
BY EMAIL  

 Sir Robert Francis 
Non Executive Director  

Care Quality Commission 

  
12 April 2018 

  
Dear Sir Robert, 

  
News management by the National Guardian’s Office 

  
Thank you to you and ** *** for your time respectively in investigating 
and deciding on this concern raised by myself and ********************. 

Obviously we disagree on the issue of which of the two key witnesses 
can be believed. 

I see no reason to disbelieve *************, whereas on the balance of 
probabilities, I would believe that a comms officer might make 
derogatory remarks about a critic of the National Guardian’s Office 
(NGO). 

I do not seek any further action in this matter but write to provide you 
with some evidence of other news management by the NGO and CQC: 

   
1. Since receiving your decision letter of 28 March 2018, I have 

received disclosed correspondence between the National 
Guardian’s Office (NGO) and the Department of Health and Social 
Care (DHSC), in which the NGO briefed the DHSC thus: 



	

	
	

	
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 2.   The same correspondence showed that the DHSC actively sought 
examples of ‘Good news’ for the purposes of a speech that the 
Secretary of State was to make at the National Guardian’s conference 
on 6 March 2018: 
  

 
 

  
The general impression from this correspondence between the NGO 
and DHSC is one of stage management. The NGO even asked the 
DHSC in advance for retweets. 

  
3.   Indeed, The NGO provided the Secretary of State with a contentious 

‘Good News’ statistic which he publicly cited on 6 March 2018 and 
which was tweeted from his twitter account. The UK Statistics 
Authority has since confirmed that the statistic was unpublished, and 
as you will be aware, the public citing of unpublished statistics by 
Ministers is considered to be a breach of the UKSA’s code. Arising 



from these events, the UKSA has advised me that it is writing to the 
NGO to suggest some changes in how the NGO presents and 
disseminates data. However, Mr Hunt has nevertheless been 
afforded an opportunity to widely disseminate a claim that 
government policy is more successful than is the case. 

  
4.   As you may recall, I also raised concerns about the NGO’s social 

media policy which to my mind appeared to characterise dissent 
negatively and sought to move disagreements offline. I understand 
that the policy is being revised in the light of my comments and I 
await sight of the revised document. 

  
5.   The NGO is constituted as part of the CQC, which itself has a history 

of spin and negative briefing against critics. I have seen various 
Subject Access Request data in this vein. 

For example, this is internal CQC correspondence about Private Eye 
coverage of concerns raised by the charity Compassion in Care: 

 



  
  
6.   In my personal experience, when I requested personal data from the 

CQC, the regulator wrote to the third parties involved for the 
purported reason of seeking consent for release of data, but in doing 
so made extraneous comments that I was a critic of the CQC. 

  
7.   When another whistleblower and I recently corresponded with the 

National Guardian on a matter of policy, a comms manager repeatedly 
intervened and was discouraging. 

It is for reasons such as these and others that I do not find the idea of 
undermining behaviour towards whistleblowers surprising. 

With best wishes, 

 Dr Minh Alexander 
 
Cc ******************** 

     ****************************************	


