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______________________________________________________________________________ 
INDEX OF EX-09-01-2017 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Evidence and submissions presented at D1, D2, D3 and D4’s 09/01/2017 ex-parte injunction 
hearing to refrain presentation of the EEI 06/01/2017 statutory demand along with related 
evidence.  

  Tab No:     Pages:   Description: 

H1 1 - 2 CE File case event log illustrated screen shot in CR-2017-000140 
showing that D1, D2, D3 and D4 failed whatsoever to file their exhibit 
contained at H4 which is missing over 172 pages of witness evidence 
served with the 06/01/2017 demand. 

H2 3 - 6 D1 and D2’s ex-parte injunction application notice signed by Stewart 
of D3 and sealed on 09/01/2017. Page 6 is D3’s cover letter.  

H3 7 – 89 Ex-parte witness statements of Bloom (D1), Stewart and Gill of D3 
dated 08/01/2017.  Stewart and Gill’s exhibits with those witness 
statements. 

H4 90 – 271 Exhibit “JRB1”, the exhibit referred to in Bloom of D1’s witness 
statement missing over 171 pages of witness evidence that was 
served with the 06/01/2017 statutory demand originating their ex-
parte injunction application. 

H5 272 - 285 Pages 272 – 273; EMAIL-20-03-2017-18-23PM; to police, copied to 
Campbell (D7) and Gill of D3 proving that over £4 million of the proof 
of debt made by Gill is false. 

Page 274: EMAIL: 10/01/2017-09.44AM. 

Page 275 – 282: EMAIL-09-01-2017-09.16AM – Email chain from 
06/01/2017 proving that Gill of D3 and D1 knew the claims by D1 
were false. 

Page 282 – 285: EMAIL-04/01/2017-11.08AM; The email chain 
between D1 (Bloom) and Claimant referring to D1’s refusal of the 
connection which D1, D2, D3 and D4 withheld from the ex-parte 
hearing. 

H6 286 – 302 The 09/01/2017 hearing transcript, judgment and D3’s note of 
hearing at page 300 – 302. 
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H7 303 – 306 The Penningtons Manches LLP letter to D3 complaining of serious 
material non-disclosure during the ex-parte hearing at pages 303 – 
304 and D3’s response dated 12/11/2017 at pages 305 – 303.  All of 
which were withheld in breach of D’s continuing legal duty to disclose. 

H8 307 – 308 The unsigned fraudulently obtained consent order dated 16/01/2017 
missing any signatures of the parties said to have agreed it. 

H9 309 – 351 A’s application of 30/01/2018 to set aside the fraudulently obtained 
orders of 09/01/2017 and 16/01/2017. 

Pages 309 – 310 – Sealed application notice 

Pages 311 – 335 – A’s first witness statement dealing with t he fraud 
by Registrar Jones and Hannon who were sustaining the £4.1 million 
fraudulent claim to defraud A when Jones had no jurisdiction.  

Page 336 – 351 – A’s second witness statement dealing with the fraud 
during the ex-parte hearing of 09/01/2017 and until the first hearing 
on notice (05/02/2018).  

H10 352 - 357 A’s directions application to Nugee J dated 07/02/2018 following the 
hearing on 05/02/2018 seeking to address fraud and dishonesty which 
Nugee evaded 
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TAB_H2: PAGES 3 - 6

CASE FILE: Page 168 PDF Page: 5



CASE FILE: Page 169 PDF Page: 6



CASE FILE: Page 170 PDF Page: 7



CASE FILE: Page 171 PDF Page: 8



TAB_H3: PAGES 7 - 89  

1CASE FILE: Page 172 PDF Page: 9



2CASE FILE: Page 173 PDF Page: 10



3
CASE FILE: Page 174 PDF Page: 11

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Sticky Note
Bloom omitted that the Enertgy Supply Agreement is conditional upon my "full satisfaction of" the Connection Agreement and "Commissioning of the wind turbine" He himself refused the connection that was agreed during the Option Period and it is proven therefore beyond reasonable doubt that he knew that long before the ex-parte hearing.   He knew it when he was preparing to withhold evidence from the court and it was for that reason he specifically withheld the Connection Offer, the Connection Deed and the unsigned Asset Sale Agreement dated February 2015.   He also withheld the chain of emails from 2012 with Northern Powergrid showing that the connection was jointly agreed by the parties during the Option Period and that he later extended it for the specific purpose of me securing that same connection. 

pmill
Sticky Note
Bloom omitted that he had expressly agreed in writing to offset the rent until "Commissioning" of the wind turbine.  To be commissioned, the turbine needs a connection so it can first operate.  Bloom refused the connection. It is proven therefore that his statement is a factually inaccurate nonsense from the start, aside from the material non disclosure. 
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Including the fact that the turbine was prevented from lawful operation due to an ultra vires planning condition that was not removed or discharged by the planning authority when it should have been in September 2013. 
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Sticky Note
Bloom however omitted EX JRB BD 15_06_2015 clearly denoting the fact that Bloom himself then refused the grid connection that was entire purpose of the Option Period, the Lease, the Energy Supply Agreement and the Connection Deed in the fist instance. Irrespective of the delay of Force Majeure, in order to be Commissioned, the wind turbine requires a connection. 
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Filed on behalf of the: Applicant
Witness: Jeremy Robin Bloom

Statement No.: First
Exhibits: JRB1

Date Made: 8 January 2017

Claim No:

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE

CHANCERY DIVISION

COMPANIES COURT

IN THE MATTER OF THE INSOLVENCY ACT 1986

AND IN THE MATTER OF MIDDLESBROUGH FOOTBALL &ATHLETIC COMPANY

(1986) LIMITED COMPANY NUMBER 01947851

BETWEEN:

MIDDLESBROUGH FOOTBALL &ATHLETIC COMPANY (1986) LIMITED

Applicant

EARTH ENERGY INVESTMENTS LLP

Respondent

EXHIBIT JRB1

This is the Exhibit marked JRB1 referred to in the Witness Statement of Jeremy Robin

Bloom dated 8 January 2017.

MA_35923201_1 1

TAB_H4: PAGES 90 - 271 
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PRIVATE & CtJNFIDENStAl.
.L ~, l.~

tkze lave of ads; antabe

Dated:: t s~c1-.. ~'~,rr~ 20lZ

{1 } MI~DLESBROUGH FOOTBALL ~ ATHLETIC CQMF'ANY (1986} LTD

and

(2j EMPQWERtNG WI~1D UMli'ED

0►PT~~hI '4C REEi~[EI~T
Relating to.a Wind Turbine;on Land adjacent to Riverside Stadiur~a

Lupton Fawcett !LP
1'oricshiire House
East Parade

Leeds
LS9 5BD

Tei; 0'!_~3 280:2000
~v~,rw. lu ptonfawceit. com

~~
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THIS AGREEMENT is made on tide +s.c .2p'i2

BETWEEN:

('[) MIDDLESSRt7UGH FOOTBALL $~ ATHLETIC COMPAi~Y {~[986~ R~'~, incorporated in

England and Vtlales with .company number [0~3244fi7j whose registered office is at

Riverside Stadium, Middtesbrough, ~teveiand, TS3 6RS (tire "~Dwner"}

{2} EMPOWERING W[ND UMt'fED incorporated and registered in ~rigta~id and W~1es with

company number Q7718596 whose registered once is 'at 3 à Floor, 277=28'I OxFord Street,

Landon;lN9G-2DL (the "'Developer").

WHEREAS,

{A} The thvner owns certain freehold property of Riverside 5tadiurn, Niitidiesbrough,

Cleveland, TS3 Gt~S a5 defined witi~in the !.arid and. True Register as anneXed herein (the

"Property"}. Thy COvvner F~as agreed to grant_~the Develape.r art r~ption tv lease the Property

in accordance with tFre terms of this agreement.

{B) The Developer intends Ito construct, conriecf to the Grid and operate a 90m high wind

turbine a~ the Properly, in 'accordance with_ : he Ct~ndit ons_ of fhe Planning Permission

dated 7 July 200 granted pursuant to the P~ar~ning Appkicafiion for :s~Ch wind turbine as

IiStecl within #he. Middl~s~irough Council Planning Por'taI with its app4.ication reference

number of:1VI(~PQ849/a8P as amended by ariy subsequent p(annirig permissiah.

(C} !T 1S AGFRE~D as:foilows`

9.'~ In this agreement, .unless the .co~rtext otherwise requires; the fbfloi+virig words anei

ex~r~ssion~ shall have the foliowirig rrieanir~gs:

"Corr~pietian pate" the date E3eing 2i~ Warki.ng Days after fhe date of:seririce

of the Option Notice.

"Electricity Supply an agreerr~ent for #he. supply of electricit}r "irt the form

Agreemen#" an.riexe.~l Yiefety to be entered into be~vveen tie

Developer and:tk~e O~iner

"ease" fhe lease to be entered into between the Owner and the

beve{oiler in., the form annexed hereto an or prior fa the

d
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expiry of the Option Period.

"O~St~on" the option granted bjr the Diner to the Developer by this

agreement.

"Option Notice" written notice exercising fhe Option in the fprm set out in

Sche~u(e 1:to thss agreement.

"",Option Periad" Ehe period of four calendar rrlonths'from the date of this

agreement expiring on ~~t~+. c'~ob~ 202.

"Option Sum„ £1,g00: (exclusive of VP.T)

"C3wrre~'s Candeyattcer" Qickinso.n Dees I,LP of One Trinity Broad Chare

{Vewcasife U}aon Tyne N~1 2HF {Reference

MABIM![Jl83/5)

"~.wner's Retained Cartel" {part of the Ieasehatd property at Riverside Stadium,

Middlesbrough; Cleveland, TS3 6RS, as shown edged in

green on tFie Milan aftac~ied to, this agreetneitt and being

part of the land registered at HM Land Registry with

absolute title wider title number of CE.142649

"Pain ~ Conditions`' the conditions in Pad 1, of the Standard Gommercia!

PropErty Gonditians (Second Edi ion} -arid "Condition"

means any one of them,

"?~.s~ ~ +~~nc~~~ica~s" tine conditions in Pad 2 of the Standard CommerGiai

Property Conali"bons (Second Editicin}. ,

`'PEanning Perrri ssi~n" means $he i~~anning permission :for the proposed

Development da#ec1 7 July 200.8 made pursuant to

planning application reference M/F,F'%0$49108/P as

amended by ar~y subsequent plan~irrg; permission rri tFte

respect of the .Pfoperty which the Qwners have

previousCy approved {such approval na# harri~g been

tar~reasoriably withY~eid ar delayetl).

"Property" part of tiie Leasehold properly at Riverside Stadium,

11111ic1dlesiirougf~; Cievelanct, TS3 fiRS s~owrt edged re~;iin.

the plan attached to t~iis agreement and being registered

2
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~nrith the Owner's Retained Land at H. M Land Registry

with its Title Number of::C~'(~-2649

"Proposed Development" Construction and operation of 't x 90m high wind turbine

at fhe Property

"'a/A~'" value added tax chargeable under the. Value Added Tax

Acfi 19.94 grid any similar i~eptacement fax and ariy

similar additional tax.

'"WorEci~g Day" any day from Monday to Friday {inclusive) vukiich is not

Chris~rrias, Day; Good Friday or a statutory Bank Holiday.

"~I954 Act" the Landlord and Tenant Acfi 1954 {as amended by the

203 RRO)

"2fl03 RRQ" the Regulatory Refnrm {business Tenancies) {England

and Wafer) Order 2003

1:2 The rotes of irtterpreia~ion iii this cause apply in this agreement.

'i:3 Cfause and ScYiedule heatiings::do i~ot affect the fn#erpretation of this agreement.

1:4 Except 7n+here a contra~r intention appears, a reference to, a clause or a Schedule is a

reference #v a c[aiise of, or Schedvle'to this agreement.

,.
') .5 Unless othervirEse specified, :a reference to a law is a,;reference.to it as it is iri force for the

time being taking account of any aritendrrient, -extension; applica~iori or re-~naciment and

inc[t~des any subordinate legislation fogthe time being 'ir► -force fade under it.

9.6 A "person" ̀includes a.'corpora~e or unincoCporated body:

9.7 "Writing" or "wri~en" includes faxes but not e.-mail.

1,8 Any ol~lig~tion in this .agreement on a person not to: do something includes an abiigation

not to agree or allow #hat thing to be'done,

'I ,9 Any reference to the ".Owner" or fo the 'Developer" includes tiie'sr rEspective s~ccessocs

in title:

3

5CASE FILE: Page 260 PDF Page: 97

pmill
Highlight



2. Option

2,1 4n, the date of this a~reemenfi the Developer will pay the Option Sum to the: Owner receipt

wFiereof the t~~ivrier hereby acknowledges.

2.2 `fhe Oirvner :gran#s fhe Developer an option during the ~p~ian ('eriod to enter into ~iie

Lease.

2.3 The Qwner consents to the regist~at'ran of a unilateral notice against tFie tJwner's ~i~le to

the Pro#~erty at HM Lanii FZegistry`in. order to protect.#his option agreeiiient.

~3. Planning Permission

3.1 The ~eveIoper v~ iil constrUcf a wired ttir~iine in accordance.wif~i the conditions attached to

the !?1aRn ng permission

3:2 It is acknow3edged that the turbine ~.r'oposed to ,tie co~st~ucted is. slightly larger in rotor

d'iarriezer arrd he gist fhan the tisrbine specified in the Planning Rermission; ai~hough the

;mg~int is not mate~iaEly .a!#eted by more .than 10°!0. ~"he Developer .c~nfir~ns that i~ has

sought she n~cessaty approval i~t ~espec~ ofr such propvseci turbine and That

Middlesbrough_ Council has cori~r~ied tFia~ it'is satisfied #hat the Peoposed Deveiapmerit

cari:be irnplerrier~terl.

3_~3 It is;the sole responsiE?ilify of.Developer to ensure that the deveioprrtent of the wind turbine

is carried auk in accordance witFi #ne condi#ions of the Planning PeRniss'ion.

4. Owner`s UacJer~akirtgs.

4.'~ The Owner. undertakes tY~at during the Option :Period it wiif not_

4.1:1 submit any planning application i~ respect of the Properly; qr

4."f.2 sukirr~i~ any plan~ir~g applicatwar~ in resp~et of the Qwn~r's Retained. Land vv~ic~i ss

,likely fo have a matEriatly adverse at#ect on she ability of the bev~Ioper ~o

caristnict or operate tie Proposed Development without the Deye(op~r's consent

(suc'h consent not to be unreasonably withheld); or

4.1.,3, grant any chafe, easerrierit, right, licence; tenancy or other er~c~arribrance,

afFecting the Prdperty; or

4.1.4 carry out any development a~ any part df the Property or carry Dirt any

deWelopment which exceetts. the kieigiit of`ti~e highest pain# of the Riverside

Stadium, as at the date of this agreement, on the Owner's Retained, l.ancIwhich iii

4
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fh~ opinson of the Developer (acting reasonably) is likely to have a materially

aclyerse affec# on the operation of she wind tur'aine wiihout the prior consen# of the

De~elaper Provided Thafi this restricfipn shall nat ~ppljr to any d~velapment

carried. du# by or on behalf of fhe Owner to the Riverside Sfadium building or

virhici~ is direat{y connected to such buili3ing.

4.'3:~ The Owriec grants a licence for the ~eVeioper and its agents and contractors to

enter the F'raperty a~ all times during the Option Period, a~ter.giving .reasoriabEe

riot'ice to fhe ~wt~er, to carry out soli, water and envi~onmentat test, inspections

and surveys and to dig, build or otherwise creafe any trenches, ~rouitdworks,

ca~lir~g, fbunciatior~s or associ~ited works which the Developer (acing ~easanab{y)

cons'ide~s n~cessar}i on or aver the .Property andlor the Owner's Retained l..and in

such loci#ions as the 4wrier (ac~~ng reasonabi}i) shall a~p~ov~ and siab~ec~ to the

~oflow"ing conditions:

4:1.5,1 such righfi~ are fo be accessed over such routes as tfi~ Owner.shall from

firne to tune specify;

4,-'I.5.2 t~t~ Deve[ope~ s~tafl exec# szr'itaf le temporary lancing around any areas

affec#ed by the carrying o~ of invasive woiks as the Owner sha[i

reasonably req+s'r~e;

4.'1,5.3 #h~ Developer shall comply with all requirements of hsa[tY~ and safety

tegisla#ion in reiaiion zo ariy wanks undertaken. by zi~e Developer;

4:1,5.4 the Developer seal[ cause as lrtt[e damage as reasonably possible and

s ~~I! ~ ~ ~ak~ ~oo~ ~orth~rr:~h :ariy da~agp ~~~~s~~ f~. #~?~ r~~s~an~ble:

satisfaction of the owner :and "in t ie event that such damage cannot ~e

made. good the DeveIaper shall pay proper compensation irr Iieu of such

making good.

4.2 The Oinrrier virilf supply ~h~ developer with:

4.2.'i a copy of any nonce, correspondence ar other written_ communication in relation

to the Property or tS~e Proposed Develaprrierit inrithin. eve Wor[c rig Gays. of.receipt

by: fhe Owrie.r;

5
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5. Title t3esiuction

5.1 The Qwner's title to the Property has been deduced to fire Deve[op~r before tfie cuts of

this agreement and the docurrients of titE~ are lisfed in Schedule finio ani3 certi~eci copies

have' been given to the D~velo~er.

5:2 The Developer may rescind tf~is agreer~ent by serving yen working days writ~en notice on

the O+ivner'at any ~irYie during the Qptibn Period if:

5.2,E the Developer's, int~estiga#ion. o~'r tide; or

5.2..2 tF~e results of s~ar~hes or:enqu9r'ies -made by or pn behalf of the Developer; or

5.2.3 the results of any soil,. wafer or er~~ironmer~fal -tests. inspections or surveys; or

5.2,4 the replies to any requisifi ons raised by the De~efoper

disclose a mater that in the Developers _reasonable opinion would prejudice the

suita(~lity of the Prapeiiy for the Proposed Developriient, wtiereupori this agreement

shall ie~miriate on the tenth working day following the date of service of such notice and

bath parties shall be released frpm their obiigatiort~ under #his agreement save:

5.2.4.1 with regard #o any iia~ilitji far any breach of obligation under;the teritis'af

fihis agreement. arissng priorto suci~ termination; or

5.2.4:2 with regard to the Develape~'s continuing ofiiigation to remove ariy

equiprtienf acidlor~works installed or carried Qut by it under the #erms'of

Phis deed {and t4 reinstate the Properly anci the Owner's Retained Land

to tkie reasonal~te satisfaction :of the Qw~er tc~ ~ caridition no worse than.

that which it was in at the date of this.deed).

6. Exercise.~f the t]ption

6.'f TI~e Deu~Iaper may exercise the Option a~ any tune during the (7~tian Period by .serving

an Option Notice on the'-Qv++net.

6:2 ~f the C)ption is exercised in ~accgrdance uvith the teri»s. of this agreernsrit tfie Ov►r~er will
gran# and the f3eveioper will accept'a Lease of the F'ropercy on Fie Completion Dale and.

the .owner will on .t ie Completion;. Date deliver #o the Developer any mortgages .ar other

Third patty consents wFiic~ the Owner requires to vaiidty grant the Lease.

6.3 On tFie.Completiart ~7ate tfie pafies. shalt;et~ter into the Electricity Suppiy,~c regiment

6
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7. Conditions

7.'[ 'i"he Developer warrants that the canstructian process for the wind furbi~e siiai! fu[fl the

teims of the. Planning Permission,

7.2 The .Developer warranfis that fE~e operation of the wind fur~ine wil! be carried out in

acco=dance with the terms of the Lease annexed Y~erefo.

8. Alienation

T~Es Qeecl sf~a~l not ~~ ca~~ble of being assigned by the Developer without fihe prior wri.~~n

consent. of ~Fte Owner wi~ich may be wi~F~held oc granted in ilia absolute discretion of the

Owner

9. Insurance and Indemnity

The Developer agrees to inctemni~ty the Qwner and ~wi~hout: prejudice to that obligation .of

iridernni#y to insure in an adequate sure {being a minimum of five million (£5,000,000} in

respecf of each and every aceurrence} against any expense liabili~y lass claim or:prb~eedings

inrhafsaever (but exc{uding arty economic or ~onsegtaentia! loss) aiising out of or in the course

of or by reason of the use, or o~cupatiar► of the Property or the Owner's Retained Land by the

D.eveioper the exercise 6y fhe De'veIoper of tFie righfs herein co~itained 'or in co~isecjiaence "ofi

.arty .breach by either the Developer ar #hose for wf~or~► the DeVeioper is reasonabEe {including

lain, n~# l rr~ited to the Devefope~s agents licensees and erim~(ayees) of any provision of fhPs

I]eed un{ass and to tEie eXte~it: arising from the fault or negligence of the Owner of those #or

wh~orn the Qwner is responsible

1(}, VAT

~U.1 Each ari~ount sta#ed to ~e payable by the Developer fo the Qv~mer under or pursuant to

this agreement's exci~si~e p# iiAT {if anyj.

