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1. Introduction 

I have been asked comment on the Defence Case Statement in the case of Regina v 
Khayyam Ishaq. 

In order to do that I have copied in the DCS below in blue font and added in my 
comments in black font. 

I'm not sure that the responses are of much use and I don't think there is anything that 
can really be added to my statement as a result. However if you feel any of this could 
usefully be added I'm happy to be convinced. 

Much of it relates to requiring further data for analysis, and past experience indicates 
that help may be required in understanding it. 

2. Defence Case Statement 

TI-€"'g l) i .:ie f seJS 0 ii t in it. ... .cal t cams the deih..'cc of Kbtax;t'= Y Cl 

1511;.q and tii. , [.,d 4n.;q l „f,'.. .. ; .... o.1 .. .l,,. P.,si.ci ., taice:1 '"`, kl l th;_" Ci nac_ ~tt is 

Nothing in this Del . ra e f . ase Statement should  be taken as constituting an 
admission as defined in Section 10 of the Criminal Justice Act 1967. No 
admission is made in respect of any matters or any assertion in the Prosecution 
case except where there are specific statements to the contrary in this 
document. 

The t ti,fi1,r iant reserves the debt to chn, ilen<f. e the adnosaithlitv of any material 
referred c• in the l" , n , `( i. T1{.;t evidence.  The Fv .- lir.l -'nt f.iether reserves the 

ri€T oamend the TyeFticc, Case ,ta. .r . . F ,,,:r , rkcln: arc of additioeel. 
evi=ler,c : en if further issl .,ris f; n.. :; at ri;sl -f rc:i~r ii r set .c° i in th 
furs cc. 

Au` .;' E `i.l.w. ' to ci.hir.  
i. ;(it io [hL !d;. .j.ters .;4. 't out in. the 

Pci . _t.At '@i a' sl` }L~£(~R.1r ~tt tar~~i'I r ',..4.Ctt';kT1 ~ a~ .,"1? ~~1t. ;1' w :S8 ;fi` ati., 7. a,~. act

such matter_ 

5. It is the defence contention at the out-set that upon the limited material served 
by the Crown to support the proses ittion case, that the prosecution case is 
unclear most particularly in relation to the manner by which the figure of 
£21,168.84 is quantified. 

All of the above appears to be standard legal pre-amble and doesn't require any 
comment from me. 

(he ne al iia ur ot. the dtihaace case. 
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6. Tlt 0Ld.t t ~;4 
` a 

Ll:°;'l.t. x , 'J( t 4 ✓ I, 4;: 

the Tli t~ ,^ 1.,: '•4;. 

Again no comment. I have not seen any of the detail as to how this figure was arrived 
at. 

Note that I have been involved in a previous case where the figure was disputed and 
was able to show why the defendant had misunderstood the way the system operated 
due to the way they were trying to hide the loss. 

7. The nature of i=ie l~~ rce in re1LitiE'n t{) this allegation is 

(i) There was no r ifi, n of nics. The Post Office "Horizon" 
software / hardware system had in tie past on numerous occasions 
malfunctioned causing difficulties its re onciling sales, receipt and stock 
figures. The Defendant had rcl ot ked the same to the Post Office 
helpline C g assista h ffe or no successful assistance was 
afford t:.1 i lF m .1c ;pi 1' le 5ai I r cf o-s. 

If the defence can specify some examples of this, I am happy to investigate them. 
However I would contend that the system doesn't malfunction without leaving some 
trail to indicate what has happened. Without examining the logs it is difficult to be any 
more specific. 

I think there are 3 possibilities here: 

• the Defendant has not understood the way the system operates and that the 
difficulties in reconciliation have been due to the defendant's lack of 
understanding of the system and the way in which it operates 

• The defendant has stolen the money 

• There is a fault in the system 

There is no evidence of a fault in the system (and the fact that the system operates 
without issue in 12,000 other branches supports this fact), so I would suggest that it is 
one of the other two. I can offer no opinion in identifying which is the case. 

The Post Office Help line is run by Post Office Ltd and so I am unable to comment on 
the assistance it did or did not provide. 

Note that this is a common complaint. 

cii) fl to U fondant had of necessity to make certain adjustments by way of 
"rt \.:,,rsals" on ti e ' I rizon y :;c1 so as t c «ure the sales, receipt and 
stock figures R e Jn . tic=J. A ' xis was c1 rrte on the basis of clear 
malfunctioning of the system (anal in -,cE.+ r, iance with the limited 
training given to the Defendant bs ;' Lc +  ii =cc in the past with very 
limited support thereafter) and not ia:i uidca t:o .appropriate any sums of 
money. 

I do understand that sometimes reversals are required as part of the Post Office 
Business processes to correct previous mistakes. However it is up to Post Office Ltd 
to comment as to those Business processes. Similarly it is up to Post Office Ltd to 
comment on the amount of training provided. 
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As before I would contend that the system does not malfunction and require spurious 
reversals to be made. 

(iii) A ecordinifly tltsre was no dishonest or otherwise appropriation of 
poaorty and or monies belonging to the Post Office. 

