inspector (Insp) I 
 

35. Insp I was interviewed as a witness by the IPCC on 28 October 2014 

and subsequently provided a statement in which she said she spoke 

with PS H because she was aware that PC F was attending the 

incident. She said this caused her concern because she knew PC F 

had a child of a similar age and, due to the possible emotional effects 

she was uncertain that PC F was the most appropriate officer to 

respond to the incident. 

 
36. Insp I said it was decided that PS H would attend the address to 

manage the scene while she attended FGH to manage things there. 

Insp I said she had worked with PS H for many years and she trusted 

his experience to manage the situation. She could not recall any 

specific instructions that she may have given to PS H. 

 
37. Insp I said she spoke with the hospital doctor shortly after the death of 

Poppi and said he passed comment regarding blood near to Poppi’s 

anus, but said the doctor said it may be ‘something or nothing’, Insp I 

described what the doctor had said as being somewhat ‘off the cuff’. 

She said she was concerned by the comment and as such she 

requested clarification.   

 
38. The hospital doctor told Insp I the medical team had worked on Poppi 

for a long time and she formed the impression that the hospital doctor 

was unable to say whether or not the blood near the anus was as a 

result of the medical intervention Poppi had received.  

 
39. Insp I said she was aware that if there was any suggestion of 

something not being right, it had to be dealt with as suspicious. She 
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considered the scenes to be the home address; the ambulance which 

transported Poppi and Poppi’s body. Insp I stated she was conscious 

of keeping the parents separate in a sensitive way to enable individual 

accounts to be taken from them. Insp I states she did not consider 

arresting the parents at the time. 

 
40. Insp I said at some point she contacted PC F via point to point and 

requested an update regarding the house, Insp I said she was 

informed by PC F that the bedroom where Poppi had been was sealed 

off. 

 
41. Insp I said she queried why just the bedroom had been secured and 

not the whole house, she said she was told by either PC F or PS H 

that, due to the presence of other children and family members the 

decision had been made to just secure the bedroom. Insp I said she 

gave the instruction to either PC F or PS H that the whole house 

should be sealed off and treated as a scene. 

 
42. She also recalled asking for the ambulance to be checked for any 

property relating to the incident as the ambulance was no longer at the 

hospital. Insp I said her primary focus was securing the scenes and 

obtaining any initial details 

 
43. Insp I also stated that later the same morning she conducted a briefing 

at Barrow police station with DI Sadler; DI A and a number of other 

police officers from the public protection unit. Insp I stated that she 

cannot recall the precise content of the briefing but believes she will 

have passed on the comments made by the hospital doctor regarding 

the blood near Poppi’s anus and the context in which it had been said, 

as well as the parents being kept separate. 

 

Police Constable (PC) J 
 

44. PC J provided a witness statement to the IPCC on 13 November 2014. 
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45. He said as far as he was aware the scene was upstairs and PC F was 

guarding it. His role was to keep the occupants of the house contained 

in the living room and kitchen area. PC J said it is often the case that, 

when he is at a scene, he will receive specific instructions regarding 

forensics, but on this occasion he could not recall any specific 

instructions being received. PC J said did not remember having any 

conversations about nappies whilst he was at the house.  

 

Police Constable (PC) K 

 
46. PC K provided a witness statement to the IPCC on 29 October 2014 

PC K said she was instructed to go to an address in Cumbria to relieve 

the night shift. She said PC F provided her with a handover briefing 

during which she was told not to let anybody go upstairs. PC K said 

PC J was also at the address, but she could not recall having any 

conversation with him. She said she took over at 7.10am and at that 

time there were a number of children and Ms V, a relative of Poppi’s 

father, in the house. 

 
47. PC K said Mr and Mrs W arrived at the house with a number of other 

children  at 7.40am. Mr and Mrs W are Poppi’s maternal grandmother  

and step father. PC K said she spoke with them and Ms V about the 

need to clear the house and whether there was anywhere else they 

could go. PC K recalled receiving some instruction to clear and secure 

the house as a scene but she could not remember who it was from. PC 

K said everybody left the house at 7.50am.  

 
48. PC K said when the house was secured, she was instructed to conduct 

a search of the address for nappies, she recalled finding some used 

nappies in the kitchen bin. PC K used her body-worn camera to record 

the search. PC K did not recall who the instruction came from or recall 

receiving any other instructions while she was at the address and did 

not recall when the house was declared a scene. 
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Ms V 

 
49. On 4 November 2014 Ms V, a relative of Poppi’s father, provided a 

statement to Cumbria Constabulary in which she said on 12 December 

2012, she was in the living room of the address where Poppi and her 

family lived with two police officers, one male and one female. 

 
50. Ms V said the female officer was keeping anyone from going upstairs 

and the male officer was standing by the fireplace. She said there was 

a nappy on the settee that was really smelly, which she took and told 

the male officer that she was going to put it in the outside bin. She said 

both the male and female officer said that would be okay. Ms V said 

she knew the nappy had to have been Poppi’s.  

 

Detective Constable (DC) L 

 

 
51. DC L provided a witness statement to the IPCC on 4 September 2014 

in which he said  DI Sadler was the decision maker for the police 

investigation. He said D/Supt Forrester’s role in the investigation was 

to be there to guide DI Sadler or to be there for DI Sadler to refer to if 

there was something above her level or outside her experience. DC L 

said he had very little if any interaction with D/Supt Forrester and 

described DI Sadler’s approach as being ‘hands off’.  

 
52. DC L said he did not speak with anyone on the day of Poppi’s death 

about whether or not Poppi’s father should be arrested. His opinion 

was that the decision depended on what DI Sadler and DI A were told 

by medical staff at the hospital. He said there must have been a 

possibility that Poppi’s father had inserted his penis otherwise he 

would not have been asked to provide a penile swab. 

 
53. He said the investigation was not run on any case management 

system and he received emails with tasks that needed completing. DC 

L said DI Sadler kept all the paper work for the investigation in her 

office; he said he was never denied access to it, but commented that it 
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was unusual for a detective inspector to do that. He said with the 

benefit of hindsight it might have been better to run the investigation on 

a paper system.  

 
54. DC L said he never had a full overview of the investigation and he felt 

that he and DC M were ‘kept out of the loop’; he said during the 

investigation they had a concern that they did not know where the 

investigation was up to and he never attended any meetings. 

 
55. DC L said the delays in the investigation were caused by the length of 

time it took for the pathologist’s report to be produced. 

 

Detective Constable (DC) M 
 

56. DC M provided a witness statement to the IPCC on 4 September 2014 

in which she said she took it upon herself to be responsible for the 

Police Vulnerable Persons (PVP) report in relation to Poppi’s death. 

She said senior officers had their policy books to document their 

actions, but other actions were recorded on the PVP. 

 
57. On 7 January 2013 DC M added the following entry to the PVP: 

‘DC M 07/01/13 – Having reviewed the above account which appears 

as though it is a report I have created. It is not an account I have 

initially wrote and is a direct quote from the Form 38 created by DS A  

This entry appeared to distance herself from previous entries on the 

PVP. DC M said  she had noticed the PVP read as though there were 

no injuries to Poppi when there was and as such she made the entry to 

make sure the PVP reflected the full picture.  

 
58. DC M said D/Supt Forrester was the SIO, as he was for a lot of 

investigations. She said DI Sadler was running two offices, Barrow and 

Kendal, and DI A was the officer in charge and he issued the actions. 

 
59. She said she did not go to any strategy meetings for this investigation 

as she had done in other investigations involving baby deaths. DC M 
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said she did not know why she was not present at meetings for the 

investigation into the death of Poppi, but confirmed that more senior 

officers did attend. 

 
60. DC M said the post mortem photographs were never printed and 

brought to her office as part of the investigation and it was quite a 

while before she saw the pictures. She said she could not recall what 

DI Sadler and DI A had said about the injuries to Poppi, but when she 

saw the pictures she was very shocked.  

 
61. DC M said she thought the investigation was being treated as 

suspicious from the outset, but the only difference was the parents 

were not arrested. She said at the time she had not seen the injuries 

and she did not have time to analyse the decisions taken by others. 

She went on to say if she had have known about the injuries at the 

time she would have said something. 

 
62. DC M also said the following: 

‘When I have been involved with other cases where injuries have been 

caused, we have arrested for less.’ 

 
63. DC M said she and DC L had a general feeling of unease with the 

investigation from start to finish, they felt like it wasn’t their job, they 

were just given actions and the decisions on lines of enquiry had 

already been made.She said she felt uneasy that her name was on it. 

 

Detective Chief Inspector (DCI) D 
 

64. DCI D provided a witness statement to the IPCC on 3 September 

2014. He said at the time of this incident he was in the temporary 

position of detective superintendent. He started the role of temporary 

detective superintendent two days before Poppi’s death.  

 
65. DCI D recalled having a briefing with D/Supt Forrester during which he 

was told that the death was not considered to be suspicious, that it 
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was described as an unexplained death and the investigation was 

being led by DI Sadler. 

 
66. On 27 December 2012 DCI D received an email. The email included 

some key points about the investigation including the fact that the 

pathologist believed that Poppi had died as a result of an unlawful act. 

 
67. On the same day DCI D provided some direction in an email reply, in 

which he appointed D/Supt Forrester as the SIO. He did this because 

D/Supt Forrester was accredited to level 3 of the Professionalising 

Investigation Programme (PIP) and, as there was a suggestion from 

the pathologist of unlawful killing, there was the possibility that the 

case was a homicide; therefore it was more appropriate for him 

(D/Supt Forrester) to continue as SIO.  

 
68. DCI D also gave instructions in the email to D/Supt Forrester to ensure 

a second post mortem be carried out and that the other children in the 

family were sufficiently protected. DCI D left the PPU in April 2013 and 

does not recall having any more involvement with this case. 

 
69. When D/Supt Forrester first learned that he was subject to a 

misconduct investigation it was alleged that he made attempts to 

contact other subjects and potential witnesses and there were further 

concerns that he may have tried to prevent the matter from being 

referred to the IPCC. As a result there were issues relating to the 

honesty and integrity of D/Supt Forrester. The following people have 

provided witness statements in relation to these concerns. 

 

DCI D 

 
70. DCI D said on 12 May 2014 Cumbria Constabulary reorganised some 

of its senior ranking officers in order to accommodate for the retirement 

of DCS N.  
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71. DCI D is aware of a meeting between D/Supt Forrester; D/Supt O, the 

new DCS P, and Deputy Chief Constable (DCC) Skeer. DCI D was not 

present but described it as a handover meeting during which D/Supt O 

took over the investigation into the death of Poppi. 

 
72. As part of the changeover of responsibilities DCI D took over from 

D/Supt O as Head of PSD and 12 May 2014 was his first day in this 

position. DCS P spoke with him about two baby death cases, one of 

which was the Poppi investigation, DCS P told DCI D that he had been 

in a meeting where the two cases had been discussed and were to be 

reviewed and considered for serious case reviews to be conducted by 

the Local Safeguarding Children Board (LSCB). 

 
73. DCI D said he was the SIO for the other baby death case and that was 

why it was being brought to his attention. He did not consider that 

these cases were being brought to his attention because of any 

implications for PSD.  

 
74. DCI D explained the decision-making process for the matter to be 

referred to the IPCC. He said temporary Detective Inspector (DI) Q 

had been emailed by the IPCC with an attached copy of the letter from 

a firm of Solicitors who had been involved in the family proceedings. 

 
75. Following that, there was a conversation between DI Q and D/Supt 

Forrester during which D/Supt Forrester said the matter had been 

reviewed by himself, DCS N and DCC Skeer and there were no 

conduct matters identified and there would not be a referral to the 

IPCC. 

 
76. DI Q confirmed the conversation in a proposed response to the IPCC 

and checked it with D/Supt Forrester. The agreed response was not 

sent initially because DCI D felt a response like that to the IPCC 

should be sent by the Head of PSD. However, due to other 

commitments, DCI D did not send the response. 
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77. DCI D said he read the court judgment himself on 24 June 2014 and 

was shocked at the content, but said it made him understand why the 

IPCC were interested in the case. On 26 June he attended a meeting 

with DCC Skeer; Chief Constable Graham (then DCC) and DCS P, 

where it was decided that the matter be referred to the IPCC. 

 

Deputy Chief Constable (DCC) Michelle Skeer 
 

 
78. DCC Skeer was interviewed as a witness by the IPCC on 3 September 

2014. She subsequently provided a witness statement, since the 

incident was referred to the IPCC Michelle Skeer has taken up the post 

of Deputy Chief Constable (DCC); at the time of the referral she held 

the post of Assistant Chief Constable (ACC). 

 
79. DCC Skeer said she first became aware of the Poppi case when she 

had a meeting with D/Supt Forrester on 10 March 2014, during which 

she was informed that the family court hearing was causing a lot of 

work for business and legal services in getting disclosure for the court. 

 
80. DCC Skeer could not be certain when she first became aware that the 

court case had not gone well, she said it was either during a meeting 

she had with D/Supt Forrester on 27 March 2014 or from an email 

dated 11 April 2014, which detailed the fact that police and other 

agencies had been criticised. 

 
81. Sometime between 11 and 15 April 2014 DCC Skeer instructed DCS P 

to assess the case of Poppi and another case. She said at that time 

she was aware there had been an adverse finding either from the 

meeting of 27 March 2014 with D/Supt Forrester or from the email 

received on 11 April 2014, but at that time she was only aware the 

judgment had ‘not gone well’. She said the rationale for carrying out 

the assessment was because at the time she did not have the full 

facts, she did not have the complete information to decide whether it 
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was a misconduct issue, and the assessment would inform her 

decisions about a proportionate and justified way forward. 

 
82. DCC Skeer went on leave on 17 April 2014 and it was on 18 April 2014 

that D/Supt Forrester sent her a further email, which she opened on 28 

April 2014 when she returned from leave. In the email D/Supt Forrester 

mentioned lessons to be learned and requested a meeting, which was 

arranged for 12 May 2014. DCC Skeer described the judgment as 

horrendous. 

 
83. DCC Skeer said the meeting on 12 May 2014 was only for 30 minutes 

and was more of a briefing. Present at the meeting were D/Supt 

Forrester; Detective Chief Superintendent P (DCS) and D/Supt O, she 

said during the meeting D/Supt Forrester provided an update on the 

Poppi investigation and said it was very much a factual briefing. She 

said he also talked about learning, in particular: the first response; 

scenes; the Sudden Unexplained Death of an Infant (SUDI) protocol; 

obtaining blood from the children to check for viral infections and the 

fact that there was a CPS meeting.  

 
84. DCC Skeer said she was careful about what she said in the meeting 

because she had asked for an assessment on the Poppi case and she 

did not want to probe or challenge D/Supt Forrester. She said the 

judgment was discussed in terms of the points raised by D/Supt 

Forrester, but they did not go through the judgment during that 

meeting.  