10.2 {f any VAT is chargeable bn any :supply made bar. the Owner under or .pursuant to this

agreement, the ~~vetaper wil! pay the .owner an amount equal to that VAT, suE~ject #o.-the

C}wner supplying the Developer with. a VAT invoice at'thie time of payrizent..

11. Ecitire Agreement.

'I'f.'~ This ~greernent anc3 the documents annexed to i~ co~tstitutes the entire agreement and

understanding of the parties and Supersedes any previous ag~eeinent or understanding

beivreen them relating fo the.subjec~ matter of ti-us agreemenfi.

7

u
CASE FILE: Page 264 PDF Page: 101

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight



'i 1.2 The E7eveloper admits. that:

Z 1.2.1 it has. inspected the Properly and flakes it with full know3e~ge bf ids actual

condifiion and lakes the Property as ~f stands; and

11.2:2 it enters into, this agreert~ent solely as a result o~ "r~s own inspection and can the

basis of fhe terms of Phis cfesd and not in reliance upari aria rep~eset~tatiran or

warranty (either uuritte~ ar oral or 'impI~ed} made by on ar behalf of the Owner

ofher khan in respect of such reliance as may be placed upon any wr~#en reps es~

pro~ideci by fhe Dwne~'s solicitors to wri~Ee~i enquiries raised by the D~veiop~~'s

S011Cl~OfB

'I2. NOt{GeS

12;'i Any notice (including the option Notice) given under this-agreement must Ise. in writing.

'122 Any notice or daeui~ent to b~ giveh or'del ~ered under this agreement must be given kiy

rleli~ering it p~rsgnally or sending it by pre-paid first class host , 'or reco"riled delivery , or

faz fo the address and fai~ the after~t+on of the ~efeyant=party as follows:

12.2.'i to the Owner:at:

Middlesbrough Fpo~a[1 &Athletic Company {9986) .Ltd

Riverside Stadium

Nfiddles~raugh

CIevefand

TS3 6RS

ancE marked for the attention os" i~eii ~ausor ~~ ~c~ 5i~eh o~~~r a~d~ ess, ~r or t;~~

attention of such ofher person, as was lasf not'~ied in writing ay the-CJw~er #o the

Developer; and

'12:2,2 to the Develo~~r ati

Empouiter~ng 1Nind Group

Std Ftaor

277=281 Oxford Street

London

W1C2DL

and marfced for the attention'of the Directors or to such oihe~ address; or for fhe

attention of such other person, as was East riotrfed in writing ~y the Developer to

'the Owi~er.
Es3
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12.3 Any such notice will be deeineti'to'have been received:

12.3.1 if detiv~rec3 personally, at the time flf delivery;

12.3:2 in the case of pre-paid first class post or recorded delivery, on the second

WorEcing Day after posting; and

12;3,3 in the. case of tax, at the time of transmission;

'i 2.4 in proving service it will be sufficient tb prose #fiat delivery iivaS made or that fhe erivelape

containing tyre notice 'was Prdper~y :addressed and posted as a prepaid frst class or

recorded delivery letter or ~ha~ fhe fax rrjessage was pro}aerEy addressed aricf transmitted,

as the case niay be.

13. X954 Act

'!3.'i "fhe parties agree €hat the provisions .af S~ctians 22 to 2$ of the 1954 Act shall be

~xclUded iri relation to the tenancy cr,~ated by fhe Lease..and That if (here are any

madifcations to the procedures under fihe 1954 Act foElowing cgmpletion of this Deed if

seal{ take all necessary sfeps to procure that this clause achieves its intended affect

13.2 The Qwrter liar seared inotice on the Developer 'in the manner required by Section 38A

t3~a}}:of the 1954 Act

13.3 The Developer has rt~ade a declaratiaii dafied That satisfies the

[e~uireme~ts of Schedule 2 to the2003 RRO

14: R"rgF~ts of Third Pa~ies

'34_'1 A person who is nat a par-tyy to tfiis agreement may not enforce any ofi ids terms under the

ContracEs (nigh#s) of Third Parties Act'i 999.

9 5. .Disputes.

'15.1 Arty dispute afising .be~rnteen tie part'ses on any matEer arising out of this agi~ement may

fie ~efe~retl by eith.~r pasty to an independent, chartered. surveyor agreed upon by the

parties or in default a# agreerrierit ap~iointed by the Presii~ent for the 'time being .of fhb

Royal [ns~ituto~ of Chai~ered Surveyors. The surveyor will _act as an arbitrator in

accordanr.~ with the Arbitration Act'l996.

96: Costs

TEi~ peveloper st~ali be responsiFiie: far gin. 5hati pay:

9
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'16.1 The reasonable and proper fees of the C?wner's ~o1'sc'stors nod exceeding £3,OQD plus VAT

and disbursements in cartriection with the negotiation and completion of this deed;

'i6.2 ifie reasopabfe anci properfees iif the Owner's solicitors aria agents incurred in re[atiori tp

any breach flf the #erms of this deed, any ~eq~est rriade ~y the Devefap~r under this deed

ar in reEation to the grant of the Lease together with any .disbursements and VAS' tiiereori

9.7. Non Merger

This deed s[~aE( remain €n fui~ force and effect: as to any of its provisions wY~ich remain to be

performed and obse~veci. riat~uvi#hsianding completion .of the Luse

!N VItITN~SS flf wFi[ch this deed has been d~Iy ek~cuted'and unconclitionaliy delivered o~ the date

first above written.

10

12CASE FILE: Page 267 PDF Page: 104



For aria aii behalf,bf:

MI~DLESBROUGhi FOOTBALL ~ A~"i-ILET~C

CC?MPANY {1986] L7D

in the 'presence of;

W Signature: ..:. ......:.:.:.....~s:........._.........

i Name: ...................,.........,.....................

T Address: .. ,...._ ..._....•-- ....:..........

E~f ... .. .......................................

S .---~--- _ .. ............. ....

S Uccupa~ion: .............................................. .

SIGNED 6y

• ,i~; ~ ./ r'

. !-~

tar and on ~ehai#.of

EMPC?WER[NG iM~1D LIMITED

ri the preserice.of;

W Signature: ........................................:....:.:...

7~-. il ~. GAS C~ i ̂ .~ J S~ t,-j1 Name: .................. .............................

~/ ~ ~ r,~~ r~ s n .~- f--r~,-, /c-.T Address:. ........:..........................................

~-~~ i Aar z~:a~
N .. ..................................

~-~~~
E. ....................... ,..., ..... . .

S ....• --

S Occupation: ~~-'~~- ......................_..

11
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~Cl~EDlJLE 1

The Option No#ice

To: [OWNER) SUCCESSOR IN TITLE] at:

Riverside Stadium, Middlesbrough, Cleveland

Earths attention of:

[SUCH QTHER AE7DRESSI FAX NUMBERI F{7R THE ATTENTE~?N OF St1CH OTHER

PERS41~, AS WAS EAST NaTIFE~~ W WRITING Bl' Tt-1E OiNiVER! SUCC~SSC3R IN

TE7tE]

BY PRE-PAIQ FIRST CLASS COST

Pursuant to an :Option agreement ("the ~r~emen#"} dated [DATE) made between

OWNER.and DEVELOPER relating to PROPERTY:

[DEVELOPER/ SUCCESSOR IN TITLE] giiles jUWN~R/ StlCCESSOF2 IN TITI..~j notice

of the exercise of the Option, contained in the Agreement to taEce a lease of the Praperry on

the terrris set oiat in the Agreement.

C7AT~:

SIGNED BY [NAME :OF DIRECT(?R OR_ bF~ICERJ for and on behaEf of

[DEVE[.{3~ERI SUCCESSOR IN'CITi~]

12
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SCHEDULE.2

Documents o~F Tifi~e Referred: to in.Ciause a:1 aid as ac~nexed to fhis agreement

Date ~ ~ DescRption Parties ~ (.}riginal or Copy
;a

17999?.-1 6ppen AgrCvrcient- M~CdlesWaugh FoolGali Club

~~
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2~Q2?20i2

PRIVATE.& GflIVFEDENTIAL ~~~~0~

the law of advantage

(1} Middlesbrough Footbaf! &Athletic Gampany (9986] ltd

and

~2) Empowering Wind C~lFC Ltd

COU1I~~FRPART LEASE

retatirtg to Earid adjacsrrttoRiverside:stadium, IV[iddfesbrough, Cfeve(and

Lupton Fawcett LU?

' Yorjcsi~ire t-~ouse

i
mast Pararl~

Leeds
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Ctagse Heading _ Page
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PRESCRIBED CLAUSES

LR4 date of (ease ti.7~1, 3v,~ 2~~3

I.R2 Tdie numher(s) i.Rz.~t Landlord's t321e numbers)

CE142649

l.I2Z.2 Uther tifle nurribeis

LR3 Parties fo this lease L.R.3.9 Landlord

tNlddles6rough Fflatbali ~ Athletic Co~tpany (1H85)
Limited incorporated and registered in England anti
VU'ales under company numUer 05774299 the registered,
office of which is at the Riverside Siadiurn
~+lidi3lesbrough ~C[evelanci TS36RJ

LR3.2 Tenant

Empowereng Wind MSG Lienifed incorporated anif
Pegiste~et! in Etl4tartB and Wales under company riurriloer
083695Q4 the registered office of which is aE 3 d̀ F(oor
277-281 0~6ord Stree# [,vndon YY1C 2DL

LR4 ~'ropedy In the case of a cori#ifct [~tween this clause and the
remainder of #f~is lease then, for the ~iurposes of
registration; this ctause sha!(prevaiF.

See the defini#so~ of "Premises" iri clause 9.4 of this
(ease

l,RS Prescribed statements etb None

L.R6 Tenn for+xhic}i the properly 71ie temt as specked intF~is tease at. clause 2
is teased

LR7 Premium £2fl(},044 Twb hundred ihausand pounds.

LR8 Prohibitions ar rgst~ictions 'This fease:contain's a.provisiori that prohibits nor restricts
on. clisposi[tg of th"is tease ii"~spgsftiaris

~~

~7iesz-0ab:.. aeaocaayiw»-+.caore;e~«~hr-aa.5a.snmwic
2*a~~xu~zi~se
aacstsa is
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LR9 Rights of acquisition etc. lR9.4 TenanE's contractual rigi~fs to renew this lease,
to .acquire ;ire reversion or anoEher ~eass of the
Property, or to acguirs an interest in c€her [and

The rights as spsc~ed in Sch~dufe 5 fo this.lease

~.R8.2 Tenant's covenar+E Eo .{or offer toj sarrenBer
this tease

tVcne

LR'ln Restrictive covenants given Tfte ~ovenarits as specifietl sri Schedute 4 to this tease
in tFtis lease by the Landlord
iR (espect of Sand other than ~ .
the Properly ..

t..~t14 Easements l.R4~.t ~asemegts granted by this tease far the
benefit of the Property

'the easemenks ~s ~spe~ed in Schedule'[ to this (ease

LR14,2 Easetxienfs granfei! 'or reser+ied 6y this lease
civet the Propeifyfor-the benefit of other properEy

None

LR92 Estate rentcliarge Mone
burdening the Pcoper€y

~t1~`~,

~s~sea~ecat -tae.n coot teaw,txdm~u~nunn Focm.n a ~w~
iatavzartaeas
+scsssu_ia
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THiS LEASE is made an the date stated in Presaibed C(a~se I.R7

BE'FWEENa

(7) The person Harried in Prescrii~ed Ciaus~ lF23.1 as landlord {the "L,ant!lgrd'~

{2) 7t~e person named ire Prescribed Ciatise LF23.2 as tenanf {tFie "'i"enant`~.

1 Definif'sons and lneerpretatioas

~:i in this Lase uhtess the context othenuise regaires the folldwing wards or express"sons

shall have the fo~owir~q meanir►gs:

"AccotnrngcEafion blorks" means the w6iks speed i~ 5chedu[e 6

"Comrtt[ssianing Date" ►leans e~'ttter the date nafifi~d to the Landlord by the
Tenant as being the date upon which tfie Wind i'uri~ine

is eXportirx,~ (or capaE~te of expating~ eleckric~Ey to th@

Dis6ibirtion 5ystein or the first anniversary of the date of

this deed ~whicliever shall be ead'ser}

"Goaduet;ng Media" (a} ao}t wire telephone 1me. cable tuF,~ pipe conc{uctor

or other s"uristar 'thing :{inciudin~ Rs cas'irig or

coating or protective tile) placed on above or jn the

g~6und far iranstnitlir~g' and/dr d~strfb'titirsg

;electri~i#y' together with marker fape and junciioh

boxes switci~ing vaul#s transformers stivitcfies fibre

opEic cables and other ancillary equipment

{b) drains pipes artd cond~aiis and

t~) PYtons pores ark suAA4~s

"E2evelopmenE" means the wfnt~ farm development which the Tenant

proposes Ea constriuct and o~erafe on fihe Premises acid

~se+~vhare an tt~a L7evelopment Area with a view to Erie

camrnerciai g~nera#ion of elecfsiciiy by woind power

/~ ~''~ ..

N19930W t-pain.CapQ Lwe- FB~matouphFootbaAi A9ibae
2lKO/fA421CS9 ~ "
l,3/47Git10
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"Devetaprnent Area" (knciwn file laruf aE Riverside Stadium, Middtesbrbug~,

GIeVelanii, TS3 6RS shown edged btae 6n the Ptari)

ident`~ieci wifhin the PEa~ of fire Piogerty as anne~ced

herein..

°Distri6_uEion 5ystern"' means the eiecftic~ network operateii by the Systerrt

Manages or any ot4ler authorised electr+cslp aperatar

under the ferd~s of tine Efectricityr Act 1989

"Electricity Supp[y means the QtectricIFy sagp3y agreement of even dace

'Agreement" made befween the Tenanf ('1) and the Landlord (2)

reEating to the supply of electric+iy generated by the v~ind

tuibine

"Enactment' rs~eans any Act of Par1'iament and any Eurogean Union

br other su~ira-na6arial fegista6on raving the force of ►ativ
in the !!n[fed ~ctom and references (whether spec"~ic

or general) to any enactment :include any sfaFutory

rr►oc!~fication dr re-etiachnent :of iE for the firrse being ~n
force and any order i~isfrumerit pfar~ regulation

permission ar direction made or issued upder it ac under

asy Eriac#menE.reptaceci ~y if or deriving validity from it

"Envi~onrrign#aI Law" means al! appfcable llnted Kingdom and European

Union regulations .and dvect~vps and ail .stahites in

support of leglslatia~t alt ceguiatip~is and orders aA

~ortas4son law and otter nafional and focal laws..and

b}retaw§ a!I judgei~ients drr3ers insftiiciians or awards of

any court or comge~enF authority which:

(a) have as, a p~pose tits preVenlion .of harm to

human, i~eaSth dr to tYie ehvironmet~Yor to living

organisms ~upparteB by the envirorime~tt or'

jb) ra(ate to the r'efease sjai(tage clepcisit escape

d~s+~arge (yak or emission of Hazardous Material

~~ .

.771852~06U5-CWnCoPY Wu-hW9~C~ou~li Fao(weaN+txe
4i107I20}21F..34
5976410.
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or

(c) relate #a radiation or common !~W or statutory

nuisance or other interference with the ehjoymerit

ar use of tan~d, bu# does not include any law

relating fa town and country ptanping

"Enverartrrsen#al Liability" means any liability under any Eriv9ronmenfa! !aw

"Farce M.aJeu~e" means. any event or circumstance whicFa 4s beyond the

teasonable_can~ro~ of the Tenan# and which resUits in or

causes t8iilure of the 'f'enant to perform any of ifs

bbl9gations under this lease iac[uding act of Gad strike

lockout 4r other industrial distuc6anee act of piif~fia

enemy war declareu{ or undecEared tiireat.of urar terrorisf

act h1o~c2de reyolu4on riot jnsur~ection cniil common or

pudic demorrsfr~lioh nuclear faEPoat sabokage uci of

vandalism iightnirtg_ fire starirr flood earfhr~uatce

accumutatsan of snow or ice Iadc of water weather or

eriYironrnental pro6fems (other than as :required as a

source of energy provided that IadS of funds shall not Ede

interpreted as a muse 6eyonti the reasana6le control of

#Ize'fenarif

"Group Corttpan}r" means. any compairy which is a niemiier of the same

grain as t'ha Tenant whin the meaning of secfian 42 of

the Landlord and Tenant Act 'i954

"hazardous IVtat~rial"' means any stlbstal2ce or onganisfr~ which aiorie or in

cor~tbinaGon with :others is ~apabie of causing harrri ur
damage to prope~.jr a_ta roan or to any organism or any

waste ma#eria! of substance including {tint not limited to}

a$6esfos and asbesEos containing ~ttateriats rdcton

petroleum and pehoteum ptatfucts metFtane featl based

paint ~atychlor dated biphenyl Gotnpounds hydrocarbons

or ilte 'substances arld 'their additives or .cons~f~iehts
~ies~c"sdes agricultural chemicals arsd any ~iher toxic

i~ii~
titi89zado~ -Clan cgp~ta.w_irdmwnrougn ~'oauma xuadk
z+ayaou~sas
+smns~io
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radiaactilie ezptasive cdrCinogeriic infectious oc

hardrdaus substances materials orbvastes of any i6r+d

'°Insured Risks" .means $he risks of fire exp~osi4rt food s#orrti terrmpest

impa# riot, civil crommotton aircraft or_ofher aerial devices

and ar#ic~es dropped therefrom, and such other asks as

ttte Tarrant (acting reasonably} shall from time to tittle

deem it prudent to iirEsure against

"Landlord" means the party of the first part which seal[ inciade (as

the context so admits) .the estate owner or owners far

the time. being of any reversionary'in#erect expectant, on

itie'terrnir~atioii ofthe'i'erm ,

"L~ndlord's Retained L.attd" rnea~s part of tt~e [arid at Riverside Sfad~um,

Niiddtestirvugki, Cleveland {ezcluiiir~q the Premises}

shodvrt edged g(een on,the Plan

"F'ermitfeci_ Ilse" means any of

{a) use for the rohs~vc#ion in$taffa(ion repair

re~itacement renewal and operafian of t~+e Tenatti's

Equipment and Accomrriedakon Works for the

purpose of generation frat~srniss3vn sale and

~isFribution of etectTicity and acFivities ancillary

hereto provided :#hat not more than one turbine

shy! 3~e:eCecfed on the Premise; arttf

{b} use for determiping the feasibHity of the c8nversion

of wind energy to electrical etier~y inefudirig

withouE prejudice to the generality of the forgoing

studies of wind speed and directEon and other

- teeter ral~sr~ Baia ~r~d earryi~g otn so'ii f2sfs

"Plan" means file plan anrt~xed to fh~s Lease

"Ptanrring AgreemerYt" meanS'any agr~irient bond or guarantee required by .a_~~~'

~rro~2~;-ctan~nwow_~sa~.eera+,y~Foouwaa ~aeee
zUooreo~z s~v
'ss~s~tao
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cornpefeni authori~, or any" uRcterfalcir~g Eiond or

guarantee offered to a competeiik authoii[y iri connection

with the grant of Planning Permission (whether ander-

Sections tab or 299 l'ovun and CQur~try Ptanning Act

139Q Section 33 Lacal Government (N{1SCEII3RPAUS

Provisior+s) Act 1882 .Section 38 or Section 278

H'sghways Act 39$0 Section 98 Pubfc Neatfh Act 1936

Seciian 704 Water Industry Act 499'1 Secfion 39 of the

Wilci~Je and CoGntryside Act l9$`E ar uthetv~)

"Premises" rpeans. pack of the !an@ (mc{uding the airspace above attci

Ito tFre exterrt that the La"ndlo~il his title to.iHe same) the

spbsoil below) at Riverside Stadium, Middlesbrough,

Cle~efand Regis#erecF we~hin Title ntirnber CE~E42649 as

edged red on the plan attached fo this Lease

"Rent' means tine rent ceservec~ by cause 2

"Systemi Manager" 'means hlortf►em Porvergrid (Northeast) Limited (Ctrl
Q2906593} of ~ioycis Court 78 Grey Street I3~Krcast(e

.Upon Tyne NE9 6AF and their successors as opeiatois

of #he, bisiribution System

"Tenant's Equipment" sans 21i ~'nachinery plant et~uipment used ar to be use

in Gonneckpn wiffi. She Development ,as.are 'at the. tlate

hereof or "shall during the Tenn be ias#ailed pri over

under or though :#I~ Premises. and ttie t?evelapment

Area ~nctudmg without prejudice to the generaiify at the

foregoing a3t Condu~fing Media wind Turbine

anemometers anemometry equipment and anciiEary

equipment

"i'eriar~c~' means ire pai~y' of ire second part which shall include

iEs successors in title att~3 assigns

/tT`

t7ssY2~90Qt. Ct!?nCa171,~r.»+iSdmasDiaiDh Koa@rA LACiLSc
2U0lY1D~t1B~9
7$f9?641„~0
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"Teri»" inearss the term herebjr granfeci

"Wind Turbine" riieans fhs wind iur~ine srecfed on the Premises

1.2 Any reference fo an Acf of Pariiatne~f shaiE inctudirig any in~di~catian aictension re-

enactmeni or [epl~Fement thereof for the Erne being in force and shalt also inckrde a[~

instniments o~ders'piarj regvla#ions permissions ar~d directions for tine time being made

issued a given tfiereander dr deriving ~a(idity therefrom_

`9.3 Where fhb .conteXF so ~equire's words itri~ooriing the sirtgula~ shall include the plum! and

vjce versa„

'f.4 Any covenant on the }part of the E.astdlord or the Tenant not tb do any act or thing shall be

constrped as a covenant not to do or permit or suFFgr to be done any such.act gT #hing by

their respecliva servarifs agents employee$ workmen and coritractots_

1.a Ifariy party corrinrises"more lhan +one person. obligatiar~s and cavenants.in this Lease on

#fie part of brat person shall be deemed to be. jaRt and several obligations.aritt covenants_

4,6 'F'he headings ate itiser~ed for convenience only and shall be igiwi+~d in construing Phis

:tease.

