The Complaint and Execution of Mark Duggan
This document was written in the pursuit of justice and on behalf of all those who have suﬀered and given their lives for a better world. I hope it
contributes to the struggle and moves us one step closer to justice.
All together - NO JUSTICE, NO PEACE
Much Love,
Jason Featherstone

Author Jason Featherstone 22/2/2022
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The first two pages of this document deals with an issue I had with the MPS using an agreed header for the complaint, which according to
procedure must be agreed before investigation into the complaint begins. The MPS provided an outcome letter which responded to 4 incomplete
complaints as opposed to the Header for the complaint that I provided listing 10 points.
The complaint is responded to in pages 3-13
The content discussing Mark Duggan and Operations connected to the case is on pages 15-28

The Issue with the Header of the Complaint
This communication was with Police Constable Robert Cuc 3182NA
Hi Robert,
In response to your email dated Jan 25, 2022, 7:13 AM:
"Hi Mr Featherstone,
The complaint raised by you was answered by Sergeant Chan and signed off by an Inspector.
You were given 28 days to appeal the outcome. The details on how to appeal can be found on the outcome letter.
MOPAC might not accept you appeal now but if you wish to give it a try please send your appeal to:"
There are a number of significant issues with the handling of this complaint and outcome letter.
Please find the email chain where I was asked to supply the complaint header by Sergeant Chan and my response. I was told the investigation into
the complaint could not commence until I had agreed on a header for the complaint.
Sergeant Chan wrote:
Starkey.Chan@met.police.uk Nov 7, 2021, 4:31 PM
Hello Mr Featherstone,
Thank you for your email.
I noticed that PC Ward and PS Partridge has emailed you on the 21st May and the 1st June asking you to confirm the complaint heading, did you
manage to respond to their email? If you did could you please forward or attach the email to me please.
Best Regards
Sergeant CHAN 156NA
To which I responded:

Jason Featherstone <stonefeatherjason@gmail.com> Nov 7, 2021, 5:00 PM
“Hi Sergeant Chan,
This is the email that was sent in response to the email from the 1st of June 2021.
Kind Regards,
Jason”

I then sent Sergeant Chan this email which was the response to PS Partridge on the 1st June 2021:
Jason Featherstone <stonefeatherjason@gmail.com> Tue, Jun 1, 2021, 1:14 PM
to NAMailbox.Complaints
Hi Nicky,
1) I do not believe that Supt. Jon Simpson has instigated an investigation into corruption at Tottenham Police Station that I reported on 17/03/2021,
due to a number of facts:
Jon Simpson lied about being able to view attachments I sent him on the 6th March 2020. Correspondence attached to this email chain prove
he was able to view the attachments which included evidence of intelligence being handed in to Tottenham Police Station
Jon Simpson after viewing evidence of intelligence being handed in to Tottenham Police Station continued to lie about intelligence being
•
handed in to Tottenham Police Station.
Jon Simpson stated that no correspondence was ever received by the commissioner's office from Tottenham Police Station although I had
•
verbal confirmation from Officer Pad Moss CZ23080 that the intelligence I handed in on 31st August 2017 would be forwarded
to the Commissioner's Office. Officer Onka 723486 verbally confirmed she had passed on intelligence I handed in, in August 2019 to
the Commissioners office and that she would forward information I handed in on 13th March 2020 to the Commissioner's office. Officer Singh
confirmed he would hand in intelligence I handed in on 6th February 2020 to the Commissioner's office.
2) After requesting to speak to a superior officer at Tottenham Police Station Officer Thomas refused to accommodate the request
•

3) After requesting to make a complaint on site OfficerThomas refused to comply stating "I didn't do anything wrong". After continuing to make a
request to make a complaint on site he tried to redirect me to the 101 service.
4) After making a complaint about racism, Officer Thomas and Ali did not adhere to the recommendations made by the Macpherson Report which
states all allegations of racism must be investigated.
5) Officer Ali stated he found me making a claim of racism against Officer Thomas offensive and requested I leave the station which is a direct
contravention of the Mcpherson report recommendations.
6) Officer Ali issued a gang sign I first saw used on the Broadwater Farm estate by a gang-member who then attempted to instigate an act of violence
against me. This occurred in 2017 after I had distributed material about the police execution of Mark Duggan, the same material I handed in to
Tottenham Police Station. I have since learnt the sign actually indicates a persons intention to use violence against the person he issues it to.
7) Whilst attempting to hand in intelligence to Tottenham Police Station a threat of violence was made against me by Officer Ali which alludes to police
corruption.
8) Up to this day no one can say where intelligence that I handed in on 6 occasions to Tottenham Police Station over four years is.
9) The intelligence I handed in to Tottenham Police Station on the 12th March 2021 was not received by the commissioners officer up til the 17th
March 2021 and I have had no indication that the commissioner's office received the material to this day which is a clear violation of intelligence
handling.
10) I requested that a meeting be set up with officers from the serious youth and gang related violence teams in Tottenham Police station to resolve
this issues and ensure that intelligence I hand in, in future would reach the relevant departments. I have had no response to this day.
These are the headers.
Kind Regards,
Jason Featherstone
To which Sergeant Chan Replied:
starkey.Chan@met.police.uk Sun, Nov 7, 2021, 5:08 PM
Hello Mr Featherstone,
Thank you for the clarification.
The current headers are:
1.
You do not believe that Supt. Jon Simpson has investigated an investigation into corruption at Tottenham Police Station that you reported on
17/03/2021, due to the fact that he outlined to you after months of waiting, that he was unable to view the link, although also outlined that the
information within the link had already been investigated, which he would not have known, if the link was not working.
2.
You do not believe PC Thomas and PC Ali adhered to the correct procedure during their interactions with you at Tottenham Police Station,
regarding you providing them with intelligence sourced by yourself, as they both outlined they were unable to pass it on, or send it to the relevant
parties via internal post.
3.

You also outline that you believe PC Thomas was unwilling to help you, due to the colour of your skin.

4.
You also outline that PC Ali then advised you to leave the station after you had called PC Thomas a racist, which was shortly followed by him
displaying a gang sign with his hands to you, which you recognise as being associated with the gang Mark Duggan was a member of.
Are you willing to proceed with the current headers? If not I will have to discuss this with our professional standards to see how we will proceed as
there appear to be a discrepancy with the headers.
Regards
PS Chan
To which I replied:
Jason Featherstone <stonefeatherjason@gmail.com> Nov 7, 2021, 5:38 PM
to Starkey.Chan
Hi Sergeant Chan,
No, the header is:
"A series of failures within the Metropolitan Police"
The failures are then outlined in the 10 points listed.
Kind Regards,
Jason
This was the last email that was sent regarding the header and points raised in the complaint and Sergeant Chan never advised of any further issue
with the header or the DPS. As such the outcome letter only addresses 4 of the points raised in my complaint of 10 points and as such my complaint
has not been adequately investigated.

