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Julian Brennan 
 

3 Byland Road, Skelton, Saltburn-by-the-Sea TS12 2NJ 
 
16 November 2023 
 
The Rt Hon Sir Keir Starmer KCB KC MP 
c/o The Labour Party 
160 Blackfriars Road 
London SE1 8EZ 
 

 

To be e-mailed via leader@labour.org.uk 
 

FOR THE URGENT AND PERSONAL ATTENTION OF KEIR STARMER  
 

 

Dear Sir Keir 
 

Your criminal conduct and your liabilities in civil law 
 

On 30 April 2023 you stated publicly on Sky Television that you accepted “full responsibility 
for every decision of the Crown Prosecution Service when I was Director of Public 
Prosecutions”. As a result of your statement I later informed you that I intended to submit to 
you a Letter Before Claim for compensatory damages due to the Misfeasance in Public Office 
for certain financial losses, and asked you to provide me with the details of your personal 
Solicitor where I could send the letter. You didn’t reply. I am waiting for the details of your 
Solicitor.  
 
That “full responsibility” includes conduct which constitutes or amounts to an attempt to 
pervert the course of justice; the fraudulent non-disclosure of information; breaches of 
Convention rights coming within Article 6 and 10(1) (trial), Article 8(1) (home) and Article 
8(1) and Article 14 (health and disability), Article 1 of the First Protocol (company shares 
and business assets/documents); and statutory rights coming within the Disability Discrimi-
nation Act 1995 and the Equality Act 2010.  On and after 1 May 2023 you omitted to take 
various steps in accordance with what you had said. Your omissions included informing 
various persons of their causes of action in law and others of the correlative legal liabilities.    
 
As to your personal position I refer you to my letter of 26 September this year, and in 
particular to the following extract:–   
 

“I have put to you that, in this matter, you could act in accordance with your relevant 
legal duty by honestly disclosing information to The Rt Hon Rishi Sunak MP in his 
legal capacity as First Lord of the Treasury. That would have given effect to your 
legally binding duty to serve the King according to the laws of the Realm and “cause 
it to be revealed” that HM Treasury was/is exposed to the risk of very substantial 
financial loss due to fraud.  

 
“If you did not wish to disclose the information to the Prime Minister you could have 
done so privately on Privy Council terms to all or any of the following Privy 
Counsellors in the Shadow Cabinet: Angela Rayner; Rachel Reeves; David Lammy; 
Yvette Cooper; Nick Thomas-Symonds; Pat McFadden; Ed Miliband; Jonathan 
Ashworth; Hilary Benn; Baroness Smith of Basildon; Sir Alan Campbell; Lord 
Kennedy of Southwark; Emily Thornberry. Your non-disclosures to all members of 
the Shadow Cabinet before and after 4 September this year constituted acts of bad 
faith in relation to the Labour Party Rule Book 2023 and were in breach of your 
contract with the Labour Party as an individual member.  
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“With regard to damages that could be awarded, and the amounts that HM Treasury 
and the Government’s insurers need to take into account in relation to News Corp, I 
refer you to the paragraph which began at the end of page 3 of my letter of 16/9/23. 
For ease of reference it is set out below [with original emphasis]:– 

 
‘Importantly, your disclosure of information to Mr Sunak extends not merely 
to the rights of News Corp to recover damages in the High Court of Justice in 
London (due to it being a Third Party to the contract of 10 July 2009, and 
having a right to damages for the acts of CPS employees and Attested 
Constables serving in Kent Constabulary who aided and abetted fraudulent 
acts/omissions), but also New Corp’s legal right to recover in the High Court 
of Chancery in the U.S. State of Delaware. Depending on what New Corp’s 
lawyers advise the sum of money that could be awarded in damages could 
easily range from £1.2 billion to £2.5+ billion. You should have regard to       
the fact that at no time has any Defendant (including yourself) challenged the 
amounts of money involved. All evidence supporting the valuations is 
contemporaneous and relates to properly based projections, and not to 
‘hindsight’ from a later date. Any challenge by you or another would run the 
risk that a Court could correctly identify that the documented calculations of 
value and loss at material times were on the ‘conservative side’ and then agree 
the evidence-based sums as a factual base from which higher assessments can 
be justifiably and fairly made. This could mean the Court would not require 
News Corp to speculate about any hypothetical outcome, but would allow it  
to assess probable growth, profitability and shareholder value according to 
relevant historic facts and activities. A very easy example in relation to 
profitability is the additional advertising opportunities around the U.S. Super 
Bowl that would have been realised through 21C; the best measure of share 
price growth is the transaction which was completed with the Disney 
Corporation. The variables are enormous and could allow for an assessment of 
damages in the United States of America in News Corp’s favour being in 
excess of US $5 billion.’.    

