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Part 1: Preface

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

1.7

1.8

On 22 July 2014 the Secretary of State for Home Affairs, the Rt Hon Theresa May MP,
announced, in a written statement laid before the House of Commons, that an Inquiry
under the Inquiries Act 2005 was to be held into the death of Alexander Litvinenko.
| was appointed to chair the Inquiry.

The Terms of Reference for the Inquiry, upon which | was consulted prior to my
appointment, are to be found at Appendix 3 to this Report. | was invited by the
Secretary of State to complete the Inquiry by December 2015. | opened the Inquiry
on 31 July 2014. The oral hearings were completed on 31 July 2015, and my Report
was duly delivered to the Secretary of State in January 2016.

The Inquiry has been completed substantially within the budget prepared by the
secretariat, and adopted by the Secretary of State in setting a budget cap.

| am indebted to Counsel to the Inquiry, Robin Tam QC, Hugh Davies QC and Andrew
O’Connor QC, and to the Solicitor to the Inquiry, Martin Smith, and his assistant, Abigail
Scholefield, for their invaluable assistance in the collation, analysis and presentation
of the evidence, and in the preparation of this Report.

| must also record my appreciation of the work of the Inquiry secretariat, Lee Hughes
CBE, Secretary to the Inquiry, his deputy Frances Currie, Press Officer Mike Wicksteed
and Paralegal Amy Nicholls. They have organised the administration of the Inquiry in
a most efficient and professional manner.

| am indebted to the Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis, who authorised his
officers to continue to provide the investigative and evidential services that had been
provided to me as Assistant Coroner charged with the conduct of the inquest into the
death of Alexander Litvinenko following the establishment of the Inquiry. | place on
record my appreciation of the work of the officers of the Metropolitan Police Service
(MPS) who carried out an exemplary investigation into the death of Mr Litvinenko, and
who provided the greatest assistance to me in providing investigative and evidential
services in the course of the Inquiry. | should in particular pay tribute to the work
carried out by Commander Ball, Detective Inspector Craig Mascall, Detective Chief
Inspector Mike Jolly and all members of the Operation Avocet team.

| was greatly assisted by Solicitors and Counsel for the Core Participants who took
part in the Inquiry: Ben Emmerson QC, Adam Straw and Elena Tsirlina for Marina
and Anatoly Litvinenko; Richard Horwell QC, Saba Nagshbandi, Jenny Leonard and
Prit Mandair for the MPS; Neil Garnham QC, Robert Wastell, Paul Bishop and
Catherine Turtle for the Secretary of State; and David Evans QC, Alasdair Henderson
and Simon Ramsden for AWE plc.

My conclusions on the central issues in this Report are to be found at Parts 8, 9 and
10. Those Parts of the Report, and the conclusions they contain, are based on the
totality of the evidence that | have heard — that is, both the ‘open’ and the ‘closed’
evidence. The conclusions are mine and mine alone.
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2.6

2.7

28
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In August 2012, over three years ago, | was appointed to conduct what were then the
inquest proceedings concerning the death of Alexander Litvinenko.

| have described the procedural history of both the inquest and this Inquiry in some
detail at Appendix 1, but | propose shortly to summarise the position by way of
introduction.

The inquest proceedings into Mr Litvinenko’s death had been resumed by Dr Andrew
Reid, the then Coroner for Inner North London, in late 2011. A considerable amount
of work was undertaken in preparation for the inquest, both prior to and following my
appointment. However, the inquest proceedings ran into difficulties. In the end, and at
my request, the inquest was replaced by the Public Inquiry that | have now conducted.
The preparatory work was not wasted — almost all of it was simply carried over to the
Inquiry.

The difficulties with the inquest centred on the existence of sensitive government
documents that were relevant to the investigation that | was conducting. More
particularly, the documents raised an arguable case that the Russian State bore
responsibility for Mr Litvinenko’s death.