 
85. DCC Skeer said on 25 June 2014 DCS P informed her that he and DCI 

D had conducted the assessment and there was a concern there may 

be issues of misconduct. She said the following day they decided to 

refer the matter to the IPCC because there were issues with the 

investigation and potential failings. The same day the Poppi 

investigation and another investigation were handed over to D/Supt O.  
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86. DCC Skeer said she received an email on 4 July 2014 from D/Supt 

Forrester regarding the decision to remove him from the Poppi 

investigation; she said the email challenged her decision. DCC Skeer 

also described the email as calculated and potentially misleading and 

contrived. She said: 

‘I thought he was trying to put me in to bat for him by trying to imply I 

had detailed briefings of the cases all along.’ 

 
87. DCC Skeer said in D/Supt Forrester’s email he said ‘you will 

remember’ and she thought he was trying to infer there had been a 

detailed briefing or a meeting and that he was trying to imply she knew 

all about the investigation from start to finish, including his decision 

making. DCC Skeer said she had no record of having any meeting with 

D/Supt Forrester on his own. 

 
88. DCC Skeer described what she expects from an SIO within Cumbria 

Constabulary. When she described the role she was referring to 

D/Supt Forrester and she said that as SIO he is ultimately responsible 

and accountable. She said she would expect to see an SIO setting 

investigative strategies; forensic strategy; witness strategy and 

interview strategy.  

 
89. DCC Skeer also said any investigative decisions should have a sound 

rationale and she would expect them to be recorded in a policy book to 

provide a written audit trail of the investigation. 

 

Detective Chief Superintendent (DCS) P 
 

 
90. DCS P was interviewed as a witness by the IPCC on 3 September 

2014. He subsequently provided a statement in which he said he first 

became aware of the Poppi case when he was copied in to an email 

from D/Supt Forrester on 18 April 2014. The email requested a time to 

talk about the lessons that could be learned from the court judgment. 
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DCS P was on leave when he received it and did not read the 

judgment.  

 
91. DCS P attended a meeting on 12 May 2014, which he said was to 

discuss the use of serious case reviews generally. He said during the 

meeting D/Supt Forrester briefed D/Supt O on the investigations he 

was handing over to her. He said D/Supt Forrester mentioned that 

there had been an adverse judgment at the family court.  

 
92. DCS P had a meeting on 20 May 2014 with DCC Skeer regarding the 

two cases, including the Poppi case, and it was decided that two 

timelines were to be produced. DCS P said at the time he did not 

consider this to be a PSD matter and the first time he learned of the 

IPCC interest was on 25 June 2014 when he was informed by DCI D.  

 
93. DCS P said he has since questioned whether he could have identified 

this matter as appropriate for IPCC referral earlier. He went on to state 

that the matter was referred as soon as there was an indication of 

misconduct and that there was no intention on his part to delay 

referring the matter. 

 

Detective Inspector (DI) Q 
 

 
94. On 3 September 2014 DI Q was interviewed as a witness by the IPCC. 

He provided a witness statement in which he said the first he learned 

about the Poppi case was when he was contacted by the IPCC on 9 

June 2014. He said he contacted DCI Forrester who said; 

95. ‘he had the matter in hand’. 

96. He also said D/Supt Forrester had told him that the judgment had been 

discussed at a meeting between senior officers. 

 
95. Following conversations with D/Supt Forrester, DI Q drafted an email 

to send to the IPCC, however before he could send it he received an 

email from the IPCC with a copy of the judgment attached, which he 

said was critical of the police, and when he read it he highlighted 
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where there were potential conduct issues for police and raised this 

with DCI D.  

 

Mr N (formerly DCS) 
 

96. At the time of the death of Poppi, Mr N held the position of detective 

chief superintendent, however he retired from the police service in May 

2014.  

 
97. Mr N provided a witness statement to the IPCC in which he said he 

had no recollection of discussing the initial investigation into the death 

of Poppi with D/Supt Forrester. He also said he never saw the 

judgment from the family court and did not discuss the findings with 

D/Supt Forrester or anyone else. 

 

Subject Accounts 
 

DI A 
 

98. At the time of Poppi’s death DI A was a sergeant within the public 

protection unit for an area of Cumbria. On 28 August 2014 DI A was 

interviewed under misconduct caution by the IPCC.  

 
99. DI A said in his interview that DI Sadler was in charge of the initial 

response, but he was not there at the time so he did not know what 

initial instructions were given. He went on to say that the house was 

considered to be the main scene. 

 
100. He also said initially he did not have any suspicions despite the fact 

that Poppi’s father appeared to be getting things wrong and changing 

his story and there were inconsistencies between the two accounts 

provided by the parents. DI A said he put this down to that fact that his 

daughter had just died and it was a traumatic situation. 
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101. He said the initial contact with the parents was a fact finding exercise, 

but it would have been different if the hospital doctor had been certain 

that something had been inserted into Poppi’s anus. 

 
102. With regards to the question of whether or not Poppi’s father should 

have been arrested in the early stages DI A said it is a ‘big call to 

make’. DI A said if the hospital doctor had have been certain about 

something being inserted into Poppi that it would have been DI 

Sadler’s decision, but he would have been saying ‘he needs arresting’. 

 
103. With regard to intelligence information passed to Dr C, DS A stated 

that he is still of the opinion that he wouldn’t have disclosed the 

information to her because he felt that had the case resulted in criminal 

proceedings it could give the defence the opportunity to suggest the 

findings of the post mortem could have been improperly tainted.  

 
104. DI A said when Dr C made the comment that it looked as though they 

were dealing with a case of abuse, he thought it was a bold statement 

to make. 

 
105. DI A said Dr C and Dr B had disagreements during the post mortem 

regarding their thoughts on how Poppi may have sustained her 

injuries. DI A said it was good to have two people giving their opinions 

but as an investigator it did not take him anywhere. 

 

 
106. DI A was questioned with regard to the error made on the form 42b for 

the Coroner, which incorrectly stated that there were no injuries to 

Poppi. DI A admitted that this was an error on his part. He said rather 

than start a new 42b form for the Coroner, he opened one from a case 

that had been closed and used that as a template. The document was 

a working document that was updated with key information as the 

investigation progressed. 
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107. DI A said he sent the form to DI Sadler to demonstrate the format he 

would be using for the form; however it still contained information from 

the original case and as such incorrectly stated that Poppi had: 

‘no external or internal signs of trauma to the body and the skeletal 

survey did not reveal any injuries.’  

DI A was able to demonstrate during his interview that this statement 

did appear on the form from the previous investigation. 

 
108. DI A said he was not aware of whether a policy file had been opened, 

but went further to state that it would have been the responsibility of DI 

Sadler. 

 

DI Amanda Sadler 
 

 

 

109. In the early stages of Cumbria Constabulary’s response to this incident 

DI Sadler was the Senior Investigating Officer (SIO) and was in 

immediate charge of the investigation. DI Sadler was interviewed 

under misconduct caution by the IPCC on 27 August 2014 and again 

on 5 December 2014. 

 
110. DI Sadler said she was first notified of the incident at 6.45am when she 

received a call from the Force Incident Manager (FIM), Inspector R. 

 
111. DI Sadler appeared uncertain as to who would have ultimate 

responsibility for the house as a scene at 6.45am, but suggested the 

responsibility lay with Inspector I; she went on to say that she rated 

Inspector I who she said had a full understanding of scene 

preservation. She said, from the information she had been provided 

with, her knowledge of Inspector I from the past 21 years, and the fact 

that she was aware that Inspector I had already corrected Sergeant H 

about what was required, left her happy that appropriate measures 

were in place. Later in her interview she said that scene management 

was Inspector I’s expertise. 
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112. DI Sadler said she was contacted because there would be an 

expectancy that as a DI in the public protection unit she would have 

more knowledge of dealing with a baby death than other people. DI 

Sadler said it wasn’t an accurate assumption to make of her 

knowledge of baby deaths.  

 
113. DI Sadler said, in Cumbria a detective inspector would not be an SIO 

as that would be the rank of DCI or above. She went on to say she had 

not been trained as an SIO and she had only attended a detective 

inspector course many years previous. Later in her interview DI Sadler 

said; 

‘ its normal procedure in any baby death to call a Detective Inspector’ 

 
114. DI Sadler said it would have been appropriate for her to have direct 

contact with Inspector I, but she was on the phone to different people 

and she was getting ready to go to work and her priority was to get to 

Insp I to get the information first hand. 

 
115. DI Sadler could not give an answer as to why she did not use the radio 

to communicate with the uniformed police officers directly and 

accepted that using the radio may have made the management of the 

scene at the house more effective. 

 
116. DI Sadler said she honestly thought that the scene at the house had 

been preserved and it was only later that she discovered people had 

been allowed into the house and material had been moved. 

 
117. It was clarified that there are times when as a detective inspector she 

was expected to be on-call.  She said if she were called out to an 

incident where there was any element of suspicion then the SIO would 

need to be an officer who had obtained level three of the 

Professionalising Investigation Programme (PIP). DI Sadler said this 

incident was identified as suspicious from ‘day one’. 
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118. DI Sadler said other than her on-call responsibilities this incident was 

her first operational role since she started in the public protection unit. 

She said it is only since this investigation that she has attended a 

course on baby deaths. 

 
119. DI Sadler said she did not attend the house because at the time this 

was something new to her and she was trying to balance all of the 

tasks and delegate responsibilities. She said with hindsight she would 

now go to all scenes herself. She also said she is surprised that DCI 

Forrester did not consider this to be an important task to do. 

 
120. DI Sadler said this incident was suspicious from the start and she 

needed the support of the then DCI Forrester. She said she knew he 

was also aware she would need the support. She went on to say; 

‘its easy in hindsight isn’t it and great to look back through policies and 

see what it says about who should go where and do what you know 

but at this point I’m, I’m limited, you know, I’m not daft, obviously, Im a 

competent detective but I don’t have any specific training into dealing 

with a P.P.U. role at all you just put in the role and that’s it’ 

 
121. DI Sadler said that, with hindsight, she and DCI Forrester should have 

gone to the scene during the search, but said she was balancing a 

number of tasks. With regard to searching the house with criminality in 

mind she appeared to suggest that it was something DI A should have 

known to do because he was aware from the hospital doctor that there 

was suspicion surrounding the circumstances of the death. 

 
122. Regarding the decision not to arrest on 12 December 2012 DI Sadler 

said;  

‘It’s easy to say that now, looking back and the, they was certainly an 

absolute suspicion there were circumstances around that time 

because of the bleeding to the anus, I didn’t feel that I had enough 

experience myself to make any of those decisions on my own hence 

why I contacted Mike Forrester I can, when I read DC M and DC L’s 
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statements now, I mean I’ve been able to feel their frustration 

throughout this case because of the decision not to arrest.’ 

She went on to say; 

'it is a huge decision to make in a child death when somebody’s baby, 

its not a decision you’d take lightly at all and its one where you need to 

discuss it with somebody with experience.’  

  

 

 

123. There were five days between Poppi’s death and the post mortem 

taking place. DI Sadler was asked what actions were carried out during 

this time period, to which she said there was a lot of discussion 

between her and DCI Forrester regarding the post mortem. DI Sadler 

also said the following; 

‘There’s a real shame that there was a weekend involved in between, 

because otherwise it was actually only just a couple of days and I, 

think you will see from my Pink Books that of anybody involved in this 

investigation, I’ve been the one on it all the time, on it ringing 

everybody, sorting everything out and trying to push the whole thing, 

erm along, er but certainly for two of those days nothing was done 

because it was a weekend and we were off”. 

 
124. DI Sadler said there were enquiries she would have expected to have 

been completed but hadn’t, such as taking statements, and she 

noticed this when DI A was on sick leave. 

 
125. With regard to statements not being taken prior to the post mortem, DI 

Sadler said there were lots of enquires being carried out to pursue the 

statements and at that time a ‘massive report’ was being prepared for 

the post mortem examination as well as the sudden death report. She 

said things were happening prior to the post mortem but; 

‘they might not have been as visible as taking a statement’.              
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126. DI Sadler said she and DI A needed to be at the post mortem because 

if the pathologist had said something at the time she would want to 

know, in case it was something she needed to act upon. 

 
127. DI Sadler said she informed Dr C of intelligence held on Poppi’s father  

because it was the professional thing to do. She went on to say that DI 

A and D/Supt Forrester did not agree with her and they felt that certain 

information should not be passed on to Dr C because it may cause her 

to jump to conclusions. DI Sadler did not think that the pathologist, Dr 

C, had made a pre-judgement before starting the post mortem 

procedure. 

 
128. DI Sadler stated Dr C said it appeared they were dealing with a case of 

abuse, but she said the comment was made based upon the 

intelligence and what she knew about Poppi’s injuries, including the 

fracture of her right tibia and fibula.  

 
129. DI Sadler said there was a short conversation between Dr C and Dr B 

about how Poppi’s injuries may have been caused, with Dr C saying 

the cause could have been abuse and Dr B saying the injuries to the 

anus could be consistent with constipation. DI Sadler said she had 

never been present in that type of arena and she just wrote everything 

down as she always does. 

 
130. DI Sadler said she didn’t challenge either of the pathologists in the 

post mortem in order to get a better understanding of whether this was 

a medical matter or a case of abuse because; 

‘I’ve never done that before, so I’ve never been in that situation before, 

that role, erm you, you know so I can’t answer that question.’ 

She also said; 

‘Yeah, to be honest I’ve never done that role before so I’d never been 

put in that position or knew what to do or erm, I’ve only been to a post 

mortem as a scribe before.’ 
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131. Regarding investigative actions being carried out to pursue the abuse 

line of enquiry DI Sadler said; 

‘The decision from Mike was to pend any interviews on the parents up 

until we got   Dr C’s report, and in honesty to him, he would never ever 

have imagined that she would have took that long in doing it’  

 
132. With regard to pursuing the line of enquiry that suggested the injuries 

may have been caused by constipation, and what research may have 

been carried out, DI Sadler said DCI Forrester had spoken to other 

medical experts. 

 
133. DI Sadler said at the time of this investigation she had never run an 

action-based system and she did not see that it was appropriate 

because she was writing everything down; she also said DCI Forrester 

was happy with how things were being recorded. 

 
134. DI Sadler said she did not use a policy book because she recorded 

policy decisions in her pink book, she said she only used one book 

because she did not want to confuse the issues. 

 
135. During the interview a policy record was read back to DI Sadler from 

her pink book, when it was suggested to her that it appeared to be a 

number of different decisions amalgamated into one entry and as such 

the decisions and rationale for them was not clear.DI Sadler said it was 

a policy decision that was dictated to her by DCI Forrester. She said 

he did this because she was ‘badgering’ him for decisions on the case  

 
136. DI Sadler said at sometime around 27 December 2012, when DCI 

Forrester was appointed as the SIO by DCI D, she was asked for her 

pink book by DCI Forrester because he said to her that he would need 

to start writing something down. DI Sadler gave DCI Forrester a copy 

of her book.  

 
137. DI Sadler also said when the investigation into their conduct began 

DCI Forrester said he would use the email from DCI D as ‘a get out of 
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jail card’ if there was anything wrong with the investigation, to prove he 

was only involved as of 27 December 2012. 

 
138. On a number of occasions during her interview DI Sadler commented 

on the fact that she was diligent and fastidious about making notes in 

her pink book. DI Sadler said she must have updated her pink book 

when she arrived at the police station rather than at home as her pink 

book entry suggested. 