1.7 lJniess the context athenrvise requires all references to a parEicutarsub-clause schedule ar

paragraph s~~l be a reference to a clause sub-clause schedule or parag~apfi.ip or to this

Lease.

'i.8 If ir1 order to :compIy'witft any oki]fg'ation in ff~is Lease the Lanclio'rd ar the 'iefiant sha}E

fequire the consent.af a third patty such obl~gation shall b~ rleemei~ to 6e subjecE fo t6e

obtaining of such consent which the Laaelotd and the'Ceriant br either as appropriate shall

use its ~asonakfe endeavanrs io obtain..

9.S Any refergnce to the last yQar oi'the, Term includes Teferences to tha fast year of the TerYn

~o~vsgeyer clefemiined and any' reference ko. the 'expi~a#ion of tine Term" includes

re#erence ~o subtt otherdeferininallon.aflhe Term

1:~fl References to "coiisent.of ii~e l.andford" or i~srords to similar e~Fecf refer to a canserit in

vrritirtg, signed by or ~n be~sa6~ of the Landl~r~ and "approved' "acitharis~d'_or wot~ds io

~_

1TtB92iJC01-+Clot» Copyte3e-AGdd'csheo~gh Fmidall SA;Nohc
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s;ma~e£#ect mean (as the case may be) approved or au#horised in.w+~irtg by or on 6ehaif

of iF~e Landlord

2 Qemise

in cpnsideration of tie sort of £208000 (iwo hundred i'housaitd pounds} tf►e receipt
whereof tfie Lar+dtorci hereby aclinowtedges'tiie,landlo~d hereby demises tfi~e Premises to

the Tenant togeEher with the rgh[s far fFie 'tenant as Set out in Schedule 'f su4ject to the

rnai#ers contained or referred tc in Schedul0 2 to hold the'sarime to the Tenant for a term of

26 years commenting on-the date of this Lease yielding and Baying. to the Landlord tie

rent in accotd~r~Ce with Schedule 7.

3 Tenants CoVenanfs .

TFie Tenant colrenarits with fhe.LandlotcF.In #he. maruter set out fn Schedule 3.

4 l:aricElard'sCavenarits

The Lat~dtocd cov~n~~iswith the Tenant in tine manner seE put in:Schedule'3.

5 Agreements atid Declarations

If is.agreed and declared beivsrean the parfres in the manner se4 aitE in Schedule.5.

/Trrl_

szissa-0om: ere cosy ea.:., tcaaras~,nnrroaeans,+naeoK 
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SCHEDULES

Righfs Grsn#ed

All Eights bf supp~rifree and u~lobstructed passage of air and wind to the Premises and al;

afher easements q+~asi easements rights anei ptiv7eges now 6elongirtg to 'or epjoyed by

the Premises over the Landlord's Retaineii land a# the cfafe hereof.

2 'Fhe right to remove anyt?iing on aver under or.through the Pretrrises which may it~atet~ally

interfere with tie rights. granted #o the Tenant in this lease and the use of the Premises for

the ~ermiFteci Use ir~gludng w~ttiout. prejudice fo 3he genera[ffy of the foregoing wolfs

hedges trees fetices and, land. tira~s provided always that the TenanE sfrali replace any

Land drains in a reasonably suifabi~ a[ferrrative iacatign appraver3 by #fie Landlord (such

a}sproval not to be unreasbnaf~iy withheld or delayed).

3 Tt3e r'cght to take such action as is necessary on the Premises and the Landlord's Retained

land to remedy any breach of :any of tYce l.~nd[ord's covenants in Schedula .4 i€ the

LandlarcS has failed to take appropriate action to rernecty the posi~on within ~ rea~anable'

pe~ioci of being no#i~ec# ire writing by the Tenant of such i~reactt (beir~ not less than 28

days} or imrtiedia#ety in coos of an eirierge[+c}1.

4 The -right subject Yts the prior apjiroval of the Landiotd (such approyai not to E~

unreasortabfy witFiheld or delayed} to increase the size of exisfing enfrar~ces and gaieways

giving access to the Premises and fa make altemative.accesses atzdentrances.

5 The right to _carry out on the Prerr)ises Eests and ,sunteys in respect gf the :lae~elopmertt

inciudi~ig clriltirty arsd excavation necessary for the assessment of civil engineering wont.

6 The right to axecute Aaammodat'ton tNarks an the Premises for use in connec#ion with

the DevetoprneRt

7 The. right subject to the pilot approval of the larsdlord as to the props)set! 4vorks and their

±~t~on ~sucF.. apps +dal ~r~flt #e ~e imt ~asrs~ably vioihi:sld cc d~lay~) to parry ant ~~ the

Prerrus~s and the Landlord's Retained Land any o6figa#ions }order ~y ~IaraniRg

Agreement r~quifed is con»action wifh~ the Devetoprrient {such Planning Agree~ner►f
having been pr~viausfy appioved by the.Landlord} and alt Evorks necessary to implement.

plannir~q permission forfhe OeveiopmenE.

~► YY`'~

~rs99¢~000t. G+i.n eoyytcae-iWikuabaiiynFoowiAoiorK
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Fufl and free righfs of access to and from .the Premises and any part or pars of the

Developmefit Area of all times and for alf puffs in t~nnectson vuifh the use and

enjoyirier~ of the Premises fot the Perm'rtfed Ilse v+~1h and without vehicles equipment

machinery and the 'tetianPs Equipmeht.aver such routes across the Landlord's Retained

I:and as the Lhndlard (acting reasonably) shad from.4ime to lime specify such specification

not to be unreasonably wvithhetd oi'.detayed.

9 l7te rtghE to construct install lay repair maintain renew and ieplacE: undergrotinct

Conducting Media on i'he'Premises and the Landiord's'Retamed Land aril to use ariy such

Conducting Media in coirh2ction ~Nith ltte }]eVelapment subject to ob#ai~ing the LandEord's

prior written approva{ of the rdute of such .Conducting l~iledia (sucFi approval not fo tte

un~Qasoi~abty withheld or c!elayed) and any ofher ttecessary'app~oval ar sta#~Fory consenk

14 She right to stgre in such toCatio~s as the Landlord shall approve (such apprgval not fd 6e

unieasonabiy wi#hheld or delayed} materials and Tenants Equipinec~t in connection virfh

the use bF#Eie Premises fog #tie Permitter Lase.

71 i'f~e right for the blades of the wipd.turbirle c ompr~ed in the Development #p overhang ar+d

use the air space almVe the Freinises and the Landlord's Retained Land.

12 All o3her reghts reasonably necessary or desirabte'for operation of the l~evefnpmenE and

the,Permi#tecE. Use iRcl~ding without prejudice to the generality of the fgsegoing the right fo

eiceretse [he rights contained in paragraphs 'i=10 _~inciusivej of this scf~edute far #h~ 3~enefd

of'the Devekprrient anti tF~e Devetopmenf Area.

13 The Terjan#shat! exercise the rights granted by this.,l ease so a~ to cause as !~t[e d~riage

and fiter~erehce fo :fhe landlord's Retained Land and the ese thereof as'is reasonably

possible ar~d sftaEf prompt?y inafce good any dari~cage sb caused to the Yeasonable

satisfacEion of She Landtord or (where seicti damage cannot be .rttade good) day

reasonable. cornpensafiort fs~ lieu itteCeof

74 For Ehe avoidant~ of doubt fibs i,andford sfiaf~ Ei~ enfitled to suspend; restrict nr afherwise

very the 2x2rsise a# ~h~ tights gr~nt~d to #;~2 Tenant b3~ the terisgs of his Zease (afi~er ti-tar,

the right granted in paragraph (4'i} a6oye and fibs Te~iant sham twt be obliged #a cease the

d~erafion of fEte wind [urbirie once fhe wind turbine has been commissioned) for a period

commencing 24 3iours pr~ar fo and. expiring 24 boars offer any day upon which .the

Landlord, uses or proposes io use the Lartdford's Retair~sd 4arttt in cvr+nection with the

playing of a competitive or #rierioilp first fearti fixture 6y the Landlord qr any other major

1713995000f-C7eanCopy ttaw. hUbile~M'cvgf~ Faa6eil FAtttoda
ZtNalMl2 iC~9
~i8/97&H,.tO
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evenfs het [Erg or ad~~cent io the Landlord's football stadiam on the F_andtord's Retained

!"arid inducting (but nod 6mifed to} intemaf anal footba}[ fi~ctures (wh@fher.on a compefitnre

or friendly basis] rqusic .oncerks of other events which are men to the public where .the

landlord anticipafes ti~at crowds wi11 a'~and- 

~V~_
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scH~D~LE 2

Niat~rs to which the. Premises aro subject

Those matkers contained or referrQd io in the registers of tine number CE442649

frisaibooi-t~e.,~n popr ra~+o-laddb~Awgh F'.00ioanaoifteaa
2~70712of29q.4
ssls~d~ta
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sc~~ou~Es

'tenant's covenants

9 To pay the foftowing Tents dear of al{ deciucfigns arse#off wi~atsoever,

1.1 fie rent dUe under this tease of fhe times and in the manner defaled in $cliedule ?;

9,2 (as additianat rent} iri~erest at the rafe pf four per cenftlm (4°to} above Barclays Bank pic

base rake. frarn tune #o time on any sum payable under khis Lease and unpaid foc Fourteen

days Pram ttie dafe upon ►vhich payment is due una! payment is.rriade such'irrfe~est fo be

paid monthly in arrears on the first wo[Idng day of each calendar month;

f.3 (by way of additional rent) a!! e~enses indyd'~ng professional fees which the Landtord

may from,tirna fq #ime property incur in .connection, with ac tR procuring the remedy of any

~reacY~ of the Tenant's caveaan#s. contairied.in titEs lease;

2 To jiay all existing and future cF~atg~s, including rates takes V{raEer rates clu#ies ci~aiges

a~sessrnents and im~sitions virhich now are or of any time £~ereafter may be ir~tpas~d

upon or payable in Fespect of ttte Premises the whole of any rates ~►ayable in respect of
the F?remises under the Electriaty Supply (ridustry (Ftafeable. Values) {England Order

2000 (or anystafutory mgdification tepface.menfor r~-enactrizenttheredf~.

3 Ta pay ancF i~dernn7y the Landlgrd againsE VA7 (or any #ax of a similar natare that tray be

subs~iutec! for or Ieyied in addifi~n to itj which is e"rfher:

3.7 Chargeaf~te in res~eaf of any payment made by tiie Tenant or any sapply ~riade by the

landlord ti~idei any of tfie #erri7s of or in cortiiectiori witFr this Lease: or

3.2 (fa the extent.ihal the L.aadlorcl is tmabie to recover i~ a~ an input taiij a payme~it made by

the_ Landtard where the i'enant agrees in this i_ease to reimburse the landfotd far 5ucft

pa}+ment

4

4.'i For eaci~ year d~+ring the duratiari of ttie Lease tie 7enanE wilt ~rarride the Lartdlorci with

up.to 1540 megav~tatt hoy~rs off' electricity per annum f+~e bf cF~arge artd {~o :khe extent tFiat

fihe landlord uses less than '1500 megawatt hours flf eleafricity In any given year} the

'IT1B92~0061.LWn(~pr Leaeo•~AJemeaaie~yt~Fe~Wdt 6ANICe
zanoo~mz tads
S9(OTQM_10 .mil ~v~-.
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Tenant shall pay to the Landforii on the.ilate specked in paragraph '7;9 of schedule 7 a

sum ~gttal to £Q.08 jsubject to relasw iri accordance vur'fih p~Pagragh 42 helow~ (`fhe

Refeind. Paymsn~'} #or.each unused kiiowat# of energy betouv 1500 megawa(is

4.2 'Ttie level of fhe ReFuri3 Payiner►t shad b~ .reviewed on fhe same dates and in the saute
manner as the review of the CapaciEy Renf in paz'agrapEi ~l.~t4 of sct~dute 7

5 Yo ctirrspiyr t~vit3i_ alI condiiians in any planning permission foCfhe I)evefopment ce[aiing fo

fhe Premises antF ifs use. and to indemnify and keep indemnified fhe' Landlord i~+. respect of

aA costs incurred by fhb l.altdlord as a result of any breach. thereof by.the Tenant.

8 To comply v}n`fh all heath and safety and okher tegisia6o~ from time fo time in force end the

requiretnenis rif any cutnpeterit authority relating to tF~e'i'retnise.§ end its use

7 "fo peiForm and observe tize coVetiantS agreements. aril stipulations con4ained or referred

to in the documenEs listed in tha secosid 'schedule insofar as they relate to the Preiriises br

the. (ighfs hereby granted

8 In carrying out the.Accorr~modatiop Wanks:

S.'f Ta prot»pS(y reinstate to its former or #a art equivalent condi6art ariyr Sand darrlageci by tFie

carrying out of such works #o fiize reasonable sat~sfacUon of tRe Lartdtortd;

82 To cor~tplete the wine as soon as i~aSonably practicable icl accordance with all p[arining

`~errriissions apd cohsents from lime to time affecling the same

and .for the avasdance of doubt fha 3enanE shad. •be granted a period of 92 calendar

rrlonfhs from Fhe date of ffi~is .Lease to carry out ~kfie Accommoda~san Works anc~ Fo

coiripfetelhe.commiss'soningoPthewindturl7ine

8.3 The 7eriant stiaA provide the Landlord wikli regular xeporFs on the carrying out of the

i4ccommoc~ation Wa~Cs and the anticipate,~i corniriission~q date for the wind turbine to

enable, fhe LandPord to term9nate its existing e~eCFrici€y supply ~greeme~t in c~a-.ordination

with the_oammenc~rrient of the supply of electricity#o the lar~i~tord by the_ Tenant

3~lat to use the Premises otherwise tiiari for the. Pei~niitfed Use.

,7"i1"n.
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40 Not fo display any signs nofiges or advsrfisemerits on the Premises outer Shan sack

warning or oihe~ notices as. are required bylaw.

1i

'i 1_.4 f~of fo mor~age or giant any seouiity infe'rest over any part.(as opposed fo the rvhofe) of

[fie Premises nor to assign any part of the Preintses sxir to sFtare or part with tiie

possession or.occupation ~f the t+vi~oie pr any part of the Premises

11.2 If fhe l'enant shall desire f¢ assign the.whote of tfie t'remises or the Eerie and:-

T1:2,N sha1E provide the Landlarci with such.'rrifotrnafi4n abouE,and referehces as to the

status of the intendedassignee as rt shall reasor~abSy requ'ire;

19.2.2 of the date such Consent is requested fhe Renf is not iq arrears;

tf~en fhe Tenant rs?ay (subjec! fa.comA[iar►ce .with' 'i7.3 of ~h~ Lease) assigrt the
whole of the Premises or the Lease wiEh tl~e pRor uvritten conser~E of the Landlord

{suc,~i co~~sent not ~o b~ unreasonably. wiihhetcf or cte(ayer~

1 i.3 Nof to a§sign ftie irvhofe of the Piemises or tiie Lease:-

11.3.1 unless the ir~ferxied, assignee shalt have first covenanted with the Landlord to pay

the Xenf reservetf by and .observe and perForm the covet~anFs and conditions on

the part of the '~enarit contained in this Lease; and

19:3,2 other ifian to a person who is in the seasonable 'opinion of the Landlord of

staffaerif financial standing to dischafge tFre. obligat{ons on the tenanPs ~iar~

cohfained igihis Lease.

99.3:3 unl~ss.ihe 9ntended assignee Sliall have fiirst entered i~io a deed of ntivatian in.

respect of the Electticif~ SupAly ~greernerst in. a fomt approved ~y tFis Lant3ford

(such approval not ta. be upreas~inabty wi6ht~etd or detaj+ed}

PROViDEti THA.`~

79.3.4 the Tenon# shall not assign the vuhole of rile E'remises #o a limed company which

sloe rar will have irr,~7ur~ity fre~'tt suiQ ~r legal p~oress in Feiafiorr t~. ~r+y br~acY~ of

any covenantor coridit~an of this !.ease

~~

.vsanmo,-ewe~~an~•m_~aa~aaaM* anwee~
svAmio~2 rsae
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19.3.5 the Ter►ant steal! nat tie obliged tp inter into an authorised guarantee.agreemer~t
as a candsiion of the g~ariting of consent Yu a proposed assignment atu3 cfaiases

11:`i and 1'l.3.2above sitait be read ar~d construed accordingly

11.4

17.4.7 Not to unde~iet ar'agree'to undertet any.paK flf the Premises

11.4.2 No# to underaei or ~gree to underlet the whole of the Premises without the prior

approval of the terms and form of such unc(erieHir~ by tf~e Landlord sucf~

apptavat. not to be r~nreasianab(y wikhhe[d or delayed

12 The Zandlord.shalf not be entitled to requiie. an authorised guar~tee agreement purstiar~t

fo the i,andlord and Tenant (Covenants) Act 1S95:on the assignment of this Lease.

18 Wdhjn 28 days of any assignment mortgage or charge of tf~s Lease ar ifie Premises fo

proQuce for regishaYion wiEh the Landlord either the original or a oerti~e. d cagy of every

dnGunient or insh'urr~er+~ evidet+cin~ or e~fect9rig suc,~s ass➢ynrnenf o~ charging unit to pay fo
the Landlord such reasoriabte registra#ion fees as i~ rrray reasonably inquire (being a

genuine estiti~ate of the Landlord's costs in respect thereof arii3 {~eing hot less than thirty

pounds"togetF~ec witi~+ VAT thereon}.

't4 The Ten~rtt steal! at ail times keep:

94,1 any turbine on tfie Aremises in a good and safe state of repair and in cwnpliance wifA aid

s,~atutory requirements and tPse exterior bf any sFruckures an the Premises in gabd and

#anan#ab(e repair,

74.2 the i'rernises Mean and ~dy.

