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> Introduction 

 

> The purpose of this report 

 
1. I was appointed by the IOPC to carry out an independent investigation into the 

complaint of Dr Shao Jiang in relation to his arrests during the Chinese state visit. 
This came to the attention of the IOPC on 16 February 2016 as a complaint 
referred by the City of London police.  

 
2. This is my report for the Director General (DG) delegate, who I will refer to as the 

decision maker for the remainder of this report. I will aim to:  

 Provide an accurate summary of the evidence and attach or refer to any 
relevant documents. 

 Provide the decision maker with sufficient information on which they will be 
able to determine whether any person serving with the police has a case 
to answer for misconduct or gross misconduct, or no case to answer, or 
whether any such person’s performance was unsatisfactory. 

 Provide the decision maker with sufficient information on which they will be 
able to determine whether disciplinary proceedings should be brought 
against any person serving with the police, and the form of any such 
proceedings.  

 Provide the decision maker with sufficient information on which they can 
determine whether the complaint is upheld, where this is appropriate. 

 Provide the decision maker with sufficient information about whether they 
should refer any matter to the Crown Prosecution Service (CPS).  

 Provide the decision maker with sufficient information upon which they will 
be able to decide whether to make a recommendation to any organisation 
about any lessons which may need to be learned.   

 
3. For the purposes of reaching determinations following receipt of this report, the 

powers and obligations of the DG have been delegated to the decision maker, 
Operations Manager Adam Stacey. 

 
4. On receipt of the report, the decision maker will form an opinion2 on whether any 

person serving with the police has a case to answer for misconduct or gross 
misconduct, and whether their performance was unsatisfactory. The decision 
maker may also decide whether the complaint is upheld, where this is appropriate 

                                                 
2 The legislation that sets out what information needs to be included in an investigation report has 
changed. There is no longer a requirement for the investigator to give their opinion on whether any 
subject of the investigation has a case to answer for misconduct or gross misconduct or no case to 
answer within the report. Instead, the delegated decision maker will give their opinion on a separate 
opinion document.  
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(i.e. this will not intrude upon matters to be considered in any subsequent 
proceedings). 

 
5. The IOPC will send a copy of this report and the decision maker’s opinion to the 

Metropolitan Police Service, City of London Police and Hertfordshire Police. All 
three police forces must advise the decision maker what action they will take in 
response to it. If the decision maker does not agree with the Metropolitan Police 
Service, City of London Police or Hertfordshire Police, he may make 
recommendations and ultimately directions for any further actions or 
determinations. The decision maker will also decide whether to make a referral to 
the CPS. 

 
6. Where article 2 or 3 of the European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR) is 

engaged this investigation is also intended to assist in fulfilling the state’s 
investigative obligation by ensuring as far as possible that the investigation is 
independent, effective, open and prompt, and that the full facts are brought to 
light and any lessons are learned. 

 

> Other investigations 

 
7. In addition to the complaint made by Dr Shao, his wife, Ms Johanna Zhang made 

a separate complaint direct to the IOPC. This complaint arose from concerns 
regarding the section 18 PACE search carried out at their shared home address 
and the seizure of items belonging to both Dr Shao and Ms Zhang. Due to the 
similarity of their concerns, the terms of reference for the Dr Shao investigation 
are also appropriate for Ms Zhang’s complaint. Throughout the course of this 
report, I will address the complaint made by Ms Zhang, in conjunction with the 
complaints made by Dr Shao. 

 

> Background information about the Chinese state visit 

 
8. On 19 October 2015 a delegation from China visited the United Kingdom of Great 

Britain and Northern Ireland. The main dignitaries were Chinese President XI 
Jinping and his wife Madame Peng Liyuan, who were welcomed by HM The 
Queen. The Chinese state visit (CSV) incorporated a number of visits throughout 
the UK, one of which was a scheduled visit to Mansion House for a business 
summit at 4pm on 21 October 2015. 

 
9. The CSV was regarded as an important national event and was subject to much 

media scrutiny.  
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> The investigation 

 

> Terms of reference 

 
10. Ms Jennifer Izekor, who was an IPCC commissioner at the time, approved the 

terms of reference for this investigation on 28 April 2016. These were 
subsequently agreed by decision maker Adam Stacey on 6 April 2018. The terms 
of reference are as follows: 

 
11. To investigate the circumstances of Dr Shao’s arrest and detention on 21 October 

2015 to include: 

a) The use of force by officers upon Dr Shao;  

b) The initial arrest of Dr Shao for a Breach of the Peace by City of 
London Police officers; 

c) The subsequent arrest of Dr Shao by the Metropolitan Police Service 
officers for conspiracy to commit a Section 5 Public Order Act offence; 

d) The refusal to allow Dr Shao a telephone call subsequent to his 
arrest; 

e) The taking of Dr Shao’s photographs, DNA and fingerprints; 

f) The imposition of bail conditions upon Dr Shao’s release from police 
custody; 

g) The search of Dr Shao’s home, and the seizure of his property; 

h) The suspected accessing of Dr Shao’s computer and the alleged 
disclosure of personal information relating to his computer; and 

i) Whether any directions or information given as part of the pre-planned 
police operation during the visit of the Chinese President may have  
influenced the decisions and actions of the officers that dealt with Dr 
Shao. 

 

> Complaints made by Dr Shao and Ms 
Zhang 

 
12. The following points summarise Dr Shao’s complaint to the IOPC: 

1. His arrest for Breach of the Peace was unlawful. 

2. His further arrest for Conspiracy to commit a Section 5 Public Order Act 
offence was unlawful. 

3. If his arrest for Breach of the Peace was unlawful, his subsequent 
detention was also unlawful. 
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4. The denial of a phone call was unlawful following his arrest for Conspiracy. 

5. The search of his home address and seizure of property were unlawful. 

6. The accessing of his electronic equipment/sharing of the content. 

7. The taking of photographs, DNA and fingerprints in connection with his 
arrest for conspiracy was unlawful. 

8. The bail conditions imposed following his arrest and detention for 
Conspiracy were unlawful. 

9. There was an excessive use of force during his arrest for Breach of the 
Peace. 

10.  He was concerned that a decision had been taken in the pre-planning of 
the Chinese state visit to restrict lawful protest.  

Complaints 2, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 were all subject to special requirements. 

 
13. Ms Zhang also made a number of complaints to the IOPC. These included:  

1. Trespass to property and to goods. 

2. Breach of confidence and/or misuse of private information. 

3. Various convention breaches pursuant s.7 Human Rights Act 1998 (HRA)   

Complaints 1 and 3 were subject to special requirements.  

 

> Subjects of the investigation 

 
14. During this investigation, it was decided that the investigation into the following 

police officers should be certified as subject to special requirements.  

 
15. An investigation is subject to special requirements if there is an indication that a 

person to whose conduct the investigation relates may have: 

(a) committed a criminal offence, or 

(b) behaved in a manner which would justify the bringing of disciplinary 
proceedings.  

 
16. Where there is such an indication for any police officer, police staff member or 

relevant contractor, they are categorised as a subject of the investigation. All 
subjects are served with a notice of investigation, informing them of the 
allegations against them. 

 
17. They are also informed of the severity of the allegations. In other words, whether, 

if proven, they would amount to misconduct or gross misconduct, and the form 
that any disciplinary proceedings would take. 

 
18. The following person/people have been categorised as subjects of this 

investigation: 
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Name Role Severity Date notified Interviewed 

D Supt 1 Detective 

Superintendent 

Gross 

misconduct 

24/11/2016 24/02/2017 

Insp 2 Inspector Gross 

misconduct 

25/11/2016 Insp 2’s notice 

withdrawn 

23/02/2017 

PACE Insp 3 Inspector Gross 

misconduct 

01/12/2016 Written 

response 

provided 

Insp 4 Inspector Gross 

misconduct 

14/12/2016 Written 

response 

provided 

Bronze Crime XXXXXX 

XXXXXX  

Misconduct 21/12/2016 06/03/2017 

DS 6 Detective 

Sergeant 

Misconduct 25/11/2016 28/02/2017 

DC 7 Detective 

Constable 

Misconduct 25/11/2016 23/02/2017 

Silver 

Commander 

XXXXXX 

XXXXXX 

Gross 

misconduct 

27/02/2017 Written 

response 

provided 

Gold 

Commander 

XXXXXX 

XXXXXX 

Gross 

misconduct 

25/04/2017 Written 

response 

provided 

PC 10 Police 

Constable 

Misconduct 24/04/2017 Written 

response 

provided 

DI 11 Detective 

Inspector 

Misconduct 18/04/2017 30/06/2017 

 

 
19. D Supt 1 (Intelligence and Crime Co-ordinator)  

I served D Supt 1 with a notice of investigation outlining the following allegations:  

 D Supt 1 made the decision to arrest Dr Shao for Conspiracy to commit a 
Section 5 Public Order Act offence. There is an indication that there was 
insufficient evidence upon which to reasonably suspect a conspiracy and 
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specifically that they failed to either understand and/or consider the 
necessary components of this offence.  

 D Supt 1 instructed other lower ranked officers to carry out the arrest of Dr 
Shao and directed them to exercise search and seizure powers under 
section 18 PACE. The exercise of these powers, as directed by D Supt 1, 
in these circumstances, gives rise to an indication that D Supt 1 may have 
abused their authority. 

 
20. Inspector 2 (Gold Commander’s runner) 

I served Insp 2 with a notice of investigation outlining the following allegations: 

 Based on the available evidence Insp 2 was identified as “SX”. 

 There is an indication Insp 2 was directly involved in the decision making 
relating to Dr Shao’s arrest for Conspiracy to commit a Section 5 Public 
Order Act offence.  

 On this basis there is an indication Insp 2 may have failed in his positive 

obligation to question the conduct of his colleague D Supt 1 who spoke 

with him regarding the decision to arrest Dr Shao and was complicit in the 

overall decision making.  

 
21. Inspector 3 (PACE Inspector) 

I served PACE Insp 3 with a notice of investigation outlining the following 
allegations: 

 The evidence available indicated PACE Insp 3 made the decision to delay 
Dr Shao’s right to have someone made aware of his detention and that this 
decision was based on her failure (knowingly or otherwise) to consider the 
necessary components of the offence of Conspiracy to commit a Section 5 
Public Order Act offence.  

 There is an indication PACE Insp 3 authorised the section 18 PACE 
search of Dr Shao’s home address without proper consideration of the 
relevant tests and that this failure may have been deliberate.  

 There is also an indication PACE Insp 3 may have failed in her positive 
obligation to challenge the decisions made by her colleagues who had 
carried out the arrest for the conspiracy and authorised Dr Shao’s 
detention.  

 
22. Inspector 4 

I served Insp 4 with a notice of investigation outlining the following allegations: 

 Insp 4 signed the premises search book relating to the section 18 search 
of Dr Shao’s home address. Insp 4 did not challenge the fact that a section 
18 PACE search had been conducted. There is therefore an indication 
Insp 4 may have failed in his positive obligation to question the conduct of 
the colleague who authorised the search.  

 Insp 4 conducted a review of Dr Shao’s detention, during which he decided 
to grant an extension to the detention period. There is an indication that he 
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may have deliberately failed to appropriately apply the relevant tests prior 
to making this decision. 

 
23. Bronze Crime 

I served Bronze with a notice of investigation outlining the following allegations: 

 There is evidence that, on the instruction of others, Bronze, in turn, 
instructed other officers to carry out the arrest of Dr Shao for the 
conspiracy offence, seize Dr Shao’s phone for examination and obtain 
authorisation for a section 18 PACE search. There is an indication that 
Bronze failed in their positive obligation to question the conduct of D Supt 
1 who instructed that Dr Shao should be arrested, a section 18 PACE 
search should be conducted and his phone seized. 

 
24. Detective Sergeant 6 (OIC for the Conspiracy allegation) 

I served DS 6 with a notice of investigation outlining the following allegations: 

 DS 6 failed to challenge the decision to arrest Dr Shao for Conspiracy 
where there appears there may not have been grounds to do so.  

 He undertook the subsequent section 18 search of Dr Shao’s home and 
directed other officers during the search when there may not have been 
grounds to do so.  

 He failed to ensure that an interpreter was present during the interview of 
Dr Shao despite clear indications that Dr Shao was struggling to 
communicate effectively. 

 
25. Detective Constable 7 (co-interviewing officer during Dr Shao’s police 

interview) 

I served DC 7 with a notice of investigation outlining the following allegations: 

 DC 7 failed to challenge the decision to arrest Dr Shao for Conspiracy 

where there appears there may not have been grounds to do so.  

 She failed to ensure that an interpreter was present during the interview of 
Dr Shao despite clear indications that Dr Shao was struggling to 
communicate effectively. 

 
26. Silver Commander 

I served Silver with a notice of investigation outlining the following allegations: 

 On the basis of the evidence Silver was identified as “SX”. 

 There is an indication Silver was directly involved in the decision making 
relating to Dr Shao’s arrest for Conspiracy to commit a Section 5 Public 
Order Act offence. There is an indication Silver may have failed to 
appropriately apply the relevant tests to determine whether there were 
reasonable grounds for arrest, perhaps knowingly and deliberately and this 
may have amounted to an abuse of authority. 

 
27. Gold Commander 

I served Gold with a notice of investigation outlining the following allegations: 
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 The allegation is Gold knowingly partook in the decision to arrest Dr Shao 
in circumstances in which there were not reasonable grounds for the 
arrest, and this may have amounted to an abuse of authority 

 Furthermore, there is an indication Gold may have failed in their positive 
obligation to question the conduct of their colleagues who communicated 
with them regarding the decision to arrest Dr Shao. 

 
28. Police Constable 10 (Arresting officer – Conspiracy) 

I served PC 10 with a notice of investigation outlining the following allegations: 

 PC 10 arrested Dr Shao for Conspiracy to Commit a Section 5 Public 
Order Act offence. There is an indication she did so based on the 
instructions of senior colleagues. This may indicate a failure in her positive 
obligation to question the conduct of the colleagues who were responsible 
for that decision. 

 
29. Detective Inspector 11 (Crime lead) 

I served DI 11 with a notice of investigation outlining the following allegations: 

 There is evidence to suggest at least one officer raised concerns with him 
regarding the nature of the investigation into Dr Shao, specifically the 
progression of it via Conspiracy. It is alleged DI 11 then instructed this 
officer or officers to proceed by way of interview for Dr Shao and then bail 
him. The alleged direction to an officer(s) may indicate a failure in DI 11’s 
requirement to only give lawful orders and instructions and may also 
indicate a failure in his positive obligation to question the conduct of 
colleagues who were responsible for the decision to arrest. 

 

 

> Policies, procedures and legislation 
considered 

 
30. During the investigation, I have examined relevant national and local policies and 

legislation, as set out below. This will assist me in considering whether the 
officers, staff and relevant contractors named in this report complied with the 
applicable guidance and legislation, and whether the existing policies were 
sufficient in the circumstances. 

 

Police and Criminal Evidence Act (PACE) 1984 

 
31. PACE Code C: requirements for the detention, treatment and questioning of 

suspects not related to terrorism in police custody. 

 
32. PACE Code G: The statutory power of arrest by police officers. 
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33. Section 1 PACE: “A constable may exercise any power conferred by this section 

- (a) in any place to which at the time when he proposes to exercise the power 
the public or any section of the public has access, on payment or otherwise, as of 
right or by virtue of express or implied permission; or (b) in any other place to 
which people have ready access at the time when he proposes to exercise the 
power but which is not a dwelling.” “A constable - (a) may search - (i) any person 
or vehicle; (ii) anything which is in or on a vehicle, for stolen or prohibited articles; 
and (b) may detain a person or vehicle for the purpose of such a search.” 

 
34. Section 18 PACE: “A constable may enter and search any premises occupied or 

controlled by a person who is under arrest for an indictable offence, if he has 
reasonable grounds for suspecting that there is on the premises evidence, other 
than items subject to legal privilege, that relates to that offence; or to some other 
indictable offence which is connected with or similar to that offence”. 

 
35. Section 24 PACE: “(1) A constable may arrest without a warrant - (a) anyone 

who is about to commit an offence; (b) anyone who is in the act of committing an 
offence; (c) anyone whom he has reasonable grounds for suspecting to be about 
to commit an offence; (d) anyone whom he has reasonable grounds for 
suspecting to be committing an offence. (2) If a constable has reasonable 
grounds for suspecting that an offence has been committed, he may arrest 
without a warrant anyone whom he has reasonable grounds to suspect of being 
guilty of it. (3) If an offence has been committed, a constable may arrest without a 
warrant - (a) anyone who is guilty of the offence; (b) anyone whom he has 
reasonable grounds for suspecting to be guilty of it. (4) But the power of summary 
arrest conferred by subsection (1), (2) or (3) is exercisable only if the constable 
has reasonable grounds for believing that for any of the reasons mentioned in 
subsection (5) it is necessary to arrest the person in question. (5) The reasons 
are - (a) to enable the name of the person in question to be ascertained (in the 
case where the constable does not know, and cannot readily ascertain, the 
person's name, or has reasonable grounds for doubting whether a name given by 
the person as his name is his real name); (b) correspondingly as regards the 
person's address; (c) to prevent the person in question - (i) causing physical 
injury to himself or any other person; (ii) suffering physical injury; (iii) causing loss 
of or damage to property; (iv) committing an offence against public decency 
(subject to subsection (6)); or (v) causing an unlawful obstruction of the highway; 
(d) to protect a child or other vulnerable person from the person in question; (e) to 
allow the prompt and effective investigation of the offence or of the conduct of the 
person in question; (f) to prevent any prosecution for the offence from being 
hindered by the disappearance of the person in question.” 

 

> Personal Safety Training Manual 2012 

 
36. A review of the guidance in relation to handcuffs and multiple officer escort 

position was carried out in relation to this investigation and considered with 
regards to the use of force employed by officers during Dr Shao’s removal from 
the road and subsequent arrest. 
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> Section 5 Public Order Act offence 1986 

 
37. A person is guilty of a section 5 Public Order Act offence when they use 

threatening or abusive words or behaviour, or disorderly behaviour; or display any 
writing, sign or other visible representation which is threatening or abusive.  

 

> Conspiracy 

 
38. Section 1 of the Criminal Law Act 1977 provides, “(1) Subject to the following 

provisions of this Part of this Act, if a person agrees with any other person or 
persons that a course of conduct shall be pursued which, if the agreement is 
carried out in accordance with their intentions either, - (a) will necessarily amount 
to or involve the commission of any offence or offences by one or more of the 
parties to the agreement, or (b) would do so but for the existence of facts which 
render the commission of the offence or any of the offences impossible, he is 
guilty of conspiracy to commit the offence or offences in question.” 

 
39. Conspiracy is defined by the CPS as, “the agreement by two or more people to 

carry out a criminal act. Even if nothing is done in furtherance of the agreement, 
the offence of conspiracy is complete… This cannot be a mere mental operation; 
it must involve spoken or written words or other overt acts.”  