The Interview with Sergeant Chan
During the course of the investigation I conducted an interview with Sergeant Chan which can be found here:
https://youtu.be/n5tsr_qqlUQ
This interview was recorded on 27th November 2021 17:00. During the course of this interview 5 key pieces of evidence were provided:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Evidence that two officers of the DPS committed perjury in the Mark Duggan Inquest
Evidence that all officers on scene at the Mark Duggan execution committed perjury
Evidence of misconduct in public office and corruption committed by Superintendent Jon Simpson
Evidence that Operation Amelia was corrupt
Evidence that the Mark Duggan Inquest was corrupted by all officers on scene of the Mark Duggan execution and two officers of the DPS

You will notice Sergeant Chan’s alarming hesitance to admit that:
• officers who lie in court are guilty of perjury
• false representation constitutes corruption
You will be able to identify that these 5 issues raised were never investigated and are in fact new matters and that adequate evidence was provided of
said corruption, misconduct and perjury and yet still Sergeant Chan did not observe the correct procedure and pass the complaint on to the DPS for
further investigation. The actions of Sergeant Chan led to me proposing that he himself was guilty of corruption in his handling of the complaint and
attempts to deny blatant evidence. I then requested he provide a link to the interview I conducted to his superior officers as I was unhappy with his
handling of the situation which he simply refused to do. These 5 issues are by no means the only issues regarding the intelligence that was handed in
since 2017 but only the 5 issues that I discussed in the interview.
6. By means of further evidence I have attached an image of some emails which prove undoubtedly misconduct and corruption committed by
Superintendent Jon Simpson

The Misconduct in Public oﬃce and Corruption of Superintendent Jon Simpson
Up to 15th December 2020 Superintendent Jon Simpson was still denying that any correspondence was received, he was also claiming that none of
the attachments worked. These two statements are false as Superintendent Jon Simpson had reviewed the contents of the attachments and was in
possession of evidence of intelligence being handed in to Tottenham police station since March 6th 2020.
I had been emailing Superintendent Jon Simpson for nine months, sending multiple attachments from March 6th to the time of this email. Why did it
take him nine months to then claim he was unable to open any of the multiple attachments I had sent him since?
On Tue, 15 Dec 2020 at 11:33, <Jon.P.Simpson@met.police.uk> wrote:
Mr. Featherstone,
As per previous emails, no correspondence has been received and no attachments work I’m afraid. An officer will be in touch to further the issues you
would like to raise and if it needs involvement from this office they know to contact me.
Kind regards,
Jon Simpson
Superintendent
Staff Officer to Commissioner Cressida Dick

In response to this false claim I replied:

On Tue, Dec 15, 2020 at 9:56 AM jason featherstone <jasonfeatherstone@starfamilynews.com> wrote:
Hi Jon,
Are you saying that Officer Phil on this day did not receive the correspondence that I handed in and photographed him
receiving in the presence of officer Onkra and Officer Singh?

Kind Regards,
Jason
Superintendent Jon Simpson then replied:
On Tue, 15 Dec 2020 at 08:43, <Jon.P.Simpson@met.police.uk> wrote:
Mr. Featherstone,
Colleagues at Tottenham have checked and have not received your correspondence, nor do the officers below work there I’m afraid. Please can you
elaborate on the issues you would like to discuss with Tottenham Police and I can ensure the correct person contacts you.
Many thanks,
Jon Simpson
Superintendent
Staff Officer to Commissioner Cressida Dick
Even after receiving this photograph (which he did not claim he could not open) Superintendent Jon Simpson still maintains that no officer at
Tottenham police station received any correspondence and even stated that none of the officers that received the information work there - Including
Officer Phil in the photograph who is clearly in receipt of correspondence at Tottenham police station. This is after I have provided him with the names
of all and badge numbers of some of the officers I dealt with.
Whether his colleagues had checked or not - the evidence quite clearly illustrates that correspondence was handed in and at the very least Officer
Phil was working at Tottenham police station on the day in question.
These communications highlight a disturbing pattern of falsehoods made by Superintendent Jon Simpson in light of evidence. One has to ask, what
was it that was contained in theses correspondences, reports and newsletters that I handed in that caused this misconduct and corrupt behaviour of
Superintendent Jon Simpson?

The Racism of Non-Compliance of White Oﬃcers
The issue of racism is a complex one as not all racism looks the same and there are many strands of racism from overt to the more subtle racism of
non-compliance of racists with members of the BAME community. Racial slurs such as the “N” and “P” words (used to describe blacks and asians)
are easy to spot and identify.
The signs of yesterday of “No blacks, no dogs, no Irish”, are an example of the racism of not providing a service to a person based on their ethnicity.
This is the exact type of racism I experienced in Tottenham police station. If this complaint was only investigated by white officers, it is highly unlikely
that:
1. They would be able to identify it as it isn’t overt racism
2. They would admit it because they are racist - The MacPherson Report found the MPS to be institutionally racist
I believe that this part of the complaint has to be dealt with by someone from the BAME community for this reason.
Here is a video I made on the day of handing in the correspondence to Tottenham police station to Officer Phil:
https://www.facebook.com/jason.featherstone.5621/videos/2553378471597834
This video in itself raises a number of concerns - namely the apparent lack of ability and willingness for a white officer to pass on the correspondence
to the relevant departments but the complete ability and willingness of Officer Onkra - a remember of the BAME community to do so, which reeks of
the racism of non-compliance with the BAME community - an issue I also experienced with Officer Thomas NA1557 on March 12th 2021.
https://www.starfamilynews.com/single-post/star-log-215-tottenham-police-station-evidence-of-why-things-are-the-way-they-are
Officer Phil was also attempting to convince me that Tottenham police station did not have the capability to forward this type of correspondence on to
other departments of the MPS. This statement was proved to be a falsehood on July 13th 2021 whilst speaking to Officer Frankie 1623NA who
confirmed that he would forward all the intelligence I handed in to Tottenham police station on that day to the relevant departments in the internal mail.
Officer Frankie is also a member of the BAME community being Italian, he had no issue forwarding the material on to all the departments requested.
Also of paramount importance was the fact that he identified the correct procedure when asked what he would do if I reported racism to him at the
front desk. Officer Frankie stated he would file a crime report on the spot. A procedure that Officer Thomas and Officer Ali neglected.
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=89LZ-Wg1ZUQ&t
The fact remains that Officer Onkra 723486 (Onka sp?) advised that she would forward on communications I had handed in to Tottenham police
station to the relevant department on two occasions and Officer Singh advised he could do the same on another occasion, I had no resistance
whatsoever from these two officers and our encounters were friendly, professional and well mannered.
The fact also remains that three Officers from the BAME community provided me with a professional and courteous service in Tottenham police
station advising they could forward the intelligence on to the relevant departments and two white officers could not.
I have subsequently returned to Tottenham police station to chase up with Officer Thomas with regards to what decisions were made, what his
superior officer advised and left my contact details and up to the time of writing he has not made contact to advise.
I also requested a meeting with the Officers that work out of Tottenham police station who are involved in work that tackles serious youth, knife, gun
and gang violence and to this day no response has been received. In fact Sergeant Chan, provided the outcome letter for the complaint and did not
address this issue at all, which to me, given my interactions with white officers at the station is because I am from the BAME community and the nonresponse is born out of racism.

Addressing the Outcome Letter
In this section I address the incorrect and incomplete Outcome Letter’s 4 complaint points as received (the correct Header and 10 Complaint points
have already been provided in the review process and in this document).