 
139. DI Sadler disputed the suggestion that her investigation had not been 

conducted in accordance with the Kennedy protocol recommendations 

that stated an investigation should be progressed with criminality in 

mind, but the investigator must be mindful of the fact that the death 

may have been natural.  

 
140. A recent HMIC report identified instances where incidents were not 

recorded as crimes prior to them being investigated, the report 

explained that there was a practice of sexual offences being 

investigated with a view to recording them as a crime.  

 
141. DI Sadler acknowledged that it was a practice that used to happen a 

long time ago but said it had all changed now. She said the police 

investigation into the death of Poppi did not represent an example of 

this practice. DI Sadler accepted that there were a number of 

opportunities when this matter could have been recorded as a crime, 

however, she did not offer an explanation as to why a crime was not 

recorded until 28 August 2013.  

 
142. With regard to safeguarding the other children she said information 

was disclosed to social services throughout the investigation and that 

D/Supt Forrester was continually trying to get safeguarding measures 

put in place for the other children. She said they didn’t really get the 

response they wanted from social services. 
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143. DI Sadler said that she completely accepted that there was learning in 

this case and at the end of the interview DI Sadler said; 

‘in my mind it needed an S.I.O. from day one as in level PIP three, four 

or whatever you want to call it, in my mind and I felt that Mike Forrester 

was there advising me completely and I would have hoped something 

I’d missed because I’m new to it all, there’s something I should've, 

have done erm I, I would’ve hoped that he would have chatted to me 

about what I’d done rather than say later on do you know what I had 

nothing to do with it’       

 

Detective Superintendent Michael Forrester 
 

 
144. At the time of the incident D/Supt Forrester was the detective chief 

inspector of the public protection unit. He was interviewed under 

misconduct caution on 12 August 2014 and again on 24 November 

2014.  

 
145. D/Supt Forrester said either the uniform inspector or the sergeant had 

initial responsibility for scene management and following the handover 

briefing the responsibility would then be that of the PPU detective 

inspector. He said there should always be a PPU detective inspector 

with overall responsibility for all child deaths. 

 
146. When asked whether the responsibility for the scene would have 

changed as soon as DI Sadler was informed D/Supt Forrester said; 

‘Different people have different views on things. There’s been times 

when I’ve been contacted at home and I’ve made absolutely clear that 

I’m taking responsibility and I want these things doing, I want these 

things putting on the log. There are other people who are, how d’you 

put it, less inclined to take responsibility for things until they’ve got in 

the car and they’ve arrived at the police station or they’ve arrived at the 

scene.’ 
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D/Supt Forrester said he did not know about the incident initially and 

as such he did not have any responsibility for the scene management.  

 
147. With regards to arresting Poppi’s father on 12 December 2012 D/Supt 

Forrester said arrests need to be absolutely necessary and the parents 

of a deceased baby should only be arrested if it is absolutely 

necessary, bearing in mind the circumstances of the investigation and 

the sensitivities. He questioned whether arrests would have been 

beneficial when they had accounts from the parents and they had a 

voluntary swab from Poppi’s father. 

 
148. D/Supt Forrester said a further consideration was how to get the 

information required to progress the investigation to a satisfactory 

conclusion. With regards to the accounts taken from the parents, he 

said he did not feel they needed to be taken under caution because at 

the time they were taken there were two possible explanations for 

Poppi’s injuries, which were abuse or constipation. He went on to say 

that, with hindsight he doesn’t think he would have arrested them on 

the first day. 

 
149. In his first interview D/Supt Forrester talked about how a Dr S had 

attended the strategy meeting held on 12 December 2012, where Dr S 

said if Poppi had been suffering from chronic constipation then this 

may account for the injuries Poppi had sustained.  

 
150. In his second interview D/Supt Forrester acknowledged that Dr S had 

not examined Poppi or spoken with her parents, and he agreed that Dr 

S would not be able to reach the opinion that the injuries were caused 

by constipation, but stated that it presented a line of enquiry for the 

investigation. 

 
151. D/Supt Forrester agreed that no investigative actions had been 

conducted between 12 December 2012 and the post mortem and 

explained that the PPU has been subjected to cuts in staff, and as a 

result it was not possible to have spent the time prior to the post 
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mortem collecting statements that may not have then been required. 

He said of all the departments the PPU is the most understaffed in the 

whole of Cumbria Constabulary. He said in an ideal world they would 

have obtained all the statements, but this is not an ideal world.  

 
152. When asked about the disagreement between DI Sadler and DI A 

regarding the disclosure of information to Dr C prior to the post 

mortem, D/Supt Forrester said he did not think DI Sadler had done 

anything wrong in disclosing the information if it’s relevant, but went on 

to say he didn’t see the relevance in either of the two pieces of 

intelligence, and that intelligence is just kept for child protection and 

because it is not known when it may become relevant in the future. 

 
153. D/Supt Forrester said the intelligence is not a cause for concern in this 

case as in both instances it involved matters that had been dealt with 

and that Dr C’s job was to examine the body and to present any 

medical findings, and not to surmise.  

 
154. D/Supt Forrester said DI Sadler was absolutely clear when she told 

him that there was a discrepancy between Dr C and Dr B and said he 

understood the line in DI Sadler’s pink book ‘Dr C uneasy? but agreed 

question mark?’  to mean that Dr C was uneasy and wanted to do 

some more tests.  

 
155. Regarding an email sent in February 2013 from Dr B stating that she 

cannot comment of the cause of injury, and that when she mentioned 

constipation she was phrasing a question. D/Supt Forrester suggested 

that this was evidence of Dr B being frightened of Dr C. He also 

disagreed with Dr B’s assertion that she could not comment on the 

injuries, D/Supt Forrester said he felt Dr B was there to comment on 

the injuries because she would know more about injuries in children. 

 
156. D/Supt Forrester said he had requested a second post mortem from 

the Coroner who had made arrangements with another pathologist. 

However, the other pathologist said he did not need to conduct a 
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second post mortem and that he could provide a second post mortem 

result by looking at the photographs and the report from the first post 

mortem. D/Supt Forrester said he was concerned with this because he 

did not want to be accused in Court of not giving a defendant the 

opportunity of a second post mortem and as such he requested 

something in writing to say he would not need to conduct a full post 

mortem. He said that the pathologist refused to do that. 

 
157. D/Supt Forrester said it is the responsibility of the police to raise the 

issue of a second post mortem being required but it is the 

responsibility of the Coroner to arrange it. He went on to say that the 

Coroner, Ian Smith, did not arrange a second post mortem with 

anyone else. 

 
158. With regards to investigative actions between the death of Poppi and 

29 June 2013 when the port mortem report was received D/Supt 

Forrester agreed that there were actions that could have been done 

quicker, he said he could have spent £20,000 sending everything off 

for forensic analysis, and they probably could have interviewed 

everybody in that period; however he also said to do that meant tying 

up resources when it was not known if there was any value in doing it. 

 
159. When asked about interviewing the siblings of Poppi, D/Supt Forrester 

said interviews should be conducted at the right time, in the right 

environment and by the right people and the police are not the right 

people to interview children when their sibling has died. He said there 

may be times when it is appropriate for the police to interview the 

children, but this was not one of them. 

 
160. With regard to the actions that were carried out in order to progress the 

line of enquiry that the injuries sustained by Poppi may have been as a 

result of constipation, D/Supt Forrester said he spoke with a Dr T 

because he was desperately trying to find someone who could give a 

more informed opinion as to the injuries. He went on to say that this 

enquiry led to a meeting with more medical professionals and again 
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they were trying to find a professional who could give them an 

overview of whether it was sexual abuse or constipation. 

 
161. D/Supt Forrester said one of the problems encountered in trying to get 

a medical expert was that it is rare to find anybody who specialises in 

both the living and the dead. 

 
162. Regarding the investigative actions that were carried out to establish 

whether this was a sexual abuse case, D/Supt Forrester said it was the 

forensic work, which was done with a staged approach. He said there 

wasn’t a great deal else they could do. 

 
163. D/Supt Forrester admitted that sending the penile swab for forensic 

analysis was one of the things they probably could have done sooner 

and that it might have given them a different view. He went further to 

say that if he knew the post mortem report was going to take seven or 

eight months then he would have done things sooner. He also said he 

was not the SIO at the time, but he was providing advice to someone 

who he thought would have done those actions. 

 
164. When asked about criminal searches, specifically regarding penis 

shaped objects, D/Supt Forrester said they did look at the 

photographs, but it was too late for that. He also said they did some 

work about how Dr C could have been so precise about what she had 

been penetrated with and suggested again that she may have jumped 

to conclusions.  

 
165. D/Supt Forrester said Poppi’s father was considered to be a significant 

witness until he had received the post mortem report. He said he 

needed the report in black and white before the decisions were made.  

 
166. He said his role was to investigate the death, why Poppi died; whether 

there was any foul play and if so who caused it. He said it wasn’t to 

investigate whether Poppi had been sexually abused, either at the 

point of death or prior to death. 
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167. D/Supt Forrester agreed that Dr C was clear that the death was not 

natural and it was due to an unlawful act, but he went on to say; 

‘Doesn’t mean to say I’ve got to accept what she says though does it?  

I don’t have to accept what she says.’ 

He went on to say that he had somebody else on the other side of the 

fence telling him something different. He also said; 

‘But I wasn’t happy with the way she was presenting on this particular 

case, for the reasons I’ve already discussed, I just wasn’t happy with 

her.’ 

 
168. D/Supt Forrester said he didn’t think Dr C was wrong, but he thought 

she had jumped to conclusions at an early stage which cast a shadow 

of doubt over what she was saying. 

 
169. D/Supt Forrester said he could have acted on the verbal opinion 

provided by Dr C, but he made the decision not to do that because of 

the concerns that he had. 

 
170. With regards to sourcing medical expert opinion D/Supt Forrester said 

it was not necessary to do that through the College of Policing and 

said experts are put on the College of Policing list because; 

‘They get on that list because we use people who aren’t on that list and 

we recommend them, they fill in their CV and they put it on the 

computer.’   

He said instead of using the College of Policing he used Dr T who he 

knew and trusted through the Local Children’s Safeguarding Board 

(LSCB). 

 
171. D/Supt Forrester disagreed that arresting the parents earlier would 

have focused the minds of social services in terms of safeguarding the 

other children because Ms E of social services had all the information 

she required. Ms E was the point of contact at social services for this 

police investigation.  
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172. With regards to seeing the detail about updating social services, he 

said that DI Sadler should have gone onto the Protecting Vulnerable 

People (PVP) system and made a record of the contact with social 

services. 

 
173. D/Supt Forrester said he had had prior experience of Dr C, and the 

length of time it takes her to produce the report, to the point where he 

had previously refused to make payment until he had received the 

report. When asked why he chose to wait rather than progress the 

investigation he said she’s not always that bad and if he had have 

known the report would take so long he would have acted sooner. 

D/Supt Forrester said they did not have a suspect until the report from 

Dr C was received. 

 
174. D/Supt Forrester admitted that this matter could have been recorded 

as a crime on 12; 18 or 24 December 2012. He also said it could have 

been recorded when the post mortem report was received on 29 June 

2013.  

 
175. D/Supt stated clearly that there were no issues with him as an SIO 

having a crime undetected in his name and that was not why it had not 

been recorded as a crime. He said his role is about investigating to the 

best of his ability and said it was likely to be a consequence of them 

not using a case management system and, as such, the action to 

record a crime was missed. 

 
176. D/Supt Forrester admitted that he hadn’t kept clear records of the 

decisions made during the investigation and that if he had a policy 

book he would have been able to document his decisions and the 

rationale for them; he used the example of his decisions not to arrest 

to illustrate what he was saying.  

 
177. D/Supt Forrester said he contacted certain people when he was 

served his notice. He said he was taking advantage of the opportunity 
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to secure and preserve documents that he felt may have assisted him 

in answering questions regarding his conduct.  

 
178. With specific reference to contacting the Coroner, Mr Smith, D/Supt 

Forrester was aware he may not be able to contact Mr Smith after 

October because he was due to retire and as such he may not be able 

to secure any work that he had done for him. 

 
179. With regard to his contact with DCC Skeer and specific reference to 

her comment that she felt she was ‘being put in to bat’, D/Supt 

Forrester said; 

‘She’s completely and utterly misconstrued that and that’s why I 

wanted a copy of the e-mail again because that’s the only e-mail I 

didn’t have and when I’ve read it and I’ve read it through again I’m 

absolutely satisfied with my reasoning for sending that e-mail.’ 

 
180. D/Supt Forrester went on to say; 

‘And the reason I sent that e-mail was because I was so frustrated I’d 

not be able to complete my investigation into what I considered two 

serious matters.’   

 
181. D/Supt Forrester said he made an error when he informed the PSD 

that DCS N and DCC Skeer had reviewed the court judgment. He said 

rather than DCS N he meant DCS P.   

 

 

 

182. Regarding his actions when he received the Family Court judgment on 

11 April 2014, D/Supt Forrester said:  

‘I felt on the eleventh of April it was necessary to forewarn Michelle, 

because me and Michelle represent Cumbria Police on the LSCB.  So 

she needed to know what was being said. The only document I had at 

that time was the actual judgement. When we got the schedules of 

experts that came subsequently I then forwarded all that to her as 

well.’ 



IPCC Final Report Operation Lavender 
 
 

Final version Page 39 of 92 
 
 

 
183. D/Supt Forrester also said the following on this matter; 

‘Now for her to get them from me, I would have thought she would’ve 

thought he doesn’t often contact me. There must be something going 

on here and I thought that the meeting would’ve been a lot sooner than 

the twelfth of May when it was. Now I understand that they’re busy 

people, we’re all busy people. But sometimes you have to drop what 

you’re doing and prioritise your workload don’t you. I felt that I was 

going to that meeting to brief them as to what the issues were. Even 

after all this time I’m still sure in my own mind this isn’t about anybody 

doing anything wrong. This is about we’ve made mistakes, we could’ve 

done things differently and we need to learn from it.’ 

 
184. D/Supt Forrester said he did not think it was appropriate to forward the 

judgment to PSD because he didn’t consider that anybody had done 

anything wrong. He went on to say he felt it was a matter to be 

addressed by the LSCB rather than a misconduct matter; he did 

accept that other people may have different views on the judgment. 

 
185. When the judgment was forwarded to DCC Skeer a meeting was 

arranged for 12 May 2014. D/Supt Forrester said the judgment was not 

discussed during that meeting. He said the meeting had changed and 

it was then that D/Supt O took over his role. D/Supt Forrester said he 

didn’t specifically bring up the judgment, and the criticisms in it, 

because of time. He went on to say that he did not think DCC Skeer 

had any issues with what he was doing.  

 

Policies and procedures 
 

Cumbria Constabulary Investigating Child 
Abuse/Safeguarding Children Policy 

 
186. This policy sets out is aims, which amongst others includes the 

following that are relevant to this investigation; 
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‘protect the lives of children and ensure that in the investigation of child 

abuse the welfare of all child(ren) is paramount.’ 