 

> Agreement 

 
40. R v Shillam [2013] EWCA Crim 160: “…for two or more persons to be convicted 

of a single conspiracy each of them must be proved to have a shared common 
purpose or design… there must be a shared criminal purpose or design in which 
all have joined, rather than merely similar or parallel ones” (paragraphs 19 and 
20, as quoted in Archbold (2016, A5.46)).   

 
41. Paragraph 36 of Subhash Mehta v Regina [2012] EWCA Crim 2824, the Court of 

Appeal commented that the authorities establish, amongst others, “A common 
design means a shared design. It is not the same as similar but separate 
designs”. 

 

> Breach of the Peace 

 
42. Breach of the peace is a common law offence. “This is committed when an 

individual causes harm, or appears likely to cause harm, to a person, or in that 
person’s presence, to his/her property, or puts that person in fear of such harm 
being done through an assault, affray, a riot, unlawful assembly or other 
disturbance”, as defined by the APP guidance. 

 

> Obstruction of the highway (Highway Act 1980) 
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43. If a person, without lawful authority or excuse, in any way wilfully obstructs the 

free passage along a highway he is guilty of an offence. 

 

> Article 29 Vienna Convention 

 
44. Article 29 of the Vienna Convention states, “The person of a diplomatic agent 

shall be inviolable. He shall not be liable to any form of arrest or detention. The 
receiving state shall treat him with due respect and shall take all appropriate 
steps to prevent any attack on his person, freedom or dignity”. 

 

> Section 3 Criminal Law Act 1967 

 
45. “A person may use such force as is reasonable in the circumstances in the 

prevention of crime, or in effecting or assisting in the lawful arrest of offenders or 
suspected offenders or of persons unlawfully at large.” 

 

> Role of the Gold Commander (Authorised Professional Practice) 

 
46. The Authorised Professional Practice guidance states the “Gold Commander 

assumes and retains overall command for the operation or incident. They have 
overall responsibility and authority for the gold strategy and any tactical 
parameters that silver or bronze commanders should follow. The Gold 
Commander, however, should not make tactical decisions. They are responsible 
for ensuring that any tactics deployed are proportionate to the risks identified, 
meet the objectives of the strategy and are legally compliant, particularly in terms 
of the Human Rights Act 1998.” 

 

> Summary and analysis of the evidence  

 
47. In order for the decision maker to reach their opinion, I have presented a 

summary and analysis of the evidence. During this investigation a volume of 
evidence was gathered. After thorough analysis of all the evidence, I have 
summarised that which I think is relevant and answers the terms of reference for 
my investigation. As such, not all of the evidence gathered in the investigation is 
referred to in this report. However, the methodology of the investigation, including 
key decisions made, strategies that were set, and details of people referred to in 
this report are included in the attached appendices. 

 
48. On receipt of the report, the decision maker is required to record their opinion 

about whether there is a case to answer for misconduct or gross misconduct for 
each person to whose conduct the investigation relates, and whether the 
performance of each such person is satisfactory. Within the analysis, I will not 
make any determinations about these matters.  
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> Summary of evidence 

 

> Dr Shao’s arrest for Breach of the Peace 

 
49. On 21 October 2015, Dr Shao was arrested by PC 12, a City of London Police 

officer, for Breach of the Peace. Prior to Dr Shao’s arrest, PC 13 a Metropolitan 
Police Service (MPS) officer, PC 12, PC 14, PS 15 and PC 16, all of whom are 
City of London police officers, removed Dr Shao from the road outside of Mansion 
House. PC 17, another MPS officer, was a close observer during Dr Shao’s 
removal. 

 
50. According to Dr Shao’s statement to the IOPC, on 21 October 2015 he made his 

way to Bank underground station to take part in the protests against the Chinese 
President outside Mansion House. Dr Shao stated he had not arranged to meet 
anyone and had not made any prior arrangements to protest with anyone.   

 
51. Shortly after Dr Shao’s arrival at Bank junction at approximately 4pm, Special 

Escort Group (SEG) motorcyclists from the MPS entered the area and held the 
traffic at the junction to allow the oncoming motorcade, carrying the Chinese 
President, to enter Mansion House. PC 13, a member of the MPS SEG, 
explained in his Evidence and Actions Book (EAB) that he took up position on the 
junction of Poultry and Queen Victoria Street with a view to holding the traffic 
travelling in an eastbound direction. PC 13 explained he got off his motorcycle at 
this time to gain better control and increase his visibility to members of the public. 
As the motorcade approached, Dr Shao stated he was standing in front of the 
Natwest Bank, looking across the road towards the entrance of Mansion House. 

 
52. Dr Shao stated that, as the motorcade began to approach the yellow box junction 

outside of the entrance to Mansion House, he began to move from his location 
behind some barriers and into the road. Dr Shao explained he climbed over a 
barrier in order to access the road. This area of road was a sterile area, controlled 
by police officers who were preventing individuals from entering the junction to 
allow the safe passage of the motorcade into Mansion House. In the context of 
this particular incident, a sterile area would mean an area in which members of 
the public were not permitted to enter.  

 
53. Dr Shao made his way to a yellow box junction where he came to an eventual 

stop of his own accord. According to PC 12’s original statement, Dr Shao was 
holding two A4 paper placards, which stated “End Autocracy” and “Democracy 
Now”. The signs also depicted Chinese characters. Dr Shao explained he wanted 
the signs he was holding to be visible. 

 
54. At this time, PC 13 was positioned closest to Dr Shao at a distance of 

approximately three metres. This can be seen clearly on the CCTV of the 
incident. According to PC 13’s EAB, written shortly after the incident, he was 
alerted to Dr Shao’s presence by an unidentified colleague who shouted 
“protestor”. PC 13 explained in his EAB, “the escort was nearly with me and I 
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feared he [Dr Shao] was running toward our escort and the principle [sic] vehicle”. 
PC 13 explained his first thought was Dr Shao appeared intent on disrupting the 
oncoming motorcade, and may have been at risk of being struck by the oncoming 
vehicles. The CCTV shows PC 13 moved towards Dr Shao and used a tackling 
motion in order to prevent Dr Shao moving further forward towards the oncoming 
motorcade. PC 13 explained in his EAB that he moved towards Dr Shao and 
body-checked him in order to halt his progress. PC 13 clarified the term “body 
checked” to mean using his own bodyweight to halt Dr Shao’s progress. PC 13 
acknowledged this is not a taught police technique but felt this was more 
proportionate than using any form of strike or item of Personal Protective 
Equipment (PPE) such as his asp, CS Spray, Taser or firearm, all of which he 
was equipped with at the time of the incident. 

 
55. PC 13 described that Dr Shao resisted and pushed against him, which PC 13 

stated caused him to begin to fear for his safety. PC 13’s EAB described Dr Shao 
as having an angry expression, with tight lips and a fixated stare at the principal 
vehicle in the motorcade. PC 13 stated he felt Dr Shao’s anger was an indication 
Dr Shao wanted to hurt him. 

 
56. PC 12’s original statement explained he first saw Dr Shao when he ran towards 

the SEG officer in the road, holding two articles in his hands. He explained he 
saw the SEG officer, identified as PC 13, approach Dr Shao and take hold of his 
clothing around the shoulder. PC 12 explained he thought the SEG officer 
needed help, so made the decision to assist him. PC 12 explained that when he 
entered the road and approached Dr Shao and PC 13, he put his left hand on Dr 
Shao’s right forearm and his right hand across Dr Shao’s chest in order to push 
him back. PC 12 felt these actions constituted part of his training. He did not hear 
Dr Shao say he was in pain at any time and recalled Dr Shao may have called 
out, “Your Government, your Government”. PC 12 stated he did not consider 
using his PPE and instead pushed Dr Shao away without striking or hitting him. 
PC 12 stated this was a technique taught in training. 

 
57. PS 15 said that when she first saw Dr Shao she had a genuine concern for his 

safety as she was under the impression the vehicles in the motorcade, which 
travelled toward him, might not stop. She also believed Dr Shao might have 
posed a threat to the occupants of the vehicles. PS 15 stated she moved into the 
road to assist, took hold of Dr Shao’s back and pulled him by his jacket. She 
explained other officers were already using arm and shoulder holds. She recalled 
Dr Shao struggled and resisted officers who tried to move him. PS 15 explained 
Dr Shao began to calm down as he was moved away from the road and, on that 
basis, she felt she was no longer needed and returned to her original post outside 
of Mansion House. 

 
58. PC 14 explained that, when he saw his public order partner PC 16 move towards 

Dr Shao in the road, he went to support him. PC 14 explained that, as he reached 
Dr Shao, PC 13 and PS 15 let go of Dr Shao, so he took hold of Dr Shao in a 
straight-arm bar. PC 14 described Dr Shao as agitated and resisting arrest and 
recalled Dr Shao called out the word “Murder”. PC 14 described the straight-arm 
bar technique as an escort position where the wrist and elbow are held to stop a 
person from reaching into their pockets or raising their arms. He confirmed this 
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was a technique taught during training. PC 14 stated Dr Shao did not resist this 
position. 

 
59. PC 16 explained he saw Dr Shao run into the road holding two placards and saw 

PC 13 approach Dr Shao in a hesitant manner before then driving him backwards 
and away from the motorcade. PC 16 explained he did not have time to go 
through his officer response options but felt he needed to assist, as PC 13 may 
have seen a threat he had not. PC 16 explained he entered the road, grabbed Dr 
Shao and began to move him backwards. PC 16 clarified he used his body 
weight to assist with removing Dr Shao from the road and held onto Dr Shao’s 
clothes to prevent Dr Shao from falling over. PC 16 discounted use of his PPE as 
he felt this might cause injury to his colleagues and Dr Shao. PC 16’s original 
statement also recalled Dr Shao shouted out “Murder” and was fighting against 
officers and attempting to throw his arms about. 

 
60. PC 17 explained he heard one of his colleagues shout “Protestor” and then saw 

PC 13 moving Dr Shao backwards. PC 17 then saw other officers assist PC 13 
with removing Dr Shao from the road. PC 17 explained he was aware PC 13 was 
armed and as such walked alongside officers until he was satisfied the situation 
was under control. 

 
61. Dr Shao’s statement explained that, although he did not sustain an injury, he did 

feel some pain on his body during the time officers removed him from the road. 
Dr Shao could not specify where this pain originated, or which officer was 
responsible. Dr Shao’s statement further explained he did not attempt to resist 
officers who removed him from the road, and his physical efforts were 
concentrated on trying to maintain his balance. Dr Shao did feel as though he 
was being violently pushed away from the yellow box junction and, in the course 
of the original complaint to the IOPC, explained the force used was excessive. Dr 
Shao did not recall any officer attempting to converse with him. 

 
62. Dr Shao explained he felt officers tried to push him to the ground as they 

removed him from the road and he told officers, “let me stand like a human”. All 
officers who removed Dr Shao from the road explained it was never their intention 
to push Dr Shao to the ground, and instead reiterated Dr Shao was pushed 
backwards under control in order to remove him from the immediate vicinity of the 
motorcade. No officer has indicated that Dr Shao fell or was pushed to the ground 
at any time.  

 
63. The CCTV shows PC 12, PC 16 and PC 14 remove Dr Shao from outside of 

Mansion House once PS 15, PC 13 and PC 17 had returned to their original 
duties. The footage later shows Dr Shao standing with officers on Mansion House 
Place, a short distance from Mansion House, which was described by Dr Shao as 
an alleyway. PC 12 explained that he took Dr Shao to this location, as it was a 
safe distance from the motorcade and out of view of the public. The footage 
shows Dr Shao being placed in handcuffs by PC 12 in the front stack position. 

 
64. PC 12 stated he placed Dr Shao in the front stack handcuff position, and 

loosened the handcuffs following complaint from Dr Shao they were too tight. PC 
12 recalled he arrested Dr Shao for Breach of the Peace at 4.09pm, and informed 
Dr Shao he would be taken to the next available court sitting in accordance with a 
directive he had received during his briefing for the event. PC 12 explained he felt 
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that, if Dr Shao had been released, this would have led to a further Breach of the 
Peace or further offences. PC 12’s statement explained a Section 1 PACE person 
search was conducted on Dr Shao and a Form 386 completed. A form 386 is the 
City of London police stop and search record. No record of this form has been 
found in the course of the investigation. PC 12’s rationale for searching Dr Shao 
was to, “find out if he had any articles in relation to what he was doing there or to 
see if there were further placards”. PC 12 also explained he did not consider a 
Section 5 Public Order Act (POA) offence had been committed by Dr Shao at the 
time of the incident as it “did not cross his mind”, but he did consider there could 
have been a further breach of the peace.  

 
65. PC 16 explained he felt it would be most appropriate to take Dr Shao to Mansion 

House Place in order to conduct a Section 1 PACE person search. PC 16 
explained he held Dr Shao’s arms against the wall at this time, as he did not 
know what items Dr Shao had in his possession and to aid his colleagues with 
the search. PC 16 explained he was also concerned as to whether Dr Shao had 
any weapons in his possession. PC 16 described Dr Shao pushed against his 
arms, so he asked PC 14 and PC 12 to handcuff Dr Shao. Dr Shao was 
subsequently handcuffed to the rear. PC 16 explained his last involvement with 
Dr Shao was when he was asked to return to his original post a short time after 
Dr Shao had been arrested. 

 
66. PC 14 recalled that PC 16 warned Dr Shao he would be handcuffed. PC 14 

stated he handcuffed Dr Shao to the rear to prevent any potential escape. During 
this time, a search was conducted and no articles were found which could cause 
harm. PC 14 repositioned the handcuffs at Dr Shao’s request, placing them in 
front stack and loosening them to make them more comfortable. PC 14 explained 
Dr Shao conversed with him freely during this time. PC 14 explained Dr Shao 
was subject to Section 1 PACE search but he did not complete the paperwork as 
he assumed PC 12 had. 

 
67. Dr Shao explained he had handcuffs placed on him, first behind his back with his 

arms crossed over, before this was changed to a front stack position. 

 
68. Officers involved in the initial use of force felt Dr Shao’s actions constituted a 

Breach of the Peace. Some officers believed Dr Shao could potentially have been 
arrested for other offences at that time including, Section 5 Public Order Act 
offence and Obstruction of the Highway. Dr Shao may have been wilfully 
obstructing the free passage of vehicles, as legislated by the Highways Act 1980, 
if he had continued to remain in the road and disrupted the vehicles in the 
motorcade. 

 
69. PC 12 stated he received a briefing, prior to his deployment, in which he was told 

the Government did not need to be embarrassed in relation to the CSV. PC 12 
explained he felt the content of the briefing was cascaded from a higher authority. 
He had been specifically warned protestors might throw items, and as the 
Chinese President did not like this behaviour, officers were told not to let this 
happen. PC 12 also explained this was the highest amount of “let’s not be 
embarrassed” sentiments expressed during a visit of this nature.   

 
70. PC 14 and PC 16 both stated the briefings served to remind officers of the 

importance of the CSV and it was stressed nothing was to go wrong.  
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71. PS 15 explained she did receive a briefing on 21 October 2015 but she cannot 

recall who from. The briefing discussed both protestors and pro-Chinese 
supporters. All officers confirmed Dr Shao was not specifically mentioned during 
any briefing they attended. 

 
72. PC 12, PC 13, PC 16, PC 14 and PS 15 did not use any of their appointed items 

of PPE and instead moved Dr Shao in a robust and dynamic manner away from 
the yellow box junction and oncoming motorcade. This is evidenced by the CCTV 
and officer accounts. All officers highlighted they were concerned Dr Shao was 
an unknown risk with unclear intentions. 

 
73. Following his arrest for Breach of the Peace Dr Shao was taken to Bishopsgate 

police station. 

 

> Analysis of evidence 

 

> Use of force 

 
74. CCTV and evidence obtained from police officer accounts suggests the intended 

aim in using force towards Dr Shao was to remove him from the road outside 
Mansion House. Officer statements corroborate the rationale for use of force as 
helping to ensure Dr Shao’s safety and to prevent him from reaching the 
oncoming motorcade. At the time of being removed from the road, Dr Shao was 
in relatively close proximity and in the direct path of the oncoming motorcade.  
There is a considerable amount of evidence from CCTV and officers accounts 
that indicates the force used by officers was dynamic, as it appears that officers 
acted quickly and robustly when they saw Dr Shao move into the road. All the 
police officers who used force in this incident have provided a rationale as to why 
they used force, and the accounts given as to what actions they took are 
consistent with the objective CCTV evidence. There is no evidence any officer 
used an item of PPE to remove Dr Shao from the road, instead officers expressly 
stated they opted to use pushing motions, assisted by their own bodyweight, to 
halt Dr Shao’s progress. Some officers accepted they used force in a manner that 
was not a taught part of their officer safety training skills. However, the officers 
state they felt this was proportionate to the intended aims and a more appropriate 
option than using an item of their PPE. Section 3 Criminal Law Act 1967 would 
permit officers to use reasonable force in these circumstances. 

 
75. Dr Shao made a number of observations in relation to the force used by officers, 

he felt he was being pushed to the ground, experienced pain as a result of the 
force used and felt the force used was excessive. It is possible Dr Shao did 
experience some pain as a result of being removed from the road by officers, but 
there is no evidence to suggest he fell or was pushed to the ground at any time.  

 
76. The accounts of Dr Shao and the officers converge with regard to the use of the 

handcuffs. They agree that after being removed from the road outside of Mansion 
House, Dr Shao was placed in handcuffs, firstly in the rear stack position before 
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then being transitioned to front stack. The CCTV is limited in that it only shows Dr 
Shao being placed in handcuffs in the front stack position. However, the evidence 
of Dr Shao and the officers strongly indicates that the handcuffs were placed in 
the rear stack position prior to this.   

 
77. Based on the evidence from the CCTV and police officer statements, there 

is no indication that a criminal offence had been committed or behaviour 
that would justify the bringing of disciplinary proceedings.  

 

> Arrest 

 
78. The CCTV shows Dr Shao enter the road outside of Mansion House. In order to 

access this area, Dr Shao’s statement explained, he jumped over a barrier and 
made his way into the road so that the signs he was carrying would be visible. 
Officers’ statements identify this as a sterile area, clearly controlled by police 
officers and acting as a barrier system to the path of the motorcade. The actions 
of Dr Shao in jumping over the barrier and making his way towards the oncoming 
motorcade could signify an attempt or intention to disrupt the progress of the 
oncoming vehicles in the motorcade. As seen on the CCTV all other traffic, aside 
from the motorcade, came to a stop in accordance with the instructions being 
given by officers. There is an individual on a bicycle who continues to move 
towards the junction intersection, but they do not attempt to interfere with the 
progress of the motorcade.  

