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Index 

13  The “Ivey Test” - Deception 

14 - 25 Summary - This section of the report introduces the journey victims of loan and 

mortgage white collar crimes go on when going to National Police and Action Fraud/the 
NFIB as controlled by the Corporation of London which in turn is heavily influenced by the 
banks and legal services giants. Establishment control suppression of fraud and bribery 
reports to stop criminal investigations by design. This section also introduces the links 
between senior civil servants and Government and “Common Purpose” 

25 - 41 Home Secretary’s Responsibilities and Power to force Police to 
investigate banking frauds and corruption - This chapter looks at powers of 

the Home Secretary and the Home Office Counting Rules. (HOCR). The willful blindness of 
Law Enforcement, in particular Action Fraud. Comment from the APPG Fair Banking 
introducing comment of Police Crime Commissioner Mark Shelfords concerns to there 
having been more than 400 allegations of asset stripping fraud deployed by mainly Lloyds 
Bank. Mr Shelford (lead portfolio for economic crime in England and Wales) expresses grave 
concerns that victims reports systemically do not meet the threshold for investigations by 
any law enforcement agency. This section contains letters from Security Ministers Damian 
Hinds MP and Stephen McPartland MP where they confirm the Home Secretary has 
reserved powers to intervene where there is a risk to national security or public. The Home 
Secretary has statutory instruments and the Police Act 1996which allows her to direct Chief 
Constables as a last resort. 

This section shows concerns between seniors in City of London Police and Action Fraud 
where the NFIB harvests intel and is allowed to sanitise information concerning serious 
organised crimes. This can constitute compromise and constitute a criminal offence. 

42 - 44 Bank Signature Forgery Campaign/ NCA Failure - This section looks at how 

the NCA over 3 years has ignored crime reports under Graeme Biggar. There is a list (June 
2022) of main people controlling the NCA.    

45 - 46 Infiltration into Senior Policing and Abuse of Process - Research shows  

that Police Officers who should be overseeing evidence gathering and that investigations  
happen in line with the “Threshold Test” in line with the Director of Public Prosecutions 
advisories are not following protocols that must be followed in Public Interest. Avon & Somerset 
sits as a hotbed of fraud where frauds have taken place for approximately 35 years. 
 

46 - 47 Broken System mini Flow-chart:  The Home Office Counting Rules 
are part of the problem and the NFIB structured feedback process - 
The mini flow chart shows how reporting crime will always technically breakdown, leaving 
victims to be told that their crime report does not meet HOCR criteria. Dissemination of 
Crime Reports will always leave the computer saying NO. 

48 - 54 The NFIB Directors criteria setting for fraud data sets?   The system 
by design will always say NO to fraud by the banks ! - This section looks 

at Crime Reports being on a ‘need to know basis’. Also how reports are whitewashed to 
conceal economic crime. Here we see a NFIB product dissemination chart showing restraints 
to releasing Intel. This section also shows a real example email from ActionFraud which 
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confirms that “Perjury” will be recorded, yet the email supports more investigation should 
take place, but that in this instance the report did not after processing have enough 
information. This is a common factor. Rather than commence looking at further evidence, 
under the HOCR cases are unfairly closed down at NFIB level. 
In this section we look closer at factors which can influence mis-recording of crime due to 
wrong NFIB checks and processes as overseen by the City of London Police. 

A great example is that of “unsafe” Andy Marsh, former Chief Constable at Avon & Somerset 
Constabulary who we have evidence of his refusing to have looked at 10,000 new ‘prima 
facie’ victims evidence documents. Today Marsh sits as CEO of the British Police Training 
College. A dangerous man with an unsafe pair of hands who should he embed his neglect 
evidence ways into the National culture of current and future policing will only assist more 
criminals to be able to do systemic fraud and bribery on the British Public. 

54 - 55  ACPO was the Association of Chief Police Officers - ACPO and senior  

  police connections with “Common Purpose” 
 

56 - 74 Police Lawyer Opinion – Observations of Police failure to investigate 
the Avon & Somerset Constabulary handling of bank frauds - Looks at 

various concerns, in particular the need for Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) to establish a 
specialist Financial Intelligence Unit to enable forensic financial investigations and legal and 
lawful understanding of the bankers modus operandi “MO” and examination of financial 
audits and reports. The opinion establishes the need for Avon & Somerset Police to 
prosecute criminal bribery, fraud and other crimes associated with cases.  

75 - 77 HBOS Reading Fraud - In addition to the six HBoS criminals - how many should have 

gone to Jail who failed risk in the bank who sat in Senior Roles? Who was culpable for non-
disclosure. Why did failure of reporting suspicious activity take place. Extracts from the 
Project Lord Turnbull Report (names) and the FCA fine for failing to report suspicions at 
HBOS Reading. 

78 - 81 Modus Operandi  (MO) - Modus operandi is a Latin phrase meaning method of  

operation, used to mean the way (or ways) someone, or collective parties usually does 
something in process(es). The term modus operandi is most commonly used in criminal 
cases. It is sometimes referred to by its initials, “MO” – here we look at Beyond Reasonable 
Doubt.  MO by the bankers and others. .... 

 

82 Suspicious Activity Reports (SARs) - SARs are submitted to the UK Financial 

Intelligence Unit (UKFIU). So why aren’t SARs being processed to stop crimes on bank 
customers. In particular asset thefts on SME’s via a variety of modus operandi’s (MO’s). 
Matthew Rycroft Permanent Secretary Accounting Officer memorandum (Updated 25 May 
2022) stated issues with SAR’s. We list his comments and he states issues must be 
addressed. What is known is that SARs currently are not working and in failing are targeting 
professionals for doing the right thing and protecting criminals gaining unjust enrichment 
from economic crime/proceeds of crime. Rycroft was appointed Private Secretary to Prime 
Minister “Common Purpose” Tony Blair. 

 

83 - 84 The Police Crime Commissioner (PCC) role under the Police Reform 
& Social Responsibility Act 2011 was to take up the following duties 
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as the eyes and ears of the Home Secretary - The PCC within each force area 

has a statutory duty and electoral mandate to hold the police to account on behalf of the 
public and has allowances when things go wrong;  The PCC is the recipient of all funding, 
including the government grant and precept and other sources of income, related to 
policing and crime reduction and all funding for a force must come via the PCC. How this 
money is allocated is a matter for the PCC in consultation with the Chief Constable, or in 
accordance with any grant terms. The Chief Constable will provide professional advice and 
recommendations. 
 

84 -   The Chief Constable’s Responsibilities  - The Chief Constable is responsible for 

maintaining the Queen’s Peace, and has direction and control over the force’s officers and 
staff. The Chief Constable holds office under the Crown, but is appointed by the PCC except 
in London where the Commissioner and Deputy Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis 
are appointed by the Queen on the recommendation of the Home Secretary. 

 
The Chief Constable is accountable to the law for the exercise of police powers, and to the 
PCC for the delivery of efficient and effective policing, management of resources and 
expenditure by the police force. At all times the Chief Constable, their constables and staff, 
remain operationally independent in the service of the communities that they serve. 
Accountable to Public. 

 

86 - 87 How the Home Office Rules (HOCR) and the fatal flaw - Wilfully Blind, 

police failure according to top Watchdog Matt Parr (HMICFRS), fraud squad must triple. 
Police Constabulary Failure under English Law states the Home Secretary has reserved 
powers, and legislative tools that enable intervention and direction to all parties in order to 
prevent or mitigate risk to the public or national security. Reserved Powers and tools of 
the Home Secretary to give directions to a Police Force under The Police Act 1996 sections 
40 and 40a and 44 

88 - 98 Home Office Counting Rules for Crime recording - Chart as to Public Safety,  

Crime and Policing. Chart on Governance, executive structure. Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of 
Constabulary. College of Policing , NCA, The Police Reform and Responsibility Act 2011. 
Statutory powers for when the Police Force fail. Complex and sophisticated Fraud. Comment 
by PCC Mark Shelford. Whistle-blowing. Crime Recording, incident reporting. HOCR, should 
a crime be reported as a crime! 
  

99 - 106 When ActionFraud, the NFIB and a local Force Crime Registrar 
“Sophie Wadsworth” Avon & Somerset Police fail to “Criteria 
Match” is ‘prima facie’ evidence with the Home Office remit 
NFIB Classification Index 1/3 – Classifications do not allow victims to record loan and 
mortgage fraud against them as criminal. Gatekeepers, Flawed Crime-recording process. 
Force Crime Registrar – “FCR” – National Crime Recording Standard flow chart. Flawed 
Crime-recording process, Action Fraud - NFIB – HMICFRS. PCC Shelford suggested running a 
Test Case. Police Raids on those gathering evidence (expert witnesses) to expose the Lloyds 
Bank, UK Acorn, Commercial First, and other banks’ Asset Stripping Crimes as ignored by 
Police 
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107 Home Office Counting Rules (How it fails to work for Bank fraud 
Victims)? - Action Fraud the name of the Contact Centre” that records NFIB frauds. The 

NFIB,  Accountability failure The Counting Rules as set by the Home Office makes no 
provision for loan or mortgage fraud! So whilst Banking bribery and fraud affects thousands 
of victims and amounts to £billions over the last 35 years. By failure in design said reported 
crimes appear to not be criteria stress tested to lead to investigation by the NFIB back to 
local Police Forces. 

108 - 164  Guidance to Police Officers, Crown Prosecutors - Guidance as set out by  

the Director of Private Prosecutions. Here we look at the 2020 Guidance and earlier 2013 
Guidance. Guidance is issued under section 37A of the Police and Criminal Evidence Act 
1984. The document looks at responsibilities of the Police, the Charging Process. Applying 
the “Full Code Test”, applying the “Threshold Test”, advisories and Police working with the 
Crown Prosecution Services (CPS) to bring Prosecutions to Trial and CPS advice. Material and 
Information required for Charging. Case Management, progression and review. The 
Guidance is issued by the Director of Public Prosecutions (DPP) specifically for Police use and 
the Officers use when establishing arrangements with the CPS.  
Investigators MUST TAKE THIS ADVICE WHEN HANDLING CASES in particular how evidence 
is gathered and used. Police are NOT authorised to take NO action on Public Interest 
Grounds 

 The Full Test Code two stages:   i) evidential stage          ii) Public Interest stage 

 The Five Conditions of the Threshold Test; 

 i) Reasonable Grounds    ii) That Further evidence can be obtained    iii) Seriousness 
 iv) Substantial Grounds to Bail, risk assessment Bail Act 1976    v) Public Interest 

Additional evidence, prosecution advice. CPS casework divisions, material disclosure. What  
are NCR’s and HOCR’s ?  Material in serious and complex cases. Compliance and the Courts. 
Unused material, KEY EVIDENCE, witnesses 

139 - 140 Joining the HBoS Reading dots with the Avon & Somerset Frauds. 
What the Investigating Officer Nicholas Johns didn’t expose in Operation Hornet. How it 
worked. 3LOD (chart) – it was impossible for the Lloyds bank Board not to know about the 
frauds. 

141  Police Failing to Uphold the Oath         163     Confiscation Orders – POCA 2002 

165 - 202 Various HOCR relating to Recorded Crimes and legislation 

203 - 216 If Police did Detect Crimes – what should happen next and  
PACE Code G 

 

217 - 251 Test Case into Action Fraud / NFIB - Graham Stewart -  As supported by  

  PCC Mark Shelford 

252 - 254 Assistant Chief Constable Will White “Fraud is a Crime”  

255 - 257 Barristers letter stating SFO Investigation Criteria met 
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258 - 268 “Misconduct in Public Office” explained, misfeasance, malfeasance, 
and non-feasance – CPS Guidance 

269 - 270 Due Dilligence – before and ongoing 

271 – 278 Memorandum of Understanding, SFO and Crown Office and 
Procurator Fiscal Service 

279 - 295 BBC - Lloyds Bank police probe gets more funding after angry 
meeting - Questions raised at Police Crime Panel as to legal duties in public office and 

police failure. Crime Panels Role and Daily Mail – Police must triple Fraud Squad size.  

296 - 297 Police Professional/ Action Fraud Failure - Concentrix (COLP) failure. Home 

Secretary Priti Patel wrote to the City of London Police Commissioner expressing concerns 

298 Action Flaw is not fit for purpose 

299  RCJ Court Civil Triage won’t and can’t help victims 

300 - 321 Wood v Commercial First communication(s) and Judgement – Bribery 

mentions 99 times and Fraud 16 times 

322 - 335 Staff and shareholders complaints dominate Lloyds AGM - Fraud raised 

with Chairman of Lloyds Bank, Mr Robin Budenberg – Broken Promise. Chairman’s Role.  
21 Day Notice served at AGM.  

336 - 346 The CEO Mr Nunn and CFO Mr William Chalmers are responsible for 
Lloyds Banks accounting operations for the purposes of the Sarbanes Oxley 

Act/ Non declarations of fraud can involve fines/ prison. Response from the Chairman 
acknowledging “Service of Documentation” 6th June 2022. Response from David Laity. 
Declaration of Management Representation. POCA2002 – Directors liability, Relevant areas 
of Law 

347 - 349 Important Rulings in the Supreme Court, Crown and High Court –  

including Judge Beddoe’s Sentencing Remarks in HBOS Reading Case 

350 - 429 Police Lawyer Opinion on failure of Avon & Somerset Economic  
Crime Team - to bring Criminal charges on ‘prima facie’ evidence being available. 

430 - 432 Watson Chartered Accountant letter to BBC – 10,000 plus additional 

evidence. 

433 – 465 Lloyds Development Capital (LDC) Partners Commercial First.  
Chartered Accountant and Chartered Banker Overview of 28% “A” shares LBG Shareholding 
by Lloyds Bank LDC MD Tim Farazmand 

466 - 482 Unlawful Evictions Assisted by Police failure (4 x examples) 

483 – 485 “Castle Doctrine” 
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The Ivey Test – Deception:  a professional gambler sought to claim winnings of £7.7 Million 
which the defendant casino refused to pay. The defendant accused the claimant of 
cheating. The Court of Appeal held that in order to establish cheating for the purposes of  
s.42 Gambling Act 2005, the Ghosh test of dishonesty would be applicable.  

The Supreme Court held that dishonesty must be established but it modified the Ghosh test 
and despite the fact that this was a civil case, Lord Hughes stated that this test of 
dishonesty should be applied in criminal cases. 

  
 
The new test for dishonesty:   Lord Hughes: 
  

"When dishonesty is in question the fact-finding tribunal must first ascertain (subjectively) 
the actual state of the individual’s knowledge or belief as to the facts. The reasonableness or 
otherwise of his belief is a matter of evidence (often in practice determinative) going to 
whether he held the belief, but it is not an additional requirement that his belief must be 
reasonable; the question is whether it is genuinely held. When once his actual state of mind 
as to knowledge or belief as to facts is established, the question whether his conduct was 
honest or dishonest is to be determined by the fact-finder by applying the (objective) 
standards of ordinary decent people. There is no requirement that the defendant must 
appreciate that what he has done is, by those standards, dishonest" 

 

 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

The bankers in the Avon & Somerset frauds engineered premeditated sophisticated targeting of SME’s 
who were asset rich. The fraudsters typically orchestrated legal charges upon assets, to then mindfully 
collapse victims’ for the bankers and their associates gain, being the victims’ loss. 
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Summary 

The basis of this report is to look at the Op Meadow evidence whereby victims of alleged bank fraud face a 
horrendous journey when trying to report economic crime to the Police. By flaw of design, the outcome will be that 
what is allowed to be reported (under pre-set) allowances and restraints. Means that the Home Office Counting 
Rules will not align a victims crime reporting with the criteria Action Fraud or the National Fraud Intelligence Bureau 
work with. 
 
Action Fraud is the name of the contact centre that sub-standard records takes calls and computer reports as to 
crime. The call centre then offers a contact reference, rather than a Crime Number. 
 
The National Fraud Intelligence Bureau (NFIB) sits above Action Fraud and is operationally controlled by the City of 
London Police (COLP), which in turn is controlled by the Corporation of London, which is controlled by the finance 
and legal services industries located in the City of London Square Mile. 
 
The big issue is whether any of the Avon & Somerset Police lead investigators have ever been involved in complex 

banking fraud before. As such, police leading investigations would normally establish a Team around them of 

“Subject Matter Experts” to bring in technical expertise.  

In the case of the Bristol banking frauds emphasis is obviously financial and legal and lawful experts who can 

forensically pick to pieces what a novice eye on banking frauds and legalese contracts (ie civil domain) would 

not be able to differentiate as engineered unlawful behaviour by bankers and their technical associates for 

their gain through deception being criminally orchestrated. 

Unless, Avon & Somerset Police and other Constabularies bring in qualified experts to unpick the complexities of 

asset backed securities fraud and build cases to meet the "Ivey Test", ie the current test for deception, then these 

frauds will continue. 

City of London's (COLP), Action Fraud's "gathering and matching criteria" is a busted flush from the moment a 

victim engages to try and add their evidence. With research we know the HOCR Home Office Counting Rules don't 

record such frauds to investigation by design and we know evidence is being ignored from victims of bank crime.  

 

 COLP's Action Fraud/National Fraud Intelligence Bureau (NFIB) criteria 

matching does not cater for said frauds by the Banks on victims.  

Yet, the other way round COLP’s criteria establishes boundaries to 

bring charges against people who defraud banks/lenders.   

Of concern is that COLP gets funds from the likes of Lloyds Bank, which 

some might see as bribery! 

 

When a solid ‘test case’ with chronology referencing further evidence available - ref GS1 - was entered into the 

Action Fraud system, then bypassed to Pauline Smith (Head of Action Fraud) and  passed to the NFIB (COLP's) 

Economic Crime Team it is clear that City of London’s Economic Crime Team failed to follow guidance of the Director 

of Public Prosecutions advisories where the case should have undergone investigation and the further evidence 

available, requested.. 

Officers were identified for failing.  

* Additionally, further City of London Economic Crime Officers were given first hand summary case ‘prima 

facie’ evidence of approximately 100 cases which they had for months. Issued a crime number. Yet failed to 

contact the victims thus have ignored evidence (whilst having Knowledge of Circumstance). 
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This means the main UK Police Authority as governed by the UK’s main Financial Centre is acting blind to 

crimes committed by the big banks. 

 

What "should  happened" in line with the current and past Director of Public Prosecutions Guidance 

https://www.cps.gov.uk/legal-guidance/charging-directors-guidance-sixth-edition-december-2020  is that cases should be 

honestly assessed and further evidence requested, past initial reports. Whereby, investigators should engage with 

the Crown Prosecution Service (CPS) to assess what they have and take advice on what is next wanted to build cases 

to the strength of the "Ivey Test" to take to Court for criminal prosecution. 

 

For police to take on financiers and lawyers in the Square Mile and their national operatives requires a modern day 

Elliot Ness specialist force unafraid and away from the control of the Square Mile.  

Technical "Subject Matter Experts" unrelated to the offenders or their associates (other than protected 

whistleblowers) are needed.  

Instead bank’s continue laughing for the fact that they continue with civil court cases which are isolating and 

manipulating evidence to trigger civil losses without recognition of the serious systemic patterns and prima 

facie evidence of criminality that is being whitewashed and mishandled by police. 

The frauds now stem back over 3 decades and are systemic in nature and achieve unprosecuted criminal  

bribery and fraud  to the detriment of innocent public victims. 

 

Crooks are more likely to die of old age before ASP or other Forces have Teams capable of dealing with such 

targeted asset stripping crimes. Under the Police Act 1996, sections 40 and 40a the Home Secretary the 

powers to protect public and national security when a police force fails. 

What’s worse, is that many victims have already died. As those holding the Police to account have so far 

failed.  

Whilst Police Crime Commissioners are not “investigative and evidence gathering operational”, no one expects 

PCC’s to personally handcuff and arrest criminals into court. However, victims do expect PCC’s to hold their Chief 

Constables to account to ensure that they do have operational matters in hand - fit for purpose.  

 

Until operations are deployed in line with the Director of Public Prosecutions Guidance where CPS would decide 

which cases should be prosecuted; determine the appropriate charges in more serious / complex cases, and advises 

the police during the early stages of investigations, nothing will get off the ground. 

   i) For the above to happen, “Subject Matter Experts” would be needed to an extremely high level of 

technical understanding, and would need vetting that they would not leak or compromise investigations to 

the bankers. 

 

  ii) Such “Subject Matter Experts” would bring technical insight and expertise into what a average person or 

even capable police officers may struggle to understand. 

 

The Chief Constable of any Force is accountable to the Police & Crime Commissioner. At the point where lead 

Investigating Officers appear to be making no progress, and or falling at hurdles, a PCC  should write to the Home 

Secretary making her aware that for the victims you require the Chief to bring forward their plan as to how they 

intend to deploy operations to achieve prosecutions. 

https://www.cps.gov.uk/legal-guidance/charging-directors-guidance-sixth-edition-december-2020
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If a plan does not appear fit for purpose then the Home Secretary must be called to step in as required by 

statute found in The Police Reform & Social Responsibility Act 2011, STATUTORY INSTRUMENTS 2011, 

NO. 2744, where reserved powers and tools (as a backstop) were and are 

retained in The Police Act 1996, sections 40 and 40a 

Many cases have further / new evidence. When, and only when a competent 

specialist crime Team is in place, such evidence will ease dissemination of cases. 

Until that point is reached. Officers not familiar with complex banking fraud will no 

doubt feel awash with evidence that to them will appear confusing and 

overwhelming to the detriment of victims, past, current and future. 

 

Already the Lloyds Bank Victims Group offered a further 10,000 documents providing 'prima facie' new evidence 

that past CC Andy Marsh. CC Marsh refused the documents, to then say that there wasn't enough evidence!  

 

This valuable “new evidence” has risen to in excess of 15,000 new documents that needs a experienced 

forensic Team to work with Police Officers to disseminate. 

 

 ie industry experts who assisting or in the police have no current or past ties to the bank, financiers, 

their auditors or lawyers. 

 

John Smith had a 8 year annuity with Burges Salmon and Sophie Wadsworth ASP “Force Crime Registrar” has past 

ties with TLT Solicitors. TLT and other lawyers have heavily gunned for victims in repossession cases for which we 

have evidence that their Bailiff operatives break the law to force some victims out of their homes in breach of the 

Criminal Law Act 1977, section 6. 