‘Investigate thoroughly all reports of child abuse and neglect and 

protect the rights of child victims of crime’ 

‘Take effective action against offenders so they can be held 

accountable, through the criminal justice system, while safeguarding 

the welfare of the child’ 

 
187. The policy also states the following: 

 

‘Cumbria Constabulary is committed to its key role in investigating 

child abuse and safeguarding children effectively. It supports a robust, 

pro-active and multi-agency approach towards dealing with causes 

and effects of child abuse through the use of this policy and supporting 

procedures in order to maximise the safety of children. Crime against 

children must be dealt with in the same robust manner as other serious 

crime.’ 

 

Local Safeguarding Childrens Board – Chapter 
13 – Sudden Unexpected Child Deaths 

 
188. Cumbria Constabulary form part of Cumbria’s Local Safeguarding 

Childrens Board (LSCB), whose objective it is to safeguard children by 

co-ordinating and ensuring the effectiveness of the actions taken by 

each agency of the board. In order to achieve this the LSCB have 

developed a number of procedures. Chapter 13 refers to sudden 

unexpected child deaths and was developed on 1 September 2011. 

 
189. The protocol defines sudden unexpected death as: 

‘the death of a child that was not anticipated as a significant possibility 

24 hours before the death, or where there was a similarly unexpected 

collapse leading to or precipitating the event which lead to the death.’ 

 
190. The purpose of the protocol is also set out as: 
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‘Firstly to enable a full investigation of cases where there is uncertainty 

whether the cause may be natural or whether a crime may have been 

committed’  

and 

‘Secondly the protocol forms a basis for the collection of data from all 

agencies to inform the Child Death Review process.’ 

 
191. The protocol sets out guidelines for the police, which make clear that 

the actions of the officers must consider both the bereaved family and 

also the possibility of a crime having been committed. 

 
192. There are five principles set out in the protocol that should be followed 

when dealing with a sudden unexpected child death, which are as 

follows: 

 sensitivity, open mind/balanced approach 

 inter-agency response 

 sharing of information 

 appropriate response to the circumstances 

 preservation of evidence 

 
193. The protocol also states that police attendance should be kept to a 

minimum and explains that several police officers arriving at an 

address could be distressing, especially if they are uniformed officers 

in marked police cars. 

 
194. With regards to the attendance of the Senior Investigating Officer the 

protocol states: 

 ‘If it is not possible for the Senior Investigation Officer to attend then a 

nominated Detective Inspector must attend. It is vital that senior 

detectives working in public protection are consulted to ensure that the 

appropriate multi agency working protocols are applied with.’ 
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195. Further guidance detailed in the protocol includes the following: 

‘The first Officer at the scene must make a visual check of the child 

and its surroundings, noting any obvious signs of injury. It must be 

established whether the body has been moved and the current position 

of the infant should be recorded verbatim with timings. All other 

relevant matters should also be recorded. The Senior Detective 

attending is responsible for ensuring that this is done.’ 

 
196. Further considerations for the police are included within the protocol as 

follows: 

‘Consideration should be given to:  

 Commencing a scene log;  

 General preservation of the scene;  

 Arrange for photographs of the scene/other rooms and of the 

body;  

 Retain bedding if obvious signs of forensic value such as blood, 

vomit or other residues;  

 Retain items such as the child’s used bottles, cups, food, 

medication which may have been administered;  

 The child’s nappy and clothing should remain on the child and 

arrangements should be made for them to be retained at the 

hospital of evidential value. It is possible this information may 

only be retained for 24 hours;  

 Powers of entry, search and seizure of property/exhibits.  

The above is NOT an exhaustive list of considerations and should be 

treated only as a guide. They will not be necessary in every case. 

Refer to the earlier section “Factors which may arouse suspicion”.’ 

 
197. ‘Consideration must be given to evidencing factors of neglect which 

may have contributed to the death such as temperature of scene, 
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condition of accommodation, general hygiene and the availability of 

food/drink.’ 

 
198. ‘A Sudden Death Report must be completed at an early stage and it is 

the responsibility of the Senior Investigating Officer to arrange this.’ 

 
199. ‘In all cases where the body is taken directly to a hospital A&E 

Department where arrangements must be made for a Consultant 

Paediatrician to be informed of the child’s death in order that an 

appropriate examination of the body can be made. In infants under 2 

years a full skeletal survey may be required prior to the post-mortem, 

this should be discussed with the Coroner so that the appropriate 

arrangements can be made with the Radiologist and / or Pathologist.’ 

 
200. ‘Police Officers need to be aware of other professionals’ 

responsibilities, i.e. resuscitation attempts, taking details from the 

parents, examination of the dead child and looking after the welfare 

needs of the family. They may need to wait until some of these things 

have happened and take details from these professionals before being 

introduced to the parents. This is where liaison and joint working is 

essential as there may be urgent evidential reasons why the police 

need to take urgent action. It is strongly advised that the Public 

Protection Unit is utilised for such liaison wherever possible.’ 

 
201. In company with the police the consultant paediatrician is also required 

to: 

‘Examine the body and discuss with the attending police officer 

whether there are signs of an obvious natural cause of illness, or 

whether there any features suspicious of inflicted injury. This may 

influence the degree of initial police investigation and action.’ 

 
202. ‘A number of investigations will be arranged by the Pathologist at post 

– mortem. These may include swabs, blood, urine, bile and gastric 

aspirate for toxicology, metabolic investigation and close examination 

for metaphyseal chips, flailing injuries, knees / elbows and wrists / 
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ankle – clear evidence of violent shaking. In addition to these, during a 

post-mortem conducted by a HO Pathologist, the HO Pathologist may 

rely upon information from the documented history and a number of 

samples taken during examination and post mortem. It is important 

that the HO Pathologist has as much information as possible in a 

durable format.  

 
203. ‘When a Home Office Pathologist has been used, the Pathologist 

should provide an interim report within two working days of the post-

mortem, either orally or in Proforma to the Senior Investigating Officer. 

A full written report should be provided to the Investigating Officer, 

normally via the Coroner, within 15 days of receipt of the exhibited 

photographs. Where the scientific examination extends beyond 20 

days of the post-mortem, the Senior Investigating Officer should be 

informed.’ 

 
204. The policy sets out clearly factors which may cause suspicion, the 

following is not the complete list as per the policy, but these are the 

ones relevant to this investigation; 

 ‘Previous Child Protection concerns within the family relating to 

this child or the siblings’  

 ‘Inconsistent Explanations’ 

 ‘Unexplained injury’ 

 ‘Presence of Blood’ 

 ‘Neglect Issues’ 

 

Murder investigation manual (MIM) 
 

205. The role of a Senior Investigating Officer (SIO) is set out in the Murder 

Investigation Manual (MIM), which was produced by the National 

Centre for Policing Excellence in 2006; 
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‘An SIO is the lead investigator in cases of homicide, stranger rape, 

kidnap or other complex investigations.’  

This requires the SIO to: 

‘• Perform the role of officer in charge of an investigation as described 

in the Code of Practice under Part II of the Criminal Procedure and 

Investigations Act 1996; 

•Develop and implement the investigative strategy; 

•Develop the information management and decision-making systems 

for the investigation; 

•Manage the resources allocated to the investigation; 

•Be accountable to chief officers for the conduct of the investigation.’ 

 
206. The MIM states that SIOs should have completed the Professionalising 

Investigation Programme (PIP) to level three. The MIM goes on to 

state that the complexity of investigations vary and, therefore, SIOs 

who have recently completed the programme or those who have not 

been involved in a wide range of investigations may not have the 

experience to perform competently.  

 
207. The policy goes on to detail what an SIO is required to do, which 

includes being the officer in charge of the investigation; develop and 

implement the investigative strategy; develop the information 

management and decision-making systems; manage the resources 

and be accountable to the chief officers for the conduct of the 

investigation.  

 
208. The MIM also sets out the role of the deputy SIO and states: 

‘In all but the most straightforward of investigations it is likely that a 

Deputy Senior Investigating Officer (D/SIO) will be appointed. The role 

of the D/SIO is not simply to mirror that of the SIO and to deputise in 

their absence. The D/SIO should be given specific responsibility for 
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managing key areas of the investigation to enable the SIO to focus on 

strategic issues. 

The exact role of the D/SIO will depend on the circumstances of each 

case, the type of resources that are being used and the investigative 

strategy being followed by the SIO. As a general rule the D/SIO should 

be responsible for: 

•Deputising in the absence of the SIO; 

•Assisting in developing the investigative strategy; 

•Managing the logistics of the investigation; 

•Implementing the investigative strategy.’ 

Although it is appropriate to use the role of D/SIO as a way of 

developing future SIOs, the nature of the role means that the D/SIO 

will often be placed in positions where they must take full responsibility 

for the conduct of the investigation. They may also have to take 

significant decisions. SIOs should satisfy themselves that D/SIOs have 

sufficient training and experience before they are placed in such 

positions. Where SIOs are likely to be absent for substantial periods, 

for example, taking annual leave, they should ensure that the D/SIO 

has clear guidelines on the way the investigative strategy is to be 

pursued. They should also be given a point of contact with a more 

experienced SIO should they need support.’ 

 
209. The MIM states that it is not always obvious that an incident involved 

homicide and list examples of incidents were this is the case, one of 

the examples listed is that of a sudden unexplained death of an infant.  

 
210. ‘The actions taken by the first officers attending the scene of a 

homicide or major incident are critical to the success of the 

investigation. From the outset, officers should adopt an investigative 

mentality and approach. During the initial response it is sometimes 

difficult to determine if a death is the result of natural causes, an 
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accident, suicide or homicide. If in doubt, investigate as homicide until 

the evidence proves otherwise.’ 

 
211. The same document also refers to the need to complete policy files 

and states; 

‘One of the most important aspects of managing any murder 

investigation is the systematic recording of the SIO’s policies. SIOs 

should use the Policy File to record critical policy decisions. It is the 

definitive record upon which they will rely when subsequently asked to 

account for decisions at: 

•Magistrates ‘or crown court; 

•Coroner inquests; 

•Other judicial proceedings; 

•Reviews; 

•Appeals.’ 

 
212. The MIM also states:  

‘the SIO must adopt a disciplined approach to planning the 

investigation and this should be recorded in the Policy File.’ 

 
213. The MIM also refers to scene security and states: 

‘SIOs must ensure that following the implementation of a cordon, a 

contemporaneous crime scene log is commenced at every scene 

detailing the movement of individual(s) in and out of the scene. 

Authority to enter a scene can only be granted by either the SIO or a 

CSM.’ 

 
214. The MIM also refers to how a scene should be searched and states:  

‘SIOs are responsible for setting clear objectives for any search.’  

 
215. ‘The purpose of the post-mortem is to establish the cause of death, the 

extent of the victim’s injuries, the presence of any natural disease and 

to make a factual record of the findings. Furthermore, the pathologist 
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can offer opinions concerning what may have happened at the scene 

and when death may have occurred.This enables the investigator to: 

•Identify the victim; 

•Determine the cause of death and where possible the mode and time 

of death; 

•Determine the nature and size of the weapon used and the amount of 

force used; 

•Determine the approximate height and stature of the offender. 

The pathologist must record full details of the autopsy and document 

both his or her own actions and those of others that may be significant 

to the pathologist’s examination.’ 

 
216. The MIM includes a section regarding post mortems and with regard to 

SIO attendance it states: 

‘Finally, the SIO will need to consider whether or not they will attend 

the postmortem. In the majority of cases the SIO will wish to be 

present at the post-mortem examination. This will ensure that the SIO 

is always involved where there are interpretational issues or findings 

that could significantly alter the course of the investigation.’ 

 
217. The manual also states the following of post mortems: 

‘When the post-mortem examination is complete the pathologist makes 

a thorough report (which becomes the property of the coroner). The 

report should be written as soon as possible and within an agreed 

timescale.’  

 
‘Some aspects of the post mortem, such as examination of the brain, 

may take up to eight weeks to complete and so delay the final report. 

In order to allow the MIR to use the information revealed in other 

aspects of the post-mortem, the SIO should ask the pathologist to 

provide an interim report.’ 
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‘The SIO, or whoever attends the post-mortem examination, should go 

through the findings with the pathologist at the time of the post-mortem.’ 

 
 

218. ‘SIOs should identify the specific material being sought. In some 

cases, however, this will not be possible. In all cases those carrying 

out the search should be fully briefed on the circumstances of the 

incident, together with relevant details of the SIO’s investigation 

strategy, so that they will be better able to identify material they find as 

being relevant to the enquiry. There are numerous reasons for 

instigating a search. SIOs should, therefore, be clear about the search 

objectives before it is commissioned.’’ 

 

Cumbria Constabulary Sudden Death Policy 
 

219. Cumbria’s Sudden Death Policy was approved on 18 August 2010 and 

sets out its aims as the following: 

‘To define the various categories of death likely to be encountered by 

Cumbria Constabulary staff and to provide guidance and direction with 

regard to the appropriate level of response. 

To ensure that a thorough and effective investigation takes place 

detailing the roles and responsibilities of staff involved in such 

incidents. 

To ensure that the investigation into a death meets the statutory 

responsibilities of HM Coroners.’‘ 

 
220. This policy also provides definitions for sudden; unexplained and 

suspicious deaths, which are as follows: 

Sudden deaths: 

‘Where a person dies and the deceased’s GP, at the time of police 

attendance, was unavailable or unable to issue a death certificate. 

There must be no obvious cause for concern present for a death to fall 

in this category.’ 
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Unexplained deaths: 

‘Where a person dies and there is no obvious reason for this to have 

occurred by reason of circumstance or situation. This does not include 

such deaths that are believed to be as a result of natural causes.’ 

Suspicious deaths: 

‘Where a person dies and there is evidence of violence, evidence of 

other third party involvement, evidence of an unlawful act, evidence of 

use of a noxious substance, exposure to or contact with a domestic 

utility or evidence of other circumstances that there is cause for 

concern.’ 

 
221. The policy makes it clear that a death may move from one category to 

another as the investigation progresses, but police officers should 

always treat a death as suspicious until it is assessed as otherwise. 

 

College of Policing – Managing investigations 
 

222. The college of Policing authorised professional practice on managing 

investigations states they should be security cleared in line with the 

force policy and terms of reference should be agreed before they start 

work. 

 

Standard of Investigation of Sudden and 
Suspicious Deaths 

 
223. This policy states that a duty sergeant is responsible for ensuring that 

the initial uniform response to the incident is effective, by ensuring that 

all scenes are identified and that an appropriate officer is deployed to 

the scenes.  

 
224. The duty sergeant must consider the welfare of the officers at the 

scenes and that the inspector is fully briefed on the actions that are 

taking place. This is not an exhaustive list of the responsibilities listed 
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in the policy, but it is those that are considered relevant to this 

investigation.  

 
225. The policy states that the inspector is responsible for the supervision 

and management of the initial response to a suspicious death ensuring 

that any relevant scenes have been identified and preserved and that 

the duty detective inspector has been informed. 

 
226. It is also stated that following a briefing the SIO will commence their 

investigation into the death in line with the Murder Investigation 

Manual. 

 

Sudden unexpected death in infancy – The 
Baroness Helena Kennedy QC 

 
227. This is the report of a working group established by the Royal College 

of Pathologists and the Royal college of Paediatrics and Child Health, 

the working group was chaired by Baroness Helena Kennedy QC.  