 
79. There is therefore evidence that Dr Shao’s actions could have amounted to a 

breach of the peace as constituted by his actions in jumping over a barrier and 
moving into the road, potentially rising to a suspicion that he may have been 
about to harm the occupants of the convoy or cause damage to the convoy itself. 
A police officer is under a duty to act where there is a Breach of the Peace. The 
arresting officer, PC 12, explained he felt a Breach of the Peace had occurred. 
After arresting Dr Shao on suspicion of the offence PC 12 felt a Breach of the 
Peace may continue to occur if Dr Shao was released. According to PC 12’s 
statement he arrested Dr Shao with the intention of bringing him before the court 
at the next available sitting. There is evidence to suggest that PC 12’s reasonable 
grounds to suspect a breach of the peace had occurred, or may occur, was 
reasonable at the point that Dr Shao was arrested, for the reasons mentioned 
above. As stated by PC 12 it was his intention to arrest and detain Dr Shao to 
prevent a further breach of the peace. Although PC 12’s rationale was not 
explicitly stated in the form of a necessity stipulated by section 24 PACE, it could 
be reasonably assumed that PC 12’s rationale fitted in the context of preventing 
Dr Shao from causing or suffering physical injury, causing damage to property or 
obstructing the highway. There is a considerable amount of evidence other 
officers, including PC 12, took proportionate and appropriate action to mitigate 
the risk they considered that Dr Shao posed, as documented in their statements 
and as can be seen from the CCTV. Dr Shao does not contradict the account of 
officers. Dr Shao admits he climbed over a barrier after seeing the motorcade 
travelling toward Mansion House, before entering the road while carrying an A4 
sign in each hand, with the intention of making himself as visible as possible.  
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80. Having considered the requirements of section 24 PACE 1984, there is no 

indication that a criminal offence had been committed or behaviour that 
would justify the bringing of disciplinary proceedings. 

 

> Summary of evidence 

 

> Dr Shao’s arrest for Conspiracy to commit a Section 5 Public Order 
Act offence and s.18 search of his home address 

 
81. Following Dr Shao’s arrest, he was taken to Bishopsgate police station, where he 

arrived at 4.36pm on 21 October 2015. Dr Shao’s detention was authorised at 
4.44pm by [an officer]. The reason for detention, recorded on the custody log, 
was to prevent a further breach of the peace and to allow the prompt and 
effective investigation of the offence or conduct of the detained person. 

 
82. During the period between Dr Shao’s arrest for Breach of the Peace and his later 

arrest at 7.35pm for Conspiracy to commit a Section 5 Public Order Act offence, 
there is evidence that several officers were part of the decision making to arrest 
Dr Shao for the further offence and several more were cognisant of it.  

 
83. In order to simplify the evidence in relation to Dr Shao’s arrest for Conspiracy to 

commit a Section 5 Public Order Act offence, I will deal with each subject of the 
investigation in turn, to present a chronology of the evidence relevant to them. 
Subject officers’ evidence may also include reference to additional evidence, 
policies, legislation and witness accounts. 

 

> Detective Superintendent 1 

 
84. Detective Chief Inspector 1, now Detective Superintendent (D Supt), was the 

Crime and Intelligence Coordinator during the CSV. On 21 October 2015 at 
7.47pm, D Supt 1 emailed their decision to arrest Dr Shao and two women for 
Conspiracy to commit a Section 5 Public Order Act (POA) offence to multiple 
officers. The recipients of the email included DS 21, DS 6, Bronze, DI 11, Gold 
and Silver. Although the email was sent at 7.47pm, the content of the email 
stated D Supt 1 made this decision at 6.30pm. D Supt 1 listed five “aggravating 
factors” within the email, which formed the basis of their decision. These 
included: 

 “Individuals acted together as a three. 

 A pattern of behaviour by fixated determined individuals. 

 Clearly a pre-meditated action.  

 Unable to ascertain intent/threat without investigating conspiracy.  
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 Convoy protected by firearms officers and putting aside the intended 
outcome, attacking/rushing a protected convoy presents a number of 
threats to the suspects, the police officers, to the principals and the public.” 

 
85. In addition to the aggravating factors, D Supt 1’s policy decision outlined Dr 

Shao’s actions from earlier that day. D Supt 1 wrote, “This male had to be 
intercepted by a forward police motorcycle outrider who jumped off his motorbike 
in order to stop what appeared to be an attack of some kind.” D Supt 1’s policy 
decision added, “Around the same time two females were arrested in close 
proximity by other officers”. It is unclear how this level of detail was obtained, as 
the City of London CAD in relation to this incident only references one 
demonstrator running towards the motorcade. The CAD also includes a request 
from Silver at 4.21pm requesting CCTV of Bank/Princes Street and Cornhill 
junction between the times 3.45pm and 4.10pm. The CCTV had not been 
collected by the MPS before 7.20pm, which is when the CAD finished. D Supt 1’s 
policy decision mentioned Dr Shao’s removal from the area around Whitehall 
earlier on the morning of 21 October 2015 and further stated Dr Shao had been 
“man-marked” by officers the previous day. D Supt 1 also made reference to XX 
XXX XXX XXX XXX XX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XX XXX XXX XX XXX 
XXX XX XXX XX  XX XX XXXX XXX X X X X X X X XXXX XXX XXXX 3 
[intelligence of previous similar behaviour by someone suspected to be Dr Shao 
and a suspected connection to one of the women arrested].  

 
86. During their misconduct interview with the IOPC, D Supt 1 did not respond to 

questions, but did provide a prepared statement outlining their involvement in the 
CSV. D Supt 1’s prepared statement explained intelligence was sought in relation 
to Dr Shao and the two women and, at 6.36pm, Bronze forwarded to D Supt 1 the 
information. Given the timings set out in their email, it appears this information 
was sent to D Supt 1 after they had made their decision to arrest Dr Shao for 
Conspiracy to commit a Section 5 POA offence rather than before. [Bronze] was 
the Bronze Crime for the CSV and was employed by the MPS at the time of the 
incident. In addition to the forwarded information sent by Bronze, D Supt 1 also 
stated they were verbally briefed, but could not recall by whom. It is not clear who 
provided this briefing, however, according to D Supt 1, the information provided 
was in relation to Dr Shao’s actions earlier on 21 October 2015. 

 
87. D Supt 1 explained in their prepared statement to the IOPC that the combination 

of written and verbal intelligence and information led them to become “extremely 
concerned” that Dr Shao and the two women were known to each other. D Supt 1 
further added XX XXX XX XX XX XX XXXXXX XX XXXXXX XXXX X XXXXX XX 
XXXXXXXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXXX 4 [there was intelligence of previous 
similar behaviour by someone suspected to be Dr Shao and a suspected 
connection to one of the women arrested]. According to D Supt 1, the 
involvement of both individuals during the incident on 21 October 2015 almost 
simultaneously, afforded clear evidence to reasonably suspect them of 
Conspiracy to commit a Section 5 POA offence. The written intelligence was 
provided to D Supt 1 by Bronze and included intelligence related to previous 
incidents the individuals had been involved in. D Supt 1 confirmed they had not 

                                                 
3 Redacted for the purposes of the prevention or detection of crime. 
4 Redacted for the purposes of the prevention or detection of crime. 
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seen the CCTV of the incident at that time and did not have the notes of the 
officers who had arrested either Dr Shao or the two women.  

 
88. During the course of the investigation, evidence was obtained in the form of an 

intelligence report, which was provided by the MPS. XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX 
XXXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX 
XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX 
XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX 
XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX 
XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX 
XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX 
XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX 
XXX XXX XXX 5 [The intelligence was of previous similar behaviour by someone 
suspected to be Dr Shao and a suspected connection to one of the females 
arrested.] It is possible this is the incident referred to in D Supt 1’s policy decision.  

 
89. D Supt 1 provided a second prepared statement under caution to the IOPC that 

outlined further detail regarding the intelligence report provided to them in relation 
to Dr Shao. D Supt 1 explained “the intel report collates various pieces of 
research from numerous indices, including a number of separate intelligence 
reports put on the intelligence system at different times”. D Supt 1 explained [why 
they considered the] intelligence report provided to them on 21 October 2015 
related to [Dr Shao]. XXX XXXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXXX XXX XXX XXX 
XXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXX XXX XXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXX 6 

 
90. D Supt 1 added that they were, “briefed by Bx Intel that the man arrested 

XXXXXX XX XXXX XXXX XXXXXXX XXXXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXX XXXX  7 
[was Dr Shao]”. D Supt 1 explained they thought this was one and the same 
person based on the fact they were told this by the intelligence team. This may be 
the briefing referred to during D Supt 1’s prepared statement in which they could 
not recall who briefed them. 

 
91. [A police sergeant] from the MPS conducted Police National Computer (PNC) 

enquiries in relation to XXXXX XXX XX XXXXX XXX XXXX XX X XXX XX XX 
XXXXX [Dr Shao] XXXXXX XXX XXX XXX XXXX XXX XXXX XXX XXX XXXXX 8 
but no record [of him was] found on PNC.  

 
92. On 16 January 2018 [a detention detective constable]  XXXXX XXXX XXX XXX 

XXXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXX XXXX XXXX XXXX 
XXX XXX XXXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXX XXXX 
XXXX XXXX XXX XXX XXXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXX 
XXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXX XXX XXXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXXXX XXXX 
XXXX XXXX XXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXX XXX XXXX XXX XXX XXX XXX 
XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXX XXX XXXX XXX XXX 
XXX XXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXX XXX XXXX 
XXX XXX XXX XXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXX 
XXX XXXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXX XXXX XXXX 

                                                 
5 Redacted for the purposes of the prevention or detection of crime. 
6 Redacted for the purposes of the prevention or detection of crime. 
7 Redacted for the purposes of the prevention or detection of crime. 
8 Redacted for the purposes of the prevention or detection of crime. 
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XXXX XXX XXX XXXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXXXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXX 
XXXX XXXX 9 [confirmed all intelligence about Dr Shao held on police systems].   

 
93. D Supt 1’s policy decision explained the arrest of Dr Shao for Conspiracy would 

permit the police to carry out section 18 PACE searches on the arrested person’s 
home addresses. The Conspiracy element of the offence made the overall 
offence indictable. This would therefore permit a constable to enter and search a 
premises controlled by a person under arrest for an indictable offence.  

 
94. D Supt 1’s policy decision explained they agreed their decision to arrest Dr Shao 

and the two women for Conspiracy to commit a Section 5 POA offence with “SX”. 
During the early phases of the investigation, there was an indication “SX” could 
have related to Inspector 2, who was served with a regulation 16 notice outlining 
their suspected involvement. Later evidence, obtained during further enquiries, 
confirmed Inspector 2 was not “SX” and was instead employed in the role of the 
Gold Commander’s scribe during the CSV. “SX” actually denoted the Silver 
Commander for the CSV, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX. 

 
95. D Supt 1 explained they were present in the Special Operations Room (SOR) at 

Lambeth on 21 October 2015. D Supt 1 described this as a difficult day, with 
protestors being quite visible and vocal, while trying to meet the objectives of 
facilitating peaceful protest and preserve the safety of everyone present.  

 
96. D Supt 1 stated, “[Silver] was acting as the silver (Sx) commander, and now 

[Gold] was the Gold (Gx) commander. The three of us were at Lambeth in the 
Special Operations Room dealing with the situation”, following Dr Shao’s arrest 
by PC 12. D Supt 1 explained they discussed the situation with Silver and, “it was 
agreed that we should look into whether or not this was a pre-planned act arising 
out of a conspiracy to disrupt the visit.” D Supt 1 further commented, “We decided 
to tell the officers at Bishopsgate to arrest the three detained persons for the 
offence of conspiracy to commit a Section 5 Public Order Act offence”. From the 
phrasing of the prepared statement, “we” appears to be in reference to D Supt 1 
and Silver. D Supt 1 clarified, “Whilst this was in many ways a joint decision I take 
full responsibility for it in my role as Crime and Intelligence Coordinator on the 
day.” D Supt 1 explained they thought this decision was fully recorded by Silver 
and Gold.  

 
97. D Supt 1 recalled they were aware DS 6 and DC 7 were tasked to interview Dr 

Shao and the two women at Bishopsgate police station, although not directly 
tasked by him. DS 6 was appointed as the officer in the case on 21 October 2015 
and DC 7 was tasked as the assistant interviewing officer on 22 October 2015. D 
Supt 1’s written response outlined the view that those who dealt with the matter at 
Bishopsgate did so entirely on the basis of the decision made by D Supt 1 and 
their colleagues.  

 
98. D Supt 1’s written response to caution stated, “I believe the decision which I 

made to have them arrested for the offence of conspiracy was reasonable, 
appropriate and proportionate, and lawful at the time. I believe the [sic] that 
reasonable grounds existed upon which I formed and held an honestly held 
suspicion as to their potential involvement in that offence. I appreciate I was not 

                                                 
9 Redacted for the purposes of the prevention or detection of crime. 
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required to have compelling evidence of a conspiracy, but simply the reasonable 
suspicion, which I had, to justify continuing the investigation in this way, which is 
what then took place. As indicated in that document, one of [the] primary 
concerns was to evaluate and ascertain the ongoing risk. The assessment was 
agreed with Siler [sic] and in turn Gold.”  

 
99. D Supt 1’s prepared statement confirmed their position when they explained, “I 

stand by the content of my document created on 21st October 2015 and the 
subsequent Briefing Note on the 28th October 2015. Both [Silver] and I had 
agreed that there were sufficient grounds to investigate the offence of conspiracy 
and we both felt that action to be proportionate, necessary and legitimate in the 
circumstances. It remains my honest held belief that the honest actions taken by 
my colleagues that day were correct. We were amongst a number of police 
officers doing their very best around a difficult, fast-moving, multifaceted and very 
large armed policing operation, involving sensitive and complex issues around 
threat and security. The investigation that was carried out was thorough but 
proportionate, and following the seizure of items a graduated approach was 
taken.” 

 
100. In their second statement, D Supt 1 explained, “I would like to add as well that 

previous references I have made to conversations I had with Silver relating to 
numerous serious security concerns, and human rights obligations that we were 
managing, include conversations which I shared with Gold and Silver but which 
would not have been shared with or come to the attention of officers from the 
Crime Team such as [Bronze], [DS 6] and [DC 7]. They were not aware of the 
threats which I referred to in those conversations and I cannot elaborate on here. 
The decision to broaden the investigation relating to the three individuals who 
were arrested on 21 October 2015 was taken at a senior level, where a wider 
strategic view of the potential ongoing threats was obviously clearest.”  

 

> Silver 

 
101. Silver is a former [officer] from the MPS. They provided the IOPC with a written 

response, which took the form of an unsigned letter and was not recorded on a 
formal statement template. Silver was asked whether they would be willing to 
provide an original, signed copy of their account, but their representative 
indicated this was the only copy that would be provided.  

 
102. Silver’s letter explained they were appointed as the silver commander for the 

CSV. The Authorised Professional Practice (APP) guidance states, “a silver 
commander coordinates the overall tactical response in compliance with the 
strategy, and is the tactical commander of the incident.” By virtue of this role, 
Silver would have been involved in planning the security for the event, among 
other responsibilities synonymous with the strategic objectives. 

 
103. Silver explained that, from the start of their involvement with the CSV, they were 

aware the Chinese approach to security, protest and human rights was very 
different to that of the UK. Silver explained previous CSVs had provoked 
controversy and criticism of MPS tactics, which were allegedly used to suppress 
protest. Silver stated both they and Gold were determined the same proportionate 
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and legal approach would be applied to the CSV as any other protest in London, 
regardless of whether this was met by disapproval from any Government, 
organisation or individual. 

 
104. Silver explained that, throughout the planning phase and during the policing 

operation, they maintained detailed decision logs. Silver recalled they thought 
their logs were filed and sent to the MPS General Registry after the event 
concluded. The IOPC has made multiple attempts to locate these logs, however 
the statement of XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX, the present Events and Planning 
Inspector in SC&O22, stated, “it would appear that the logs have potentially either 
been misfiled or mislaid”.  

 
105. Silver’s letter discussed risk mitigation in relation to the CSV, specifically how the 

Chinese Government’s expectations in relation to protest would be managed. 
Silver’s letter explained political protest near the Chinese President is almost 
never tolerated, especially in a foreign country, where it is seen as hugely 
disrespectful. Silver said both they and Gold were clear they would not let this 
information influence their approach, even though there may have been political 
and Chinese Security Service pressure to vary the approach. Silver had further 
risk mitigation concerns in relation to espionage and prevention of harm to the 
Chinese President and those with diplomatic immunity.  

 
106. Silver’s letter discussed the concept of political pressure [and that they did 

experience this]. XXXX XXX XX X XXXXXXX XXXXXXXX XXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXX XXX XXXXX 10. Silver added they were in 
almost daily contact with both the Home Office and the FCO and at no stage did 
either organisation suggest a variation in the MPS approach to protest. Silver also 
recalled representatives from the FCO making it clear to Chinese officials, on 
numerous occasions, of the UK approach to protest. Silver’s letter included a list 
of the ways the Chinese delegation had tried to apply different types of pressure 
to both Silver and more widely, the MPS. XXX XXXXX XXXX XXX XXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXX XXX XXX XXX XXXXXXXXX 11 
[Silver provided an example of the pressure encountered.] Silver added that, 
despite this behaviour and demands, they and members of their command team 
refused to alter their approach to protest or security.  

 
107. XXXXXXX XXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXX 

XXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXX X X 
X X X X   XXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXX 
XXXXXXX X X X  XXXXXX XXXXXX XXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXX XX XXX XXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 12. [Silver provided 
further detail on the political pressure encountered.]  

 
108. Silver’s letter outlined their considerations for the approach to protest during the 

CSV. Silver reiterated they did not take a different approach to the CSV than any 
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11 Redaction necessary in the public interest. 
12 Redaction necessary in the public interest. 
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other visit of this nature. Silver explained they implemented Police Liaison Teams 
to manage dialogue between protestors and the police prior to the 
commencement of the CSV. Silver stated this approach meant all protest groups 
and individuals were facilitated and were able to protest in a dignified manner 
within sight and sound of the Chinese President. 

 
109. Silver’s letter contained details of the arrest of Dr Shao. Silver recalled Dr Shao 

was arrested late in the afternoon on 21 October 2015. Silver explained they 
became aware of this incident through radio communications and did not see the 
CCTV of the incident until later in the day. Silver stated, “Most locations visited by 
the President and First Lady were covered by CCTV, which was directly fed to my 
suite [the Silver Suite)] at SOR. Some of this came from existing local 
authority/TfL CCTV, others we had installed specifically so I could monitor events 
at each location. This said, not every part of every route was covered, neither 
was every approach, nor every departure point.” However, on this occasion, 
Silver stated, “Later on in the evening, I remember watching footage of the SEG 
officer restraining Dr Shao and removing him from the road. I believe the footage 
I actually saw may have been news footage (as opposed to CCTV).” Silver 
explained they were initially informed that, as one of the lead bikes approached 
the entrance to Mansion House, a man with some sort of flag or banner had run 
out into the road into the route of the convoy. Silver said they were also aware a 
MPS SEG officer had initially pushed Dr Shao onto the pavement before Dr Shao 
was subsequently detained by City of London Police officers. A short while after, 
two women were detained nearby, and it was believed all three were acting 
together. It was Silver’s belief that all three were arrested for Breach of the 
Peace. 

