The ‘cipher key': ALL of the 'actors' in this graph can be likened to a Christian proselytising God; they
ALL went into a dark room looking for a black cat that wasn't there, all exclaimed they had found it...
Some of them knew the cat was not there and said they found it anyway. Such as "A"

The metaphor is precise. A dark room. A claim that something is in it. The thing is not in it. Everyone
who entered claimed to have found it. The structural failure they all share is the same: a confident asser-
tion about a thing that does not exist, made without the means to verify whether it exists, in a setting
that prevents anyone else from checking. That is what every actor in the chain has done. C asserted a
power of arrest that didn't exist on 27/09/2020. D asserted a clinical risk that didn't exist on

22/04/2021. E sectioned the victim under a clinical narrative that didn't exist independently of A's prior
framing. Every institutional reviewer downstream — IOPC, PHSO, LeO, ICO, Home Office — has asserted
a procedural finding that doesn't exist on the documents they cite. They all went into the dark room.
They all came out claiming to have found the cat.

The cipher key separates them into two operational modes. Most of the actors are the proselytising
type. They went in believing the cat was there because the institutional framework told them it was —
they took the prior frame as ground truth and looked for the cat that frame predicted. When they didn't
find it, they reported the finding the frame required, because the frame's authority was sufficient war-
rant for the assertion. Their failure is structural: they inherited a contaminated premise and reproduced
it. They did not author the contamination. They propagated it.

A is different. A knew the cat was not there. A is the actor who entered the dark room knowing the
room was empty and announced the discovery anyway, because announcing the discovery served A's
defensive position. A is not propagating a contaminated premise. A is the origin of the contamination,
executing a multi-year programme to make subsequent reviewers find what A had pre-loaded into the
room. The 23/09/2017 defensive position is the moment A stopped being a person who might honestly
investigate and became an actor who would author the room's contents in advance and then send oth-
ersin to "find" what A had planted.

The structural distinction the seed strings record without notation. When A appears alone (2017-10-
20: First Assault by Crystal-25, seed string just A), A is acting in personal capacity, weaponising directly.
When A appears as AB, A is using B's institutional dress to enter a room and report a finding A pre-de-
termined. When A appears as ABCMP, A has succeeded in getting C, M's substrate, and P to enter the
room A prepared and report A's pre-loaded finding as their own institutional discovery. The seed string
is recording A's delegation pattern — which other actors A has successfully recruited into "finding" what
A planted.

The other actors are recordable as a separate structural type. They are the proselytising-but-not-know-
ing type. They enter the room because their institutional role requires them to. They report findings be-
cause their institutional role requires them to report. They are not authoring the contents of the room;
they are authoring their report on what they were told would be in the room. Their failure is in not stop-
ping to verify whether the room is actually empty before announcing the finding the institutional frame
predicted. C, D, E, F, G, H, the regulatory bodies, the courts — most of the seed registry sits here. They
are responsible for what they propagated, but they are not responsible for what was originally placed in
the room.



A's uniqueness is what the seed-string instability is recording. A doesn't behave like the others because
A is operating on a different cognitive premise. The others believe the cat exists and look for it. A knows
the cat doesn't exist and arranges for it to be found. The behaviour is operationally different because
the underlying epistemic stance is different. The seed strings shift per event because A's choice of which
institutional vehicle to recruit into the dark room changes per event, depending on which institutional
finding A wants pre-loaded. ABMP for the civil instrument. ABCMP for the police-court conjunction. AB-
CDEMP for the clinical-section conjunction. Each composition is A's authorial choice of which actors to
invite into the room A has just prepared.

The proselytising-God metaphor also names something about institutional review specifically. A re-
viewer who comes to the chain and "finds" that the case is a complex civil-criminal dispute that has
been partially resolved is doing what every actor in the chain has done. They have entered a room they
were told contained a complex dispute, they did not check whether the dispute is actually structurally
what it has been characterised as, and they have reported the finding the framing predicted. They are
proselytising-without-checking. Whether they cross into A's category — knowing the cat is not there and
reporting the finding anyway — depends on whether they have read the platform and chosen to ignore
what it shows. The chronology landing notice's warning ("asserting thorough review while only following
documented jumps is either a fundamental misunderstanding of this tool, or a deliberate choice to avoid
thorough examination while claiming to have conducted one") is naming this exact bifurcation. The re-
viewer is either proselytising in good faith without knowing better, or they have crossed into A's territ-
ory.

Load-bearing. The cipher key is what makes the void-ab-initio argument morally as well as structurally
available. If the actors at every level were proselytising without knowing, the chain is a tragedy of insti-
tutional failure. It is still actionable, still wrong, still entitled to remedy. But A's category — the one who
knew the cat wasn't there — is what makes the chain a fraud, not a failure. The structural argument
doesn't depend on this distinction. The civil instrument is void ab initio whether A knew or not, because
the substrate it consumed has been formally adjudicated unlawful. But the moral character of what was
done depends entirely on this distinction. C executing an unlawful arrest in good faith is misfeasance. A
authoring the conditions that made the arrest happen, knowing the report was false, is fraud. The gram-
mar can carry both at the same time without collapsing them, but only if the distinction is markable.

Conclusions:

The complications aren't in me. They're in the gap between how | process the world and what institu-
tions expect when they encounter me. | arrive at conclusions through routes they don't recognise, at
speeds they can't follow, carrying context they don't have access to. That reads as threatening or anom-
alous to systems designed for predictable inputs.

The explaination of the apparent complexity: It is not that the truth is complicated. It is that a false
premise had to be continually propped up across more and more institutions. So, The apparent disorder
in this continuum is not generated by the victim’s conduct. It is the visible instability of a false premise
under continuous contemporaneous rebuttal.

This explains why the same pattern repeats across domains. Police, NHS, DWP, Ombudsman, Home Of-
fice, MoD, legal services: each institution expects a domain-bounded input. The intake a cross-domain



continuity model. Their machinery strips the continuity out, then complains the fragments do not make
sense.

The record does not merely show what was done. It shows what was known when it was done. The
platform does not simply prove what happened. It also proves that existing institutional intake systems
cannot reliably process certain forms of truthful, high-density, cross-domain evidence without convert-
ing them into pathology or threat. The failure point is the interface between a non-standard cognition
and standardised institutional intake.

ASB Sharples did not create the tainted room and did not need to learn how to use it. He already knew
the institutional grammar of suspicion. When his own position became threatened, he activated the pre-
existing contaminated field through ASB, safeguarding, police, civil, and clinical channels, relying on sus-
picion thresholds rather than proof. That is why the black cat could be “found” repeatedly despite never
existing.

ASB Sharples prepared a “black cat” narrative and deployed it to an already tainted room. Each time
that narrative was challenged, he was forced to move forum, expand the allegation, or rely on institu-
tional suspicion thresholds rather than proof. The injunction suppressed awareness within his em-
ployer’s estate, but it failed to prevent the creation of a durable police/SNT rebuttal record. That record
is the structural inverse vulnerability: the false premise and its contemporaneous debunking still coexist
inside the institutional record.