 
228. The report states the following with regard to the role of the police: 

‘A detective officer of at least Inspector rank must immediately attend 

the scene and take charge of the investigation, in all cases of sudden 

unexplained infant deaths, whether or not there are any obvious 

suspicious circumstances. This is the case if the child is still at the 

scene or if the child has been removed to hospital.’ 

 
229. ‘The police have a key role in the investigation of infant and child 

deaths, and their prime responsibility is to the child, as well as siblings  

and any future children who may be born into the family concerned.’ 

 
230. ‘Whilst it is felt the investigation of infant deaths is of such a 

specialised nature as to warrant the inclusion of a separate chapter in 

the Murder  Investigation Manual, in every case where the death is felt 

to be  suspicious, the same thought processes, vigour, expertise and  

professionalism, which are always applied to adult homicides must 

also be employed. Children are citizens who have the same rights as 
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any other people to the protection offered by the criminal law as well 

as the expert services of the police.’ 

 
231. The report includes an executive summary of the recommended 

protocol, which states the following of the police: 

‘Investigate the possibility that the death may have been unnatural, but 

keep in mind that most SUDI [sudden unexpected death in infancy] 

arise from natural causes’   

 

Conclusions 
 

Initial police attendance – scene management 
 

232. At 5.59am on Wednesday 12 December 2012 Northwest Ambulance 

Service contacted Cumbria Constabulary to inform them that they were 

en route to a sudden infant cardiac arrest. At the time of the report PS 

H stated he would attend the address, Insp I attended Furness 

General Hospital (FGH).  

 
233. PC F was on duty with PC G; they responded to the radio 

transmissions and travelled to an address in Cumbria. At 6.04am PC F 

arrived at the address, she was the first police officer to attend. When 

she arrived there were a number ofchildren present with their mother, 

Poppi’s mother.  

 
234. PC F was informed by the paramedics that the scene was an upstairs 

bedroom and as such she contained the  children, and Poppi’s mother 

downstairs in the living room. She did not start a scene log at that time, 

but she did document the names of those present in the back of her 

pocket notebook and noted in the front of her notebook the 

circumstances as she saw them, as well as information she received 

from Poppi’s mother, which included the fact that Poppi had been ill 

and that she felt she should have taken her to the doctors.  
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235. Chapter 13 of the Local Safeguarding Childrens Board (LSCB) sets out 

that as the first officer to attend at the address PC F was required to 

make a visual check of Poppi and her surroundings, note any obvious 

signs of injury and ascertain whether she had been moved. She was 

also required to record anything else of relevance. 

 
236. Therefore at this point the IPCC investigator considers that the initial 

actions of PC F were in accordance with what is specified in the policy.  

 
237. At some point during the initial response to the incident the children’s 

relative, Ms V, arrived and, according to her statement, she asked a 

male officer whether she could remove a nappy from the living room 

and dispose of it. She said both the male and female officer said it 

would be ok to do so. There is therefore some evidence that 

permission was granted to move the item. 

 
238. The time line of events during the initial police response to this incident 

demonstrates that at the time this took place the female officer was PC 

F and the IPCC investigator finds it more likely than not that the male 

officer was PC J because the radio transmissions show that at 

approximately 6.19am there was a request for another officer to attend 

the address, to which PC J responded and subsequently attended. 

 
239. The Murder Investigation Manual states that the actions of the first 

officers at the scene are critical to the success of the investigation and 

that officers should adopt an investigative mindset.  

 
240. The murder investigation manual also states that in the initial stages it 

can be difficult to determine if a death is natural, an accident, or due to 

a criminal act. It goes on to explain that, in these circumstances, 

officers should approach the incident as a criminal matter until the 

evidence proves otherwise. 

 
241. The nappy referred to above was thought to have been the last nappy 

worn by Poppi and as such had the potential to be a crucial piece of 
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evidence in the investigation. The nappy was never recovered and its 

evidential value remains unknown.  

 
242. The IPCC investigator believes it reasonable to consider that Ms V 

was uncertain as to whether it was appropriate to remove the nappy, 

which would explain why she says that she spoke with the officers 

about it. 

 
243. Furthermore, it is considered that although there may not have actually 

been a death at this time, the circumstances were such that these 

officers will, or should, have known that, in the event of a death, the 

removal of the nappy may have presented a problem for the 

investigation.  

 
244. Although PC F denies giving permission for the removal of the nappy, 

and PC J indicated that he did not recall any such conversation, even if 

specifc permission was not granted to remove the nappy, any officer 

attending the scene should have, at the very least, managed the scene 

so as to have prevented  Ms V from removing the nappy, in a bid to 

preserve and secure potential evidence.  

 
245. In the absence of either PC J or PC F preventing   Ms V from removing 

the nappy the IPCC investigator is of the view that, at the very least, 

they should have documented what had happened in their pocket note 

books (PNB) so that the information could be passed to the SIO later. 

 
246. The IPCC investigator recommends that consideration is given to 

providing further training to all officers, who may be required to 

respond to incidents where it is necessary to secure and preserve the 

scene. The training should incorporate the principle of the ‘golden 

hour’, which is described in the murder investigation manual as; 

‘the principle that effective early action can result in securing significant 

material that would otherwise be lost to the investigation.’ 
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Supervision of the initial response – scene 

management 

 
247. At the time of the incident the supervision of uniformed officers was the 

responsibility first and foremost of Insp I and secondly of PS H. PC 

Fand PC J were in the direct supervision of PS H and Inspector I and 

as such the criticism made of the conduct of PC J and PC F must also 

be considered in light of the direction they received. 

 
248. Cumbria Constabulary’s ‘Standard of investigation of sudden and 

suspicious deaths’ policy states that Insp I was responsible for 

ensuring that any relevant scenes had been identified and preserved. 

 
249. The same policy states that PS H was responsible for considering the 

welfare of the officers at the scenes and fully briefing Insp I.  

 
250. It is understood from the statement provided to the IPCC by Insp I that 

she had welfare concerns regarding the attendance of PC F and the 

IPCC investigator understands that part of the rationale for PS H going 

to the address was to check on the welfare of PC F. 

 
251. The investigation has established that PS H attended the address at 

approximately 6.10am, he was updated by PC F and he instructed her 

to ensure that nobody else entered the address and that nobody could 

go upstairs without being accompanied by her.  

 
252. PS H left the address soon after this and ttended FGH in order to 

provide an update to Inspector I. PS H was actually the most senior 

officer to attend the house during the initial police response; however, 

he remained at the address for only a short period of time. It is unclear 

as to whether PC J had arrived at the scene at this point or whether 

PC Fwas left alone at the scene. 

 
253. PS H said he left the address in order to provide Inspector I with an 

update, He chose to do this in person because, he said, providing the 
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update by radio would have congested the airwaves and, if he had 

used the point to point system, neither he nor Inspector I would would 

have been able to hear any further updates made at the same time as 

their point to point conversation. PS H also said that the hospital was 

nearby. 

 
254. With this is mind it is clear to the IPCC investigator that police 

resources were required at both the hospital and the house. However, 

it is difficult to understand why the two most senior officers of Cumbria 

Constabulary’s response at that time were both at the hospital leaving 

a comparatively inexperienced officer(s) at the scene alone. 

 
255. In reaching this criticism the IPCC investigator has also analysed the 

evidence provided by PS H and PC F. The IPCC investigator 

considers that PS H should have remained at the address to assist in 

managing the situation, particularly when further consideration is given 

to the fact that Insp I had welfare concerns regarding PC F’s 

attendance.  

 
256. The IPCC investigator is critical of both Insp I and PS H on this matter. 

It is considered that Insp I should have directed PS H to return to the 

house to ensure there was adequate supervision at the address. 

Furthermore, the reasons provided by PS H for leaving the house are 

unconvincing and it is considered that radio transmissions would have 

been the most appropriate means to update Insp I. 

 257. It is the opinion of the IPCC investigator that the loss of potentially 

crucial evidence in the nappy can be attributed, in significant part at 

least, to a lack of senior supervision at the house as well as the lack of 

foresight of PC Fand PC J. 

 258. The IPCC investigator accepts that it is likely to have been a cold 

morning, and there being a number of young children at the house will 

have presented its own challenges. Furthermore it is accepted that, in 

cases of this nature, it is paramount that police officers approach with 
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consideration to the fact that there is a grieving family, the welfare of 

which is vitally important. However, the house was not cleared and 

secured until 7.51am.  

 259. The IPCC investigator considers that, had there been better 

supervision at the house it is reasonable to consider that the scene 

would have been cleared and secured earlier, which would have 

ensured that further evidence was not lost. 

 260. It is recommended that consideration is given to developing clearly 

defined roles and responsibilities for officers attending incidents that 

require the securing and preservation of scenes and that these are 

properly communicated to those concerned. 

 

Senior Investigating Officer - DI Sadler  

 
261. DI Sadler was contacted as the detective inspector of South Cumbria’s 

Public Protection Unit and as such she held the responsibility of Senior 

Investigating Officer (SIO). DI Sadler held this responsibility until the 

27 December 2012 when DCI D appointed DCI Forrester as the SIO 

for this investigation. 

 
262. The next section of this report is going to focus upon the actions of DI 

Sadler as SIO and will look at scene management, investigative 

actions and the post mortem in more detail.  

 

Initial response and scene management 

 
263. DI Sadler was contacted by the Force Incident Manager, Inspector R 

at 6.45am, when she was informed that the scene was preserved. It 

was further explained to her that the scene was considered to be an 

upstairs bedroom, which had been shut. Inspector R went on to 

explain that there was a police officer downstairs in the living room with 

the children and their relative, Ms Vs. 
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264. The call recording shows that Inspector R was thinking about scene 

management because he suggested that a body-worn camera be used 

by an officer to enable the scene to be recorded surreptitiously, so that 

it would be possible to view the scene later with the people still in it. DI 

Sadler agreed that would be a good idea. The call recording shows 

that DI Sadler offered no further direction with regard to scene 

management during the call despite making an entry in her pink 

workbook to the contrary. 

 
265. As referred to earlier, Chapter 13 of the LSCB document sets out initial 

actions for the first officer at the scene, the same section makes it 

clear that the responsibility for ensuring these actions are carried out 

lies with the senior detective, which in this case was DI Sadler. 

 
266. The murder investigation manual states that it is the responsibility of 

the SIO to ensure that there is a cordon in place and that a scene log 

is opened to record all movements both in and out of the cordon.  

 
267. The murder investigation manual explains that certain scene 

management decisions may already have been made by the officers 

involved in the initial response, as was the case for this incident; 

however, the manual also makes it clear that it is the responsibility of 

the SIO to review those decisions, with particular reference to: the 

parameters of each scene; the security of each scene; actions taken to 

preserve material at each scene; the adequacy of the resources 

deployed at each scene; and the record keeping at each scene. The 

murder investigation manual also states that as the SIO it would be DI 

Sadler’s responsibility to give clear instructions about any alterations 

she wanted to make. 

 
268. During the conversation DI Sadler stated that they would need to view 

the house at some point and she asked whether there was anywhere 

the children could go, this appears to be evidence that she was aware 

the house would need to be secured. However DI Sadler did not 
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question or suggest any amendments to the parameters of the scene 

at the house despite the scene being limited to an upstairs bedroom.  

 
269. It appears that DI Sadler did not ask any questions regarding scene 

security; the preservation of material, the resources or record keeping 

at the scene and as such, in the opinion of the IPCC investigator, there 

is evidence in which it could be concluded that DI Sadler did not have 

enough information to make informed decisions regarding these 

points. 

 
270. The investigation accepts it could be argued that scene management 

considerations may not have been made in line with there being a 

death, because at the point DI Sadler received the call Poppi had not 

died. However, it is evident from the call recording that DI Sadler had 

an awareness of the likely outcome for Poppi because she said: 

‘I think with such a young child if it’s a cardiac arrest there’s very, very 

little chance of pulling through from that, sadly.’  

 
271. In addition the first entry made by DI Sadler in her pink workbook 

reads: 

‘call at H/A by FIM Insp R re child at FGH in cardiac arrest – likely to 

prove. Requested the H/A be made secure + remaining children at 

address taken to suitable accommodation (friends/family). Parents at 

FGH + to be supervised by police at all times’ 

 
272. This might be thought to suggest that despite there not being a death 

at this point DI Sadler was in fact starting to think in those terms and it 

would be reasonable to expect DI Sadler to have commenced the 

implementation of scene management strategies in line with those 

expected when there has been a sudden or unexplained death of an 

infant. 

 

 

 

273. However, when the call recording and the first entry in DI Sadler’s pink 

book are compared it is clear that the entries she made in her book 
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were inaccurate. DI Sadler did not request that the parents be 

supervised, nor did she request that the home address be secured as 

she had documented, which raises questions regarding her record 

keeping. 

 

 
274. In her interview DI Sadler commented on her record keeping and 

described it as diligent and fastidious, however it appears from the 

very first entries that there is evidence to suggest that this may not be 

the case. DI Sadler could not say exactly when she made the entries, 

although she said she does keep pink books at home for when she is 

on-call and she does keep them in her car. 

 

 
275. The IPCC investigator considers that if the entry at 6.45am was made 

following the call with Inspector R then the entry was wholly inaccurate 

and would be a matter of potential relevance to the accuracy and 

integrity of DI Sadler’s evidence. 

 
276. DI Sadler did not offer an explanation other than to comment on the 

fact that she received three calls in succession, she said she hadn’t 

deliberately lied or been deceitful and she said that it was more likely 

to be the case that rather than writing in her book when she received 

the call that she will have written in the book when she arrived at the 

police station. 

 

 
277. DI Sadler said the advice she recorded in her pink book as being given 

at 6.45am must have been given during subsequent telephone 

conversations with Inspector U who took over from Inspector R. The 

investigation has been able to verify that these calls took place, 

however they were made from a different phone which was not 

recorded and as such the IPCC investigation has not been able to 

review the content of these calls. 

 
278. However, the investigation has established from the radio transmission 

recordings that at no point were any clear directions given by radio 

regarding clearing and securing the address.  
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279. It was established from the radio transmission recordings that DI 

Sadler did have her radio with her and she used it whilst en route to 

the police station to inform Insp I she was on her way. This might be 

thought to provide evidence that she attended the briefing with 

Inspector I as soon as she arrived at the police station. 

 
280. When DI Sadler’s pink book entries are compared with Insp I’s 

recollection of what she said in the briefing there appears to be a 

similarity and on that basis the IPCC investigator considers that this is 

evidence that the entries were not made at the times specified and that 

they were made following the briefing with Insp I. It follows that there is 

an evidential basis that might lead to the conclusion that the advice 

and guidance recorded in DI Sadler’s pink book was not actually given 

and that this represents a missed opportunity for DI Sadler as the SIO 

to provide effective scene management direction and control. 

 
281. As referred to above DI Sadler had her police radio with her that 

morning and it seems that this would have afforded her the opportunity 

to make direct contact with the uniformed attending officers to ensure 

that scene management directions were communicated clearly. DI 

Sadler did not do this which might be thought to be a missed 

opportunity to implement early direction and control of the scene. DI 

Sadler accepted in her interview that the management of the scene 

may have been more effective had she have used her radio to give 

clear instructions on scene management. 