 
110. Silver explained that, following these arrests, they had the following concerns; 

 “The Chinese could have claimed, possibly correctly, that we had not met 
our obligations under Article 29 Vienna Convention. 

 Whilst it appeared that the arrested male’s intention was purely 
disruption, it raised concerns regarding the security of routes if he had  
more sinister intent. 

 XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX 
XXX XXX XXX XXX XX XX XXX XXXXXX XXXXX XXXXXXX XXXXXXX 
XXXXXXX XXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXX X  X X      XXXX X  XXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXX 13 [Concern for 
Dr Shao’s safety].  

 
111. Silver’s letter explained the intelligence from 2014 in relation to Dr Shao, the 

same intelligence referred to in D Supt 1’s policy decision. Silver explained they 
had been presented with a document containing the intelligence but did not 
specify who provided it. Silver explained their initial reaction upon receiving the 
intelligence was the striking resemblance to the events of 21 October 2015. 
Shortly after receiving the intelligence, Silver said, they viewed the footage of Dr 
Shao’s arrest for Breach of the Peace. 

                                                 
13 Redaction necessary in the public interest. 
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112. On the evening of 21 October 2015, Silver recalled, they had a conversation with 

D Supt 1 which was recorded by Silver’s loggist. Silver recalled the discussion 
involved: 

 “The facts of the case i.e. what happened, the circumstances surrounding 
the arrest. 

 The fact that two females were arrested in close proximity to Dr Shao and 
the fact they were believed to be working together. 

 That Dr Shao was believed to have been a cause of concern the previous 
day. 

 XXXX XXXX XXX XXX XXX XXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXX XXXXX XXXXX 
XXX XXX XXXXX XXXXXXX XXXXXX 14 [The intelligence of previous 
similar behaviour by someone suspected to be Dr Shao and a suspected 
connection to one of the women arrested.] 

 The way forward in relation to the investigation against Dr Shao and the 
females arrested.” 

 
113. It is Silver’s belief D Supt 1 documented a summary of the discussion in an email 

to the investigative team. Silver stated they discussed with D Supt 1 the issues of 
concern regarding the circumstances leading up to the arrests of the three 
individuals and how this manifested itself as an ongoing risk to the security 
operation around the CSV. This conversation, according to Silver’s letter, centred 
on an apparent conspiracy between the three individuals. Silver’s letter stated 
they fully accepted a conspiracy could not be proven at that time, but felt, given 
the information that existed, there were reasonable grounds to suspect a 
conspiracy between Dr Shao and the two women.  

 
114. Silver’s letter explained they and D Supt 1 agreed Dr Shao and the two women 

would be arrested for Conspiracy to commit a Section 5 POA offence. Silver said 
they applied the necessity test and considered the risk to the event and the fact 
the CSV had some time to go until it concluded.  

 
115. Silver felt arresting Dr Shao and the two women for Conspiracy to commit a 

Section 5 POA offence reduced the ongoing risk to the CSV, which included the 
risk to Dr Shao and others if Dr Shao, for a third time, tried to intervene in the 
movement of a protected convoy. Silver felt, at the time, and continues to do so, 
that this was the best way of  XXXXXXXXXX XX XXXX XXXX XXX XXXXXXX X 
XX XXXXX XXXXXX XXXXXXX XX 15 [ensuring Dr Shao’s safety].  

 
116. Silver’s response explained XXXXX XXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXX 

XXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXX XXXXXXX XXXXXX X X X X    XXXXXX XXX XXX 
XXX XXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX X    XX XXX XXX XXX 
XXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXX      XXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXXX XX X XXX XXX 
XXX XX XXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXX          XXXX XXX 
XXXXXXXXXX XX XXXXX XXXXXXX XXXXX XX   X X X X X X X X  X XXXXXX 
XXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXX XXXX  XXXXX XXXXX XXX X   XXX XX X 
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XX XXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XX XXX  XX XX XX XXXXXXXXXXXXX  XXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXX  XXX XX XXXXXX XXXXX      X XX 
XXXXXX XXXX XX XXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXX XXXX XXX XX XXX  XXX 
XXXX XXXXXXX XXXXXX XXXXXX XXXXX X XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXX XX XXX 
XXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXX X XXXXXXXX XXXX X X X X X X  X  X X XX 
X XXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXX XXXXXXXX XXXXX XXXXXXXXXX         XX X 
XXXXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXXX X XXXXXXXXXXXXX 16 [why they had 
concerns for Dr Shao’s safety].  

 
117. XXXXX XXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXX 

XXXXXXX XXXXXX X X X X    XXXXXX XXX XXX XXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX X    XX XXX XXX X                  XX XXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXX     X XXXXXXXXXXXX XXX 
XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXXX XX X XXX XXX XXX 
XX XXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXX X          XXXX XXX 
XXXXXXXXXX XX XXXXX XXXXXXX XXXXX XX   X X X X X X X X  X XXXXXX 
XXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXX XXXX  XXXXX XXXXX XXX X   XXX XX X 
XX XXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XX XXX  XX XX XX XXXXXXXXXXXXX  XXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXX  XXX XX XXXXXX XXXXX      X XX 
XXXXXX XXXX XX XXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXX XXXX XXX XX XXX  XXX 
XXXX XXXXXXX XXXXXX XXXXXX XXXXX X XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXX XX XXX 
XXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXX X XXXXXXXX XXXX X X X X X X  X  X X XX 
X XXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXX XXXXXXXX XXXXX  17 [Silver provided further 
detail on why they had concerns for Dr Shao’s safety.]  

 
118. In the days following the CSV, Silver’s letter outlined, they spoke to D Supt 1. 

They recalled D Supt 1 informed them the home addresses of Dr Shao and the 
two women had been searched and items had been seized. Silver explained that, 
due to the fact no connection had been made between the individuals through 
mobile phones or CCTV, the decision was made not to interrogate the electronic 
devices seized from their home addresses. It was felt an interrogation of the 
devices, in these circumstances, would be disproportionate. Silver reflected, “I 
remember thinking at the time this was a proportionate outcome and a highly 
effective and lawful way of managing risk, to the event, presented by Dr Shao 
and safeguarding his rights under Article 2”. 

 

> Gold Commander 

 
119.  Gold provided the IOPC with a written response to misconduct caution, in which 

they denied the allegations against them. Gold was the Gold Commander for the 
CSV. The Authorised Professional Practice guidance outlines the role of the Gold 
Commander and can be found in the policy section of this report. 

 
120. Their strategic intentions, contained within the Operation Order for the CSV 

included: 
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 “Work in partnership with event organisers and other agencies to provide a 
safe environment for the principals, other event participants, public and 
staff; 

 Provide appropriate security, and security advice, commensurate to the 
threat level and nature of the visit; 

 Minimise disruption to community life, including vehicular and pedestrian 
traffic; 

 Provide a lawful and proportionate policing response to protest, balancing 
the needs and rights of protestors with those impacted upon by the protest; 

 Minimise opportunities to commit crime and take proportionate steps to 
deal appropriately with offenders if crime is committed; 

 Maintain public order; 

 Provide a co-ordinated response to incidents.” 

 
121. Gold’s written response explained the background to the CSV. Gold explained 

their memory of the event was somewhat limited, given they had overseen a 
number of similar operations. 

 
122. Gold’s response to caution explained they were present in the SOR in Lambeth 

on 21 October 2015. They explained they had a loggist assigned to them during 
the visit who was tasked with recording their decision-making. One entry from the 
log stated there had been, “3x arrests in the city including a male with [reference 
to intelligence of similar previous behaviour]18 ”.  

 
123. Gold attended a Silver Commander’s meeting at 8pm on 21 October 2015. An 

entry taken from the Gold Commander’s log, which was made during the course 
of the Silver Commander’s meeting, explained three people had been arrested for 
Breach of the Peace outside of Mansion House. The entry further stated, “Gold 
happy with the level of force used to achieve the aim of preventing any harm to 
the principles [sic] or the dignity of the event”. 

 
124. Gold’s response to caution explained they received a written rationale from D 

Supt 1, but could not recall at what time they read the document. Gold highlighted 
in their statement they were aware D Supt 1 felt they had reasonable grounds for 
the arrests. Gold clarified, “At the relevant time, it was not (and could not have 
been) my role to determine whether there were reasonable grounds for the arrest. 
As the Gold Commander, I did not have responsibility for individual arrest 
decisions.” 

 
125. Gold added they did not fail in their positive obligation to challenge the decision 

made by D Supt 1 to arrest the three individuals for Conspiracy, as they did not 
believe, “that what [D Supt 1] had done or was doing was wrong”. 

 
126. On 30 June 2017, Gold provided the IOPC with a further written response. In it, 

Gold clarified that they could not recall what was discussed at the Silver 
Commander’s meeting that took place at 8pm on 21 October 2015. Gold 
explained they could not recall who attended the meeting, apart from Silver, who 

                                                 
18 Redaction necessary in the public interest. 
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by virtue of their role as the Silver Commander, would have chaired the meeting. 
Gold approved a press release in relation to the arrests of the three individuals for 
both Breach of the Peace and Conspiracy to commit a Section 5 POA offence at 
8.26pm on 21 October 2015. Gold stated they did not at any time inform 
representatives or security officials of the People’s Republic of China (PRC) 
about the arrests of any of the individuals, including Dr Shao. Gold was unaware 
how the incident or information was managed by HM Government or the Royal 
Household.  

 
127. Gold’s further response explained they could not account for why D Supt 1 felt 

Gold agreed with their assessment in relation to Dr Shao’s arrest for Conspiracy 
to commit a Section 5 POA offence. Gold explained they imagined D Supt 1 
might have felt that way, as Gold did not challenge the decision. Gold explained 
they did not challenge the decision, as they did not feel it was incorrect. Gold 
recalled they may have discussed the matter with D Supt 1 either during the 
Silver Commander’s meeting or thereafter, but, due to the passage of time, could 
not recall what was said between them. 

 

> Bronze Crime 

 
128. Bronze was a MPS officer during the CSV in 2015, but is now employed by 

Hertfordshire Police. During interview with the IOPC, Bronze explained they held 
the role of Bronze Crime for the CSV and covered the role for DI 11. Bronze 
explained this role entailed organising and facilitating the crime aspect of public 
order, providing crime advice and organising resources/custody suites to deal 
with detained persons. Bronze was based in the SOR, and reported directly to 
[Silver]. Bronze explained they felt, “there was a lot of pressure on high” for the 
CSV to go well and there was “a degree of I don’t want anything to go wrong”. 
Bronze did not recall hearing any sentiments being expressed in relation to 
preventing embarrassments or preventing things from going wrong.  

 
129. Bronze explained they were almost immediately aware of Dr Shao’s arrest for 

Breach of the Peace, as they were situated next to the intelligence unit who had a 
live stream of the event as it unfolded. At the time of the arrest, Bronze did not 
feel Dr Shao’s actions constituted a Section 5 POA offence. Following Dr Shao’s 
arrest, Bronze recalled, D Supt 1 involved themselves in the situation, “[D Supt 1] 
very much took it out of my hands and said leave it with me, I will sort this, I’ll 
come back to you.”  

 
130. Bronze explained they spoke with D Supt 1 who discussed the offence of 

Conspiracy to commit a Section 5 POA offence. During interview with the IOPC, 
Bronze said they told D Supt 1 proceeding in this way was “not proportionate” 
and was “playing into the hands of the press”. Bronze said it was their 
understanding that D Supt 1 sought advice from the MPS Department of Legal 
Services who advised you could conspire to commit a summary only offence.  

 
131. Bronze told the IOPC they challenged D Supt 1’s decision making from the initial 

mention of Conspiracy and subsequent to the advice provided by Legal Services. 
Bronze said they objected to the decision to arrest for Conspiracy on a number of 
occasions, directly with D Supt 1, but the decision was made to proceed anyway. 
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Bronze described their relationship with D Supt 1 when they stated, “I mean we 
used to fall out anyway cos [sic] I used to challenge [D Supt 1’s] decisions.” 

 
132. Bronze did not make a written record of the challenges they made regarding D 

Supt 1’s decision, but explained they spoke with DI 11 about the situation, “I 
would have probably, not probably, definitely discussed it with [DI 11] cause I 
knew that he was gonna [sic] pick it up the next day.” Bronze added, “I would 
have discussed it with [DC 7], [DS 6] cos they were officers dealing with the the 
[sic] people in question.” Bronze said it was likely other officers heard him 
challenging D Supt 1’s decision making, specifically DS 21. 

 
133. D Supt 1 recalled speaking with Bronze. D Supt 1 stated they “explained the 

rationale verbally to [Bronze] and later in writing.” D Supt 1 added that, on 21 
October 2015, they dealt with a number of phone calls personally rather than 
allowing Bronze to do so, as they “did not have full confidence in [Bronze’s] ability 
to accurately and effectively convey the range of issues” raised in discussions 
with Silver.  

 
134. DS 21 provided a statement to the IOPC in which he outlined his role during the 

CSV in 2015. DS 21 explained he was assisting Bronze and worked for D Supt 1. 
On 21 October 2015 DS 21 explained he was located in the SOR at Lambeth. His 
specific role was to locate cell space for any arrests that were made.  

 
135. DS 21’s statement explained he was aware of Dr Shao’s arrest for Breach of the 

Peace and was later told of the intention to arrest him for Conspiracy to commit a 
Section 5 POA offence. DS 21 recalled that, as far as he could remember, D Supt 
1 was responsible for this decision.  

 
136. DS 21 explained it was likely he spoke to Bronze about the arrests for 

Conspiracy, but this would have been in the context of finding cell space and an 
available officer to process the detainees. DS 21 also recalled discussing the 
legality of arresting for Conspiracy to commit a summary only offence, something 
that he recalled was later ratified by Legal Services as being legally sound. DS 21 
could not recall anyone discussing the arrests for Conspiracy with him or anyone 
raising concerns about the arrests, either with him directly or in his presence.  

 
137. When asked by the IOPC whether they recalled contacting PC 18 during the 

evening of 21 October 2015, Bronze said they did not. PC 18 was at Bishopsgate 
police station awaiting directions and instructions in relation to Dr Shao. PC 18, 
as the most experienced officer assisting with arrests at Bishopsgate, acted as 
the point of contact for receiving information from the Senior Investigative Team 
before disseminating this information to his colleague PC 10. Bronze also could 
not recall whether they asked officers to attend Bishopsgate police station, 
despite PC 10, an MPS officer, explaining that Bronze did. Bronze did explain 
that it would have been their area of responsibility, as Bronze Crime, to have 
those conversations. 

 

> Police Constable 10 
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138. Following the decision made by D Supt 1 and their colleagues, at 7.35pm on 21 

October 2015, Dr Shao was further arrested by PC 10 from the MPS for 
Conspiracy to commit a Section 5 POA offence. According to PC 10’s original 
statement, she explained the instruction to arrest had come from the Senior 
Investigative Team. Her statement explained Bronze passed the instruction to 
arrest, from the Senior Investigative Team to her colleague PC 18, who in turn, 
disseminated the information to her. PC 10’s original statement explained she 
was asked by PC 18 to seek authority for a section 18 PACE search. Her 
statement explained she was unsure as to whether a section 18 PACE search 
could be authorised for what she incorrectly considered was a summary only 
offence. PC 10’s statement explained she queried this with PC 18, who 
subsequently sought advice from Bronze, who then advised the conspiracy 
element of the offence made it indictable. PC 10’s written response to the IOPC 
explained PC 18 was the most experienced officer in the arrest team and, as 
such, he took control of the situation and directed her to carry out certain actions.  

 
139. PC 10’s written response to further questions from the IOPC clarified she could 

not recall challenging the decision to arrest Dr Shao for Conspiracy to commit a 
Section 5 POA offence. PC 10 explained she was a probationer during the time of 
the incident and had not experienced many large public order events. PC 10 
explained she had no initial supervision during the incident and received 
information and advice over the phone. PC 10 said she relied on the supervisors 
present for appropriate guidance. Based on the information provided to her, PC 
10 understood the Senior Investigative Team were in possession of key 
information that she was not privy to, due to its sensitivity. On this basis, PC 10 
explained it was her belief that what she was being tasked to do by Bronze and 
their team was lawful, proportionate and necessary. PC 10 also identified this 
was the first occasion where she had not formed her own grounds for arrest, but 
had been directed by more senior officers.   

 
140. At the request of the IOPC, the MPS provided documentation outlining their 

policies regarding more senior officers directing other officers to carry out arrests. 
The IOPC received literature relating to “mass arrest” guidance, which appears to 
have been utilised in the circumstances involving the arrest of Dr Shao and the 
two women for Conspiracy to commit a Section 5 POA offence.  

 
141. The guidance entitled, “Mass arrest instructions” appears to relate to a large 

number of suspects arrested for one offence. The guidance did not specify the 
number of suspects, however, it outlines this will apply to a large group. The 
guidance outlines the process by which a mass arrest will occur and states the 
“initial investigative response will be directed by Bx crime and agreed with Sx”. In 
the incident involving Dr Shao, D Supt 1 held the role of “BX” and [Silver] the role 
of “SX”.  

 
142. Further guidance in the form of a PowerPoint presentation and entitled “Multiple 

arrests: Lessons learned and good practice” states that multiple arrests are the, 
“Last resort and therefore not the first tactic of choice”. The guidance continues to 
state, “Making an arrest is an individual decision but an officer is entitled to rely 
on information supplied down the chain of command. The instruction by a senior 
officer to make an arrest is LAWFUL providing the arresting officer is given 
enough information so they (a) understand why the arrest is being asked for and 
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the information on which that is based (eg The Command Team has information 
that this group is believed to have the intent to provoke violence/fighting with 
opposing groups in X if this group is allowed to continue to X or Y) And (b) that 
information is not so obviously weak that it would be unreasonable for any 
constable to make an arrest on that basis.” 

 
143. Further criteria outlined in the course of the PowerPoint presentation include, “Sx 

makes and records decision & informs Bx”, “Bx records decision and briefs those 
under their Command”, “Verbally AND Email brief all Custody Sergeants / PACE 
Inspectors and EROs with good information/grounds to enable consistency in 
decision making” and as a consequence of these decisions and any subsequent 
legal proceedings,“Gx/Sx and Bx accounting for decisions/actions in court.” 

 
144. Guidance entitled, “Multiple (mass) arrests: Sharing what works”, outlined “As a 

guide, XXXXX XXX XX XXX XXXXX [number of people]19 will trigger a 
consideration to use the tactic. As with all tactics, the necessity to implement it 
will be considered using the National Decision Model and will depend upon a 
number of factors, not least the scale of the event and the amount of resources 
that are immediately available to make it happen. This decision, in the main sits 
with Silver.” 