 

The Police Act 1996 Section 44 (2 and 3) states that the Home Secretary can require chief constables of forces in 

England and Wales to provide statistical data. He or she can also specify the form in which this data is given. 

    i) The Home Secretary uses these powers to require chief constables to give regular data on the number of 

crimes they record 

 

    ii) The HOCR require that “all reports of incidents, whether from victims, witnesses or third parties and whether 

crime related or not, will result in the registration of an incident report by the police”. They go on to specify that 

these must be recorded on an auditable system, which in practice means:  

 an incident log (sometimes referred to as a command and control log); and/or, 
 a record on the force crime system. 

    iii) The Home Office Counting Rules  (HOCR)   require:  “An incident will be recorded as a crime (notifiable 

offence).  For offences against an identified victim if, on the balance of probability: The circumstances as reported 

amount to a crime defined by law 

 

    iv) “In most cases, a belief by the victim (or person reasonably assumed to be acting on behalf of the victim) that a 

crime has occurred is sufficient to justify its recording as a crime, although this will not be the case in all 

circumstances. Effectively, a more victim orientated approach is advocated.” 

   v) Each force has a Crime Registrar who is responsible for overseeing compliance with the crime recording 

process. He or she is the final arbiter for the force when deciding whether or not to record a crime or make a 

decision cancel a crime.  

https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/glossary/victims/
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(a) The registrar’s responsibilities include training staff in the crime recording process and conducting audits to check 

compliance with the rules. All forces also designate a senior officer (of chief officer rank, usually the deputy chief 

constable) as being responsible for overseeing the force’s approach to crime recording. The HOCR state that the 

force crime registrar must be outside operational line command and answerable to the chief officer with overall 

responsibility for the accuracy and integrity of crime recording processes. 

 

A better understanding of the Force Crime Registrar, the HOCR's and the Guidance of the Director of Public 

Prosecutions, lack of seeing ASP with forensic "Subject Matter Experts" and that current and past partners and 

employees who come from lawyers acting for the banks, ie lawyer brands that have and are crucifying victims; raises 

serious concerns and may go some way to now explaining why a good 400 reports of crime have been 

whitewashed, misunderstood or failed through misconduct. 

The flowchart shows many of the names in the Establishment and Police Forces who to now have failed victims. 

There is a mini-flowchart “Action Flaw” on page 12 which shows how the victims contacting Action Fraud as 

recommended by police, systemically abuses what data victims are limited from entering, which does not recognise 

asset backed loan and mortgage fraud upon victims property that charges are secured against. This allows banks and 

their associates to continue economic crime under the radar of i) law enforcement (and crime statistics in respect of 

the Home Office registered figures)  and    ii) the judiciary. 

One pattern that has emerged is many Establishment persons involved often intertwine with “Common Purpose” 

training, funds, seminars, associations with others including senior political masterminds and persons including 

statements in the Association of Chief Police Officers and the College of Policing. 

Two letters from the current and past Security (Ministers Damian Hinds MP and Stephen McPartland MP) state that 

the Government is committed to ensuring there is no safe place for criminals to commit fraud and that they 

recognise the current system response to fraud needs to be reformed to reflect the scale and severity of this crime. 

Both Ministers quote that the Home Secretary does have reserved powers under the Policing Protocol Order 2011. 

Where there is a risk to national security and public interest due to the failure of a Police Force. 

The file also further supports the earlier “Financial Matrix” file showing that whilst senior police and those over them 

may change. The problem continues due to the HOCR being part of the problem, rather than the solution. This is 

added to by the past input of Commander Dave Clark who signed a memorandum of understanding “MOU” with the 

FCA (Mark Steward, Dr Andrew Baileys past right hand man at the FCA) whereby both parties could under the 

“MOU” close down financial crime investigations! 

Crime Reports are classified as “SECRET” under principles of 5WH (namely, what, when, where, why, who and how). 

Under Government Protective Marking System (GPMS), for dissemination. However of concern sanitised intelligence 

reports clearly compromise criminal gathered Intel for evaluation and quality assurance and in doing so can 

constitute a criminal offence. For victims this means that Crime Reports bury any chance of police investigations 

being opened! Ultimately, City of London Police handle all victims crime reports from 43 Constabularies and 

ultimately it is COLP Economic Crime Team who have had the final say. 

The Lloyds Bank Victims Group, sought the opinion of one of the longest serving Police Lawyers on his view to Police 

Officers failure to investigate the Avon & Somerset Constabulary handling of bank frauds which sits in this larger 

report which highlights aggravating features in line with the Sentencing Council. Scoping and scanning. The test for 

Dishonesty, defective policing structures, the need for “SME’s” (Subject Matter Experts) and the importance of 

Wood v Commercial First  in view of the Court of Appeal ruling as to bribery and fraud and why it is important for 

Avon & Somerset Police to take this case forward as criminal as it creates a precedence as to “secret commissions”. 

Commercial First is important as it was 28% semi-controlled and in the ownership of Lloyds Banking Group. 

https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/glossary/senior-officer/
https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/glossary/chief-officer/
https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/glossary/chief-officer/
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This file reflects on the prior HBoS Reading frauds that were dealt with by Thames Valley Police that carry close 

similarities to the Lloyds Business Support Unit (BSU) practices . In the HBoS Reading trial six financiers were 

sentenced to 47.5 years imprisonment. In that case the banks Auditor Sally Masterton  highlighted culpability for non 

disclosure.  Many senior names were highlighted who didn’t face prosecution or criminal investigation. This is likely 

due to the police’s limited knowledge of the 3LOD (three lines of defence) as to regulatory and legislative risk and 

compliance. 

As one top banker states:  ‘Fines equate to crimes’. The FCA went on to fine Lloyds Banking Group (Bank of 

Scotland) £45,500,000 for Bank of Scotland failing to disclose information about suspicions that fraud ‘may’ 

have occurred at the Reading-based Impaired Assets (IAR) team of Halifax Bank of Scotland. 

On the 12 May 2022 at the Lloyds Banking Group AGM in Edinburgh.  Mr David Laity (Criminal Investigator) 

former CID Police Officer on behalf of the “Lloyds Bank Victims Group” handed over summary case evidence 

of 96 alleged banking fraud cases (being predominantly Lloyds Banking Group).  Mr Budenberg (Chairman)  

said that he accepted the communications on behalf of the Board he gave his personal undertaking that he 

and the Board  would cooperate with the Lloyds Bank Victims Group. 

Said information included The Financial Matrix, Police, Banking and Chartered Accountant reports and Op 

Meadow Parts A, B and C.  

Prior Mr Budenberg had been notified directly many times of his obligations under POCA 2002 (The Proceeds of 

Crime Act) section 330, which; 

 Criminalises failure to report money laundering in the ‘regulated sector’  

 Guidance clarifies that it is possible to charge an individual under section 330 of POCA even 
though there is insufficient evidence to establish that money laundering was planned or has 
taken place. Previously, the CPS did not do so.  

 This change in approach represents a relaxation of the existing guidance, and firms in the 
regulated sector should therefore take note of the change and the resulting increased risk of 
prosecution for failure to report under section 330 of POCA. 

 

When Mr Budenberg failed to confirm he had raised suspicious concerns to LBG’s ‘nominated officer’ matters were 

raised with Medway Magistrates Court. The case found its way to Deputy Senior District Judge Tan Ikram in the City 

of London, Westminster Magistrates Court who swiftly closed the case application down on the grounds that it was 

not clear when act/s of money laundering is/alleged and by whom. 

As a result, overwhelming evidence was handed over at the LBG 2022 AGM. 

This file looks at the various Modus Operandi “MO” on pages 78 to 81 of the bankers their lawyers and Valuers/LPA 

Receivers. Whilst we highlight concerns, “MO” is not exhaustive. When police are called out, they typically side with 

the bailiffs claiming the Police are there to save a “breach of the Peace”. However this is only a 1/3rd of what they 

should be doing. Sadly even Police Sergeants attending do not realise that a standard Court Writ does not allow 

forced entry. Consequently any Bailiffs who do not have a extended Writ to force entry can only enter peacefully (at 

best drilling out a lock) but not by force. At this point Police fail to uphold a victims fundamental Human Rights in 

line with their Oath. 

Whilst professionals such as Accountants, Auditors, Lawyers and Estate Agents have a professional duty to report 
“Suspicious Activity” sadly too few do. SARs should be used by the UK Financial Intelligence Unit to disseminate 
intelligence gathered and disrupt crime. Instead, gathered information is being ignored, and at worst police are 
turning on those submitting SARs to silence them, rather than go after criminal asset strippers! 
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Top watchdog Matt Parr HMICFRS admitted that fraud is not taken seriously in order to prevent or mitigate risk to 

public.  

There is a comprehensive section from the 2018 Home Office Accounting Officer that highlights how the system of 

crime reporting structures and how ultimately the Home Secretary sits at the top. The top of what is a very broken 

system and how she has reserved powers to put right the very many wrongs in what is a flawed Crime Recording 

Process! 

One needs to ask if Police did detect Crimes – what should happen. How should law enforcement react and what 

laws should be observed and how should criminals be dealt with from suspicion, to arrest under PACE Code G 

through to further evidence gathering, to CPS input, Subject Matter Experts through to prosecution and Proceeds of 

Crime and Confiscation Orders. 

Glimmer of Hope:  Since the departure of past PCC Sue Mountstevens and past Chief Constable Andy Marsh who 

both appeared to make more effort to conceal crime than investigate. There is a glimmer of hope through the new 

PCC Mark Shelford, Chief Constable Sarah Crew and Assistant Chief Constable Will White who acknowledges that 

FRAUD IS CRIMINAL. 

For sure, past police, connected civil servants and any parties who have gone out their way in public office to fail 

their duties must be held to account as to malfeasance, misfeasance and non-feasance. 

We look at the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) which is of concern as between Lisa Osofsky (on behalf of) 
the Serious Fraud Office (SFO), David Harvie (COPFS) The Crown Office Procurator Fiscal Service and the City of 
London Police. The “MOU” agreement permits the crime investigative parties to take cases of fraud, bribery and 
corruption forward, or NOT. Self reporting and whether to deal with matters relating to a person(s) or corporate and 
whether to proceed or not! Dangerous as the NCA and SFO have been silent on banking fraud investigations and the 
likes of Lloyds Bank have close sponsorship ties with City of London Police, Action Fraud etc 

Alarm Bells should ring as research shows that there is a high level of “Revolving Doors” between Banks, Senior Civil 
Servants, Regulators and even senior Law Enforcement Investigators from the NCA taking senior roles in Lloyds 
Bank.. 

At a 2022 A&S Police Crime Panel Meeting PCC Shelford confirmed further funding would now be made available 

and that Avon and Somerset Police are already facing an investigation by an outside force into how allegations of 

fraud were leaked to Lloyds Bank. 

At the end of each financial year banks such as Lloyds Banking Group must file annual accounts with the Securities & 

Exchange Commission and to Companies House to confirm no fraud or crime has taken place. Failure to do so can 

carry serious criminal sanctions. 

A second Police Lawyer Opinion sits in this larger report as to Avon & Somerset Economic Crime Team failure to 

intervene on the Wood v Commercial First Case to bring criminal charges, again where overwhelming ‘prima facie’ 

evidence is available showing systemic bribery and fraud. Timothy Farazmand Chairman of the BVCA and MD of LDC 

( Lloyds Development Capital) who sat on the Commercial First Board for Lloyds Bank, not simply as an investor, but 

as a Director over the partnership which Lloyds held a semi-controlling holding as shown in the accompanying 

Chartered Accountant and Chartered Banker Overview which shows that Commercial First had a £40m cash injection 

from Lloyds TSB. UK Asset Resolution (UKAR) went on to sell a £2.7bn portfolio of mortgages to Commercial First. 

The file ends by sadly looking at the downside of our failed law enforcement by showing a few examples of unlawful 
evictions where police assisted the wrong side against upholding the Rule of Law. In such cases displaced owners 
have the right to retake possession when bailiffs have acted unlawful. In fact Crown Court Judge David Griffith-Jones 
QC who found in favour of a Mr White (March 2022) stated Kent Police had trespassed when they overstepped the 
mark and broke into Mr Whites home on behalf of bailiffs who were there for RBS. Judge David Griffith-Jones QC 
quoted the “Castle Doctrine”. You can use reasonable force to protect yourself or others if a crime is taking place 
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inside your home. This means you can protect yourself ‘in the heat of the moment’ - this includes using an object as 
a weapon to stop an intruder running off - for example by tackling them to the ground. So long as you acted within 
the law. 

 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 
The NFIB (claim to) handle UK fraud including some cyber-enabled crimes and property fraud. Action Fraud is a 
contact centre and on-line reporting tool operated for City of London Police by an American Company called 
Concentrix.  
 
The Home Office Counting Rules (HOCR) and National Crime Recording Standard (NCRS) are a set of standards and 

principles that direct how police forces  should record crime.   Together, the HOCR and NCRS promote consistency 

in the accurate recording of crime, which done right would be pivotal in ensuring that police forces would be 

allocated information to qualify true economic crime.  Resources and standards governed by the HOCR policies mean 

that information allowed to be gathered for the Crime Management Unit (CMU) worked within Police is so poor, that 

NFIB criteria matching falls over. 

When reporting banking crimes, victims are restricted to just 2,500 characters, approx half an A4 page of reporting. 

So little that it would be like a chef asking you to make an omelette yet not being allowed to use all the ingredients! 

The end result would be far from a recognisable omelette, and as such an omelette would not be seen. 

 

 

 
The National Crime Recording Standard (NCRS) was adopted by all police forces in England and Wales in April 
2002 (some had adopted the Standard earlier). Today victims who go to the police or 101 are directed to Action 
Fraud where poorly trained staff consistently sub-standardly record “nothing reports” which means victims of 
crime appear to have encountered civil admin disputes with their bank, rather than fraud, bribery or other 
criminal activity. The low grade service fails to highlight or record what typically are high level, complex 
economic crimes. 
 
In most cases as evidence cannot be attached, the distorted process fails to  look at crime by evidence that 
victims have and instead prima facie evidence exclusion by system bad design means police do not obtain 
evidence of a crime occurring.  
 
The Crime Management Unit (CMU) is suppose to be a compliance unit within a Police Force. The role of the CMU is 

to ensure the force records crime accurately and in accordance with the Home Office protocols. Sadly and 

concerningly what police officers are doing from in some cases Chief Constable level is a million miles away from 

guidance issued by the likes of the Director of Prosecutions. 
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The recording of crime is worryingly autonomous (self-governing) from the investigation and prosecution of 

offences, so much so that non operational  Crime Commissioners (are failing to see police investigators not 

investigating the victims information that police officers are being wilfully blind to........... 

The evidence gathered in the Op Meadow files represents thousands of documents from victims giving prima facie 
evidence of bribery and fraud where complaints and allegations have been given to police and Action Fraud, which 
due to police misconduct have and are still taking place. 
 
Cases stem from recent to over 3 decades ago. Mainly cases under bank operatives where national asset stripping 
ends up in Avon & Somerset senior banking management Teams and their associates in legal firms and LPA 
Receivers. 
 
Our research is based on victims experiences from approaching 150 cases. However since becoming Police Crime 
Commissioner we understand that Mr Shelford has had around 400 alleged case approaches, relating mainly to 
Lloyds BSU, Bristol. 
 
Each case on average has 5-15 victims.  Which represents 750 to 2,250 lives ruined and in limbo from SME’s, their 
family through to staff and other B2B companies.  All due to the inherent failure of the “Establishment” to provide 
Crime Reporting services and processes fit for purpose that should remedy crimes done, ongoing and Human Rights 
abuse through the Rule of Law. 
 
Bulk data transfers from other data providers working in partnership with the NFIB, include those in the banking and 
credit industries. All confirmed fraud/cyber crimes held within the NFIB database will use the NFIB codes.  
 

 
In each police force there is a “FORCE CRIME REGISTRAR” who is responsible for overseeing compliance with the 
crime recording process. He or she is the final arbiter for the force when deciding whether or not to record a crime 
or make a decision cancel a crime.  
 
The “Force Crime Registrar’s” responsibilities include training staff in the crime recording process and conducting 
audits to check compliance with the rules. All forces also designate a senior officer (of chief officer rank, usually the 
deputy chief constable) as being responsible for overseeing the force’s approach to crime recording. The HOCR state 
that the force crime registrar must be outside operational line command and answerable to the chief officer with 
overall responsibility for the accuracy and integrity of crime recording processes. 
 

 
In the case of Avon & Somerset Police has crime recording been compromised for too long by 
wilfully blind sub-standard policing, “Common Purpose” and MP’s choosing to ignore?   
 
The Home Office state; “All Counting Rules; enquiries should be directed to the Force Crime Registrar”. In the case of 
Avon & Somerset, the lady (Sophie Wadsworth) who has held this role and now sits above Police Officers 
responsible for protecting public and their property from criminal asset thefts. Sophie Wadsworth is an ex TLT 
Solicitor’s legal secretary. TLT feature in many of the cases, representing banks alleged of asset stripping 
customers businesses and properties. 
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The Rule of Law states; 

 
As such shouldn’t those who have worked for the poachers (ie the bankers and their lawyers alleged of thefts), be 
excluded from infiltrating the game-keepers (ie law enforcement/police) on grounds of conflict of interest and fear 
of bias. 
 

Another example of concern is that of ex Burges Salmon partner 
John Smith, who failed for 6 years (whilst employed as CEO of Avon 
& Somerset Police, the 
Deputy PCC) to declare 
financial retainer/8 year 
annuity from Burges 
Salmon Solicitors who 
are named in many of 
the Lloyds Banking 
Group, HBoS, 
Commercial First and UK 
Acorn frauds. 
 

 
Burges Salmon MD Guy Stobart was senior in “Common Purpose” 
South West, a role that was taken over by Caroline Duckworth. 
Caroline Duckworth’s husband is ex (over) City of London Police 
Executive Simon Duckworth. Many of his roles have since been 
taken over by James Thomson, now Chair of the Board of the City of London Police. 
 

Bishopsgate common councillor Simon D’Olier Duckworth is 
a senior mason, he only indicates this involvement through 
listing ‘Masonic Charitable Foundation’ on his register of 
interests. This is not unusual and we are NOT suggesting 
that Duckworth has in any way failed to meet the legal 
requirements for his register of interests. Our point is rather 
that given the disproportionate number of masons from 
specific lodges at the top of the City of London council, the 
current legal requirements to do not go far enough. Our 
impression is that this problem is the result of the peculiar 
political system in the City of London – including business 
votes. Simon Duckworth is a former Chairman of the City of 
London Police Authority, and was then tasked by the Home 

Office to establish the Association of Police & Crime Commissioners, where he serves as a Board Member. At the 
time Theresa May was Home Secretary. 
Simon Duckworth was also a architect of the National Crime Agency (NCA) became the senior non-executive Director 
at the Serious Fraud Office (SFO). 

 

Mr James Thomson (now) sits over City of London Police Policies and is also CEO of 
Gleeson Homes which has had around £130m in funding (from mainly Lloyds Bank which 
also contributes £1/2m pa to Action Fraud being City of London Police). 

https://reclaimec1.wordpress.com/2019/07/06/jason-pritchard-graeme-harrower-city-of-london-residents-turn-their-fire-on-the-business-vote-system/
https://reclaimec1.wordpress.com/2019/07/06/jason-pritchard-graeme-harrower-city-of-london-residents-turn-their-fire-on-the-business-vote-system/
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Mr Thomson received nearly £2m from Gleeson 
Homes in 2021 in wages and shares! Alike Lloyds 
Bank current Chair Robin Budenberg, James 
Thomson too qualified as a Chartered Accountant 
at Price Waterhouse (Cooper PwC). 

 
 

AVON & SOMERSET AND 
“COMMON PURPOSE” 
 
In the banking frauds there appears to be a high 
correlation high level police seniors being 
graduates of “Common Purpose” tax payer funded training courses. 

Bearing in mind ex “Common Purpose” Leader Guy 
Stobart of Burges Salmon was close to business 
partner, ex Burges Salmon John Smith who sat as CEO 
and Deputy PCC in Avon & Somerset Police 
Constabulary. Smith failed to declare six year financial 
annulations financial gain from Burges Salmon. Burges 
Salmon. Former Burges Salmon partner Roger Hawes is 
facing a three week trial at Southwark Crown Court 
charged with conspiracy to conceal criminal property, 
The Lawyer understands. 

This trial is understood to relate to charges brought by 
Reading Magistrates’ Court in 2013, when nine people 
were charged in connection with business loans of up 
to £35m made through a high street bank. 

 

 

A BBC article from 
2013 stated that 
Hawes was accused of 
“facilitating the 
acquisition, retention, 
use or control of 
criminal property”.  

 

 

http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-berkshire-22472109
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The Home Secretary has the power to force Police to 
investigate banking frauds and corruption 
 
Home Secretary, the Rt Hon Priti Patel MP has the power to force police forces to investigate banking fraud and 
corruption. To date Police do not investigate banking fraud and corruption – WHY?  This is because it sits as low 
priority in Government policy. In fact, many would say there is no priority to investigate by design. And there is more 
effort in avoiding investigations than conducting them. Action Fraud is nothing more than a false facade for fraud 
reporting. Home Office Counting Rules “criteria” shows emphasis for police to investigate crimes against banks, 
however there is no matching criteria for victims’ reports to be investigated or recorded as crimes. 
 
FCA/ Regulator Fines equate to crimes. Yet bankers do not go to jail and victims remain out of pocket and destitute. 
Additionally, the BBRS (Business Banking Resolution Service) refuses to deal with criminal case concerns and is 
controlled by the big banks and OP Meadow case evidence shows that Lloyds Bank had manager representation 
inside FOS adjudicating between victim complainant and Lloyds Bank. The Banks will go to any length to infiltrate 
decision outcomes and manipulate criminal cases from leaving civil domain where they out finance victims from fair 
outcome. 
 
Business Appointment Rules exist to mitigate risks including abuse of office, profiteering and undue influence. Yet 
too often in big business (ie auditors, lawyer firms), government and even local levels we see people from big brands 
(who support asset stripping bankers) go into civil servant roles and vice versa to the bias and detriment of victims. 
Equally civil servants will set up quango’s to assist white collar criminals put victims into controllable flawed redress 
to favour outcome of those the victims are against. 
 