 
282. It is the opinion of the IPCC investigator that there is a clear distinction 

to be drawn for police officers attending an incident of this nature, to 

other possible crime scenes. It is clear and acknowledged that an 

incident of this nature should be handled with a good understanding of 

the sensitivities an incident like this presents. It is for that reason that it 

is recommended consideration be given to providing training to all 

officers regarding how to approach an incident like this sensitively, 
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whilst remaining mindful of the police’s responsibility to investigate 

thoroughly.  

 

Investigative actions prior to the post mortem 
 

Scene examination 

 
283. With regard to DI Sadler and DI A attending FGH according to policy 

DI Sadler was right to attend the hospital, as that was where Poppi 

was, but the policy also makes it clear that, as SIO, DI Sadler should 

have ensured that an experienced detective attended the scene where 

the incident took place. 

 
284. The investigation has established that DI A did not attend the house 

until much later that afternoon, which means that the most senior and 

experienced detectives involved at that stage were at the hospital 

together rather than there being one detective at each scene. This 

raises the question as to whether this was in accordance with the 

policy. It may be considered police resources would have been more 

effectively utilised by DI Sadler attending the house herself, as this 

was one of the main scenes or, failing that, she could have directed DI 

A to the address earlier.  

 
285. With regards to there being a full examination of the house after the 

accounts of the parents were obtained, DI Sadler did not at any point 

attend the scene at the house and as such she did not examine the 

scene at all. In her interview she said she reviewed photographs and 

video footage of the scene. It was also intimated by DI Sadler that this 

was something new to her and she was spending her time trying to 

balance tasks and delegate responsibilities. 

 
286. DI Sadler has in excess of 20 years’ police service and it is not clear 

as to what exactly was new to her. 
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287. The IPCC investigator is also of the understanding that whether DI 

Sadler was at FGH or Barrow police station she was never more than 

two miles away from the house. This might be thought of as evidence 

of the relaxed manner in which this investigation was approached. It 

must also be noted that in interview DI Sadler said with hindsight she 

would now go to all scenes herself. 

 

Search strategy 

 

 
288. At 1.10pm on 12 December 2012 DI Sadler noted in her pink book that 

she had updated D/Supt Forrester at Barrow PPU, she also noted that 

a further search of the house had been arranged and listed items to be 

searched for, which included nappies; blood stained blankets; bedding; 

clothes; medication and bottles. It said this was ‘to preserve all 

evidence and suspicion’.  

 
289. The murder investigation manual states that it would be the 

responsibility of DI Sadler as the SIO to identify specific material to be 

searched for. It goes on to suggest that DI Sadler should have briefed 

fully all those who would be carrying out the search so that they are 

clear about the search objectives.  

 
290. It is clear that DI Sadler did specify clearly what was required from the 

search, however it does not appear from the items listed that there was 

any consideration to the incident constituting a criminal offence and 

extending the search to items that would assist a criminal investigation.  

 
291. This is notwithstanding that the hospital doctor declared Poppi 

deceased at 7.07am and raised concerns regarding the injuries to 

Poppi’s anus and that he could not rule out something being inserted.  

 
292. We also know from DI Sadler’s interview with the IPCC that she 

perceived there to be suspicious circumstances surrounding the death 

of Poppi from the beginning. 
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293. The search of the address was being led by DI A at the same time as 

DI Sadler and D/Supt Forrester were attending the strategy meeting. 

DI Sadler noted in her pink book some of the points that were raised 

during the meeting, which included the fact that an item or penis could 

have been inserted and that everybody at the strategy meeting had 

concerns regarding the fact that Poppi’s father was the last person in 

care of Poppi. It was then that the decision was made to obtain 

samples from Poppi’s father in order to retain evidence. 

 
294. Therefore, it would appear that not only were there suspicions 

surrounding the circumstances of Poppi’s death, there was also a 

potential suspect, which seems to further reinforce there being a need 

for the search of the address to be conducted with criminality in mind. 

 
295. We can see from DI Sadler’s interview that she agrees with hindsight 

that she and D/Supt Forrester should have attended the scene; 

however it also appears that DI Sadler was suggesting that DI A 

should have known what to search for because he was aware from 

concerns raised at the hospital that there were suspicious 

circumstances surrounding the death. 

 
296. Although the IPCC investigator accepts there is an argument that DI A 

should have known what to search for given his length of service as a 

police officer at that time, it is seems clear that given what is said in the 

murder investigation manual regarding the responsibility of the SIO to 

set a clear search strategy. To the IPCC investigator, there is evidence 

to support the contentionthat, even prior to the strategy meeting, DI 

Sadler should have set her search strategy with criminality in mind, so 

as to ensure that DI A would have been in no doubt about what he was 

searching for. 

 
297. The IPCC investigator is also of the opinion that, in the absence of 

criminality being considered when the strategy was produced, it is 

arguable that DI Sadler should have at the very least contacted DI A 
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as soon as the concerns were raised at the strategy meeting to ensure 

that he widened his search, or should have acted as a further prompt 

to DI Sadler to attend the scene herself. 

 
298. The IPCC investigator considers that there is clear evidence available 

where it might be concluded that the search strategy was inadequate 

and, as such, was a further opportunity missed to obtain and preserve 

evidence. 

 

Witness strategy 

 

 
299. Within the list of the requests made by DI Sadler in her initial meeting 

with PPU staff there is no mention of witnesses or a witness strategy.  

 
300. The investigation has established that other than the accounts 

provided by the parents, witness accounts were not obtained in the 

early stages of the police investigation; they were obtained months 

after the incident. There appears to be no attempt early on in the 

investigation to obtain accounts from all of the police officers who 

attended the incident; the paramedics, medical personnel from the 

hospital, including the hospital doctor, the paediatrician, and family 

members, that could have provided important information to the 

investigation including the children. 

 
301. DI Sadler was asked about this in her interview, she did not provide 

specific reasons why accounts were not taken. She explained that 

there were protocols in place regarding taking statements from 

paramedics and said that it is something that is usually done if 

someone is charged She also answered this question by explaining 

what other actions were being carried out, such as reading, completing 

the sudden death report, arranging the post mortem and the staff to 

attend it. DI Sadler said; 

‘it wasn’t the case of nothing happened, things did happen, but they 

might not have been as visible as taking a statement’        
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302. D/Supt Forrester admitted in his interview that witness statements 

could have been taken earlier in the investigation. However, he went 

on to talk about how the PPU was functioning with a reduced number 

of police officers and, as a result, it is no longer possible to allocate 

actions to officers to take statements early in the investigation on the 

basis they may not be required. 

 
303. When asked about interviewing the siblings of Poppi, D/Supt Forrester 

said interviews with children should be conducted at the right time, in 

the right environment and by the right people, and the police are not 

the right people to interview children when their sibling has died. He 

said there may be times when it is appropriate for the police to 

interview the children, but this was not one of them. 

 
304. However, It is generally accepted that, where possible, witness 

statements should be taken in line with the ‘golden hour’ principle, in 

order to ensure that untainted accounts can be obtained. Obtaining 

statements early also reduces the risk of information being forgotten by 

witnesses.  

 
305. The IPCC investigator considers that there are questions to be asked 

as to why obtaining witness accounts from those who attended the 

scene, conducted medical procedures on Poppi or had any contact 

with the parents were not considered to be vital actions that should 

have been conducted as early as possible. 

 
306. It is accepted that there are certain considerations to be made when 

taking statements from children and that this should be done with extra 

sensitivity. However, this is a common issue in cases involving children 

and the IPCC investigator considers that there are questions to be 

asked as to whether the decision not to interview the children was 

appropriate in this case  

 
307. The IPCC investigation has established that the only accounts taken in 

the early stages of the police investigation were those of Poppi’s father 
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and Poppi’s mother. The evidence of DC L and DC M shows that they 

were instructed to take the accounts and record them in their pink 

workbooks, it is understood that this instruction came from DI Sadler. 

 
308. The IPCC investigator questions the appropriateness of this action in 

view of the fact that from the outset DI Sadler considered the 

circumstances surrounding Poppi’s death to be suspicious. 

 
309. D/Supt Forrester also stated in his evidence that he considers the 

matter could have been recorded as a crime on 12, 18 and 24 

December 2012 and as such the IPCC investigator considers this to be 

evidence that D/Supt Forrester was mindful of the suspicious 

circumstances.  

 
310. However, despite their understanding of the suspicious circumstances 

from the start of the police investigation it appears that both DI Sadler 

and later D/Supt Forrester made the decision to progress their 

investigation along the route of a sudden or unexplained death rather 

than a criminal investigation.  

 
311. DI Sadler was not only asked about specific actions such as the 

search and witness strategies, she was also asked more generally 

about what other investigative actions took place prior to the post 

mortem, to which she replied; 

‘There’s a real shame that there was a weekend involved in between, 

because otherwise it was actually only just a couple of days and I, 

think you will see from my Pink Books that of anybody involved in this 

investigation, I’ve been the one on it all the time, on it ringing 

everybody, sorting everything out and trying to push the whole thing, 

erm along, er but certainly for two of those days nothing was done 

because it was a weekend and we were off”.      

 
312. It is accepted that police officers have rest days, but this response 

appeared to suggest that the timing of the death was unfortunate and 

had Poppi died on a different day then more actions may have been 
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completed. Again this is evidence which might be considered as 

relevant to support the view that the investigation into the death of 

Poppi was not conducted thoroughly or appropriately.  

 

Post mortem 

 
313. There appears to have been clear suspicious circumstances 

surrounding the death of Poppi and, as with any other suspicious 

death, the post mortem represented a very important aspect of the 

investigation into her death. 

 
314. The post mortem was arranged for the 17 December 2012; the Home 

Office pathologist was Dr C, whose responsibility it was to determine 

medical cause of death and, in doing so, to assist as to whether, in her 

opinion, there was any evidence that the death was not as a result of 

natural causes. The post mortem was also attended by paediatric 

pathologist was Dr B.  

 
315. DI Sadler and DI A both attended the post mortem and a verbal 

briefing was provided to Dr C at her request. It is understood that prior 

to attending the post mortem there had been a disagreement between 

DI Sadler and DI A about what exactly should be disclosed to the 

pathologist in the briefing, with DI A stating that they should not inform 

the pathologist of the intelligence regarding Poppi’s father. 

 
316. However DI Sadler did inform Dr C of the intelligence, although there 

had been no charges or convictions against Poppi’s father in relation to 

the two incidents. DI Sadler said in her interview with the IPCC that 

she felt it would have been unprofessional to withhold information. 

 
317. The IPCC investigation has been informed that on receiving the 

information Dr C commented that it appeared to be a case of abuse 

and that this comment was made prior to the post mortem procedure 

commencing.  
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318. It was considered by DI A that, because of the disclosure of the 

intelligence, Dr C may have jumped to conclusions. With regard to this 

DI Sadler commented in her interview that she did not perceive the 

comment to represent a pre-judgement on the part of Dr C.  

 
319. In addition to the briefing it was also learned from a skeletal survey 

prior to the post mortem that Poppi had a healing fracture to her leg. It 

is not known whether this may have contributed to Dr C making a 

comment of the nature that she did. Furthermore the IPCC investigator 

considers that the pathologist should be provided with all relevant 

information. 

 
320. In any event it might be thought that the comments made by Dr C 

regarding the cause of death prior to the post mortem were of limited 

value, because she could only comment on the facts as she saw them 

and would still have to find evidence in the post mortem, if she would 

later be drawing such a conclusion. 

 
321. What might be thought are of more relevance to the investigation in to 

the death of Poppi are the comments that were made by the 

pathologists during the procedure. During the post mortem DI A took 

notes, but DI Sadler also made notes in her pink book.  

 

 
322. DI Sadler recorded in her pink book that Dr C initially had concerns 

regarding the enlarged anus with tears and bleeding and she was also 

worried about bleeding to Poppi’s thorax and the fracture to the right 

tibia and fibula. The following was also recorded in DI Sadler’s pink 

book: 

‘At the end of the PM, Dr B stated enlarged anus + tears consistent 

with constipation + thorax due to intubation. Dr C uneasy? But agreed? 

Cause of death unascertained’ 

No clarification regarding these comments was sought by DI Sadler or 

DI A. 
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323. With regards to post mortems the murder investigation manual states 

that a benefit of the SIO attending a post mortem is that they are 

involved if there are any interpretational issues or findings that could 

have a significant bearing on the police investigation. It would appear 

that what happened in the post mortem of Poppi is exactly what is 

being described in this section of the murder investigation manual. 

From what was recorded in DI Sadler’s pink book meant this could be 

a criminal matter or a medical matter. 

 
324. DI Sadler said she was present at the post mortem because if there 

was anything during the post mortem that she would need to act upon 

she wanted to know. 

 
325. From the information available it appears that there is evidence that DI 

Sadler did not fulfil her responsibility as an SIO by challenging or 

seeking clarification from the pathologists and instead chose to leave 

the post mortem without a cause of death or any real indication of the 

probable or likely cause of death. 

 
326. DI Sadler said the conversation between the two pathologists was very 

short and that she had never been present in that type of arena and 

she just wrote everything down as she always does. The murder 

investigation manual states that the SIO should go through the findings 

with the pathologist at the time of the post-mortem. 

 
327. DI Sadler, despite being an officer of considerable experience, said, in 

response to being asked why she did not challenge the pathologists, 

that she had never been in that role before and that she had only ever 

been to a post mortem as a scribe prior to the post mortem of Poppi.  

 
328. The evidence suggests that DI Sadler left the post mortem with a very 

unclear mind as to whether there was a medical issue or there was a 

case of abuse to investigate and this unclear message was passed on 

to D/Supt Forrester.  
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329. The IPCC investigator considers the post mortem to be a pivotal point 

of the police investigation into the death of Poppi. It is arguable that DI 

Sadler not seeking clarification while she was in the room with the two 

pathologists has caused there to be unclear lines of enquiry from that 

point. It may be considered that as the SIO, DI Sadler should have 

been more decisive and determined in seeking the opinions of the 

pathologists so that when she left she would have an understanding of 

which direction her investigation was going to take. 

 

Arrest decisions 

 
330. As referred to earlier it was considered at an early stage that there 

were suspicious circumstances surrounding the death of Poppi. DI 

Sadler said in her interview that there were suspicious circumstances 

on day one of the investigation. 

 
331. Not only were there suspicious circumstances, there was also a 

suspect on day one. This is evidenced in the fact that everyone at the 

strategy meeting had concerns that Poppi’s father was the last person 

in care of Poppi before her death and, furthermore, in the decision to 

obtain a penile swab from him. 

 
332. Despite the level of suspicion, and there being a suspect, a crime was 

not recorded until 28 August 2013, which is the day the parents were 

arrested. DC M and DC L were involved in the police response on the 

day; they have not categorically stated that they felt Poppi’s father or 

both parents should have been arrested on the day; however they 

have both stated that the case was treated as suspicious from the 

start.  

