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London SW1A 2DY

Dear Mr Kyle and Mr Davies

We write to lodge a formal complaint about the Whistleblowing Framework Review
conducted by Grant Thornton UK and to report wasteful use of public funds and serious
breaches of the Government Social Research Professional Guidance Ethical Assurance
for Social and Behavioural Research in Government' and the requirements included in it
(which reflect the Nolan Principles for Standards in Public Life too).

Please refer also to our serious concerns in a letter to the DBT dated 17 September 2024
about the Review and the Department’s response of 12 November 2024.

Since then more evidence of bias has come to light. In effect this Review, paid for by public
funds, has been used by Grant Thornton and associated organisations to achieve a
particular outcome which is to steer UK policy towards the US model, despite known
opposition to it from many UK whistleblowers, and has completely failed to reflect
alternative proposals or the evidence of how it has failed many public interest
whistleblowers in America.

The evidence shows that the following Principles were breached by those at DBT responsible
for commissioning Grant Thornton and by Grant Thornton itself. Each Principle is only
summarised here. Please refer to the full details for each in the Guidance.

" https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/60e808d0d3bf7f56801f3c3f/2021-
GSR_Ethics_Guidance_v3.pdf
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Principle 1: Research should have a clear user need and public benefit

Principle 2: Research should be based on sound research methods and
protect against bias in the interpretation of findings

Principle 5: Research should enable participation of the groups it seeks to
represent

Principle 6: Research should be conducted in a manner that minimises
personal and social harm

A) The Review should have been conducted by researchers with no vested
commercial interests in the outcome.

It was inappropriate to appoint Grant Thornton because

e ithas acompliance business section,

e itsellsits services for whistleblowing investigations?

e it has been very active in promotional activities with another major compliance
company, Navex, and with the limited company WhistleblowersUK (WBUK) in
lobbying for a particular proposal known as Office of the Whistleblower (OWB),
based on the American model.

If successful, this proposal would bring significant financial benefit to all three companies
and the compliance industry in general, also to “advisory bodies” such as Protect and two
dormant companies owned by the Chief Executive of WBUK and her husband.

WBUK received “very generous support” since at least early 2015 from three major US law
firms who specialise in whistleblowing rewards cases, and an international compliance
company called Navex.

Grant Thornton and one of its Review researchers Alison Crotch-Harvey are on public record
as supporting WBUK and Navex at various events lobbying for that US model. There was a
biased approach from the start and a clear conflict of interest.®4%

There are four paragraphs in the Review report referring very favourably to the US model and
the final line of the Review’s “Suggestions for change” is “consideration of disincentives
and incentives, for example implementation of a United States style reward system”.

We notified two DBT civil servants in a face to face meeting of our concerns about the proven
dishonesty of some who were invited to give evidence to the Review and we followed up in

2https://www.grantthornton.co.uk/insights/speaking-up-on-the-whistleblowing-framework/

Shttps://static1.squarespace.com/static/617d2382e081bb2aead159f0/t/64088daf5324682ea93082a4/1678
282161807/WBAW+General+Invitation+%281%29.pdf

4 https://www.navex.com/en-gb/resources/webinars/nnvc-the-proposed-uk-whistleblowing-bill/

5 https://www.navex.com/en-gb/navex-next-european-risk-and-compliance-virtual-conference-speakers/
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writing in September 2024. This should have been discussed to comply with the Guidance:
“unanticipated ethical problems which emerge during the project”.

We can produce copious evidence of multiple false claims made by and about WBUK and
particularly its Chief Executive. The Metropolitan Police confirmed that she owned or
operated two social media accounts under false profiles. She misled the public and
promoted WBUK and Office of the Whistleblower while claiming to have no connection to
either. Sky News, Euromoney and National Observer in Canada all had to publish
corrections to misleading statements about WBUK claiming to be a “charity” and the
Express had to amend an article about the non-existent WBUK “helpline”.

We exposed WBUK again in recent months for displaying the logos of humerous high profile
organisations including Government departments such as the Ministry of Defence, claiming
them as “Our Supporters” on its website and many logos had to be removed because the
organisations had been unaware of the false claims by WBUK.®

Likewise we can produce evidence also of the dishonesty of the Chief Executive of Parrhesia
Inc who made false claims about the WBUK Chief Executive’s career history by including
them in his academic paper. We notified York University.

NB: None of these untruthful claims were about minor matters. They were all significant
issues.

B) Bias in design and methodology by Grant Thornton

This bias excluded participation by individual whistleblowers who were told that only those
invited to participate could do so. This ensured that only those individuals and
organisations which supported Grant Thornton’s favoured outcome, ie to recommend the
US model, were able to contribute until we protested.

Those who commissioned the Review could and should have corrected it at that early stage.
It is clear that DBT civil servants were involved and aware of the design and methodology
because page 1 of the published Review acknowledges the DBT’s “support and guidance
over the course of the research study”.

C) Specific breaches by DBT commissioner(s) and by Grant Thornton UK:

2. Ethical Principles

2.1. This section sets out six ethical principles which those commissioning or

conducting research for government need to uphold, whether members of the GSR
profession or not.