The law does not allow evidence to be taken in what are known as ‘secret’ or ‘closed’
sessions at an inquest. But the government material was so sensitive that it could
not be adduced in any form of public or ‘open’ session. The material was therefore
excluded from the inquest proceedings under the legal principle known as public
interest immunity.

It has always been my view that the question of possible Russian State responsibility
for Mr Litvinenko’s death is one of the most important issues arising from his death. It
was an issue that | had intended to investigate at the inquest, but it did not seem right
to me to investigate this issue in the knowledge that government material that was
of great relevance had been excluded — albeit that it had been excluded for a good
reason.

| therefore asked the Home Secretary to establish a Public Inquiry to replace the
inquest. The advantage of a Public Inquiry over the inquest was that the rules governing
an inquiry allow for sensitive evidence to be heard in closed session.

The Home Secretary initially refused to establish a Public Inquiry. She subsequently
agreed to do so after her refusal had been successfully challenged in the High Court
by Mr Litvinenko’s widow, Marina Litvinenko. | agreed to serve as the Chairman of the
Inquiry.

The Inquiry was formally set up on 31 July 2014. | was at that time a serving High
Court Judge; | retired from that post in September 2014.

The Inquiry’s Terms of Reference are to be found at Appendix 2 to this Report. In
broad terms, the issues that have been investigated by the Inquiry pursuant to the
Terms of Reference replicate the matters that | would have investigated at the inquest.
The issue of Russian State responsibility, in particular, has been fully examined. The
sensitive government material that was excluded from the inquest on the ground of
public interest immunity has been considered.
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2.20

The Inquiry sat to conduct open hearings at the Royal Courts of Justice on 34 days in
January, February, March and July 2015.

Closed hearings were also conducted.

As | trust the detail of this Report will demonstrate, | took evidence from a very wide
range of sources. The witnesses who gave evidence to the Inquiry included not only
Mr Litvinenko’s family, friends and business associates, but also medical professionals,
nuclear scientists, police officers and experts in fields as diverse as Russian history
and polygraphy.

Transcripts of the open hearings, together with the very considerable volume of
documentary evidence that | adduced, are available on the Inquiry website.

There were, however, several important witnesses from whom | did not hear.

Boris Berezovsky, who was a close friend of Mr Litvinenko and whom some have
blamed for his death, died himself in 2013. | did, however, have access to a large
quantity of documentary material — principally police witness statements and interview
transcripts which contain detailed accounts given by Mr Berezovsky regarding the
matters under investigation. | adduced all this material into evidence.

Andrey Lugovoy and Dmitri Kovtun, both of whom are wanted by the British authorities
for the murder of Mr Litvinenko, declined my invitation to give evidence to the Inquiry.
That is a matter of regret to me. Both men took some part in these proceedings.
Mr Lugovoy was represented for a time during the preparations for the inquest, but
declined to take any further part when the inquest was converted into an Inquiry.
Mr Kovtun made contact with the Inquiry towards the end of the scheduled hearings
and indicated that he wished to give evidence. He provided a witness statement and
arrangements were made for him to give oral evidence by videolink from Moscow. In
the end, however, he decided not to do so.

The decision was, of course, a matter for them. Since both men were out of the
jurisdiction | could not compel them to attend the Inquiry and give evidence. Their
decision not to give oral evidence means that | do not have the answers to the
questions that they would have been asked, and | have noted in the course of the
Report several points in the evidence that demand an explanation from them.

Finally on this point, | should emphasise that, in the end, the fact that Mr Lugovoy
and Mr Kovtun did not give oral evidence does not undermine the findings that | have
made about their involvement in Mr Litvinenko’s death. The findings are clear. | am
entirely confident in making them.