No Comment required. 

(iv) The dt ti Isla rat cor2tc:Ede that coon all core Rata from the iI=ri_Z0 ,

hardware / software sy:s ea t (used dv thtc Post ti. :ttce Auditors) Hewa 
provided to him the dc//nice should be -bl- t dE, tt. notrate that all s{-te.ss, 
receipt and stock figures properly reconcile. 

Not sure I understand this. Is he asking to see the detailed logs to do his own analysis? 
If so I would suggest that he may need some help in understanding them and in the 
past I have worked with Defence experts to provide that understanding. 

8. The defendant accordingly denies that he was a party to any theft that may be 
proved by the prosecution. tr. 

No Comment required. 

9. The defendant takes  , ,.7t with each and e= cr;' prosecution witness that asserts 
otherwise than the defence outlined educe

No Comment required. 

10. The defence requires disclosure of all mate,ia in the hands of the prosecution 
and/or third parties (cited herein or otherwise) pursuant to the provisions of the 
Attorney General's Guidelines on Disclosure (as revised) that might reasonably 
assist the defence of Khayyam Ishaq and/or might reasonably undermine the 
prosecution case against him. 

No Comment required. 

Would it be helpful for me to look at such material as well? 

ii. Without t4re. irdir.e to the foreuninu the Tic rttee specifically request 

The iu'l die of paae;:s ulaun to this investigation (as the paginated 
papers served coot: He .'_et :ice to support the prosecution are clearly a 
small extt acct :H ire a 1 1 r"ae ofpapers relating to this case) 

No Comment required. 

ii. All eratenini to the 1.E J:,'I (t c of the pr.`o. . e„c. n..tion r:t [,: c !.£?ts'flcer 
in the t t: of the l is>,r ee .. tkt):t or th.iril l id.; t3t:Yt , ,d1, {1.t.. tc, 

SLlf., "a51 kA YL?i t  CkA I tali. 
the Post ; Y'fll z t'hr l/ ont so ` a::r , harder at.° `r . isa s l e 1 to be 
un+'c`lin /n 'ip ...d/or inaccurate. .. . ..d/or un -i'Yk?l;. o ti rid t4} 

ma Lftu'ie tion l 1 e to file p swIne l +.t[: 01 0o'ne r.Us. 

I am not aware of any such material other than previous such challenges. 

iii. i iir' outcome of all erk-tlrt ries in rcl;nir,r: to t,FC'r• Post Oh/cc c tahr 
and, or cant t,s  3 , who hose keen the subject of investigation t,.,, the 

FUJITSU RESTRICTED (COMMERCIAL IN CONFIDENCE) 

g:\gij documents\poa\prosecution support\ishaq\ishaq.dcs.conunents.docx 
Page 3 of 4 



POL00059602 
POL00059602 

P ) (t ~' t."-i d',1v C rY „. i f` a b siS m~t `E~)'•.I to U

di to the use of 1 Ioi un.
so 

I do not have this information, but presumably Post Office Ltd does. I am not aware 
of any such investigations where the integrity of Horizon has been successfully 
challenged (as I say in my statement). 

iv. The full results (whether Provisional or final) of all internal and/or 
exr l in ot t trtalcl i; '@ „it;l1' rc. et , , (fv 1«' Il«: 1" 

1ntlTr4 s'<I 1" ,. I„fm R -,.,t ) .ice or an":,` -,tl"€;r rt7.,,i 1nin tlE~.'
~.rtl1?'!. ~ t` "t2°l,-? y t ~3I(' ~(r ,t ~j j '.1?l

Again, I do not have this information, but presumably Post Office Ltd does. I am 
aware of an ongoing investigation into this area by an independent 3rd party which is 
due to report in a couple of month's time. 

v. Any internal m nda and/or guidance notes and/or other material 
dealing with the eol -ect or incorrect functioning of the Post Office 
Horizon hardware / software system; 

I don't believe that I have anything specific that comes in this category. I assume that 
this is being addressed by Post Office Ltd. 

vi. All Horizon system data for th 1=ef ox 'lo ~e1 'be ''01 1 o 3 Pt 
January 2012 used to produce c3l2 1 

I assume that this is the data returned in the ARQs by Fujitsu to Post office Ltd. I 
have not seen this, but would be happy to examine it if required. 

vii. An `.' dccl 'ot of tl-t actua l r C '_ i% t,'Ti1 d.Itaa ;ts i'ou! l 1
v1 &]' 1,u , , c. LIc €cndant shows-. ,a!+:, t ta'

iy'. t ` t 
tf;Si C. t, Asti ups .a~V S StateillC`i1t (i``=s-r{-~ 1 

rcv :u tc3 IhcreiiE. 

I'm not sure exactly what is meant by this. I assume it is an interpretation of the ARQ 
data and I would be happy to assist in its interpretation. 

viii. The original signed statement of Umair Liaqat 

Presumably you have that. I certainly don't. 

Fh1s rl`?follce .stntF inert 1-pas 1?c e1' r,  ̀a 1 ali l ae~etp2'9 F.'<'41 1>1 1112. 
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