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PLEASE NOTE THIS IS NOT THE FINAL FORM OF THE RESPONSE BUT A DRAFT> I HA VE INCLUDED THE 
ORIGINAL FEEDBACK COMMENT TO CPS> 

Your records will indicate the CPS’s failure to prosecute Dr. (now Ms.) Jane Barton and others for their 
activities at the Gosport War Memorial Hospital from as early as 1988, despite several warning signs enroute. 
Not least were the whistle-blowing nurses in 1991 and then, towards the end of the decade, the many police 
complaints started by Gillian McKenzie and myself in September/October 1998. 

My step-father, Arthur Denis Brian Cunningham was one of Barton’s many victims when his life 
was uncerimoniously terminated under her ’care’ in 1998 due to being administered excessive and 
unnecessary drugs using a syringe-driver. 

After several aborted attempts, the pofice eventually investigated this doctor and her staff, but the case failed 
when it got to the CPS. The person dealing with this case at the CPS was Paul Close, and he conducted an 
interview with some of the families concerned to say there was insufficient evidence to prosecute. He did, 
however, indicate that the case would be reopened upon the presentation of new evidence. 

There was also a GMC investigation that found this doctor guilty of multiple charges of professional 
misconduct, but failed to strike her off their register, although she later resigned. Earlier still, there was an 
enquiry into the Gosport deaths by Professor R. Baker whose report was suppressed by government; this is 
the same person who did a similar study following Shipman’s conviction. 

After much pressure from families and prevarication by governemen~ the Baker Report was finally released 
last month, and without surprise to anyone, completely confirms the suspicions of families that irregular 
activities had taken place at that hospital. 

I would fike to know, please, if the CPS has any intention of revisiting this case in light of the new evidence, 
and also look again at what information was or (more to the point) was not passed by the pofice prior to Mr 
Close’s decision. 

Dear Mr Farthing 

Drcsec’utcr in the Specla! Crlme Divlslcn and Thank you for your letter/email dated I ..... ~ .... 

w......~..w*- relating to the sad tragic death of your step-father at the Gosport 

War Memorial Hospital in 1998..’* is ~.~.~’~- ~-^~.. ~... the prctracted hlstcry cf thls                                  ...~..~.~**~- .~....~. ...... ~. ~ n...~.....~ ..~.~ .... 

.4 *"~...~ ~. ~.^-.4~-’ ~.^’ many hea rings slnce *"~...~ death cf .Mr Cunnlngham fcr -;’hlch ycu have my [slncereI    [ Comment [I-IG1]: Fd ........... dthat ] 

sympathy; it must make it very ........................... ~-.4 ~^- yeu *^ ~ .... any ~ ...... ’ am serry that ........... y .............. m.~...y 4.~.~ 

-" [ youjust alswer Ns question J 
4..;I-...4.;~ 4- ............ 4- �~. ;..04.;~ I-...4. I hope you ~ i-. ........ .4 4.L~4. i L~ .... 

~.. ~ ~.~ ~..~...~-~ 
¯ ^~^~ 1~;~.41 / approached your cnqu:ry fairly and with an ~-~" L ....... J. J 

A ...... 4. ~nln ...~.;~. exp!a[ned in A ...... I ...... 4.~.~ 1~4.~.4. stage of thls case was a .~4.4.~. 4.^ ... 4.~ ~.~.~. in..~. 

.... .4~4..n ...~.. 4.~ .......... 4. a sufficlent case fcr prcsecutlcn ^~ n.D..4.^~ . am attachlng a ccpy ^~ 4.~. 

letter and I dcn’t intend tc gc thrcugh a!! the issues faced by the prcsecutlcn. 

¢’’% INVESTORS 
~j.# IN PEOPLE 

Special Crime & Counter Terrorism Division, Crown Prosecution Service, Rose Court, 2 Southwark Bridge Road, 
London, SE1 9HS 
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You have requested that we reconsider the allegations against Ms Barton. In 2010, the CPS undertook a 

detailed review of the issues and I attach a copy of the letter that you were sent as a result of that review. I 

do not consider it necessary to revisit that review as it considered many of the issues that you raise 

including the GMC proceedings and findings. However, I fully appreciate your concerns regarding the Baker 

Report and have considered that issue independently. The reason I !eeked at thls case again ":-as te 

ccnsider whether the recently published Baker Re’-ie’;- from 2003 ccntained any e’-idence which cc’-!d 

bearing on ~’^ ,-De ,4^~.~^~ 

questions. 

,4~;.; ............. .l.;~ rela.÷;n.. -, ~ ÷^ .÷l. ..... ; ...... ;~.÷; .... ,4 
............. p- ..................................... 

.~..~I^^I’^A throu    ~.. the correspondence ........................................................... 