As | have explained at paragraphs 122-123 of Appendix 1, in making findings of fact
| have adopted the ‘flexible and variable’ approach to the standard of proof that was
formulated by Sir William Gage in the Baha Mousa Inquiry. | add that where in this
Report | state that ‘Il am sure’ | will have found a fact to the criminal standard. When |
use such expressions as ‘l find’ or ‘| am satisfied’ the standard of proof will have been
the ordinary civil standard of proof, namely the balance of probabilities. Where it is
obvious that | have found a fact but | have not used one of these terms, the standard
will have been the civil standard. All other expressions, such as a reference to a state
of affairs being ‘possible’ will not be a finding of fact, but will indicate my state of mind
in respect of the issue being considered.

10
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2.23

2.24

2.25

2.26

References in the footnotes such as ‘INQ123456’ or ‘HMG345678’ are to documents
that | have adduced in evidence and that can be found on the Inquiry website. A
reference such as ‘Mascall 30/83-92’ is to the hearing transcript, which is also available
on the website; that particular reference is to the evidence of Detective Inspector
Mascall on Day 30 of the hearings, at pages 83 to 92 of that day’s transcript.

The structure of this Report reflects the fact that | have received both open and closed
evidence relating to the issues that | must determine.

Part 3, Part 4, Part 5 and Part 6 contain an analysis of the open evidence that | have
heard regarding Mr Litvinenko’s life in the United Kingdom and Russia; theories and
evidence as to who may have had a motive to kill him; the events of the final weeks
of his life, including the so called ‘polonium trail’; and the circumstances of his illness
and death.

Part 7 concerns the closed evidence that | have received. Because of the sensitivity
of this evidence, | do not anticipate that any of this Part (other than the introductory
section) will be published. This Part also contains the single recommendation that
| have made. Because the recommendation relates to the closed material, | do not
expect it to be published.

Part 8 and Part 9 contain my findings on the two linked questions of who killed
Mr Litvinenko and who directed his killing. Part 10 contains my final conclusions. The
analysis and conclusions in these Parts are founded on the totality of the evidence
that | have heard — that is, both the ‘open’ and the ‘closed’ evidence.

| have had the provisions of section 2 of the Inquiries Act 2005 very much in mind
in formulating my conclusions in this matter. The core factual findings that | have
made, which are summarised in Part 10, are those which | consider it necessary to
make in order to discharge my responsibility under paragraph 1(ii) of the Terms of
Reference to identify where responsibility for Mr Litvinenko’s death lies. | have no
power to determine any person’s civil or criminal liability and | have not done so.

11
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Part 3: Alexander Litvinenko — his life in

Russia and the United Kingdom, his
illness and death

Chapter 1: In Russia

3.1

3.2

| received detailed evidence regarding the history of Alexander Litvinenko’s life in
Russia before he left to travel to the United Kingdom (UK) with his family in November
2000. Very little of this evidence was contentious and much is already in the public
domain. For example, a detailed account of Mr Litvinenko’s life in Russia is to be
found in Alex Goldfarb and Marina Litvinenko’s book Death of a Dissident, and | am
of course aware of other books that have been written about Mr Litvinenko’s life, such
as Martin Sixsmith’s The Litvinenko File and Alan Cowell’'s The Terminal Spy.

Although many of these matters are well known, | have set them out here in outline
as they are of considerable contextual significance to the questions that | have been
charged with investigating. The events that took place during Mr Litvinenko’s life in
Russia, and in particular the last years before he left, cast a long shadow over his
life in the UK. Many of those who played a part in the events of the final weeks and
months of Mr Litvinenko’s life in 2006 were old friends and adversaries from his days
in Russia.

Childhood

3.3

34

3.5

Alexander Litvinenko was born on 4 December 1962 in the Russian city of Voronezh.
His parents, Walter and Nina Litvinenko, divorced when he was very young, and it
appears that his childhood, in consequence, was not easy. | heard that as a young
child Alexander spent periods of time living with his father and his father’s parents in
Nalchik in the North Caucasus, with his mother in Moscow and with an aunt in another
city called Morozovsk. When he was about 12 he returned to Nalchik to live with
his grandparents, with whom he spent the rest of his childhood.! Nalchik is located
towards the south of the old USSR, in the foothills of the Caucasus Mountains. It is
close to Chechnya. This region and its people would later play an important part in
Mr Litvinenko’s life.