Reasonable and Proportionate Handling
Sergeant Chan’s statement regarding reasonable and proportionate handling:
I have taken the following steps to address your concerns, which I consider to be both reasonable and proportionate in the circumstances, to address
the matters described above. Where I have not pursued a particular line of enquiry, this is because I believe this would not be reasonable or
proportionate, taking into consideration all of the circumstances.
My actions take account of the guidance provided in the IOPC Focus guide on the reasonable and proportionate handling of complaints.
I have provided a summary of the information obtained as a result of each of the steps taken.
I have viewed the YouTube video of the entire incident which was uploaded by you.
I have a full account of the incident via email from PC Ali and PC Thomas.
I have the original email chain from you of his complaint.
I have read the contents of the leaflet you were trying to hand over, a scan of which is available on his website and also contained within the handover
from the local PSU.
I have spoken to you extensively on the phone.

In response to Sergeant Chan’s Reasonable and Proportionate Handling
“I have viewed the YouTube video of the entire incident which was uploaded by you.”

If Sergeant Chan had indeed viewed the entire incident which I uploaded he would have discovered:
• PC Thomas NA1557 - did not adhere to procedure when racism was being reported to him and file a crime report on the spot
• PC Thomas NA1557 - did not adhere to procedure when being asked to speak to a superior officer
• PC Thomas NA1557 - did not adhere to procedure when asked to identify his superior officer
• PC Thomas NA1557 - could not identify a single person who worked in reducing serious youth, knife or gang violence at Tottenham
police station after advising him I was interested in meeting with the relevant officers
• Officer Ali requested I leave the police station after I called PC Thomas NA 1557 racist instead of filing a crime report which procedure
states he should do
Four of these items alone illustrate incorrect procedure but Sergeant Chan found no wrong doing.
“I have the original email chain from you of his complaint.“
I’m not certain which email chain Sergeant Chan is referring to but if he had access to the email chain sent to PC Cuc, he would have had access to
the correct header and 10 complaint points that I raised.
If Sergeant Chan has the original email chain of my communications with the Commissioner’s office he would be aware of this link:

https://www.starfamilynews.com/newsletters
A link that was working at the time it was sent and still works today which contains all the intelligence and material handed in to Tottenham police
station since 2017 - A link that Superintendent Jon Simpson said would not work even though I am certain there would be procedures in place for him
to view the link if it was blocked by IT which can sometimes be the case.
Can you confirm what email chain Sergeant Chan is referring to and provide me with a copy?

“I have read the contents of the leaflet you were trying to hand over, a scan of which is available on his website and also contained within the
handover from the local PSU.”
Firstly, this seems to me that Sergeant Chan is copying and pasting this text from his communication with another person and seems indicative of the
care and attention he has afforded this complaint.

If Sergeant Chan had read Star Family News Issue 7, on pages 4 and 5 he would quite clearly see that correspondence was handed in to Tottenham
police station and Superintendent Jon Simpson was providing a false representation of the truth in his statement “no correspondence was ever
received at Tottenham police station”. This alone warranted a serious investigation but this issue was not even acknowledged let alone investigated.
He would also see that the material handed in discussed intelligence involving:
•
•
•
•

The police execution of Mark Duggan
The Organised Crime and Corrupt Police Connection
Operation Tiberius
The Rape Torture and Trafficking of Children

Also on page 5 there is a QR code that links to all the intelligence and reports handed in to Tottenham police station since 2017. I don’t perceive
Sergeant Chan’s investigation to be adequate given the topics discussed.
“I have spoken to you extensively on the phone.”
Please see the section - The Interview with Sergeant Chan

The Complaints

Sergeant Chan’s assertions regarding Complaint 1:
“Having spoken to you I have determined that the newsletters contains no new information or intelligence into any criminal matter. All the news letters
contains are bible verses, extract of news articles from the internet and conspiracy theories. The assumption that when a newsletter is handed in at
the front office asking for it to go to the commissioner's officer it would automatically get there is overly optimistic. There is no failure of investigation.“

In response please see the section - The Interview with Sergeant Chan
Please find the interview here: https://youtu.be/n5tsr_qqlUQ
You will also note that during this interview Sergeant Chan admits after stating that there is no new information or intelligence into any criminal matter
that he had not read all the material. That statement invalidates his response entirely and conclusively proves a failure of investigation on his part.
Superintendent Jon Simpson, on receipt of numerous pieces of evidence that correspondence had been received by Tottenham police station (for
example the correspondence received by Officer Phil) continued to state:
On Tue, 15 Dec 2020 at 08:43, <Jon.P.Simpson@met.police.uk> wrote:
Mr. Featherstone,

Colleagues at Tottenham have checked and have not received your correspondence, nor do the officers below work there I’m afraid. Please can you
elaborate on the issues you would like to discuss with Tottenham Police and I can ensure the correct person contacts you.
Many thanks,
Jon Simpson
Superintendent
Staff Officer to Commissioner Cressida Dick
Superintendent Jon Simpson apparently accepted this “lie” from his colleagues at Tottenham police station even after sending him a photograph of
Officer Phil in receipt of correspondence that I handed in, in the previous email. No investigation was conducted to find out why Officer Phil lied,
certainly no results of any such investigation were revealed to me or why it was that several Officers that I interacted with since 2017 at Tottenham
police station did not work at the station?
It is quite clear to me that if I can recall the names and badge numbers of numerous officers on duty at Tottenham police station on specific dates and
times, that they worked on the front desk on the days in question.
I would more believe that Officers Onkra, Singh, Pad Moss and Frankie actually did as they advised me they would and sent the intelligence on to the
departments mentioned. It is my belief that Superintendent Jon Simpson is as he has frequently been proven to do, lying.
I believe the intelligence was received by the commissioner’s office and the result of the track and trace is that the corruption is in the Commissioner’s
office itself and is the reason for Superintendent Jon Simpson’s lies.
This leads to the question, why? I suspect this is due to corruption and a potential link to individuals and OCN’s discussed in the intelligence handed
in, with the Commissioner’s office itself. The actions of Superintendent Jon Simpson would then be more accurately described as:
•
•
•

Perverting the course of justice.
Misconduct in public office
Corruption

When I spoke to Officer Thomas about Star Family News Issue 7 which can be found here:
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=v9vdd44KadA I asked him if he could see that information was handed in at Tottenham police station from viewing page 4 and he agreed that he could “quite clearly
see that material was handed in” to Tottenham police station. Officer Thomas was viewing the exact photographs that I sent to Superintendent Jon
Simpson who after viewing repeatedly stated “no correspondence was received by Tottenham police station”.
This evidences one officer telling the truth about the evidence presented and another officer lying about the evidence presented and illustrates that
officers at Tottenham police station appear to be more inclined to tell the truth than the Commissioner’s office.
These repeated lies indicate: misconduct in public office, corruption and perverting the course of justice in the highest office of the MPS.

Sergeant Chan’s Assertions Regarding Complaint 2
You said you wanted to submit intelligence sourced by you to the police. I have spoken to you on the phone regarding this. The document submitted
is a newsletter and a document titled little red book of violence reduction. As above the newsletter contained no actual intelligence and the red book
logos affiliated with the UK parliament, youth justice board and Teacher union, none of which you were affiliated with. The Red book contains some
violence reduction theories but no actual methodology nor does it contain any intelligence. PC Thomas was right to be cautious not to promise you
that he would definitely forward the information on. The right course of action would be to speak with a supervisor. You claims that the document will
solve violence and will stop crime and murders is unsubstantiated. PC Thomas refusal to immediately forward the information on is not a failure of
duty. By extension the above is true for PC Ali. The actions of previous officer will have no bearing on the action of PC Thomas or PC Ali as they have
their own discretion and there is no firm policy in place as to what officer are required to do in these circumstances.