 

> Detective Sergeant 6 

 
145. DS 6 provided the IOPC with a response to notice in which he denied breaching 

the Standards of Professional Behaviour. DS 6’s response to notice explained he 
was off duty on 21 October 2015 when he received a telephone call from Bronze, 
who asked him to attend a City of London police station and investigate a matter. 
DS 6 explained he was later informed a man and two women had been arrested 
on suspicion of Conspiracy to commit a Section 5 POA offence. DS 6 explained 
he queried the legality of the offence and was told, should a charging decision be 
made, this would be under the direction of the Directorate of Public Prosecutions. 
DS 6 believed this information came from MPS Legal Services who imparted the 
information to D Supt 1. DS 6 told the IOPC in interview he had never dealt with 
this particular offence before and was unaware of its existence. DS 6 explained 
he had not seen CCTV footage of the incident but had no concerns in relation to 
the arrests. 

 
146. DS 6’s response to notice explained that, when he arrived at Bishopsgate police 

station, he spoke to officers, who explained Dr Shao had already been arrested. 
DS 6 spoke with the City of London PACE Inspector and Custody Sergeant, 
neither of whom raised any concerns regarding the arrest. DS 6 did recall a 
conversation in which authorisation for a section 18 PACE search was discussed. 
DS 6 also recalled being asked why he was investigating the matter, when the 
incident had occurred in the City of London Police jurisdiction. DS 6 clarified in 
interview with the IOPC that he recalled the City of London PACE Inspector was 
[description of her appearance]. DS 6 could not recall her name. 

                                                 
19 Redacted for the purposes of the prevention or detection of crime. 
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147. On 21 October at 11.18pm, DS 6 attended the home address of Dr Shao, where 

entry was made using the keys taken from Dr Shao on his arrest. As a result, the 
property did not incur any damage. DS 6 was accompanied by PC 10, PC 19 and 
[two more officers]. According to the Premises Search Book record, DS 6 was in 
charge of the search and directed the officers who accompanied him to seize 
items of interest. During interview with the IOPC, DS 6 explained he took full 
responsibility for the section 18 PACE search and believed he was giving a lawful 
instruction when he requested officers to assist him. Items seized from Dr Shao’s 
home address included a white iMac computer, silver MacBook, white iPad and a 
white USB stick. The search concluded at 11.40pm on 21 October 2015.  

 
148. PC 19’s statement dated 28 October 2015 explained he attended the home 

address of Dr Shao in order to carry out a search. PC 19 confirmed he was told 
there was some suspicion Dr Shao had planned his protest beforehand to be 
deliberately disruptive. PC 19’s statement explained that, to investigate this 
possibility, personal property was searched and items seized under the direction 
of DS 6.  

 
149. Ms Zhang, Dr Shao’s partner, explained that, when she returned home on 22 

October 2015, somewhere between 1am and 1.30am, she noticed the letterbox 
on her front door was open. Ms Zhang explained this was the first moment she 
realised something was not quite right. On entering her home she realised the 
items listed in the premises search book record had been removed. Ms Zhang’s 
statement explained that, when she left her home on 21 October 2015 she had 
not logged out of her email account and had left her computer logged in as she 
was in such a rush. Ms Zhang said the search had left her feeling, “traumatised 
and vulnerable”. She added, the “confiscation of my computer has had an impact 
on my work and health” and since “the items have been returned I do not feel 
happy using the computers as I do not know what has happened to them or if 
they have been compromised”. The premises search book detailed the 
“computer” was turned off at the wall and the other two “computers” seized were 
not plugged in.  

 
150. On 22 October 2015, DS 6 interviewed Dr Shao with his colleague DC 7. During 

interview with the IOPC, DS 6 explained he did not have any concerns regarding 
Dr Shao’s understanding of the English language. DS 6 added that any confusion 
experienced by Dr Shao during the course of the interview was “not in any way 
down to his ability to understand language” and DS 6 thought Dr Shao “clearly 
understood the questions I was asking because he attempted to answer them 
with what would have been the right answers.” 

 
151. DS 6 told the IOPC during interview that he recalled DC 7 was “not massively 

happy” with the investigation into the arrests for Conspiracy and recalled her 
saying, “Is this all we’ve got?” DS 6 said he could not remember speaking about 
his concerns with DI 11, but it is possible he did. DS 6 was asked what further 
involvement he had in the investigation and he stated he wrote a crime report, he 
made no mention of having any involvement in the recommendation of bail 
conditions. 
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> Detective Constable 7 

 
152. DC 7, a MPS Detective Constable, explained in her prepared statement, provided 

during her misconduct interview with the IOPC that her first involvement with Dr 
Shao occurred on 22 October 2015. DC 7 recalled she was contacted on her 
mobile phone and informed she was to attend Bishopsgate police station, as 
there were detainees who needed interviewing. As described in her statement, 
DC 7 was aware Dr Shao had been initially arrested for Breach of the Peace, 
before D Supt 1 requested Dr Shao be arrested on suspicion of Conspiracy to 
commit a Section 5 POA offence. 

 
153. DC 7 explained she had never dealt with an offence of this nature. DC 7’s 

statement explained her concerns related to the legitimacy of linking a summary 
only offence with an indictable one, the quality of the notes made by arresting 
officers and the proportionality of dealing with the incident through Conspiracy. 
DC 7 stated, “I did not believe that progressing the investigation in this way (via 
Conspiracy) was proportionate to the offence committed and I made these 
opinions known to [DS 6] – who seemed to share my concerns. In addition, I 
spoke with [DI 11], who I advised of my opinions concerning the nature of the 
investigation. The response that both [DS 6] and I received was that we were to 
proceed by way of interview and then to bail all the suspects.”  

 
154. DC 7 was the co-interviewing officer during Dr Shao’s police interview. At 

12.51pm on 22 October 2015, DC 7 collected Dr Shao from his cell at 
Bishopsgate custody and took him to be interviewed. DC 7’s prepared statement 
explained there was no suggestion prior to the interview that Dr Shao could not 
understand English to a sufficient standard or that an interpreter would be 
required. DC 7 explained that, at the start of Dr Shao’s interview, her colleague 
DS 6 asked a series of questions to clarify Dr Shao’s understanding of English. 
DC 7 felt Dr Shao understood these questions, and recalled his legal 
representative did not raise any concerns. 

 
155. DC 7’s prepared statement explained she felt Dr Shao was merely taking the 

advice of his legal representative in making “no comment” responses but did 
explain she felt on one occasion Dr Shao misunderstood the question she had 
asked him. DC 7 said that, if she had any doubts during the course of the 
interview regarding Dr Shao’s ability to understand English, she would have 
suspended the interview and requested an interpreter, in compliance with PACE 
Code C. 

 

> Detective Inspector 11 

 
156. DI 11’s statement to the IOPC explained he first became aware of Dr Shao’s 

arrest on 21 October 2015 at around 9.30pm. He became aware following a 
phone call from Bronze, who explained some arrests had been carried out in 
connection with the offence of Conspiracy to commit a Section 5 POA offence. DI 
11 recalled Bronze had some concerns in relation to whether it was proportionate 
to search addresses in these circumstances. DI 11 recalled Bronze told him they 
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had expressed their concerns to D Supt 1. DI 11 said he sympathised with 
Bronze’s position, but did not offer an opinion as he was not in receipt of all the 
facts. 

 
157. On the morning of 22 October 2016, DI 11 explained, he read the email rationale 

written by D Supt 1 in relation to the arrests for Conspiracy. DI 11 concluded it 
was a cogent and well-reasoned document and the rationale was clear. DI 11 
added that, faced with the same set of facts, he did not think he would have made 
the same decision. In a further statement to the IOPC, DI 11 clarified the position 
when he explained he felt the offending behaviour was relatively minor and, 
although he understood the aggravating factors outlined by D Supt 1, he felt it 
could have been dealt with more simply through either breach of the peace or a 
Section 5 POA offence. When DI 11 later discussed the situation with D Supt 1, 
he was told the decision making was legally sound. When asked to clarify the 
meaning of ‘legally sound’, DI 11’s later statement explained he meant Legal 
Services had advised there was a legal basis for the offence and that an 
individual can conspire to commit a summary only offence. 

 
158. DI 11’s statement explained that, later on the morning of 22 October 2015, he 

received a call from DC 7 who raised her concerns regarding the legality of the 
offence and whether it was an appropriate offence to use. DI 11 explained he told 
DC 7 of the conversation he had with D Supt 1, specifically that MPS Legal 
Services had confirmed the offence was legally sound. DI 11 also explained he 
told DC 7 he probably would not have made the same decision as D Supt 1, but 
added it was a question of professional judgement. DI 11 told DC 7 to continue 
with the interview of Dr Shao and then bail him. DI 11 explained he may have had 
a similar conversation with DS 6, but could not be sure.   

 
159. DI 11’s statement to the IOPC stated that bail conditions could only be imposed 

by the custody sergeant. DI 11 stated he did not recall being involved with the 
application for bail conditions, although it is possible he had a conversation with 
DS 6 about the matter. DI 11 stated he did not have a conversation with the 
custody officer.  

 

> Inspector 3 (PACE Inspector) 

 
160. Inspector 3 [PACE Inspector], a City of London Police officer, provided a written 

response to the IOPC. PACE Insp 3 explained that, on 21 October 2015, she was 
on duty from 1pm to 10pm at Bishopsgate Police Station. PACE Insp 3 was 
performing the role of inspector for the uniform response. PACE Insp 3 explained 
she did not receive a briefing in relation to the CSV as she was not directly 
policing the event. 

 
161. PACE Insp 3 explained she did not anticipate any arrested persons would be 

brought to Bishopsgate police station on 21 October 2015. PACE Insp 3 
explained a number of City of London police resources had been allocated to the 
CSV and, as such, she only had one Custody Sergeant and six officers to deal 
with incidents. PACE Insp 3 first became aware of arrests from the CSV when 
officers walked past her office and told her three individuals had been arrested for 
Breach of the Peace. 
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162. PACE Insp 3 asked which police station had been designated for the CSV and 

requested no further prisoners to be sent to Bishopsgate, due to a lack of 
resources. PACE Insp 3 explained both she and the City of London police control 
room attempted to contact or pass messages to [a superintendent] from the MPS, 
to advise them of this situation, but they did not receive a response. 

 
163. PACE Insp 3 recalled she received a telephone call from the MPS from either a 

Detective Inspector or a Detective Sergeant. PACE Insp 3 could not recall the 
name of the caller but described them as [description]. She said the message 
from the officer was they did not want the three detained persons, who had been 
arrested, to be released, and thought the detainees may need to be further 
arrested. The caller explained they would get their boss to call PACE Insp 3. In a 
second statement to the IOPC PACE Insp 3 explained she said it was obvious to 
her the MPS did not want the detainees released due to a potential reoccurrence 
of the previous behaviour or a further public order incident. PACE Insp 3 said she 
explained to the caller that she understood the individuals had been arrested for 
Breach of the Peace and would not be released as long as there was a threat of a 
resumption. Having spoken with the custody sergeant after this call, PACE Insp 3 
said, she was told the individuals had been arrested after they had run in front of 
the cavalcade as the Chinese delegates arrived at the venue. 

 
164. PACE Insp 3 said that, approximately 30–60 minutes after the original call, she 

received a further call, from D Supt 1, who informed her the three detainees 
would need to be arrested for Conspiracy to commit a Section 5 POA offence. 
PACE Insp 3 indicated Bishopsgate did not have the capacity to deal with the 
situation, but D Supt 1 explained they would send additional officers to support 
her. D Supt 1 provided an arrest rationale, which they explained officers would 
relay for a second time when they arrived. PACE Insp 3 said she questioned D 
Supt 1 about the offence of Conspiracy and whether it existed, and was assured 
by D Supt 1 that you can conspire to commit a summary only offence. D Supt 1 
explained there was more information and intelligence surrounding the arrests. 
PACE Insp 3’s statement explained she still queried whether it was necessary to 
arrest for Conspiracy when each of the detainees could be held for up to 24 hours 
for Breach of the Peace. Following this conversation, PACE Insp 3 said, she was 
satisfied there were reasonable grounds for the further arrests. 

 
165. D Supt 1 explained they remembered speaking to the Custody Inspector at 

Bishopsgate police station and felt it was likely to have taken place fairly soon 
after the initial arrests.  

 
166. D Supt 1 requested a delay in the rights of the detainees and an authority for a 

search under s18 PACE. PACE Insp 3 explained she thought this was 
reasonable in the circumstances, to assist with either proving or disproving 
whether the detainees had committed the offence. At approximately 7.30pm on 
21 October 2015 officers arrived from the MPS and recounted the rationale for 
the arrest, laying out the information and intelligence, in particular regarding Dr 
Shao and requesting a delay of rights and section 18 PACE authorisation. PACE 
Insp 3 explained this was a verbal briefing from the officers and she did not take 
any notes. PACE Insp 3 recorded her rationale for the delay in rights on the 
custody record, omitting the intelligence she had been provided, due to the 
custody record being a disclosable document. The custody log entry stated:  
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“[PACE Insp 3] authorises a delay in exercising the right/entitlement To make a 
telephone call, To have a person told of the detained person’s detention as the 
detained person is in custody for an indictable offence and has not been charged 
and there are reasonable grounds for believing that the exercise of that 
right/those rights Will lead to interference with, or physical harm to, other people, 
Will lead to the alerting of other people suspected of having committed such an 
indictable offence but not yet arrested for it. The grounds are DP with two others 
entered a cordon secured area and attempted to disrupt the cavalcade of the 
Chinese and britich [sic] prime ministers at the Mansion House. Arrested for 
conspiracy to commit a S5 POA offence. S18 searched are planned, delay until 
phones are seized and searches completed.” 

 
167. PACE Insp 3’s statement explained she was unaware Dr Shao had spoken to his 

nominated person at 5.19pm on 21 October 2015, so therefore his entitlement to 
have a person told of his detention was not delayed or denied. PACE Insp 3 felt 
the search of Dr Shao’s address was proportionate to investigate the offence, as 
officers wanted to look for items that could contain evidence of prior 
communication. PACE Insp 3’s entry on the custody record stated: 

“I authorise a search of XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
[address]20 under s18(1) PACE Act 1984 as I have reasonable grounds for 
suspecting that there is on the premises evidence relating to the offence which 
Jiang SHAO is in custody, or to some other similar or connected indictable 
offence. The grounds for the search are DP with two others entered a cordoned 
secure area and attempted to disrupt the cavalcade of the Chinese and British 
prime ministers at Mansion House. Arrested for conspiracy [sic] to commit a S5 
POA offence. The nature of the evidence sought is Phones, laptops, sim cards, 
documents. IT storage.” 

 
168. PACE Insp 3 explained Insp 4, the oncoming Duty Inspector, signed the Book 

101 authorising the Section 18 PACE search in her absence. PACE Insp 3 
explained she conducted a handover with Insp 4, in which she updated him on 
the number of prisoners, what they had been arrested for and an overview of the 
circumstances. PACE Insp 3 explained she did not go into detail regarding the 
intelligence surrounding Dr Shao, but did state there was an intelligence picture. 

 

> Inspector 4 

 
169. Insp 4’s statement to the IOPC explained he was the night shift Duty Inspector, 

beginning work on 21 October 2015 at 9pm until 7.30am the following morning. 
Insp 4 was PACE Insp 3’s relief and, as part of his responsibilities, he undertook 
the role of PACE Inspector. Insp 4 said he received no briefing in relation to the 
CSV as he had no role in the visit.  

 
170. Insp 4 explained that, when he came on duty at Bishopsgate, he received a 

handover from PACE Insp 3 during which he was told Dr Shao had been 
restrained by officers and arrested for Breach of the Peace after he breached a 
police cordon.   

                                                 
20 Redacted: personal data. 
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171. Insp 4 was informed by PACE Insp 3 that Dr Shao had been further arrested in 

custody by MPS officers for Conspiracy to commit a Section 5 POA offence. Due 
to the circumstances of the initial arrest and the fact there was an indication Dr 
Shao was not acting alone, Insp 4 concluded there were reasonable grounds to 
suspect Dr Shao may have been colluding or conspiring with others. Insp 4’s 
statement to the IOPC explained the further arrest of Dr Shao was lawful based 
on, “the fact that two others suspected to be in his company were arrested at the 
same location, at the same time for the same offences.” 

 
172. Insp 4 was informed by PACE Insp 3 that she had authorised the delay of Dr 

Shao’s rights and a section 18 PACE search. Having been provided with this 
information, Insp 4 said he examined, considered and concurred with the 
rationale and decisions made by PACE Insp 3. Insp 4 was later asked by officers 
to sign the Book 101 premises search book, as PACE Insp 3 was unavailable. 
Insp 4 agreed to this request and the custody log reflects his decision through the 
following entry:  

“I [Insp 4] night duty Officer have satisfied myself that the criteria for a S 18 PACE 
search of the DP peremises [sic] has been met and have signed the Book 101 to 
that effect. The LT Duty Officer [PACE Insp 3] initially authorised this search but 
was unavailable to sign search book.” 

 
173. Insp 4 made a further entry on the custody log in relation to his review of Dr 

Shao’s continued detention;  

“REVIEW – Conducted by [Insp 4] at 22:15. This is the 1st [sic] review of 
detention. Having looked into the circumstances I am satisfied that enquiries are 
being conducted diligently and expeditiously. I am also satisfied there is 
insufficient evidence to charge at this time. I saw the detained person and 
explained my role and the purpose of the review. I reminded the detained person 
of his continuing right to obtain free and independent legal advice. Further 
detention is authorised and necessary to secure and preserve evidence and to 
obtain evidence by way of questioning. The grounds for my decision are the DP 
was seen to break through a barricade and run towards Chinese president’s 
motorcade waving a flag and shouting. The DP was initially arrested for a breach 
of the peace but was later arrested for conspiracy to commit a S.5 PO offence. As 
a result of this a delay of rights was authorised and is still in effect and a S.18 
search was authorised which is in progress. The detained person was informed of 
the reasons for his continued detention and asked if he wished to make any 
representations. The DP asked how long he was allowed to be kept in custody 
which I explained. The DP also requested to speak to his solicitor to which I 
agreed as this was not included as a condition on his delay of rights. I informed 
the custody staff to facilitate this.” 

 
174. Insp 4 lifted the delay in Dr Shao’s rights at 5.23am on 22 October 2015. Insp 4 

conducted a further review of detention at 6.20am, during which he authorised Dr 
Shao’s continued detention in order to obtain further evidence by questioning. 

 
175. Insp 4’s statement to the IOPC explained PACE does not require him to 

“forensically” re-examine the decision making of the arresting officer or have sight 
or knowledge of the arrest rationale. Insp 4 stated he “is entitled to assume that 
those previous decision are lawful and appropriate”. 
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> DNA, photographs and fingerprints, bail, investigative update and 
disposal 

 
176. According to the custody record, Dr Shao’s fingerprints, DNA and photographs 

were taken at 9.58pm on 21 October 2015 by [the Designated Detention Officer], 
which would be standard procedure following an arrest and detention for an 
offence you can be charged for. Dr Shao was later bailed by PS 20 at 3.28pm on 
22 October 2015. Dr Shao was given the following bail conditions: not to be within 
one mile of Chequers, Aylesbury until midnight 22 October 2015, not to be within 
one mile of Heathrow airport without a valid ticket for travel on both 22 and 23 
October 2015 and not to be within 100 metres of the Chinese President Xi 
Jinping.  