The Times Newspaper expose’ identified badly trained, bad attitude individuals work at Action Fraud who on the 
whole have no interest in professionally processing Crime Reports. The  undercover investigation published by The 
Times revealed that call handlers for Concentrix mocked fraud victims as 'morons', 'psychos' and 'screwballs' and 
were trained to mislead them into believing they were talking to police officers. 

The Times reported Victim's cases are only filed as crime reports if their bank details are stolen and the bank refuses 
to reimburse them, while a cold call is only filed as a crime report if the victim has lost money or called the company 
back. In 2018, Action Fraud filed 270,000 crime reports, only 10,000 of which led to the catching of criminals. 
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Ultimately and unfortunately the main police force that oversees banking and property fraud is in the pay of the bankers ie 
Action Fraud. City of London Police being tone of the most dangerous along with Sussex Police and others that attempt to 
imprison victims of banking crimes. In some cases, victims and their experts who have fought back have been falsely sentenced 
often on hearsay, spoliation of evidence to pervert justice and in cases sanctioned from Chief Constable level. Put the ‘corrupt’ 

bankers and ‘corrupt’ police together and you have a mafia that goes after victims who criminally pervert the Rule of Law.  
 
We add that not all police and bankers are criminals, but sadly some are!  

Action Flaw 
 
The Office for National Statistics (ONS) 
publish police recorded crime statistics both 
including and excluding fraud (as measured 
by a combination of crime recorded by the 
police, Action Fraud and industry sources). 
Similarly, outcomes of fraud offences are not 
collected in the same way as other crimes. 
Action Fraud refer crimes onto the National 
Fraud Intelligence Bureau (NFIB), which is 
overseen by the City of London Economic 
Crime Teams for which our groups own 
experience of submitting approx. 100 cases 
(Op Meadow files A, B and C) to COLP 
officers at City of London Polices, 
Bishopsgate Economic Crime Team, which 
when elevated, COLP senior officers refused 
to process for investigation. 

The NFIB are suppose to send fraud offences 
to police forces who investigate the crimes 
and then send the outcomes back to the 
NFIB once they have been assigned. 
 
Apart from the odd lower ranking officer, the 
Banking fraud victims experience is that City 
of London Police do more to act “Wilfully 
Blind”  
 
That results in cover-up of serious economic crime/ allegations and ‘prima facie’ evidence, rather than uphold their 
Oaths of Public Office to protect victims, their property and other assets by having cases criminally investigated. 
 
 
 

The Police Crime Commissioner (National Lead on 
fraud in England and Wales) Mark Shelford PCC was 
more correct when he Freudian slipped and called 
ActionFraud /  “Action-Flaw”. 
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Rt Hon. Priti Patel MP leads the Great 
Office to uphold National Security 
and protect public interest 
 
Police Constabulary Failure under English Law states the    Home Secretary has reserved .     
powers, and legislative tools that enable intervention   and direction to all parties in order 
to prevent or mitigate risk to the public or national security  
 

The establishment of PCCs allowed for the Home Office to withdraw from day-to-day policing matters, 
giving the police greater freedom to fight crime as they see fit, and allowing local communities to hold the 
police to account. 
 
The Home Secretary is ultimately accountable to Parliament and charged with ensuring the maintenance 
of the Queen’s Peace within all force areas, safeguarding the public and protecting our national borders 
and security. The Home Secretary has reserved powers and legislative tools that enable intervention and 
direction to all parties, if it is determined by the Home Secretary that such action is necessary in order to 
prevent or mitigate risk to the public  or national security. Such powers and tools will be used only as a 
last resort, and will not be used to interfere with the democratic will of the electorate within a force area, 
nor seek to interfere with the office of constable, unless the Home Secretary is satisfied on the advice of 
Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary that not to do so would result in a police force failing or 
national security being compromised. 
 
 The Home Secretary retains the legal accountability for national security and the role that the police 
service plays within the delivery of any national response. The Home Secretary has a duty to issue a 
Strategic Policing Requirement that sets out what are, in her view, the national threats at the time and the 
appropriate national policing capabilities that are required to counter them. 

 

Reserved Powers and tools of the 
Home Secretary to give directions  
to a Police Force 
 

 

The Police Act 1996 – Sections 40 and 40a 
Where the Secretary of State is satisfied that the whole or any part of a police force is failing to discharge 
any of its functions in an effective manner, whether generally or in particular respects, she (or he) may 
direct the local policing body responsible for maintaining the force to take specified measures for the 
purpose of remedying the failure. And to prevent from happening again. 
 

The Police Act 1996 – Section 44  
In matters of concern the Home Secretary may insist the form in which a report is to be given by the Chief 
Constable and the way in which it is published as to be appropriate. 
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The National Fraud Intelligence Bureau (NFIB) 
 

The National Fraud Intelligence Bureau (NFIB) sits alongside Action Fraud within the City 
of London Police which is the National policing lead for economic crime. The NFIB receives 
all the Action Fraud’s reports. Millions of reports of fraud and cybercrime are used by the 
NFIB to identify serial offenders, organised crime groups and find emerging crime types.  
 

 

Reporting flawed by design: So why 

is it that overwhelming evidence of bank 
fraud and bribery gets reported (directed by 
43 Constabularies) to Action Fraud (or 101), 
yet 99.99% of victims hear;  
 

‘we didn’t see any criminality. Your case does not 
meet our system criteria’ 
 

 
By design, victims are heavily restrained in information they can provide in Action Fraud reports (approximately, 
just half an A4 page, 2,500 characters. 
 

 
Reporting also excludes the ability to add prima 
facie evidence to be attached or submitted. 
 
Back in 2010, Head of the NFIB was D/Supt David 
Clarke (City of London Police). Two concerns that 
came to light was; 
 

 Dave Clarke signed a Memorandum of 
Understanding a “MOU” with FCA’s Mark Steward. 
Mark Steward was then Dr Andrew bailey’s right 
hand man. The MOU allowed by consent the City 
of London Police (as heavily influenced by the 
Corporation of London Companies including banks 
and lawyers) and the FCA to close down criminal 
investigations! 
 

 Dave Clarke (became the second highest 
paid COLP officer) Commander. He left City of 
London Police under investigation for misconduct 
for  

Investigation into Dave Clarke centred on the 
alleged provision of secret information to a 
potential police contractor and requesting the use 
of police resources for a personal matter. 
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The force’s former head of economic crime is also said to have shared sensitive information outside of procedure 
and passed more confidential information which was given to a third party. 

It is understood one of the allegations, dating to 2014/15, 
centres Clark on helping friends who ran firms to win 
police contracts. An IOPC statement said: “A senior officer 
working with City of London Police is under investigation 
by the Independent Office for Police Conduct over alleged 
abuse of their position to access confidential information. 

“The allegations relate to three separate occasions in 2014 
and 2015 where the officer is said to have accessed and 
shared sensitive information.  (Sources: Sun / Daily Mail ) 

 

 

 

Under Dave Clarke (City of London  
Police) was: 
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At high level, the NFIB records, harvests and analyses information under 
"Government Protective Marking System" 
 

The NFD is responsible for dissemination of all NFIB intelligence products to law enforcement and industry. Typically 
templates are used for collecting data on fraud.  
 
According to the College of Policing, a unique reference number (URN) is added to the submitted report either 
electronically or by the receiving intelligence unit in order to provide an audit trail of received information. The 
intelligence unit (the College of Policing states) will create a second sanitised version of the report if editing or 
sanitisation is required, ensuring the removal of the source details and allocate a further URN to the report, and 
cross-reference it to the original.  

 
HM Government’s administrative system for the secure, timely and efficient sharing of information. It is not a 
statutory scheme but operates within the framework of domestic law, including the requirements of the Official 
Secrets Acts (1911 and 1989), the Freedom of Information Act (2000) and Data Protection legislation.  

 

 
 
Local policy determines who specifically has access to unsanitised reports. The original report must be retained and 
stored securely to ensure that source information is not revealed. 
 

On completion of development, intelligence products are passed to the NFD, who 
ensure that the correct transfer protocol is used, relative to the Government 
Protective Marking System (GPMS), for dissemination. Where appropriate, 
products will be in compliance with National Intelligence Model 5 x 5 x 5 format.  

 
. ...... three security classifications (OFFICIAL, SECRET and TOP SECRET) indicate the 
increasing sensitivity of information AND the baseline personnel, physical and 
information security controls necessary to defend against a broad profile of 
applicable threats:  
 

https://www.app.college.police.uk/app-content/intelligence-management/intelligence-report/#audit-trail
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● The typical threat profile for the OFFICIAL classification is broadly similar to that faced by a large UK 
private company with valuable information and services. It anticipates the need to defend UK Government 
data or services against compromise by attackers with bounded capabilities and resources. This may include 
(but is not limited to) hactivists, single-issue pressure groups, investigative journalists, competent individual 
hackers and the majority of criminal individuals and groups.  

● The threat profile for SECRET anticipates the need to defend against a higher level of capability than would 
be typical for the OFFICIAL level. This includes sophisticated, well resourced and determined threat actors, 
such as some highly capable serious organised crime groups and some state actors. Reasonable steps will be 
taken to protect information and services from compromise by these actors, including from targeted and 
bespoke attacks.  

● The threat profile for TOP SECRET reflects the highest level of capability deployed against the nation’s 
most sensitive information and services. It is assumed that advanced state actors will prioritise 
compromising this category of information or service, using significant technical, financial and human 
resources over extended periods of time. Highly bespoke and targeted attacks may be deployed, blending 
human sources and actions with technical attack. Very little information risk can be tolerated.  
 

Duty of care 
The ownership of the risk to the source always remains within the originating organisation. When intelligence is 

disseminated outside the originating organisation, any handling conditions must be adhered to by the receiving 

organisation. When this doesn’t happen, both organisations may be held accountable for any consequences. 
 

 

Security classifications indicate the sensitivity of information (in terms of the likely impact resulting from 

compromise, loss or misuse) and the need to defend against a broad profile of applicable threats. There are three 
levels of classification:  
 

 
 

The collected information content should comply with the basic principles of 5WH, namely, what, when, where, 

why, who and how. Information should be for a policing purpose. It should be clear, concise and without 
abbreviations. The information must be of value and understood without the need to refer to other information 
sources. 
 

https://www.app.college.police.uk/app-content/intelligence-management/analysis/#crime-theories-and-approaches
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In the Government Security Classifications 
‘Compromise can be Criminal’ - May 2018 

 

Accidental or deliberate compromise, loss or misuse of HMG information may lead to damage and 
can constitute a criminal offence. Individuals are personally responsible for protecting any HMG 
information or other assets in their care, and must be provided with guidance about security 
requirements and how legislation relates to their role, including the potential sanctions (criminal or 
disciplinary) that may result from inappropriate behaviours. A summary of the relevant legal and 
regulatory context is set out on page 13.  
 
Organisations must have a breach management system in place to aid the detection and reporting 
of inappropriate behaviours, enable disciplinary procedures to be enforced and assist with any 
criminal proceedings.  
 
Organisations are required to assess the potential impact to the business in the event that specific 
information risks are realised. This assessment should form part of a comprehensive risk 
assessment which also considers threat, vulnerability and likelihood.  
 

Lawful sharing permitted with conditions (C) 

Code permits dissemination but requires the receiving agency to observe conditions as specified. Application of this 
code means the originator has applied specific handling instructions in respect of this information. An IR risk 
assessment may be required in respect of the intelligence concerned. An application for public interest immunity 
should be considered if the intelligence is subsequently used in court. 

Handling conditions should be contained within the appropriate section of the IR. 

The recipient must abide by the handling conditions. The originator must be contacted by the recipient before they 
conduct any further activities outside the conditions. 

Any intelligence report with conditions should remain under review to ensure that wider dissemination can occur as 
soon as is feasible, such as when an operation has been concluded or is no longer being pursued. 
 

Conditions – intelligence unit only 

 A1 covert development – intelligence may be combined or corroborated with other intelligence but action 
cannot be taken directly. Permission must be sought from the originator before action is taken on any 
derived intelligence. 
 

 A2 covert use – covert action may be taken on this intelligence although the source, technique and any 
wider investigative effectiveness must be protected. This intelligence may not be used in isolation as 
evidence, in judicial proceedings or to support arrest. 
 

 A3 overt use – overt action is permitted on this intelligence. This information can be used for: TO BE 
SPECIFIED BY SOURCE INTELLIGENCE OWNER. 
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 S1 delegated authority – the originator of the intelligence permits the unsupervised sanitisation of the 
material in order to allow dissemination to a wider audience. 
 

 S2 consult originator – the originator of the intelligence does not permit the sanitisation of the material for 
wider dissemination without consultation being sought. 

 

Evaluation and quality assurance of the intelligence report 

Once an IR has been received by the intelligence unit, it should be further assessed for: 

 risks and duty of care issues 
 intelligence value 
 accurate and full provenance of the information 
 consideration for further research and development 
 quality assurance of data standards 
 consideration for dissemination and requirements for sanitisation 

Any amendment to the report should have an audit trail. This may include the resubmission of a sanitised IR linked 
directly to the original report. 

The person recording the report should be considered as credible with regards to the source reliability and 
information evaluation unless there is an obvious discrepancy or incompatibility. The person who submitted the 
report should be contacted if further clarity or corroboration is required on any issue 
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Sanitisation 

The College of Policing state:  Reports should be sanitised for onward transmission by removing 

material which explicitly or implicitly identifies a source or sensitive law enforcement methodology. 

Intelligence report risk assessment 

This form records the risks associated with the 
dissemination of intelligence held within the report. 

It should: 

 consider ethical, personal and operational risks in 
respect of the source, the intelligence content, its 
use and dissemination 

 consider compliance with a legislative requirement 
or policing purpose 

 record the justification for decisions made 
 record the authority of the person making 

decisions 
 consider the proportionality, accountability and 

necessity for disseminating the intelligence 

Considerations: 

 the IR risk assessment should not be disseminated outside the intelligence or confidential unit environment. 
Handling conditions should be recorded in the IR 

 a review of any IR risk assessment should take place when the report is evaluated for dissemination 

Authorisations 

Each organisation should develop a policy to ensure suitable levels of authorisation for the dissemination of 
intelligence. Consideration should be given to dissemination to non-prosecuting parties. 

Dissemination to non-EEA countries is to be authorised by at least a police inspector or equivalent grade. 

Intelligence confidence matrix 

The following matrix provides an indication of the level of confidence that can be taken in the intelligence 
dissemination. This informs decision-making and supports interoperability between agencies or organisations. 

Crime theories and approaches 

Academic study of crime and criminology seeks to identify factors that influence offending behaviour. This study 
considers how various factors, including biology, psychology, sociology and economics, affect different crime types 
and patterns of crime. A better understanding of criminal behaviour helps to identify and prevent offending. 
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Bank Signature Forgery Campaign/ NCA Failure 
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Infiltration into Senior Policing and Abuse of Process 
 

As with Dave Clarke of City of London Police. Another centric senior figure is Andy Marsh (and his wife 
Nikki Watson Deputy Chief Constable of Avon & Somerset Police).  Andy Marsh until recent was the Avon & 
Somerset Chief Constable and now sits as CEO of the Police College as shown on the Op Meadow Flow Chart. 
 

 
Andy Marsh when Chief 
Constable refused a further 
10,000 ‘prima facie’ 
documents from victims.  
 
 
Later he stated that there was 
insufficient evidence in the Commercial 
First and UK Acorn cases. 
 
In 2021;  3 x Law Lords ruled in WOOD v 
COMMERCIAL FIRST that bribery and 
fraud had taken place, in particular as to 
“secret commissions. 
 
 

Andrew David Marsh, QPM is a senior British police officer. He has been chief executive officer of the College of 
Policing since September 2021.https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Andy_Marsh - cite_note-2 From February 2016 to July 
2021, he was chief constable of Avon and Somerset Police, having previously been chief constable of Hampshire 
Constabulary.  His policing career commenced as a recruit at Avon and Somerset in 1987. He later became assistant 
chief constable (ACC) for Wiltshire Police, then ACC for Avon and Somerset, then deputy chief constable of 
Hampshire. 

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Queen%27s_Police_Medal
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Police_officer
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/College_of_Policing
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/College_of_Policing
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Andy_Marsh#cite_note-2
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Avon_and_Somerset_Police
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hampshire_Constabulary
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hampshire_Constabulary
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wiltshire_Police
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A hot bed of fraud in sunny Avon & Somerset 
 
From Hill Samuel, to UK ACORN, Commercial First which Lloyds bank had 28% semi controlling interest, to LBG HBoS 
and Lloyds Bank Business Support Unit (BSU). The frauds have always been centric to London, but also Avon & 
Somerset. In particular Bristol. Lloyds had 9-10 national BSU operation, controlled from London and Wine Street, 
Bristol and later from the large offices at Bristol Harbour. 
 
What has evolved is a County where it is safe for bankers and their co-conspirators to do fraud and bribery. On 
defaults being engineered and orchestrated on national customers. Bristol became a safe place where the bubbles in 
banks and financial brokers could enjoy the sun from the protection of corrupt, wilfully blind cops, when victims 
would be financially raped and assets stolen via unlawful triggers to activate legalese civil contract discrepancies. 
 
Whilst police in other areas might genuinely take an interest in predatory banking frauds, the sophisticated system 
grew to place defaulters in recovery centres in Bristol or London and where victims allegations of fraud would be 
directed nationally to Action Fraud. Once a victim reached Action Fraud, Home Office Counting Rules criteria would 
exclude victims under the watch of City of London Police, where criminals consequently would be let off 
 
 
 
 

Broken System mini Flow-chart:  The Home Office Counting 
Rules are part of the problem 
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The NFIB structured feedback process 
 

Research shows this is in place to conduct quarterly reviews. The process is suppose to determine whether 
data quality meets the required standard to ensure that the process from Action Fraud is effective and 
offers timely dissemination as between Action Fraud and the NFIB and, should most importantly, measure 
the impact and value of benefit realisation.  
Sadly, the only benefit being had is by those paying contributions to Action Fraud (City of London Police). 
Being key Square Mile / Corporation of London financial contributors to police, being Lloyds Bank! 
 
The feedback process will be conducted every quarter. An electronic questionnaire will be distributed to 
those organisational SPOCs who have received products in the proceeding three months. Recipients will 
then be required to return questionnaires within an assigned three-week period.  
 
On receipt, the NFIB engage in a results analysis. Results consolidated and any recommendations 
submitted to the Head of the NFIB for consideration. The Head of NFIB then advises on any matters of 
change management and timescales. The final report then submits to recipients, to detail the feedback and 
advise as to any action being taken as a result.  
 
 

 
 

Do ‘Victims Reports’ meet the criteria for confirmed and 

attempted fraud?  NO! 
 

On the balance of probabilities, it is near impossible the way Home 
Office Counting Rules with the way they have been interpretated 
and integrated to outcome ‘believed fraud has taken place! 

As such cases (if they reach the NFIB) sometimes get referred to as 
‘Grey Data’ or in most cases registered as non criminal.  
 
 

Square pegs and 

Round hole Criteria ! 
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The NFIB Directors criteria setting for fraud data sets?    

The system by design will always say  NO  to fraud by the 

banks ! 
 

The data sets for identifying fraud are passed by the NFIB business along with operational tests, the NFIB ingest sets 

and subsets of data into  “Know Fraud”, using existing Operational Spreadsheets. This may require the NFIB to omit 
particular field data from the ingest.  It enables data set’s information to be manipulated under those senior in 
control and to edit system running in existing network sections in the system.  
 

 

If a data set needs adding or changing, then it will be passed through to 
NFIB’s system partners under a Request for Change process, for technical 
evaluation and scoping, considering:  
 

1. Compatibility with existing data sets.  

2. Technical complexities of ingest – does it contain a large number of fields 
of very specific meaning and potentially unique to a provider?  

3. Impact on existing data sets.  

4. Cost of designing a bespoke ingest process, if necessary.  

 
After both the assessment test and technical test stages have been 
completed, the NFIB will then have a clear understanding of the potential 
value of the data set and any costs associated with designing an ingest 

mechanism. At this point, a decision will be made by the Director of 
the NFIB as whether to proceed with initiating the work, to establish 
an ingest for that data set.  
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Crime Reports are on a “Need to know” basis, “Not fit for 

purpose” set up to whitewash and conceal economic crime!  

a. The NFIB and its systems are restricted to those employed within their specific roles at the 

NFIB, and in accordance with agreed ACPO Doctrine and Standard Operating Procedures and 

conditions of data-sharing agreements with partners, details of which are held by the NFIB.  

b. The content of any report is assessed before being disseminated and edited according to the 

management of risk associated to the provenance of the information. As a result, recipients of 

NFIB products will receive differing versions, based upon an assessed ‘need to know’ basis. 

 

Are crimes being recorded by the police when they should be? Are 

crimes being categorised correctly?  No 

 
Most people do not join the police service intent on crimes being failed to be and investigated and registered  
properly. There is limited room for the use of professional discretion in the public interest in current rules and 
standards. Forces employ Crime Registrars who should be ensuring crimes are recorded accurately, in which case 
how can so much overwhelming ‘prima facie’ evidence be being overlooked? 
 
In banking frauds, the UK must be one of the worst police states in the world’. Some of the obvious concerns are the 
benchmarks, the non alignment of the law with elements of the crimes. Lack of police training in sophisticated white 
collar crime. Police denial of the elephant in the room. A pathetic and disinterested Action Fraud set up and the 
ability for people from the banks lawyers side to infiltrate senior Police positions such as Force Crime Registrar or 
Police CEO, Crime Commissioner or Deputy. 
 
In Crime Recording many Force Crime Registrars prioritising compliance with the rules over the needs of victims and 
the wider public, conflict with officers as there is little leeway for application of professional judgement in deciding 
whether to record an incident as a crime or not, providing a non-existent service or remedy for victims. 
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Recorded by Action Fraud as “Perjury” – Yet Police have done nothing! 
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What are the factors which can influence mis-recording of crime?  
 

Consultation across the Police Service reveals a wide divergence of factors that might lead to mis-recording 
of crime as opposed to one single issue. Caution should be applied here as many of the themes are often 
anecdotal as opposed to wholly evidence based, but the below list references some consistent themes that 
have been articulated from across the country.  
 

• General incompetence or a lack of knowledge and understanding of complex fraud and bribery and 
”Modus Operandi” (MO) 

• HOCR and NCRS wrong parameters that do not allow officers or public or front line staff to truly register 
the important elements of crime at first point of contact with victims and the initial decision makers about 
crime recording.  