There seems to be a significant incongruence regarding this outcome. Sergeant Chan claims that:
“the red book logos affiliated with the UK parliament, youth justice board and Teacher union, none of which you were affiliated with.”
Can you advise on what method Sergeant Chan used to verify this statement? As it stands it would seem that on a topic that contains no
intelligence on crime for which he was investigating, he spent a significant effort to contact the mentioned groups but failed completely to
look into the issues of:
•
•
•
•

The police execution of Mark Duggan
The Organised Crime and Corrupt Police Connection
Operation Tiberius - Sergeant Chan claims to have never heard of this when it is mentioned on page 4 of Star Family News Issue 7
The Rape Torture and Trafficking of Children

Which are far more accessible, clearly indicate intelligence regarding crime and for which the full reports and intelligence can be found
not only on the website which is on the front of Star Family News Issue 7 but also on page 5 as a QR code.

Also if he read The Little Red Book of Violence Reduction cover, he will quite clearly see that no affiliation was claimed, only a statement
made which said “If you work for any of these institutions or in the youth, knife, gun and gang violence sector and you haven’t been
trained in this material, you are not serious about what you do.”
“The Red book contains some violence reduction theories but no actual methodology”
Please see pages 4 and 5 of The Little Red Book of Violence Reduction - This clearly illustrates no effort whatsoever on the part of
Sergeant Chan.

“nor does it contain any intelligence”
The Little Red Book of Violence Reduction was presented as a violence reduction intervention not intelligence on crime.
“You claims that the document will solve violence and will stop crime and murders is unsubstantiated.”
Given the fact that Sergeant Chan clearly did not read the book it is impossible for him to make that claim.
The Little Red Book of Violence Reduction contains the Cure Violence Methodology and training. Cure Violence is recognised as one of the top ten
NGO’s in the world by NGO Advisor
I stated that The Little Red Book Of Violence Reduction (TLRBOVR) contained information that would help Trident reduce crime, not that it would
solve violence and stop crime.
Information that was used in HMYOI Cookham Wood and achieved these results in an intervention that I led - Surviving Our Streets which is
mentioned in TLRBOVR:

Information that has reduced violence and murders all over the world and has been substantiated:

Here is a link to an independent evaluation of the work conducted in HMYOI Cookham Wood

“PC Thomas was right to be cautious not to promise you that he would definitely forward the information on. The right course of action would be to
speak with a supervisor.”
That being the case, since 12th March 2021, after chasing this up on July 13th 2021 with PC Frankie, no contact has been made to advise of the
outcome of this request. In fact Sergeant Starkey has no idea where any of the material ended up which is what I suspected would happen given the
attitude of PC Thomas.
Where is the material I handed in? What became of it?

“The actions of previous officer will have no bearing on the action of PC Thomas or PC Ali as they have their own discretion and there is no firm policy
in place as to what officer are required to do in these circumstances.”
Whilst this might be true, the fact is we were in Haringey, the borough with the highest rate of murder in London last year and PC Ali, PC Thomas and
his superior have failed to provide me with any further information regarding what was to become of the material. They also failed to advise who
would be the best person in the station to discuss violence reduction efforts, do you believe their discretion in essentially thwarting the efforts of a
citizen attempting to work with the police to reduce violence in the area was well founded?

Sergeant Chan’s Assertions Regarding Complaint 3
“I have viewed the footage, I find no evidence that PC Thomas actions were based on your race or skin colour. I am confident that the interaction
would have been the same regardless of your race or ethnicity. “
Please see the section: The Racism of Non-Compliance of white Officers with members of the BAME community

Sergeant Chan’s Assertions Regarding Complaint 4
“I have viewed the footage of the incident and it captures the part where you allege that PC Ali made the gang sign. It appear to me that PC Ali had
simply gripped his belt. No evidence that any violence was intended to be used against you.”

In Response to Sergeant Chan’s Assertions Regarding Complaint 4
PC Ali is quite clearly not holding his belt.

An example of a person using the index finger down gang sign who then attempts to shoot an officer. This sign announces the intention of the person
using it to instigate an act of violence on the person the sign is displayed to or coordinate an act of violence on the person. The sign is used by a
society that is present in OCN, street gangs, the MPS, the military and in society in general.
For the full video please see:

https://www.tampabay.com/news/tampa/2021/01/19/tampa-officer-shoots-man-who-raised-gun-policesay/
Other examples of this sign being used prior to acts of violence being conducted or ordered by the person issuing it from the movies about members
of the society:

As you can see after issuing the sign the person issuing instigates an act of violence either themselves or by commanding another to conduct
violence. During my work with Star Family News, given the material, I have seen this sign on multiple occasions and in my experience it precedes an
attempt to have me beaten up, stabbed or shot, with people verbally and non verbally threatening acts of violence after the sign is issued.

The Anonymous Letter sent to the Mark Duggan Inquest
Among the intelligence I have provided the MPS since 2017 is material concerning the police execution of Mark Duggan. During the Mark Duggan
Inquest an Anonymous Letter was sent to the then Commissioner Lord Bernard HoganHowe which alleged that:
• Mark Duggan was set up by police and paid police informants.
• A police informant encouraged Mark to pick up a gun and during the transportation of the gun Mark was killed by the police.
• The police had no intention of arresting Mark Duggan on the day in question because to have done so would have revealed the identity of their
police informant - who at the time was setting up other members of his gang for arrest.
• The police set out to execute Mark Duggan on the day in question to protect the identity of a paid police informant
• A serving Trident officer identified as “Officer X” provided the intelligence to the author of the Anonymous Letter
A copy of the anonymous letter can be found on the national archives:

https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/ukgwa/20151002140804/http://dugganinquest.independent.gov.uk/docs/CD001513_-_CD001519.pdf

Through my investigations I was in contact with a source who claimed to have received a copy of the Anonymous Letter without redactions, according
to this source and copy of the Anonymous Letter DI U3 was named as DI Lindsley.
A full copy of the Anonymous Letter without redactions can be found here:
https://www.starfamilynews.com/_files/ugd/41ab15_4af985cb42a54195a088164e746abbf9.pdf

Operation Amelia
Operation Amelia was instigated by the DPS to investigate the validity of the Anonymous Letter. The investigation was conducted by DI Katie Lilburn.

Upon examining Operation Amelia, several facts and crimes become apparent that have not been investigated:
• Two officers of the DPS - DI Katie Lilburn and DS Paul Hudson perverted the course of justice and committed perjury at the Mark Duggan Inquest
• A serving Trident Officer pseudonym DI U3 - did in fact provide the intelligence to the author of the Anonymous Letter - a fact denied by Operation
Amelia
• U1 - Clint Ponton was in fact a paid police informant at the time in question - a fact denied by Operation Amelia
A copy of Operation Amelia can be found on the national archives:
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/ukgwa/20151002140812mp_/http://dugganinquest.independent.gov.uk/docs/CD032466_-_CD032510.pdf

