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Introduction


 


Powerful explosions rocked three underground trains in London on the morning of July 7, 2005. Another explosion occurred a short while later on a double-decker bus at Tavistock Square. Fifty-two people reportedly died in the explosions and over 700 were wounded. Numerous individuals lost limbs in the explosions. The deadly operation manifested careful planning and coordination.  Four young British Muslims were named as the suicide-bombers. 


 


 British media began immediately to promote unsubstantiated, unverified and unverifiable allegations regarding their alleged radicalisation, relying almost entirely on unidentified security sources. A typical example of such coverage was “Britain’s Enemy Within” by Scotland on Sunday of July 17, 2005. Apart from attributing the crime unreservedly to these four young Muslims who have not been found guilty by any judicial authority, the authors cited “some friends”, unidentified “Pakistani intelligence officials” or “US investigators” as sources for their allegations and used repeatedly phrases such as “X is believed to” or “Y is understood to”  to establish their narrative. Throughout their piece they attempted to make the point that ordinary, nice, friendly young British Muslims are capable of concealing within their hearts murderous intentions and a willingness to carry out these intentions against random citizens that might include Muslims.


 


 While the official account on the events of September 11, 2001 became etched in stone within 24 hours and has remained unchanged ever since, the official account on the London bombings (hereafter 7/7) was settled only after numerous modifications.  


 


 Persistent questions surrounding the events of 7/7, including suspicions of official cover-up, or even complicity, finally prompted public officials, including the leading counsel of the belated Inquest, Mr. Hugo Keith, to acknowledge these suspicions on the very first day of the Inquest: 


 


"I have mentioned this evidence because a number of unlikely conspiracy theories have been aired in the press and on the internet. One particular campaigning group has submitted voluminous submissions to the Inquest team, and the submissions reflect long-held views expressed on the website, that website, to the effect that there are a large number of anomalies that merit detailed attention.[...] The law does not oblige you to conduct an inquisition into every stated rumour and suspicion. There must be a reasonable basis in evidence for such a suspicion before any coroner can be expected  to conduct an inquisition into it. There is no evidence at all that we have seen to suggest that the bombers were duped in some way so that  they did not know that they were going to die or, even more absurdly, that they did not know that they were carrying explosives at all. Indeed, such claims run  entirely contrary to all the evidence that I have  summarised so far."


 


The British authorities accused four young men of having perpetrated the mass-murder of 7/7.  These four young men have not been seen since. Their guilt was not determined by due process. The British authorities claim they died in the mass-murder by blowing themselves up while causing the deaths of 52 other persons and wounding hundreds others. Yet the British authorities have repeatedly demonstrated their disregard for the truth, also in promoting the war of aggression against Iraq. In their book on  Criminal Evidence, Paul Roberts and Adrian Zuckerman remind us that


 


… in a well-functioning democracy, criminal censure and punishment are imposed in the name of the people, and all citizens are morally implicated in the truth, or falsehood, of official determinations of guilt.{1}


 


To the extent that criminal censure is imposed in the name of the citizenry, citizens are entitled to scrutinise official allegations against innocent individuals{2} and should do so with great circumspection.


 


 Part I below might be regarded as an attempt to provide a belated defence to the four accused, whom the British government designated guilty of mass-murder without any due process. Such defence will be constrained, necessarily, by three major handicaps: (a) Lack of access to government-suppressed documents; (b) Impossibility of cross-examining witnesses and government officials; and (c) Lack of resources. Despite these handicaps, the study demonstrates that committed citizens can, even with modest means and relying solely on public documents, effectively challenge official allegations. It is the hope of the author that this demonstration will produce in the minds of unprejudiced readers (the jurors) reasonable doubt about the guilt of the four suspects, sufficient to clear them and their families of a terrible blame.  