14.3 provfcle and ~nainfain such femparary feitc)ng as the I:aiidtord shall reasanably require for

the exclusion of l~rtaufhorisect persons from the Premises iiuring'the carrying .out of the

Acaommodatifln Works

15 To indemnify the l..an~crtl against all t~rr~ands claimg liabilities actions ~roceetlings costs

expeE-rses and.losses (eXctuding consequeiifial toss) in respecE flf:

777992-006f -Gk~iGcDl'tme-NidArsh+auGnFeoWal[ilWteGe
7YpIY2472 i639 . .
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15,i The us$ ar accapa~ian of the Prem'sses the exeecise of the rights granted fa. tf~e Tenant

under the ~errris Qf fhis Lead fhe carrying auk of the Accornmoclatiort Works or any breach

or ran obseNance by the Tenant of the covenants conditions or oif~er provisions of the

Lease

15,2 Any acE or omissron icy the "Feriant (which shall'include its errzpI~yees seivants agents and

contractors)

Save where to t ie extenf that such deYnarsds c(aiiris liab7~ies actions proceedings casts

.and expenses arise as a resuif of any ac€ of negC~gence orwiiiu3 defauSt on the part of fhe

L,andford ~wiiiah shalt inc3ude ffs .employees .servants agenFs anri cbnira~torsj and

p~nvided atways further that (were this indemr~itj+ implies) the.Landford shat! not:sett[e

a~~st or do ~nyfhing" to cainproinise such action without the prior ~ririifen cosuent of the

Tenant {such consent not ~o be unre~soaabiy withheld o;delayed}

Z6 7o pay and indemnify tire. I..andlorcF against aft costs aad cfisburserierifs reasonably and

properly inc~nred:

16.1 to cbiirie~tior~ wilh or In canteinpi~t~on of the pieparation and service of a vatic3 nofice

uncisr Sect'son 446 or 447 of tote Law of Property Act 1925 or under tote leasehoic3 ,

Property Repairs) AcE 1938 notwithstanding that f4rteifare is. avoided ofheitiYise than by

relief granted by the court

7&.2 to oonriectiaC+ with any action taken by tt~e Landlord in ~efaiioq to a ~sreach of any of the

Tefiant's .abligati~ns under this Lease:

16.3 !n connecGott with or in ion}emplation of the preparation and seriiice.of a schedule of

di~api~ations at any time during the 'term ar within one.morsth of the eatp'xy of the Term as

the sooner deierininat on thereof

`t7 Not tci do anything in or about the Premises tivhich ~o~s#ihites ~ [egaf nuisance br which in

the:reasonahle opinion of the l.ahtRoid may its or be tlte3y to become a nuisance or which

rouses or may cause damage. annayastca or dist~srbance io the Landlord pravidet3 #hat the

use ofiha Premises farfFie Persi-iltted Llse In acxdrdar~ce with the fercns of this Lease shall

hot coirs#ittife a tireaci~i sif this ooven~it

'f8 AE the sari or sooner deferiiii~atior~ of the Tenn yuietTy to yield, up the Riem~ses to the

l.andlord,and within:~ix months ih~refrom (unless Cequired not to do.so by the Laridtor+d) 

+~ss9zmcs-a~,c~~~.-~am~so~ema,uocwo ~~V~L _
xwv~a+z ~s~s
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fa remove from fhe Premises and the i and[ord's F{efained. Land the Tenants Equipment

above ~the.ground leyeJ'or at a :depth of less thin one [rietre below groun8 [edei and to

leave the Premises and tFie lantltord's Etetaineci Land in a safe con~fion tree from

hazardous structures .anti materia3s (~f any) introduced onto. thg Premises and the

Landlord's •fietained ianii by the 7ettarit t(uting the Term anc[ electrically :safe and in

respect of such i~azardous structi+ras arsd materials {t any) incompliance with alt :relevant

"statutory obligations teiatir~q fttereta ~rayided N1at

98.1 fhe Tenant shalE not be under an obCgation io, remove tut°oine bases foundations or

Condirctfirig Media to a Brea#er dept3l tFtan '~A metres hetgw.graund level nor fa grepare

sod for planting;

18.2 fire 7'enank shalE not be obliged Fo remove cir reinstate any roads.

'i8 70 observe thefallowing code ofcanduct;

19.1 rc~'to permit guns #o be taken nn eo the Premises by tna 7i'eoant's employees ~srari<men or

contractors;

1 ~.2 not fo kake dogs on#o the Premises;

99.3 rooftb IeaVe open any gates on Ehe access roads leading tafhe Premises or the landlord's

F2etained Land ur+less such gates ark mantled to prgveriE cinaufhorised access;

t3,4 not to [save .loose tools'ptant equipment or niateriats on the Premises ~t fhe landlord's

Relalned Laid in a tnattnerwfiic3t. may be likely to cause damage io in ury to Livestock;

X5.5 to provide du[ing the pericxi of the Accammod~tion Wnrlfs toilet facil'~€'ies for its ssrvaiiEs

agen#s;empfoyees warianen anc! contrac~ars; .

19.6 not to light any fires on #Pte Premises or the Lar~dlor~l's Retained f_and other than

pfaprietary gas staves.

2G To maintain and not to pollute any waYerc~ur~~s and di8e,~es o~ ~~ Pr~rnise~ anc~ to

control scrub growth.

29 Kot to park.vehlctes p~ or obstrctc~ file Landlord's Retained Land.

~~

17;9g2a061=CJ~rn CoQy IpN=Niddr~hrod9gFadbN dNMitic
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22 To insure the Development against the Insured Risks

22.i "fa its full r¢instafement yafue togetiterwith building casfs (iactuding archifects' surveyors'

and other professiona.~ fees inc[~.tdi~q tine cast of debris removai demolition and site

clearance}.

22.2 Against any pgblic leabifity ~o the suro of. ten million pounds (£40,000,400) for eacft arsd

every claim anti Eo produce to the Landlord a~ the "ienanf's expense evidence aP such

insurance ~nrhen called s~pon to'do so by the Landlord but not more i~ao once in arty period

of 12 calei►ctar months

22.3 Yo comply with all lavrFul regairemerits of the insurers

23 7'0 obseive -and perForrp ffi~. oEiligations on the part of the Generator contained .i'n the

Electricity Supply Agreement

24 'io build a suifabFe crash barrier around the base of iF~e Winn Turbine Fe prevent arty

vehicular impact on the W+nd Turbine

17f9Xt-00D1-Cf~m CoyyLMif-Aiddlea6ta~glFOeaEal6NMvti6
24VN26i2i&3!
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SCHEDULE 4

Laiidlard's Cavenanfs

1 Tha# ffie Tenant paling the Rent and observirtg'ar~il performing the covenanFs 4n tts part

herein+ contained sfiat~ arrd.may ~eaceabfy and quietly hold and enjoy ffze Pramisas during

the Term .wifYiout any disturbance or interriiptian by the Landlord or any peison tawfuli}i

claiming #hraugtr under or in tNst for the Landiocd.

2 t~fot to }~emiit any.free. oc hedge on the Lanc~orcl`s Retained Laud to grow to.a heighf which

would in the Ceasanab►e opinion of fhe Tenant~interfere with obstcttci'or affect fhe free #iow
of wind and air to the wind luriaine. on the Devetoprnent •Area or f8e'wind speed. or wind

.direction aver the- Devetoprrterif Area and if so ragciired by the Tenant fo fe1! w- trirh arty

bees causing or litfely fo cause such obstruction._

3 Not {save as per~r►itted b~fow) to erect buildings ar do anything on the Landlord's Retai►ted
Land 1vFiich niigi~# in the reasonable opinion of the Tenagt infecfere WiEi~'obstruct or. affec#

the free ffaw of wind 'and air to fhe wiiicf turt~ine on. #be Depefopment. Area of t3ze w+nd

speed or wjnc! direcfirin oder:the Devetopr~ienf,4tea br with the'T'enariYs Equipment or the

AccommpdafionlNorks Pravirled Ai►Yays 1`hak

3:'! The Landlord shall be permitted #o constru4t.any bu'(d'mg which does got exceect~ the

_height of the, highest paint of the Riverside Stadium, as at the date of ti~is agreerriertt, on

the OHmei's Retailed Land; and

3.2 The landlord shill be efltttled ;a .carry odt ~ddifions, alterations and ~xtensipns to the

existing faofball sFadiurrt on tiie larsdlori3's Retained Land wifFiout restrictiatt.

fn .either case) without the consent of the Tenant

3.3 Th~ Landtorci §Fall riot d~iring the i'erni construct or install {or ~►ermif another fo cons#n~ct
br install] a wsnd Es~rF~in~ on the (and which is at f#~e daFe of tt~s !.ease within titfe.namber

CE'f42643 _

4 f~fot to interFere with or dame the Tenant's Equipment or Accoinmpda~on Works.

5 Not #~ infesfere ~#h nr ~owiaa9ly' Festaaif o#hers #ss an~rfie~ w~#}~ ;he c+ans3~.rcti~i~

rimaintenance repair and replacement of iheTeriarit's Equlprr►errt.

mso~ooi-crc~,copruo:o_y,;ra~~ao~arC~ie~i,nu.K
2tioP~mutraa ..
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6 i"o take altsteps. to assist the. Tegant to obEain aay amendm@nf to any existing plarsning

permission for fhe peveloptnent and iE sa 'regu~red by the "CenaM to execute ~vithirr fen

days o€tieing segaested to do so any Planning Agreement Yequired in connection wish the

grant of such pferining permission for the 3~ermitfed t3se .(such amaridritenE andlar such

Alarming AgreemenE ha~Rg been previously approved by the Landtorii =such approval

nok to be unreasonably withhe[cf or deiayed~_ and #o use all. reasonable endeavours to

procure ekeaUEion of fhe same 6y ahp mortgagee or chargee of fhe 4andiord

6.1 To use reasdnabte endeavours to and t~ ca-operate with #te 3eriant Yo remedy any

defects in the L.andlnrd's tiREe to fhe Premises.

8.2 That fha E~ndlord is fully sr►ipowe[~ci to grant Ei'i~s Lease wiEi~ fi~R title guarantee.

6.3 To o6tairi th~.cansent fo this !.ease of any superior laridlob rnortg~gee or chargee of'the

Premises.

7 Net. to forfeit this Lease or fo re-enter the.Premises Witho~t:giving at.least (tFrreej months

priorwritten notice io any ti~origagee or chargee of wJiorrt the [.artdtord: has notice and to

wharr+ the 7eRant has charged kF~is Lease 'and to afford :such markgagee oi- chargee

reasonabEe appartu~i#y fo remedy or as n~a~ as ~ioss961e in the circamsgances to remedy

vvit~ n a ieasonabte period from the expiry of such nonce (being not Less ftian [three]

months) the relevant breach or nqn-nb&etvance by Ede Tenant of any of the covenants aK~d

condiEions cbntairted;in this Lease. Provided Always 7FtaF where the breach constifuf¢s.a

failure to pay ten#.the 'periods af. prior written notice and within which tF~e breach is to 6e

~emedp shall in each case be 28 days.

8 Excepf in genera! terms #ot trtarketing purposes io the extent ihaF the 'fenanf has i~een

involved in Ehe installation of a renewable energy soLrce for fhe benefrE of the Landtard,

neither party shalE make,any announcerne~ or other rammunication or permit any such

annaunceir~ent or communication (4vhekher by #heir res~rective praFessioi~al advisors pi

oMeiwise) to anyi third ~aariy concerning tf~e terms of ihi~ Lease (other ti~an to the said

professional advisors who are specifically instructed in connecEion with this Lease)_uniess:

S.9 Such disclosare is required by vi~tcre of any legaE regtiremenE or by .ar~y regula#ory

ati#hori#y; or

~`}`~ ,
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8.2 'the other party has given its prior consent to such disclosure '(such consent nat to be

unYea9onaE+iy withFtelB or delayed} having been given a p~ioc oppari~thity fb rorisider the

carifent Ehe proposed announeement.or dsclpsure

9 blot to exercise br perin'st ot~iers.to exercise spt~c#ir~ r'~hts.on fhe Premises or an the

LandiorcTs Retained Land in such a way'as to inter#ere wit~r or affect the rights granted #o

fha Tenant by this Lease ttse 7enanYs Equipment or ttte ~"e~arzi s use o;'~he Premises and

fie t?evetoprr~entArea

10 To enfer irtio such easements or wayteaves with fhe SysEem Manager in their s1~+5+dard

'terms over the Landlord's ~djaining land as are reasonably required by Elie Tenant for fhe

connecf~on of a power supply to.and connection of the DeveJopinent to the Disfrii7ution

Sysfem ar the giicf aSong such ro~rte's as the Lartslto[d sha11 approue (such app' "rovat cot #o

-be. unreasonatify withheld or delayed} Provided Nways That the ~andlo~d sail be enEided

to rece{ve wayteave ;paymen#S from the Systerrs Manger fn resper,~ of such vvayieave at