The Corruption of Operation Amelia and Perverting the Course of Justice
DI Katie Lilburn’s initial findings were submitted on the 13th September 2013, the same day DS Paul Hudson applied for Public Interest Immunity on
behalf of DI U3 and U1 - Clint Ponton in order to protect their identities from being revealed.
Public Interest Immunity is a legal device that the MPS uses to protect the identity of paid police informants in court proceedings.
“Public-interest immunity (PII), previously known as Crown privilege, is a principle of English common law under which the English courts can grant a
court order allowing one litigant to refrain from disclosing evidence to the other litigants where disclosure would be damaging to the public interest.
This is an exception to the usual rule that all parties in litigation must disclose any evidence that is relevant to the proceedings. In making a PII order,
the court has to balance the public interest in the administration of justice (which demands that relevant material is available to the parties to litigation)
and the public interest in maintaining the confidentiality of certain documents whose disclosure would be damaging. PII orders have been used in
criminal law against large organised criminal outfits and drug dealers where the identity of paid police informants could be at risk.”
A key point in PII is the fact that it’s true purpose by definition is to protect “the welfare or well-being of the general public”. In truth, in practice, it is
more often used to protect the MPS from embarrassing situations, crimes committed by the MPS and the identity of paid police informants in
situations where the welfare or well-being of the general public is not at risk of being harmed.
It is quite clear in this instance the PII was used to protect the identity of a paid police informant and the reputation of the MPS by discrediting the truth
that a serving officer of Trident DI U3 provided the intelligence to the author. A fact that lends credence to the claims made in the Anonymous Letter
and establishes as fact the majority of the claims made therein.
The author states that alongside the intelligence provided by DI U3 , he did his own investigation. It is possible that any inaccuracies in the
Anonymous Letter were contributions deriving from those investigations as opposed to the intelligence provided by DI U3. Statements that were
refuted such as DI U3 being an arresting officer in cases involving U1 Clint Ponton could have been misinterpreted from - DI U3 being present during
an arrest of U1 Clint Ponton or as being involved in an operation where U1 Clint Ponton was arrested.
The welfare or well-being of the general public would not have been harmed in declaring the truth. In fact the public interest was significantly failed by
the decisions made by the MPS in permitting an individual such as U1 - Clint Ponton to remain free and continue to commit crimes far worse than
many of those he was used to set up as an informant.
For example Jason Barrett was not even known to the police but had been in a business transaction with U1 Clint Ponton which would have seen a
significant commission for both men. U1 - Clint Ponton, planted a firearm in his vehicle which was subsequently retrieved by armed police who
discharged firearms in its recovery.
Jason Barrett subsequently received a custodial sentence of a number of years leaving U1 Clint Ponton free to collect the entire commission. Jason
Barrett was involved in projects to support people who had been to jail with opportunities and it is evident that the public interest was failed as it
removed an invaluable person who was working to improve his community from society and had him jailed. Whilst leaving U1 - Clint Ponton to remain
free and commit significant crime in the subsequent years.

DI Katie Lilburn - DS Paul Hudson - Operation Amelia - and the Identity of “Officer X”

As of 13th September 2013, this was the stance of DI Katie Lilburn:
Action 1: What is known about U3?
DI Katie Lilburn Response:

My Response:
Beyond this disclosed information we can glean a startling fact from point 2 of the PII application made by DS Paul Hudson on the 13th September
2013:

DS Paul Hudson states that the author of the Anonymous Letter claims that he was provided with intelligence by a serving officer of Trident.
DS Paul Hudson then does something extraordinary. He advises that the Trident officer in question would be referred to as U3 in the inquest
proceedings.
This is significant because nowhere in the Anonymous Letter does the author make any such claim. The author of the Anonymous Letter states that
the intelligence was provided by a serving officer of Trident who he referred to by the alias of “Officer X”.
Nowhere in Operation Amelia is any such claim made that DI U3 was Officer X or the officer that provided the intelligence.
DS Paul Hudson has in fact revealed the identity of “Officer X” in the PII. Officer X is DI U3.
The author of the Anonymous Letter was working to protect his source and used the alias “Officer X” who he identified as a serving member of
Trident.
That way DI U3 could protect his identity as the being the source of the leaked intelligence thus removing any risk of potential blame for being the
whistleblower himself.

Action 3: Is U1 - Clint Ponton a paid police informant?
DI Katie Lilburn Response: The ACPO policy guidelines in relation to any enquiry about the identity or confirmation of any individual as a potential
police source is that we can neither confirm or deny that status.
My Response:
The fact that DS Paul Hudson applied for a PII on the 13th September 2013 (the exact date that DI Katie Lilburn filed her report on Operation Amelia)
in part on behalf of U1 - Clint Ponton to protect his identity as a paid police informant in the inquest proceedings, proves that U1 Clint Ponton was
actually a paid police informant at the time. Given the fact that PII is used to protect the identity of paid police informants from court proceedings.
These two findings in this report regarding Action 1 and 3 prove a number of things:
1.
2.
3.
4.

DI U3 provided the intelligence to the author of the Anonymous Letter
DI U3 is “Officer X”
U1 Clint Ponton was a paid police informant at the time in question
The authenticity of the Anonymous Letter with any minor error potentially attributable to the author’s investigation and not the intelligence provided
by DI U3

Action 7: Has U3 come into professional contact with U1 through crime investigations?
DI Katie Lilburn Response: Crime report audits available back to August 2010 show that U3 has only conducted searches involving the following
boroughs: Wandsworth, Southwark, Westminster and Croydon. All of these searches are related to Trident crimes. U1 is not shown as the victim,
witness or suspect in any of the reports viewed by U3
My Response:
When referring to Action 1 it is stated that U3 was a serving officer of SC&08 between 15th January 2008 and 1st September 2010.
This means in response to Action 7, DI Katie Lilburn only performed a search for a one month period of August 2010 when U3 was a serving officer of
Trident SC&08 because U3 joined the Trident Murder Investigation Team on the 1st September 2010.
To get an honest answer to Action 7, crime audit reports and the relevant MPS indices would need to be checked from the 15th January 2008 to the
1st September 2010.

What I propose happened, is DI Katie Lilburn submitted the findings of her investigation in Operation Amelie on 13th September 2013. Subsequently
on reading DI Katie Lilburn’s report DS Paul Hudson made an application for the PII.
This is illustrated by DI Katie Lilburn then changing her answer to Actions 3 on the 23rd September 2013 from:
Action 3: Is U1 - Clint Ponton a paid police informant?
DI Katie Lilburn Response: The ACPO policy guidelines in relation to any enquiry about the identity or confirmation of any individual as a potential
police source is that we can neither confirm or deny that status.
To:
DI Katie Lilburn Response: “Checks have been carried out with relevant MPS and National databases. The results of these checks demonstrate
that U1 is not, and has never been, a registered informant, either with the MPS or any other police force.”

As U1’s status as a paid police informant was protected by the PII, DI Katie Lilburn was able to deny U1 was a police informant outright and abandon
the ACPO guidelines of neither confirming or denying U1’s status as a paid police informant.
This proves that U1 was in fact a paid police informant during the time in question.

DI Katie Lilburn also changed her answer to Action 7 on the 23rd September 2013 from:
Action 7: Has U3 come into professional contact with U1 through crime investigations?
DI Katie Lilburn Response: Crime report audits available back to August 2010 show that U3 has only conducted searches involving the following
boroughs: Wandsworth, Southwark, Westminster and Croydon. All of these searches are related to Trident crimes. U1 is not shown as the victim,
witness or suspect in any of the reports viewed by U3
To:
DI Katie Lilburn Response: Checks have been carried out with relevant indices in the MPS. These demonstrate that U3 is not, and has never been
a trained CHIS handler. This means that he would not have access to the Informant Management System
You will note that the relevant indices in the MPS were not checked in her initial answer, only crime report audits from August 2010, one month before
U3 left SC&08 Trident for the Trident Murder Investigation Team. After the PII protected the information in the relevant indices in the MPS, she was
able to deny that U3 had ever come into contact with U1 through crime investigation.
This proves that U3 did in fact come into contact with U1 through crime investigations.

