Company Number 11658725

Tuesday 2 July 2024

Mishcon de Reya
By email:

Re: Faith Matters
| write in response to your letter of 20 June 2024 on behalf of your client Faith Matters CIC.

Your client complains about two matters: an article published by Byline Times on 8 March
2024, referred to by you as “the Article”; and a proposed article by the author of the Article,
Dr Nafeez Ahmed, currently still under consideration, which matter you refer to as “the
Enquiries”.

The Article

Before publication of the Article, your client was told by Dr Ahmed and asked to respond and
comment on the matters that were then reported in the Article.

As your client was informed by Dr Ahmed, the matters to be reported were the plans to
appoint the former director of Tell MAMA, Mr Fiyaz Mughal, as a new independent advisor to
the Government on Islamophobia and anti-Muslim hatred and the history of the investigation
and report commissioned from Dr Ahmed for Tell MAMA by Mr Mughal in 2016.

Your client was told that the Article would recount how Dr Ahmed’s report for Tell MAMA had,
inter alia, revealed the governing Conservative party’s ties to neo-Nazi and racist political
networks in the European Parliament and would include Mr Ahmed’s conclusion that Mr
Mughal had suppressed these findings by preventing them from being published on the Tell
MAMA webpage.

Your client was also informed that the Article would report that after Mr Ahmed’s report had
been published, a Home Office official, Sabin Khan, had threatened Mr Mughal that funding
for Tell MAMA could be dropped because of its involvement in commissioning Dr Ahmed’s
report. They were also informed that the Article would conclude that Mr Mughal’s prospective
appointment was not motivated by a desire for an “independent advisor” so much as a desire
to shield the Conservative Party from scrutiny of its links to far-right movements involved in
anti-Muslim hatred and antisemitism.

Your client made no response of any kind to Dr Ahmed’s request.

Nor has your client seen fit to raise any comment, let alone any kind of objection to the
Article in the 3 2 months since it was published.

Your client’s silence is, of course, entirely explicable by and consistent with our first objection
to the complaint it now seeks to raise. The whole of the Article and all the substantial points
raised in it are very clearly focussed on and concern Mr Mughal and his historic conduct at
Tell MAMA in the commissioning and publication of Dr Ahmed’s report and his candidacy for



the post of “independent advisor”. The article is not realistically saying anything about Tell
MAMA today, let alone Faith Matters CIC today.

It is accordingly remarkable but not surprising that your letter does not attempt to say what
defamatory imputation concerning your client the Article is said to convey. We do not accept
that it could reasonably be understood to be saying anything defamatory of your client, as
distinct perhaps from Mr Mughal, or anything that could realistically cause any serious
reputational harm today to Faith Matters CIC. We also note that you do not suggest what
financial loss, if any, has been caused in the past 372 months or is likely to result in the future
from publication of whatever unspecified defamatory imputation it is contended the Article
conveys.

However, we must also strongly object to and reject the case made in your letter that the
Article gives a false account of the commissioning and publication of Dr Ahmed’s report by
Mr Mughal and Tell MAMA or that the Article’s conclusion is unjustified that Mr Mughal
effectively suppressed Dr Ahmed’s findings concerning Conservative party ties to neo-Nazi
and virulently racist political networks.

The account given in your letter does not accurately or truly represent these events. Sadly, it
is apparent from the purported “factual chronology” in your letter that your client has been
seriously misled by Mr Mughal, as demonstrated by the fuller and true account which
follows.

The Timeline

On 29 February 2016 Mr Mughal sent an email to both Dr Ahmed and his Tell MAMA staff
member Steve Rose initiating the plan to commission Dr Ahmed to conduct a research
project. On 14 April Dr Ahmed confirmed the programme of work was agreed and that he
would begin work on the project.

On 4 May Dr Ahmed sent in the first drafts of the series of four investigative articles. On 5
May Mr Mughal replied:

“Hi Nafeez,

I will look through these and | actually think that given the length, we should put these as a
report and launch them with as a report with detailed graphics in them.