fhe rate ordinarily payable by the System Maitagerforwayieaves oF.the type in ques@on

~~~'~vl
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SCHEDULE 5

i4greements and Qecl~atio~ts

!f a# any firtie. ding the Temr of this Lease there sE~a~ be any breach nori-paymerrE or

non-observance by the Tertarrt of any of fhe codenanfs and ctinc~itions captained in this

!.ease fhe Landlord titan at any 6me ttiereat#er require the '~et~ant (Bp noBce in writing

specifying any breach nQn-payment or non-~6servatice) to remedy the same within a

rQasona6te period (being not Less than 8D days save were the breach ss~nsfifates a

failure to pay rent when the period steal! be 28 days) failing which fhe Laridlor8 may

(sub}ect fo first corn~i~ying with the cbve~anis in paragraph 9 afi 5c~edufe 4) re-spier .the

Premises or any part thereof in 4he name of the whole and fheteupon #his demise shalt

a6seluEety cease and ~ietertnin~ but wi#hout. prejudjee to any rights and remetiias of the

lai~dlo~d in respecE of any antecedent breach. by the. Tenant tsf any of the covenar►#s
conhaneci in Ehis'Lease.

2 .Unless this !.ease provides otherwise all, written notices fa be serve6 ~y either party on the

other pursuant td the provisions of this Lease shalt be delivered icy hand or seat by

recorded delivery in tFre case of rtokices frani the Tenant on the Landlord fa the Lanctlard's

address as spe~ifed in the definition of the parties to this Lease and in the' case of notices.

frQtn, t4s Landlord to fhe Tenant adtlresseci fo 3fie Tenant at its registered office fog the

time being or in ether case such outer person and address as may b~ notified. in writing by

the pdzties from time to Sme_

3 Unless the parties oEherwise. agree or provision is othervuise made in tYiis Lease:

3.`E In tine event of a ~spute or claim arising oi~# of or re]atirsg to this Lease the parties will

at~ampt ~ goad faith to resolve such dspdt~ or r.~aEm promptly wi#hin 34 days tFrrough,

negotiations 6e(ween the representatives of'the pai~ies wt~o F+ave authotit~r to settle iris

dispute;

3.2 1f the matter is not resoiued khrough negotia#ic±ns the..parties tnril[ attempt in goad faRh to

.resolve the dispute or claim ~rougf~ an Alternative Dispizke ResaCution {"ADR~ procedure

as recornsraend~d to the ~~ies ~y the ~et~tSe for Efiectpve.Dispra#e~t?eSaluts`t~n:

3.3 Unless extended 6y agreement of the parti8s if the matter has ciat been resoiveci by an
ADR procedure within 28 days of the mitiatiort of such procedure or i~ either party will ncit
participate in ai~~Af]I2 proceclur~ the ~sprtte'may be referred to arbi#ratio~a to be carved

out in aceordaRce vnlh the following prtivisior~s

J~Y'~t _
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3.4 ARy disp~ite or difference arising under the terms of this Lease ~d not resolved asset out

aboue shaSl be sutsmiited tor. determination by an independent a~bitrafor {"an Arh"rtraio~'}

3_~ If the patties are vriable fo agree on 'an Acb~rator wit~ir~ 7 days of either•party serving

" details of a suggested candidate on the other either. par{jl sha{! fhen be entikl~d eq reques#,

Cite Pres[dent of the Rd}rat lrEstitufion' of Cfi~arte[ed SCirreyors ("the President's to app"oirit

an Arbitrator with suitable experience in respect of.the maEte~ requiring deferrr~uiaiion

3.6 1'{ze Arbi6~a#ot.sE~ap conduct the ar~ritration ~n accordance with the Arb~rraation Act 9996 anc3

giVs a wr'~ifen decision bn the tttafter referred to biro yuithin a ma~timum Qf twa rnanths of

the tna4tet being inferred to him

3.7 Ef the Arbitrator' dies or becomes urnvillirx,} or ?ncapa~te of .aofing nr faits #o deliver a

decisions within fhe time required by Phis clause sinter party may -a~~ly Eo the Presideh# to

discharge the Ari~itrator and {o appoint a reptaceme~e Arbitrata~witii the regUirect expertise

_and the prauisions of this clause sha11 apply in relation to such new ArbitraFor as iF tZe were

the first Arb"itrator appbinted

3.8 Th,e parties are en3'~lled to .make submissions. to tine ArbiYrafor and intilE prdvFde the

Arbitrator with such ass[sfance and documentation ss the Arbitrator reasoirabiy requires

far the purpose of reaching a decision

•3,9 Each party Shal!'sup~ly each other wit~i atf reasonable prornp~ess alI information. and give

eact~i other access to atl clodumenta#ion as the other party reasonably re~'ires to ma3~e a

submission under this cause

,3.10 The.P,r6ft~afor shall act as an fvbikratot and not as an ezped and his wren.@ecisiori an

'the matters reEerrecl to hirri stsall be tinat and binding in the absence' of mani~esf error or

fraud

3.17 Each parry shall kiear'its own :costs in ieta~on to the reference to the Arbitrator and the

AtbiErator's flees and .any costs proper3y incurred by him in arriving at -his ifeteizhina#ion

(including the. tees and costs .of any advisors appointed by the Arbitrator) stroll tie borne

by the p~~ties equally or iri. such other proportions as ttie Aifiittatoi snali direct

3:'I2 The_Tenant may .eiermfne this Lease.on giving to the Landlord not tess~than six.monEhs

written notice at any tune atfer.the t~ven~eEh. anniversary of the' date o€this Lease provided

that ariy such nofice.wilt .only take effect i~ tiir'thin suci~ six. month. periotl any mottgagee or

charger, of 4vliors~ the Larid[o~d has noEics setves.on the landlord wrfiters consent to tf~a

ferinPnaUon of this Lease artd provided f►irther that any such deterzainatlon shalt bs without
{prejudice #a either the continuing obligation of !ha Tenant fo comply with its obligations,in

relaiiori #o re6pstatem2rs# slefa~ed 9rs ~cheduI€ 3 or fv any ar~t~~edent txeach of rabllgatian

{ijr eRher j~ariy of its obkgations under the teinis of thls Lease.
.~ .
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4 The Landlord sfrall have no interest in or.awnership of the TenanCs Equipinenf and alf

Tenant's Egwipmeht shall remain fire property of tha 7er+ant and t►3ay be reinaved fro t[ie

Premises at any time.

5 Nothing contained 1n this Lease snap imply or warran# that the Premises may twhe7her

corder st~tite ar o#heriivise) be used for the Permuted Use. or that the roads or cracks

leading to Elie Premises are ft ;far tha Tenant"s use of them in connection with the rights

grar~ied to the ̀Cenant jn this, Lease.

8 If either party is preven#ed (or any period of time.frorn perForming its obligations ~nder'fhis

.#.ease by season of Force Majeure that party sfialt no# be in preach of such ob[igafians far

so long as and to the extent ti~aE such reasons sl~aU subsist.

7 'the Teflant shat! clot 6e (cable for any breach of the 7enatii's c~YenanFs and IiahiliEies

eontaEned in this Lease arising after the date upon which it has completed titre va1'sd

'assignment of this Lease_

$ 7his Lease shall be goYep7ec3. by the laws 4~ ~ngtand and INates.

9 Each of the provisions, of this. Lease is sev~rabfe and distirset froth the offers and if at,any

time orie ar more of such ~rrovisiaris is qr becomes inuaCid illegal or unenforceable the

vatid'ifp of'the remaining provisions hereof shall, not in any way be affet~ed ar ir~ipa~~ed

#hereby.

1D The acyuisiEion of a~ or-any part of the Tenant's ir~te~st in the F~remises by any person

body or +~mpany through foredosure or other j~djcia4 or non ju~cial proceedings a~ the

nature thereof sha1S not require #h~ consent of the Eartdto[d or constit~rte a breach ofi any

provision or default under ttvs Lease ant! upon such acqui~iGon assignment or

ctinveyanae the landlord shall recognise such person lady ar company as the Tenant's

proper successor provided.fhaf such person body or company agrees in writ~g to the

terms ofithis Lease.

11 For the avoidance of doabf aEJ income #rom the sale of electricity generated on the

Ptemises shag belong exclusively fa the Ti errant.

'i2 'fhe'f'enariE shat[ be liable for and shall iRdernni€p the tanottord'against ony Enviranrnentaf

~Ia4~lity ar~s9ng as a coa~seque~ice o6:

~~-
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121, Any cantaminatic~n on in under or einanatir~q frorri the Premises resulfit~g from any

Hazardous lNater"iaE 6rogqFrt onto the sa~iie bg the 'F"eirant (~cfuding' [ts enipioyees

seivanfs ~r agents) d~r~ng the 7emr and

f 2.~ Any breach of Env~ron. mer)ta1 Raw, tay the Tenant its empfgyees or agents daring tfie Term

'12.3 Any contamination rr~igra4~g as a reSuft of the Tenant's actitities under the teams of this

Lease

9~.d Any contamination on iti under or emanating from the Premises orft~e Landlord's Refained

Land (whether or ns~f presenE at. fhe daEe of this'tease) where .and to the e3cte~ only That

such contam'[nafion is released. or diste~rt~ed by the 'Penant its .employees servarrfs or

ants

For the aVoiclance of doubt it is hereby agreed and declared that tFie 7'enanf shall (save to the

extent specified above} have no tiabfliiy (whefher to the l~itdlorc{ br otherwise} in respe~# of any

conta►►~inafion or EnvironmeMat Liahilifyexistittg.at ti'~e date of Phis Lease

i3 it is not infendeii ihaE any third party should have the right to enforce any pravisio~ of this

Lease pursuant to the Cantrac€s {Rights of Thud Parties Act 1999.

'i4 The Larscllord recognises iha~ the '~enanfi may wish to finance or refinance its investment

in the pevetopment through limited -recourse_ ar Daher financing in the commercial bank

detit acid or capika( markets erica that the entering into or e ar more dir~'ct artangeme~its (by

which There is given to the'prbViders of such debt firiastce orth~ir agent fwminea o~#rustee

C'Ehe Debt Providets'~ a righ# Ifl step in tb an8lar to procure as assigomerrt or other

~ransferof the Tenant's rights and obl~gations ur►derthis Lease) may be'a pre coridi49on to
Ehe`prouision of sum debt finance by the fJekf ~'rovidets.

'14.9 The Landlord .undertakes to tis~ alt reasonable endeavours wrtliout delay to enter into a

direct Sgreemenf ttitfil any such Debt i'raviders the ̀Fenant and ar~y o3het relevant party. in

respebt oFthis Lease in sucx► form as the Tenant .{acting reasonabty~ snail require. and the
landlord sha11 approve (serch approval noE to be unreasonab{y withheld or detayec~y.

94.2 The LandEord reco~ises that :in entering' into any duct agreeinent it wi4f have to grant

certain rights fo any Dent Providers ir►clyd ng a right to step~in within a s~oec~fed period
anpl/er a ~ighY tc, prac~nr~ ~iiak 4t~~ l'ert~nCs ~ight~ and o6P~,gations under this Lease are

~`(l+~
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assumed, (!>y way. ofi asssgnment or such other transfers as may See appropriate} by

another person iri cer#ain specified circumstances,

14.3 The Tenant shat! reimburse fhe Landiard fnr alt costs reasonably artd propsdy inctarred by

the Landlord in coinptping with its obligations under this par~graph 73.

1& 3tze Tenant shaft Have no liabliiy under Phis Lease for any ec~namic Toss or consequenf'ral

Toss resulting from any performance ndn pesfdrriiartee act omission dr breach.

16 'the liabii'~+ of the Tenant fo the Landlord for any breacY► of fhe '~"enanPs nor,-in~netary
obfigaEions under fY~is lease shall {save_ where and to the extent that such iia3iilifj/ is fhe

subJect df lnsurance:cover gursuant to a. poGey of insurance effected by or for ttte Benefit

of the Tsnar~t? nat eXceecl the cornbiried totak siirn of the Premium together w"sth file rent

which is fibth ,-paid and payable cand2r the Lease and the +value of the elecf~icit}/ bath

supplied aril to be supplied to the Landlord by khe Tenan#under the E_ease {incitsdng any

payment made or to 8e made to f3~e Landtfltd Wider garagrapfi 4 ofschedute $) and tf~e

parties shat! act in good fait~i fo agree ttre values for rent anei any payments fp he paid and

elecErfciEy fo be suppl'c~cl duricig the r8mainir~q period ofihe'I"erin w3ter2 such calculation is

necessary aricE iri the'event thAt the parties are unable to agree any such valsie'the matter

sfr~p 6e referred. #or de#ermtna~en pursuant to paragraph 3 of schedule 5 ~, ~(-~~
._~~
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SCHEDULE 6

The Accomxnada~ion Works

i Fencing the P[emises'and Tenants Equipmen# and other fenang necessary to aElaw the

Perrr+itted 1Jse.

2 Installation of Concluding Media and associated equipment fo connect fhe Development.to

9ha eteetricify substation shoi~vii cataurad yaflow. on the Plan.

3 The construction and'widening of accEsses fa and frarri fhe Premise~ the Deaetopinent

Area and the Lartdford'sN,etained Land and forthe Permi[ted Use.

4 The consfrucf'son of tempatary s#orage aria. not..exceedin~ 20Q0 square raet~es in area

necessary for the Devei~pmenE and tine Pe~rnitYed Ilse in such loca#ton as [he Landlord

shat! reasonably agproVe such apprpval pot Fb bs u~reasohably wiEhhetd or decayed).

5 Con'slrtii~ion itistatlatiait repair laying riiaintenance replacement and renewal of ti~a

' Tenant's Equipment iR such [ocaFian as t{7e Landlord shalE reasonably approve :(such

approval not. to be ynreasanabfy wit~heid ar delayed} including withoeat prejudice to the

general"~fy of the foregoing the cons#tuctiort and Laying pf foundations for a wind i~rbine'Fo~

the Deveiopmer►f and tt►e Permitted use.

6 P,ny other works necessary or desirable far tt~e 1?eveto~merit and {he Pemii#Eed Use. I!„`
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SCHEbl7lE 7

Rent

jNB: Rental payments f6 commence urn competit7on of commissioning of tine tiurbine

which will be no later (hest i2 months from the execution of the Lease]

i !n Schedule 7:

1:1 '"Accounting Yeaw' ra~ans the year corrimencit~q on the Commissioning Date or eaoh

anniversary of the Comrr►issioning Crate (as appropriate),

'1.2 "Acaountigg Year ,Er~d" means in every year tt~~ day before the ~nniVersary of the

Commissianirtg pate.,

Z.3 'Base Figure" means the figure fos #he, index for t€~e trtarttt~ rn which .Eiiis Lease was

entered into

1.4 "CaEiacify (tent" means for each AcC.oun#ing 'fear, the Capacity RenE shall itiCrease with f

the current late of inflat~oh for each accounting year, as foRbws:

1.4_i during year's '1 to 5 (inclusive} of the Term the surri o~ ff#y thousand pounds

£39.000 per ar►r~um

1.4.2 during years 6 to 'i0: Inclusive} of the Term the sum of fi,[fy fhousan~ ~otmds

£5Q,OD0. per annum

1.4.8 during years 71 to '!5 ~nciusiVe) of ttie Term, tYie sure ofi fifty thousand pa~nds

£50,OOgperanrium

1.4.4 during .years 'i6 fo 20 jinclusive) of the Term the seat bf fifty tholrsand poarids

£50,400 per annum

7.4.5 during years 24 fo 28 (i~clusNe) o~ the Term the sum of fifty fhousarxl ~gounds

£50,{3fl0 per annum

'!.5 "ls~deX' rr~ean5 the all hems index of reka~ pries ,publisfie8 trorp dime 'to tirrie by the UK

Government dr Cf this index ceases to be publiskied)-such otizer index as the pa~ies may

J~I~~'~
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agree and Jn default of agreerioant Ynay be deEerrnided in ac,~ordatice with paragraph S of

schedule's

1.6 "t2evieNt [Iat~" means eyery'anniversary of the date of this Lease throughout the tenri anii

"Review Date means any of the review dates

'i.7 Wi#h effect from fhe date of thss Lease the Tenant shalt ,pay fa the l.aridtord the Capacity

Rent

i.~ The sums due to the Landtortl shalt b~-paid quarterly ir+ advaric~ oiz the usaal qua~fer days

anal apporiioned fn respect of any period less Bran a gitaiter.

'f.9 iNifhin four weeks of the end'of each Accounting Fear End the tenant shat! pay to the

Langford'a sum aqua! t4'the amoun# {if anyj by whici~, tne, F;efitnd i'aymen} for that.year

exceeds the Ca}~acify Rent paid fo the Lancltord for suc^fs year•

'i.iU The Capacity Rent.shaiE be reviewed an eacPz F2evieW Rafe tb f3►e greater of the figure
being paid immediately priar.to suci~ Revieuv pate and such fgure increased by the same

proparffo» as the figure far file Index foffhe mos~tii fi~ree rrionths pr'ror to the Fieiriew Date

bears to the figure for tite Index far the last preceding Review D,a#e ar (in itte case of the
t~rct Raviaw hate ~r~lv) the base Fiaure:

,~ti~.. .
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EXECIITEt} as a,pEECt by
the Tenant

acting by iwa directciis or
a drector and ifs secretary

n;sxn~aaati -ci~.eo~rt~,.-Rrauev~n wawa ~~woK
z,~mno,z~s~
t9(37W~1_i0

5 ~ F
~ (~ i s

Director / ~ '1~~~~ • ~.

DirectodSecretary ~ - ~~j̀ Z~'~.,V_
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i
1. ~~ ..~ .,.tll .

~'

Dated 7 ~ ~° ~~~ ~~~ ~0~ 3

Energ}~ Supply Agreement rela#ing to

R~~erside Stadium ~1lliddlesbrough Cleveland

v~vw faonddickinson,carr~

~mpow~ring Wind MFC Limned artd

fVIidc!l~sbrough Football and Athlete Company X1988} Limited
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THIS AGR~EM~tVT dated ~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~ is made BETWEEN:-

(1} EMPOWERING WIND MFG LIMITED (CN 08369504) v~hose registered otfrce is ai 3 d̀ Ffoor, 277-281

O:cford Street, London W1 C 2DL (the "Generator"); and

(2} MIDDLESBROUGH FO07'BALL & ATHLEflC Cf~MPANY i'l986} LfM{7ED {C~t 01947851? whose

regfster~ed office is at Riverside StadPum, Middlesbrough, Cleveland TS3 6RS (the "Company").

BACKGROUfV~:-

{A} The Generator is proposing to irsstaA the ~quipm~n# at the Property under the terms of the Lease.

{B} The Generator shat! provide fhe Company with Energy up to the Agreed output on fhe terms and

conditions of this Agreement.

IT !S AGREED AS ~OLLQWS:-

9 . IN7~RPRETA'f[ON

1.1 Definitions

In this Agreement each of the following shall, unless other+nrise stated, have the fo(fowing

meanings:-

"Acr' means the ElectricityAet 'I989 as amended from time fo time;

"Actual Consumption" means the actwal volume of elecfriciiy generate8 by the Equipment

which is faken by the Company as calculated using measurements

#aken using the Metering Qafa;'

"Agreed Output' means a maximum output of 15DOMWh of electric4ty per annum v~rhich

is to be supplied #ree of charge to the Company of Riverside Stadium

each year whilst any power supplied oar and above 15QOMWh is sold

to the Company or its successor in title to Riverside Stadium at the

agreed rate of £0.08251KV►Ih;

°Authority" means the Gas and Electricity Markets Authority and includes #h~

Office of Gas and Electricity Markets (°Ofgerr~") established ender the

tJfiiit{es Act 2~70a ar any successor from time fo time having

responsibility at iaw far the impl~menfation and adminlsfration of the

Feed-In Tariff and accredited renewable energy schemes;

"Base figure" means the figure for the Index far June 2D13;

`.`Business bay" means a day (other than a Saturday} on which banks are open far

i This is expressed in this way as 1 presume that the Meterwill measure the amauntof electric~ly exporEed to the grid by the Equipment

and the amount Irnponed by the C3ub butwlll notacfualty measure the amounFwhich the Club take from the Equipment This v~iA need to

6e calcufatec4 by measuring the amount iFeleotriclty the Ec{ulpment produces less the amount that Is exporked.

7
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}

business in England and Wales;

"Commissioning means the date of the satisfac4ory completion of such procedures and

Qate" Pests as from time fo time constitute usual indusfry standards and

practices to demonstrate That the Equipment is capable of cammercia!

operation far the purposes of this Agreement includ9ng passEng any

regulatory and statutory requirements •necessary far the

commencement of commercial operations and "Commissioned" and

"Camm~ssivning" sha!( be construed accordingly;

"Connection means the agreement entered info by the Gener2tor and the Loyal

AgresmenY' Disfributar, providing for the conn~cfion of Ehe Equipment to the

distribukion system of the Local Qistribufflr;

"ConEract Term" means the period from the date of #his Agreement until {and including)

the earlier to occur of:

(a} twenty {20) years from the Commissioning Date; or

(b) the date of termination of the Contract Term pursuant to

clause 7;

"Energy" means the electrfca! energy (expressed in kWh} generated by the

Equipment, other #hen any such electrical energy cflnsumed by the

Equipment in connection with its aperafirrn and maintenance;

"Equipment" means the wind furbine and associa#ed equipment insfalted or ko be

installed a# the Property;

"Farce Majeure" means in respect of any party any event or circumstance which is

beyond the reasonable contra! of such party and which results in ar

causes the failure of that party to perform any of its obligations under

this Agreement;

"Index` means the all items index of retail prices publishers from time to time by

the tJ9~ ~overnme~nt ~r (if such index cases to be pubfish~d) such

other index as the parties may agree and in default of agreement may

be determined in accordance with paragraph 3 of Schedule 5 of tt~e

i.ease;

"lnsol~ency Event" includes the foUowirtg events in respect of it~e party concerned;

(a} passing a resolution for the party's winding-up (other than for

. the purpose of and followed by a sfllvent reconstr~cfion ar

amalgamation) ~r summoning a meeting to pass any such

resolution; or

(~) the party having a petition for awinding-up order presented

z
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against it; or

(c) any s#ep Is taken to appoint an adrninistra#or in relation to the

party; ar

(~} a receiver, adminisfrative rsc~iver, receiver and manager or

similar officer being appainfed by any person of all or any park

of the party's property, assets ar undertaking; or

{eJ~ the party making a pro~osaf far a voluntary arrangement as

defined in sect~an -I of the lnso(vency Act 1986; or

{f) the party entering info any afher arrangement wi#h Sts creditors

or any of them; or

(g) ta3cing or suffering any other action in consequence of debt

inchding, without limitation, giving nafice to its creditors or any

of them that it has suspended or is about io suspend payment;

o'r

(h) the party being unable to pay ifs debEs for the purposes of

section 123 of the Insolvency Acf ~9$S in sub section 723{1)(a}

thereof or any distress, execufion or other process being levied

uFon the whole or a substantial part of the party's assets; or

{i) a proposal or threat ~o do any of the above aots or things being

mach; or an event analogous 10 Ehe aforesaid occurring in

uvhatever j+~risdiction;

"kWh" means kilowatt hs~ur;

"Lease" means the lease dated 17 June 2093 granted #o the Generator by the

Cam pony avar the Property;

"Local Distributor" means any person who is auihnrised by a licence under Section 6(~i)(c~

of the Act ko distribute e(ectriciEy and whose standard candifions in

Section C (in whoPe or in part} of its licence have effect in respect of the

geographic area within wi~ich the ProperEy is located;

"Metering Da#a" means the asrEount of energy recorded by the M$teTing Equipment

used io measure the kWh provided by the Generator to the Company

under this Agreement;

"Metering Equipment° means meters, metering equlprnent, infrastructure and measuring

transformers (both voltage, current and combination units} and any

other measuring equipment at the Meter Paint;

"Meter Point" means tF,e metering configuration that measures the Agreed Output

3
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and the A~~ual Consump#ian;

"mWh" means megawatt hour;

"Property" means the property described in the Schedule;

~`

r

r

"Prudent Operafing means practices, methods and procedures which are or should be

Practice" ~ adopted at fhe relevanf time by a person exercising in the general

conduct of its undertaking that riegree of judgment, skill, diligence,

prudence and foresight which would ordinarily and reasa~ably be

expected frarn a skilled and experienced operator engaged fn the

business of devefaping and operating an electricity generating pant {of

the same o~ similar type as the Equipment) lawf'u~ly, in accordance with

al{ applicable safety and environrrtenfal regulations and the capability

afi such plant and under the same ar similar circumstances and

candi#ions;

"Refund Power" rrteans the difference measured in mWh of Energy between tine Agreed

Output and the Actual Consumption;

"Renewables means all current and future renewables benefits associated with the

Benefits" availability, capacity and generation of elecEricify firom the Equipment

including without limitation Fhose relating to accredits#ion of the

Equipment under the Feed-ln Tariff Scheme;

"Review Date" means '17 June in each year during the Coniract Term;

"Riverside 5taolium" the land and buildings registered at the Land Regiskry under title

number CE142649;

"Start Date" means the date the candifians preeederrt in clause 2 are satisfied;

"Year" me~r~s each year of this Agreerraen# commencing an ~i~e Start Date.

1.2 Mterpretation

fn this Agreement unless the con#axt othenivise requires:

1.2.1 the singular includes the Mural and vice versa;

9.2.2 headings and the use of bold fypefiace shall be for convenience only and shall not affect

the inEerpretation gar construction otthis Agreement;

~i .~.3 references to any enactment or statutory pravis9on sha{! inetude references to such

enactment or statutory provision as it may, a#ter the date of this Agreement, from time to

time be amended, supptement~d ar re-enacted; and

1.2.4 a reference fo a clause or Schedule is, unless indicated to the contrary, a reference to a

cause or schedule fo this Agreement.

~.
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1

2. C~JMMEhi~ElyIIEHT AND TERM

2.'( Term
i

The provisions of phis Agresmer+t other than clauses 3.4 - 3.3 and 4 shall be efFective from ft~a ~

dale of this Agreement anc! shall continue in full farce and effeot until the end of fhe Contract ~

Term. Clauses 3.'E - 3,~ and 4 shalt commence o~ (and be conditions! an) the satisfaction in full

of the fvlfawing conditions precedent and shall continue thereafter in full force and effect during {

fhe Confracf Term:- t

2.1.1 the occurrence of Commissioning; and ~

2,1.2 fhe Generafor entering into a Connection Agreement in respect ~ fhe Equipment.

2.2 Sarvivai of Provisions ~

Terminafian or expiry of this Agreement shop na# effect any rigF~fs ar obligations which may have ,

accrued prier to termination, including any in respect of antecedent breaches, and the abligatians ~

of either party which are expressed to survive termination ar to fake efFect on termination shall

continue in ful] farce and effect notwithstanding fermination of this Agreement, ~

3. OF'~RATIdN U~ THE FACILITY

3.'i Entitlement Eo Aareed Qutput !
r

3,1.1 Tine Generator hereby agrees to deliver energy each Year of the Contract Term to the

Company and the Company i~ereby accepts the supply of such Energy. Energy up to a

maximum of the Agreed Output. The Actual ~onsurrrption taken by the Company up to

'l500 MUVh per anum shall be provided free of charge in consideration of the Company

teasing the 1'raperty fo the Generator. __ -

3.9.2 Where the Aatua! Consumption in any given year is Less than the Agreed Dutput the

Generator steal! pay fa the Company a payment calculated in aca4rdance with

paragraph 4 of Schedule 3 of the Lease.

3.1.3 The parties fo this Agreement acknowiedga and ogres that the righ#s granted to the

Company under clause 3.1,9 dv ns~t 'sncl~Jd~ any r9gh# saf the ~ampany ~o claim the

Renewables Benefits relating to the ~quiprnenf and ibis remains the sole properEy of the

Generator.

3.3.4 Other than as set out above, the Generator shah be errtifled to retain all revenue relating

to the sale of Refund Power (whether by way of tf~e export Feed~ln Tariff or ~fherwise).

3.1.5 Energy supplEed by the Generator to the Company over and above the geed ~utpuf in

any year will be supplied by the Generator to the Company of [he rate of £0.0825 per

KWh. This rate shad be reviewed on each Review Dake tc~ fie greater of the figure

being paid immediately prior to such Review Date and such figure increased by the

same proporfion as the frgure for the Index for the monEh three months prior to the

5
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Review Date bears to the figure for the Index fior fhe Last preceding Review Date or (in

the case ~f the #first Review Date only) the Base Figure.

3.2 Pru~ien~ OperatinG Practice

The Generator confirms that it will operaEe the Equipmenf during the Contract Term in accordance

with Prudent Opera#ing Practice.

3.3 ~Io Interest in Equipment

The Company sf~ali have no rights ar powers or liabilities regarding the operation, maintenance or

repair of the Equipment other than as expressly prov+ded by this ~reemeni or the Lease (as

applicable).

3.4 Commissianina

3.4.9 The Generator shall ensure the Sfarf Date is wifhfn twelve ('12) months of the date crf

this Agreement.

x.4.2 !n the evert the Generator fails to achieve the Start Date within twelve (12} months of

the date of this Agreement the generator shall pay to the Company £0.08 for kUVh of

electricity consumed by the Company at the Property un#il the Start safe. Such fee

shalt be index linked to the detail Price Index and if the Stark Date is after the first

annivarsa~y afi the dates of this Agreement such fee sha11 increase each year or any

subsequent anniversary by the percentage increase in the Retail Price index aver the

previous year's figure.

4. I~IVUiCIf~G A~iQ PAYMENT

4.1 Accounts and Bitlin~

4.1.1 Tf~e Generator shall, wi#hin 'i5 Business Days of the end of each Year, prepare and

submit to the Company a statement of Actual Consumption and Refund Power (ft any)

for fiat Year together wish a statement setting out details of all sums due (if any) i~

respect of the Refund Power to the Company frs~m the Generator under this Agreement.

4.1.2 Un receipt of such statement in accordance with clause 4.1.1, the Company shall issue

an invo9ce for the sums due in respect of the Refund Power.

4.1-.3 UUhere the Actual Consumption has been estima#ed far any Year anti more accurate

da#a becomes available later during the Contract Term, the new invoice faffowing

receipt of such data, shall be~adjusted to take account of any Actual Consumption as

previously estimaFed In a previous Year.

4.2 Payment

The Generator shat[ pay all such sums due to the Company under clause 4.1 no later than:

[~

~.~
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4.2.1 2D Business Days after the end of the Yeah in which the Refund Power was generated;

and

4.2.2 20 Bus9ness Clays after receipt ofi the statement and invoice,

whichever is the earlier, by direct transfer to the bank accounf of the Cam~any witi~ such fink as

the Company may tram #ime to Time nofify to the Generator a by such other arrangements as the

parties may agree.

Tha Company shat! pay al! such sums due #a the Generator under clause 3,1.5 on the same basis

as defined in this clause 4.2 above and clause 4.3 below.

4.3 VAT

The sums expressed fo be due and payable by the Generator under this Agreement are exclusive

of VAT (or any other tax in substitution therefor or in addition thereto} and the Generator shalt, in

addition to such sums, pay to the Company V~iT (or any other tax in substitution therefore or in

addition thereto) at the rats for the time being and from time fo time properly payable, in respect

of any payment falling fa be made under this Agreement.

~-.4 ]nter~s# i

Any amount properly due and payable by the Generator pursuant to this Agreement and

remaining unpaid of the expiry of the refevanf period for payment sf~air bear interest thereafter,

such interest to accrue from tlay to day and to be compounded uvith monthly rests at a rate equal

to 3°lo above the base lending rate of Barclays Bank ptc for the Eirne being and from trine to #ime,

from (but excluding) the date of expiry of sucE~ period un#if {but excluding} the date upon which the

amount due is actually received 6y the Company.

5. lUl ETERING

5.4 Meterin_c~Equinment

The Company shall appoint an independent, recognised meter operator wino steal] rnairrtalr~,

operate and inspect the Mitering Equipme~f pan behalf of the Company. The Company shall

notify the Generator o~ the name and contac# details of the current meter operator at alb times_

The ~ampa~y shall from time to fBrrae and ~ar~ reasvr~able notice ar~d riar~ng normal 5usin~ss hours

allow the Generator's meter operator access #o the l~letering Equ~pmen# to verify the proper

operation of that equipment.

5.2 Metering aka

5.x.1 The Company shaA provide the Generator with such Metering Data as its meter

operator provides fa it.

Z The reconciliation will need to be annual as it is on[y at thug point that it will be know what t]re surplus output is.

7
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5.2.2 The Generator shall infiorm the Company as soar as reasonably practicatale of any

inaccuracies in Mefering Data identified by the Generator and tf~e Company shall Inform

the meter operator. !n the event o1' a dispute an Ntetering Data, the Generator shall

inform the Company of such dispuEe within 3g Business Days of ifs discovery, the

Company shall follow the process set ovt in the Company`s B1BC~t'tGlty supply

agreement.

5.2,3 tf infflrma#eon upon which any account is Iaased is discovered ko be inaccura#e or

incomplete in any respect, the ~enerafor shall rrtake such adjustment to i#s output data

as may be necessa~+ as soon as practicable.

~r 6. Ff~RCE MAJEURE

r
9 Neither party shall be in breach of this Agreement, or otherwise liable to the other, by reason of any delay

in performance, or nr~n-per(ormar~ce of any of its obligations due fo an event of Farce MajeUre.

7. 'iERMINATIOK

The Company may by na~ice fo the Generator forthwith terminate the Cc~ni~acf Term if:

7.7 the Generator fails fo pay {other than by inaduertent error in funds transmission whici~ is

discovered by the Company or, nofrfied to the Co►npany and corrected within 5 Business Days of
such notification) any amount due from it pursuant to tine terrtts of this Agreamenf anc4 suef~

default is unremedied ak the expiry of the period 15 Business Days ~mmediatefy following receipt

by the Generator of written notice from the Company of such non-payment;

7.2 the Generator is in material breach of its obliga#ions under tfiis 1~greement arsd such breach is

continuing arcd such breach is remediable, or, if incapable of rerrtedy, remains unremedied after

the expiry of 15 Business Days following the giving of written notice by the Company requiring the

Generator fo discontinue or remedy its material breach;

7.3 either party is subject fia an fnso(vency Eveni; or

~` 7.4 the Lease ~s terminated or expires fQr whatever reason.

S. CONFiDEP1TIALITY

8,1 General Restriction

Subject to the exce~fions provided in clause 8.2, neither party shall, aE any time prior to or within 2

years after the termination ar expiry of this Ag~e~ement, withau# the prior written consent of the

other, divulge or se,iffer or permiE its officers, empbyees, agents or sub-c~nfractors fo divulge fo

any person {other than ~ta any of its or their respec#ive officers or employees who require the

same to enable them properly to carry ou# their riuties) any of the can}enfs of this Agreement or

any cc~mmerciafl~ confidential information relating to the negat~ations concerning the same ar any

cammercialiy confdenfial information which may come fo a pa~'ty's knowledge in the course ofi

such negotiation ar otherwise concerning the aperakions, contracts, commercial or financial

arrangements or affairs of the other party.
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8.2 ~xce~tions

`ihe restrictions imposed by cause 8.1 shat! nat apply to fhe disclosure of any information:

8.2.1 which naw or hereai~er comes info the public doirraln otherwfs~ than as a result of a

hreacf~ of an undertaking of co~dentiaiify ar which is abfaina8le with no more than

reasonable diligence from sources other than the parties to this Agreement;

8.2.2 which is required by law fo be disclosed to any person who is authorises! by !aw to

receive the same;

8.2.3 which is required to be disclosed by the regula#ions of any recognised exchange upon

which the share ~eapifal of the party making the disclosure is or is proposed to be from

time fo time lis#ed or dealt in;

8.2.4 to a court, arbitrator or adminisha#ive tribunal in the course of proceedings before it fo

which the disclosing party is a party;

8.2.5 4o any consultants, banks or professional advisers of the dEsolosing party, provided

enforceable undertakings to observe the same restrictions on the use of the relevant

mfarrnation as are contained in this clause 8.2 have been ob#ained prior to such

disclosure; or

8.2.E from any party to any instrument or agency of Government or the European Union

having jurisdiction in raspeef of inter-s#ate commerce, competition ar energy.

9. MISCELiJ~NEC7US

9.9 N~ other Repre~sea~ation

Each party confirms that, except as provided in this Agreement and without prejudice to any

liabli'rFy far fraudulent rnisrepresenta#ion, neither party has relied on any rapresentation or

warranty ar ur~derfaking which is not contained in the Agreement or any document referred to in i#

or which was mada by tF~e other party who is na# a party #o this Agreeanent ~r~d ~sa#her party shall

have any remedy in respect of misrepr+~sentation or Untrue statement made by the other party

{whether innocently or negligently} unless and to the exteni tF~at a claim lies in respect of any

express repressntatPon or w~rran~y or ~nd~rFaki3~~ which !s aar~tained ira tY~i~ Agreement.

9.2 No#ices

9.2.1 Any notice, approval, consent or other communication to ~ given by one par€y to the

other under, ar in connection with the matters contemplated by, this Agreament shall be

addressed fa the recipient and sent to the addre$s or facsimile number of such other

party given in the Schedule for the purpose and marked for the atfenfion of the person

sa given or to suci7 other address andlor facsimile number and/or.marked for such other

attention as such other party may from time to time specify by written notice given ih

accordance with this clause #o the party giving the relevant no#ice ar cnrnmunication to

it.

0
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9.22 Any notice or other communication to be given by any par#y fa the afher, or in

connection with tie mat#ers confempiated by, this Agreement shall be in writing and

shall be given by letter delivered by hand or sent by firs# class prepaid post or facsimile,

and shall be de~mec! fo have been receiver!:

(a) in the ease of delivery by hand, when tle(ivered; or

(b] in the case of first class prepaid posf, on the second day fo[lawing the day of

posing; or

(c} in Ehe case of facsimile, on acknowledgement of fire addressee's facsirr~ile

receiving equipmsnf (where such aeknowledgemenf occurs befiore 17.t10 hours on

the day of acknowledgement) and in any other case an tine day following the date

o~ ackn~wiedgament.

9.3 Coue~#er~aarfs

This Agreement may be executed in counterparts and by the parties to +f on separate

counterparts, each of which when sa execated and delivered shalt be an original, but a!I the

counterparts sha11 together constitute one and tf~e same insfrumen#.

9.4 Variation and Waiver

9.4.7 Ito delay by or omission of any party in exercising any righf, power, privilege or remedy

under this Agrearnenfi shall operate to impair such right, power, privilege or remedy or

be construed as a waiver thereof. Any singf~ of partial exercise of any such right,

power, privilege or remedy shat! nok preclude any ~tner or future exercise (hereof or the

exercise of any ofher right, power, privUege or remedy. The righEs and remedies

provided in this Agreement are cumulative and not exclusive of any rights and remedies

provided by law.

9.4.2 No variation fo this Agreement shad be effective unless made in writing and signed by

. or on behalf of the Generafof and the Company.

9.5 Assignment

Subject always #o the #~tl~wir~g previsions of fhis clause 9.5, neither parfy may transfer ar

otherwise assign any of ifs righks ar obligations under Phis Agreement without the prior wriffen

consent of the other party (sucF► consent not to be unreasonably withi~eld or delayed).

9.fi 'fhlyd Par~v Rights '

No term of this A~reernent is enforceable under Ehe ~ontracfs {Fights of Third Parfiss} Act '1999

by a person who is not a par#y fo khis Agreement.

9.'~ ua Partnership

Nafihing in the Agreement or in any document referred to in it or any arrangement contemplated

by it shall constif~te the parties a partner of the other.

10

~~CASE FILE: Page 317 PDF Page: 154



9.8 Severance

If any condi#ion, clause or provision of the Agreement not being of a fundamental nature, is held

to be illegal or unenforcea6[e, the vaf idity or enfarceabilify of the remainder of the Agreement shall

not be affected thereby.

9.9 Law

This Agreement shat! ba governed by, ancf ca~nstrued in all respecfs in accordance with, English

Law.

9.`if} Jurisdiction

The courts of England and VUa1es sha(1 have exclusive jurisdicfion in relation to any claim, dispute

or difference concerning this Agreement and any matter arising therefrom.

AS WITfV~BS of which the parties have executed this Agreemerrt on the date specified on page 1.

41
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7~E SCH~~ULE

1. PROPERTY

The part of the Land tincluding the airspace above and (fo the extenf that the Landlord has ti11e to the

same} the subsai! below) at riverside Stadium, Middelsbrough, CleveEand regisfered~within tine numt~er

CE142S49 edged red on the plan attached #o the Lease dafed 17 J~~e 2p9~ and made between

Middlesbrough Faotbalf and Athletic Company {1986} LPmiied and empowering Wind MSC Limited

2. CUNTACT QETAIL5

~`

i"he Generator

Address: 3`~ Floor 277-281 Qxford Street London W9C 2DL

Fax: ............................................................ ................

Contact: ............................... ................. ,..............................

The Company

Address: Riverside Stadium Middlesbrough Cleveland TS3 6RS

Fax; ..............................................................................

.................

72
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SIGNED by PEFzt.t~ r~..t.~e.s+DC~

auNiorised far and on behalr

EMF'OWERiNG WIND hA~C UNITED

~ ~ ~

~6}LIG r :~2

~-~R~~'

duly } ,~`~~

of ?

SIGNED by duly )

aufhorisac3 fflr and on beh~if of ~

M(QDLESSROlJGH F~(J7BALL & ATFlLETiC

COMPANY X9986) LIMITED ~

79
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IJidd~es~.i-ou9h faalball C1db

Tr~inina 1~Tr'~dgtt~t}er5

Empowering Wind MFC LI~rrlted
Third F(oor
277 28'~ OxEard Street
Lond4r+
W'~ ~ 2Dl.

Tune 25"' 2 15

Dear Sirs,

tease afi wind turbin~ size rttade between t1lEiddlesbrou~h Fagtbe!) ar►d.Ath[e~ic Company {1~86j .

Lim9test and Empowering Wind MFC Limited

~rsevgY $~~P~Y ~~eem2'nt ~at~d ~ ~ioye~»b~r 2813 made between Empowering 1N(nd (V4FC I.irY~ited

and Middlesbrough Faotbalt and Atlii~~i~ ~ornpany {1986} LtmEted

plea5~ fiind enclosed invoices in relation to the foNaW'ing,

7.. Rent p~y~able under tote lease f~r~h~ petins~ to 28-Septersiher 2 15. 3his rental ~le~and Louers

ti3e period from.i6 June ,2Q14 (fhe ca~mi~sioning date under th.e lease} to the Se~tembec

.quarter day;

2. :Pe~+rr~ent under clause 3:A~,2 of the en~r~y supply agre.emen# opt the basis that.the Siam Date

has not been acEaieved within 12 mcintl~►s of the daze of the energy s~ppiy agreement. --
payment is ther~fore'due at the rate of'0:~8 perkhw of electr airy' cc~nsurmed by the ct~u6 at

R.iver~ide St~diurri, M~dcflesbrough.

Please note that, ire the ever►t~that you fall to ~aay these sums within the periods specified~by the lease
and tie electricity sup~fy agreement respectively, the club v~Il1 enforce the provisions o~ these

agr~ei~r~ents relaying to failui~ try ~~rforrn abliga~iot~s incfeading abut not Eimited to} fine provisions of

paragraph l.of schedule 5 of the leas~~a~d pat~grap#~ ~ afthe, Supply agre~r~ient_

Yaucs:faiCh~'ul~Y

r.

kVlark Ellis

Chief operating ~ffi~~r
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.~,;1~'y~k7T.ESBR~~,r~;~