Action 8: Has U3 had any phone contact with U1?
DI Katie Lilburn Response: Two mobile numbers attributable to U3 and three mobile numbers attributable t oU1 were analysed over a 2 year period
(27th September 2010 to 27th September 2012) to establish whether there was any cross reference of calls. There was none.
My Response:
It is highly likely that U3 had a mobile he specifically used for contacting paid police informants and withheld this mobile from being examined. DI
Katie Lilburn’s findings, in no way prove that U3 was not in contact with U1 via phone. Also when examining the times investigated, again, DI Katie
Lilburn did not perform a search based on the times where U3 was a serving officer of SC&08 Trident - 15th January 2008 to the 1st September 2010
where he potentially used another phone.

Action 16: Did U1 contact Mark Duggan asking him to get a firearm?
DI Katie Lilburn Response: A full investigation has been conducted into the circumstances surrounding Mark Duggan’s alleged possession of a
handgun on 4th August 2011. One male, Kevin Hutchinson-Foster, has been convicted of supplying Mark Duggan with a firearm on the day of his
death. He was convicted of this offence on the 31st January 2013 following a re-trial at the Criminal Court for this offence.
My Response:
DI Katie Lilburn has stated who was convicted of providing Mark Duggan with the firearm and totally ignores the question of whether U1 contacted
Mark Duggan asking him to get a firearm. According to intelligence found in Document CD032784A available on the Mark Duggan Inquest site:
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/ukgwa/20151002140600mp_/http://dugganinquest.independent.gov.uk/docs/CD032777__CD032799A(1).pdf
“Unknown 1 wants the Beretta and Glock. Will be delivered Wednesday. MD and Male 1 and Unknown 2 will have to go to collect. Will go in cab.”
The Anonymous Letter states that:
“Ponton (U1) contacted Duggan asking him to get hold of a “strap” (street slang for a gun) Duggan was having difficulty acquiring the firearm but
Ponton continued to pressure Duggan to get the firearm for him.”
Wednesday could potentially refer to Wednesday 3rd August 2011 but Mark Duggan was having difficulty in acquiring the firearm and instead went to
collect the firearm on Thursday 4th August 2011.
Interestingly the intelligence states that “Unknown 1 wants the Beretta”. In street terms, guns that are modelled after more famous makes are referred
to by the more famous name.
On the left is the gun Mark Duggan was alleged to have on his person - a BBM Bruni Model 92 handgun, which is modelled after the more famous
Beretta92FS on the right.

I believe that U1 is an abbreviation of Unknown 1 and this intelligence proves that U1 - Clint Ponton did in fact contact Mark Duggan asking him to get
a firearm.

Action 18: Did U1 contact Mark Duggan whilst he was in the minicab just prior to being stopped by police and fatally shot?

DI Katie Lilburn Response:
Enquiries into all unattributed numbers that Mark Duggan called during the aforementioned cab journey, was a line of enquiry within the full
investigation that has been conducted into the circumstances surrounding Mark Duggan’s alleged possession of a handgun, which resulted in the trial
and conviction of Kevin Hutchinson-Foster (refer to action 16). None of the calls, including unattributed numbers, can be connected to U1.
That part of the letter is incorrect.

My Response:
DI Katie Lilburn has not answered the question:
“Did U1 contact Mark Duggan whilst he was in the cab just prior to being stopped by police and fatally shot?”
DI Katie Lilburn, was not asked whether Mark Duggan called U1.
U1 could have called Mark Duggan whilst he was in the cab just prior to being stopped by police and fatally shot and that part of the letter could be
true.
Enquiries into all calls made and received by all numbers should be actioned to determine the answer to Action 18.

Action 19: Was U3 involved in the arrest or intelligence gathering in relation to Mark Duggan on 4th August 2011
DI Katie Lilburn Response: Research conducted with the MIB and Operation Trident shows that U3 was not involved in the intelligence gathering or
arrest phase of the operation that led to the shooting of Mark Duggan.
On the day of Mark Duggan’s shooting, U3 was on duty in South London. He worked 8am-6pm and had a meeting with a prospective applicant for a
position within the Trident OCU. He was not involved with the operation that led to Mark Duggan being stopped by armed officers.
My Response:
Operation Dibri (The Operation targeting the TMD - the gang that Mark Duggan and Clint Ponton belonged to) was an intelligence led operation
undertaken by the SCD8 Trident North- West proactive team and began in January 2009 in response to what Trident assessed to be rising tensions
between north London organised criminal networks. This evidences that the geographic locations of Trident teams are not always indicative of the
locations they conduct operations in.
ZZ17 was the principle intelligence officer for Operation Dibri (document CD032777_-_CD032799A(1).pdf) which can be found here:
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/ukgwa/20151002140600mp_/http://dugganinquest.independent.gov.uk/docs/CD032777__CD032799A(1).pdf

According to ZZ17:

“The MPS maintains a sterile corridor - a wholly separate unit - between such sources and operational officers such as those in Trident”
The fact that in ZZ17’s gisted intelligence notes (document CD032777_-_CD032799A(1).pdf) he recorded:
“Mark Duggan in a cab to Vicarage Road Leyton” i.e. the route he was taking and that “Unknown 1 wants the Beretta and Glock”, the same
information the author of the letter claimed was passed to his “handlers in Trident”, indicates that the assertion the author made of:
“Ponton managed to convince Duggan to get the firearm and to deliver it to one of Ponton’s delivery boys, who in turn would get it to Ponton. Ponton
arranged the time and place where Duggan was to meet his delivery boy he even suggested to Duggan to” take a cab”. Ponton then informed his
handlers at TRIDENT where Duggan would be, the route he would take and the fact that he would be in a mini cab. .”
Is true. Kevin Hutchinson-Foster could also have been a “delivery boy”, which in fact he was as he delivered the gun to Mark on the day in question.
There is also evidence from other sources not mentioned in these documents that Kevin Hutchinson-Foster was also a paid police informant who was
being used by Trident to set Mark up. This can be evidenced if a PII is produced to protect his identity as a paid police informant.
Please can you confirm whether Kevin Hutchinson-Foster is a paid police informant and advise if a PII document is produced regarding this query?
Whilst U3 was not part of the arrest on the day in question, the fact that U3 was working for the Trident Murder Investigation Team (South) and was in
South London at the time, is in no way indicative that he was not involved in any handling of intelligence on that day.

As U1 has been identified in the intelligence provided by U3 - “Officer X” as:
“the prime suspect in at least six of these gangland murders, and was involved with another four incidents for conspiracy to commit murder.”
And U3 was working for Trident’s Murder Investigation Team (South) and had a previous “working" relationship with U1, it makes sense that U1 would
continue to be in contact with U3 after U3’s move to his new role.