 
177. The bail conditions were imposed to prevent Dr Shao from interfering with 

witnesses, obstructing the course of justice, prevent further offences and prevent 
further harassment of the victim. These conditions were imposed in relation to his 
arrest for Conspiracy to commit a Section 5 POA offence. 

 
178. PS 20’s statement to the IOPC stated that, due to the passage of time, it was 

difficult for him to recall the precise circumstances that led to the imposition of the 
bail conditions. PS 20 stated, “The only time I would consider conditions would be 
if I was approached by the OIC or the investigating officer and they made a 
request to me to impose conditions. This request may be in person or in writing, 
in these circumstances I would consider the conditions requested and determine 
if they were both necessary and proportionate to prevent the risk that the 
condition was supposed prevent.” PS 20 further stated this would be his normal 
procedure, as well as allowing “the detained person and their solicitor an 
opportunity to make representations”, which would be recorded. 

 
179. On 28 October 2015, DI 11 wrote an investigative update briefing note in relation 

to the arrest of Dr Shao for Conspiracy to commit a Section 5 POA offence. This 
note was subsequently signed by D Supt 1 and D Supt 1 was recorded as the 
author. The note explained the two women, arrested for Conspiracy in 
conjunction with Dr Shao, were situated outside of the Magistrates Court on 
Queen Victoria Street.  

 
180. The update explained that, as Dr Shao ran into the road outside of Mansion 

House on Poultry, PC 13 grabbed him, before other officers assisted with 
ushering Dr Shao out of the road. At the same time, two women entered the road 
on Queen Victoria Street by no more than a metre, before being apprehended. D 
Supt 1 acknowledged the women were not on the same road on which the 
Chinese President’s motorcade was travelling, which meant they were also on a 
different road to Dr Shao. 

 
181. D Supt 1’s investigative update stated the two women had explained in interview 

they were protesting in relation to Tibet and, although they agreed to protest 
together, they did not make an agreement to run into the road. They were both 
aware who Dr Shao was, but did not know him. D Supt 1 explained the analysis 
conducted on the women’s mobile phones did not evidence any criminal intent. 
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The phone belonging to Dr Shao was locked with a pin code and Dr Shao 
declined to provide the pin so the MPS was unable to access it. 

 
182. D Supt 1’s note summarised there was no evidence to indicate a criminal 

conspiracy. The note maintained the decision to arrest was the right thing to do. 
The final recommendation by DI 11 was that all three individuals would be subject 
to no further action, as it would be disproportionate and costly to interrogate the 
equipment seized during the section 18 PACE searches, given the information 
already identified, namely no clear link between the three individuals. 

 
183. D Supt 1 summarised Dr Shao’s actions by explaining they did not constitute a 

security threat. D Supt 1 acknowledged Dr Shao did not push past anyone to 
enter the road and, although his presence in the road could be seen as 
threatening, his actions were not. The shared view, as recorded in the note, is 
that Dr Shao’s actions did not cross the line into criminal behaviour. 

 
184. On 28 October 2015 case disposal occurred at 5.43pm and Dr Shao was 

recorded as subject to no further action. 

 
185. On 29 October 2015 Dr Shao’s electronic equipment was returned to him. 

 

> Suspected accessing of Dr Shao’s computer 

 
186. Following Dr Shao’s arrest for Conspiracy to commit a Section 5 POA offence 

officers were sent to Dr Shao’s home address to conduct a section 18 PACE 
search. During the course of the search, the following items were seized: desktop 
iMac computer, silver MacBook, white iPad and a white USB. The seizure of 
these items was recorded in a City of London Premises Search Book. Authority 
for the search was granted by PACE Insp 3 and recorded on the custody log, 
retrospectively, by Insp 4. 

 
187. Dr Shao’s complaint to the IOPC raised a concern regarding whether a computer 

or other electronic device, seized during the search, had been accessed 
unlawfully by MPS officers.  

 
188. This concern was based on a number of factors. Dr Shao’s statement to the 

IOPC explained that, in the days after his release on 22 October 2015, he 
discovered he was unable to access his Apple ID. He also received the following 
message, which occurred when accessing his emails; 

“Warning: We believe that attackers backed by certain states may be attempting 
to compromise your account or computer. Protect yourself now.” 

 
189. Dr Shao’s statement to the IOPC explained he received this warning on 29 

October 2015 at approximately 5am. The screenshot of the warning, which shows 
Dr Shao’s email inbox, does not include a time or date stamp. Dr Shao’s 
statement explained Google was approached by a journalist, on behalf of Dr 
Shao, for comment on the message. According to Dr Shao’s statement, Google 
confirmed verbally to the journalist that the origin of the warning had come from 
them. 
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190. On 24 November 2016 XX XXXX XXXXX, a solicitor from the Directorate of Legal 

Services within the MPS, sent an email to Dr Shao’s legal representation 
confirming no access or interrogation had been carried out on the items seized 
from Dr Shao’s home address during the section 18 PACE search. The only item 
subject to interrogation was a sim card obtained from Dr Shao’s personal 
property following his arrest. Dr Shao’s bail was cancelled on 28 October 2015 
and the investigation subject to no further action due to a lack of evidence. The 
items seized from Dr Shao’s home address were returned to him on 29 October 
2015. 

 
191. The property log for items seized from Dr Shao’s home address shows property 

placed into storage on 21 October 2015, although no time is specified. The next 
movement of all items seized was shown on 29 October 2015 when they were 
removed from the property store to be returned to owner. This occurred between 
11.50am and 12.07pm. 

 
192. On 17 November 2016 I spoke with an employee from Google Support regarding 

the legitimacy of the warning message, which Dr Shao felt may have been sent 
by them. During my conversation I was assured that it was likely the message 
received was the result of a phishing scandal and it was confirmed Google does 
not send messages of this nature. Following this conversation, an email was sent 
confirming what had been discussed and inviting me to send a screenshot of the 
warning message if I required further clarity.  

 
193. On 21 November 2016 I sent a screenshot of the message received by Dr Shao 

to Google. The Google Support team replied, confirming Google does not send 
messages of this nature. 

 

> Whether any directions or information given as part of the pre-
planned police operation during the visit of the Chinese President 
may have influenced the decisions and actions of the officers that 
dealt with Dr Shao 

 
194. In the course of my investigation, I have spoken to officers who were serving in 

both the Metropolitan Police Service and the City of London Police at the time of 
the CSV. The officers were asked to explain what directions or information they 
were provided with in relation to the CSV. 

 
195. The majority of officers from the City of London who were involved in the arrest 

and detention of Dr Shao for Breach of the Peace, explained the CSV had a high 
level of “let’s not be embarrassed” sentiment expressed in police briefings prior to 
the visit. The briefings also included reminders to officers of the importance of the 
visit and stressed that nothing was to go wrong. Of the four officers, one sergeant 
and three constables, all three constables agreed the above sentiments were 
expressed. 

 
196. Bronze, who was serving with the MPS at the time of the incident and present in 

the SOR explained they felt “there was a lot of pressure on high” for the CSV to 
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go well and there was “a degree of I don’t want anything to go wrong”. Other 
officers carrying out similar roles did not recall sentiments of this nature.  

 
197. Gold explained in their statement “particular aspects of preparing for the policing 

of the PRC SV were difficult.” XXXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XX XXXX XXXX XXX 
XXX XXX XXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXX XXXXX 
XXXXX  XXXX XXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXX XXXXXXXX XXXXXX 
XXX  X X XXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXX XXXX XXXXXX XXX X X X X 
X X X X  X X X X X X X  X X  X X X  X X 21 [Gold explained some of the 
challenges and political pressures they experienced.]  

 
198. Gold further explained [some of the difficulties and pressures encountered in 

planning for the state visit.] XXXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XX XXXX XXXX XXX XXX 
XXX XXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXX XXXXX XXXXX  
XXXX XXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXX XXXXXXXX XXXXXX XXX  X X 
XXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXX XXXX XXXXXX XXX X X X X X X X X  
X X X X X X X  X X  X X X  XX XXXX XXX XXX XXX XXX XX XXXX XXXX XXX 
XXX XXX XXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXX XXXXX 
XXXXX  XXXX XXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXX XXXXXXX  22  

 
199. An excerpt from Gold’s log dated 21 October 2015 at 5.30pm  XXX XX XXX 

XXXXX XXXX XXXX XX X XXXXXX XX XXX XXXXX XX X XXX XXX XXX XX 
XXXX XX X X X  X X 23 [provided further detail of challenges encountered in 
planning for the state visit] 

 
200. Silver’s letter outlined that, from the start, Silver envisaged several challenges 

associated with policing the CSV. XXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXX XXXXXXX XXXXXX 
XXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXX XXXXxxxxxXXX XXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXxxxxxxxxxxxXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXX XXXXXX 24 [Silver provided 
detail about these challenges and political pressure.] 

 
201. [Silver provided further details about the challenges and political pressure 

encountered in planning for the state visit.]  XXXXXXXXXXX XXxxxXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXxxXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXX XXXXxxxxxXXX XXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXxxxx XXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXxxxxxxxxxxxXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXX XXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XxxXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXX XXXXxxxxxXXX XXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXxxxX XXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXxxxxxxxxxxxXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXX XXXXXX 25 [Silver provided further details 
about the challenges and political pressure encountered in planning for the state 
visit.] 

                                                 
21 Redaction necessary in the public interest. 
22 Redaction necessary in the public interest. 
23 Redaction necessary in the public interest. 
24 Redaction necessary in the public interest. 
25 Redaction necessary in the public interest. 
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202. [Silver provided further detail on political pressure encountered in the planning of 

the state visit.] XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxx XXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXX XXXXxxxxxXXX XXXXXXXXXX XXXXxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXxxxxxxxxxxxXXXXXXXXX XxxxxxxxxxxxXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXX XXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX xxxXXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXX XXXXxxxxxXXX XXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXxxxxXX XXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXxxxxxxxxxxxXXXXXXXXX XXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXX XXXXXX 26 

 
203. [Silver provided further detail on political pressure encountered in the planning of 

the state visit.] XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX 27 

 
204. When considering the necessity test in relation to Dr Shao’s arrest for conspiracy, 

XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXX  28 
[Silver again explained the concerns they had about Dr Shao’s safety]. 

 
205. Although D Supt 1 does not appear to have been involved in meetings with the 

Chinese delegation prior to the CSV, their comments bear similarities to those 
made by both Gold and Silver when D Supt 1 explained XXXXXXXX XX 
XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXX  
XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXX  
XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXX  
XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXX  29 
[some of the challenges and political pressure encountered]. 

 
206. During the course of the investigation, the Head of the Police Powers Unit with 

the Home Office was interviewed to help with providing further clarity regarding 
the role and responsibilities of the Home Office and Foreign and Commonwealth 
Office during a state visit. 

                                                 
26 Redaction necessary in the public interest. 
27 Redaction necessary in the public interest. 
28 Redaction necessary in the public interest. 
29 Redaction necessary in the public interest. 
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207. The Head of the Police Powers Unit stated, “The Home Office has direct 

responsibility for certain aspects of a major state visit. This includes elements 
such as delegation arrivals, departures, visa arrangements and protective 
security considerations for the visiting state.” They added, “The Public Order Unit 
has a role, among other things, in ensuring that policing and security plans for 
state visits are effective. The Home Office recognise the need for the police to 
have operational independence and we do not direct the police in any way. Our 
policy is based on reassurance, as opposed to assurance. We are aware that we 
are not experts when it comes to policing and instead support the police in their 
strategic planning to mitigate threats.” 

 
208. The Head of the Police Powers Unit XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxXXXXXXXXxxxXXXX 

XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXX  XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXX  XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXX  XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXX  XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXX  XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXX  XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXX  XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXX  XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXX  30  [provided information about 
the challenges and political pressures associated with the state visit].   

 
209. The Head of the Police Powers Unit explained they had direct contact with Silver, 

“with a view to understanding the policing strategy and looking at the potential for 
protests and demonstrations.” XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXxxxxxxXX 
XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX  31 [They explained some of 
the challenges and political pressure encountered.]  

 
210. The Head of the Police Powers Unit explained that, prior to the CSV, “the 

Chinese delegation had expressed some concerns about members of the public 
protesting in the vicinity of the Chinese President.” 
XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXX  32 [They explained some of the political pressure encountered 
but explained the UK’s commitment to uphold people’s right to protest.] 

                                                 
30 Redaction necessary in the public interest. 
31 Redaction necessary in the public interest. 
32 Redaction necessary in the public interest. 
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211. The Head of the Police Powers Unit did not recall individual protestors being 

mentioned: “The focus was applied to groups of protestors and an examination of 
whether the police had established relationships with any of the groups identified. 
This was with a view to facilitating protest.”  

 

> Analysis of the evidence 

 

> Planning for the Chinese state visit 

 
212. The planning for the CSV involved a number of agencies and Government 

departments. Those mentioned during the course of the investigation include the 
Metropolitan Police Service, the City of London Police, Greater Manchester 
Police, Foreign and Commonwealth Office, Home Office, HM Royal Household 
and HM Armed Forces as well as representatives from the Government of the 
People’s Republic of China. This list is by no means exhaustive, it is likely other 
people and organisations were involved, but their involvement falls outside of the 
scope of this investigation.   

 
213. As outlined in the summary of the evidence, Gold and Silver both attended 

planning meetings in preparation for the CSV. There is a considerable amount of 
evidence to indicate the planning of the CSV was not without difficulty. The 
challenges presented have been commented upon mainly by Silver, but also by 
Gold and D Supt 1 and the Head of the Police Powers Unit within the Home 
Office. There is some evidence to suggest the challenges encountered were 
contributed to by both the Chinese and UK Governments.  

 

> Information gathering: Intelligence report from [date] 

 
214. XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX 

XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXX XXXXXXxxxXxxxxxxxxxXXXX 33 
[The Lead Investigator explains why, in her view, the intelligence report could 
potentially have not related to Dr Shao.] 

 
215. XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX 

XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX 

                                                 
33 Redacted for the purposes of the prevention or detection of crime. 
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XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX  34 
[The Lead Investigator explains why it is possible the activity described in the 
intelligence report does not support a rationale for a conspiracy offence.] 

 
216. Silver stated that, after they reviewed the intelligence from [date]35, which this 

investigation has not conclusively found does link to Dr Shao, their first thought 
was the “striking” resemblance to the events of 21 October 2015. XXX XXXXXX 
XXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXXXXXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxXXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxxXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXxxxxxxxxxXXXX  36 
[The Lead Investigator explains why this may be overstating the connection.]  

 
217. D Supt 1 also referred to an intelligence report from [date]37 in their written 

decision to arrest the three individuals for conspiracy. On the basis of the report, 
D Supt 1 made the judgment that “a pattern of behaviour” was occurring and 
being carried out by “fixated determined individuals”. There is no further evidence 
available to the IOPC to support this assertion, other than the intelligence report 
relating to [date/event]38.   

 

> Information gathering: Chinese Government influence as outlined 
by Gold, Silver and D Supt 1 

 
218. Silver’s letter to the IOPC includes a comprehensive summary of events 

occurring prior to and during the CSV. Silver XXXXX XXXX XXX XXXXX XXXXX 
XXX XXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXXX XXXXXX XXXXXXXX XXX XXXX 
XXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXX XXXXX XXXXXXXX XXXX XXXXX 39 [provided details 
about some of the political pressure encountered in the planning of the state 
visit]. Despite this, Silver assured the IOPC, they did not differ in their approach to 
the CSV and treated it in the same way as any other visit of this nature. 

 
219. Silver XXXXX XXX XXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXXX XXXXXX 

XXXXXXXX XXXXX XXX XXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXXX XXXXXX 
XXXXXXXX XXXXX XXX XXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXXX XXXXXX 
XXXXXXXX X XXXX XXX XXX XXXX XXXX XXXX XXXXX XXXXXX XXXXXX 

                                                 
34 Redacted for the purposes of the prevention or detection of crime. 
35 Redacted for the purposes of the prevention or detection of crime. 
36 Redacted for the purposes of the prevention or detection of crime. 
37 Redacted for the purposes of the prevention or detection of crime. 
38 Redacted for the purposes of the prevention or detection of crime. 
39 Redaction necessary in the public interest. 
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XXXXXXXX  40 [explained the concerns they had for Dr Shao’s safety]. However, 
other sentiments expressed by Silver regarding the ongoing risk to Dr Shao and 
the CSV were also a factor in their decision making. It is therefore unclear why 
Silver considered Dr Shao’s arrest appropriate in these circumstances. 

 
220. The information provided by Gold, Silver and D Supt 1 is that the Chinese 

delegation made a series of requests regarding the organisation and planning of 
the CSV, specifically regarding security concerns and the management of 
protestors. There is evidence to indicate, particularly in relation to Silver, that 
these requests, together with their consideration of the ongoing risk to the CSV 
and to Dr Shao’s safety, thereby influenced the decision to arrest Dr Shao for 
conspiracy to commit a section 5 Public Order offence, a decision agreed with by 
D Supt 1 and, according to D Supt 1, also Gold.  

 
221. However, there is also evidence to indicate Gold, Silver and D Supt 1 were not 

influenced by the Chinese Government. In their own accounts D Supt 1 explained 
they attempted to facilitate peaceful protest, Silver emphasised they did not take 
a different approach to the CSV than any other visit of this nature and Gold’s 
strategic intentions outlined a standardised approach.  

 

> Information gathering: other factors of influence 

 
222. Based on the evidence, it is difficult to establish whether directions or information 

originating from the police or other external factors may have influenced the 
decisions and actions of the officers who dealt with Dr Shao.  

 
223. The Head of the Police Powers Unit stated the Home Office “do not direct the 

police in any way”. There is no evidence to suggest the police were directed by 
the Home Office in respect of any operational decision making. This includes the 
decision to arrest Dr Shao and the two women for Conspiracy to commit a 
Section 5 POA offence. 

 
224. Silver stated there were instances of unusual requests from the UK Government 

in respect of managing protest during the CSV, and in their experience this was 
unprecedented. Both Gold and Silver attended briefings along with 
representatives from other UK Government departments and representatives 
from the Chinese Government. When considering the subsequent decision 
making and actions of these officers and D Supt 1, it is almost impossible to say 
whether they were affected by any of the behaviour or requests they witnessed. 
The accounts of both Gold and Silver are that they were not swayed by any 
behaviour exhibited by the Chinese delegation or any other department or 
person, and policed the CSV in the same manner they would with any other visit 
of this nature. 

 
225. Based on the evidence available, officers who formed part of the public order 

serials during the CSV were more likely than those officers involved at a more 
senior level to have heard sentiments expressed in police briefings focusing on 
the ethos of ‘no embarrassments’ and ‘nothing was to go wrong’.  