 


 As will be shown, the accusations against these four young men were unsubstantiated: the British authorities failed to prove that the four young men were present at the sites of the bombings on the morning of 7/7; they failed to prove that these four young men possessed a motive to kill themselves and murder ordinary passengers (including Muslims); they failed to prove that the four young men possessed the skills necessary to fabricate bombs capable of causing the observed harm. I submit that an impartial judge, if presented with such a case, would immediately throw out the case for lack of merit. The question then arises who actually perpetrated the mass-murder, how it was perpetrated and why it was perpetrated.  Part II begins by briefly reviewing the reluctance of the British authorities to carry out a public inquiry into the mass-murder and their swift determination to attribute the events to Islamic terrorists. It will then proceed by listing numerous puzzling circumstances and coincidences that were not investigated. It will be shown that the British authorities possessed motive, opportunity and means to carry out the crime. Circumstantial evidence is presented that suggests official complicity in the crime. While falling short of attributing to individual British or foreign officials direct complicity in the mass-murder, the accumulated facts are more than adequate to justify a reasonable suspicion that the then British government had instigated and authorised this mass-murder, as well as a reasonable suspicion regarding the participation of various public and private officials in covering up the crime. It is the burden of the public authorities, under law, to prove beyond reasonable doubt criminal accusations, and do so according to the standards of criminal justice. The British authorities have not discharged this burden and will therefore remain suspects for the mass-murder until they do.


 


 I divide my conclusions into three categories: indicative, tentative and definite conclusions.  By an indicative conclusion I refer to a reasonable suspicion that requires further research. By a tentative conclusion I mean one based on the preponderance of the evidence. Such a conclusion is usually sufficient for adopting policies but is insufficient for convicting a defendant. By a definite conclusion, I mean one that appears to be unassailable. It may be compared to “proof beyond reasonable doubt”, the highest standard of evidence in criminal law.


 


 I consider the following conclusions of the present study as definite:


 


1. The UK authorities have failed to produce reliable forensic evidence to prove the participation of  the four alleged attackers in the London bombings.


2. The UK authorities have failed to produce reliable forensic evidence to prove that the numerous deaths resulted from home-manufactured explosives.


3. The UK authorities have displayed reluctance to properly investigate the attacks of 7/7.


4. The UK authorities have failed to establish a definite tally of 7/7 fatalities.


5. The UK authorities have failed to explain the sudden failure of CCTVs on 7/7 that would have recorded the movements of the alleged attackers.


 


The following conclusions are indicative:


 




	An unexplained connection appears to exist between the attacks of 7/7 and the terror exercise conducted by Visor Consultants on the morning of 7/7.





6. Several persons appear to have been shot by police or by an army unit at the Wharfs on the morning of 7/7


 


  The present study draws heavily on original research carried out by the July 7th Truth Campaign. Among citizen investigators, a few persons should be particularly highlighted for the quality of their research: Nafeez Mosaddeq Ahmed, David Minahan, Tom Secker and Nick Kollerstrom. While guided by their diligent efforts, I bear the entire responsibility for selecting and checking the enclosed facts and interpreting them.  




 



Part I: The Forensics


 


1. No wish for a public inquiry


 


It will be recalled that the British government and mass media designated the London bombings as the first case of a suicide-attack committed in Europe. The nature of the event and the fact that British intelligence apparently had no clue about its planning cried out for a public inquiry.


 


 Yet against all expectations, the British government led by Prime Minister Tony Blair rejected from the outset a public inquiry of the London bombings as a “ludicrous diversion”.{3} Sir Ian Blair, London’s Metropolitan Police Commissioner, later revealed that the Government had consulted with the police before deciding not to proceed with an inquiry into the July 7 bombings.{4} 


 


 The decision to avoid an independent investigation into the mass-murder was not accepted silently. Survivors, victims' relatives, MPs and Muslim Groups openly demanded such an investigation, but to no avail.{5}


 


 As a placebo, the government staged a series of inquiries managed by government appointees. The first of these efforts was an internal inquiry by anonymous officials of the Home Office, who released in May 2006 their "Report of  the Official Account of the Bombings in London on 7th July 2005". Shortly thereafter, on June 1, 2006, a report was issued by another secretive entity, named the “7 July Review Committee”. 


