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RULE 8 STATEMENT

MARK DEGIOVANNI

ADVANCED LASER IMAGING

1. Please provide your full name and business address

Mark DeGiovanni, Advanced Laser Imaging, Building 3, Chiswick Park 566,
Chiswick High Road, London, W4 5YA 

Original Material

2. What original material did ALI rely on in its work?

ALI requested and used original material where possible. However the way
evidence was submitted to the Inquiry did not come with a continuity chain or date
of creation/submission, therefore the Inquiry had 100’s of exhibits to work through.
ALI spent a lot of time organising and referencing the exhibits to determine which
ones were original or copies, but this was very much a ‘black box ’exercise, i.e.
looking at metadata and formats to make the assessment.

3. The Snapchat video PIRC-03371 has a different resolution to the other
Snapchat files held by the Inquiry. Does this indicate that PIRC-03371 is
not the original Snapchat footage? Did the difference in resolution have
an impact on your work?

ALI cannot confirm the originality of this footage. If a version with greater resolution
was available, increased accuracy of the phototgrammetry would be possible,
however, it is a case of diminishing returns, and the quality of the footage available
was sufficient for a suitable level of accuracy from PIRC-03371.

Ashley Wyse Snapchat footage

4. Can you confirm if the Snapchat video PIRC-03371 has any ambient
sound? If so, why might this not be heard within the Evidence Video
Timeline (SBPI-00046)?

PIRC-03371 contains some ambient sound. The sound is very low, so requires to be
listened to on maximum volume to be picked up. This audio is also in the Evidence
Video Timeline. As it is very low level background noise, it may not have been heard
on the Inquiry’s audio system, which was balanced against the loudest parts of the
audio, not the quietest. ALI did not remove sound from the supplied audio/video
assets.

5. Did you consider enhancing the sound within the Snapchat footage to
assist with its interpretation?

ALI were not commissioned to enhance audio recordings on behalf of the Inquiry.
This lies outside of our remit. ALI do not hold expertise in interpreting low level noise
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as shouting nor in enhancing the audio in a forensically safe manner to make such
an interpretation.

6. Within ALI’s first report (SBPI-00149) it is noted within Figure 5.14 on
page 45 that an officer appears to take something from his belt area. Is
this reference accurate?

In the report, Figure 5.14 contains an error, the officer highlighted in blue does not
take something from his belt area.

7. Did you rely on a report produced by Police Scotland’s Cybercrime Unit
on the data contained within Ashley Wyse’s phone when creating the
digital reconstruction?

ALI did not refer to this report in the works undertaken. This did not impact on ALI’s
work. A short report PIRC-04514 contained the information ALI required from
Ashley Wyse’s phone.

8. Did you attempt to carry out a reconstruction of the view from Ashley
Wyse’s window to ascertain what could be seen? Would this have
improved the analysis of the Snapchat footage?

The Snapchat footage gives a clear indication of this view. ALI is not sure a 
reconstruction of Ashley’s eye position could match high resolution video that pans
across the view, however this can be done in the 3D interactive application if it had
been required.

Harry Kolberg dashcam footage

9. How did you align Harry Kolberg’s dashcam footage with the rest of the
Evidence Video Timeline? 
 
To determine the time discrepancy of this footage the 999 calls that are heard within
the footage are used. Whilst the start point of one of the references was not available
due to the gaps in the dash cam footage, the end point was, so both 999 calls were
used to assess the timing of the Dashcam footage and both were consistent in their
result.

10.  Would the alignment of the dashcam footage within the Evidence Video
Timeline have been more accurate if you had had access to the original
dashcam footage?

The original footage in this case would not have made a difference as the timecode
was clearly displayed, and audio clearly heard.

11.  What impact, if any, did the 10 second gaps contained within the
dashcam footage have on the accuracy of the placement of the footage
within the Evidence Video Timeline?

The 10 second gaps do not impact significantly on accuracy as the timecode is
always visible. It may add additional timing error in placement, but this will be by 1 or
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 2 frames i.e. maximum 0.08 seconds error on top of the of the audio placement error 
of 1 second.

Robson Kolberg iPhone footage

12.How was the footage from Robson Kolberg’s iPhone aligned with the
rest of the Evidence Video Timeline?

Robson Kolberg’s phone shares many visual common points with the dash cam
footage as well audio. For example the braking and turning of vehicles and
conversations in the vehicle between Robson and Harry Kolberg. These were used
to align Robson’s iPhone footage to Harry’s Dashcam Footage.

Gallagher’s Public House CCTV footage

13.  Within ALI’s first report at paragraph 3.2.1.2.1 it is noted that the display
resolution of the CCTV from Gallagher’s Public House is 352 x 290
pixels. Figure 5.23 on page 53 of the report identifies that the resolution
is 352 x 288. Please can you confirm which of these references is
correct.

There is an error in the report in 3.2.1.2.1, the display resolution of the video is
352x288 not 352x290.

14.  Is PIRC-01287 the original footage from the Gallagher’s Public House
CCTV? If not, did this have any impact on your work?

The origin of PIRC-01287 is not specified, it is as close to an original that we have
been given as other version were part of compilations. I believe the Inquiry now
have  the original seized CCTV, so this can be answered more fully once that is
examined. ALI cannot identify the original format from the OSD (on screen display)
as this lies outside of our expertise.  

Unless the original footage is of significant improvement in resolution / quality, there
is no impact of the work produced. However if the original resolution is double or
quadruple that of PIRC-01287, significant gains in both measurement and
interpretation of events could be possible.