Action 20: Was U1 involved in the intelligence that led to the stop of Mark Duggan on 4th August 2011?
DI Katie Lilburn Response: I can neither confirm nor deny that U1 is an informant. However I note that the allegation in the Anonymous Letter is that
he provided information directly to the MPS. I am aware that the intelligence that led to the operation on 3rd - 4th August came from SOCA.
My Response: It is quite possible that in order to maintain a sterile corridor, U1 provided the intelligence to his handlers at Trident who then passed it
on to SOCA.
The intelligence provided in the Anonymous Letter:
“Ponton contacted Duggan asking him to get hold of a “strap” (street slang for a gun) Duggan was having difficulty acquiring the firearm but Ponton
continued to pressure Duggan to get the firearm for him. Duggan was told by Ponton it was to be used in a revenge killing of their East London gang
rivals one of which had stabbed Ponton in London’s 02 Arena nearly killing him.
Ponton managed to convince Duggan to get the firearm and to deliver it to one of Ponton’s delivery boys, who in turn would get it to Ponton.”
Matches intelligence received by A10 in the uk-IPCC-investigation-report-fatal-shooting-of-MD:
106. In his statement dated 12 September 2013, A10 stated,
“On 1 August 2011 I received further intelligence that the male associate holding this firearm stored it at the premises of an unidentified female
and, due to the female’s absence at work each day, he would not be able to gain entry to the premises to retrieve the firearm until she returned
from work some time mid to late evening.”
107. ZZ17 told the inquest that he received this intelligence from A10 on 1 August 2011 but that he could not say at what time.
This corroborates the intelligence in the Anonymous Letter, that Mark was having difficulty in acquiring the gun and it appears attempts were being
made from the 1st - 3rd of August 2011 until Mark was able to collect the gun on the 4th August 2011. Whilst U1 was pressuring Mark to get the gun
from the 1st - 3rd August 2011, Mark would have been giving U1 the reasons for the delay and advising him of the difficulty he had in acquiring the
gun.
U1 could then report these difficulties to his handler who got the intelligence to SOCA which was then passed on by A10.
This interaction also lends credence to the intelligence in the Anonymous Letter:
“If the information given by officer “X” indeed proves to be true then it shows that TRIDENT had NO plans of taking Mark Duggan alive as it would
have blown Ponton’s cover and it would become apparent that Duggan was subject of a setup.”
Due to the constant pressuring of U1 to get the gun, if Mark was arrested, considering the fact that many in U1’s gang no longer trusted him because
so many of his associates were being arrested and shot by the police, Mark would have realised that U1 was an informant and had set him up. Thus
Trident had to kill Mark to protect their source.

The Police Execution of Mark Duggan
During the course of my investigation into the execution of Mark Duggan I have found several discrepancies with the official story, namely:
• V53 being the lone shooter
• The gun found over the wall

The Account of V53 Regarding the Shooting of Mark Duggan
The full report can be found here:
https://www.statewatch.org/media/documents/news/2015/mar/uk-IPCC-investigation-report-fatal-shooting-of-MD.pdf

392. “As I've shouted ‘Armed Police’ he's turned to face me. I've perceived [sic] this as he is looking for another avenue to escape. At that time he
was blocked by the mini-cab, to his front he was blocked by W42 and to the side he was blocked by a 5 foot metal railing fence. The only

option or avenue of escape was behind him/towards where I was. At this point I began to think how the best option to stop him escaping.
Immediately I saw him holding an object in his right hand. I immediately believed this object to be a handgun. The subject was holding the
pistol grib [sic] of the gun. The shape outline, I could make out the trigger guard of it and the shape of the barrel. The size of the object was of
similar size of my service issue Self loading pistol. I was aware from previous police experiences of person’s carry firearms in socks. There
was a black sock covering the gun. My focus then immediately shifted to what he was about to do with the gun. I saw him holding the gun in
his right hand, side on to his stomach. He then began to move the gun barrel away from his body. I perceived this to be the beginning of him to
raise his gun into an aimed position whereby he would open fire on me or my colleagues. I perceived this to be an imminent threat to
life.” [V53]
393. “He could have left the gun in the vehicle or thrown it when he opened the door of the mini-cab.” [V53]
394. “I've raised my MP5 Carbine from a off aim ready to an aimed position. I did not have time to get a sight picture or look through the EO Tec
sights on my MP5. I fired one shot aiming at his central body mass. The reason for aiming and shooting here is to neutralise the threat by
immediate incapacitation, to prevent him shooting at me or my colleagues.” [V53]
396. “I seen [sic] the round impact on his right chest. I've reassessed and saw that he was still holding the gun and that the gun was pointing
towards my direction. I've fired a second shot. This appeared to impact on his right bicep. The subject then fell to the floor. I did not see where
the gun went that he was carrying.” [V53]
397. “I've then closed the subject down. I'm satisfied that the threat is neutralised. My intention turned immediately to provide first aid to the subject
I had shot.” [V53]

The Minicab Driver Evidence
Excerpt taken from the IPCC investigation report – fatal shooting of Mark Duggan :
Officer 1 is W42.
“One of the men on the nearside got out of the rear passenger door of the black car. He shouted, "Don't move!" and he ran to the pavement. He was
tall — more than 6'. He was White, clean shaven and had brown eyes. He was wearing a black jacket and pants. He was in an extreme rage — like a
mad person. He was angry, crazy or mad.
“He only had to take a couple of steps to reach the pavement. I will refer to him below as 'Officer 1'. I did not hear Officer 1 or anyone else say, “Stop
Police” or anything else.
“At that time, I heard the passenger door of my car open and I looked behind. I saw Mr Duggan making to run away. He was going in the opposite
direction to the black car. I could did not see whether he had anything in his hands - I could only see his back. He did not turn towards the officers. He
did not point a hand or hands towards the men at the front of my car.
“I turned back to look towards the men who had got out of the black car. Officer 1 fired his gun. He looked very angry. I heard a burst of fire, it
sounded like ‘trrrrr’. It sounded like an automatic discharge of ammunition. I think it sounded like 3 or 4 bullets being fired. It did not sound like a
single shot. There was no sound of firing before or after that burst. I did not hear any sound of firing of any sort other than that single burst.
“When Officer 1 fired, I turned in the direction that the bullets went. I saw Mr Duggan going to the ground. I would estimate that the distance between
Mr Duggan and Officer 1 was about 6 feet — it is possible that it could have been more but 6 feet is the best estimate I can give. Mr Duggan had only
taken 2 or 3 steps by the time he was hit. He was on the pavement by the rear of the offside of my vehicle.
Page 90
IPCC investigation report – fatal shooting of Mark Duggan
He had not had time to run away. I saw the impact of the bullets as I looked back. Mr Duggan had been shot in the back: to the middle right side of his
back. I saw cotton coming out from his jacket. To the best of my recollection there were 3 marks — that 3 bullets hit him. Mr Duggan was wearing his
jacket when he was shot.“

“There were other people — I presume they were police officers — also on the pavement
blocking Mr Duggan’s path and they were in the line of fire from Officer 1's weapon. It
occurred to me afterwards that Officer 1 could have hit his colleagues.”

My Response:
The minicab driver evidence presents some alarming information that whilst directly contravening the testimony of all officers on scene, corroborates
the evidence . According to the taxi driver, Mark Duggan was shot in the back by Officer 1, not only that, he believes that it was Officer 1 - W42 who
he describes as being over 6’ tall and having brown eyes that could have shot one of his colleagues and not V53:
“There were other people — I presume they were police officers — also on the pavement blocking Mr Duggan’s path and they were in the line of fire
from Officer 1's weapon. It occurred to me afterwards that Officer 1 could have hit his colleagues.“
Officer 1 is what the minicab driver called the officer identified as W42 in the proceedings based on his position at the scene of the shooting.