~~~ ~~~r~~~~~ ~~~~~a~l~ ~~~~
RiversEd~ Stadium, Middiesbraugh TS3 5~{S
Tel; ~l84~ ~~9 5785 fi,~x La164?.] 7S7S~7

EMF'OW~RtNG WIND

9rd FLQOR

zTr-zee a~aRo sr~EEr
LOI+tDpN

W1:G 2~L

~Nvo~cE No. .•~~, ..
i• f

InvoicetTax Date

Order Ho. ~~

Accaunt~No. ~~

7 ~LEGTRI,ClTY CpN3UMED BYTFIE GLLI@ AT 48t2fi9.89 1 'I$'~2'~9,89
RIVERSIDE SFAdDfUM, M1ElDLES6R4UC~H

i,888,228 Kfiw @ fQ.08 = £167;658.2A NET +VAT

i►~voice coons ir~vaice var ~ iwuoic~ sorn~

Gross Vah1e If t'aid Vyiihirt 0 ~DayS

Middlesbrough Footbati & A~htet€c ~orripariy ~TSS~~ Ltd
VAT RegistrafEon No. 7~6 7738 83 ~Ca. Registration ~(o. 1947851 ~ngtanci

'182&9.89

67

Barclays Sank Pfc
Account iJo. 80637~)b6
Swi Code 20.56.7~i

CASE FILE: Page 322 PDF Page: 159

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight



i~r~~~s~rc~~~~ ~c~~~b~~~ ~i~~
Riveriicle 5i~dium, Mi~tile~brough T53 6ft5

7e1. 0$44 4~9 678° ~~x (D1642} 7~~6°7

EfNP01±~ERlNG WIND

.3rd FLOOR

277-28'I OSCFORb-5l'R~E'f

LONDON

1A14C~~DL

oaUoo7sa7~

?4t06~2Q.1~

~~~

~NIPQWUIF

7 RiVERS1~E WIND.TURBfN~ 1300D_QO 1 15D0(S.0(}
QUARTERLY FED Dt3E 30fJ~ JUME $015

~1#IVgICE ~.t!#L1.RS INV8ICE VA'A' INVO~CE'TO.TAL

a+ ao .~+ as -rig 
~~,

Gross Vatue {t Patd Wi~+in p Days

Middi~s~roagh Football $~ Ath)etic Company (1985} Ltc3
VAT Re~istratian No. 746 773 83 Co, f~egis~r~tion No. 1:94-785. Eng[arsd

150dd:g0

.:

Bank Details:
Barclays Bank Plc
Account IV6. SD637~408
Sort Code2Q-56-74
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i~d~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~I~ ~~~~
Riverside Stadium, ]ttlidd~escrrough T5~ SRS

"fe4: ~84~ 499 689 ~~x (D~.64~.j 75'697

FMpav~+~RING w3Nn•
3rd FL40R

277-289 OXF4ftD STREET

L4IVDON

W1C 2(.lL

INV~iCE Na. ~ '"" "

• a. ~ ,
lnvoicel3ax Date

(?rder No. ~ ~~
-a a .

Account Nn.

1 RIIJ~RSIDE WlNII Tt3ftBlN~ i~Op0.00 1 760U4:40

QUARTEF~LY DEE DUE 31 st !v}ARCH 2015

~. .

~.~ ,

425QQ.06. .. ' . 25Qp,04 ..' 15Q6.4.00~

GroSsVatueiF?aidV9iltiln•4 p~ka ~5~•~

Middiesbraugh Fobtbail & A,thletic Cornpa~y (1986) E.td
VATftegistration No. 746773883 Ca. Registration ~io.1947$51~~glan8

.•

Bank C~etaRs
.Barc{aj+s Sank Ple
Flccourit Na. 806374fl8
Sort Code 20-56-74
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~±~€~~~~b~~~~~ ~~~t~~#I ~~~b
F~iverside Stadium, i47i~ldieshrough T~3 6~R~a

Yet: ~~~4 4'~9 67 9 Fax {{#1:648) 757 47

~~~ [

EMBOWERING WIND

3rd FLOQR

277 281 OXF4R4 STREET

tot~l~oN

W1G 2DL

iNVQ~GE N+~. a ~"~ :~~

e
IttvoicelTax Date

Order No. ~~

Accounf No. ~ -e ~

1 fiIVER5IDE WiNLI TliFt6EiVE 15Gi}O.~d 1 750t~:d4
GIUFIR7ERLY~EEE)VE 31 DEC~f4#6Efi 2Q14 .