Principle 1: All social research and use of findings should adhere to the Civil Service
core values of Honesty, Integrity, Impartiality and Objectivity.

8 https://compassionincare.com/news/hall-of-shame/
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Principle 2: Research should be based on sound research methods and protect
against bias in the interpretation of findings. As stated in Principle 1 researchers should
conform to professional and ethical standards to protect against distortion and bias
interpretation of findings.

D) Evidence of bias by Alison Crotch-Harvey

Further information has come to light since we previously expressed concern about Alison
Crotch-Harvey’s role. The evidence now available online is that she had significant input
and authorship. She states on the Grant Thornton website “/ am a manager in our financial
services aavisory team specialising in whistleblowing governance, having advised on
frameworks, conducted Skilled Person reviews, and contributed to the government’s review
of whistleblowing effectiveness in Great Britain.”

It was in breach of these Principles for her to be appointed as one of four members of the
research team for the following roles:

e Aninterviewer (qualitative evidence collection)

e A named author of Grant Thornton’s analytical article

e A public interpreter of the Review’s findings

e One of four Grant Thornton’s representatives presenting the Review
This places her in both:

+ the data collection layer, and

e theinterpretive/analytical communication layer.

Alison Crotch-Harvey has been a speaker with WhistleblowersUK in at least two Navex
events and was also photographed at Whistleblowing Awareness Week, all of which were
lobbying for Office of the Whistleblowing without any discussion of alternative law reform
proposals.

Grant Thornton is closely associated with WhistleblowersUK and was named on publicity
for WBUK’s Whistleblowing Awareness Week (WBAW) in March 2023.

It appeared also at a Navex event with WhistleblowersUK in 2024 and it uses Navex services.
Many employers interviewed in the Review were selected from Grant Thornton clients.

7 https://www.grantthornton.co.uk/insights/speaking-up-on-the-whistleblowing-framework/
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E) Principle 5: Research should enable participation of the groups it seeks to

represent

Compassion In Care was not included in the “five whistleblowing organisations” invited to
contribute to the Review originally. We were contacted only after we protested and Alison
Crotch-Harvey did one phone call with us but failed to do the follow-up interview which she
had said she would arrange.

It is simply not credible that Grant Thornton was unaware of our work in running a helpline
for whistleblowers for over 20 years because there has been extensive media coverage of it
in print and broadcast media. Compassion In Care has had more work published on our
whistleblowing data than probably any other whistleblowing organisation in the UK.

As just one example of our high profile in the media, in August 2023 (ie when the Review had
only just begun) we published the first ever data (we have been told itis the first in the world)
on hate crime in health and social care, in two reports titled Stripped of Pride and Stripped
of All Pride. Channel 4 did a special feature on this®

In September 2023 our work prompted a Parliamentary debate.®

These are only two examples of many. Compassion In Care’s work on whistleblowing has
been covered numerous times by Private Eye and featured on BBC Panorama. The book
There Is No ME in Whistleblower is the about our proposals for Edna’s Law to protect the
public by protecting whistleblowers in all sectors.

We challenge the DBT and Grant Thornton to claim that the Review research team was
unaware of Compassion In Care’s record on supporting thousands of whistleblowers for
over 20 years, since long before WhistleblowersUK and Parrhesia Inc, two of the three
named “five whistleblowing organisations” had even been set up. Our website confirms the
work we do on whistleblowing.'

Other examples are the numerous articles in Private Eye over 20 years and being recognised
by Amnesty International for our work during the COVID-19 pandemic because we were the
only whistleblowing organisation publishing real-time data. Much of our media coverage is
us leading the news with whistleblowing, not just giving quotes on cases in the news.

Yet we were not contacted by Grant Thornton until we protested.

8 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ngnWSotYUus

s https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2023-09-12/debates/1467D922-0168-459B-93B2-
7ED5624D2EC5/LGBTPeopleAndSpousesSocialCare

1 www.compassionincare.com
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It is also not credible that Grant Thornton was unaware of our campaign for Edna’s Law,
supported by a national network of whistleblowers in The Whistler. When the Review was
commissioned the petition had already had thousands of signatories.

Of the “five whistleblowing organisations”, the Review names three as Protect,
WhistleblowersUK and Parrhesia Inc but states that two others did not give consent to be
named so we ask any observer to consider why not?

If they are truly “prominent” as claimed by Grant Thornton, their names would be public
already. How can the public expense on this Review be justified when there is such non-
transparency and non-inclusivity? What data did these two very reticent but allegedly
“prominent” whistleblowing organisations produce?

While individual whistleblowers’ identities must be kept confidential, there is no credible
reason for any “prominent whistleblowing organisation” to refuse to be named in a publicly
funded research report.

F) Principle 6: Research should be conducted in a manner that minimises

personal and social harm

The harm from this Review will be social harm to the public interest and harm to public trust
in any future Government review of any topic because of this Review’s very obvious flaws
and bias which are totally unacceptable and were entirely preventable.

We look forward to your careful consideration of the points above without us needing to raise
various points noted in the Appendices at this stage.

Yours sincerely

i

Eileen Chubb

Founder & Director of Compassion In Care & Co-Founder of The Whistler