The taxi driver reports that only one officer, Officer 1, fired a burst of shots of 3 to 4 and that there were three marks, three bullets that hit
him in the back.

Mark Duggan’s Jacket
Document CD024213 - CD024214 on the inquest site - The Forensic Science Service’s Examination Record of Mark Duggan’s jacket:
The Forensic Science Service’s Examination Record of Mark Duggan’s jacket.
You will note that the back of the jacket indicate’s three holes which corroborates the minicab driver’s evidence.

You will also notice two startling facts:
1. The presence of exit damage made by
bullets exiting the jacket on the front of
the jacket in three locations
2. The lack of exit damage to the back of the
jacket made by bullets fired into it from
the front, whilst entry damage is present.

Where is the exit damage
on the back of the jacket?

?

The Minicab driver drawing of the scene
The officer the minicab driver has indicated as being Officer 1 is positioned where W42 is recorded as being positioned in the court proceedings. It is
this officer the minicab driver identified as being the officer that shot Mark in the back. It is also this officer that the minicab driver identified as being
the officer who could of hit his colleagues who were “blocking Mr Duggan’s path”.
Mark Duggan was running towards the direction of where V53 was identified as standing in the court proceedings and as such, V53 would have been
one of the officers blocking Mark’s path.

Obviously this presents a serious issue regarding the testimony of all officers on scene who state V53, who was positioned in front of Mark, was the
lone shooter on 4th August 2011.
It also casts serious doubt regarding the testimony of all officers on scene regarding:
1. The position of all officers on scene
2. Which officer actually got shot by Officer 1 (based on scene drawings in the court proceedings)?

Image taken from Forensic Architecture

There was also damage to the
front near side tyre of the Charlie
car which was explained as “nick”
damage from a shell casing being
ejected from a firearm.
Given the fact that it is highly
unlikely a shell casing being
ejected from a gun at fairly low
velocity would be able to cause
damage to a tyre, it is more likely
damage caused by a bullet that
travelled through Mark which
struck the tyre.
Given the positioning in the
image, it is likely that this is the
officer that was hit in the
crossfire of Officer 1.
Potentially by the gunshot
indicated on the jacket that hit
the right armpit

Officer 1

The Blood Spatter Evidence found on the Minicab
The blood spatter evidence found on the minicab illustrates forward spatter pattern from a gunshot

Direction Mark Duggan was facing

Direction the minicab was facing
As you can see from the forward blood spatter pattern illustrated in the “Gunshot: back & forward spatter” diagram, the blood spatter patterns are
forward spatter patterns from a gunshot. Forward spatter is high velocity due to the exiting of the bullet from the body and as such travels a greater
distance and is more spread out. Back spatter patterns are low velocity, limited in range and tend to be clustered together making a smaller pattern.
Given the direction Mark was facing and his proximity to the minicab, the evidence illustrates that Mark was indeed shot in the back by Officer 1 and
the exiting of the bullet through Mark’s front caused the forward blood spatter patterns you can see on the minicab.

This evidence disproves the testimony of all officers on scene and is evidence of collusion, corruption, misconduct, perjury and perverting the course
of justice at the Mark Duggan Inquiry.

Mark Duggan - Shot in the Back by Officer 1 - Identified as W42 in Court Proceedings
In this image taken from Forensic Architecture (who based their positioning of all persons present based on the official documentation) It is clear to
see that:
1. Three shots fired by Officer 1 - identified as W42 in the image - caused the three entry holes in the back of the jacket
2. A shot fired by Officer 1 - W42, caused the forward blood spatter patterns found on the minicab in front of Mark
3. A bullet that passed through Mark caused the damage to the front near side tyre of the Charlie car
4. A bullet fired by Officer 1 - W42 travelled through Mark’s right armpit and struck the officer in front of him, identified as W70 in court proceedings.
This corroborates the minicab driver’s statement that “There were other people — I presume they were police officers — also on the pavement
blocking Mr Duggan’s path and they were in the line of fire from Officer 1's weapon. It occurred to me afterwards that Officer 1 could have hit his
colleagues.”

5. The reason why so many experts had difficulty explaining the injury to Mark’s right arm/armpit was because they were working with
incorrect information that the wound to the armpit was an entry wound from a bullet fired into his front, when it was actually an exit
wound from a bullet fired into the back of his armpit. This also corroborates the bullet entry damage to the back of Mark’s jacket by the
right armpit.

Image taken from Forensic Architecture

The Gun
Given the evidence, it is clear that all officers on scene at the time of the shooting falsified their evidence. They also falsified their evidence regarding
the gun. It is clear that Mark did not have a gun on his person when he left the cab.
In fact, no non-police witnesses saw Mark with a gun at any time. The only reports that Mark had a gun on his person were made by officers on scene
and even they had no explanation for the method in which the gun was found over the wall.
The explanation for this is a simple yet damning one found in document CD027297, written by Richard Omotosho.
“The police threw it”.
Whilst corrupt officers attempted to discredit this account, I believe it to be true,

Further Information I wish to submit
I was advised that I would need to submit all relevant information at this stage of the process for it to be considered, as such I would like to submit all
information held at:
https://www.starfamilynews.com/newsletters
As this section of the site contains all the intelligence and material that I have handed in to Tottenham police station since 2017 and is relevant to this
investigation.

DI Akshay Chibber - Intelligence and the Correct Handling of Crime
Further to this information I would like to make an enquiry regarding DI Akshay Chibber.
One the 21st February we exchanged a number of emails and I do not believe DI Akshay Chibber has adhered to procedure on discovery of
misconduct in public office, corruption and perverting the course of justice which relates directly to the Commissioner’s office and his predecessor.
As I have during the course of my investigation into corruption in the MPS come into contact with a number of officers who have demonstrated corrupt
behaviour I began to suspect that DI Akshay Chibber could possibly be part of an attempted cover up of the issues I uncovered in the Commissioner’s
office.
As I was concerned I called 101 at 16:19 on the 21st of February 2022 to identify the correct procedure an officer should adhere to on discovery of
crime. The advisor suggested that whilst he was a civilian and not an officer, the correct procedure would be for the officer in question to file a crime
report.
He then advised he would call DI Akshay Chibber and request that he call me back to discuss and that I would get a text with a reference number, at
the time of writing, none of these two actions have occurred.
1. Can you advise if DI Akshay has adhered to this procedure and what actions he has taken?
2. If he has failed in his duty to take the appropriate action after becoming aware of crimes such as misconduct in public office, corruption and
perverting the course of justice, can you advise why and what actions will be taken?
DI Akshay Chibber advised that all emails sent subsequently would be read and logged but not responded to. This is interesting as I was attempting
to discover whether the intelligence Officer Frankie 1623NA sent to the commissioner’s office on or around the 13th July 2021 was received and
logged by the commissioner’s office and what action was taken?
DI Akshay Chibber appeared reluctant to discover the truth of this matter. If the material was received and logged, what actions were taken and if
none were, why not?
This is directly linked to this complaint as it deals with the same issues discussed in the complaint. I was attempting a track and trace with the material
given to Officer Frankie 1623NA to discover where the corruption was, in Tottenham police station or the commissioner’s office. At the time of writing I
would have to say that the evidence points to the corruption actually being in the commissioner’s office.
Please find the aforementioned emails:

This was the final communication I received and at the time of writing, even after calling 101, I have not received a response.