Both Mr Litvinenko’s parents remarried. His mother had a daughter, Svetlana, with
her new husband. Mr Litvinenko’s father, Walter, had three children with his new wife,
of whom the youngest was a son named Maxim.2 As we shall see, Maxim lived in Italy
later in his life, where he spent some time with his older half-brother Alexander.

Mr Litvinenko finished his schooling in 1980 at the age of 17. The evidence of Marina
Litvinenko (who of course had not yet met Mr Litvinenko at that time) was that he
applied to go to university, but did not get a place,® and decided instead to go to
military college. He took that decision in part because he would have been required to
undertake military service at some point in any event. However, she said that he was
also influenced, even at that young age, by a desire to serve and defend his country.

" Marina Litvinenko 3/19-20; INQ017734 (page 2 paragraph 6)

2 Marina Litvinenko 3/20-23

8 Marina Litvinenko 3/23-24
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She said that he regarded his grandfather, who had fought in the Second World War,
as a model in this respect. | note this evidence because Mr Litvinenko’s sense of duty
to his country — initially to Russia and latterly also to the United Kingdom — is a strong
theme of the evidence that | heard about him.

Early military career

3.6

3.7

3.8

The military college that Mr Litvinenko attended was a training centre for Interior
Ministry forces, located in a city in North Ossetia then called Ordzhonikidze (now called
Vladikavkaz). It is about 80 miles from Nalchik — as Marina Litvinenko observed, not
too far in Russian terms. Marina Litvinenko’s evidence was that he spent five years
training at Ordzhonikidze, graduating in or about 1985 as a lieutenant.

Mr Litvinenko then served in the Dzerzhinsky Division of the forces of the Interior
Ministry between 1985 and 1988. His duties appear to have included intelligence
work relating to the protection of trains carrying gold bullion. In 1988 Mr Litvinenko
was recruited to join what was then still called the Committee for State Security (KGB).
He underwent a period of intelligence training at a KGB facility in Siberia, and in 1991
was posted to KGB headquarters in Moscow.*

During this period, as well as securing professional advancement, Mr Litvinenko had
started a family. He married his first wife, Natalia, whilst he was still a student. His first
child, a son named Alexander, was born in January 1985.° His daughter Sonya was
born in August 1991.

KGB officer

3.9

3.10

3.11

These were times of considerable instability in Russia. 1991, the year in which
Mr Litvinenko was posted to KGB headquarters in Moscow, saw the attempted
coup against President Mikhail Gorbachev and the dissolution of the Soviet Union.
The KGB was dismantled in November 1991. A series of successor organisations
inherited much of its staff and took over responsibility for Russian internal security and
counterintelligence. Mr Litvinenko worked for each of these organisations throughout
this period. The last of these organisations, which was created in 1995 and which still
exists, was the Federal Security Service (FSB).

In 1991 Mr Litvinenko was assigned to the Economic Security and Organised Crime
Unit of what was then still the KGB. He continued to work in that department until
about 1994, when he was transferred to the Anti-Terrorism Department of what had
by then become the Federal Counterintelligence Service (FSK).®

The evidence | have heard is that one of the main focuses of Mr Litvinenko’s work
during this period was in combating organised crime. In her withess statement, Marina
Litvinenko refers, by way of example, to Mr Litvinenko investigating crimes that were
then being committed against wealthy Georgians who had moved to Moscow to
escape the civil war in their newly independent country. She describes Mr Litvinenko’s
part in saving the life of a 19 year old boy who had been kidnapped and ransomed for

4 Marina Litvinenko 3/24-25; INQ017734 (page 3 paragraph 7); there are some small points of difference

between this evidence and Mr Litvinenko’s own account, given without an interpreter at the first session of his
November 2006 police interviews — INQ002076 (page 3)
® Marina Litvinenko 3/15 lines 14-16