What we can do is to trail the report in through someone like the Guardian and then release
the report after the trail in.

How does this sound and | think that given the length of the pieces we need to do real justice
to them. Drop me a line and great stuff.”

On 10 May Dr Ahmed requested details on a “rough timeline” for the project. On 11 May Mr
Mughal wrote: “I know that the team are stretched with our annual report for 2015 figures
coming out. Steve will show you the tweaks on the papers asap and we can confirm if you
are ok with them. | want to get this stuff out within 2 weeks and trail with a paper as well.” Dr
Ahmed replied, noting: “Look forward to hearing back from Steve on the edits etc.”



Mr Mughal emailed back:

“Brilliant on all counts Nafeez — we also want to do more with you in the future if that is ok —
but let’s make this a huge bang and | will also send you a press hook for you to feed into so
that we can get to nationals.

Thank you and Steve will defo come back.”

On 20 May Mr Mughal wrote: “HI Nafeez, Just to say that we have not forgotten about
matters and Steve is going through the material and we will be pushing within the next 10-14
days to badge up the material once you are ok with it.” Dr Ahmed replied: “Thanks for the
update Fiyaz, appreciate it. Look forward to hearing from Steve soon on the edits etc.”

On 24 May Tell MAMA’s editor Steve Rose emailed Dr Ahmed as follows:
“Dear Nafeez,

I hope this email finds you well and | apologise for not replying sooner. | have now gone
through your report and | just wanted to thank you for writing this very interesting piece and
looking into the connectivity of these movements and groups.

You will see my proposed changes in the document under tracked changes and I've made
some comments along the way. Again, as editor, my main concern is citations — I didn’t see
a lot there but | trust that given your vast experience you can update them accordingly. |
simply want to make sure they are credible sources.”

But Mr Rose had apparently at this stage only examined Part 4 of the series of drafts. His
comments related only to this part and not to the part “How UK Conservatives aided and
abetted German fascists" as your client’s account contends. Dr Ahmed responded:

“Hi Steve
Great to hear from you and grateful for your input.

The lack of references is because much of the information was produced as a part of a
jJournalistic investigation. However, it won't be a problem at all to identify some relevant
citations where possible, so once I've gone through your edits, I'll add these in, tidy up and
send back what | hope will work more coherently as a single report.”

Dr Ahmed later emailed to add:
“Hi Steve,

The word file attached contains only part 4 of the series - did you manage to look through
parts 1, 2 and 3?”

On 25 May Mr Rose sent edits and comments on the other three parts:
“Hi Nafeez,

Thanks for writing such interesting pieces, again. I've made some edits and left my
comments in the docs.

Look forward to hearing back from you.”



Mr Rose’s proposed edits and comments were largely cosmetic and Dr Ahmed complied
with most of them. Mr Rose did not raise any substantive concerns about the title, argument,
evidence or general findings of the article titled "How UK Conservatives aided and abetted
German fascists". In fact, he made only nine comments across the 2,200-word draft, all of
which were addressed by Dr Ahmed.

For example, Mr Rose addressed the following paragraph:

“The AfD’s two-year alliance with the British Conservatives granted the neo-Nazi party
much-needed international legitimacy and credibility, an extensive European infrastructure,
as well as access to EU funding’,

noting that “The attack on the Conservatives alone undermines the good points you make.
It’s probably fairer to say that the political bloc itself gave them credibility and access to
funds rather than the fault of one party alone.”

Dr Ahmed agreed with Mr Rose’s suggestions and amended the paragraph as follows: “The
AfD’s two-year alliance with David Cameron’s European political block granted the neo-Nazi
party much-needed international legitimacy and credibility, an extensive European
infrastructure, as well as access to EU funding. During this time, the ECR displayed
considerable cohesion[xviii] in parliamentary votes on constitutional affairs (94.79%).”

