From: Ray Jonathan

Sent: 27 May 2008 17:53

To: Brooke Lindsay; Burden Andrew; De Cozar Tara; Gilligan Lisa; Goodwin Liz; Smart Katy; Thorne Emma;
Utton Tim; Aitkenhead Alan; Asher Greg; Avis Mark; Bailey Stephen; Bennett Terence; Beton Peter; Beyel
Joseph; Boardman Paul; Brook David; Burke Edmund; Burns David; Clancy Sharon; Cox Tom; Dingwall
Robert; Dollery Robin; Dowling Robert; Drake Leigh; England Gary; Ford Alan; Ford Brian; Hall Carol; Head
Dominic; Heywood Colin; Hughes Rebecca; Hyde Thomas; Jagger Chris; James Richard; Jensen Oliver; Kaur
Jaspal; Loya Thomas; Marlow Neil; Martlew Clare; McCracken Peter; Miles Nicholas; Milne Lesley; Milner
Chris; Mitchell Peter; Murphy Elizabeth; Newman Judith; O'Hara Sarah; Perrett Jan; Pinfield Stephen; Powell
Shona; Pringle Michael; Raimo Vincenzo; Rich John; Stephenson Terence; Stevens Gary; Tarrant Ian; Tendler
Saul; Thompson Caryl; Tormey Simon; Ward Graham; Watkins Charles; Webb Bob; Williams Vaughan;
Wynne-Jones Martin; Yao Shujie; Yu Hai-Sui; Atkin Brian; Birch Diane; Buttery Peter; Campbell Colin; Dodson
Alan; Duthie Eleanor; Ennew Christine; Greatrix Paul; Greenaway David; O'Malley Claire; Peter Buttery; Riley
David; Roger Woods; Rudd Christopher; Thompson Chris (CFO)

Cc: Bates Gerald

Subject: Statement from Management Board Posted on Intranet Portal for All Students and Staff

Within the University there are currently a number of emails and documents circulating which again
contain inaccurate and misleading information about the police investigation at University Park
campus, which concluded last week. The University has a responsibility to ensure all staff and
students receive an accurate account of recent events. During the course of the police enquiries we
were restricted by law about what could be shared. and the University did not at any stage name
either of the people involved, nor did it reach any conclusions about their actions before police
investigations concluded. Given statements being made externally, and in response to some emails
sent internally, we wish to make the following sequence of events clear:

1. A member of staff conducting everyday university business discovered that an individual within
the School’s administrative team - who is not an academic and not a registered student - was in
possession of the ‘al Qaeda Training Manual.’ In any circumstances and in any organisation
(including our University) discovery of such material -being held for non-academic purposes by a
clerical member of staff - would prompt reasonable anxiety.

2. Given the University’s public duty and its duty of care to staff, and students, this material was
quite properly brought to the attention of the Registrar by the member of staff’s Head of School.

3. The Vice-Chancellor, Registrar and senior management of the University decided the police
were the only appropriate investigating authority to determine why this material was being held by a
non-academic member of staff.

4.  Despite numerous assertions to the contrary in recent emails and statements to the press issued
by individuals both within and outside the institution, the police inquiry was measured, thorough and
low key. From the outset the police described it as a low-level operation, but one judged necessary in
law. There was no armed police involvement.
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5. The first arrest made by police involved a student (from another School in a different Faculty)
who attended the scene and was, in their view, impeding their inquiries. This student, it was later
established, had sent a copy of the ‘al Qaeda Training Manual’ to the member of clerical staff i in
question. When the latter was eventually traced by the police, he too was arrested.
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6.  The police spent six days investigating this matter. They had to examine substantial quantities
of information and also establish the nature and scope of the relationships and sequence of events.
The University had no formal power to speed up or end this process. The investigations concluded
with police satisfied they understood why this material had been sent to a clerical member of staff.
Both individuals were then released without charge.
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7.  The administrative member of staff was immediately re-arrested in connection with
immigration laws. As an overseas national he has failed to produce evidence of his eligibility to
work in the United Kingdom. The University is no different from other employers and is prevented
in law from employing foreign nationals who do not have permission to work here. The institution
has contacted him, and his defence team, to request any information which contradicts evidence that
he was working at the University whilst ineligible for employment. The University is continuing to
liaise with the immigration authorities and making efforts to maintain contact with the individual.

8. Much has been said on the matter of academic freedom, and whether recent events are in
conflict with it. The University has always fully embraced the principle and continues to do so. The
University is already addressing issues raised by these events through the ongoing work of the
Research Committee.

9.  All members of the University can be reassured that we take very seriously our duty to ensure
students and staff are free to study and work in a safe, secure and tolerant environment. Anyone who
wishes to express a view is encouraged to email registrars@nottingham.ac.uk
<mailto:registrars@nottingham.ac.uk> .
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