6 Marina Litvinenko 3/27-29; 4/80
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3.12

313

US$1 million. She stated; “/ saw that Sasha gave himself to his job without reservation
and helped people who found themselves in difficulties.””

| heard that it was whilst working for the Economic Security and Organised Crime
Unit that Mr Litvinenko first began to investigate the activities of the Tambov criminal
group. This was an organised crime group based in St Petersburg. It was led by
Vladimir Kumarin, also known as Barsukov, and another man called Alexander
Malyshev. In the course of his investigations, Mr Litvinenko discovered evidence that
the Tambov group was engaged in smuggling heroin from Afghanistan via Uzbekistan
and St Petersburg to Western Europe. Even more significantly, he became convinced
that there was widespread collusion between the Tambov group and KGB officials,
including both Vladimir Putin and Nikolai Patrushev.

This was the start of what was to become one of Mr Litvinenko’s abiding concerns.
As we shall see, he continued to investigate and to seek to publicise links between
the KGB/FSB and organised crime both before and after he left Russia. Following his
arrival in the UK, he made these allegations in his book The Gang from the Lubyanka,
and also in the shorter essay The Uzbek File ®

Marriage to Marina Litvinenko

3.14

3.15

3.16

317

It was in June 1993, and as a result of another case on which he was working, that
Mr Litvinenko met his future wife Marina.

Marina Litvinenko has been an interested person and a core participant throughout
the life of, respectively, the inquest and Inquiry proceedings. As | have described at
paragraphs 46 and 50 of Appendix 1, it was her action in bringing a judicial review
against the Home Secretary (at considerable financial risk to herself) that resulted
in this Inquiry being established. Marina Litvinenko’s legal team has engaged with
both sets of proceedings in a most constructive manner, and | have been impressed
throughout by the dignity and composure that she has shown during what must have
been at times a deeply distressing process. Above all, she has demonstrated a quiet
determination to establish the true facts of her husband’s death that is greatly to be
commended. When she gave oral evidence before me, which she did over the course
of two days at the Inquiry hearings, | found her to be an impressive witness who
gave careful and considered responses to the questions that she was asked, many
concerning events that took place ten years and more ago.

In 1993 Marina Litvinenko was a dance teacher living in Moscow. She had been born
in Moscow in 1962 and had grown up and been educated there. She had studied at
university for five and a half years, graduating as an engineer economist, but by the
time that she graduated, she had already become heavily involved in dancing. On
leaving university she became a professional dancer. She married her dance partner
and for several years the couple took part in competitive ballroom dancing and also
worked as dance teachers. The marriage ended in 1989. She stopped competitive
dancing at that point, but carried on with her teaching job.°

Two of Marina Litvinenko’s friends from her dancing days, a couple, were receiving
demands for money and threats of violence from a former business associate. They
had reported the matter to the authorities and Mr Litvinenko was investigating the

" INQ017734 (page 3 paragraph 8)
8 Goldfarb 26/28-35

° Marina Litvinenko 3/3-6
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3.18

case. The couple got on well with Mr Litvinenko and invited him to a dinner at Marina’s
flat to celebrate her birthday in June 1993. Mr Litvinenko was still married to Natalia at
this time, but the marriage was in difficulties, and ended in divorce shortly thereafter.™

Mr Litvinenko and Marina began a relationship. Their son Anatoly was born in June
1994. Alexander and Marina Litvinenko married in October 1994.™

Developing friendship with Boris Berezovsky

3.19

3.20

3.21

3.22

3.23

It was at about the same time — 1994 — that Mr Litvinenko first met and started to
develop what was to become a close friendship with Boris Berezovsky. Mr Berezovsky
is one of the key figures in the events that form the subject matter of this Inquiry, and
it is appropriate to say a few words of introduction about him at this point.