15.  Is PIRC-01287 cropped and, if so, did this make any difference to your
work?

It is not known if PIRC-01287 is cropped, one cannot assume what processes have
occurred to an image from sensor to storage, so it is possible. I do not think if
cropping has occurred to PIRC-01287 that it affects the viewing of the events.

16.  What is involved in cropping, scaling and stabilization of video
footage? Why was cropping and scaling carried out to the Evidence
Video Timeline? Was stabilisation of the CCTV from Gallagher’s
required in producing the Evidence Video Timeline?

Cropping involves the trimming of the frame of a video or image from one or more
sides. Scaling is where the pixel density is either increased or decreased to simulate
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a larger or smaller image. These processes are used to highlight an area of
significance and remove areas of non significance. It can also be used to change the
proportions of the frame to maximise its viewing on a screen.

Cropping and scaling has been carried out on the Evidence Video Timeline, this was
utilised to maximise the visual space of the screen to include all video assets
simultaneously. The base assets were always available as individual video files for
the Inquiry to use if it felt that was more appropriate. Stabilisation was not required as
the camera was fixed.

17.  What tools did ALI use for scaling? What alternative tools could have
been used?

ALI have used the inbuilt Lanczos scaling functionality within Adobe Premiere for
scaling. There are recognised alternatives that could be employed, these are Nearest
Neighbour, Bi-Linear or Bi-Cubic interpolation. ALI does not use nor recommend
vectorising/AI/ML interpolation solutions for forensic applications.

18.  Was the footage contained within PIRC-01287 created by way of a 
screengrab?

ALI does not believe that the AVI is a screen grab from the CCTV. Screengrabs will
usually be captured at the frame rate of the monitor i.e. 50 or 60 hertz, this isn’t
apparent in this case. It’s more likely that this is an export from the system/viewer or
direct conversion of the original.

19.  At paragraph 3.2.1.2.3 of ALI’s first report, it is noted that the CCTV
footage was found to be running 10 minutes and 52 seconds slow by DC
Fiona McEwan. Was there any additional information that you would
have benefited from having in relation to the timing of the CCTV
footage? If so, what impact, if any, did not having this information have
on ALI’s report?  

Regarding DC McEwan’s Statement, ALI would have liked the actual timings that
were taken by the officer. This would have given us a level of validation of the 10 min
52 difference. Also if multiple timings were made, this would offer verification of the
result, however this is not standard practice by police officers collecting footage.
Further information of method of extraction would be useful so issues on whether a 
Digital copy is original or not could be answered. There was little impact on ALI’s
work, we were able to validate DC McEwan’s findings independently.

Footage from van driven by witness Grey

20.  How was the footage from the van driven by witness Grey aligned with
the rest of the Evidence Video Timeline?

The Van footage was aligned to the timeline using common points with other footage
supplied.

Airwave / 999 / 101 calls

21.  Were ALI provided with the 999 and 101 calls as MP3 or WAV files?
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There is an error in the full report paragraph 3.2.2.1.1. The format of the supplied
material was .WAV not .MP3.

22.  How did ALI confirm the timing of the Airwave transmission noted as
being from PC Alan Paton at 07:21:02 within the Combined Audio and
Video Timeline (SBPI-00047)?

ALI have checked the timings of the Airwave audio based on the .WAV files and the
start times in the csv files, these are correct in the Evidence Timeline Video.
PS13679 has a start time of 07:20:10 and a duration of 45 seconds. PS13680 has a 
start time of 07:20:56 and a duration of 32 seconds. ‘Officer Injured ’occurs 6 
seconds into PS13680, making the timing of this event 07:21:02.

23.  Will the timings of the Airwave transmissions noted within the
Combined Audio and Video Timeline differ in any way from the timings
noted within the underlying Airwave data?

The timings recorded within the audio and video timeline relate to the timing of the
audio that is heard over the Airwave, this does not necessarily match the timing of
the Airwave data itself as this records when the button will be pressed to initiate the
transmission. There may be a gap between these two events.

24.  The Combined Audio and Video Timeline identifies an Airwave message
from PS Stephen Kay at 07:20:56. Which transmission within the
underlying Airwave data do ALI believe this message is associated
with?

In terms of the transmission by Stephen Kay, the audio commences at 07:20:56 and
is recorded as such within the combined audio and video timeline (SBPI-00047).
Within the Airwave data transmissions are noted from Stephen Kay at 07:20:48 but
also at 07:20:54. It is assumed that the latter transmission relates to the audio heard
two seconds later at 07:20:56.

25.  The timings of the Airwave, 999 and 101 calls are noted within ALI’s first
report as being accurate to within one second. In what way should
account be taken of this when reviewing the timings?

The one second tolerance in audio would be expected to be taken into consideration
if there are critical points where the audio is heard at the same time something is
seen on the screen. So where visual and audio events occur close to each other,
then caution should be applied to the interpretation as to which one came first.

26.  Does the Combined Audio and Video Timeline include timings that are
accurate to fractions of a second?

  
In the spreadsheet, timings are shown in the format hh:mm:ss. There has not been
any attempt to determine audio or video timings to a sub second.
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furthest point of measurement, approximately 100 metres from the camera, the
expected error would be 3.25 metres.

Based on this, it is recommended that the location of people using this process be
considered indicative but it is still a useful tool to understand general movement and
location of people at specific times.

I believe the facts stated in this witness statement are true. I understand that this
statement may form part of the evidence before the Inquiry and be published on the
Inquiry’s website.

 Date………………………….. Signature ……