 
“Following the announcement on Thursday (the 21st) that Rupert Murdoch is to 
become Chair Emeritus of both Fox Corporation and News Corp following the two 
companies’ AGMs in November, and that (in addition to continuing in his currently 
held positions at Fox) Lachlan Murdoch will become the sole Executive Chair of 
News Corp, I think it is entirely rational and appropriate to assess unlawful financial 
losses suffered by News Corp at 12 December 2017 as being at least £4.86 billion 
sterling. That sum is based on a sum of £6 billion being added to the sale price paid 
by Disney for 21CF and 81 per cent of 21C Ltd having previously become part of 
News Corp.  

 
“My Claim in the High Court will put a value of 480,000 shares in 21C Ltd (which on 
17 April 2009 were being reserved for [the planned] Fraser Anslow IBC, and which 
were to be retained after the planned transaction with News Corporation) as being 
worth £240 million. That is the level of anticipated investment capital that would, on 
average, have generated about £12 million net each year for the planned philanthropic 
and charitable work that was finalised and agreed on 15 April 2009 by the three 
relevant Futromedia Ltd shareholders (each of whom would personally have an equal 
third stake). A sum of £10 million of the annually anticipated income was to have 
been donated to others in a way that would have assisted them to secure match 
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funding for water projects in the developing world (mostly Africa). Part of the 
Exemplary Damages that will be sought from Kent Police, the CPS and others will 
include very substantial sums to reflect the charitable losses. Due to my age now 
meaning the earlier methodology of giving is no longer viable I will ask the Court for 
all the money awarded to be channelled and distributed by a Court-appointed Solicitor 
to bona fide organisations with good reputations for performance and effectiveness in 
the related fields. That will be in addition to the sums of personal money that I was to, 
and intend to, donate.      

 
“As you know, under section 1 of the Fraud Act 2006 a person is guilty of fraud if 
s/he is in breach of section 2 (Fraud by false representation); section 3 (Fraud by 
failing to disclose information); or section 4 (Fraud by abuse of position). Each of 
those sections must be read with S. 5 of the Fraud Act. Section 5 shows that “Gain” 
and “Loss” in sections 2, 3 and 4 extend to “gain or loss in money or other property” 
and include “such gain or loss whether temporary or permanent”, and that 
“property” means “any property whether real or personal (including things in 
action and other intangible property)”. Subsection 5(3) states that: “Gain” includes 
“a gain by keeping what one has, as well as a gain by getting what one does not 
have”. Subsection 5(4) states that: “Loss” includes “a loss by not getting what one 
might get, as well as a loss by parting with what one has”. There is no issue of 
“remoteness” in relation to damages applying, as the Misfeasance of both Kent Police 
and the CPS in relation to the contract of 10 July 2009 began later on 11 September 
2009 (after Kent Police had twice accepted the validity of the contract in respect of 
my rights). Due to the three S. 1 offences of fraud being “entirely offender focussed” 
the chronology is important.  

 
“The CPS acted in abuse of power and aided and abetted the offence of perjury in 
furtherance of fraud in relation to the terms of that contract. At least one officer of 
Kent Police and one employee of the CPS acted criminally in relation to the signed 
contract of 10 July 2009 which had been ordered by the Crown Court to be disclosed. 
The contract was/is a “valuable security” within the meaning of section 20(3) of the 
Theft Act 1968; and subsection 20(1) applies. Despite the theft and fraud being 
reported to the Police no action was taken. In relation to the matters coming within       
the scope of that contract “Joint Enterprise” applies to the false and malicious 
accusations about events on 17/18 April 2009, and the related perjury. That affected 
you personally and directly as the Director of Public Prosecutions from November 
2010 onwards. That was after you had been informed that the CPS had a private civil 
law interest in continuing with the prosecution in abuse of power. As a matter of fact 
and law, what you and other CPS employees (and Attested Constables of Kent Police) 
did and did not do in November/December 2010 constituted a clear abuse of power 
and an act in breach of sections 3 and 4 of the Fraud Act.  