Boris Berezovsky was born in Moscow in 1946. He was a mathematician by training.
For the first part of his life he worked as a government scientist; he also conducted
research and published academic articles. Mr Berezovsky became an extremely
successful businessman during the liberalisation of Russia’s internal market, first
under President Gorbachev and then under President Yeltsin, with whom he had a
close relationship. His first business, which he founded in the late 1980s, was a car
dealership named LogoVAZ, but his business interests diversified into broadcasting,
airlines and the oil industry.

During the 1990s Mr Berezovsky acquired both great wealth and considerable political
influence. He was one of the foremost of the so called ‘oligarchs’ of that period. At
the end of that decade, Mr Berezovsky apparently played a role in facilitating the rise
to power of Vladimir Putin. However, he fell out with Mr Putin shortly after the latter’s
election as President in March 2000. He left Russia permanently at the end of 2000
and claimed asylum in the UK. Thereafter, Mr Berezovsky became a vociferous critic
of Mr Putin. Repeated attempts by Russia to secure his extradition were unsuccessful,
and Mr Berezovsky was granted asylum in the UK in 2003. He spent much of his
wealth in opposing President Putin’s regime, and in supporting others who did the
same — one of whom, as we shall see, was Mr Litvinenko.

When the inquest into Mr Litvinenko’s death was resumed in 2011, Mr Berezovsky was
granted interested person status. He was entitled to such status not least because, as
we shall see, allegations had been made that he had been involved in Mr Litvinenko’s
death. Those acting for Mr Berezovsky played a constructive part in the early stages
of the inquest proceedings, making submissions at directions hearings and disclosing
documentation. Mr Berezovsky’s involvement in these proceedings was, however, cut
short by his own death in March 2013.

Had Mr Berezovsky been alive at the time of the Inquiry hearings, he would undoubtedly
have been an important witness. Although | was not able to hear Mr Berezovsky
give oral evidence, | did adduce a substantial quantity of documentary evidence
emanating from and relating to him."? It included statements given by Mr Berezovsky
to the Metropolitan Police team investigating Mr Litvinenko’s death and transcripts of
interviews. In considering this documentary evidence, | have of course taken account
of the fact that | did not have the benefit of hearing Mr Berezovsky’s account being
tested in oral evidence. | have also borne in mind the fact that Mrs Justice Gloster

9 INQ017734 (page 1 paragraph 1)
" INQ017734 (page 2 paragraph 4)
12 Berezovsky 25/3-30
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3.24

3.25

3.26

3.27

3.28

found Mr Berezovsky to be a highly unreliable witness in the proceedings that he
brought against Mr Roman Abramovich in the High Court in London.™ In fact (and in
contrast to the Abramovich case), a large proportion of Mr Berezovsky’s account has
been either uncontentious or well supported by the evidence of others. In reaching my
conclusion on the question of Mr Berezovsky’s alleged involvement in Mr Litvinenko’s
death (see Part 9), | have been able to rely on a considerably wider array of evidence
than Mr Berezovsky’s own (untested) denial.

Returning to Moscow in 1994, the account that Mr Berezovsky gave of his first
meetings with Mr Litvinenko was in the following terms:

“I first met Alexander Litvinenko, also known as Sasha Litvinenko, in 1994 when he
was an FSB officer for the Russian security services (KGB). He came to my offices
as he had orders to look into the workings of my company. It was not to investigate
me personally, but an investigation info how my business was operating. This
was because at the time the FSB were trying to establish how Russia was being
transformed.

In June 1994 | was subject to a terror attack against me in Moscow. It was a car
bomb. When | left my office the car exploded. My driver was killed, my bodyguard
and | were both injured and | spent two weeks in hospital in Switzerland. This
incident resulted in Litvinenko and | becoming close friends.”*

Marina Litvinenko had only known Mr Litvinenko for a year in June 1994, but in her
oral evidence she recalled that he had been involved in investigating the assassination
attempt against Mr Berezovsky, which she described as having been front page news
at the time."® She also stated that Mr Litvinenko had been ordered at that time to (as
she put it in her witness statement) “maintain regular contact” with Mr Berezovsky.'®
The precise scope and purpose of this duty was not clear — Marina Litvinenko did not
think, for example, that he was acting as a bodyguard. It may be that this was simply
a continuation of the attempts by the FSB (or FSK as it was at this time) to keep tabs
on Mr Berezovsky, which he described in the first of the two paragraphs quoted from
his statement above.