 
333. DC L said decisions made regarding arrests on the first day will have 

been influenced by whatever DI Sadler and DI A were told on the day 

by medical professionals, but he knew there were suspicions that 
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Poppi’s father may have inserted his penis into Poppi, because Poppi’s 

father was asked to provide a penile sample.  

 
334. The evidence provided by DC M states that she was not aware of all 

the facts regarding the injuries to Poppi. She said she saw the pictures 

of the injuries to Poppi much later in the investigation and that she was 

very shocked. She said she knew the case was being treated as 

suspicious from the start but she put her trust in her bosses to make 

these decisions and, at the time, she did not feel able to challenge 

decisions.  

 
335. When DI Sadler was asked about the decisions relating to the arrests 

in her interview she made two significant comments; firstly, that when 

investigating a child death, it is a huge decision to arrest a parent. She 

said it wasn’t a decision that is made lightly and it was a decision that 

she needed to discuss with somebody who had more experience.  

‘It’s easy to say that now, looking back and the, they was certainly an 

absolute suspicion there were circumstances around that time 

because of the bleeding to the anus, I didn’t feel that I had enough 

experience myself to make any of those decisions on my own hence 

why I contacted Mike Forrester I can, when I read DC M and DC L’s 

statements now, I mean I’ve been able to feel their frustration 

throughout this case because of the decision not to arrest’ 

 
336. It is acknowledged that arresting anyone, particularly a parent in these 

circumstances is not a decision to be taken lightly and it can be seen 

from the relevant policy that police officers are required to approach 

investigations of this nature with sensitivity. 

 
337. However, the rank of detective inspector is one that carries a high level 

of responsibility, and bearing in mind the length of service DI Sadler 

had it might be thought that this was sufficient for her to make an 

arrest decision in these circumstances. 
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338. It is clear from the evidence of D/Supt Forrester that he is of the 

opinion that arrests would not have taken them any further because 

they already had accounts from the parents and the penile swab.  

 
339. Given what was known from the medical professionals by DI Sadler 

and DS A at the start of the investigation it is the opinion of the 

investigatorthat questions need to be asked as to why an arrest was 

not considered appropriate in those early stages. This view is 

reinforced by the comment of DC M,  

‘When I have been involved in other cases where injuries have been 

caused, we have arrested for less.’ 

 
340. Safeguarding the siblings of Poppi is in part a function of the police, as 

well as that of social services and it is the opinion of the IPCC 

investigator that protecting the siblings of Poppi would have satisfied 

the necessity grounds for arrest and on that basis the IPCC 

investigator does not agree with the standpoint of D/Supt Forrester. 

 

 
341. The decision to arrest is a two stage decision, there needs to be 

suspicion and a necessity. It is considered by the IPCC investigator 

there is evidence to support the view that that both of these grounds 

had been met on the day of Poppi’s death, the day after the post 

mortem, when DI Sadler was contacted by Dr C and told Poppi’s death 

was not of natural causes and again when on 24 December 2012 

when DI Sadler had a further conversation with Dr C. .  

 

Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary’s 

(HMIC) Review 

 
342. During the course of the IPCC investigation HMIC reported a review of 

police forces in England and Wales regarding their adherence to crime 

recording regulations. A review was conducted of Cumbria 

Constabulary and it was discovered that there had been a trend of not 
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recording offences immediately and that investigations were being 

conducted with a view to recording a crime rather than recording a 

crime and then conducting the investigation. It was said that this issue 

was particularly prevalent in public protection units, and especially in 

sexual offences investigations.  

 
343. The IPCC investigator noted some similarities in what was highlighted 

by the HMIC and the investigation into the death of Poppi, namely in 

the fact that it was not recorded as a crime until the arrests of the 

parents were made, which was nine months after Poppi’s death. 

 
344. DI Sadler accepted that there were a number of opportunities where it 

may have been appropriate to arrest Poppi’s father prior to August 

2013 when both parents were arrested. However she did not agree 

that the investigation into the death of Poppi was an example of the 

findings of the HMIC review, although she did accept that was a 

practice that did happen in the past. 

 
345. D/Supt Forrester also admitted that this incident could have been 

recorded as a crime earlier and said it was likely to have been missed 

as a consequence of them not using an action management system for 

their investigation into the death of Poppi. 

 

Policy file and action management 

 
346. Throughout this report a number of DI Sadler’s investigative actions 

and decisions have been analysed. The murder investigation manual 

sets out that as SIO DI Sadler was required to fulfil the following 

actions; develop and implement the investigative strategy; develop the 

information management and decision-making systems for the 

investigation; manage the resources allocated to the investigation and 

to be accountable to chief officers for the conduct of the investigation. 

 
347. The IPCC investigation has ascertained that DI Sadler’s investigation 

was not run on any action management systems such as Holmes but 
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that information was largely shared and stored on the Cumbria police 

email system. It might be thought that this is further evidence that the 

investigation into the death of Poppi was not conducted thoroughly or 

appropriately.  

 
348. With regards to an SIO being accountable to chief officers for the 

conduct of their investigation, one way this might be done is through 

their policy file, which is used to record all key investigative decisions 

and the rationale for those decisions. The investigation has established 

that DI Sadler did not start a policy file and as such there is very limited 

recording of the decisions she made while she held the role of SIO.  

 
349. With regards to recording decisions the murder investigation manual 

states that it is one of the most important aspects of any investigation. 

It explains that it provides a record of the SIO’s decisions which they 

can rely upon in court; coronial processes and reviews.  

 
350. It is the opinion of the IPCC investigator that not recording her 

decisions has made it difficult for DI Sadler to account for her conduct 

as SIO of this investigation; and this may be considered as further 

evidence that the investigation was not conducted thoroughly or 

appropriately.  

 
351. The fact that policy decisions have not been recorded is also an area 

which could provide evidence for criticism of D/Supt Forrester. 

Although he is not responsible for a policy file not being started, it 

might be considered that this was a fundamental part of any 

investigation, that should not have been overlooked when he became 

the SIO on 27 December 2012. 

 
352. It is clear that D/Supt Forrester had an involvement with the police 

investigation from the start and, as such, he may have considered that 

he had sufficient knowledge of the case to take over the role of SIO, 

however the IPCC investigator is of the opinion that when an 

investigation is handed over to another detective, a formal handover 
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presents an ideal opportunity to take a holistic view of the direction and 

progression of the investigation and it might be thought that it is of 

paramount importance that policy decisions are reviewed to ensure the 

new SIO is aware of what has been done and what has not been done. 

 
353. D/Supt Forrester admitted that his record keeping in this investigation 

was not sufficient. The IPCC investigator believes this serves as yet 

further evidence to support the view that this investigation was not 

conducted appropriately. 

 

Senior Investigating Officer – D/Supt Forrester 

 
354. It cannot be ignored that, prior to 27 December 2012 when D/Supt 

Forrester was appointed SIO by DCI D, although he was not in charge 

of the investigation he did have a knowledge and an involvement right 

from the start.   

 
355. Therefore, it is the opinion of the IPCC investigator that D/Supt 

Forrester must also answer some of the criticisms levelled at DI 

Sadler, especially when it is considered that he wrote in his pink book 

that he was happy for DI Sadler to take the role of SIO with guidance 

from him. 

 

Forensic submissions 

 
356. There was suspicion from the start in the police investigation into the 

death of Poppi, there were concerns regarding the injuries to Poppi’s 

anus and the fact that Poppi’s father was the last person in care of 

Poppi prior to her death. It was these concerns and suspicions which 

initially led to the decision being made to take a penile swab from 

Poppi’s father on the day of Poppi’s death. 

 
357. Five days after the death the post mortem was conducted and the 

skeletal survey showed that Poppi also had a healing fracture to her 
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right tibia and fibula, which further compounded the suspicion that she 

may have been subject to abuse.  

 
358. As referred to earlier in the report there was a conversation between 

Dr C and Dr B at the end of the post mortem regarding how Poppi may 

have come by her injuries. Evidence from DI Sadler indicates that she 

did not challenge or seek clarification from either pathologist in order to 

inform her decision making, as to which direction she should progress 

the police investigation, and it is further understood that this unclear 

picture was relayed to D/Supt Forrester. 

 
359. However, the day after the post mortem, Dr C called DI Sadler to 

inform her that she considered the death to have been from an 

unlawful act. This information was passed on to D/Supt Forrester. 

Despite this D/Supt Forrester did not authorise the penile swab to be 

sent for analysis; instead he instructed that only Poppi’s blood be sent 

for analysis. It wasn’t until much later in the investigation that other 

material including the penile swab and the nappies were sent for 

forensic analysis. 

 
360. From the available evidence we know that D/Supt Forrester had 

concerns regarding the differing medical opinions. This would appear 

to emphasise that there were two distinct lines of enquiry which, it 

might be thought, should have been pursued on an equal measure. 

 
361. D/Supt Forrester said he would have sent the penile swab earlier if he 

had known the post mortem report was going to take so long. He also 

said that it was an action that he would have thought would have taken 

place prior to him being appointed as the SIO. 

 
362. D/Supt Forrester said there wasn’t much that they could do other than 

the forensic work when pursuing the line of enquiry to establish 

whether Poppi was abused. 
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363. The IPCC investigator has not found any clear documented strategy 

for forensic submissions, but if indeed there was a staged approach 

being taken it might be thought hard to comprehend that the penile 

swab was not sent first as there was the potential for the results of the 

penile swab to have provided the answer to whether or not Poppi had 

been sexually abused by Poppi’s father. 

 
364. With regard to D/Supt Forrester stating that he considered this to be an 

action that should have been conducted prior to him becoming the 

SIO. Even if this is right it might be considered to be further evidence 

that the handover procedure for this investigation was not conducted 

appropriately.  

 

Acting upon the professional opinion of 
pathologists 

 
365. The available evidence shows that there were some serious concerns 

regarding the opinion of the pathologist, Dr C. D/Supt Forrester was 

not present at the post mortem and as such it appears that many of his 

concerns have been borne out of what he was told about the post 

mortem by DI Sadler regarding the differing opinions of the two 

pathologists. It is accepted that this would not have assisted in 

providing clarity for D/Supt Forrester when making further investigative 

decisions.  

 
366. However, following the post mortem, there were two clear occasions 

where contact with Dr C made it clear that her opinion was Poppi had 

been abused and her cause of death, although unascertained, was 

due to an unlawful act. 

 
367. D/Supt Forrester said he was in an unclear position because there was 

a doctor in the first strategy meeting that said the injuries could have 

been caused by chronic constipation as well as the opinions of Dr B. 
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368. However, it was established in the very same strategy meeting that 

there were no medical records to confirm that Poppi had suffered with 

constipation and as such this line of enquiry had only really come from 

the parents, one of whom was under some suspicion.  

 
369. It might be thought that D/Supt Forrester’s opinions on this matter may 

have been skewed by the belief that Dr C had jumped to conclusions, 

because of the information disclosed by DI Sadler, and as such he felt 

that there was a shadow of doubt cast over what she was stating. He 

also demonstrated in interview that he wasn’t prepared to act on what 

she was saying, when he said; 

‘Doesn’t mean to say I’ve got to accept what she says though does it? 

I don’t have to accept what she says.’ 

 
370. What Dr C was saying was clearly serious in nature, and was not said 

without any foundation, given the nature of the injuries to both the leg 

and the anus. The IPCC investigator considers that there was a 

distinct possibility that what Dr C was saying was at least a feasible 

line of enquiry, which it would appear was disregarded by D/Supt 

Forrester. 

 
371. The IPCC investigator considers that D/Supt’s role in this was not to 

judge the accuracy of what Dr C was saying but to set about 

investigating a perfectly reasonable line of enquiry. This concern is 

further compounded by the fact that D/Supt Forrester said in his 

interview that his role was to investigate the death, why she died and 

whether there was any foul play and if so who caused it, he also said it 

was not to investigate whether Poppi had been sexually abused, either 

at the point of death or prior to death.  

 
372. This comment seems to provide evidence that the scope of the police 

investigation was not clear and essentially then only focused on one 

thing, which appears to be to ascertain whether Poppi died from 

natural causes, namely, constipation. This does not accord with what 
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is stated in Cumbria Constabulary’s investigating child abuse and 

safeguarding children statement that says the police will investigate all 

reports of child abuse and neglect and that the constabulary is 

committed to its key role in investigating child abuse and safe guarding 

children effectively. 

 
373. In his interview D/Supt Forrester talked about the issue of a second 

post mortem and there appeared to be some frustration regarding this 

point. A second post mortem was not conducted despite a request 

from D/Supt Forrester.  

 
374. The investigator understands that a second post mortem would have 

usually taken place in anticipation of a person subsequently being 

charged. The IPCC investigator can understand why D/Supt Forrester 

was frustrated with the response he received to his request.  

 
375. However, this stated frustration might be thought to provide evidence 

of the fact that D/Supt Forrester considered further action was needed 

to pursue this line of the enquiry. Notwithstanding this he seems to 

have thought it appropriate to await the report from Dr C before taking 

any further substantive action in relation to her opinion. 

 

Seeking second opinions 
 

376. D/Supt Forrester’s comments regarding Dr C and her having jumped to 

conclusions gives rise to a further concern with the manner in which 

the investigation was conducted. 

 
377. As referred to earlier it appears that D/Supt Forrester did not follow the 

line of enquiry that suggested Poppi may have been abused, however 

there is evidence that he attempted to seek medical expert advice 

regarding the line of enquiry suggesting Poppi’s injuries may have 

been as a result of constipation. 

 
378. In order to do this D/Supt Forrester spoke with Dr T who he said he 

knew and trusted. He said he did this because he was desperately 
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trying to find an expert who could give him a more informed opinion of 

the injuries.  

 
379. It might be thought to be of concern that D/Supt Forrester chose this 

way of sourcing experts rather than utilising the services of the College 

of Policing. The reason this is concerning is because this could not be 

considered independent and there was no structure to this approach 

that could be demonstrated to a court that the work was done in 

accordance with the Criminal Procedure and Investigations Act (CPIA) 

1996. 

 
380. By approaching medical experts in this way there was no security 

clearance, no structured way of working and terms of reference had 

not been agreed, this might be regarded as further evidence that the 

investigation into the death of Poppi was not conducted thoroughly or 

appropriately.  

 

DI A – Form 42b 
 

381. In relation to DI A the IPCC investigator has considered the evidence 

regarding allegations made against him in his regulation 16 notice and 

the IPCC investigator considers that whilst under the direction of DI 

Sadler he acted appropriately in the course of his investigative duties. 

 
382. DI A did not set the search strategy for the address where Poppi and 

her family lived. At the time he was under the direction of DI Sadler 

who specified the items to be seized in the search. However, the IPCC 

investigator considers that there was enough suspicion around Poppi’s 

father for DI A to have recognised the need to include the possibility of 

criminality when he was searching the address and the IPCC 

recommends that consideration is given to management advice being 

provided to DI A on this matter. 
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383. With regard to the error made on the form 42b for the Coroner, the 

IPCC investigator accepts that this was nothing more than human error 

and in no way was this a deliberate act.  

 
384. However, in saying this the IPCC investigator does not belittle the 

potential consequences errors of this nature can cause to the 

operational effectiveness of a police force and other agencies. If 

documents are shared and goes further to state that over typing 

existing documents in this way is a wholly inappropriate way of dealing 

with matter of this kind.    