On 27 May Dr Ahmed sent a final edited version of the report based on Mr Rose’s
suggestions with a detailed summary of how he had implemented the suggested edits:

“Hi Fiyaz, Steve,

I've finished going through the amended articles and have consolidated them into a single
report with endnotes. Full citations have been added, plus a few more where Steve has
requested...

I've also amended some sections to account for Steve's feedback on the presentation of the
argument etc. - for instance, in relation to my case highlighting the role of the Tory Party...
I've accepted all of Steve's language amendments except a very few.”

Dr Ahmed’s email offered detailed explanations of “a very few points” where he thought
some of Mr Rose’s requests for citations were not appropriate or helpful. He then wrote:
“Hope this all makes sense. Let me know if you need to discuss anything”, clearly indicating
his willingness to engage and cooperate in edits if asked.

In fact, after Dr Ahmed’s submission of this final draft of the report implementing almost the
entirety of Tell MAMA's proposed edits and comments, there was no further correspondence
relating to editorial issues. In short, on the full and documented record, your client’s claim
that Tell MAMA raised “concerns” about the credibility of Dr Ahmed’s report and that these
concerns led to a decision not to publish parts of the report is unsustainable.

On 30 May Mr Mughal wrote: “I have printed out this report and will go through it today as |
fly out. Thank you for turning this round and | will come back with any amendments marked
in this report. We will also have a chat about how we place this — i.e on a section of Tell
MAMA etc.”



Your letter refers to an email said to have been sent on 6 June from Tell MAMA’s research
team to Mr Mughal. However, neither this alleged email nor any concerns that may have
been raised in it were ever shared with Dr Ahmed.

On 7 June Mr Mughal responded to a request from Dr Ahmed for an update:’
“Thanks Nafeez,

We have been going through it. Can | possibly have a catch up with you on this and some
tea? Is there a time and date which is good?”

Dr Ahmed and Mr Mughal met at Kings Cross station on Monday 13 June. During this
meeting, Mr Mughal informed Dr Ahmed that he did not want to publish the Part 2 section
titled "How UK Conservatives aided and abetted German fascists". Mr Mughal was clear that
that this was not because he did not believe that the findings in the report were accurate and
important. He did not in any way suggest, as your letter contends, that it was due to serious
concerns in respect of the lack of citations and sources to support this conclusion and the
way that the arguments to support the conclusion was presented within the Report. Mr
Mughal was clear that it was because he feared that publishing would “create serious
problems for his relationship with the Government and the organisation’s funding”. Dr Ahmed
and Mr Mughal discussed several other possibilities, such as both Tell MAMA and Dr Ahmed
publishing the series separately, with Tell MAMA excluding the part 2 section.

In an email on 17 June, Dr Ahmed outlined the strategy they had discussed more formally:

“1. I'run parts 1, 2, 3 and 4 via my crowdfunded investigative project, INSURGE intelligence
(www.medium.com/insurge-intelligence), over four days in the run up to Brexit: Monday,
Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday.

Obviously Tell Mama will be credited as commissioning the series and I'll design the pages
to create a beautiful looking digital report divided into four separate stand-alone articles.

2. Simultaneously Tell Mama can each day mirror each article on its own website. Part two is
the one which focuses heavily on the Tories, so you can either just skip that one completely
or run a version that your team has edited to your satisfaction. Happy to leave that ball in
your court (obviously your team can edit each article for suitability for the Tell Mama site).

4. Tell Mama could look to backing this release process with a press release / newspaper
trail / FB promo, whatever you think is appropriate.

Finally, and this point 5, Tell Mama can publish its own edited version of the series as the
final pdf report, and perhaps we can bang our heads together to try and organise an
event/workshop for that - perhaps in parliament or something?”

Mr Mughal replied, fully agreeing this strategy. In response to the proposal that Tell MAMA
run the whole series on its website except part 2, he wrote:

“Sure and think that we will run 1, 3 and 4 (with very minor word changes) and nobody will
notice that section 2 is not run. This is not because we are unwilling to challenge



Conservatives or any political party in terms of anti-Muslim hatred. It is because this section
needs more detailed drilling down given the nature of the claim made and for us, it would
mean that we would have to have a lot more evidence when the attacks came. That is all.”