• Victims who do not fully understand fraud or bribery who need greater specialist assistance in extracting 
fraud and bribery elements and patterns when victims try to log a crime report for next stage preliminary 
investigation. 

 • Victims fearing back-lash from police officers as there are now several accounts of victims and expert 
advisors facing police intimidation to try and silence them. This goes as far as police making threats that 
could lead to those experts and victims reporting threatened with prison sentences, whilst the criminals 
cruelly and unjustly go about their business. 

• Resourcing pressures (officers being overworked), neglect of duty by failing to comply with procedures 
(sometimes based on a belief that crime recording is an administrative, bureaucratic process that diverts 
them from more important operational matters).  

• A lack of consistency between IT systems that are used to record crime across the country, with many 
forces working from different systems that can make analysis at a national level more complex.  

• Failure of Police nationally to pick up “systemic” patterns in mass victims cases. Instead, victims are often 
left isolated. 

• Sanitisation – Crime Reports being sanitised by removing material which explicitly exposes criminal 
activity in “MO” as to fraud, bribery and corruption 

• Where incentives exist to meet the demands of target cultures which can lead to officers feeling under 
pressure to avoid creating crimes, or to classify crimes away from types that are under scrutiny. This 
problem can be exacerbated where poor leadership is evident.  Senior Police have expressed concerns that 
crimes will be quashed as the easiest exit route for themselves. 

 
 

Are the right checks in place to ensure that the systems for recording crime 

function effectively and accurately? NO 
 
Past consultation from across the Service indicated that there were a variance of approach around the checking and 
auditing of crime recording. Each Force operates independently, with different checking systems in place.  
 
However in many instances senior police too often close any hope of investigation down. In many cases complex 
‘prima facie’ evidence is refused or not understood, or resources and time allowed to bring in qualified staff, 
specialists with the required skill sets and understanding that police do not have to do the job. 
 
Most Police Forces are simply “not fit for purpose” in understanding or challenging banks lawyers on complex white 
collar crime. 
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The most common themes are:  
 

• Audit and gatekeeper functions are given different levels of support and resource across the country. Force 
Crime Registrars (FCRs), who were introduced in 2002. And are regular audits to test compliance, quality and 
competency in place. The Force Crime Registrars are the final arbiter for the audit process, the interpretation 
of the counting rules and detections. They provide final decision making outcomes within forces. However, 
they vary greatly in their status and grade across the country and their engagement levels with Chief Officers 
is also inconsistent.  

• The general reduction in funding by Government across the police force may be a large factor to have 
reduced internal audit function in some forces. Some forces have moved to a more risk based approach to 
audit, with less emphasis on fine evaluation and more streamlined to volume dismissal leaving victims 
dismissed from remedy and left in the hands of the predators in civil courts. 

• Many Force Crime Registrars may have come from a culture (say a solicitors used by bankers to predatory 
go after victims). Such culture may carry forward. In such FCR’s we must also ask if FCR’s understand a 
“Police Officers Oath of Office” to uphold the Rule(s) of Law where police should be upholding a victims 
“fundamental Human Rights”. If Police Officers fail to conduct operations right, then what reports and what 
follows is on a false trajectory and pretence. 

• Many forces agreed that personal Chief Officer, or at least a high ranking Officer engagement with skill 
and understanding and experience of specific subject matter in data quality audits is of benefit and where 
this is evident the importance of good quality crime recording is enhanced. Regular, clear and consistent 
Chief Officer Engagement with FCRs is believed to be important in providing FCRs with independence from 
target cultures and so enabling them to ensure crime is accurately recorded.  
 
 
 

Is enough been done to ensure the integrity of crime data? NO  

What more should be done?  
 

• Action Fraud is “not fit for purpose”. Even when its normal structure is bypassed with a strong fraud case, 
at the next level being the NFIB and City of London’s Economic Crime Team with officers such as Gary Miles 
and Craig Mullish, cases will still be thrown out. 
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• The whole system by the Civil Servants dealing with the “Home Office Counting Rules” and NFIB (City of 
London Police) by design fails. Public are directed throughout the UK to Action Fraud which takes a fraction 
of case intelligence that is needed due to HOCR’s and NFIB’s wrong criteria defaults to “tick the right boxes” 
on dissemination.  In 2012 - ‘Action Fraud’ was empowered to directly record from the Public and financial 
institutions. Ten years on and Action Fraud (representative of City of London is one if not the biggest 
abortion in failed policing in the UK. 
 
• The frauds are being driven (ultimately) from the financial services and legal services biggest stakeholders 
from within the City of London. The same stakeholders who control the Corporation of London 
 
• The stakeholders such as Lloyds Bank and Magic Circle lawyer firms are both part the UK fraud polices 
paymasters and controllers. As such victims are denied disclosure in civil courts and denied fair assessment 
when evidence is blocked from inputting into police for investigation. 
 
• Victims are left in torment and denial in both criminal and civil justice. Police following their abortion of 
dealing with allegations of crime and refusing evidence will then tell victims they have to pursue civil redress. 
 
• There has grown a culture by regulators and law enforcement to introduce “MOUs” Memorandum of 
Understanding, where concealed evidence can be kept hidden from the public and seniors in say the FCA 
and SFO and City of London Police Economic Crime can if they so chose close down crime investigations. In 
the case of the SFO a fine might be levied for a DPA (Deferred Prosecution Agreement). This is totally wrong 
as a crime is a crime, and should not substantiate a fine only.  
 
• In the very rare case crime does come to light, many victims are still left broken and out of pocket. Instead 
POCA should leave criminals penniless and victims compensated. 
 
• Police and Crime Commissioners promoting ethical crime recording and holding the Chief Constable to 
account for clear benchmarks, as the role they play in scrutiny, challenge and setting the direction of their 
Forces is an important one. Including PCC’s raising victims concerns the Home Secretary requiring flaws in 
the system be addressed and rectified as under Statutory Instruments 2011, No.2744 which allows the 
Home Secretary reserved powers and tools found in the Police Act 1996 sections 40 and 40A 
 

• Police and Crime Commissioners insisting that the HOCR and the 
National Standards for Incident Recording (NSIR)  simply do not work in 

the current domain of COLP/ The City of London Corporation as 
controlled by the banks and lawyers unjustly benefitting from failure 
of Action Fraud and the NFIB 
 
• Establish proper, true training and accreditation of FCRs – this can not 
be achieved at the College of Policing as run under former Chief 
Constable Andy Marsh.  The Lloyds, Commercial First, UK Acorn other 

Avon & 
Somerset frauds and bribery’s might be one of 
the UK’s largest fraud over 3 decades. Andy 
Marsh failed to have his officers competently 
deal with the frauds and refused 10,000 further 
pages of (data) ‘prima facie’ evidence.   
 
On the BBC he even said he had been vigorously 
held to account by former (useless) PCC Sue 
Mountstevens.  How can such a jobs worth be 
allowed anywhere near training of officers of 
Force Crime Registrars to be paid a high wage 
for training Misconduct, malfeasance, 
misfeasance and non-feasance. 
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The man is a dangerous and unsafe pair of hands for the embedding of his ways into the National 
culture of current and future policing. 

 
• The potential for disproportionate distortion of statistics at a national level when inaccuracies in data are 
evident in larger forces (when and where crimes such as the banking frauds are covered up and 
whitewashed) as they hold the highest proportion of data.  
 
• Normal Police Forces criminal investigators typically lack skill sets to deal with banking and legalese fraud. 
Even when industry stakeholders including auditors, Chartered Bankers, real estate, fraud advisors, experts 
in Law of Property Act, Chartered Accountants, lawyers make themselves available. Senior police will often 
fumble along without knowing what they are looking at and what to further look in to. 
 

Senior investigators not qualified in expert fields should work with experts and assemble findings. 
Not guess, dismiss or assign to others not qualified. 
 

• Police Crime Commissioners, when told those on the case are capable by senior Officers such as Rachel 
Shields that Police under them such as Officer Dom Graham or Police employed civil servants such as Dr 
Kirstie Cogram are capable. Must query with the Chief Constable why arrests have not been made in 
respect of ‘prima facie’ evidence (data) and / or why the Force Crime Registrar records as non crimes? 

 

ACPO was the Association of Chief Police Officers 
 

The Association of Chief Police Officers of England, Wales and Northern 
Ireland (ACPO) was a not-for-profit private limited company that for many 
years led the development of policing practices in England, Wales, and 

Northern Ireland.[2] Established in 1948,[1] ACPO provided a forum for chief police officers to share ideas and 
coordinate their strategic operational responses, and advised government in matters such as terrorist attacks and 
civil emergencies. ACPO coordinated national police operations, major investigations, cross-border policing, and joint 
law enforcement. ACPO designated Senior Investigative Officers for major investigations and appointed officers to 
head ACPO units specialising in various areas of policing and crime reduction.  
 

Sir Hugh Orde 

The last ACPO president, from April 2009 until its dissolution, was Sir Hugh Orde, 
who was previously the chief constable of the Police Service of Northern Ireland.   
Sir Hugh is also the director of the Police National Assessment Centre. In 2010 he 
was awarded a Queen's Police Medal (QPM). 

He also holds a degree in Public 

Administration (BA) and an Honorary 
Doctorate of Civil Law (DCL) from the 
University of Kent.  He is a member 

(known as a 'graduate') of  “Common 
Purpose” UK. He attended the Matrix course in West London 1994/95.  

ACPO was funded by Home Office grants, profits from commercial activities and contributions from the 44 police 
authorities in England, Wales, and Northern Ireland.  

Following the Parker Review into ACPO, it was replaced in 2015 by a new body, the National Police Chiefs' Council, 
set up under a police collaboration agreement under Section 22A of the Police Act 1996.  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Not-for-profit
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/England
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wales
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Northern_Ireland
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Association_of_Chief_Police_Officers#cite_note-gardham-2
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Association_of_Chief_Police_Officers#cite_note-steele-1
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Terrorism_in_the_UK
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hugh_Orde
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Police_Service_of_Northern_Ireland
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Home_Office
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/National_Police_Chiefs%27_Council
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Police_Act_1996
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In plain sight, much alike a Masonic “Secret Handshake” or other in plain sight affinity gesture. “Common Purpose” 
worked its way into a fusion of policing and politics; 

 

 

Dame Sara Joanne 
Thornton, DBE, QPM  is the current UK's 

Independent Anti-Slavery Commissioner. She was 
appointed by the Home Secretary (at the time by 

“Common Purpose”, Sajid Javid), in succession 
to Kevin Hyland who left the post in May 2018. She 
is a retired British police officer who was the first 
Chair of the National Police Chiefs' Council (NPCC) 

and the former Chief Constable of Thames Valley 
Police and Vice-President of the Association of 
Chief Police Officers (ACPO).  
 
She was the second consecutive head of the 
Thames Valley Police to move onto leadership of a 
national policing body; at Thames Valley she 
replaced former Chief Constable Peter Neyroud 
who, in January 2007, moved to the role of Chief 
executive of the National Policing Improvement 
Agency. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dame_Commander_of_the_Order_of_the_British_Empire
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Queen%27s_Police_Medal
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Home_Secretary
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sajid_Javid
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kevin_Hyland
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/National_Police_Chiefs%27_Council
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Chief_Constable
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Thames_Valley_Police
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Thames_Valley_Police
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Association_of_Chief_Police_Officers
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Association_of_Chief_Police_Officers
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Chief_Constable
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Peter_Neyroud
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/National_Policing_Improvement_Agency
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HBoS Reading Frauds 
 
Were dealt with from Thames Valley Police. Helicoptered in towards the end was D/S Nicholas John. 
 
Whilst the frauds saw 6 arrested for 47.5 years and the FCA fined Lloyds Bank £45.5m 
 
It is understood the frauds may have equated to approaching £1 billion. 
 
 
 
 
 

In addition to the six HBoS criminals - how many should have 
gone to Jail who failed risk in the bank in Senior Roles? 
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Modus Operandi  (MO) 
 
Modus operandi is a Latin phrase meaning method of operation, used to mean the way (or ways) someone, or 
collective parties usually does something in process(es). The term modus operandi is most commonly used in 
criminal cases. It is sometimes referred to by its initials, “MO”  
 
The prosecution in a criminal case does not have to prove modus operandi in any crime. However, identifying and 
proving the modus operandi of a crime can help the prosecution prove that it was the defendant who committed 
the crime charged. 

Modus operandi evidence is helpful to the 
prosecution if the prosecution has evidence of crimes 
committed by the defendant that are similar to the 
crime charged. The crimes need not be identical, but 
the prosecution must make a strong and persuasive 
showing of similarity between the crime charged and 
the other crimes. The prosecution may introduce 
evidence from prior or subsequent crimes to prove 
modus operandi only if the other crimes share 
peculiar and distinctive features with the crime 
charged. Such features must be uncommon and 
rarely seen in other crimes, and they must be so 
distinct that they can be recognized as the handiwork 
of the same person (or persons). 
 

Beyond Reasonable Doubt 

The principle of "beyond reasonable doubt" was 
expounded in Woolmington v DPP [1935] UKHL 1: 
Juries are always told that, if conviction there is to be, 
the prosecution must prove the case beyond 
reasonable doubt. This statement cannot mean that 
in order to be acquitted the prisoner must "satisfy" 
the jury. 

It is a higher standard of proof than the balance of probabilities (commonly used in civil matters) and is 
usually therefore reserved for criminal matters where what is at stake (i.e., someone's life or liberty) is 
considered more serious and therefore deserving of a higher threshold.  

The prosecution in criminal matters typically bears the burden of proof and is required to prove its case 
beyond a reasonable doubt. This means that in order for a defendant to be found guilty, the case 
presented by the prosecution must be enough to remove any reasonable doubt in the mind of the judge or 
jury that the defendant is guilty of the crime with which one is charged.  

In the case and landscape of the banking frauds discussed in this document strong evidence as ruled 
“bribery and fraud” now exists in Wood v Commercial First. Mirror cases with prima facie evidence exists 
in many more cases, yet police who admit they have little knowledge of banking fraud have failed after 
years to pull in and interview financiers, and their associates. What is concerning is that legal executives 
that have come from some of the banks lawyers firms, where said lawyer firms are alleged as party to the 
frauds have held influencing positions over criminal investigation Teams in Avon & Somerset Police and 
other Constabularies. Lloyds Bank invested and partnered with Commercial First where Lloyds 
Development Capital (LDC’s) MD Timothy Farazmand sat in a 20% increasing to 28% semi-controlling  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Balance_of_probabilities
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Legal_burden_of_proof
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Judge
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jury
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(A-Shares) Director partnership. Bribery and fraud took place, and we allege same “MO’s” were deployed 
in Lloyds Banks HBoS operations and Lloyds BSU as controlled from London and Bristol. 

After systemic commercial modus operandi(s), victims further suffer by systemic law enforcement and 
Establishment, ie MP’s and civil servant “MO’s”, leaving victims fighting unlawful civil defaults in civil 
courts. A common factor that appears is the vast amount of persons and parties connected to “Common 
Purpose” prevalent in both senior policing and senior political persons such as “CP” PM David Cameron 
and Deputy PM “CP” Nick Clegg whose wife was a DLA Piper partner. Nick Clegg’s Private Secretary Ross 
Allen (2010 to 2013) who in 2013 seconded to senior ranks in Lloyds Bank Commercial Banking, London. 

PM Tony Blair and PM Gordon Brown both strongly associated with “CP”. A number of Conservative Peers 
who do or have sat on the Lloyds Banking Group Board as Chair or Head of Risk, such as Lord Blackwell 
(Conservative was Head of the Tory Policy Unit 1995 to 1997 under John Major. PM John Major made a 
well know “Common Purpose” speech in (1993) Conservatism in the 1990s). Lord Lupton (former Tory 

Treasurer and friend and donor at the time of PM 
David Cameron leadership). Lord Lupton is also 
bloodline Sir Charles Lupton. DLA Piper's origins 
can be traced back to Thomas Townend Dibb 
(1807–1875) and Sir Charles Lupton OBE (1855–
1935).  

Many other senior politicians are mentioned in the 
Financial Matrix and Op Meadow files. Not to 
forget Permanent Secretary Matthew Rycroft CBE 
who served under Tony Blair and remains as one of 
the most senior Civil Servants who sits over 
Suspicious Activity Reports (SAR’s) that simply 
don’t work to protect victims or professionals 
reporting suspicious activity as to alleged 
economic crime. 

Law enforcement fails victims from 
quango’s such as Action Fraud, the 
NFIB (both under the domain of the 
City of London Police, through to 
those controlling City of London 
Polices (COLP’s) policies and financial 
input (£0.5m into Action(less) Fraud) 
from the likes of Lloyds Bank, to 
substantial loans to the Chair of 
COLP’s company Gleeson Homes 
which is around £130m in (approx) 
the last ten years. James Thomson 
Chair of COLP’s Board and senior on 
COLP’s Policy Committee is CEO of 
Gleeson Homes and took just south of 
£2m from Gleeson Homes in 2021 in 

wages and shares. 
 

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Thomas_Townend_Dibb
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Lupton_family#Charles_and_descendants
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Modus Operandi (MO) 

“MO” by the bankers/ finance brokers 

 Targeted companies that were sustainable and solvent, targeting SME’s small/medium family operated businesses 
spread across the UK 

 Bait & switch (one of Trading Standards 31 Banned Practices) comes under the Consumer Protection from Unfair 
Trading Regulations 2008 (typically) on premise of business expansion/growth, yet full promised funds would fail to 
come through. One premise was to offer the customer an EFG (Enterprise Finance Guaranteed loan) on the promise 
that the debt would not affect their home. 

 Place PG’s on directors homes, businesses and personal assets 

 Divide titles into separate property titles/SPV’s 

 On purpose, incorrectly on valuation showed properties as 40% residential/60% commercial to create false non 
regulated loan status (ie the “40% rule”). This premeditated removal of protective regulation in Court cases. This 
required valuers completing admin incorrectly. 

 Use Allies (income and expenditure) information gathering to assess what fighting funds in legal dispute victims 
have/don’t have 

 Securitised debts establishing “secret commissions” 

 Provision of heavily redacted sub-standard DSAR’s (Data Subject Access Request) to hide wrong doings. 

 Using false statements/perjury in Court 

 Valuation rigging to distort loan to value/LTV to deceive securing of loans, or later to trigger defaults 

 Change T&C’s, often under duress as to manufacture defaults 

 Engineer the planting/ installation of Secondees in specific controlling/semi-controlling. Ie insist an auditor came in as a 
shadow director – said auditor might leave off portfolio assets to distort LTV 

 Typically early funds (say first 30% to 60% would go on increasing secured bricks ‘n’ mortar or intellectual property 
value, later funds would fail to come through, ie the 100% originally promised would not be released. At this point 
victims were more in debt and couldn’t move back, or forward and default would follow. 

 Businesses taken for a nominal sum from the associated parties before stripping the companies of their assets. 

 The bank staff or introduced advisors would set-up further credit lines/facilities and in doing so manipulate taking 
greater control of the business to then divert funds (misappropriate), using the companies’ funds to make internal and 
external payments to the bank’s and in cases trading the companies to the detriment of their creditors and employees. 

 Additionally, caused the companies they took control of or distressed to not pay both their trade liabilities 

 As a result of these activities, the acquired companies’ finances deteriorated and they were placed into insolvency. The 
asset-stripping conducted by Charles James Associates Group also resulted in serious losses for creditors and 
employees lost their jobs. 

 viable companies through deception, bait & switch, distressed, purchased or LPAR seized companies before stripping 
them of their assets would face balance sheet distortion to enable defaults of LTV contract triggers. Not only did this 
force previously viable companies to go into insolvency but it also meant employees lost jobs and creditors were out of 
pocket. 

 Banks deflecting concerns of criminal activity by saying victims should go to police, rather than confirming they would 
raise with their ‘Nominated Officer’ for Anti-money Laundering reporting with the NCA (National Crime Agency). Action 
typically taken by a bank’s Executive Team (so just below Board level) to try to retain in civil rather than criminal 
investigative domain. 

 Throw endless money at defending rather than investigate customers concerns. 

 Abuse of DSAR (data subject access requests) 

 Returning payments to cause default 

 Engaging BMV valuations to distort LTV contract triggers 

 Destroy victims credit to hinder a victims operating ability 

 Planting staff as false regulators ie Financial Ombudsman (FOS), or establishing false redress such as the Business 
Banking Resolution Scheme (BBRS) 

 Usury – by creating shortfalls – to then offer further inflated debt funding away from original promised funds. Usury is 
the practice of making unethical or immoral monetary loans that unfairly enrich the lender. The term may be used in a 
moral sense—condemning, taking advantage of others' misfortunes—or in a legal sense, where an interest rate is 
charged.      
 
Whilst “Usury” is not today illegal when used correctly. However, when used as a part of planned latter process based 
on a premeditated plan of deceit to trigger default to introduce extortionately high interest rates that on the scale of 
a prior agreed bigger picture would not have been agreed to, then “usery” under consequences of “bait & switch” must 
be seen as a breach of the Consumer Protection from Unfair Trading Regulations 2008 (CPUTR) in addition to false 
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(relied upon) information, failure to disclose, abuse of position etc as found in the Fraud Act 2006.  “Bait & Switch” is 
one of the 31 banned practices as ruled by Trading Standards in CPUTR 2008. 

The Westminster Larger Catechism, part of the Westminster Standards held as doctrinal documents 
by Presbyterian churches, teaches that usury is a sin prohibited by the eighth commandment.  
Concerns about usury included the 19th century Rothschild loans to the Holy See and 16th century 
concerns over abuse of the zinskauf clause. The Catholic Church has always condemned usury. Riba 
(usury) is forbidden in Islam. As such, specialized codes of banking have developed to cater to 
investors wishing to obey Qur'anic law. (See Islamic banking)  

Islamic rules forbid earning interest from savings and charging interest on loans and mortgages. 
Under Islam, being in debt is not encouraged. In the UK, Islamic banking is typically only offered by 
Islamic banks, but accounts are available to everyone, even those who don't practise Islam. 