VAT ~ .'
C4pE G4pp5 VA7 iCAT.F. VAT AMOilNT

1 1250D.~~ 20.OD 25Q0.00

dank befalls:
Bic{ays Bank PTc
AccountiVa 806~37A46
Sat Coda 2D-5674

~zsao.go .25aa~oa ~30000n

Gross Value 1€ Pald'.bVithl~ D Days i•Qd

MEdtfiesbrough Football &Athletic Company (198} ftd
VAT Registration Flo, 746 7738 83 ~Co. Regisfration Na.1947SS1 Englantf
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~~~~~~brQ~~h F~c~~~~lf ~1~b
~iv~rsicie 5taditrm, ~Middlesbr+~ugh ~~3 6R~

`fel.: U~44 499 &7~9 Fait {fl164~) 7~?697

~~

~~~~

INVtaICE No. °'"" .

~ ~: 
~lnvoicelTax bate

Order Na,

-e ~r
Account ht o.

E1GIPbW~E~It3£~ W IND

Std FLOOR

277-289 Q}CFORt} STREET

I:ONDdN

Vi~'~G 2DL

4 RIVERStD~WINDTUR8INE '(500Q.Qq 1 'f5000;OQ

QUAF2TERLY FEE DUE 29th SEP:FEMBER 201A

VAT
CaDE GOADS YAT RATE YAT RMOUTIT

o~ ~~ e ~+ ~~ r+ IF}V610E GOODS lTiVL>ICE VAT ~INV~tCE TOTAL

f 1 1 9 ! i t 1 ~l~ ~~ t 1

Bank 17.eiails:
62r'clays 82nk ~Ic 'Gross Uatue fEPafdll~i~in h D'ay's
ACCOU(lt IVo. CS06374i}8
Sat Code2456-7A

M~ddle~braugh ~oatball & Athletic ~ampahy ~1986j [,~d
VAT RegisCration Na. 746 7738 83 ~o. Registration N~.1947853. Ertgtanci

15000.00
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i~d~~~~r~~gh ~€Bc~~~~6~ ~~b
~iiv~rside Sta~lium, Middlesbraug~'~S3 fiR5
'Tel; b84A 4~9 67~~ Fax (fJl&42J 75~~97

EN~'bWERING WINC1

3rd FLQQR

277287 OXFORD STREET

LONDON

YJ'tG 2PL

OOD0079470 -..~
~~

2~106J2v15

~~
EIVIPOWUIF

~ CAF'ACi'fYK~iJTDUE24ti1JUNE2014PER 1ra,(344.04 1 950dU.04
CQUNTERPf'iRl" [.EASE AGREEf~i~FT

1~5DU_•{iU 25t7~}.f10 15640:06

Gross VaSua t(F"did Wlttiio it Oat's

Midc~lesbroug~t Foatbaii & Athtetir Company (198~i} Ltd
VAT }2egist~afion ~i~o. ?4f 7738 83 Ca. Registration No. X94'7851 England

'l5AOO.OQ.

7~

dank Detalis:
Barclaps Bank Ptc
;Kccqugt.No_ 84637408
3ort.Cocie 20-56.74
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Middtesbri7ugh Fgofbotl Club

!$3 5~i~

~~x_ _ . _-_ Fbib•~~

iscsc~ing Heodauor's[s
~G~A=tiK%~= ~."„

}iL ~vi.iil .o~.j=~

..~.. ~

iQ~; ~iJ~57`L`112~

Fex: Cs•'_•~57i21p4

EMP.fJWER1NG iN1ND MFC L`fD
277-289 i~xfiQrd Street
London
U!!1 C 2 bL

'E4iit July 2Q'I5

Dear Sirs.

NOTfCES ~JF NON-PAY4tRE1~T

We a~Cach to tf~is letter

Notice cf iVan-payrient:(Lease~ dated lhth July 205
• i~o#Ice of fVon-p~yrneni ~En~rgy Supply Agreement} da#~d ' 4th July 2Q15

Tease acknciwlecige receipt.

A11 corl~~por~dence shouftE be addressed to Rabin Bloom, Grrsup General Counsel,
Middlesbrough Faot6~i! Club clo BulEci-►au1 Ltd, Brigneil Read, MiddFes6~ough 752. ~ PS.

Yours ~raithfully

` ~. -

Mark ~11is
Ghief Operating Officer
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N~TI~E OF NON-PAYME~lT tLEASEI

From: MiddleshroUgh Football aid Athletic Com~~r~y 1986 LErriitsd ("the Landlord".}

af: ~tiverside Sta~iurn, Mid~fesbrough, Gieveland TS3 6f2J

To: Empowering Wind MFG Limited

Q~ 277-281 Oxford Street, London Wi 2DL,

Lease: Luse dated 17 June 2093 ~r~d made beivweert Middtesbrougt~ Football end Athf~kic

.Company 1986 Limited (1) end ErTipo~tieringll~lind MFG' Lit'rtited ~2}

~rerrises: Land aclJacent #o Riverside radium, Mlddfeshrough,

Paragraph 9 bf Sctiedufa ~ to th.e Lease states as fgLlows;

°If at ar~y hrr?e during the 7'~rms of this Lease there -shautd b~ any breach, npn payment or non-

obs~rvance 6y f1i~ ~~ran~ of any of fhe covenants and condit(ons cdt~~ained in fbis :ease, :€ha Landtor'd

may of any hirre thereaf~ertegtrfTe the. T~nant'~by notice.in writing specifying atYy breach non paymenf ar

norr-observance} to remedy tfle saute yvithin a ~easanable period .{being nod less tharj 90 days save

tivlters 'the breach aonstifufes a far7ure to pay rent when ttre .per}"Qd shall be 28 days} failing which the

Lararllord may {subject to first complying with fhe covenants in paragraph 9 of Schedule 4J re-enter tPie

Pr~rriises o►' any part thereof irt.i~h~ name a€the whple ~rrcl wher~upan this dert7ise shaft absolutely~e~se
:and determine but wlfkror~f prej~idice ~a any•rights and remedies n~ fhe Landlord in resq~ct of ~ny.enfice

d~i~f breach by fhe Tenant of arty of the ~ovenarrt,~ eonfained in #his Lease".

Pu~su~rif to the said paragra~i~ V~I~ HEREBY GIVE Yt~U t~OTiCE thaE you are in brEach of the terms of

the Lease by reason of riar~-pay~len~ of the fallc~uring surt~s of Capacity Rent {as defined in the Lease):

£9 ~,40t1 due.24.June 2014;

£1a,.p60 clue on ?9 September 2014;

£35,000 due on 25 December 2Q14;

• £'i x:000 Niue an 2S Mash 20'l5~ and

• £15,004 t~~e o~ 24 Jung ~2Q95.

r~rr,.,sos~s~s i 1
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We requEre you to remedy the said nan-payment by tr►aking the payment of t]te said sums wiihin a
reasonab.l~ period, being 28 days after fhe date an which th[s notice Es served orgy yau_

jsigned) ....: "'.`.` „~:2_;.. ..... .. . ... ............... ~~date) .....`~! ̀~..--

Duty authorised fir arrd on behalf of Middlesbrough ~ootbal! and Afhlet~c Company ('[986} Liirti~ed.

MA~3ElST65T3 S
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NOTIGE CAF IJON-PAYMENT iEN~RGI` S~JPPl.Y AGREEMENT)

From; M3ddfesbr~ugh Football and Athletic Cornpariy 9 86 Limited ("the Landfard")

af: Riverside Stadium, Middlesbrough, C{eveland TS3 6RJ

70: Empowerin.~ Wir'td MFC Limitsct

Q~: 27T-281 Oxford Street, London V~19 2DL.

Agreerrient: Energy Supply Agreement d~.ted 7~' Nbve~ber 2013 and made between Empowering

Wind MFG Lirtlited (~) and Middlesbrat~gh Football &Athletic Company 19$o L.irrtited (2}

Clause. 7.1 0~ the Agreement states as ~bllows.

"The ~or7~pany may bQ nofrce Lathe Generator forthwith #errrlrnafe the Contract perm if

T. 9 The Generator fails.#o pay (other than by inaclver~ent error iri funds transmission which is .discovered

by fh~ Company ar, nofrfied to the Company end coiieated within 5 Business Qays of s~rch notificatrotrj

any amount due frgm ft pursu~rtf ~to the #emis of this Agreement arid'such deiauLt is unremedied at'the
expiryof the period of ~5 Business Days imirrediately ~'o!lowiny receipt by the Generafor of wriffen notice

fr~oria the Cor~ipany of such nan payment"

Pursuant to the Said ctause'WE HEREBY G1VE 'YC3U 1VC~T(GE of non-paymetlt of the ~oilbwing sums:

~ £9 1,269,89 charged pursuant to ~JaWse 3.4.1 of the Rgraernent and invoiced on 2416115.

We require you. #o remedy tF~e said non-paymer~f fey making the payment at the said sum.

Ifi the said paymen# is not r~i~+ade within 1~ Business Days {as defined in tine Agreement} immediately
fbllowir►g receipt of this notice we sha(f be entitled forthwith to tetrriinate tE~e ~o~fracE Term has d~fnsd in
the Ag~~errieni).

(signed) ..... r ............... .. ... ,.... .. .,. ,.. ..... {date} ...... , .~~..__~~'~••••..

Duly authorised for and flrr betralfnf Middlesb~oug~i Football and P;thletic Gampany (1936} Lirrti~ed.

MA 9Q5i61t0 1
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~~

m Were n Vt(~ rid
empoWerit~gwind.c:o.uk

Tel: +44 (0)203 286 2236 Fax: +44 (0}207 A95 7021

Empowering Wind Group

3rd Floor
277-2810xford Street
London
W1C 2DL
UnRect Kingdom

E: info empawerin~wind.ca.uk

8y E-mail:

S#eve Gibson
Middlesbrough Football Club
C/O Bulkhau! Ltd
Brignell Rd
Middlesb`raugh
Cleve Ian d
~fS21PS

Ref: Wind Turbine at MFC

Dear Mr Gibson, 22"a September 2015

Following my conversation with Tracey Flanagan I write as suggesfied to set outthe reasons we have

had to resorfi to legal action to recover our losses in the wind turbine project.

am not sure how much of the dispute you have been following, however at the very least I wanted

to ensure you are fuljy up to date with the pos'stion prior to issuing formal proceedings.

1. pefective Planning Permission anti Force Majeure:

As you may be aware, I had solved the main contention preventing the wind turbine from going

ahead on 23 d̀ Decem3~er 14. This was the unreasoRabte planning condition (T) relating to a

requiremenfi to provide radar mitigation prior to the turbine becoming aperationai. 1 had

submitted an application #o Middlesbrough Council in September 2013 with background as to why

the planning condition is not necessary, is unreasonable and is also ultra vires.

Following a Freedom of Information Request we made to the Council as part of our legal

investigation into the matter, it is evidenced fihat Maria Froggatt (senior planner a#the Council}

made the comment to Kevin Parkes {Director of Planning},following receipt of my application and

supporting documentation of September 2013 "the company developing the wind turbine has

submitted details of a mitigation scheme" and "Any comments before we progress with discharge of

the condition': (Please refer to EX 1, attached).

The condition was not removed Iry the Authority in September 2Q13 doe to a further non-

substantive objection delivered by Durham Sees Valley Airport {"DTVA"}. Due to this, the condition

was not removed until 23 d̀ Decern ber 2014, however it was at this time evidenced that the

condition was never necessary in the first instance and the turbine could operate without

compromising safety of air traffic. By virkue of this decision, my argument that the planning

condition is unreasonably restrictive and is also unnecessary and ultra vires is pra~en. The condition

therefore served no purpose in planning and should have been removed bythe Authority.
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Empowering Wind Group
3rd Floor

~~ 277-2810xford Street
~~~ London

1 ([pV'i/V~~~~~ [~(~~~ 

W1C2DL
y V United Kingdom

empnweringwi nd,co.0 k

Tel: +44 {Qj2~3 286 2236 Fax: +44 {0}207 495 7Q2i E: infa(a~em~owerin~wind.co.uk

Had the Council acted in accord with planning policy, rather than in accord with an emotive threat of

legal action by the Airporfi, the condition wouEd have been removed and the turbine would have

been operational by December 2014. Instead, we had to endure a year of delay, causing us to Iose

26% of the tariff we would have gained if the Council had acted responsibly and removed the

condition. At no point did the Council consuff with the Civil Aviation Authority in respect of the

condition until 1 had called upan a senior member of their staff to become involved.

Clearly an act by a government agency in #ailing in its duty of care towards an Applicant and indeed,

failing to act in accord with planning policy Circular 1Z/95 llse of Conditions in Planning) is

something that is beyond my reasonable control as developer of the project. In accord with the

MFC Turbine Lease and Energy Supply Agreement, no party would be liable to the otherfor costs or

damages resulting from an act of Force Majeure.

Payment of rent and the energy supply would have therefore commenced I2 months after the date

the Force Majeure issue was finally resolved (23 d̀ pecember 14-24th December 15j.

My company has taken comprehensive legal advice around this position and it was confirmed by two

leading law firms and senior counsel thatthe actions of Middlesbrough Council in failing to remove

the condition from September 13 -- ~3 d̀ December Z4 clearly constitutes an act of Force Majeure.

On 13t'' March 15, Robin Bloom wrote tome to sta#e the following;

"We cannot agree to the novation of the E'nergySupplyAgreement at present. You have asserted

that the payment due clause 3.4.2 w11J no longer be paid due to Force Majeure. We do not agree with

your view. Our view, and that of our exfernal lawyers, is that your fal/ure to comply with the

.Planning Conditions is not, and caufd not be, an act of Force Mafeure. You were fully aware of the

condition relating to DTVA before you enfered into the Lease and Energy Supply Agreement -you or

your advisers failure to undertake proper due diligence over what would be required to discharge this

condition, the time it would take and the financial implications arising from this are a matter for

which yQu and your advisers are responsible and was a straight forward commercial risk not a matter

of Force MaJeure. Our consent to the novation wi!! be condrtiona! on you and WFR confirming that
the argument on Force Majeure is wfthdra~+vn and fhe payment due under clause 3.4.2 up to the date

of novation is made an or before the novation +with an acknowledgement that the payment due from
the date of novatlon up to cammissloning tnrilt Be made on commissioning. Please note that this is a

payment of fO.OSp per kWh and can be calculated by reference to a metre reading."

For the record, I knew precisely what was required to discharge the condition and this was

acknowledged by Maria Froggatt on 23`~ September 13 when she stated "The company developing

the winci.turbine have submitted details of a mitigation scheme" {Copy ofthat correspondence

attached). The mitigation scheme 1 submi#led is the only possible scheme available to mitigate

wind turbine clutter on the analogue radar deployed at QNA.
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Empowering Wind 6raup
3rd Floor