On Dr Ahmed’s description of a media campaign including press release, newspapers and
Facebook adverts, Mr Mughal enthusiastically agreed: “Yes, and | think that this is a great
idea and one that we will do and highlight with you.” On Dr Ahmed’s note about Tell MAMA
publishing its own edited version as a final pdf report launched in Parliament, Mr Mughal
replied: “Yes, workshop in Parliament sounds great and let us think about timelines but shall
we push this stuff out (above) first?”

Dr Ahmed replied, confirming he would be happy to go ahead with this strategy if Mr Mughal
insisted on dropping part 2.

On 18 June Mr Mughal wrote: “You are a good man and let’s do this.” On 20 June Mr
Mughal informed Dr Ahmed that he had published part 1 of the series: “This is out and we
will retweet later today.”

For his part, Dr Ahmed published the series on INSURGE intelligence as had been agreed,
informing Mr Mughal of this.

For his part, Mr Mughal failed subsequently to publish any of the remaining parts of the
series, including parts 2, 3 and 4. Apart from a single Tweet, he did not follow through with a
social media campaign, press release, newspaper trail or any other of the promotional
activities he had agreed to pursue. Nor did he follow through with his agreement to publish a
final edited PDF version of the report.

In these circumstances, Dr Ahmed and Byline Times were quite justified in stating in the
Article “Tell MAMA did not publish, amplify or campaign on any of the findings revealed in Dr
Ahmed’s investigation, which it had commissioned. There was no report launch, no social
media campaign, and no press coverage.”

Equally, Dr Ahmed and Byline Times were quite justified in describing what Mr Mughal did
(or failed to do) as suppression of Dr Ahmed’s report and its exposure of Conservative Party
relationships with anti-Muslim and antisemitic political parties with ties to neo-Nazi networks.

Your client also gives a significantly false and thoroughly misleading account of the phone
call between Ms Sabin Khan and Mr Mughal, Mr Mughal’s relaying of that call’'s contents to
Dr Ahmed and subsequent events.

On 1 August 2016, Mr Mughal sent an email to Dr Ahmed asking him to call. They
subsequently spoke on the phone. Mr Mughal told Dr Ahmed of his conversation with Home
Office official Sabin Khan. Mr Mughal said that he had been threatened with losing his
funding due to his working with Dr Ahmed. Dr Ahmed and Mr Mughal also discussed an
article published a few days previously by the blog Harry’s Place which had been defamatory
of Dr Ahmed and Tell MAMA's work with him. Mr Mughal told Dr Ahmed that Sabin Khan had
mentioned the Harry’s Place article in their conversation. Dr Ahmed and Mr Mughal
discussed taking joint legal action and Mr Mughal made clear that he was angry and would
follow up himself with senior officials at the Home Office.

After this call Dr Ahmed emailed Mr Mughal, following up on their conversation:



“Let me know who you'll be talking to in terms of legal advice. | was planning on getting in
touch with Carter Ruck, but if you already have someone in mind, I'll hold off.

Going forward, I'd suggest we make sure we coordinate our responses on this to ensure
maximum effect.

I have a good source who informs me that Rashid Ali of ISD is the Harrys Place contributor
who wrote the post in question. Can't confirm beyond my source at the moment, but Rashid
Ali is very close to Sabin Khan, and although he has broken away from Quilliam, he is
friendly with Jonathan Russell from Quilliam. | am trying to seek further corroboration for
Rashad Ali's involvement.

In terms of the defamation angle - we have the following people potentially liable: David
Toube, Sarah Brown, Sabin Khan and Rashid Ali. Sabin Khan is liable because she has
repeated the defamation (against me) with a direct threat of cutting Tell MAMA's funding. So
they are all party to the defamation.