Marina Litvinenko recalled that at that time Mr Litvinenko had a number of meetings
with Mr Berezovsky, and that he accompanied Mr Berezovsky on a trip to Switzerland
in 1995. Her evidence was that Mr Litvinenko travelled on that occasion on a diplomatic
passport provided by the FSB; so it would appear that the trip had the blessing of his
superiors.

Putting the matter shortly, the evidence seems to support Mr Berezovsky’s assertion
that the assassination attempt in June 1994 was the start of the process by which he
and Mr Litvinenko became close friends.

A second important incident in the development of the relationship between the two
men took place in March 1995, following the murder in Moscow of a man named
Vlad Listyev. Mr Listyev was at that time the most popular TV presenter in Russia; he
was also the head of the independent television station ORT, which was controlled
by Mr Berezovsky. Marina Litvinenko’s account of this episode was that police came

'3 Berezovsky v Abramovich [2012] EWHC 2463 (Comm), paragraphs 97-112
4 Berezovsky 25/6-7

5 Marina Litvinenko 3/35-36

6 INQ017734 (page 3 paragraph 9)
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to Mr Berezovsky'’s office to arrest him for Mr Listyev’s murder; Mr Berezovsky got a
message to Mr Litvinenko, who came to the office and prevented the police from taking
Mr Berezovsky away. She explained that both Mr Berezovsky and Mr Litvinenko feared
that Mr Berezovsky might be murdered in police custody had he been arrested. In
Mr Berezovsky’s account of this incident, he said that Mr Litvinenko had taken out his
gun and said to the police, “If you try to catch him now I'll kill you.”'” Marina Litvinenko
emphasised that Mr Litvinenko’s intervention on behalf of Mr Berezovsky had been
authorised by at least one of his superiors, namely General Anatoly Trofimov, who
was then the head of the Moscow regional directorate of the FSK.

| am clearly not in a position to make any findings regarding the rights and wrongs
of this affair, including as to whether Mr Berezovsky was in fact involved in any
way in Mr Listyev’s death (a subject which | am aware remains controversial). Nor
is the determination of such matters within the proper scope of this Inquiry. What |
think can be said, which certainly is of relevance for present purposes, is that this
episode marked a further stage in the developing friendship between Mr Litvinenko
and Mr Berezovsky. More than that, it put Mr Berezovsky in Mr Litvinenko’s debt. As
Marina Litvinenko put it during her oral evidence, “After that, Boris Berezovsky said
many times Sasha saved his life, and he was very grateful.”'® The repayment of that
debt is an important backdrop to the story of Mr Litvinenko’s subsequent escape from
Russia to the UK, and his life here.

Involvement in the First Chechen War

3.30

3.31

3.32

3.33

The First Chechen War started at the end of 1994. By this time, Mr Litvinenko was
attached to what Marina Litvinenko described as the Anti-Terrorist Centre of the FSK.

It would appear that he had considerable involvement in the Chechen conflict, although
not for the main part in combat operations. Marina Litvinenko described Mr Litvinenko
making frequent operational trips during this period to Nalchik, the city where he had
grown up. Nalchik was situated close to but away from the fighting in Chechnya, and
in her written evidence Marina Litvinenko stated that Mr Litvinenko, “did analytical
work and ran agents from the FSB headquarters in Nalchik”. She added that he was
well suited to that type of work, knowing as he did the customs and traditions of the
region from his childhood.

This account tallies well with the evidence received by the Inquiry from
Akhmed Zakayev.