 
385. Although this is potentially a serious error, depending on the content of 

the document and who it is shared with, it is an error that is entirely 

avoidable, the IPCC investigator makes two recommendations on this 

point, 

 
386. Firstly, Cumbria Constabulary should take measures to ensure that 

this particular error is completely removed from all documents in the 

computer systems to ensure it is not read as intelligence in any future 

cases affecting any member of this family. 

 
387. Secondly, consideration should be given to producing pro forma 

templates that are stored in a central location, they should be version 

controlled and the blank template be used every time the document is 

required.  

 

Honesty and integrity – D/Supt Forrester 

 
388. The next section of this report focuses upon the questions raised 

regarding the honesty and integrity of D/Supt Forrester.  

 

Response to Family Court Judgment 

 
389. The family court judgment was received by D/Supt Forrester, 

apparently unofficially, from Ms E, the social services manager, on 11 
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April 2014 and initially there were concerns with the manner in which 

D/Supt Forrester handled the document, which is one of the reasons 

his honesty and integrity has been under investigation. 

 
390. However, the IPCC investigation has established that on the same day 

the judgment was received by D/Supt Forrester he forwarded it to the 

then Assistant Chief Constable (ACC), Michelle Skeer. 

 
391. The IPCC investigator believes that this action demonstrates that there 

was no attempt by D/Supt Forrester to hide the judgment and he acted 

appropriately in this respect. On this basis the IPCC has no concerns 

regarding D/Supt Forrester’s honesty and integrity with regard to his 

action when he first received the document. 

 
392. However, this matter was discussed with D/Supt Forrester during his 

interview and as a result the IPCC investigator raises one point of 

concern with D/Supt Forrester’s actions. The IPCC investigator does 

not agree with D/Supt Forrester’s reasons for not forwarding the 

judgment to the PSD at the same time as he sent it to DCC Skeer.  

 
393. D/Supt Forrester said he did not pass it to PSD because he did not 

believe anybody had done anything wrong. He did not deny that there 

were lessons to be learned, but he felt that the correct forum was the 

LSCB and, as such, he did not consider it to be a PSD matter. 

 
394. The IPCC investigator is critical of this on the basis that during his 

career D/Supt Forrester has held the position of Head of PSD and, as 

such, he will be aware that the decision he made was not his to make 

and this was a matter to be considered by the PSD. 

 
395. We can also see from the evidence that D/Supt Forrester sent a further 

email regarding the judgment to DCC Skeer in which he requested a 

meeting to discuss the lessons to be learnt from the document; the 

email was not read until 28 April 2014 due to DCC Skeer being on 
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leave and the meeting was arranged for 12 May 2014. The meeting 

was attended by DCS P; DCC Skeer; D/Supt Forrester and D/Supt O.  

 
396. In the lead up to the meeting the previous DCS N retired from service 

and as such there were a number of changes to officer’s ranks and 

roles.  

 
397. It appears from the evidence of DCC Skeer and DCS P that the 

meeting became a handover meeting where D/Supt Forrester was 

required to handover two cases to D/Supt O; one of the cases was the 

investigation into the death of Poppi.  

 
398. We can see from the evidence that D/Supt Forrester provided factual 

details of the two cases to D/Supt O and lessons were also discussed, 

although they did not go through the judgment itself. From the 

evidence it is clear that the meeting was only scheduled for 30 minutes 

and as such it is considered that there would not have been time to go 

through all the points raised in the judgment.  

 
399. In her witness statement DCC Skeer said she did not want to raise any 

issues or challenge D/Supt Forrester because she was waiting for the 

findings of an assessment she had instructed DCS P to undertake into 

the investigation into Poppi’s death.  

 
400. The IPCC investigator is critical of the actions taken by DCC Skeer 

regarding this as it appears that, although she did not have the details 

to hand, she suspected there may be some conduct issues and as 

such it is considered that she should have raised this with the PSD. 

 
401. The IPCC investigator considers that it would have been appropriate 

for D/Supt Forrester or DCC Skeer to raise this in more detail during 

the meeting, for no other reason than the fact that D/Supt O was taking 

over the investigations and that the matters had been subject to some 

public criticism. On that basis the IPCC investigator is again critical of 

the actions taken by D/Supt Forrester and DCC Skeer. However the 
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IPCC investigator does not view this as a concern in terms of D/Supt 

Forrester’s honesty and integrity.  

 
402. The IPCC is critical of DCC Skeers’ action with regard to the Family 

Court judgment; she did not read the judgment when it was first 

received on 11 April 2014 and as a result of knowing the Court case 

had ‘not gone well,’  she chose to instruct DCS P to carry out an 

internal assessment into the Poppi case rather than refer her concerns 

to the PSD.  

 
403. The IPCC investigator is critical of this because, as with D/Supt 

Forrester, DCC Skeer had also held the position of Head of PSD and 

as such she should also have been aware the most appropriate action 

to take would have been to forward the matter to the PSD for a 

recording decision to be made. 

 

 
404. It is evident that it is not just the IPCC investigator who is critical of this 

response to the court judgment. DCS P has since questioned whether 

he could have identified sooner that it was appropriate for the matter to 

be referred to the IPCC. 

 
405. The IPCC investigator considers that DCC Skeer and DCS P should 

have identified that this matter was appropriate for an IPCC referral a 

lot sooner than they did. More than two months passed before the 

matter was even raised for the attention of the PSD and even then it 

was as a result of contact with the IPCC rather than an internal 

decision.  

 
406. The IPCC investigator has not found any evidence to suggest that this 

was a deliberate attempt to stop the matter coming to the attention of 

the IPCC; however the IPCC investigator considers it reasonable to 

suggest that without IPCC intervention this matter may never have 

been referred to them.  
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407. It is incidents such as this that can undermine the public’s confidence 

in the police complaints process and it is recommended that clear 

processes are developed within Cumbria Constabulary to ensure that 

these kinds of delays can not occur in the future. 

 

Referral decisions to IPCC 
 

408. As per the point of criticism above when the IPCC first learned about 

the court judgment contact was made with the PSD who, at the time, 

were not aware of the document and it is clear from the evidence of 

DCI D and DI Q that when they became aware what appears to be a 

very convoluted process began in order to make a referral decision, It 

is also noted that the process involved D/Supt Forrester who did not 

consider that a referral to the IPCC was required.  

 
409. The involvement of D/Supt Forrester was another factor that led to the 

IPCC investigating matters relating to his honesty and integrity. 

 
410. It is clear that it was D/Supt Forrester’s intention that this matter not be 

referred to the IPCC. However, the IPCC then looked for evidence as 

to whether there was an attempt to conceal his and others’ conduct in 

the investigation and in doing so an attempt to undermine the police 

complaints process.  

 
411. One matter that stood out to the IPCC investigation was D/Supt 

Forrester’s assertion to DI Q that the matter had been reviewed by 

DCS N who at the time was in the process of retiring from the police 

service, although the evidence provided by Mr N confirmed that he had 

not seen or discussed the judgment with anyone else. 

 
412. When he was asked about this matter in interview D/Supt Forrester 

stated he had made a mistake when he confirmed with DI Q that DCS 

N had reviewed the judgement and that he meant DCS P and as such 

it was an honest mistake.  
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413. As already referred to earlier it is the opinion of the IPCC investigator 

that D/Supt Forrester made decisions regarding the court judgment 

that were not his to make; it was entirely inappropriate for D/Supt 

Forrester to have any involvement in the decision making process and 

this is something he should have identified when he was first contacted 

by DI Q of the PSD.   

 
414. When D/Supt Forrester was asked about this in interview he said 

clearly that he didn’t, and still doesn’t believe, that he, or any of the 

other subjects, had done anything wrong, and that is why he did not 

consider it to be a matter for the PSD. 

 
415. This might be thought to be a matter of great concern because of the 

level of criticism the police investigation received and the IPCC 

investigator completely disagrees with the standpoint of D/Supt 

Forrester on this matter. However no evidence has been found to 

suggest that D/Supt Forrester attempted to prevent the matter coming 

to the IPCC for any other reason than he did not believe there were 

any conduct matters to be addressed. 

 
416. The IPCC investigator considers it reasonable to suggest that when 

D/Supt Forrester was approached by DI Q, he should have declared a 

conflict of interest and not made his opinion on the matter known.It is 

the opinion of the IPCC investigator that this might be considered as 

grounds to call into question the integrity of D/Supt Forrester. 

 

Contacting potential witnesses 
 

417. The IPCC investigator considers that D/Supt Forrester’s contact with 

the Coroner and DCC Skeer added to the concerns regarding his 

honesty and integrity. As a former Head of PSD and a long serving 

detective D/Supt Forrester should have known how this action may 

reflect on his character.  
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418. With regards to the contact he had with the Coroner the IPCC 

investigator has not found any reason to suggest D/Supt Forrester’s 

motive in making this contact was anything other than an attempt to 

seek support for himself from an eminent professional before his 

retirement as he suggested in interview 

 
419. The IPCC investigator considers this to be a desperate measure on 

the part of D/Supt Forrester and an action that he should have given 

more thought to how it may be perceived by PSD and the IPCC. 

 
420. The contact D/Supt Forrester had with DCC Skeer, which she 

describes in her evidence as an attempt on D/Supt Forrester’s part to 

‘put her in to bat for him’, by which she meant that he was attempting 

to show that she was far more versed on the issues with the police 

investigation than she was, when he used the phrase ‘you will 

remember’. 

 
421. The IPCC investigator is of the same opinion as with the contact 

D/Supt Forrester had with the Coroner, that this was a desperate 

attempt to canvas support and again this contact was made with little 

or no consideration as to the perception of others.  

 
422. However, the IPCC investigator has not found any evidence to 

conclude that these actions reflect negatively on the honesty and 

integrity of D/Supt Forrester.  

 

General conclusions 
 

423. The IPCC investigator has reviewed all the available evidence and is 

of the opinion that there is substantial evidence upon which it could be 

concluded that the police investigation into the death of Poppi was not 

conducted diligently and expediently by either D/Supt Forrester or DI 

Sadler.  
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424. In particular it is considered that there were fundamental lines of 

enquiry in this investigation, these were to establish whether the 

injuries of Poppi were sustained as a result of abuse or whether there 

was a medical explanation. The IPCC investigator considers that there 

is substantial evidence upon which it could be concluded that these 

two lines of enquiry were not pursued equally and appropriately and 

that there was more focus on establishing a natural cause of death. 

 
425. The IPCC investigator considers D/Supt Forrester and DI Sadler both 

have responsibility for the manner in which the investigation 

progressed. There is evidence which shows that lower ranking 

detectives felt uncomfortable with how the investigation progressed, 

they also felt they were kept ‘out of the loop’ to the point where they 

were not comfortable having any association with the investigation.  

 
426. The IPCC investigator is also of the view that there is substantial 

evidence to demonstrate that, from the start, there was no structured 

approach to the investigation, it was not run on any case management 

system, key decisions and rationale for them were not documented 

clearly and, as such, the audit trail for the investigation is unclear. It is 

considered that there is also evidence that D/Supt Forrester did not 

seize the opportunity to address these matters when he was appointed 

as the SIO and as such the investigation continued in the same vein 

under his direction. 

 
427. The IPCC investigator does accept this was a difficult investigation, 

which was not made any easier by the concerns the detectives had 

regarding the medical differences of opinions, and on that matter the 

IPCC investigator is critical of Dr C and the length of time it took her 

provide her post mortem conclusions.  

 
428. However, the IPCC investigator does not believe that gave the 

detectives licence to put on hold the other investigative actions, 

particularly when we see from the evidence of D/Supt Forrester that he 
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has encountered this issue with Dr C on so many occasions that he 

had started to refuse payment until he received the reports, this 

informs the investigation that D/Supt Forrester should have factored 

into his investigation the likelihood of there being a delay in receiving 

the report.  

 
429. The IPCC investigation has considered whether there is evidence that 

the manner in which the police investigation was conducted may have 

had an impact on the safeguarding of Poppi’s siblings. The IPCC 

investigator considers that there is evidence to suggest that the way 

the police investigation progressed may have impacted on the decision 

making of social services, particularly the fact that the evidence 

appears to show that the police investigation was not run as a criminal 

investigation until after the pathologist report was received months 

after the incident. 

 
430. However the available evidence demonstrates that both DI Sadler and 

D/Supt Forrester were regularly in contact with Ms E of social services 

and it is clear that safeguarding was a consideration for them 

throughout the investigation. 

 
431. Overall the IPCC investigator considers that there is substantial 

evidence available to support the contention that the reason this case 

has still not reached a resolution more than two years on from the 

death of Poppi is because of the unstructured and disorganised 

approach taken by D/Supt Forrester and DI Sadler when investigating 

her death, coupled with the arguement that prior to the pathologist 

report being received they did not conduct a criminal investigation 

despite there being significant suspicious circumstances from the 

outset. 

 

Findings 
 

432. In accordance with the terms of reference set for the investigation the 

IPCC investigator set out to establish whether the police investigation 
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into the death of Poppi was conducted thoroughly and whether 

investigative opportunities were appropriately acted upon. The IPCC 

investigator has considered the terms of reference and the allegations 

made against the officers when making the following findings.   

 

DI A 
 

433. It is clear to the IPCC investigator that there is substantial evidence to 

show that Cumbria Constabulary’s investigation into the death of Poppi 

did not carry out all reasonable enquiries in a timely and appropriate 

manner and, as such, investigative and forensic opportunities were 

missed. However the opinion of the IPCC investigator is that in respect 

of DI A’s involvement as a detective sergeant he does not have a case 

to answer for misconduct or gross misconduct. 

 
434. A further allegation made against DI A that he recorded inaccurate 

information on the form 42b was admitted by DI A. He accepted full 

responsibility for this and provided a full explanation for the error.  

 
435. In the IPCC investigator’s opinion there is no case to answer for 

misconduct or gross misconduct,but the appropriate authority is 

required to determine whether his performance is unsatisfactory and 

what, if any action will be taken. 

 

DI Amanda Sadler 
 

436. DI Sadler has in excess of 20 years police experience; she holds a 

senior position within Cumbria Constabulary, a position that carries a 

high level of responsibility. It is the view of the IPCC investigator that 

there is substantial evidence to show that she is largely responsible for 

the investigation into Poppi’s death throughout the early stages. It may 

be considered that the investigation was not conducted thoroughly, 

with investigative opportunities being missed from the start. Therefore 

in the case of DI Sadler the opinion of the IPCC investigator is that 

there is a case to answer for gross misconduct.   
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D/Supt Michael Forrester 

 
437. D/Supt Forrester had an extensive police career during which time he 

gained significant investigative experience. He also held a position of 

seniority within Cumbria Constabulary. The IPCC investigator 

considers that there is substantial evidence to show that D/Supt 

Forrester was also responsible for the police investigation not being 

conducted thoroughly. In the case of D/Supt Forrester the opinion of 

the IPCC investigator is that there is a case to answer for gross 

misconduct.   

 
Tim Kimber                Stephen Liston  

Lead Investigator IPCC                         Deputy Senior Investigator IPCC 

Date 13 March 2015 