-’ ’~’~;÷’÷~,4 by "÷"~ police which was accidentally ,4~-÷ ..... .4 by "÷"~ roe O .... .4 Management, ,~;.l. ~ ....... , 

don’t ha’-e the crigina! pc!ice materia!Having 

I ha’-e not been ab!e to soy for certain that the CPS hod the report. 

pth .............. .4 ....... :~:^-- by CPS i_~l. 1.41__ o1~1.~ La    orn, ~. ...... ~. .... wlth the Police, Counsel i. is ~1~..k~. 

pid gi "÷’ ’.4" ~...l.; ............. .c .÷l.~ ~;..l. ..... .c .÷l.~ I:l.1.~. D~,,; ...... .4 .÷l..÷ .÷l.;. IS a e emlo!o co! .... 
),1 

Having reviewed the available material, -I have been unable to fiend any indications that the CPS 

considered the detailed content and conclusions of the Baker Report during their review in 2010. I ha’-e 

=end’-ded that a!theughAIthough, the police appear to have used the Baker ~Report with other information 

to identify potential victims there is no evidence that the CPS had access to the detail of the report or 

relied on its conclusions when making decisions about the cases. 

Therefore, I have carefully considered the content of the full report, which is described as an independent 

c!inlca! audltclinical audit, to decide if the content contributes any evidence which could alter or affect the 

CPS conclusions in 2010~91T~ ..... ;.4~.~.÷;^~. ~^..l.~ roe relating ÷ ...... " manslaughter are __ . ............................... ~ .... neghgence 
sot c’-t in the copy httor I attac in thls casoand I -;’as locking ~. .......... ~ ............................. 

indi’-id’-a! havlng their !ife shortened and/or being denied a chance cf s’-r’-Pa!. 

gth .......... "÷;^~" "÷"~ report It sho’-!d be noted that the main statistica! conc!’-sicns ’;-hen answerin e ~w~.~ .t ......... in .... 

j 

un![!’,c!y" and that "there :;’arc nc c!ccr c!ustcrs of deaths" 

;.4~"’÷;~"; .... ;^’;’÷; .... .4 pth tig ........ ~ ...~ ~. ............. pctentia! ";~’÷;~’..~.....~ ~^’.~.... ;~ de inves aticn the                           w...~...~^~’l’~’l" ...... ..~.~1.4 ..~.~^’l" ~.~.~";"l" .÷k~...~ 

prosecution to ......... ~^ specific ...... :^-- required ""~^- applying ~^ ~^.4 ....... .4 ..... : ..... ~ .... 

cf mans!aughter. 
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I The re=sons for my ccnc!-slcn inc!-de Having reviewed the Baker Report I note that: 

¯ The report is based on historic statistical and documentary records only contains no evidence about 

the treatment of specific patients and 

¯ The author makes very clear that the intention of the report was not to investigate individual 

allegations which was the role of the police, the report instead highlights questions and areas for 

further investigation and practical improvement in the NHS and 

-- The findlngs cf the, ~. ........ ,,~. put ................. so,, ............ ,~, ........... ~,,~ 

p! ...... ,4..~;. ~^. 

^~’ .... ÷~÷;’" ..... ,4~’~;~" ÷~ st~tlstlc~! findlngs but wcu!d c!sc ’~’,4 ÷^ ",4~;";~’;’;÷" ; ...... in c .... 7 r" .......... 7 ...................................... 7 ...... 

crlm ins! co’- rt~,~",4,~ 

¯ The judgements are general not specific to individual deceased so would not easily be admitted to a 

criminal court as relevant evidence and 

¯ There are some acknowledged limitations in the audit due to incomplete data sources and, in some 

instances sample size which can lead to distortion from an unidentified variable. 

I have concluded that the Baker Report provides contextual information and was of assistance in 

identifying priorities and potential victims for the investigation, but that it does not have sufficient 

evidential certainty for conclusions to be drawn based on its findings. Indeed, its conclusions reflect the 

concern are that, "the finding of a statistical excess of deaths amonq patients admitted to Gosport is 

unfikely" and that "there were no clear clusters of deaths" 

Therefore, the Baker report would not have a significant impact on the CPS decision and there is no 

intention to revisitthis case in light of the new evidence. 

I appreciate that you may be unhappy with this decision, but I hope that can understand the reasoning 

behind it. If you wish to make a complaint about this decision, you are welcome to contact the Head of the 

Special Crime Division in London, Sally Walsh on s[~~~c]~--A.-~~~.i-r~=!~s~ 
÷l~÷ ........ I;I.~1,, ÷^ ,,; .... ,4~;.; .... C set beck for you -",4 your ~-~;"’ ’~ ÷";"" ’ " .... ~-;’~,4 ÷^ ..... ~ ........... ~ ....... my ...................... ~. ,, you ...................... 

interpret the report ....... ’ .... ,4 ÷"~÷ ÷"^’^ is ..... ;~’ ^";,4 .... in the report ÷"^~ ~. ..... 
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