By the time of Mr Litvinenko’s death in 2006, he and Mr Zakayev were neighbours in
London and close friends. A decade earlier they had been on opposite sides of the
conflict in Chechnya. Mr Zakayev’s evidence was that he was at that time a senior
official in the Republic of Ichkeria, as the breakaway Chechen republic was then
known. Following the death of the Chechen President Ozhokhar Dudaev in April 1996,
his widow left Chechnya and was then detained by Russian authorities in Nalchik.
Mr Zakayev explained in his oral evidence to the Inquiry that the Chechen leadership
had been concerned at that time to discover which FSB officer was interviewing
Mrs Dudaev; he said that they had established through informants that she was
being interrogated in Nalchik by Mr Litvinenko, who was using the pseudonym

7 Berezovsky 25/7

8 Marina Litvinenko 3/40 lines 24-25

9 INQ017734 (page 4 paragraph 12)
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Alexander Volkov. Mr Zakayev added that when, years later, the two men met on
friendly terms, Mr Litvinenko had confirmed to him that he had indeed interviewed
Mrs Dudaev in Nalchik at that time.?°

3.34 Mr Litvinenko’s immediate superior in the anti-terrorist unit at this time was a man
named Alexander Gusak. Marina Litvinenko remembered him well. She said that he
and Mr Litvinenko had had “a very turbulent relationship”. The difficulties between the
two men appear to have arisen from their very different styles of work. Mr Litvinenko
had, she said, a careful and precise approach to his work, whereas Mr Gusak, in
Marina Litvinenko’s words, “was more like a hero man and fighting man, and he didn’t
like to do some job in a very precise and a very correct way”. Although they clashed
at work, it appears that the two men got on well on a personal level — Mr Gusak
attended Alexander and Marina Litvinenko’s wedding in 1994 and in 1996/7 the
two families built dachas close to each other, making them neighbours.?! Mr Gusak
was subsequently to play an important role in the events that led to Alexander and
Marina Litvinenko’s flight from Russia.

3.35 Although Mr Litvinenko’s principal involvement in the hostilities in Chechnya appears
to have consisted of conducting intelligence operations from FSB headquarters in
Nalchik, the evidence is that there was at least one occasion when he took part in
combat.

3.36 | am aware of allegations reported in at least two of the books that have been written
about Mr Litvinenko’s life and death to the effect that he physically mistreated prisoners
whilst serving in Chechnya. It would appear that the source of those allegations was
Mr Gusak, who, at least by the time he made them, had a declared animosity towards
Mr Litvinenko. | have no further evidence one way or the other regarding these
allegations.?

3.37 As | have said, the evidence is that Mr Litvinenko did spend at least some time on
combat operations inside Chechnya. He was present at the siege of Pervomayskoye
in January 1996. Marina Litvinenko recalled that Mr Litvinenko sustained frostbite to
his hands and feet at this time. She also stated that Mr Litvinenko’s experiences at
Pervomayskoye caused him to start to change his views about the rights and wrongs
of the Chechen War. She referred in particular to Mr Litvinenko interrogating a 17 year
old Chechen prisoner and realising that all the pupils in the boy’s class had taken up
arms. She said that he began to compare the Chechen defence of their country with
the heroic actions of the Russian army, including his grandfather, in the Second World
War.2 Mr Zakayev also recalled this incident, which he had discussed years later with
Mr Litvinenko in London. He said that it was at this time that Mr Litvinenko, “started to
understand what the Chechen people wanted and what they’re fighting for.”*

Department for the Investigation and Prevention of
Organised Crime

3.38 Inthe summer of 1997, Mr Litvinenko was transferred within the FSB to the Department
for the Investigation and Prevention of Organised Crime, known as URPO.

20 7akayev 26/137-138; 26/140-141

21 Marina Litvinenko 3/41-43

22 Sixsmith The Litvinenko File (pages 78-79); Cowell The Terminal Spy (pages 103-104)
23 Marina Litvinenko 3/31-35; INQ017734 (page 4 paragraph 13)

24 Zakayev 26/142 lines 9-11
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