26 April 2014 · ‘Lloyds Bank said it will not charge Muslim customers if they go into their overdrafts’. 
Sharia finance  -  Source:  www.independent.co.uk  

 

“MO” by the Banks Lawyers 

 Use of forged documents,  
 Spoliation, concealment 
 Perjury 
 Trickery of false deals under duress 
 Playing the “civil” defaulted claim rather than their clients owning up to unlawful actions to engineer civil legalese 

defaults 

 
 “MO” by LPA Receivers and Valuers 

 Under valuation to distort Loan to Values (LTV’s) 
 Often do not advertise 

 Sell to connected parties below value 

 
 “MO” by Enforcement Officers/ Bailiffs 

 Typically will directly, or get Police Officers to force entry in offence of the Criminal Law Act 1977, section 6 

 Deceive victims of what the bailiff can and can’t do 

 Following unlawful taking of a property will install trespasser security into a (residential) victims home 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Westminster_Larger_Catechism
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Westminster_Standards
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Presbyterian
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sin_in_Christianity
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ten_Commandments
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rothschild_loans_to_the_Holy_See
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Zinskauf
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Riba
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sharia
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Islamic_banking
https://www.google.com/url?esrc=s&q=&rct=j&sa=U&url=https://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/home-news/lloyds-bank-removes-overdraft-fee-from-islamic-accounts-9291932.html&ved=2ahUKEwiVzr_GtZv5AhVKVsAKHcNiDfkQFnoECAUQAg&usg=AOvVaw2QhcjBO_-th9eDYIDTq2YB
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Suspicious Activity Reports (SARs) 
 

SARs should be used by the UK Financial Intelligence Unit to disseminate intelligence gathered and disrupt 
crime. Instead, gathered information is being ignored, and at worst police are turning on those submitting 
SARs to silence them, rather than go after criminal asset strippers! 
 
SARs should be the foundation of the UK’s response to money laundering and terrorist financing where the 
regime requires the regulated sector (e.g. banks, lawyers, accountants, estate agents) to submit a SAR if 
they know, suspect, or have reasonable grounds for knowing or suspecting, money laundering or terrorist 
financing and thereafter where anyone, including those in the regulated sector, thinks they may be dealing 
with criminal or terrorist. For instance a director of a regulated sector business would submit suspicion to 
their ‘nominated officer’ who in turn should submit the SAR an request a DAML (Defence Against Money 
Laundering). 
 
Professional advisors to victims, on submitting SARs have in instances found themselves dragged into court 
under false hearsay claims of harassment to law enforcement. In such cases police and their lawyers have 
even tampered with evidence to attempt to bring false offence sentencing. The UK has gone crazy, where 
the banker offenders are being protected and those standing up to corruption are being penalised. 
 
SARs are submitted to the UK Financial Intelligence Unit (UKFIU). So why aren’t SARs being processed to 
stop crimes on bank customers. In particular asset thefts on SME’s via a variety of modus operandi’s 
(MO’s). 
 

Matthew Rycroft Permanent Secretary Accounting Officer 
memorandum (Updated 25 May 2022) stated issues SAR’s stating;  

1. Inconsistent levels of compliance reporting in some parts of the 
regulated sector resulting in inefficiencies. 
 

2. Insufficient human resource capacity within the UKFIU which 
limits their ability to analyse financial intelligence or engage with 
partners to improve the quality of SARs. 
 

3. Under-utilisation of SARs by law enforcement. 
 

4. Legacy IT systems which cause inefficiency and ineffectiveness 
throughout the regime. 

We must address these problems to protect vulnerable victims and bear down on money laundering and 
terrorist financing. 

The SARs Reform Programme, in collaboration with public and 
private sector stakeholders, has identified changes to be 
implemented to address the problems with the current SARs 
regime. 

What is known is that SARs currently are not working and in failing 
are targeting professionals for doing the right thing and protecting 
criminals gaining unjust enrichment from economic crime/proceeds 
of crime. 
 
Rycroft was appointed Private Secretary to Prime Minister 
“Common Purpose” Tony Blair. 
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The Police Crime Commissioner (PCC) role under the Police 
Reform & Social Responsibility Act 2011 was to take up the 
following duties as the eyes and ears of the Home Secretary 
  
The PCC within each force area has a statutory duty and electoral mandate to hold the police to account on behalf of 
the public and has allowances when things go wrong; 
 
 The PCC is the recipient of all funding, including the government grant and precept and other sources of income, 
related to policing and crime reduction and all funding for a force must come via the PCC. How this money is 
allocated is a matter for the PCC in consultation with the Chief Constable, or in accordance with any grant terms. The 
Chief Constable will provide professional advice and recommendations. 
 
 

The PCC has the legal power and duty to— 

 
(a) set the strategic direction and objectives of the force through the Police and Crime Plan (“the Plan”), 
which must have regard to the Strategic Policing Requirement set by the Home Secretary; 
 
(b) scrutinise, support and challenge the overall performance of the force including against the priorities 
agreed within the Plan; 
 
(c) hold the Chief Constable to account for the performance of the force’s officers and staff; 
 
(d) decide the budget, allocating assets and funds to the Chief Constable; and set the precept for the force 
area; 
 
(e) appoint the Chief Constable (except in London where the appointment is made by the Queen on the 
recommendation of the Home Secretary); 
 
(f) remove the Chief Constable subject to following the process set out in Part 2 of Schedule 8 to the 2011 
Act and regulations made under section 50 of the Police Act 1996(3); 
 
(g) maintain an efficient and effective police force for the police area; 
 
(h) enter into collaboration agreements with other PCCs, other policing bodies and partners that improve 
the efficiency or effectiveness of policing for one or more policing bodies or police forces in consultation 
with the Chief Constable (where this relates to the functions of the police force, then it must be with the 
agreement of the Chief Constable); 
 
(i) provide the local link between the police and communities, working to translate the legitimate desires 
and aspirations of the public into action; 
 
(j) hold the Chief Constable to account for the exercise of the functions of the office of Chief Constable and 
the functions of the persons under the direction and control of the Chief Constable; 
 
(k) publish information specified by the Secretary of State and information that the PCC considers necessary 
to enable the people who live in the force area to assess the performance of the PCC and Chief Constable; 
 
(l) comply with all reasonable formal requests from the Panel to attend their meetings; 
 
(m) prepare and issue an annual report to the Panel on the PCC’s delivery against the objectives set within 
the Plan; 
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(n) monitor all complaints made against officers and staff, whilst having responsibility for 
complaints against the Chief Constable. 

 
In addition, the PCC must not fetter the operational independence of the police force and the Chief Constable who 
leads it. 
 
 In order to enable the PCC to exercise the functions of their office effectively, they will need access to information 
and officers and staff within their force area. Such access to any information must not be unreasonably withheld or 
obstructed by the Chief Constable and/or fetter the Chief Constable’s direction and control of the force. 
 

A PCC has wider responsibilities than those relating solely to the police force, namely— 

 

(a) a specific responsibility for the delivery of community safety and crime reduction; 

 
(b) the ability to bring together Community Safety Partnerships at the force level, except in Wales; 
 
(c) the ability to make crime and disorder reduction grants within their force area; 
 
(d) a duty to ensure that all collaboration agreements with other Local Policing Bodies and forces deliver 
better value for money or enhance the effectiveness of policing capabilities and resilience; 
 

(e) a wider responsibility for the enhancement of the delivery of criminal justice in their area. 
 

The Chief Constable’s Responsibilities 
 
The Chief Constable is responsible for maintaining the Queen’s Peace, and has direction and control over the 
force’s officers and staff. The Chief Constable holds office under the Crown, but is appointed by the PCC except in 
London where the Commissioner and Deputy Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis are appointed by the Queen 
on the recommendation of the Home Secretary. 
 
The Chief Constable is accountable to the law for the exercise of police powers, and to the PCC for the delivery of 
efficient and effective policing, management of resources and expenditure by the police force. At all times the Chief 
Constable, their constables and staff, remain operationally independent in the service of the communities that they 
serve. 
 

The Chief Constable is responsible to the public and accountable to 
the PCC for— 
 

(a) leading the force in a way that is consistent with the attestation made by all constables on appointment 
and ensuring that it acts with impartiality; 
 
(b) appointing the force’s officers and staff (after consultation with the PCC, in the case of officers above the 
rank of Chief Superintendent and police staff equivalents); 
 
(c) supporting the PCC in the delivery of the strategy and objectives set out in the Plan; 
 
(d) assisting the PCC in planning the force’s budget; 
 
(e) providing the PCC with access to information, officers and staff as required; 
 
(f) having regard to the Strategic Policing Requirement when exercising and planning their policing 
functions in respect of their force’s national and international policing responsibilities; 
 



 

 

The ‘Establishments’ Mishandling of Economic Crime Reporting                                            © Lloyds Bank Victims Group                Page 85 

(g) notifying and briefing the PCC of any matter or investigation on which the PCC may need to provide 
public assurance either alone or in company with the Chief Constable (all PCCs will be designated as Crown 
Servants under the Official Secrets Act 1989(4), making them subject to the same duties in relation to 
sensitive material as Government Ministers); 
 
(h) being the operational voice of policing in the force area and regularly explaining to the public the 
operational actions of officers and staff under their command; 
 
(i) entering into collaboration agreements with other Chief Constables, other policing bodies and partners 
that improve the efficiency or effectiveness of policing, and with the agreement of their respective Policing 
Bodies; 
 
(j) remaining politically independent of their PCC; 
 

(k) managing all complaints against the force, its officers and staff, except in relation to the Chief 
Constable, and ensuring that the PCC is kept informed in such a way as to enable the PCC to discharge their 
statutory obligations in relation to complaints in a regular, meaningful and timely fashion. Serious 
complaints and conduct matters must be passed to the Independent Police Complaints Commission in line 
with legislation; 
 
 

 
 
(l) exercising the power of direction and control in such a way as is reasonable to enable their PCC to have 
access to all necessary information and staff within the force; 
 
(m) having day to day responsibility for financial management of the force within the framework of the 
agreed budget allocation and levels of authorisation issued by the PCC. 
 
 

The Crime Panel 
 
The Panel provides checks and balances in relation to the performance of the PCC. The Panel does not scrutinise the 
Chief Constable – it scrutinises the PCC’s exercise of their statutory functions. While the Panel is there to challenge 
the PCC, it must also exercise its functions with a view to supporting the effective exercise of the PCC’s functions. 
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Home Office Counting Rules and the Fatal Flaw! 
 
PCC Shelford has been a welcome breath of fresh air and unlike his Avon & Somerset predecessor Mark has 
encouraged research and brainstorming with victims into discovery of why the banking frauds are simply not 
registering to meet criteria to be investigated. In other words the meats going in, but the sausage machine isn’t 
outputting any cases through to investigation.   
 

So what is the “Fatal Flaw” ? 
 

BANKING Fraud is based on “deception”, BAIT & SWITCH, FALSE CONTRACTS, 
SECURITISATION, ABUSE, CONTROL, FALSE VALUATION, THE ABILITY TO HAVE 

POLICE COVER UP CRIME, AND COURTS ONLY SEE CIVIL 
 
 
Ie, 
 

- Party A (the bank and it’s associates) deceives Party B the asset owner(s) typically SME’s 
 
- With the intention of permanently  depriving them of their property (be it money, bricks n mortar, chattels   
   or intellectual property, ie brands, software, rights etc) 
 

Typically a legalese agreement will be entered into, and after time Party A pulls the rug unlawfully, 
criminally. 
 
Various “Modus Operandi” (MO) will have been deployed, and in chaos the targeted victim(s) are 
thrown or dragged into civil courts. 
 
 Money and fighting funds drain, until for most victims comes the bitter death where all is  

lost. 
 
Wilfully Blind - So whilst Sir Thomas Winsor, former HM Chief Inspector of Constabulary and HM Chief Inspector of 
Fire & Rescue Services chose to ignore the banking frauds and economic crime.  Later, Matt Parr Inspector for 
Policing (and fire services) said that fraud was a cruel and devastating crime that police did not take serious. 
 
 

 
 

 

Police Constabulary Failure under English Law states the Home 
Secretary has reserved powers, and legislative tools that enable 
intervention and direction to all parties in order to prevent or 
mitigate risk to the public or national security  
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The establishment of PCCs allowed for the Home Office to withdraw from day-to-day policing matters, 
giving the police greater freedom to fight crime as they see fit, and allowing local communities to hold the 
police to account. 
 
The Home Secretary is ultimately accountable to Parliament and charged with ensuring the maintenance 
of the Queen’s Peace within all force areas, safeguarding the public and protecting our national borders 
and security. The Home Secretary has reserved powers and legislative tools that enable intervention and 
direction to all parties, if it is determined by the Home Secretary that such action is necessary in order to 
prevent or mitigate risk to the public or national security. Such powers and tools will be used only as a last 
resort, and will not be used to interfere with the democratic will of the electorate within a force area, nor 
seek to interfere with the office of constable, unless the Home Secretary is satisfied on the advice of Her 
Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary that not to do so would result in a police force failing or national 
security being compromised. 
 
 The Home Secretary retains the legal accountability for national security and the role that the police 
service plays within the delivery of any national response. The Home Secretary has a duty to issue a 
Strategic Policing Requirement that sets out what are, in her view, the national threats at the time and the 
appropriate national policing capabilities that are required to counter them. 
 

Reserved Powers and tools of the Home 
Secretary to give directions to a Police Force 
 

The Police Act 1996 – Sections 40 and 40a 
Where the Secretary of State is satisfied that the whole or any part of a police 

force is failing to discharge any of its functions in an effective manner, whether generally or in particular 
respects, she (or he) may direct the local policing body responsible for maintaining the force to take 
specified measures for the purpose of remedying the failure. And to prevent from happening again. 
 

The Police Act 1996 – Section 44  
In matters of concern the Home Secretary may insist the form in which a report is to be given by the Chief 
Constable and the way in which it is published as to be appropriate. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

*What follows over the page is the Home Office Counting Rules for Crime recording. 
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When ActionFraud, the NFIB and a local Force Crime Registrar 
“Sophie Wadsworth” Avon & Somerset Police fail to “Criteria 
Match” is ‘prima facie’ evidence with the Home Office remit 
 
 

 
 

Over page is the Home Office Rules “Offence 
Classification Index”  

 

What it doesn’t appear to do is cater for criteria 
matching of fraud and bribery done by the banks 
(and their lawyers and other associates) on the 
banks’ customers ! 
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Gate Keepers? 

John Smith ex Burges Salmon (non declared retainer from BS for 6 years) as acting as Avon & Somerset Police 
CEO/Deputy Crime Commissioner 

Each Police Force has to have a “Force Crime Registrar”. In the case of Graham Stewart, victim of Lloyds Bank BSU 
Bristol. The lawyers that went for his 16 buy to let (BTL) properties were TLT. The Avon & Somerset “Force Crime 
Registrar” that aligns with the Home Office Counting Rules (and now Crime Data Integrity & Victim Services 
Improvement Manager who oversees the Crime Review Team, trained at TLT as a legal secretary. 

ASP appear to allow in people from solicitors involved in the asset stripping to then take very senior roles where no 
crime ever gets recorded! 

 

 

Flawed Crime-recording 
process 

 

Action Fraud - NFIB - HMICFRS 

 
 
 
 
 

Balance of Probability Test:  When examining a report of an incident 

regarding offences involving identified victims, the test to be applied in respect of 
recording a crime is that of the balance of probabilities: that is to say: “is the incident 
more likely than not the result of a criminal act”. A belief by the victim, or person 
reasonably assumed to be acting on behalf of the victim, that a crime has occurred is 
usually sufficient to justify its recording as a crime. A victim focused approach is the 
standard to be applied based on a presumption that the victim should be believed. 
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Force Crime Registrar: Each force has a “ crime registrar “  who is 

responsible for overseeing compliance with the crime recording process. He or she 
is the final arbiter for the force when deciding whether or not to record a crime or 
make a decision cancel a crime. The Avon & Somerset  Crime Data Integrity & 
Victims Services person who oversees 
the “Force Crime and Incident Registrar”; who held said role, is  Sophie Wadsworth 
who was legally trained at TLT Solicitors –  this is a concern.  See 
over the page.  
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Flawed Crime-recording process, Action Fraud - NFIB - HMICFRS 

As shown in this folder flowchart, a victim will report economic crime via; 

 Action Fraud 

 By calling 101 

 Or by going to their Police Force (who will refer them back to Action Fraud) 

In the majority of cases when trying to report crime, the victim will be directed to the “Action Fraud Online 
Reporting System) which is restricted to 2,500 characters (approx. Half a page of A4 paper). In the process the AF 
system will not accept attachments or additional ‘prima facie’ evidence offered. The system  gives victims  a “NFRC 
reference” by Action Fraud (City of London Police/ COLP), which is not a “Crime Number”.  

As time passes and following frustration of victims’ nothing happens apart from at best a ‘fob off’ letter typically 
stating: 

 

 
PCC Mark Shelford supported a test case being put into Action Fraud 

Our group raised matters with Police Crime Commissioner Mark Shelford who holds the National portfolio for fraud 
in England and Wales. 

Mr Shelford asked that a strong case (Mr Stewart’s) to be reported to Action Fraud to enable following the process. 
Mr Stewart has a very strong case that a professional Team from Chartered Bankers, a Chartered litigation support 
Accountant, stakeholder advisors on property fraud, ex CID, a Police lawyer and 2 x PCC’s looked at, whom all agreed 
that this case and supporting evidence should substantiate a criminal investigation. The case is based on alleged 
fraud by Lloyds BSU Bristol/BSU Northern offices and their co conspirators such as lawyers, valuers and LPA 
Receivers. 

The process was monitored by PCC Mark Shelford who chased Head of Action Fraud; Pauline Smith who sanctioned 
the case to go to the NFIB (National Fraud Intelligence Bureau (City of London Police). 

A comprehensive summary was provided to Pauline Smith on the 9th February 2022 which can be seen in the 

following pages. Despite this Mr Stewarts extremely strong case was closed down by NFIB’s Gary Miles 
and Craig Mullish (COLP Economic Crime). As can be seen in the Letter to Mr Graham Stewart that 
follows. 
 

Police Raids on those gathering evidence to expose the Lloyds Bank, UK Acorn, 
Commercial First, and other banks’ Asset Stripping Crimes as ignored by Police 

Further more, the City of London Police (COLP) Bishops Gate then raided one of the Lloyds Bank Victims Group 
leaders homes and took computers and 96+ case files (Op Meadow and the Financial Matrix). 

Whilst we pushed for a crime number for the Op Meadow case files and a Crime Number was issued and the City of 
London Police had a couple of meetings with 
some of our Team. Months on the City of 
London Police have done nothing to investigate 
thousands of pages of ‘prima facie’ evidence.  
Why? 

Furthermore two Police Forces joined together 
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to raid another of our experts. His home was raided and evidence taken. Yet neither forces supported victims. 
Instead both forces set upon the qualified expert and harassed him when protection should have been provided as a 
whistle-blower. 

Home Office Counting Rules (How it fails to work for Bank 
fraud Victims)? 

In January 2007 the Fraud Act 2006 became law and repealed much of the previous fraud legislation. Whilst it is not 
possible to prosecute offenders under the new legislation for offences committed before the new act became law, 
the Home Office require the National Fraud Intelligence Bureau via Action Fraud to record fraud for statistical 
purposes, under the new legislation. 

 

Action Fraud  
 
Action Fraud is the name of the contact centre that records NFIB fraud and some cyber-enabled and cyber-
dependent crimes such as Computer Misuse Act offences like hacking (Cyber Crime). Action Fraud does this through 
its’ contact centre and on-line reporting tool. The NFIB codes used in this section are used by Action Fraud to enable 
them to record specific fraud/cyber crime types reported to them that are then passed to the NFIB. These codes are 
also used to count fraud/cyber types passed to the NFIB in bulk data transfers from other data providers working in 
partnership with the NFIB, such as those in the banking and credit industry. All confirmed fraud/cyber crimes held 
within the NFIB database will use the NFIB codes.  
 
Action Fraud can only record NFIB fraud and cyber crimes. Where other notifiable offences are apparent the victim 
will be referred to the police. Likewise, non-NFIB recorded frauds and cyber enabled offences remain the 
responsibility of the police to record (i.e Other Fraud and Forgery or blackmail offences committed through social 
media/chat rooms etc).  
 

The National Fraud Intelligence Bureau (NFIB)  
 
The Home Office will obtain levels for NFIB Recorded Fraud and Cyber offences from the NFIB. This will consist of:  
 

1 The national total level of NFIB recorded fraud/cyber crime. (i.e it will not broken down by Police Force area).  
2 The demand on police by Force area, and  
3 The result on that demand (i.e Outcomes).  

 
The ‘demand on police’ is  
Offences that meet the call for service criteria (See Fraud page 1 of 7) and  
Offences passed to the Force by the NFIB for law enforcement. 

Accountability Failure: 

The Counting Rules as set by the Home Office as found at:  https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/counting-
rules-for-recorded-crime  makes no provision for loan or mortgage fraud! 

So whilst Banking bribery and fraud affects thousands of victims and amounts to £billions over the last 35 years. By 
failure in design said reported crimes appear to not be criteria stress tested to lead to investigation by the NFIB back 
to local Police Forces. 

In the few instances that local Police Forces discuss alleged banking crimes, police forces typically refuse evidence or 
do not have the technical expertise to start preliminary investigations.  After a few following pages from the Home 
Office Accounting Rules (Fraud Pages 1 to 7), + NFIB10 False Accounting, NFIB18 Fraud by Failing to Disclose 
Information, NFIB19 Fraud by Abuse of Position, NFIB90 Other Fraud,  then follows the Graham Stewart City of 
London Police response and what was submitted for him to Action Fraud on request of PCC Shelford of Avon & 
Somerset Police. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/counting-rules-for-recorded-crime
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/counting-rules-for-recorded-crime
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If Police did Detect Crimes – what should happen 
next?  
 

Detected crimes are those that should be ‘cleared up’ by the police. Not every case where the police know, or think 
they know, who committed a crime can be counted as a detection and some crimes are counted as detected when 
the victim might view the case as far from solved. For any crime to be counted as detected sufficient evidence must 
be available to claim detection and all of the following conditions must be met:  
 

• a notifiable offence has been committed and recorded;  

• a suspect has been identified and has been made aware that they will be recorded as being responsible for 
committing that crime and what the full implications of this are; and  

• one of the methods of detection listed below applies.  
 
The police may use one of several methods to count a crime as detected. They fall into two broad categories; 
sanction and non-sanction detections. Once a detection has been claimed, any identifiable victim must be informed 
that the crime has been detected must be informed.  
 