 


 None of these reports were intended to replace a proper police investigation or a public inquiry. Finally, inquests were conducted from October 2010 until May 2011{6} concerning the deaths that occurred in the London bombings.{7} 


 


 The purpose of an inquest was described by Bingham MR in R v North Humberside Coroner, ex p Jamieson [1995] 1 QB 1, as 


 


a fact-finding inquiry conducted by a coroner, with or without a jury, to establish reliable answers to four important but limited factual questions. The first of these relates to the identity of the deceased, the second to the place of his death, the third to the time of death. In most cases these questions are not hard to answer but in a minority of cases the answer may be problematical. The fourth question, and that to which evidence and inquiry are most often and most closely directed, relates to how the deceased came by his death.{8} 


 


 Far from providing reliable answers to these questions, the inquests of 7/7 represented a concerted effort to legitimise the government’s accusations against the four deceased accused, who could not defend themselves. Disregarding the presumption of innocence of the accused, Lady Hallett, acting as coroner, and her legal team{9}, conducted the inquests on the assumption of the suspects’ guilt.


 


 In order to determine the exact cause of deaths, as required after acts of murder, the authorities should have carried out comprehensive post-mortem examinations of the victims’ bodies, including assessments of internal damage. Mr. Patterson, representing the families of the deceased persons, revealed at the Inquest in 2010 that no internal examinations [of the deceased’ bodies] had been performed.{10} He wondered: “[W]hy was the decision taken that there would be no internal examinations? Although the cause of death was clearly the explosions, the precise mechanism of death was not explored.”{11} His question was not answered.  Or consider the following exchange that took place at the Inquest between Dr. Awani Kumar Choudhary, fellow of the Royal College of Surgeons of Edinburgh, and Andrew O’Connor, of the Inquest legal team, regarding one of the fatalities of 7/7:


 


AKC: [...] I have not seen the post-mortem report, but I thought that she was bleeding from somewhere … So if the post-mortem says that she was not bleeding from anywhere, just had a spinal injury, I will be surprise [...]


AO’C:  Since you ask about the post-mortem, can I simply inform you that, as with all the other casualties of the day, no internal post-mortem was conducted into Gladys Wundowa, so unfortunately, much as we would like the answers to the questions that you’ve asked, they don’t –


AKC: [...] I’m absolutely sure that she had had internal injury as well as a spinal injury, and I’m absolutely surprised that a post-mortem has not been done through and through.


AO’C: Well, Mr Choudhary, that isn’t a matter to concern you.


AKC:  Sorry.


AO’C:  I was simply informing you so that we didn't chase any red herrings, but we don’t need to concern ourselves about that matter.{12} 


 


Let the last sentence melt on our tongue! If it is of no concern to an inquest how a victim died, what then is the concern of the inquest?


 


 In view of official reluctance to establish the truth on 7/7, a citizens’ investigation, already mentioned earlier, was initiated shortly after the events.{13} The high quality of this citizens' initiative was reflected in government reactions, including amendments made to the official narrative and the release of some suppressed information. Yet, crucial findings by this citizens’ initiative were ignored by the Inquest and continue to be disregarded by established media and the legal profession. These findings will be reviewed henceforth.


 


2. When did bombs explode?


 


One would assume that officials of the Transport for London and of the London Metropolitan Police had no difficulty determining almost immediately the precise times of the explosions on the underground trains. During the 1990s the London Underground network embarked upon a program of installing CCTV coverage across its 250 odd stations. Before 2002 CCTVs were also installed on trains.{14} In September 2004, Metronet Rail selected the Israeli company Verint Systems to install its networked video solution in Underground stations, in order to “enable security personnel to monitor passenger platforms and certain remote portions of the track.”{15} All these devices automatically imprint a time stamp on security video recordings that permit one to determine the precise time and location of incidents. Clocks are found in virtually every office and virtually every person carries a watch. In addition, computer systems, including those monitoring the underground train network, automatically log transactions with the precise time, down to the second.