                                                 
40 Redaction necessary in the public interest. 
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226. Those officers involved in the planning of the CSV, or who held a role at a 

strategic or tactical level, seemed to be more exposed to external pressures from 
a number of different stakeholders and seemed to hold a different viewpoint to 
those officers carrying out an operational public order role, in as much as they did 
not seem aware of sentiments related to ensuring there were ‘no 
embarrassments’ during the CSV.   

 

> Decision and rationale to arrest Dr Shao for Conspiracy: who was 
involved 

 
227. D Supt 1 is shown as both the decision maker and person who documented the 

decision to arrest Dr Shao for Conspiracy. In their written response, D Supt 1 
accepted responsibility for the decision, but stated both Gold and Silver were 
involved. 

 
228. Silver’s letter to the IOPC stated both they and D Supt 1 agreed Dr Shao and the 

two women would be arrested for Conspiracy to commit a Section 5 POA offence.  

 
229. Gold’s written response was that they did not know why D Supt 1 feels they 

agreed with the decision to arrest Dr Shao for Conspiracy, but speculated this 
may have been as a result of Gold not challenging D Supt 1’s decision making. 
Gold stated they may have discussed the matter with D Supt 1 but could not 
recall what was said. However, Gold did not disagree with D Supt 1’s decision 
making 

 
230. There is a considerable amount of evidence that both D Supt 1 and Silver were 

involved in the decision to arrest Dr Shao on suspicion of Conspiracy. Both D 
Supt 1 and Silver agree this occurred. 

 
231. There is evidence to suggest Gold was also involved in this decision as alleged 

by D Supt 1. D Supt 1 also stated Silver was involved, and Silver has confirmed 
their involvement. Further evidence shows Gold was present in the SOR on 21 
October 2015 and attended the Silver Commander’s meeting at 8pm where, in 
their statement, Gold explained they may have spoken with D Supt 1 regarding 
the arrests for Conspiracy. D Supt 1 may be considered more definitive in their 
recollection of the circumstances than Gold, who simply recalled they may have 
discussed the matter with D Supt 1. 

 

> Decision and rationale to arrest Dr Shao for Conspiracy: 
aggravating factor “individuals acted together as a three” 

 
232. Dr Shao was arrested for Conspiracy to commit a Section 5 POA offence. 

Conspiracy requires the agreement of two or more people and for the agreement 
to involve spoken or written words or other overt acts.  

 
233. D Supt 1’s written decision cites a number of aggravating factors, which form the 

basis of their decision and grounds for the arrest of Dr Shao. The first of these is 
“individuals acted together as a three”.  At the time D Supt 1 made their decision 
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at 6.30pm on 21 October 2015, it is unclear how D Supt 1 could reasonably 
suspect Dr Shao and the two women acted together, particularly when 
considering the information recorded on the City of London police CAD, where 
mention is made of only one protestor. D Supt 1 explained that at this time they 
had not seen the CCTV of the incident and did not have the notes from the 
respective officers who had arrested Dr Shao and/or the two women. There is no 
evidence to suggest D Supt 1 spoke with any officers involved in the arrests and 
therefore it is unclear on what basis D Supt 1 believed the three individuals acted 
together. The evidence available at this time does not support this assertion. 

 
234. It should be noted that three individuals acting in similar or parallel ways is not 

sufficient for there to be an agreement for the purposes of the offence of 
conspiracy; instead, there must be a shared purpose or design. At the time of the 
decision to arrest there does not appear to have been any evidence of an 
agreement between Dr Shao and the two women (or either of those two women) 
to commit the relevant criminal offence (or any criminal offence) and certainly no 
indication of spoken or written words between the three individuals or any other 
form of overt act. 

 
235. A review of the evidence on 28 October 2015, conducted by DI 11 and ratified by 

D Supt 1, established the two women were on a separate road to Dr Shao and 
some considerable distance apart at the time of their arrests. The three arrests 
occurred between 4.10pm and 4.12pm. The two women did not hold any signs 
and evidence suggests they were protesting about different concerns to Dr Shao. 
This may have been unclear at the time of D Supt 1’s decision and may have 
required intelligence checks to obtain this information. Had a review of CCTV 
been conducted at the time of the incident, which, according to multiple officers, 
was accessible in the SOR, which was also where D Supt 1 was based, the 
information related to the location of the three individuals could have been 
ascertained much sooner, as the CCTV clearly shows Dr Shao move into the 
road on his own. D Supt 1 stated there were in close proximity, yet the two 
women could not be seen on the same road or near Dr Shao. This information 
could have been considered as part of any subsequent decision making. It is 
unclear whether D Supt 1 knew the precise location of the three individuals as 
they cite them, as D Supt 1’s response to caution explains they knew them to be 
in close proximity. However, on 28 October, a week later, during D Supt 1’s 
investigative update, they acknowledged the two women were on a different road 
to Dr Shao. It remains unclear how D Supt 1 reached the required threshold of 
reasonable suspicion. 

 

> Decision and rationale to arrest Dr Shao for Conspiracy: 
Aggravating factor “a pattern of behaviour by fixated determined 
individuals” 

 
236. The list of aggravating factors in D Supt 1’s arrest decision also includes “a 

pattern of behaviour by fixated determined individuals”. This assertion may be 
based on Dr Shao’s behaviour earlier in the CSV41, which led to a breach of the 
peace arrest, and/or XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX  [the intelligence of previous 

                                                 
41 Redacted for the purposes of the prevention or detection of crime. 
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similar behaviour by someone suspected to be Dr Shao and a suspected 
connection to one of the women arrested]. As commented, one of the women 
arrested on 21 October 2015 was also mentioned in this report.  

 
237. XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXcXX 

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXcXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXX X X X X XXcXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXX XXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXX XX XX XXXXXcXX 
XXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXX XXXX XXX XXXX 
XXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXXXXXX XCXXXXXXXX  42 
[The Lead Investigator explains why the intelligence report may not support a 
rationale for a conspiracy offence.]  

 
238. On the basis of the intelligence report, it is unclear how D Supt 1 reaches the 

determination that “a pattern of behaviour” is occurring and being carried out by 
“fixated determined individuals”. As far as can be established, based on the 
evidence, there is one intelligence report, which contains a reference to 
XXXXXXX [who the MPS believed to be Dr Shao]  and one of the women 
involved in this matter. Two individuals being present at the same place on two 
separate occasions does not automatically mean this was a pattern of behaviour 
by fixated, determined individuals, particularly when considering there were other 
and different persons present on each occasion. However, it is acknowledged 
that the behaviour displayed by these individuals was similar in nature during 
both incidents. 

 
239. When considering this particular aggravating factor “a pattern of behaviour by 

fixated determined individuals” it is important to note there is XXXXX XXXX XX 
XXXX XXXX XX X XXXXX XXX XX XX XX XX XXXXXX XXXX XX XXXXX XXXX 
XX XXX XX XXX XXXXXXX XXXX 43 [intelligence of previous similar behaviour 
by someone suspected to be Dr Shao and a suspected connection to one of the 
women arrested] but that this is not evidence of a conspiracy. It would seem 
reasonable to assume that people who campaign about an issue will campaign 
on several occasions. It is also important to consider the evidence that one of the 
women being present on two occasions is not evidence of an agreement, and 
that there does not appear to be any evidence that the two were working 
“together” on either occasion. Furthermore, and perhaps more crucially, the 
language used by D Supt 1 does not seem synonymous with the suspicion of an 
agreement, as outlined by the definition of a conspiracy, and D Supt 1’s 
aggravating factors seem to form the basis, in their view, for reasonable grounds 
to arrest. 

 

> Decision and rationale to arrest Dr Shao for Conspiracy: 
aggravating factor “clearly a pre-meditated action” 

 
240. D Supt 1’s next aggravating factor is listed as “clearly a pre-meditated action”. As 

per the definition of conspiracy, reasonable suspicion is required that there is an 

                                                 
42 Redaction necessary in the public interest. 
43 Redacted for the purposes of the prevention or detection of crime. 
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agreement by two or more people to carry out a criminal act. The definition 
highlights that this cannot be a mere mental operation; it must involve spoken or 
written words or other overt acts.  

 
241. D Supt 1’s use of the terminology “clearly” suggests they had clear evidence of a 

premeditated action between Dr Shao and the two women in relation to the 
conspiracy. The investigation has found no evidence of a premeditated action 
and it remains unclear how D Supt 1 arrived at this assertion. The way in which D 
Supt 1 records this factor suggests D Supt 1 is discussing the actions of the three 
individuals together, given that they reference all three in the earlier aggravating 
factors. During their interview with the IOPC D Supt 1 was asked what made 
them think the three individuals had been colluding or conspiring together and 
what led them to suspect the three had made an agreement together. D Supt 1 
was specifically asked what evidence there was that a premeditated action had 
occurred. D Supt 1 gave a no comment response to these questions. 

 

> Decision and rationale to arrest Dr Shao for Conspiracy: 
aggravating factor “convoy protected by firearms officers and 
putting aside the intended outcome, attacking/rushing a protected 
convoy presents a number of threats to the suspects, the police 
officers, to the principals and the public” 

 
242. The final aggravating factor recorded by D Supt 1 is “convoy protected by 

firearms officers and putting aside the intended outcome, attacking/rushing a 
protected convoy presents a number of threats to the suspects, the police 
officers, to the principals and the public.” This aggravating factor is not linked to 
the definition of conspiracy. However, the inclusion of this aggravating factor and 
those aforementioned could be considered as further justification for the arrests 
for Conspiracy. 

 
243. It can reasonably be assumed that the reference to “attacking/rushing” relates to 

when Dr Shao approached the sterile area, the action which resulted in his arrest 
for breach of the peace. It may be considered that the use of the terminology 
“attacking/rushing” is not an accurate description of Dr Shao’s actions, as 
evidenced by the CCTV of the incident and the opinion of those officers involved 
in Dr Shao’s removal from the road. This may suggest the use of language in 
these circumstances could be considered to be exaggerated. This terminology 
may also be viewed as inconsistent with the statements of officers involved in the 
initial incident, who described Dr Shao’s approach to the convoy as disruptive, 
amid concerns he may be struck by the convoy and was an unknown threat. 

 
244. D Supt 1 told the IOPC they did not view the CCTV prior to making their decision 

to arrest Dr Shao and the two women for Conspiracy. D Supt 1 used strong 
wording to describe Dr Shao, which may reasonably be considered inaccurate 
and inflated and D Supt 1 seemingly did so without having considered the 
relevant evidence. D Supt 1 had also not viewed the notes of the arresting 
officers and, when asked during interview with the IOPC whether they spoke with 
the officers involved in the initial use of force and arrest for Breach of the Peace, 
they made a no comment response.  
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> Decision and rationale to arrest Dr Shao for Conspiracy: further 
analysis of D Supt 1’s decision making 

 
245. D Supt 1’s arrest decision stated a motorcycle outrider jumped off his motorcycle 

to intercept Dr Shao to prevent an attack of some kind. D Supt 1 admitted in their 
statement they did not have the arresting officer’s notes at the time of writing the 
policy decision and there is no evidence to suggest they conversed verbally 
regarding the incident. D Supt 1 was asked whether they spoke with PC 13 (the 
police motorcycle rider) during their interview with the IOPC, but provided a no 
comment response. PC 13 commented in his statement that he joined his team 
after the incident, before going to Bishopsgate police station, where he completed 
his notes; he made no mention of any contact with D Supt 1. The basis of D Supt 
1’s assertion that the motorcycle outrider was trying to prevent an attack of some 
kind is therefore unclear, particularly as it is not corroborated by PC 13, who 
described that his first thought was Dr Shao appeared intent on disrupting the 
oncoming motorcade and may have been at risk of being struck by the oncoming 
vehicles.   

 
246. D Supt 1’s arrest decision explained that, following Dr Shao’s arrest, “around the 

same time two females were arrested in close proximity by other officers”. The 
phrase “close proximity” is not specific and D Supt 1 has not offered any clarity on 
what they meant by this, or of evidential basis for this assertion. Further detail 
about the precise location of the women (on a different road to the convoy and Dr 
Shao) could have been obtained at the time of the arrest; and this detail may be 
considered to contradict the description provided by D Supt 1.  

 
247. D Supt 1 stated they accept responsibility for making the decision to arrest Dr 

Shao. D Supt 1 also accepted that, as a result of their decision, other lower 
ranked officers firstly arrested Dr Shao and then carried out a series of 
investigative actions. These actions include a section 18 PACE search, permitted 
only when a person is under arrest for an indictable offence. D Supt 1 referred to 
this during the course of their policy decision, specifically the fact the conspiracy 
element would make the offence indictable and as such, would permit the use of 
the section 18 power in order to ascertain ongoing risk. D Supt 1 was asked 
during interview whether they arrested Dr Shao to permit a search of his home 
address and to keep him in detention for longer. D Supt 1 made no comment 
responses to these questions.  

 
248. The decision maker may wish to consider whether the rationale written by D 

Supt 1 (i) set out reasonable grounds to suspect that Dr Shao and the two 
women had conspired to commit a Section 5 POA offence; (ii) was honest 
and accurate; and (iii) took appropriate account of the evidence available. 

 

> Decision and rationale to arrest Dr Shao for conspiracy: the 
involvement of other parties in the decision making 
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249. D Supt 1 explained in their statement the situation involving Dr Shao and the two 

women was dealt with by them, Silver and Gold. D Supt 1 explained that 
discussions about the arrests for conspiracy took place between them and Silver, 
but, although the decision to arrest the three individuals was a joint one, D Supt 1 
took full responsibility for it. 

 
250. Silver explained in their letter that they had a number of concerns following 

receipt of information that three individuals were arrested for Breach of the 
Peace. They stated they believed the Chinese delegate could have claimed the 
UK had not met their obligations under Article 29 of the Vienna Convention, 
based on Dr Shao managing to make his way into the path of the oncoming 
motorcade. Silver did not specifically state which element of the article concerned 
them, but it is possible Silver was concerned the UK obligation may not have 
been fulfilled in respect of taking all appropriate steps to prevent an attack on a 
person, freedom or dignity. Silver explained they thought Dr Shao’s intentions 
were purely disruption, but it raised concerns over the security of the route if he 
had more sinister intentions. D Supt 1’s policy description of the actions of the 
detained persons as “attacking/rushing” (set out above) was not corroborated by 
Silver, who described Dr Shao’s actions as disruption. Silver makes no mention 
of the two women in relation to their concerns regarding the disruption and, as 
such, their absence from Silver’s consideration does not fit with the offence of 
conspiracy.  

 
251. Silver explained that, on the evening of 21 October 2015, they spoke with D Supt 

1 and specifically discussed the fact that “two females were arrested in close 
proximity to Dr Shao and the fact they were believed to be working together”, in 
addition to other factors. There is evidence that places Dr Shao and the two 
women on separate roads, however, one of the women and Dr Shao were named 
together in an intelligence report XXXXXXXX 44 [date]. It is unclear from the 
evidence obtained in the course of the investigation where the notion the three 
individuals were “believed to be working together” originated, beyond it being a 
point of discussion with D Supt 1, and in Silver’s view appears linked to the fact 
they were arrested in close proximity. Silver did not provide a rationale or 
indication of how they came to believe this. There is also no indication Silver 
viewed the CCTV prior to making this determination.  

 
252. Silver explained both they and D Supt 1 agreed all three individuals would be 

arrested for Conspiracy to commit a Section 5 POA offence and, as part of their 
decision making, applied the necessity test and fully considered the risk to the 
CSV and the fact there was some time to go until its conclusion. Silver also 
explained they had concerns regarding the circumstances leading up to the 
arrests and how this manifested itself as an ongoing risk to the security operation 
around the CSV. The further arrests of the three individuals possibly created 
opportunity to increase their length of time in detention, as their release may have 
happened sooner once the threat of a resumption of a Breach of the Peace had 
elapsed and appeared to afford, in Silver’s opinion, some level of risk mitigation 
for the CSV. Furthermore, bail conditions could not be imposed for Breach of the 
Peace, but could be for the offence of Conspiracy to commit a POA offence. It 
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does not appear as though consideration was leant to binding the three 
individuals over in relation to the Breach of the Peace arrests.  

 
253. Silver asserted their primary concerns as the safety of Dr Shao and the 

preservation of the security of the CSV. Silver explained they felt the best way to 
safeguard Dr Shao’s safety would be to further arrest him for Conspiracy, which 
may be considered to suggest that Dr Shao’s safety was more of a concern to 
Silver than whether there was reasonable suspicion of the offence of conspiracy. 
XX XXXXX XXXXXX XX XXXXXX XX XXXX XXXXX XX XX XXXXXX XX XXXXX 
XXXXXX XXX XX XXXX XXXXXXXX XXXXXXX XXXXXX XXXXXXXxXX XXXXX 
XX XX XXXXXXXX XX XX XXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXXX XX XXXXXX XxxxxxxxXX 
XXXXXX 45 [Silver provided details about the reason for their concerns for Dr 
Shao's safety. The Lead Investigator explains there is no evidence of specific 
intelligence to support this.]   

 
254. The written submission made by Silver and the supporting evidence from D Supt 

1 show Silver was directly involved in the decision to arrest Dr Shao and the two 
women for Conspiracy.  

 
255. [Gold] was the Gold Commander for the CSV; their initial written response to 

caution includes extensive detail regarding the background to the CSV. Gold told 
the IOPC that, given the number of similar operations they have overseen, their 
memory of this particular visit is somewhat limited. 

 
256. During the Silver Commander’s meeting at 8pm on 21 October 2015, an entry 

was made in the Gold Commander’s log explaining three people had been 
arrested for Breach of the Peace outside Mansion House. A further entry states, 
“Gold happy with the level of force used to achieve the aim of preventing any 
harm to the principles [sic] or the dignity of the event”. The latter part of the log 
entry mentions preventing harm to the “dignity of the event”, which reflects 
perhaps a similar attitude to those officers who felt they were briefed that nothing 
was to go wrong and there were to be no embarrassments. The entry does not 
mention preventing harm to members of the public, police officers or the arrested 
persons but focuses only on the principals and the dignity of the event. The Gold 
Commander’s strategic intentions make reference to providing a safe 
environment for the principal(s), but make no mention of preserving the dignity of 
the event. The reference to the dignity of the event may indicate that this was one 
of Gold’s personal concerns.  