 

 

 
 

PACE codes of practice - The Police and Criminal 

Evidence Act 1984 

PACE sets out to strike the right balance between the powers of the police and the rights 
and freedoms of the public. Maintaining that balance is a central element of PACE. The 
Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984 (PACE) and the accompanying PACE codes of 
practice, which establish the powers of the police to combat crimes while protecting the 
rights of the public. 

The PACE codes of practice cover: 

 stop and search 
 arrest 
 detention 
 investigation 
 identification 
 interviewing detainees 
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Assistant Chief Constable Will White 
stated   ‘that Fraud is a crime’ 
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Assistant Chief Constable Will White  

Will joined Avon and Somerset Police as a response officer in 1995. He has worked in 
many varied roles during his time within the organisation and became Assistant Chief 

Constable in 2022 as overseen by Chief Constable Sarah Crew and the OPCC.  

Will leads on investigation of serious and organised 
crime, with overall responsibility for the Investigations 
and Operations Directorates, including criminal justice 
tactical support (roads policing, firearms, dog operations 
and mounted patrols), intelligence and tasking, and covert 
operations. 

Included in Will’s role is: 

 Lead for the investigation of serious and 
organised crime. 
 

 Chair of the Regional Economic and Cyber Crime 
Strategic Co-ordinating Group, which sets 
priorities, directs resources and scrutinises 
performance against the economic crime threat, 
such as fraud. 
 

 BSc in Economics – University of York  
 

 Masters in Applied Criminology and Executive Police Management – University of Cambridge 

Will says:    “My reason for becoming a police officer was down to a sense of fairness, I wanted a career where I 
could make a difference and give something back.  Becoming part of the police family gave me the opportunity to 
support people when they need it most. 

“Policing is for everyone, no matter who you are, your position or background in life” 

I have a real passion for crime prevention.  As a detective attending court I would often have a victim or family 
thank me after the verdict and my overriding thought would be that I wished they hadn’t gone through that 
experience in the first place. 

That motivation – to support victims of crime and their families and stop them from becoming victims – has never 
left me. I’m intensely interested in how we can harness evidence-based policing and data analysis to support crime 
prevention. 

I have always enjoyed team work and been inspired throughout my career by those committed to delivering a great 
service to the public and making a difference. It’s these people who drive my determination today to be a good 
leader.”          

Assistant Chief Constable Will White stated   ‘that Fraud is a crime’ 
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NB:    *Whilst concern was raised the SFO failed to respond! 
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ABOUT US 

What we do 

The SFO is a specialist prosecuting authority tackling the top level of serious or complex fraud, bribery and 

corruption. 

We are part of the UK criminal justice system covering England, Wales and Northern Ireland, but not Scotland, the 

Isle of Man or the Channel Islands. 

We take on a small number of large economic crime cases. The Director may investigate any suspected offence 

which appears to her on reasonable grounds to involve serious or complex fraud, bribery or corruption. 

In considering whether to authorise an investigation the Director will take into account the actual or intended harm 

that may be caused to: 

 the public, or 
 the reputation and integrity of the UK as an international financial centre, or 
 the economy and prosperity of the UK 

and whether the complexity and nature of the suspected offence warrants the application of the SFO’s specialist 

skills, powers and capabilities to investigate and prosecute. 

We also pursue criminals for the financial benefit they have made from their crimes and assist overseas jurisdictions 

with their investigations into serious and complex fraud, bribery and corruption cases. Since 30 September 2017 we 

have had the power to investigate and prosecute the new offence of corporate failure to prevent the facilitation of 

overseas tax evasion. 

We are unusual in the UK in that we both investigate and prosecute our cases. We were set up this way because 

these kinds of cases are complicated and lawyers and investigators need to work together from the beginning. 

The SFO was created and given its powers under the  Criminal Justice Act 1987  and was established in 1988. Read 

more about our history and powers here. 

The SFO is superintended by the Attorney General in accordance with a protocol which sets out the relationship 

between the Attorney and the Law Officers’ Departments. 

Read more about our approach and goals in our 2022-2025 Strategy and 2022-23 Business Plan. 

 

 

 

https://www.sfo.gov.uk/publications/corporate-information/sfo-historical-background-powers/
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/protocol-between-the-attorney-general-and-prosecuting-departments
https://www.sfo.gov.uk/download/strategic-plan-2022-25/
https://www.sfo.gov.uk/download/sfo-business-plan-2022-23/
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Misconduct in Public Office 
Updated: 16 July 2018|Legal Guidance 

Content 

 Principle 
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o Policy 
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 A Public Officer 
 Wilful neglect or misconduct 

o Nature of the neglect or misconduct 
o Meaning of 'wilful' (also see ‘Breach of Duty’) 
o Abuse of the public’s trust 
o Seriousness of the neglect or misconduct 
o Consequences 
o Motive 

 Without reasonable excuse or justification 
 Charging Practice 

o General principles 
 Level of misconduct required 
 Breaches of duty 
 Dishonesty or corruption 
 Cases involving a death in police custody 
 Useful Links 

This guidance describes the legal elements of the offence of misconduct in public office and how to apply 
them. It provides charging advice indicating the factors to consider when deciding if it is appropriate to 
charge the offence. 

Principle 

Scope of the offence  

Misconduct in public office is an offence at common law triable only on indictment. It carries a maximum 
sentence of life imprisonment. It is an offence confined to those who are public office holders and is 
committed when the office holder acts (or fails to act) in a way that constitutes a breach of the duties of 
that office. 

The Court of Appeal has made it clear that the offence should be strictly confined. It can raise complex and 
sometimes sensitive issues. Area Prosecutors should therefore consider seeking the advice of the 
Director’s Legal Advisor to resolve any uncertainty as to whether it would be appropriate to bring a 
prosecution for such an offence.  

Policy 

Where there is clear evidence of one or more statutory offences, they should usually form the basis of the 
case, with the 'public office' element being put forward as an aggravating factor for sentencing purposes. 

https://www.cps.gov.uk/legal-guidance/misconduct-public-office#_Toc519523913
https://www.cps.gov.uk/legal-guidance/misconduct-public-office#_Toc519523914
https://www.cps.gov.uk/legal-guidance/misconduct-public-office#_Toc519523915
https://www.cps.gov.uk/legal-guidance/misconduct-public-office#_Toc519523916
https://www.cps.gov.uk/legal-guidance/misconduct-public-office#_Toc519523917
https://www.cps.gov.uk/legal-guidance/misconduct-public-office#_Toc519523918
https://www.cps.gov.uk/legal-guidance/misconduct-public-office#_Toc519523919
https://www.cps.gov.uk/legal-guidance/misconduct-public-office#_Toc519523920
https://www.cps.gov.uk/legal-guidance/misconduct-public-office#_Toc519523921
https://www.cps.gov.uk/legal-guidance/misconduct-public-office#_Toc519523922
https://www.cps.gov.uk/legal-guidance/misconduct-public-office#_Toc519523923
https://www.cps.gov.uk/legal-guidance/misconduct-public-office#_Toc519523924
https://www.cps.gov.uk/legal-guidance/misconduct-public-office#_Toc519523925
https://www.cps.gov.uk/legal-guidance/misconduct-public-office#_Toc519523926
https://www.cps.gov.uk/legal-guidance/misconduct-public-office#_Toc519523927
https://www.cps.gov.uk/legal-guidance/misconduct-public-office#_Toc519523928
https://www.cps.gov.uk/legal-guidance/misconduct-public-office#_Toc519523929
https://www.cps.gov.uk/legal-guidance/misconduct-public-office#_Toc519523930
https://www.cps.gov.uk/legal-guidance/misconduct-public-office#_Toc519523931
https://www.cps.gov.uk/legal-guidance/misconduct-public-office#_Toc519523932
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The decision of the Court of Appeal in Attorney General's Reference No 3 of 2003 [2004] EWCA Crim 868 
does not go so far as to prohibit the use of misconduct in public office where there is a statutory offence 
available. There is, however, earlier authority for preferring the use of statutory offences over common law 
ones. In R v Hall (1891) 1 QB 747 the court held that where a statute creates (or recreates) a duty and 
prescribes a particular penalty for a wilful neglect of that duty ‘the remedy by indictment is excluded’.  

In R v Rimmington, R v Goldstein [2005] UKHL63 at paragraph 30 the House of Lords confirmed this 
approach, saying:  

“…good practice and respect for the primacy of statute…require that conduct falling within the terms of a 
specific statutory provision should be prosecuted under that provision unless there is good reason for doing 
otherwise.” 

The use of the common law offence should therefore be limited to the following situations:  

 Where there is no relevant statutory offence, but the behaviour or the circumstances are such that they 
should nevertheless be treated as criminal;  

 Where there is a statutory offence, but it would be difficult or inappropriate to use it. This might arise 
because of evidential difficulties in proving the statutory offence in the particular circumstances; or because 
the maximum sentence for the statutory offence would be entirely insufficient for the seriousness of the 
misconduct. 

Definition of the Offence 

The elements of the offence are summarised in Attorney General's Reference No 3 of 2003 [2004] EWCA 
Crim 868. 

The offence is committed when: 

 a public officer acting as such;  
 wilfully neglects to perform his duty and/or wilfully misconducts himself;  
 to such a degree as to amount to an abuse of the public's trust in the office holder;  
 without reasonable excuse or justification. 

A Public Officer 

The prosecution must have evidence to show that the suspect is a 'public officer'. There is no simple 
definition and each case must be assessed individually, taking into account the nature of the role, the 
duties carried out and the level of public trust involved. 

The courts have been reluctant to provide a detailed definition of a public officer. The case law contains an 
element of circularity, in that the cases tend to define a public officer as a person who carries out a public 
duty or has an office of trust. What may constitute a public duty or an office of trust must therefore be 
inferred from the facts of particular cases. 

The judgment of Lord Mansfield in R v Bembridge (1783) 3 Doug KB 32 refers to a public officer having: 

'… an office of trust concerning the public, especially if attended with profit ... by whomever and in 
whatever way the officer is appointed'.  
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It does not seem that the person concerned must be the holder of an 'office' in a narrow or technical 
sense. The authorities suggest that it is the nature of the duties and the level of public trust involved that 
are relevant, rather than the manner or nature of appointment. 

In R v Whitaker (1914) KB 1283 the court said:  

'A public office holder is an officer who discharges any duty in the discharge of which the public are 
interested, more clearly so if he is paid out of a fund provided by the public.' 

This approach was followed in a series of cases from other common law jurisdictions: R v Williams (1986) 
39 WIR 129; R v Sacks [1943] SALR 413; R v Boston (1923) 33 CLR 386.  

In R v Dytham (1979) 1 QB 723 Lord Widgery CJ talked of 'a public officer who has an obligation to perform 
a duty'.  

Remuneration is a significant factor, but not an essential element. In R v Belton [2010] WLR (D) 283 the 
defendant was an unpaid voluntary member of the Independent Monitoring Board. The Court of Appeal 
held that remuneration was not an indispensable requirement for the holding of a public office, or for 
liability to prosecution for the offence of misconduct in a public office.  

The fact that an individual was a volunteer might have a bearing on whether there had been wilful 
misconduct, but was only indicative, rather than determinative, of whether an individual held a public 
office. 

The court in Attorney General's Reference No 3 of 2003 [2004] EWCA Crim 868 referred to the unfairness 
that could arise where people who carry out similar duties may or may not be liable to prosecution 
depending on whether they can be defined as 'public officers'. What were once purely public functions are 
now frequently carried out by employees in private employment. An example is the role of the court 
security officer.  

The court declined to define a public officer, however, but said: 

'This potential unfairness adds weight, in our view, to the conclusion that the offence should be strictly 
confined but we do not propose to develop the point or to consider further the question of what, for 
present purposes, constitutes a public office.'  

In Cosford [2013] EWCA Crim 466, [2014] QB 81, the court had to decide whether nurses working in a 
prison were public officers. Lord Justice Leveson concluded that they were public officers (whether directly 
employed by the prison service or by a private company contracting with the prison service). He held that 
the limit on the scope of who is a public officer should not be focused on the position held by the 
defendant, rather:  

‘It should be addressed to the nature of the duty undertaken and, in particular, whether it is a public duty 
in the sense that it represents the fulfilment of one of the responsibilities of government such that the 
public have a significant interest in its discharge extending beyond an interest in anyone who might be 
directly affected by a serious failure in the performance of the duty’.  

In Mitchell [2014] EWCA Crim 318, [2014] 2 Cr App R 2 the Court of Appeal had to decide whether an 
ambulance paramedic was a public officer. Lord Justice Leveson stated the correct approach was to ask 
three questions:  
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‘First, what was the position held? Second, what is the nature of the duties undertaken by the employee or 
officer in that position? Third, does the fulfilment of those duties represent the fulfilment of one of the 
responsibilities of government such that the public have a significant interest in the discharge of the duty 
which is additional to or beyond an interest in anyone who might be directly affected by a serious failure in 
the performance of that duty? If the answer to this last question is “yes”, the relevant employee or officer 
is acting as a public officer; if “no”, he or she is not acting as a public officer.’  

The following have been accepted as holding a public office by the courts over several centuries:  

 Coroner (1675) Parker 2 Lev 140 
 Constable (1703) Wyatt 1 Salk 380 
 Accountant in the office of the Paymaster General (1783) Bembridge 3 Doug 
 K.B. 32 
 Justice of the Peace (1791) Sainsbury 4 T.R 451 
 Executive or ministerial officer (1819) R v Friar 1 Chit.Rep (KB) 702 
 Gaoler (1827) Cope 6 A%E 226 
 Mayor or burgess (1828) Henly v Mayor of Lyme 5 Bing 91 
 Magistrates Pinney (1832) 110 ER 349 
 Overseer of the poor (1891) Hall 1 QB 747 
 Army officer (1914) Whitaker 10 Cr.App.R.245 
 County Court registrar (district judge) (1968) Llewellyn-Jones 1 Q.B.429 
 Police officer (1979) Dytham 69 Cr.App.R.387 
 Local authority employees (1995) Bowden 4 All E.R 505 
 DVLA employees Att Gen’s Ref (No 140 of 2004) [2004] EWCA Crim 3525 
 Police Community Support Officer Amar Iqbal [2008] EWCA Crim 2066 
 Immigration officers John-Ayo [2009] 1 Cr App R (S) 71 
 Those in charge of police computer systems Gallagher [2010] EWCA Crim 3201 
 Nurses working within a prison Cosford [2014] QB 81 
 Church of England clergy James (1850) 2 Den 1, 169 ER 393 though its authority was doubted in the 

unreported case of Ball (8 September 2015) in which Wilkie J ruled that a Church of England Bishop was a 
public office holder. 

 Local councillor (2004) R v Speechley [2004] EWCA Crim 3067 
 Member of the Independent Monitoring Board for prisons (2010) R v Belton [2010] EWCA Crim 2857  

It is extremely difficult to extract from the cases any general identifying features of public officers in a 
contemporary context. A person may fall within the meaning of a ‘public officer’ where one or more of the 
following characteristics applies to a role or function that they exercise with respect to the public at large:  

 Judicial or quasi-judicial 
 Regulatory 
 Punitive 
 Coercive 
 Investigative 
 Representative (of the public at large) 
 Responsibility for public funds  

This list is not exhaustive and cannot be determinative of whether a person is properly described as a 
public officer, when acting in a particular capacity. The characteristics should be treated only as a guide 
and considered in the context of all the facts and circumstances of the particular case. 

Wilful neglect or misconduct 

 Nature of the neglect or misconduct 
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The wilful neglect or misconduct can be the result of a positive act or a failure to act. In the case of R v 
Dytham [1979] QB 722, for example, a police officer was held to have been correctly convicted when he 
made no move to intervene during a disturbance in which a man was kicked to death.  

There must also be an element of knowledge or at least recklessness about the way in which the duty is 
carried out or neglected. The test is a subjective one and the public officer must be aware that his/her 
behaviour is capable of being misconduct.  

 Meaning of 'wilful' (also see ‘Breach of Duty’)  

In Attorney General's Reference No 3 of 2003 the court approved the definition of 'wilful' as ‘deliberately 
doing something which is wrong knowing it to be wrong or with reckless indifference as to whether it is 
wrong or not'.  

In R v G [2003] UK HL 50 Lord Bingham said with respect to inadvertence: 

“It is clearly blameworthy to take an obvious and significant risk of causing injury to another. But it is not 
clearly blameworthy to do something involving a risk of injury to another … if one genuinely does not 
perceive the risk. Such a person may fairly be accused of stupidity or lack of imagination, but neither of 
those failings should expose him to conviction of serious crime or the risk of punishment.” 

Lord Steyn added: 

“… the stronger the objective indications of risk, the more difficult it will be for defendants to repel the 
conclusion that they must have known.” (R v G [2003] UK HL 50) 

 Abuse of the public’s trust 

Public officers carry out their duties for the benefit of the public as a whole. If they neglect or misconduct 
themselves in the course of those duties this may lead to a breach or abuse of the public's trust.  

 Seriousness of the neglect or misconduct  

The behaviour must be serious enough to amount to an abuse of the public's trust in the office holder. In R 
v Dytham, Lord Widgery said that the element of culpability: 

“… must be of such a degree that the misconduct impugned is calculated to injure the public interest so as 
to call for condemnation and punishment.”  

In Attorney General's Reference No 3 of 2003 the court said that the misconduct must amount to: 

“… an affront to the standing of the public office held. The threshold is a high one requiring conduct so far 
below acceptable standards as to amount to an abuse of the public's trust in the office holder.”  

In Chapman [2015] 2 Cr App R 10, the Lord Chief Justice stated that the judge in summing up had to make 
clear that the necessary conduct was not simply a breach of duty or a breach of trust:  

“It is not in our view sufficient simply to tell the jury that the conduct must be so serious as to amount to an 
abuse of the public’s trust in the office holder, as such a direction gives them no assistance on how to 
determine that level of seriousness. There are, we consider, two ways that the jury might be assisted in 
determining whether the misconduct is so serious. The first is to refer the jury to the need for them to reach 
a judgment that the misconduct is worthy of condemnation and punishment. The second is to refer them to 
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the requirement that the misconduct must be judged by them as having the effect of harming the public 
interest.”  

 Consequences  

Although the offence is not a ‘results crime’, the likely consequences of any wilful neglect or misconduct 
are relevant when deciding whether the conduct falls below the standard expected: 

“It will normally be necessary to consider the likely consequences of the breach in deciding whether the 
conduct falls so far below the standard of conduct to be expected of the officer as to constitute the offence. 
The conduct cannot be considered in a vacuum: the consequences likely to follow from it, viewed 
subjectively … will often influence the decision as to whether the conduct amounted to an abuse of the 
public's trust in the officer. (Attorney General's Reference No 3 of 2003).”  

Whilst there is no need to prove any particular consequences flowing from the misconduct, it must be 
proved that the defendant was reckless not just as to the legality of his behaviour, but also as to its likely 
consequences.  

The consequences must be likely ones, as viewed subjectively by the defendant. Although the authorities 
do not say so, likely can probably be taken to mean at the very least 'reasonably foreseeable'; it is arguable 
that likely may mean 'probable' in this context.  

 Motive  

In order to establish whether the behaviour is sufficiently serious to amount to the offence, the officer's 
motive is also relevant: 

“… the question has always been, not whether the act done might, upon full and mature investigation, be 
found strictly right, but from what motive it had proceeded; whether from a dishonest, oppressive, or 
corrupt motive, under which description, fear and favour may generally be included, or from mistake or 
error … 

“To punish as a criminal any person who, in the gratuitous exercise of a public trust, may have fallen into 
error or mistake belongs only to the despotic ruler of an enslaved people, and is wholly abhorrent from the 
jurisprudence of this kingdom.” 

(R v Borron [1820] 3 B&Ald 432: Abbott CJ, at page 434.)  

At its highest the motive may be malice or bad faith but they are not prerequisites. Reckless indifference 
would be sufficient.  

Without reasonable excuse or justification 

It is not necessary for the prosecution to prove the absence of a reasonable excuse or justification, 
although the nature of the prosecution evidence should in practice negate any such element.; 

The defendant may advance evidence of a reasonable excuse or justification. It is for the jury to determine 
whether the evidence reveals the necessary culpability. 
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Charging Practice 

General principles 

Where there is clear evidence of one or more statutory offences, they should usually form the basis of the 
case, provided the offences give the court adequate sentencing powers. The 'public office’ element can be 
put forward as an aggravating factor for sentencing purposes.  

A comparison may be made with charges of perverting the course of justice. In R v Sookoo (2002) EWCA 
Crim 800 the Court of Appeal held that adding a charge of attempting to pervert the course of justice along 
with counts for the principal offence or offences was only appropriate where a case had serious 
aggravating features (such as wasted police time and resources or detention of members of the public 
following false implication of them in the offence by the accused).  

Similar reasoning should apply to the charging of misconduct in public office. When charging such an 
offence the prosecutor should provide a detailed review note of the reasons for doing so in the particular 
case. The note should make reference to any relevant factors referred to in this guidance, particularly 
where a statutory offence covering the behaviour in question is either charged or could have been 
charged.  

For example an assault by a police officer committed on duty should not automatically be considered as 
misconduct in public office. A charge of assault would normally provide the court with adequate 
sentencing powers and the ability to take into account the breach of trust by the officer as an aggravating 
factor. See R v Dunn (2003) 2 Cr.App.R.(S).  

Similarly, prosecutions for unauthorised access to or use of computer or other data systems should 
normally be conducted using the specific offence provided in section 55 Data Protection Act 1998. Only 
where the circumstances are such that a fine would not be an appropriate or sufficient penalty should a 
prosecution for misconduct in public office be considered.  

Misconduct in public office should be considered only where:  

 there is no suitable statutory offence for serious misconduct (such as a serious breach of or neglect of a 
public duty that is not in itself a criminal offence); 

 there was serious misconduct or a deliberate failure to perform a duty owed to the public, with serious 
potential or actual consequences for the public; 

 the facts are so serious that the court's sentencing powers would otherwise be inadequate. 

Level of misconduct required 

The offence is, in essence, one of abuse of the power or responsibilities of the office held. Misconduct in 
public office should be used for serious examples of misconduct when there is no appropriate statutory 
offence that would adequately describe the nature of the misconduct or give the court adequate 
sentencing powers.  

The third element of the definition of the offence provides an important test when deciding whether to 
proceed with an offence of misconduct in public office. Unless the misconduct in question amounts to such 
an abuse of trust, a prosecution for misconduct in public office should not be considered.  