 


 It is, therefore, startling and remains unexplained why it took 48 hours to publicly acknowledge the quasi- simultaneous occurrence of the explosions.


 


 On July 7, The Associated Press issued a timeline of the explosions, quoting Brian Paddick, deputy assistant commissioner of the Metropolitan Police. The published timeline was intended to demonstrate the staggered nature of the explosions:


 


8:51 a.m. - London Underground train explodes 100 yards into a tunnel near the financial district.


8:56 a.m. - Explosion near the King's Cross station in north London.


9:17 a.m. - Explosion near Edgware Road station.


9:47 a.m. - Double-decker bus explodes near Tavistock Square.


 


The staggered timeline gave rise to the initial theory that a single bomber was involved, moving from site to site to plant his bombs and then escaping.


 


 Two days later, the account changed drastically. On July 9, "police revealed that, contrary to earlier reports, the bombs on the underground had not occurred over a 30-minute period as had been previously thought...After analysing technical data provided by the London Underground, the police confirmed the three devices detonated within moments of each other."


 


 Strangely, the official Home Office report itself does not list specific times for the bombings. It states, rather, that “[a]t about 8:50 am” there were 3 almost simultaneous explosions at three underground locations.


 


 It remains a mystery why it took two full days to publicly acknowledge the near simultaneity of the explosions, what prompted the dissemination of a precise, but false, timeline earlier on and why the British authorities failed to disclose the precise times of the underground  explosions.


 


3.  Where exactly did bombs explode?


 


Initially, around noon on July 7th,  the Metropolitan Police “confirmed” that explosions had occurred “in at least three London buses” and that “six explosions in London buses and subway stations” had taken place, as “confirmed” by Scotland Yard.  One hour later, British police confirmed that there were “at least six explosions in the London Underground and at least one bus.”  One hour later, British Interior Minister Charles Clarke revised the number down to “four explosions, three of which occurred in underground stations and a fourth in a bus.”{16} This was to remain the official position.  It was not revealed why the Police and Scotland Yard had initially “confirmed”  at least six explosions on at least three buses.


 


According to the official account, the explosions were caused by bombs that the four alleged bombers carried in “large and full” rucksacks{17} and detonated at the bombing sites. It is not widely known that the precise locations within the trains where the explosions occurred remain in dispute.


 


3.1   Did the bomb  explode near the first or the second set of doors?


 


The Home Office report of 2006 suggested that “Mohammad Sidique Khan was in the second carriage from the front, most likely near the standing area by the first set of double doors. He was probably also seated with the bomb next to him on the floor. Shortly before the explosion, Khan was seen fiddling with the top of the rucksack.”{18} Note the tentative language used. Is it plausible that forensic investigators had for 10 months been unable to determine the precise location of the detonation? Or were there other, unstated, reasons for such equivocation? Years later, at the inquests, the Metropolitan Police claimed the detonation occurred near the second set of doors.   


 


3.2  Were bombs placed below the floor of the carriage?


 


 Anita Kinselley, 29, a survivor from the Edgware Road bombing site, told The Guardian: "The tiles on the floor of my carriage suddenly shot up. The next thing I knew there was an almighty crash and the train filled with smoke."{19}  Sean Baran, a 20-year old student and survivor from that same site, similarly told the Guardian that a “gentleman” had told him “the floor of the train had blown up.”{20} 


 


 Bruce Lait, a survivor from the Aldgate bombing site, said shortly after the events that when he and his partner Crystal Main made their way out from the carriage, a policeman pointed out where the bomb had been: "Mind that hole, that's where the bomb was”. Lait added: “The metal was pushed upwards as if the bomb was underneath the train. They seem to think the bomb was left in a bag, but I don't remember anybody being where the bomb was, or any bag”.{21} 
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