 
257. Gold’s response to caution explains it was not their responsibility to decide 

whether there were reasonable grounds for the arrests of Dr Shao and the two 
women. Gold did add that they did not think that what D Supt 1 had done or was 
doing was wrong. On the basis of their role profile it is accepted Gold would not 
have responsibility for individual arrest decisions, although they were responsible 
for ensuring the use of police tactics were proportionate to the risks identified, 
met the objectives of the policing strategy and were legally compliant, particularly 
in terms of the Human Rights Act 1998 as outlined by the Gold Commander’s 
strategy. 
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258. Gold provided a response to caution that was generally detailed. However, they 

could not recall what was discussed during the Silver Commander’s meeting at 
8pm on 21 October 2015. When asked to provide a second statement, 
specifically addressing this meeting among other questions, Gold stated they 
could not recall any of the discussions that took place or who attended the 
meeting, beyond the Silver Commander (who by virtue of it being their meeting, 
would have attended). The Gold Commander’s logs state a record of the meeting 
was recorded in the Silver Commander’s log; the misplacement or loss of the 
Silver Commander’s logs has been unhelpful with identifying precisely what 
occurred during this meeting. Gold states they approved a press statement in 
relation to the arrests of the three individuals for both Breach of the Peace and 
conspiracy to commit a Section 5 POA offence at 8.26pm. This suggests Gold 
had some knowledge of these arrests at this time, in order for them to be in a 
position to approve the relevant press release.  

 
259. Gold stated they did not know why D Supt 1 believes Gold agreed with [D Supt 

1’s] decision that Dr Shao was to be arrested for conspiracy, but explained they 
imagine this was because Gold did not challenge [D Supt 1’s] decision, as they 
did not feel it was incorrect. Gold did state in their response to caution that they 
may have discussed this matter with D Supt 1 during the Silver Commander’s 
meeting or thereafter, but could not recall what was said.  

 
260. D Supt 1, on more than one occasion, has explained Gold was involved in the 

decision-making process to arrest Dr Shao and the two women for conspiracy.  

 
261. Although not an active participant in the decision to arrest Dr Shao and the two 

women for conspiracy, Bronze told the IOPC they repeatedly directly challenged 
the decision made by D Supt 1 as they felt it was disproportionate. When asked if 
anyone else had witnessed these challenges, Bronze said it was likely DS 21 had 
witnessed them challenging D Supt 1’s decision. DS 21’s statement does not 
support this, as he stated he did not recall anyone raising concerns about the 
arrests. 

 
262. Bronze also explained they spoke with DI 11 about the arrests. DI 11 

corroborated this as he recalled a telephone conversation between him and 
Bronze on the evening of 21 October 2015. Although Bronze’s concerns were 
discussed, the evidence suggests Bronze did not explicitly state they had actively 
challenged D Supt 1. Bronze also stated D Supt 1 and [Bronze] used to fall out 
when Bronze challenged D Supt 1’s decisions, this was stated in the context of 
making professional based decisions.  

 
263. DC 7 was not involved in the decision making that led to the arrest of the three 

individuals for conspiracy, but did raise concerns related to the proportionality of 
dealing with the incident in this manner. She raised these concerns with both DS 
6 and DI 11, who both corroborated this version of events. 

 
264. DI 11 first reviewed the email policy decision sent by D Supt 1 on 22 October 

2015. DI 11’s shift pattern shows he was off duty on 21 October 2015 at the time 
the decision was made to arrest the three individuals for conspiracy. DI 11 
explained he felt the decision was a well-reasoned document with a clear 
rationale, but had he been in the same position as D Supt 1, he did not think he 
would have made the same decision. DI 11 felt the circumstances could have 
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been dealt with more simply by arresting and detaining Dr Shao for Breach of the 
Peace or a Section 5 Public Order Act offence. 

 
265. The decision maker may wish to consider whether there is a case to answer 

for the extent of the involvement of Silver and Gold in relation to the 
decision to arrest Dr Shao and the two women for Conspiracy. The decision 
maker may further wish to consider the role of Bronze, specifically whether 
they sufficiently challenged the decisions made regarding the arrests and 
what would be anticipated as a reasonable response in those 
circumstances.  

 

> Arrest and Detention of Dr Shao: arrest at Bishopsgate police 
station 

 
266. During interview Bronze did not recall their involvement in dispatching officers to 

attend Bishopsgate police station to arrest Dr Shao and the two women for 
conspiracy to commit a section 5 POA offence or having any phone 
conversations during the evening of 21 October 2015 with PC 18. Bronze did 
explain this type of task fell within their area of responsibility as Bronze Crime. PC 
10 provided a lot of detail about the directions provided by Bronze. Given that 
Bronze stated they could not recall their involvement, but explained this would 
have been within their role, and PC 10 recalled the contact in detail, it may be 
considered likely that Bronze did pass on directions and instructions to officers to 
carry out the arrest of Dr Shao. 

 
267. PC 10 arrested Dr Shao for Conspiracy to commit a Section 5 POA offence. Her 

statement explained the instruction to arrest was directed by the Senior 
Investigative Team, and this has been corroborated by D Supt 1. PC 10 
explained she understood senior officers were privy to key information, which, 
due to its sensitivity, was not shared with her. PC 10 explained that, to the best of 
her recollection, this was the first occasion where she had not formed her own 
grounds for the arrest, but had been directed by those more senior to her. 

 
268. PC 10 was a probationer at the time of the incident. She explained she asked 

questions regarding the direction to carry out a section 18 PACE search, as she 
initially thought the offence was summary only. PC 10 said that, once the 
classification of the offence was confirmed by Bronze as indictable, she 
proceeded with the arrests. Bronze explained they could not recall their 
involvement in conversations of this nature with any of the officers at Bishopsgate 
police station, but agreed this task would have fallen within their area of 
responsibility. 

 
269. Having asked the MPS to provide their guidance in relation to “directed arrests” I 

was provided the guidance relating to “mass arrests”, which highlights the 
provision for directed arrests. It appears PC 10 was subject to this process and 
upon examining the guidance it appears the use of this tactic may have been 
misinterpreted and therefore misused in relation to the arrest of Dr Shao and the 
two women. The tactic appears to be used for large numbers of suspects XXX XX 



 

Dr Shao Jiang – Final report (redacted)  59 

XXXX XXXXXXX XXXXXX XX XXXX XX XXX XXXXXX 46. The incident involving 
Dr Shao only involved three.  

 
270. The guidance provided by the MPS explains the decision to implement a mass 

arrest tactic, in the main, sits with the Silver Commander, who in this situation is 
[Silver]. This corroborates Silver’s account, in which they stated they made the 
decision to arrest the three individuals, in conjunction with D Supt 1, who, 
according to the guidance, would also have been part of the process. 

 
271. The “mass arrest” guidance, which was seemingly inapplicable, states the 

grounds for arrest should be fully communicated to the arresting officer, which in 
these circumstances, according to PC 10, it was not. The guidance also states 
the instruction by a senior officer to arrest would also be lawful as long as the 
arresting officer is given enough information so they can understand why the 
arrest is being asked for and that the information is not so obviously weak that it 
would be unreasonable for any constable to make an arrest on that basis. The 
guidance also asserts an officer is entitled to rely on information supplied through 
the chain of command. 

 
272. The decision maker may wish to consider whether it would be reasonably 

expected that PC 10 would challenge the rationale/decision to further arrest 
Dr Shao and the two women, given her role, experience and the use of a 
directive by a more senior officer to carry out those arrests.  

 

> Arrest and detention: delay in rights, obtaining samples and 
subsequent investigation 

 
273. PACE Insp 3 was the late-turn duty PACE Inspector at Bishopsgate police station 

and was responsible for authorising the section 18 searches of the three 
individuals’ addresses and a delay in the right for Dr Shao to make a telephone 
call. PACE Insp 3 stated she considered the rationale and policy decision given to 
her verbally by D Supt 1 satisfied reasonable grounds for arrest, but she was not 
privy to further information and intelligence related to the arrests. In her statement 
she questioned whether it was necessary to arrest for Conspiracy when each of 
the detainees could be held for up to 24 hours for Breach of the Peace. This 
stance seems to discount when Dr Shao could be taken before a court and 
consideration of an earlier release if the threat of a further resumption of a Breach 
of the Peace had passed. 

 
274. PACE Insp 3’s entries on the custody log summarise the incident as three 

persons entering a cordon secure area and attempting to disrupt the cavalcade, 
which suggests further joint behaviour between the three individuals. This 
description does not make any mention of an agreement, as required for a 
conspiracy.  

 
275. The guidance does not require an inspector to review and analyse the precise 

circumstances of an arrest. However, a PACE inspector would be responsible for 
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determining the proportionality of a section 18 PACE search or delay in rights and 
authorising a detainees continued detention.  

 
276. Insp 4 was the night-turn duty PACE Inspector who took over from PACE Insp 3 

at Bishopsgate police station. He was responsible for signing the Book 101 
premises search book and reviewing Dr Shao’s continued detention. Based on 
the handover from PACE Insp 3, Insp 4 felt there were reasonable grounds to 
suspect Dr Shao may have been colluding or conspiring with others as all three 
individuals were arrested at the same location and the same time for the same 
offences. These parameters do not fit with the definition of conspiracy. 

 
277. Insp 4 reviewed Dr Shao’s detention on two separate occasions and recorded he 

was satisfied enquiries were being conducted diligently and expeditiously. Having 
reviewed the responsibilities and obligations of the PACE inspector, the guidance 
does not indicate an inspector would be expected to review and analyse the 
precise circumstances of an arrest.  

 
278. DS 6, the officer assigned to carry out the investigation into the alleged 

conspiracy, attended Bishopsgate police station after the three individuals had 
been arrested. DS 6 explained that neither the custody sergeant nor the PACE 
inspector raised any concerns regarding the arrests. As DS 6 had been tasked 
with investigating the circumstances of the case, he considered any instruction he 
gave to other officers was a lawful one in the furtherance of investigating the 
alleged conspiracy. The evidence is that, at the time DS 6 assumed responsibility 
for the investigation, the arrest of Dr Shao had already taken place. The 
instruction to arrest had come from the Senior Investigative Team and, on this 
basis, it could be considered that DS 6 would not have realistically challenged the 
decision to arrest and would have gone on to conduct his investigation into the 
alleged offence.  

 
279. DS 6 was the lead interviewer during Dr Shao’s criminal interview for the offence 

of Conspiracy to commit a Section 5 POA offence. DS 6 stated in interview with 
the IOPC he did not consider Dr Shao was experiencing any form of language 
difficulties during the course of this interview. This viewpoint was shared by DC 7, 
the co-interviewer. Neither the custody sergeant nor Dr Shao’s solicitor raised 
any concerns about Dr Shao’s capacity to understand English. The audio of the 
interview does contain some evidence to indicate Dr Shao may have been 
experiencing some communication difficulties, he makes verbal responses to 
questions when he has been advised to respond “no comment” and seems 
hesitant as to how he should proceed following instructions from his solicitor. It is 
difficult to ascertain definitively what may have caused these difficulties. DS 6 can 
be heard to explain to Dr Shao his rights and entitlements at the beginning of the 
interview and queried whether Dr Shao could understand him, as he recognised 
English was not his first language. Dr Shao confirmed that he could.  

 
280. The decision maker may wish to consider firstly whether PACE Insp 3 and 

Insp 4 would be expected to behave in a manner different to that outlined 
above, specifically whether they should have interrogated the decision to 
further arrest more robustly. Secondly, the decision maker may wish to 
consider whether the delay in rights, and the obtaining of samples from Dr 
Shao, was appropriate given the information provided to PACE Insp 3. 
Finally the decision maker may wish to consider the roles of DC 7 and DS 6 
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and the manner in which they conducted themselves in respect of the 
further investigation and the interview of Dr Shao.   

 

 

 

> Bail and no further action 

 
281. On 22 October 2015, DI 11 instructed DC 7 to interview and then bail the three 

individuals. DI 11 felt it was a proportionate course of action in the circumstances 
to enable the three individuals an opportunity to give an account. Bail conditions 
were imposed by PS 20, who stated he would impose conditions following a 
request for the officer in the case, either verbally or in writing. DI 11 stated he did 
not have a conversation with PS 20 regarding this matter, despite being the 
officer to instruct DC 7 to bail the detainees post interview. DS 6 did not mention 
any involvement in requesting bail conditions when asked what further 
involvement he had in relation to the incident. PS 20 stated he would seek 
representations from the detainee or solicitor before making his final decision on 
bail conditions. However, there is no record of any representations on the custody 
record.  

 
282. The decision maker may wish to consider the actions of DI 11 in light of his 

knowledge of the arrests of Dr Shao and the two women, and his 
subsequent instructions to other officers. Furthermore, the decision maker 
may wish to consider the appropriateness of the bail conditions, imposed 
only in conjunction with the offence of Conspiracy.  

 

> Suspected accessing of Dr Shao’s computer 

 
283. There is no evidence the warning received by Dr Shao was from Google. There is 

evidence to indicate that the warning was indeed the product of a nefarious 
phishing scandal, and the timing of this alert was nothing more coincidence.  

 
284. There is evidence, in the form of the email sent to Dr Shao’s legal representative 

XXXXXX, from MPS Legal Services and the property log showing the movement 
of items seized in the section 18 PACE search that the items seized from Dr 
Shao’s home were never subject to interrogation either before or after the 
investigation was subject to no further action.  

 
285. It is unfortunate that Dr Shao may have been the recipient of conflicting 

information from a journalist, but there is no evidence to suggest MPS officers 
accessed Dr Shao’s computer or other electronic equipment, aside from his 
mobile phone sim card, at any time. 

 
286. The decision maker may wish to consider whether the MPS ever accessed 

Dr Shao’s computer, based on the available evidence. 
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> Next steps 

 
287. The decision maker is now required to set out their views on the investigation 

outcomes. The decision maker will record these on a separate opinion document. 

 
288. The decision maker will also decide whether any organisational learning has 

been identified that should be shared with the organisation in question. 

 

> Criminal offences 

 
289. On receipt of my report, the decision maker must decide if there is an indication 

that a criminal offence may have been committed by any person to whose 
conduct the investigation related. 

 
290. If they decide that there is such an indication they must decide whether it is 

appropriate to refer the matter to the CPS. 
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Dr Shao Jiang 

 
Investigation into the complaints made by 
Dr Shao Jiang and Ms Johanna Zhang 
following Dr Shao’s arrests during the 
Chinese state visit October 2015  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

> Independent investigation report 
> Appendices  
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> Appendix 1: The role of the IOPC 

The IOPC carries out its own independent investigations into complaints and 

incidents involving the police, HM Revenue and Customs (HMRC), the National 

Crime Agency (NCA) and Home Office immigration and enforcement staff. 

We are completely independent of the police and the government. All cases are 

overseen by the DG, who has the power to delegate their decisions to other 

members of staff in the organisation. These individuals are referred to as DG 

delegates, or decision makers, and they provide strategic direction and scrutinise the 

investigation.  

> The investigation 

At the outset of an investigation, a lead investigator will be appointed who will be 

responsible for the day to day running of the investigation on behalf of the DG. This 

may involve taking witness statements, interviewing subjects to the investigation, 

analysing CCTV footage, reviewing documents, obtaining forensic and other expert 

evidence, as well as liaison with the coroner, the CPS and other agencies. 

They are supported by a team including other investigators, lawyers, press officers 

and other specialist staff. 

Throughout the investigation, meaningful updates are provided to interested persons 

and may be provided to other stakeholders at regular intervals. Each investigation 

also passes through a series of reviews and quality checks. 

The IOPC investigator often makes early contact with the CPS and is sometimes 

provided with investigative advice during the course of the investigation. However 

any such advice will usually be considered to be confidential. 

> Complaint matters 

An investigation into a complaint is not automatically an investigation into whether a 

person serving with the police has a case to answer for misconduct or gross 

misconduct. It will investigate the issues raised in an individual’s complaint. 

An investigation may become subject to special requirements (see more below) if the 

IOPC decision maker considers that there is an indication that a person to whose 

conduct the investigation relates may have:  

a) committed a criminal offence, or  

b) behaved in a manner that would justify them facing disciplinary 

proceedings.  
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> Complaints that are subject to special requirements 

The complaints subject to special requirements focus on the actions of the identified 

officers to enable conclusions to be drawn about whether there is a case to answer 

in respect to the actions of an individual serving with the police. Individuals subject to 

the investigation will have been formally served a notice explaining the conduct 

under investigation and setting out their rights. The conclusions drawn cannot be 

about whether the complaint is upheld or not, but instead are about whether the 

subject has a case to answer for misconduct or gross misconduct, or whether their 

performance was unsatisfactory.   

> Complaints not subject to special requirements 

For complaints not subject to special requirements, the IOPC decision maker may 

reach an opinion about whether the performance of anybody who was the focus of 

the complaint was unsatisfactory, if applicable. Because the complaint was not 

subject to special requirements, these individuals will not have been served with a 

formal notice, as was the case for complaints subject to special requirements.  

Some complaints will be about the standard of service provided by the police, rather 

than a person’s actions. In such cases, special requirements will not be relevant but 

a decision will still be made regarding whether the complaint is upheld or not upheld.  

To uphold a complaint, the decision maker must conclude that the force did not 

deliver the service standard that a reasonable person could expect.  

> Investigation reports 

Once the investigator has gathered the evidence they must prepare a report. The 

report must summarise and analyse the evidence, and refer to or attach any relevant 

documents. 

The report must then be given to the decision maker who will decide if a criminal 

offence may have been committed by any of the subjects of the investigation and 

whether it is appropriate to refer the case to the CPS for a charging decision.  

The decision maker must also reach an opinion about whether any person to whose 

conduct the investigation related has a case to answer for misconduct or gross 

misconduct, or no case to answer, and may record their view on whether any such 

person’s performance was unsatisfactory. The decision maker will also decide 

whether to make individual or wider learning recommendations for the police.  

> Misconduct proceedings 

The report and decision maker’s opinion must be given to the appropriate authority 

(normally the police force) responsible for the individuals to whose conduct the 
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investigation related. The appropriate authority must then inform the decision maker 

whether any person to whose conduct the investigation related has a case to answer 

for misconduct or gross misconduct, or no case to answer, or whether any such 

person’s performance was unsatisfactory what action they propose to take, if any. 

The decision maker must consider whether the appropriate authority’s response is 

appropriate, and has powers to recommend or ultimately direct it to bring misconduct 

proceedings or unsatisfactory performance procedures (UPP).  

Unsatisfactory performance will be dealt with through the police force’s 

unsatisfactory performance procedure (UPP). UPP is generally handled by the 

person’s line manager and is intended to improve the performance of both the 

individual and police force.    

> Criminal proceedings 

If there is an indication that a criminal offence may have been committed by any 

person to whose conduct the investigation related the IOPC may refer that person to 

the CPS. The CPS will then decide whether to bring a prosecution against any 

person. If they decide to prosecute, and there is a not guilty plea, there may be a 

trial. Relevant witnesses identified during our investigation may be asked to attend 

the court. The criminal proceedings will determine whether the defendant is guilty 

beyond reasonable doubt. 

> Publishing the report 

After all criminal proceedings relating to the investigation have concluded, and at a 

time when the IOPC is satisfied that any other misconduct or inquest proceedings 

will not be prejudiced by publication, the IOPC may publish its investigation report, or 

a summary of this.  

Redactions might be made to the report at this stage to ensure, for example, that 

individuals’ personal data is sufficiently protected. 