The culpability ‘… must be of such a degree that the misconduct impugned is calculated to injure the public 
interest so as to call for condemnation and punishment' (R v Dytham 1979 QB 722).  
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The fact that a public officer has acted in a way that is in breach of his or her duties, or which might expose 
him/her to disciplinary proceedings, is not in itself enough to constitute the offence.  

Examples of behaviour that have in the past fallen within the offence include: 

 wilful excesses of official authority; 
 'malicious' exercises of official authority; 
 wilful neglect of a public duty; 
 intentional infliction of bodily harm, imprisonment, or other injury upon a person; 
 frauds and deceits. 

Breaches of duty 

Some of the most difficult cases involve breaches of public duty that do not involve dishonesty or 
corruption.  

In all cases involving breach of duty, the following matters should be considered: 

 Was there a breach of a duty owed to the public (not merely an employment duty or a general duty of 
care)? 

 Was the breach more than merely negligent or attributable to incompetence or a mistake (even a serious 
one)? 

 Regard must be had to motive.  

In considering whether the neglect or misconduct was wilful, the following issues should be addressed: 

 Did the defendant have a subjective awareness of a duty to act or subjective recklessness as to the existence 
of a duty? 

 Did the defendant have a subjective awareness that the action or omission might be unlawful? 
 Did the defendant have a subjective awareness of the likely consequences of the action or omission? 
 Did the officer realise (subjective test) that there was a risk not only that his or her conduct was unlawful but 

also a risk that the consequences of that behaviour would occur? 
 Were those consequences ‘likely’ as viewed subjectively by the defendant? 
 Did the officer realise that those consequences were ‘likely’ and yet went on to take the risk? 

Dishonesty or corruption 

Dishonesty or corrupt behaviour are not essential elements of the offence of misconduct in public office.  

If, however, an allegation of misconduct in public office arises from circumstances involving the acquisition 
of property by theft or fraud, or where the holder of a public office is alleged to have made improper 
claims for public funds in circumstances said to be criminal, an essential ingredient of the offence is proof 
that the defendant was dishonest.  

In R v W [2010] EWCA 372, a police officer used an official credit card for personal purchases. The Court of 
Appeal held that an essential ingredient of the offence of misconduct in public office in such circumstances 
was that the defendant was dishonest, and had not merely flagrantly broken the rules governing the use of 
the card.  

When the allegation does involve the acquisition of property by theft or fraud, any misconduct should 
normally be prosecuted using appropriate statutory offences on the basis that an appropriate statutory 
offence should always be used where available in accordance with R v Rimmington, R v Goldstein [2005] 
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UKHL63. (See Policy). The fact that the offence was committed in the course of a public office is an 
aggravating element. 

Cases involving a death in police custody  

A charge of Misconduct in Public Office should never be added routinely as a lesser alternative to a charge 
of manslaughter by gross negligence for the purpose of catering for the possibility that a jury might 
conclude it cannot be sure that the breach of duty [amounting to gross negligence] caused death. The legal 
elements of a misconduct charge must be carefully and separately considered. A gross breach of duty is 
not the same as the neglect/misconduct threshold required to prove a charge of misconduct. 

AG Ref 1993 concerned an allegation that police officers failed to reposition a detainee in police detention, 
ensuring his airways were clear, and failed to summon medical help. During the course of its judgement 
the Court of Appeal observed [at Para 64] that:  

“While this is not intended as a comment upon the present case, it will be clear from what we have said 
that we do not consider that, in future, in circumstances such as the present, a charge of misconduct in 
public office should routinely be added, as an alternative, to a charge of manslaughter by gross negligence 
on the basis that it may be difficult to establish causation. This offence is quite different from manslaughter 
and, as appears from the authorities, different considerations apply when considering whether to allege 
it”.  

Please see the guidance on deaths in custody for further information. 

Useful Links 

Archbold 25-381 

Attorney General's Reference No 3 of 2003 [2004] EWCA 868 

R v Bembridge (1783) 3 Doug KB 32 

R v Whitaker (1914) KB 1283 

R v Williams (1986) 39 WIR 129 

R v Sacks (1943) SALR 413; 

R v Boston (1923) 33 CLR 386. 

R v Dytham (1979) 1 QB 723 

R v W (2010) EWCA 372 

R v G (2003) UK HL 50 

R v Borron (1820) 3 B&Ald 432 

R v Dunn (2003) 2 Cr.App.R.(S) 

R v Sookoo (2002) EWCA Crim 800 

 

 

 

 



 

 

The ‘Establishments’ Mishandling of Economic Crime Reporting                                            © Lloyds Bank Victims Group                Page 269 

Lloyds Banking Group, Commercial First, “Secret Commissions”  

Due Diligence, before and ongoing! 
 

Lloyds Bank raised their partner share-holding from 20% to a semi-controlling 28% holding. 
* Timothy Farazmand would have been responsible for all corporate governance of Lloyds 
Bank in particular lending policies and risk. 
 
Due diligence should be an extensive process undertaken by any 
acquiring firm (with a controlling or semi-controlling interest) in 
order to thoroughly and completely assess the target company’s 
business, risks, liabilities, compliance, assets, capabilities, legal 
and lawful structure, including any current (past and potential) 
contracts and obligations and financial performance including 
lawfulness of operations with consumers. 

 

The strategic fit (being financial asset financing) meant that senior Lloyds Bank (MD Lloyds 
Development Capital) Timothy Farazmand should have seen red flags and reported back 
concerns to the main Lloyds Bank Board as to “secret commissions” and the potential serious 
consequences of Bribery and Fraud. Both coming under the remit of criminal and the 
requirement for Lloyds Bank to report Suspicious Activity (SAR’s) as defined in POCA 2002 (The 
Proceeds of Crime Act). 
 

 

https://corporatefinanceinstitute.com/resources/knowledge/deals/due-diligence-overview/
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Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) of concern as between the SFO, The Crown Office 
Procurator Fiscal Service and the City of London Police. 

The “MOU” agreement permits the crime investigative parties to take cases of fraud, bribery and 
corruption forward, or NOT. Self reporting and whether to deal with matters relating to a person(s) or 
corporate and whether to proceed or not! 

Dangerous as the NCA and SFO have been silent on banking fraud investigations and the likes of Lloyds 
Bank have close sponsorship ties with City of London Police, Action Fraud etc 
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Lloyds Bank police probe gets 
more funding after angry 
meeting            By Steve Brodie    BBC West           Wed, 29 Jun 2022 

 

 

Trevor Mealham was escorted from the meeting after refusing to sit down 

A police probe into the handling of historic fraud allegations against Lloyds Bank will be given more 
funding. 
 
More than 200 alleged victims of the firm's Bristol business support unit have been fighting for their 
claims to be investigated. 
 
Avon and Somerset police and crime commissioner, Mark Shelford, made the announcement after 
a meeting in Taunton to which the police were called. 
 
Lloyds Banking Group has strongly denied any wrongdoing. The firm added that no evidence has 
ever been found to suggest any fraud took place. However, several business owners, who missed 
loan payments, allege they have been financially ruined by the firm. 

 Watchdog to examine alleged leaks in fraud inquiry 
 Call for new probe into Lloyds allegations 

 
Mr Shelford's statement, which did not include details of how much funding would be provided, 
came following angry scenes from protesters. 
Police officers were called to the meeting when around 30 members of the Lloyds Bank Victims 
Group arrived to discover the Avon and Somerset Police and Crime Panel would not be debating 
their questions about how the allegations have been handled so far by both the force and the 

https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-bristol-60260364
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-bristol-45718520
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panel itself. 
 
During Tuesday's meeting, campaign leader, Trevor Mealham, refused to sit down and clashed 
with panel chairman, Heather Shearer. She said: "This panel has no investigatory or judicial 
powers and no powers to direct or influence the constabulary". 
 

 

The meeting was interrupted by protesters at Taunton police station 

Amid continued interruptions she explained she was sending all the written questions and 
statements to the Police and Crime Commissioner's (PCC) office. The PCC attempted to make his 
own statement but was also interrupted by the protesters. Mr Shelford said he was very 
sympathetic to the victims' circumstances. 
 
"I have personally met and listened to many people and the awful impact it has had," he 
said. "For some people I know it has absolutely ruined their lives." 
 
But he pointed out that his role was not operational and he did not have the power to instruct 
investigations. 
 
'Further funding' 
Further interruptions followed from Mr Mealham resulting in the meeting being halted and 
protesters escorted from the room. Two hours later, the PCC met the protestors and 
announced the extra funding, which they welcomed. Mr Shelford said: "I have discussed 
providing further funding with the chief constable in this area, where we are happy there 
are cases that show criminality". 
 
Avon and Somerset Police are already facing an investigation by an outside force into how 
allegations of fraud were leaked to the bank. That followed after Avon and Somerset referred itself 
to the Independent Office for Police Conduct  (IOPC) earlier in the year. 
 

https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-bristol-60260364
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-bristol-60260364
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Questions Raised with PCC Mark Shelford and his Police 
Crime Panel prior to the Avon & Somerset police Crime 
panel AGM held Tuesday 28 June 2022-07-14 
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Review of Action Fraud contractor following newspaper 

sting. Home Secretary Priti Patel has written to the City 

of London Police Commissioner expressing her concerns 

The Home Secretary has demanded a review of Action Fraud’s performance after an undercover reporter found 

training cut short, managers referring to victims as ‘morons’ and staff acting unprofessionally in the call centre and 

on social media. 

 

The City of London Police has launched an investigation into the investigative article’s findings published in 
The Times newspaper on Thursday (August 15). 

Its reporter obtained a job at Action Fraud’s Scottish call centre, outsourced to US firm Concentrix by City 
of London Police, using his own name. 

Covert footage shows inexperienced call handlers, allegedly as young as 16, taking victims’ reports after 
only two weeks of training.  Call centre managers mocked police interest in the reports and posted 
unprofessional comments on their personal social media accounts. One individual claimed to be drunk 
while at work. They also called victims “morons”, “screwballs” and “psychos” for falling for scams.  Training 
Manager Michael Rodgers is seen telling staff not to tell victims how their report is assessed or how it is 
classified. “Never disclose there’s a scoring system. Could you imagine having that conversation with 
somebody where you say that’s not going to score high enough so you’re kind of wasting your time,” he 

https://www.thetimes.co.uk/edition/news/action-fraud-investigation-victims-misled-and-mocked-as-police-fail-to-investigate-wlh8c6rs6
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said. He was also accused of cutting short the training call handlers receive.  The Times said it carried out 
the undercover investigation after hearing of concerns that reports to Action Fraud were not being 
investigated. 

Home Secretary Priti Patel has written to the City of London Police 
Commissioner expressing her concerns over allegations made in the article. 

Four staff members have been suspended by Concentrix as it launched its own internal investigation. 

Commander Karen Baxter is leading the City of London Police review of allegations  made by the 
undercover reporter.  She said: “The incidents he describes do not represent the standards of work and 
ethics we expect from anyone associated with the City of London Police. We will be carrying out an 
immediate examination of standards and requiring our agents to do the same. 

“It is important to emphasise that we know that the vast majority of the staff who work for Action Fraud 
do a good job in sometimes difficult circumstances, and we would not want this to deter members of the 
public from coming forward and reporting fraud.” 

Action Fraud was transferred to the City of London Police in 2014. Speaking to Police Professional earlier 
this month Ms Baxter described it as “not perfect but the envy of the rest of the world”. 

A Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary and Fire and Rescue Services thematic report, published in 

March this year, said fraud is not a priority for any law enforcement agency outside of those 
with a responsibility to investigate it at a national level. 

Ms Baxter says forces do not have the resources to investigate all reports referred to 
them. She said: “Fraud is a disgusting, horrible type of crime that permeates the worst end of criminality. 

The harm it causes is significant, it needs to be seen alongside child exploitation and the level of harm 
caused by drugs and firearms.”   

She said the inspection was helpful in raising the issue up the political and policing agenda but chief 
constables currently face the stark choice of whether officers will investigate a burglary, weapon, human 
trafficking or fraud. 

Reports from the public and businesses have grown to over 900,000 in the last year. However, the Crime 
Survey of England and Wales shows fraud is massively under-reported. It showed it is the most common 
crime experienced by individuals, with 3.6 million offences committed against members of the public each 
year. 

The Association of Police and Crime Commissioners’ (APCC) Fraud Lead, PCC Clive Grunshaw, and Deputy 

Fraud Lead, PCC Anthony Stansfeld, said: “Speaking on behalf of all Police and Crime 
Commissioner colleagues, we are deeply concerned by the content of The Times report on 
failings in Action Fraud. Victim care should be at the very heart of a whole system approach to combat 

this vile crime, whereby criminals often target the most vulnerable in our communities. 

“The Association of Police and Crime Commissioners support the recommendations from the recent 
HMICFRS thematic inspection of fraud, particularly in relation to Action Fraud and wider victim care. We 
will be seeking assurances from the City of London Police that the recommendations are being urgently 
progressed and the allegations in this report are being properly investigated.” 
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ActionFlaw is not fit for purpose 

 

 
PCC Mark Shelford (Lead portfolio on fraud in England and Wales) is listening to victims concerns. Sadly 

no victims of Bank Bribery, Fraud and Police Misconduct have any trust in the ‘Establishments’   

ActionFlaw   as overseen by the City of London Police/ NFIB (COLP) 
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RCJ Court Civil Triage won’t and can’t help victims 

Victims are predatory/ criminally attacked by bankers and their associates who engineer 
civil defaults via a variety of modus operandi (MO). ActionFraud / NFIB fail to qualify frauds 
to criminal investigation. Victims are then forced into civil courts to be asset stripped. Even 
the Royal Courts of Justice (RCJ) Civil Triage won’t and can’t help victims.    See below; 
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The CEO Mr Charlie Nunn & CFO Mr William Chalmers are responsible 
for Lloyds Banks accounting operations for the purpose of the Sarbanes 
Oxley Act / Non declaration of fraud can involve fines and even prison 
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Response from Lloyds Bank on behalf of the Chairman, CEO and 
Board acknowledging “Service of Documentation” of the Op Meadow 
and Financial Matrix files at the LBG AGM, alleging bribery and fraud 
– 12 May 2022 (Edinburgh) 
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Response from David Laity allowing Lloyds Bank a further 21 working days to 
look at the Op Meadow files, Financial Matrix, Chartered Accountant and 
Chartered Banker Report on LBG 28% semi-controlling shareholding in 
Commercial First and Police Lawyer Report and confirm they had reported 
Suspicious Activity in line with the Proceeds of Crime Act 2002 (POCA) s.330 
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Call for Action following the Lloyds Bank 2022 AGM 

 

Declaration of  

Management Representation 
 

In particular: 

 The Chair – Mr Robin Budenberg 

 The CEO – Mr Charlie Nunn 

 The CFO – Mr William Chalmer 

 

Proceeds of Crime Act 2002 (POCA) 

Following the Lloyds Bank 2022 AGM, the Chairman Mr Budenberg, the CEO Mr Charlie Nunn assisted by the Bank’s 
Secretary Kate Cheetham on behalf of the Board need to declare to their auditors and Nominated Officer for AML 
concerns raised by ex CID Police Officer Mr David Laity as to bribery and fraud. With “Knowledge of Circumstance” 
and the fact that Mr Budenberg is a Chartered Accountant. 

Section 330 of POCA 2002 creates an obligation to report suspicions of money laundering to the authorities, 
regardless of whether money laundering actually takes place. 
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This means that where individuals in the regulated sector (ie the LBG Board) receive information giving rise to a 
suspicion, or provides reasonable grounds for suspecting, that another is engaged in money laundering, an offence is 
committed by failing to make a report under section 330, regardless of whether it subsequently transpires that the 
money laundering cannot be proven, or that it did not occur.” 

Written representations from management  
 
In the UK representations are requested from the directors, ie LBG Board Directors in controlling positions. The 
auditor needs to obtain evidence that the directors acknowledge lawful trading status and that they have fulfilled 
their collective responsibility for the preparation of the financial statements and that they have approved them. ISA 
(UK) 580 also requires that the auditor should request representations that the directors have provided the auditor 
with all relevant information (including fraudulent and criminal knowledge) and access as agreed in the terms of the 
audit engagement, and that all transactions have been recorded and are reflected in the financial statements  
relevant to the financial statements or one or more specific assertions in the financial statements.  
 
ISA (UK) 580 requires auditors to request written representations from management with appropriate 
responsibilities and knowledge of the matters concerned before their report is issued. Paragraph 3 of ISA (UK) 580 
states that, Written representations are necessary information that the auditor requires in connection with the audit 
of the entity’s financial statements. However,  paragraph 4 of ISA (UK) 580 points out although written 
representations provide necessary audit evidence, they do not provide sufficient appropriate audit evidence on their 
own about any of the matters with which they deal. This is important as to the US Securities Exchange Commission 
(SEC – Form 20F) and Companies House Returns. Unsupported representations by management do not normally 
constitute sufficient audit evidence. 

The auditor must support the audit opinion is a true and honest opinion of trading representation and financial 
position and not a mere formality or facade, that investors, shareholders, regulators and law enforcement are 
satisfied. 

The Directors responsibilities to make honest declarations with Auditors under the 
Companies Act 2006 or face criminal sanctions for being dishonest/reckless 
 
It is the duty of Auditors when discussing reports, audits and representations with it’s clients directors (and their 
staff, if applicable) to remind them of the statutory provisions relating to misleading, untruthful or false statements.  
 
It is a it is a criminal offence under section 501 of the Companies Act to knowingly or recklessly make to an auditor of 
a company a statement (oral or written) that conveys, or purports to convey, information or explanations that the 
auditor requires/ is entitled to have that is misleading, false or deceptive in a material particular.  
 
Similarly, under section 418 of the Companies Act, the directors’ report is required to contain a statement that for 
each director, so far as they are aware, there is no relevant audit information of which the company’s auditor is 
unaware, and they have taken all the steps that they ought to have taken as a director in order to make themselves 
aware of any relevant audit information and to establish that the company’s auditor is aware of that information.  
 
Where statement is false, every director who knew that it was false, or was reckless as to whether it was false, and 
failed to take reasonable steps to prevent the directors’ report from being approved, is guilty of a criminal offence. 
 
 

A 2002 High Court Ruling; highlighting the now need for Lloyds Banks Chartered 
Accountant Chair Mr Budenberg has ensured “Management Written Representation “  to 
their Auditors are truthful and provide full declaration of any suspicious activity 
 
A High Court decision in 2021 (Barings Futures Singapore v Deloitte & Touche) reinforced the need for auditors to 
consider whether the directors making representations are sufficiently well-informed to do so.  
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In this court case, the auditor claimed that the representations by the director was recklessly fraudulent, and as such 
provided an absolute defence against damages and any claim they may faced. The auditor’s claim failed, however, 
because they did not establish to the judge’s satisfaction that the director signed the representation letters:  
 

i. knowing the statements in the written declarations were untrue, without an honest belief in their truth, or 
indifferent as to whether or not they were honest;  
 
ii. knowing that he had no reasonable grounds for making the statements, without an truthful belief that he 
had such grounds or indifferent when not.  

 
The judge did, however, address the issue of the result if the auditor had proved that, in signing the representation 
letters, the director was reckless of their truth or falsity. He concluded that, had such a case for fraudulent 
misrepresentation been established, he would have held that the company was vicariously liable for the director’s 
action, and the auditor would have succeeded in their claim.  
In Lloyds Bank’s instance Mr Budenberg is very capable to ensure material representations are correct in line with 
ISA (UK) 580 guidance in that he is a qualified Chartered Accountant. As such; 

• Due to the bank’s responsibilities for the preparation of the financial statements and the conduct of the 
entity’s business, the Lloyds bank Board Directors would be expected to have sufficient skill and knowledge 
of processes followed by the entity in preparing and presenting the financial statements and the assertions 
therein on which to base their representations  
 
• The directors may decide to make inquiries of others, including individuals with specialised knowledge, 
such as internal counsel (for which the Secretary Kate Cheetham is also the bank’s General Counsel). She  
was also a corporate lawyer at a magic circle firm 
 
• The auditor may request the directors to include in the representations a confirmation that they have 
made such inquiries as they considered appropriate to place them in the position to be able to make the 
requested representations. With the information provided at the AGM by Mr Laity, the Chair and Board all 
agreed they would liaise with victims in allegations of what could be £3bn in damage based on staff and 
associates actions. As such the whole Board is responsible to ensure all declarations to investors, 
shareholders, regulators and law enforcement are satisfied lawfully. 
 

Directors Personal Liability  
 
In order to assist this process, and in particular to focus *all directors’ attention on whether proper inquiries have 
been made, the auditor should request the directors add a paragraph to the representation letter. The fact that the 
Board members were on stage with the Chair as Mr Laity (an ex CID Criminal Investigator) raised serious concerns 
and provided thousands of pages of ‘prima facie’ evidence; should raise concern enough for every Board member to 
have ensured the nominated AML officer carried out obligations as required in the Companies Act 2006 to declare 
concerns to fraud and criminality to the NCA and raise concern to the FCA, Bank of England (PRA), the Stock 
Exchange and the SEC (USA). 
 