In terms of Sabin Khan's phone conversation with you, | suggest we write a joint complaint to
the Home Office outlining Sabin's allegations and her threat to withdraw govt funding from
Tell MAMA. We should demand an inquiry based on her links to Harrys Place. It would
extraordinary to confirm that RICU's deputy chief is linked to a racist, far-right blog.”

Mr Mughal wrote back to Dr Ahmed attaching an email he had received some two hours
earlier from Sabin Khan to arrange a meeting between him and Sabin Khan’s superior, a
senior Home Office official. Mr Mughal wrote: “Keep this and this corroborates what | have
said — call me.”

Dr Ahmed then emailed the firm Carter Ruck, copying in Mr Mughal, explaining about Mr
Mughal’s conversation with Sabin Khan and the Harry’s Place blog. Dr Ahmed wrote:

“Subsequent to Harrys Place publishing the blog, my colleague Fiyaz, who runs Tell MAMA,
received a phone call from Sabin Khan today. Mrs Khan is Head of the Research,
Information and Communications Unit (RICU) at the Home Office's Organisation for Security
and Counter Terrorism (OSCT). She threatened Fiyaz that the government would withdraw
its funding of Tell MAMA if it continued to associate with me.

She specifically referred to the Harrys Place post about me, to justify a number of further
false and defamatory statements. This has now been followed up by a request from the
Home Office for a meeting between a senior official and Fiyaz.

It's our view that this has become a far bigger issue than a mere blog post. After some back
and forth correspondence between myself and Harrys Place, in which we refuted the
defamatory allegations, earlier today the post in question was removed. However,
government officials are now repeating the same defamatory allegations and using them to
pressurise Tell MAMA to break off its working relationship with me.”

Carter Ruck replied to Dr Ahmed, advising that they could not offer support on a conditional
fee basis. On 2 August Dr Ahmed relayed that response to Mr Mughal. He replied:

“Thanks Nafeez. Let me check on other solicitors. Thanks and agree.”

Later on 2 August Dr Ahmed sent a formal complaint to Sabin Khan about these matters
setting out the allegations in detail. He forwarded this complaint to Mr Mughal for his records.



The conclusion is inescapable that Mr Mughal has lied to your client and/or to you in giving
the fundamentally untrue and misleading account that appears in paragraph (xiv) of your
letter.

On the account your client now gives of the non-appointment of Mr Mughal to the role of
“‘independent advisor”, Mr Mughal was not dropped for the role but withdrew on 8 March
2016 because of racist abuse and threats he received following his planned appointment
being leaked to media on that day.

We are not aware that Mr Mughal has given that explanation for his non-appointment
previously. He has yet to respond to the Article to Byline Times to that effect (or any other).
The Article was published in good faith on information from a confidential Government
source that Mr Mughal’s appointment, favoured by Michael Gove, was subsequently blocked
by the Prime Minister’s office. This decision by the Prime Minister’s office occurred after and
was understood by Dr Ahmed to have been triggered by his enquiries of the Government on
8 March about Mr Mughal’s appointment and the matters raised in the Article.

In light of all the above, Byline Times stands by its publication of the Article. We will not be
removing the Article, as your letter demands. If Mr Mughal were to approach us indicating
that he so desired, we would certainly consider appending to the Article a statement of his
position, particularly on the issue of how he came not to be appointed to the “independent
advisor” role.

The Enquiries
As stated at the head of this letter, the proposed article is still under consideration.

There is no present intention to publish anything to the effect that any directors of Faith
Matters or anyone else have committed any criminal offence. If that situation changes in
relation to your client and any of its personnel, all reasonable efforts will be made to notify
your client and give your client a reasonable opportunity to respond before publication.

Nor will anything concerning the matters raised in the Enquiries be published without your
client first being asked to respond on any points not adequately dealt with by your letter.

Yours sincerely

Peter Jukes Co-founder, Executive Editor, Byline Times Ltd,





