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Credibility is the foundation upon which policing authority
rests.

Without it:

e compliance weakens
e trusterodes
e legitimacy collapses

Policing in the United Kingdom has long relied upon the
assumption that it acts independently, impartially and in
accordance with the rule of law

However, recent evidence, particularly arising from the
handling of matters linked to Operation Talla, raises
serious and legitimate questions as to whether that
assumption can still be sustained.

This paper examines:

e the divergence between stated position and recorded
process



e the structural proximity between policing and
government

e and the implications for public confidence

Policing credibility rests on three core pillars:

(i) Independence

Freedom from external influence.

(ii) Impartiality

Equal application of the law.

(iii) Transparency

Ability to justify decisions by reference to evidence.
If any one of these fails, credibility is weakened.

If all three are compromised, then credibility does not
diminish - it collapses

The handling of Crime Reference Number 6029679/21
provides a clear case study.

3.1 The Stated Position
The Metropolitan Police position has been that:

e Nno crime was recorded



e Nno investigation took place
e insufficient evidence existed

3.2 The Documentary Record

However, contemporaneous documentation
demonstrates that:

e the report was received and processed

e material was handled within policing structures

e it was escalated beyond local policing

e it was subject to national-level assessment and peer
review

e itinformed a coordinated “steer”
e and was shared with government-linked entities

3.3 The Divergence
This gives rise to a fundamental inconsistency:

A matter said not to exist in investigative terms was
nonetheless processed through structured, coordinated
and escalated mechanisms.

This is not a minor discrepancy. Itis a contradiction.

The early classification of the report as a “protest” rather
than a criminal allegation is of particular significance.

This classification:



e occurred rapidly

e shaped subsequent handling

¢ influenced whether statutory investigative obligations
were triggered

Yet the same matter:

e did not disappear
e was not disregarded
e continued to be processed at increasingly senior levels

This raises a critical question:

Was classification used to define outcome, rather than
reflect evidence?

The evidence further demonstrates that:

e policing activity was conducted within a coordinated
national framework

e that framework operated in proximity to central
government

e and material relating to the matter was shared with
government-linked groups

This creates a structural condition in which policing and
executive functions operate in close alignment.



Such proximity is not necessarily inherently improper, but
it becomes problematic where:

e allegations relate to matters within that same system
e and decisions must be taken as to whether wrongdoing
occurred

The documentary record indicates a functional shift.
From: Investigating individual allegations.

To: Managing categories of information, assessing themes,
coordinating responses, producing a “steer”.

This is not investigative behaviour. It is regulatory
behaviour and once that shift occurs, the role of policing
changes.

It becomes:

e participant
e coordinator

e and controller

Not independent investigator.

Where policing:



e participates in coordinated frameworks
e contributes to collective decision-making
e and engages with government-linked processes

It cannot then be said to be fully independent when
examining those same processes.

This is not an allegation. It is an absolute structural reality.

Public confidence depends upon the belief that policing
decisions are based on evidence, not alignment.

Where the record shows:

e divergence between stated position and actual handling
e classification decisions which shape outcomes
e and proximity to policy-level coordination

Confidence is not merely weakened. It is undermined at
its very foundation.

An additional feature of the present situation is
institutional silence.

Where clear questions are raised, documentary
inconsistencies are identified and requests for



clarification are made, the absence of response becomes

part of the record.

Silence, in such circumstances, is not neutral. It is in fact,

a position

Credibility collapses not through a single act. It collapses

through accumulation:

inconsistency

opacity

structural conflict

and absence of explanation

Each element, taken alone, may be defended.

Taken together however, they cannot be reconciled.

The restoration of credibility requires:

acknowledgment of structural issues

genuinely independent examination of contested
matters

and full transparency in relation to decision-making
processes



Without these, confidence cannot be rebuilt and
legitimacy cannot be sustained.

The issue is not whether policing intends to act properly. It
is whether the system, as currently structured, allows it to
be seen to do so.

On the available evidence:

e there is divergence between record and representation
e there is proximity between policing and executive
function

e and thereis an absence of clear reconciliation

That combination gives rise to a simple conclusion:
Credibility is no longer assured.

Credibility, once lost, is not restored by assertion.

It is restored by evidence, transparency and independence
and until those are present, the credibility of UK policing
can never be properly reconsidered and redefined.