Relevant Areas of Law (non exhaustive) 
 

 Companies Act 1985 – Failure to keep proper accounts (s.221). Director have duties pursuant to Section 386 of the 

Companies Act 2006 (formerly Section 221 of the Companies Act 1985) in relation to maintaining and retaining adequate accounting 
records. Case law relating to disqualification proceedings helpfully sets out some of the issues that can arise when Directors risk 
falling short of the requirements 

 

 Proceeds of Crime Act 2002 (POCA) –Recovery of Shareholder dividends already paid. Also Concealment, 

Knowledge of Proceeds of Crime s. 327 to s.331/334(1) Reporting s.330 / Failure to disclose to ‘nominated officer’ 
 

 Fraud on the minority - Fraud on the minority refers to an improper exercise of voting power by the majority of 

members of a company 
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 Theft Act 1968 – Section 19, false statements by Company Directors (In the instance of the bank this would include 

Annual Returns, etc under the Companies Act 2006: 
 

 Companies Act 2006  where false declarations as to fraud and crime, ie Misleading, false and deceptive statements, 

that he or she knowingly or recklessly furnishes information which is misleading, false or deceptive in a material 
particular.  Requirement to declare of fraud and crime and not to carry on business with intent to deceive and defraud 
or for other fraudulent or criminal purposes.  For FORM 20-F AUDIT RETURNS to the Securities & Exchange 
Commission (SEC) see below: 
 

 SEC – Securities Act 1933 s.27A(b) - has two basic objectives: To require that investors receive financial and 

other significant information concerning securities being offered for public sale; and To prohibit deceit, 
misrepresentations, and other fraud 
 

 SEC – Securities Act 1934 s.21E(b)  /  s.21E(b)(1)(A)(ii) - The 34 Act provides for criminal sanctions for wilful 

violations of its statutes or corresponding regulations. More specifically, it imposes liability for false, material 
misstatement in applications, reports, documents, and registration statements. Individuals face up to a 25-year 
sentence and business entities face fines of up to $25 million. Many professionals (accountants) have been found guilty 
for failure to disclose information. The normal defence for this criminal charge is a lack of intent to deceive or defraud. 
However Mr Budenberg, Mr Nunn and their Board were all present at the 2022 LBG AGM where Mr Budenberg said he 
would personally look at the information that Mr Laity passed to him received on behalf of all the Board.  * Most 
criminal prosecution occur under s.10(b) or rule 10(b)5 initiated by the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) 
 

 Prevention of Corruption Act(s) 1906/1916  /  Public Bodies Corrupt Practices Act 1889 (valid to 1
st

 July 2011, example 
Wood v Commercial First)  / repealed by the Bribery Act 2012: 
 

  Bribery Act 2010 – In particular Section 7 – Failure of commercial organisations (in particular directors) to 
prevent bribery 
 

 Fraud Act 2006 / (preceded by the Theft Act 1968).  Section in the Fraud Act 2006 include; 

1. Fraud 
2. Fraud by false representation 
3. Fraud by failing to disclose information/ concealment 
4. Fraud by abuse of position 
5. Gain and Loss 
6. Possession of articles for use in fraud(s) 
7. Making or supplying articles in use for fraud(s) 
8. “Article” 
9. Participating in fraudulent business carried on by a sole trader 
10. Participating in fraudulent business carried on by a company, ie the bank, lawyers, LPAR 
11.Obtaining services dishonestly 
12. Liability of Company Officers for offences by company (the bank) 
13. Evidence 
14. Minor and consequential amendments 
15. Commencement and extent 
16. Short title 
 

 Consumer Protection from Unfair Trading Regulations 2008 (Statutory Instrument – including aggressive 

commercial practices, prohibition of unfair commercial practices and “Bait & Switch”, one of Trading Standards banned practices) 
 

 FSMA 2000 / 11 Principles of Business (FCA) / Conspiracy to Defraud (Deprivation by agreement of 2 or 

more parties by dishonesty to injure a proprietary right). 
 

 Wilful Blindness -  also known as Conscious Avoidance, is a judicially-made doctrine that expands the definition 

of knowledge to include closing one's eyes to the high probability a fact exists. 
 

 Misconduct in Public Office / malfeasance, misfeasance, non-feasance 
 

 Law of Property Act 1925 – Section183  Fraudulent concealment of documents, disposal etc with intent in any 

of such cases to defraud, is guilty of a misdemeanour punishable by fine, or by imprisonment for a term not exceeding 
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two years, or by both 
 

 Money Laundering Finance and Transfer of Funds Regulations 2017 - Profiting from or Concealing 

Knowledge of the Proceeds of Crime 
 

 Global Anti-Corruption Sanction Regulation 2021 - Disclosure, Obstruction, False/Misleading Statements etc. 

 

 Crime and Courts Act 2013, UK Public Acts, 2013 c.22 Schedule 19  - Proceeds of Crime, Investigation, Recovery 

 

 Finance Act 2003 - Fraudulent evasion of tax and stamp duty 

 

 The Enterprise Act 2002 - Powers under Part 8 of the Enterprise Act to enforce breaches of consumer protection law. Also 

makes reference to destruction, concealment and disposal of documents relevant to investigations by likes of SFO 
 

 Land Registration Act 1952  Section 183 - If any person fraudulently procures, attempts fraudulently to procure, or is 

privy to the fraudulent procurement of, any entry on, erasure from or alteration of the register, or any land or charge certificate, he 
shall be guilty of a misdemeanour. 
 

 Criminal Law Act 1977 – Section 6 – Violence for securing entry, in the instance on behalf of a bank or their 

lawyers by acting ‘ultra viries’ taking “forceful” possession when a Court Writ does not say “force” can be used, where 
purpose of securing entry into any premises for himself or for any other person is guilty of an offence, provided that— 
(a)there is someone present on those premises at the time who is opposed to the entry which the violence is intended 
to secure; and  (b)the person using or threatening the violence knows that that is the case. [Example Crown v White 
2022] where the Crown Court rule police officers had trespassed. It is immaterial (a)whether the violence in question is 
directed against the person or against property; and (b)whether the entry which the violence is intended to secure is 
for the purpose of acquiring possession of the premises in question or for any other purpose. 

 
 Protection from Harassment Act 1997- For the fact that frauds have taken place and the bank’s staff continue to 

put victims in fear with continuous communications that the bank should have stopped, but didn’t. Public Order Act 
1986 - Clarification: Harassment, Alarm or Distress  - Where an identified victim other than a police officer 

confirms that they have been subject to harassment, alarm or distress (Sec 5), and there is no credible evidence to the 
contrary, a crime will be recorded. Causing victims stress, fear and under pressure of constant gas lighting. Instances include 
constant lawyer bundles, bank staff letters, telephone calls and false bank statements which causes anxiety and brings in; 
 

Malicious Communications Act 1988 Sec 1 - amended by Criminal Justice and Courts Act 2015 Sec 32 

– Victims feel they suffer: 
 

Controlling/Coercive Behaviour inflicted by the Bank operatives continuing act or a pattern of acts of 

assault, threats humiliation and intimidation or other abuse that is used to harm, punish, or frighten their 
victim.     
 

 Conspiracy to Defraud – Common Law/ Criminal Justice Act(s) an agreement by two or more by dishonesty to deprive a person of 

something which is his or to which he is or would be entitled and an agreement by two or more by dishonesty to injure some proprietary 
right of his, suffices to constitute the offence of conspiracy to defraud. 

 

 Criminal Law Act 1967 (s.4) 1 – Assisting criminals evade arrest and prosecution. 

 

 Forgery & Counterfeiting Act 1981 – False instruments, making and use, signatures, documents. A person is guilty of 

forgery if he makes a false instrument, with the intention that he or another shall use it to induce somebody to accept it as genuine, and 
by reason of so accepting it to do or not to do some act to his own or any other person’s prejudice. 

” Identity Documents Act 2010 - Possession of False Documents, possession for use in fraud(s). 
 

 Perjury Act 1911 – offence of wilfully telling an untruth or making a misrepresentation under oath. False declarations etc. 

 

 Criminal Justice and Courts Act 2015  (prior The Juries Act 1974 ) - Perverting the Course of Justice. Fabrication of 

false evidence  
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 Criminal Justice & Public Order Act 19 94 s. 51 - sets two offences Witness Intimidation. Police have intimidated 

expert witnesses.    SOCPA 2005 – Police failure to provide Expert Witness protection. 
 

 Joint Enterprise Doctrine - The common law principles of joint enterprise can apply where two or more persons carry 

out an offence or offences. The parties to a joint enterprise may be principals (P) or secondary parties (accessories / 
accomplices) (D). A principal is one who carries out the substantive offence ie performs the conduct element of the offence 
with the required fault element. A secondary party is one who aids, abets, counsels or procures P to commit the substantive 
offence. A secondary party will be indicted and punished as a principal: s8 Accessories and Abettors Act 1861. Joint 
enterprise principles can be applied to most offences. The principles remain the same, whichever offence they are applied 
to. The principles are commonly used in offences of violence, theft, fraud and public order. 
 

 FSMA 2000 - Financial crime is defined in section 1H(3) of the Financial Services and Markets Act 2000 (FSMA 
2000) as any kind of criminal conduct relating to money or to financial services or markets and includes 
misconduct in, or misuse of information relating to, a financial market as well as fraud and money laundering.  
Financial crime is defined in section 1H(3) of the Financial Services and Markets Act 2000 (FSMA 2000) as any 
kind of criminal conduct relating to money or to financial services or markets and includes misconduct in, or 
misuse of information relating to, a financial market as well as fraud and money laundering. 
 

 11 Principles of Business – FCA 

 

 Companies Act 1985 – allows company Investigations under section 447 of the Companies Act 1985 

 
 Insolvency Act 1986 under the provisions of section 124A – used typically on behalf of the Secretary of State 

for BEIS. Confidential enquiries/ Company Investigations, part of the Insolvency Service, uses powers under the to conduct 
confidential fact-finding investigations into the activities of live limited companies in the UK on behalf of the Secretary of 
State for BEIS. 

 
 Sarbane Oxley Act 2002. All financial statements and their requirement to be accurate and presented in a manner that 

does not contain incorrect statements All annual financial reports must include an Internal Control Report stating that 
management is responsible for an "adequate" internal control structure, and an assessment by management of the 
effectiveness of the control structure. Any shortcomings in these controls must also be reported. In addition, registered 
external auditors must attest to the accuracy of the company managements assertion that internal accounting controls are 
in place, operational and effective.. 
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Halifax Bank of Scotland (HBOS) – which is now part of Lloyds Banking Group – was involved in a major 
fraud at its Reading branch in the early 2000s. A group of its bankers were found by a court to have ran an 
“utterly corrupt scheme” that left hundreds of small business owners “cheated, defeated and penniless”. 
 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 

IN THE CROWN COURT AT SOUTHWARK 
Regina 

-v.- 
David Mills [DM], Lyndon Scourfield [LS], Michael 

Bancroft [MB], Mark Dobson [MD], Alison Mills [AM] 
and John Cartwright [JAC] 

 

SENTENCING REMARKS 
 

of His Honour Judge Beddoe sitting on 
the 2nd day of February 2017 

Extracts from pages 3 and 4 and 5 (of 11 pages) 

P.3)  Guidelines: There are applicable guidelines for count 6 [m/l], but because of the age of these offences, 
there are no applicable guidelines for any of the other counts. The SC Guideline on bribery has been of use to 
the Court in assessing seriousness, but I have maintained careful regard to the fact that the maximum for 
corruption, as it was then described, is 7 years, and that for bribery, as now, is 10. However I also remind myself 
that the CACD has said before now that the maximum sentence for an offence may be entirely appropriate 
even if it is possible to contemplate more serious iterations of it than the offending in question.  
The Sentencing Council Guideline on Fraud and Bribery helpfully also reminds the Court that consecutive 
sentences for multiple offences may be appropriate where large sums are involved. That observation 
potentially applies in fact to all kinds of offences where they are both serious and distinct, but as has been said 
today, where there is an obvious overlap between a primary offence and a count of m/l the proceeds of that 
offence the court must be careful that that overlap is properly reflected in the sentences passed. Elsewhere I 
have had to be careful to avoid "double accounting" - for which reason the sentences for fraudulent trading 
focus less on the personal profits to DM and MB from the retention of their services through QCS and RPC and 
more on the additional depredations they made on the companies concerned as a result of the deliberate 
mismanagement of these companies and the separate plunderings made from them in the course of it. 

P.4) I also remind myself of totality of sentence. As well as for age [but only in the case of MB and JAC], 
personal hardship where appropriate, and delay, I have made some allowance for totality. Without these 
considerations the terms in particular for the fraudulent trading offences would have been longer and some of 
the sentences to be passed will be concurrent.  
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In summary the sentences I pass are intended to reflect my assessment of the overall criminality of each of you 
in this case. Other courts might take a different route in the course of that exercise but, would and should I 
believe, reach the same destination.  
 
Time to serve. Of the sentences I pass in due course as you will already know in the ordinary course of events 
you will serve half the overall sentence imposed and you will then entitled to be released on licence with the 
balance suspended.  
 
The case, an overview: So much has been said and summarised about this case in court today that little is to be 
gained, before proceeding to individual sentences, by saying very much about it. It will have been obvious from 
the Crown’s opening today that this case is not simply about a corrupt bank manager lending money he should 
not have done to businessmen who went on to gamble with it. This case goes very, very much deeper than that. 
It primarily involves an utterly corrupt senior bank manager letting rapacious, greedy people get their hands on 
a vast amount of HBoS’s money and their tentacles into the businesses of ordinary decent people – in the cases 
certainly of Theros, Remnant and Simon Jay - and letting them rip apart those businesses, without a thought for 
the lives and livelihoods of those whom their actions affected, in order to satisfy their voracious desire for 
money and the trappings and show of wealth. 

The corruption, which profited mostly the first three defendants, subsisted for at least 4 years. It involved LS 
engaging in as extensive an abuse of position of power and trust as can be imagined and was motivated on both 
sides of the corruption by the expectation of, and the very considerable realisation of, immense financial gain. 

P. 5) The harm for which you were individually and collectively are responsible can of course be quantified in 
cash terms, but cannot be so in human terms. Lives of investors, employers and employees have been 
prejudiced and in some instances ruined by your behaviour. People have not only lost money but in some 
instances their homes, their families, and their friends. Some who would have expected to be comfortable in 
retirement were left cheated, defeated and penniless. These are circumstances in which you DM and MB in 
particular show not a shred of remorse.  

- END – 

 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Expensive consultants and Fraud/ Abuse  - Comparison between Lloyds BSU Bristol and other BSU 
operations and HBoS Reading where debt grew and typically businesses were manipulated to the bank or 
assets stolen or greater debt engineered against victims assets 

The six (HBoS) jailed for their involvement in the original scam 
were sent to prison for a total of 47-and-a-half years, among the 
toughest sentences handed out for high-profile, white collar 
fraud in Britain in recent years. A seventh that many do not 
know about was Jessica Harper who was charged with a single 
count of fraud by abuse of position and sentenced to five years 
in jail. Harper was in the banks fraud department and associated 
with Scourfield. Contentious as the bank reached 40% public 
share holding ownership. 

The bankers had asked struggling business owners to employ a 
turnaround consultancy as a condition for getting a loan and 
they were then obliged to pay the consultancy high fees for 
services and, in some cases, hand over ownership. 
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UNLAWFUL EVICTIONS 

ASSISTED BY POLICE FAILURE 
 

Police Oath – to uphold fundamental Human Rights 

Keep the Peace 

Arrest Rogue Eviction Officers (Bailiffs) – offences of Criminal Law Act 1977 s.6 

 

UNLAWFUL EVICTION 1 
NAUGHTON v. WHITTLE and Chief Constable of Greater Manchester Police 

UNLAWFUL EVICTION 2 

Surrey Police 

UNLAWFUL EVICTION 3 
Juliette MOTTRAM – Sussex Police 

UNLAWFUL EVICTION 4 
Bob WHITE – Kent Police – Castle Doctrine 
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Ms Mottram’s family home and Business Collapse in Sussex 

was taken by Lloyds HBOS and home broken into by Bailiffs 

assisted by Sussex Police Officers. Door ripped off ! 

 

The bank stole the family business through false fees and valuation rigging for their gain, the family’s loss. FRAUD. 

Then secondly the family’s home using used fake bailiffs and false court papers to enter by crow baring the door off 

with force and damage and distress on 3 children and then stealing ALL of the families personal belongings, including 

a Rolex and court paperwork.  In the process they killed a hedgehog and stole the family’s 2 rabbits. The solicitors 

involved were Walker Morris. 

The family suffered a heinous eviction from the family home via illegal bailiffs, assisted by Sussex Police Officers.  

After a claim of £10m was rubber stamped in the High Court on the eviction against (LBG) Halifax/ Bank of Scotland 

(but not paid).  

 

This did not include Mrs Mottram’s children’s larger claim on the fraudulent collapse on their father (Stuart Marks) 

company; Carringworth.  

Whilst the bank was found in the HBoS Reading cases to have acted criminally. I also hold Sussex Police (Chief Giles 

York) and Sussex PCC Katy Bourne to account for breach to protect our Human Rights and for failing to safeguard 

our family and our home Silver Birches Small Dole, Sussex. 
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Castle 

Doctrine 
 

The “Castle Doctrine” is an expansion of lawful 
justification or, in some cases, a presumption of 
reasonableness that people are awarded in a 
trial, directing the jury to consider or presume 
that someone was reasonable in using force or 
deadly force to protect themselves or others in 
certain situations. 

In English common law a defendant may seek to 
avoid criminal or civil liability by claiming that 
he or she acted in self-defence.  

This requires the jury to determine whether the defendant believed that force was necessary to defend 
him or herself, their property, or to prevent a crime, and that the force used was reasonable.   While there 
is no duty to retreat from an attacker and failure to do so is not conclusive evidence that a person did not 
act in self-defence, it may still be considered by the jury as a relevant factor when assessing the merits of a 
self-defence claim.  The common law duty to retreat was repealed by the Criminal Law Act 1967. This duty 
never existed when a person is somewhere he has a lawful right to be, but due to the repeal, now extends 
to public places. 

 
Using reasonable force against intruders  

You can use reasonable force to protect yourself or others if a crime is taking place inside your home. 

This means you can: 

 protect yourself ‘in the heat of the moment’ - this includes using an object as a weapon 
 stop an intruder running off - for example by tackling them to the ground 

There’s no specific definition of ‘reasonable force’ - it depends on the circumstances. If you only did what you 
honestly thought was necessary at the time, this would provide strong evidence that you acted within the law.  

You do not have to wait to be attacked before defending yourself in your home. 

However, you could be prosecuted if, for example, you: 

 carry on attacking the intruder even if you’re no longer in danger 
 pre-plan a trap for someone - rather than involve the police 

Below shows guidance from the Crown Prosecution Service. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Common_law
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Self-defence_in_English_law
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Common_law
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Duty_to_retreat
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Criminal_Law_Act_1967
https://www.cps.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/publications/householders-2013.pdf
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Householders and the use of force against intruders  
 
Joint Public Statement from the Crown Prosecution Service and the Association of Chief 
Police Officers  
 
What is the purpose of this statement?  
 
It is a rare and frightening prospect to be confronted by an intruder in your own home. The Crown Prosecution 
Service (CPS) and Chief Constables are responding to public concern over the support offered by the law and 
confusion about householders defending themselves. We want a criminal justice system that reaches fair decisions, 
has the confidence of law abiding citizens and encourages them actively to support the police and prosecutors in the 
fight against crime.  
 
Wherever possible you should call the police. The following summarises the position when you are faced with an 
intruder in your home, and provides a brief overview of how the police and CPS will deal with any such events.  
 

Does the law protect me? What is 'reasonable force'?  
 
Anyone can use reasonable force to protect themselves or others, or to carry out an arrest or to prevent crime. You 
are not expected to make fine judgments over the level of force you use in the heat of the moment. So long as you 
only do what you honestly and instinctively believe is necessary in the heat of the moment, that would be the 
strongest evidence of you acting lawfully and in self-defence. This is still the case if you use something to hand as a 
weapon.  
 
As a general rule, the more extreme the circumstances and the fear felt, the more force you can lawfully use in self-
defence.  

 
What amounts to disproportionate force? I’ve heard I can use that.  
 
The force you use must always be reasonable in the circumstances as you believe them to be. Where you are 
defending yourself or others from intruders in your home it might still be reasonable in the circumstances for you to 
use a degree of force that is subsequently considered to be disproportionate, perhaps if you are acting in extreme 
circumstances in the heat of the moment and don’t have a chance to think about exactly how much force would be 
necessary to repel the intruder: it might seem reasonable to you at the time but with hindsight, your actions may 
seem disproportionate. The law will give you the benefit of the doubt in these circumstances.  
 
This only applies if you were acting in self-defence or to protect others in your home and the force you used was 
disproportionate – disproportionate force to protect property is still unlawful.  
 

I’ve heard that I can’t use grossly disproportionate force. What does that mean?  
 
If your action was ‘over the top’ or a calculated action of revenge or retribution for example, this might amount to 
grossly disproportionate force for which the law does not protect you. If for example you had knocked an intruder 
unconscious and then went on to kick and punch them repeatedly such an action would be more likely to be 
considered grossly disproportionate.  
 

Do I have to wait to be attacked?  
 
No, not if you are in your own home and in fear for yourself or others. In those circumstances the law does not 
require you to wait to be attacked before using defensive force yourself.  
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What if the intruder dies?  
 
If you have acted in reasonable self-defence, as described above, and the intruder dies you will still have acted 
lawfully. Indeed, there are several such cases where the householder has not been prosecuted. However, if, for 
example:  
 

 having knocked someone unconscious, you then decided to further hurt or kill them to punish them; or  

 you knew of an intended intruder and set a trap to hurt or to kill them rather than involve the police, you 
would be acting with very excessive and gratuitous force and could be prosecuted.  
 

What if I chase them as they run off?  
 
This situation is different as you are no longer acting in self-defence and so the same degree of force may not be 
reasonable. However, you are still allowed to use reasonable force to recover your property and make a citizen's 
arrest. You should consider your own safety and, for example, whether the police have been called. A rugby tackle or 
a single blow would probably be reasonable. Acting out of malice and revenge with the intent of inflicting 
punishment through injury or death would not.  
 

Will you believe the intruder rather than me?  

 
The police weigh all the facts when investigating an incident. This includes the fact that the intruder caused the 
situation to arise in the first place. We hope that everyone understands that the police have a duty to investigate 
incidents involving a death or injury. Things are not always as they seem. On occasions people pretend a burglary has 
taken place to cover up other crimes such as a fight between drug dealers.  
 

How would the police and CPS handle the investigation and treat me?  
 
In considering these cases Chief Constables and the Director of Public Prosecutions (Head of the CPS) are determined 
that they must be investigated and reviewed as swiftly and as sympathetically as possible. In some cases, for 
instance where the facts are very clear, or where less serious injuries are involved, the investigation will be 
concluded very quickly, without any need for arrest. In more complicated cases, such as where a death or serious 
injury occurs, more detailed enquiries will be necessary. The police may need to conduct a forensic examination 
and/or obtain your account of events.  
 
To ensure such cases are dealt with as swiftly and sympathetically as possible, the police and CPS will take relevant 
measures namely:  
 

 An experienced investigator will oversee the case; and  

 If it goes as far as CPS considering the evidence, the case will be prioritised to ensure a senior lawyer makes 
a quick decision.  

 
It is a fact that very few householders have ever been prosecuted for actions resulting from the use of force against 
intruders.  
 
Revised 2013 

 

 

 

 

 