 
“In respect of the Tort of Misfeasance in Public Office (per Three Rivers District 
Council v. Governor and Company of the Bank of England (No. 3) [2003] 2 AC 1)   
the requirements of “proximity” and “causation” in respect of myself and others    
who come within the category/class of “persons had a financial interest in the 
performance of the contract of 10 July 2009” were/are satisfied. That included/ 
includes New Corporation. In relation to your current position as Leader of the 
Labour Party and to the private meeting that you had with Rupert Murdoch in early 
July this year you acted in breach of sections 3 and 4 of the Fraud Act 2006 (as read 
by S. 5). Subsequent to that you acted (yet again) in breach of section 3 of the 2006 
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Act with the Labour Party and with Sue Gray. Any public denial of this by any person 
other than someone appointed to represent you legally in respect of my notified Claim 
for damages will constitute a criminal offence if you allow it. If you personally deny it 
you will act in breach of section 2 of the 2006 Act. If another person other than a 
member of your appointed legal team denies it, additional criminal offences will 
apply. You now have to decide how you comply with your duty to honestly disclose 
related information to the Shadow Cabinet, the Parliamentary Labour Party and the 
Labour Party’s National Executive Committee.   

 
“Given that honest disclosure by you would necessarily have been followed by your 
resignation as Leader of His Majesty’s Most Loyal Opposition and as Leader of the 
Labour Party it is self-evident that you have acted criminally under S. 1 of the Fraud 
Act 2006. Your fraudulent acts and omissions continue, as do your non-disclosures of 
information. None of your frauds in breach of section 3 are time expired. None of 
your frauds have been expunged. I refer you to the Fraud Act’s Explanatory Notes, 
and to its “Commentary on Section 3”. I suggest that you disclose to the following (in 
addition to myself and to Sue Gray) all information regarding the relevant causes of 
action, and do so without any further delay:–       

 
Rupert Murdoch   Lachlan Murdoch 
Executive Chair   Executive Chair and Chief Executive Officer 
News Corp    Fox Corporation 

 

Rebekah Brooks   Charlie Redmayne     
Chief Executive Officer   Chief Executive Officer   
News UK    HarperCollins UK 

 

Sharon Graham   The Rt Hon Rishi Sunak MP   
General Secretary, Unite  First Lord of the Treasury 

 
“In relation to the amounts of money set out on page 2 of my letter of 16 September 
2023 I have considered the Bank of England’s decisions of 21 September and inform 
you that in my Claim against you personally the applicable interest rate on damages 
that will apply from 11 September 2023 is 4 per cent.”  

 
[NB: The second “2023” above should have been “2009”. My apologies for the error.] 

 
For complete clarity I set out below the minimum amount of £5 million in damages/interest I 
believe I am certainly entitled to claim from you personally for the Tort of Misfeasance in 
Public Office, and which will be explained fully in my Letter Before Claim:– 
 

 £2 million in relation to breaches of the contract of 10 July 2009 and the related 
illegal non-disclosures by the CPS; 

 £1.2 million due to the unlawfully caused losses relating to MeiGuo Ltd;  
 £1.8 million interest on the above two sums. 

 
Yours sincerely 

 
Julian Brennan 
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Status:  This is the original version (as it was originally enacted).

Fraud Act 2006
2006 CHAPTER 35

Fraud

3 Fraud by failing to disclose information

A person is in breach of this section if he—
(a) dishonestly fails to disclose to another person information which he is under

a legal duty to disclose, and
(b) intends, by failing to disclose the information—

(i) to make a gain for himself or another, or
(ii) to cause loss to another or to expose another to a risk of loss.
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Status:  This is the original version (as it was originally enacted).

Fraud Act 2006
2006 CHAPTER 35

Fraud

5 “Gain” and “loss”

(1) The references to gain and loss in sections 2 to 4 are to be read in accordance with
this section.

(2) “Gain” and “loss”—
(a) extend only to gain or loss in money or other property;
(b) include any such gain or loss whether temporary or permanent;

and “property” means any property whether real or personal (including things in action
and other intangible property).

(3) “Gain” includes a gain by keeping what one has, as well as a gain by getting what
one does not have.

(4) “Loss” includes a loss by not getting what one might get, as well as a loss by parting
with what one has.
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Status:  This is the original version (as it was originally enacted).

Fraud Act 2006
2006 CHAPTER 35

Fraud

7 Making or supplying articles for use in frauds

(1) A person is guilty of an offence if he makes, adapts, supplies or offers to supply any
article—

(a) knowing that it is designed or adapted for use in the course of or in connection
with fraud, or

(b) intending it to be used to commit, or assist in the commission of, fraud.

(2) A person guilty of an offence under this section is liable—
(a) on summary conviction, to imprisonment for a term not exceeding 12 months

or to a fine not exceeding the statutory maximum (or to both);
(b) on conviction on indictment, to imprisonment for a term not exceeding 10

years or to a fine (or to both).

(3) Subsection (2)(a) applies in relation to Northern Ireland as if the reference to 12
months were a reference to 6 months.
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