~~ 277-281 Oxford Street
~~ London

~~~
"~,~~~~~ r~)~~~ W1C2DL
V'`( V ~( United Kingdom

e mpoweiit~gw.in-d.-co.uk

Tel:+44(0)2032862236 Fax: +44(Q)2Q749S7U27. E: infoC~empowerin~wind.co.uk

The fact that the condition was never necessary in the first instance proves my case of

maladministration against the Council. !t also proves categorically that these were actions of Force

Majeure, beyond my reasonable control.

In full knowledge of the above posit'son, Robin Bioom s~efused to consent t~ novation unless 1

dropped the Force Majeure argument. The Force Majeure provisions ofthe Lease and Energy

Supply Agreement were not put in for decoration, to be conveniently ignored. They were in there to

protect the parties from unacceptable loss in the event of an act of Force Majeure. On top of this,

the project had suffered a 26~ reduction in tariff {circa X3.2 million over the 20 year tariff life) due

to fihe delays caused by a defective planning permission, yet Robin asked me Ca forget the Force

Majeure provisions and pay regardless, otherwise he would effectively prevent us from reaching

financial close. Looking back at this position, 1 consider these actions to be a fiorm of extortion and

certainly not what I would expect coming from a partner that was to benefit substantially from a

free £3.5m wind turbine to deliver' over £120k of free electricity far the next 25 years, or for that

matter, a qualified solicitor.

refer to Clause 1 ..22 of the Lease "such consent to assignment not to be unreasonably withheld or

delayed". This this respect, it is largely unreasonable to withhold consent to assignment on the

grounds of payment that would otherwise not be payable due to the presence of Force Majeure

provisions. The 3 additions[ month delay encountered was therefore caused by MFC refusing to

assign the Lease because 1 had not "dropped" the Force Majeure prov'ssians.

1 had signed a contract with my financial parEner (Alpha Real Capital} to complete the financing by

end of March 2(115. We could nofi do so because MFC refused to assign the Lease, for the reasons

given by Robin above.

We eventually agreed to settle this dispute by arbitration and had offered to de{~osit £240k to

Escrow, pending resolution by an independent arbitrator. This was not actioned, because yet

a~aother unnecessary obstacle was-thrown into the mix by Mark Egis and Robin Bloom at the and of

June this year;

2. MFC Etefusal to Make the Grid Connection

chat was that M FC would not adopt its dedicated substation for the purpose of making the grid

connection. l find this extraordinary, given that both Rob9n and Mark had known about the grid

configuration since we received the original connection offer (they were delivered a copy in 2012and

acknowledged receipt) and subsequently when Michael Brown completed the Connection Deed, he
also requested a copy of the connection agreement, in the full knowledge that the documents were

inextricably linked.
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Mark Ellis was provided with a copy of the Nortf~ern Powergrid "Asset Sale Agreement" by me on

4th February this year. At no point was any contention raised until the end of July 15, after haying

sat on the document for 6 months. (fix 2}

Prior to that, O~GEM issued approval of our Feed in Tariff preliminary accreditation on 30th May

2014 and subsequently in January 15 after the first accreditation had elapsed due to the defective

planning issue. In doing so, the electrical design configuration was approved by the Authority and

any material change fio the originally approved design would have invalidated our accreditation,

losing us the tariff it would have otherwise secured and we would not have been able to re-submit

another application unfit the 12 month period of the first had expired.

The Club had been fully aware otthe requirement to adopt its dedicated substation since receiving

the original connection offer in 2012. It has al! this time to carry oat due diligence and raise any

contention, yet it did not do so until June 2415 when the timing to get the project built was already

hugely stretched due to further delays caused by MFC's position on Force Majeure.

had, on several occasions requested who your electrical consultants are, to which Mark Eliis replied

he is not going to tell me, or wards to that effect. I asked this as i wanted to ensure the Club was

being advised by a credible firm that is appropriately experienced and qualified to provide guidance

on the issues in question. After his failure to disclose, I established that the advisor was Les

Catchpale, a commercial electrical engineer with no experience in similar projects or embedded

power generation. At that point 1 stated that I cannot be responsible for the CIUb failing to

undertake proper due diligence and that S ad ifi done sa and advised that the connection

configuration was not acceptable, we may have been able to do something about it back in 2012,

but not on the ~1th hour after having already suffered a 26! reduction in tariff and after OFGEM

having approved the design configuration. (EX 3}

For this reason, 1 consider the Club has fiafcen moneyfrom me under false pretences and has wasted

the last 4 years of my money and resources for nofihing. (f !had known the Club would refuse us

the right to make the connection (the only way to deliver power from the turbine to stadium}

would not have gone ahead with the project as there is no project without a grid connection. ~~X 3}

No contention on the grid connection was raised eiti~er in April or in November 14 when my

electrical consultants Smith Bros) met on site with Mark Ellis to run through the grid configuration

and explain the "combing agreernen~" which my firm was to pay for the entire duration of the tease

to service and maintain the private network. Other than that, the Club was tv incur no fiurther

liability in making the wind turbine, yet your "electrical consultanfi' seems to have a unique

interpretation which is alien to my widely experienced construction beam.

1 consider the above summarises the position insufficient detail and I conclude that we are in this

position due #o nothing more than ignorance anti a lack of diligance from your people at MFC.
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Sy virtue of theirwrongful and in my opinion, extremely foolish and pathetic actions, myfirm has

lost its right to construct and operate the wind turbine and we are looking at a consequential loss of

over £11m that would have otherwise been generated fihroughout fhe tariff lifetime.

Unfortunately theta is no way we could now remedy this position by looking at re-commencingthe

project, as by end of this year we witl have lost the second OFGEM accreditation and the project

cannot ai~ford further tariff depreciation. !would therefore by interesfied in knowing your views on

this and whether you would consider holding without prejudice discussions to see if we can resolve

it out of court. Failing that, we have a very clear cut case and my QC will be instruc#ed to issue

proceedings.

trust that this makes the position clear and I look forward to hearing from you,

Yours sincerely,

Paul Millinder

Mab: 07436 547 647
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~3f~~~ September 2415

Dear Mr Millinder,

tQC: S~lD~L '!v+'C~!

'fccining HecdquaHers
ROCkSie Porgy
~rrr~ ~:cce

i~f uC~`~OiC~i

Li. ='Ji3

Tel: ~iiL25 72%32
Fox: Q1325 : 22l (?6

Steve C1bsQn his ~Sketl me t4 I'eply to your letter tc~ him dated 22"~ September 24 .5. t #pink the first

goir~t that needs to be made ~s that our pasltion vriil not be changed ~y threats ofi legal action. Jt wil!

cotiie as no surprise to you that srve have taken our Qwn ~c~ur~sei's opinion and are quiCe ~o~fid~nt of

the position we have adopted, We d'id iii fact forfeit the LeasQ oft~e turbine site on 19th August

2015 far nan-payment of rent.

1 do r+ot intend ~g make rebu~k~l a;gumen~Cs ~on the facts ss'r~ce Via) it is not approprf~te ~a lit~ga~e

througFs correspondence aritl {h) in any evertfi, the paints have been made numerous tiri~es in thQ

pest ar~d it is c(eartF~at you choose to ignar~ the actual and compute relevant factual matrix and

iinstead se.lec~ acid rely upon only tijase Qlements which suit your own arguments.

Enrce Maieure

We do nat accept tint ti~~ evehts you refer to are an art of Farce Majeure because e~ren if {as per
your~asej there vutr~ fault oft, the part tote Council tie real [easor~ v~ihy tfie deveto.p4rtertt was

delayed was du~~to the riianner in which you approached the.p~ablem:

* You claimed a~ early as Sep#em~~r 2023 that the condJttah was ultra vices (a cia'sm you
con#taus tg assert) butyou did not immediately challenge it on the"se grounds a~ you egrald
have do.ri~, for ~s~urriing ya~a were correct this~waufd have resolved the prgblem far_eariier.

• You could hava ~ammissioned the repartr that you #'inaliy c~mmission~d in Nairember2~la,

fay e~riier ana so persuaded file ~ounatl to temoy~ the C~nd'rktan far earlier;

• Yflu focussed nn getting F3'NA to dro}a #heir objection rather than de~lin~ with thy. ~Gaaneil.

+ you ~aufd have builtr but not commissioned nor :operated, the Turbine In ~dvai~ce of the

plannfng condition being sati~~i~d/remav~d. Had you dons sa you would potentially have
receivet~ the December 2lJ1A~~~ri~f

You could have.app[ieci fad a fresh P~annitig Consent withaux the condition

Consegltentlyr any ~la4med F~~~e Majeute,could and should have kieen avoii~edor rriitigat~d ~yyou
muci~ earlier than it was,

Furthe~i~ar~, in any even, the Force Majeure ~la~ase is nota rer►t suspension clause, It merely
absolves breactses whets the« ~ Fprce {VJa~eure which:coul~ not knave been avoided or m~tigateii. It
sloes not deem ~amrnissiariing to have happened nor dies it rer~ov~ the !'rabiliiy #o pad the Capacity
Rent (which is payable from a set time, As. a 4 exult tie Gapa~i~jr Rent was payable froth June ~.0~4

u~ to the date of Forfieiture,
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TEF: uC`~f +=~~ DJSY

CCX; ~~1ti=~ ~.t t—.

~rni~iny Heooauartets
t?b?'str:~ Fc:t't
~~1'iv=1i ?fir@

y:j ~LY~CI?:!t~i4'?~e

JLG =~'t~

F81: 013:5 72_2=2
iC7L_ v~ Lj fL~?fie

'Grid Cdhneetinn

1['r~5pective of the various argumen~~ you havQ rased ~bflut why knew what when, whic3~ are

tiisputQd, the one clear pflint is that nowhere in any of the documents to which the ~~ctb is a party~s

there .an qb}igatio~ an the Club to acquirethe sub=stat~on~, In conera.st, the d~ocxtmentat~on is

abUndantiy clear that yn~ were responsible for co.rnmissioning the turbine with aft that e~taits. ̀this

you co~sld have achieved' without the ~Wb having to acquire the assefi.~, indeed, you could have

adapted the.su6-stations.

Whilst noting your purported claim, we have ~ claim fnr the unpaid Capacity Rent, the payment ~n

lieu offree el~ctric'tty acrd the foss of a furthet~4 years of free elet~rfcity sappiy. You acknawledg~ in

~oe~r iet~e~thatttiis deveioprnent will nvt take place. We have accepted that in forFeitingthe tease.

ff you ~hoase to issue proceedings we will.vig9ro.~sly defend them,. !t i~ a matterfor you as~o how

you proceed but we note t~iat vue have not yet received any CPR-compliant Fte-action fitter af.cfaim

grid would asic 9f one is to tie sent it is adttressea. to me at Brignell Read, Middlesbrough i'S21PS.

You ~a~ve asked If w~ would agree to a without pre}udice meeting. lNe would; but wish to be clear

this 3s iiot on the bass that we accept any CisbIlity t~ ynu but~~th~r in the -hope that we m'sght finally

draw a~ltne under our reEatianship'wath you.

sincerely

cabin Bloorr~

Group General Counsel
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Buie 4,1G Form 4<9

~Jo~ice of Inter#iar~ ~o Appear on Peiifiion

]n the Muter of EMP~u1tLRkN6 W1NL1 MFC LTD (Cornpariy dumber a83695~~}

Wiriciing-up ~Cetitiort presented on 2~d June 209E

-ta be heard on '!5'~ August 2016

Tales notice that Middlesbxaugh Football ~ Afhietic Company ('i9$6} Lts~ whose R~gister~l C~fFice
is at Riverside Stadium, Middlesbrough TS3 6RS

a creditor of the above-named cQrnpany for X256,269.89 intends to appear on the healing of
the af~v~-rnenfrgned petiti~ to support it.

Signed ~,'~_.~

f~afed 29~ 7uly 2QI6

Position with or relationship fo crsrii~or

Group Generat Counsel (Solicitor}

Bd~neq Road

Mjddiesb~ough

TS2 'f PS

To H.M Revenue and Customs, Solicifor's Office &legal Services, Soufh West W ngL Bush

House, Strand, London, WG2B 4RD

T~fephone No 03Q04 589694

f2eferenCe No SLR9$2564?JU
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DIS~~L~/Ei~

Q8369504 ~MP~VJEI~f~1G W1~ID MF.0 LTA

This Company Sivas cli~solveci on. 23/Q$!16

*DX3EYSUBI4*

G25C

1
aoz

H~OQ3
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IN THE HIGM COURT' ~F JUSTICE
CFtAAICERY DM510N
CQMPANtIES GaUf~i'

Mr Regis~ar ~afs~r

to the matter of EMPOWERING 1fVfNo MFC LTD

and

kt t#~e matter of tie Campanl~s Act 19851CampaNes Act 2008

and

Gou~+r aF
J

~~
fi
k

~s sip 2o~e

J
o~plHaBs L° Q

CFi-X096-UO3QA't

COMPANIES HQUS~

'Q5HXfiS40°
t~SQ 19110120i$ #22In the matter ai the ~nsoMen~y Act 1986

UPC1N 7Yi~ t~ET~'Tlt7td OF HM REV~lUE & C!lSTQMS, a ereditar of the above-named
Company presented to t[~~s court on 0z dune, 2018

AND UPON NE~4RING Counsel for the PeGt~nrter, and director appearing in person, ai d
Suppor~ng Cre~~ta~

AND UPON READING TF1E EVIDENCE

11t~lD (T APPEARING'~WT tht^ name of EMFOWEl2i~IG WlNi7 MFC L'FO was struck off tk~e
R~g~stQr of Companies p~srsuas~t 3a the prov~s►ans ut se~uar~ 34(1044} of the Cas~pan~es Rcl
2008

AND it~~re t~e~ng no apposition an behalf of Mer Ma~esry to the relief sought by the said
p9t►UQ11

AN~'fHE CAUFt'~ being satisfied that tha EC Regulanan os~ Insolvency Proceedings appUes
ro these proceedings and that these ptoc2edings are main proceedings ~nntPun the meaning o~
ARicie 3 flf the R~gulaUon

IT iS Ct~tDERED THAT:

1. The name of ~MpCrWERIN~ WIND MFC LTU {registration numbed 0~38~5Q9} he
restored to the Register of Companies

2. EMP~I!►lERING WAND MFC L'~U (regi~trauon number 083_.. sgsoa) hewavnd up by clsis
courE un er (fie provisions of the msoivency Act 1986

3. "t'he costs of the peUiianer be paid out of the assets of the company

Dated this:l9 aQp 2016

Note One of the Oi~c~ai Recenrer5 attached le the curt is by ~nrtue of this order lrqu~dawr at
ttte ~Compar~y

To; 5ofrcitars tar HM revenge and Custnms, 3RD FL~R, SC?UTHW~ST irViNG, BUSH
HJUSE„ STRAND, LflNDD~1, WC~B ~f~D

~~r¢.~ ~ 1J'~.P..r' ~~ 1 to 1(.~
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~ COMPANi~^~ COl]RT

Nodce of order

IN THE HIGH Ct)URT QF JUSTfCE
CHANCERY DIVi5IQN
COMPANIES CtJURT pfii

To the Sernor Qiflcaa! Receiver of
218taornsbury street
~.andor►
WC18 35S /

PeUUon

Order pronounced this d y 6y Mr R tsb
underrnenUaned COMP NY under e Ins

Narne of Cflt~PANY ENIF~WE NG WIN

{Rule

;ea on icon
for ~~ up

~'1r for winding up the
Act 1986.

LTD

Registered Qift of Petif is Sotic~tar Data of
CaMPANY PresentaUo

n of Penton

S tcitors far liM 02 Jucte,
EMPU RING WI M~ venue and Customs, Za1s
LTD, T-28~ Clxfo SN t, 3RD FLOOR, ~
Lt~r1 n, W1C 20 . 5f)U7HNlEST WING,

BUSM HOUSE„
STRAND, LONDON,
WC~B 4RD

Rafe; ~9 p 016

1'

f
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Richardson, Kate

From: Paul Millinder <paul@empoweringwind,ca.ulc>

Sint: Z5 December 2016 15:23

To: Robin Bloom; Mark EIlis

Sabject: MFC Turbine

Attachmen#s: EW Statement of Case - ~alunius tiLP 12.09.2019PMvU~..pdf

Dear Sirs,

would welcome your proposals to repay the money i personally invested
in the MFC wind turbine project so we can draw matters to a
conclusion. It is my intention to wipe rrry mouth of this and move on
with something far mare constructive. Failing that, although not what 1
parf.icularly want, given the additional costs in~o{ved, I have
formulated an action plan to recover my money and the results won't be
preEfyfar MFC come the fVew Yearwhen the FA also becomes involved in
the full particulars that MFC was fu(!y aware, prior to Mark E11is
joining the firm and prior #o exercising the Option, that it had
responsiblity to adapt the substation assets and that responsibly was
integral to the entire project.

W hether you beiie~ed I would not retain such information or whether by
Mark Ellis joining the grid configuration we agread in November 2012
would suddenly change because the ex agri chemicals salesman thinks so,
are myst~~ies yet #a be uncovered, however €rom my persepcfive there is
a serious element of dishonesty and misrepresentation here. ~ have it
all in black and white and it is not in my nature to a31ow peapte to rip
me off or do mean injustice and gat away with it.

l f~ave established the correct legal position around Force Majeure and
1, as majority creditor of Empowering Wind MFC L.td have right to
progress the claim that I shall assign to its Parent Company. I attach
{redac#ed} particulars of the claim which I am quite happy, at this
stage fo lay on the table. They follow oar barrister's consultation
and written advice.

The Official Receiver is well aware that the MFC claim is entirely
spurious and yet it had made faEse representations in Court, in full
knowledge of the Force Majeure position within the Lease it unlawfully
terminated in an attempt to "sweep the matter undar the carpet" and be
done with Empowering MFC.

At no point did I consider, given the sma(! amounts inva{ved see that my
rights as majority creditor would be prejudiced in these circumstances,
given that the majorit}r creditor has decBdi~g vote ~n how recovery
action is taken. The time to step back has been beneficial, as have
had sufficient time to collate further evidence to support our case.

MFC attempted to contribute to winding up the Company (showing true
character} in a half baked aftempt #o sweep the matter under the carpet,
however this does not prevent us from assigning rights to recover costs
or taking legal action resulting from forefeiture of the .ease as Parent
Company of Empowering MFC.

Nsving a Company d~ssoived (when it is not trading} does not necessarily
mean end of the Company. It could mean, like it does here, that the
pirectors are progressing other plans and wil! re-instate the Company at
an appropriate time. From this perspective, it could even be strategic.

[will leave you to weigh up the merits and come back to me, if you
wish. Failing that, I have ambitious plans to get £5dOk worth of
satisfaction is exposing MFC in how it wasted a perfectly good
opporEunity in return for stealing £200k from me.
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Regards,

Paul Millinder

Paul Millindsr
Chief Executive

Te[: +44 (4}203 286 2236
Fax: +q4 (0)207 495 7023

~-mail: info@empoweringwind_co.uk
Web: www.empoweringwind.co.uk

Disclaimer:

The views, statements ar opinions expressed in this email are those of
fhe author and do not necessarily represent the views or opin9ons of
Empowering Wind Group.

Copyright in this message and its attacments remains with us.
Their contents are confEdentiaf and may be legally privileged. They
are intended solely far the person to whom they are addressed.
if you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender,
and delete the message from your system immediately.

You must not read, copy ar use the contents of the e-mail nor disclose
if or its ewstence to anyone else.

Empowering W ind Group has scanned this e-mail for viruses and
although we take measures to prevent viruses, ifi is nat guaranteed to
be virus free and it is your responsibility to scan the message and
attachments prior to opening them. We do no#accept any
responsibility for the consequences of passing on any virus.

Please do your bit to contribute towards the environment by only
printing this Email car its attachments unless absa[utely necessary to do
so.

The message was checked by SET Maif Security for Bulkhaul IT Dept,
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By-E-mail:

REDACTED -----

Empowering Wind MFC ltd Particulars of Case

~fhe Claimant is Empowering Wind MFC Ltd {"~1N") a subsidiary of a wind farm development business
~ontrai[ed key Paul Millinder ~"PM"}. EW was incorporated for the specific purpose of constructing and
operating a single 1.5MW, 136m high wind turbine within the overfilow carpark of Middlesbrough Football
Club's Riverside Stadium.

The objective of the project was to deliver power that would have otherwise been drawn from the grid
directly to the stadium via an embedded private 11KV network, enabling MFC to offset electricity demands
with cEean energy derived from favourable wind speed conditions at the location.

In June 2013 EW exercised its Option with MFC, cornp[eted a 26 year Lease, an Energy Supply Agreement
and in November 2013, a Connection heed from which to construct and operate the wind tur~Oine plant
under the terms of the Planning Permission and the Distribution iVetwork Operator's Connection Offer far
the project.

EW funded 100% of the project costs for development, construction and operation of the turbine and had
ingested in the project to gain revenue from sale of elec#ricity to offtakers via OFGEM's Feed in Tariff
Scheme for a 1..5M W wind turbine operational in December 2014.

"i'he pioneering project would have been the firsfi of its kind anywhere in Europe and the Claimant had
planned to develop renewable energy at further sports stadia. It had cornrnenced negotiation with several
other major football clubs, who were anticipating following in MFC's footsteps after successfu{ delivery of
the project. The project received substantial national publicity, appearing an BBC Northeast, The Daily
Mail, The Guardian and Business Green newspapers.

There are two defendants in the claim. The first Defendant is Middlesbrough Football &Athletic Company
(1986) Ltd {"MFC"} for breach of Lease, Energy Supply Agreement and the Connection Deed, unlawful
demands for rent and energy supply payrn~nfis, then a refusal to cooperate and provide a grid connection
in accord with terms of Connection Offer fihat MFC had been aware of prior to ~W exercising its option.

Those actions cumulated in EW, after having already lost over 12 monfihs through delays beyond its control
anc! with it a 26% reduction in revenue from the project, being advised by MFC in IVlay 2015, that it would
not co-operate with the terms of the EW /Northern Powergrid ("NPG") Connection Offer, even though it
had reviewed terms of that offer in Recember 2012 and later in November ZQ13 when MFC entered into a
Connection Deed, obligating them to maintain that connection in accord with that NPG Connection Offer.
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Following those actions, MFC forfeited the Lease on the grounds ofnary-payment, when the payments

claimed, in accordance with Force Majeure provisions within both the Lease and Energy Supply Agreement

would ati~erwise not be payable. Those demands followed after MFC had refused to make the grid

connection in May 2015, rendering the project unfit far purpose laecause it had no grid connection and

with no prospect of being financially viable due Yo ~FGEM FlT depreciation.

The second defendant is Middlesbrough Borough Council ("MBC"~ for upholding a planning condition that

served no purpose in planning and no purpose on the grounds of air safety, causing unnecessary delay to

the project from the period of September 2Q13 unti123`d December 2014.

MBC`s failure to act in accord with planning policy and the CAA advice available to them caused a 26%

reduction in fihe OFGEM Feed in Tariff from the period up until December 31St 2014, amounting to £3.3m in

lost revenue. Had it not been for those delays, the wind turbine would have been operational in December

2014, gaining revenue from the pre-December 2014 OFGEM Feed in Tariff ("FIT1J) for a 1.5MW wind

turiaine. The Claimant states that delay was the root cause of ambiguity between EW and MFC leading to

MFC making the unreasonable demands for payment and thereaffier refusing to provide a connection.

The total claim of loss is £12.G5m, of which £11,961 ~s loss of revenue and £693,900 in legal and

~rof~ssional costs. The amount claimed does not yet quantify litigation recovery casts and there is an

additional cause of acfiian of damages to the business reputation of C!a'srnant for loss of business.

The value of the claim is quantified by the guaranteed level of OFGEM FlT payments over 20 years the

Claimant would have received hart it not been for evasive acfiions of the Defendants. The Claimant,

through those delays, lost its pre-December 2024 ~FG~M FIT 12 month window from which to commission

the turbine and had to re-apply following MBC finally removing Condition 7 on 23~~ December 2014.

!n May 2015, after athree-month delay caused by MFC refusing to assign the Lease for purpose of financial

close, claiming that money was owed to the Club due to those delays, refused to co-operate and sign the

Asset Sate Agreement required as Condition Precedent to the NP6 Connection Offer. It had refused to sign

this Agreement, even in light of the fact it had been fully aware of this requirement (with direct

confirmation of the need to do so from a senior member of NPG) in December 2012, prior to EW exercising

its Option and afiter signing the EVl! Connection t7eed of November 2013, in accord with that Connection

Offer.

The energy yield of the wind turbine has been verified by DNV Garrad Hassan, a global leader in wind farm

technical analysis, as well as Vensys, the wind turbine manufacturer that also provided a 95% operational

availability warranty and were responsible for construction, operation and maintenance of the wind

turbine plant for the Claimant. Additional meteorological data was obtained by EW from the Met Of#ice

showing the 10 year annualised average mean wind speezl at the operational hub heighfi of the turbine.

Therefiore a high degree of certainty can be achieved in ascertaining the wind turbine's financial

performance.

~FGEM's Feed in Tariff is guaranteed at a fixed minimum rate for both the generation and export tariff

elements of the scheme, commencing from when the turbine is connected to the grid and comrr~issioned

and linked to the RPI far 20 years.

The project already had planning consent for the wind turbine and non-material amendments were made

by EW so as to increase the hub height and rotor diameter to the desired turbine type, originally a

Lagerwey L93, which was later substituted for a Vensys VE87 with an 87m rotor diameter that

demonstrated increased productivity of the wind power plant.
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The project did not have a grid connection and during the Option Period, EW procured a suitable and cast
efficienfi connection from NPG, (the Distribution Network Operator},from which to deliver power from the
turbine to the stadium and surplus power back to the local grid.

The required prerequisite consents were granted during the Option Period and the pre-commencement
planning conditions were discharged so that construction of the turfoine could readily commence.

Condition 7 of the planning permission is apre-operational cornmencemenfi condition that required
provision of a scheme'ta "alleviate the impact of the wind turbine on Durham Tees Valley Airport Radar"
("DTt/A"}'+prior use of the wind turbine commencing".

In September 2413 details of the mitigation scheme were submitted to MBC in accord w'sth the
requirements of Condition 7 and although it was acknowledged by the planning officer that the Applicant
had done what was required to discharge the condition, the Council did not discharge the condition due to
a further objection being made by DNA. It was noted at the time by ~W that such objection was not
substantive and was not construed in accord with CAA CAP 764 (CAA Policy and Guidance on Wind farms
for av~atian stakeholders).

glad the Council acted reasonably, utilising the standard planning policy documents and following correct
pfanni~g process, the CAA would have been adequately consulted and had this happened in September
2013, it could easily have been discovered that DTVA claims were not substantive and that the reason for
the condition were not reasons on the grounds of air safety, as claimed by DTVA.

From the period of September 2013 until December 2014, Condition 7 was sustained fey fihe Council
unnecessarily. During this period the Applicant could not da what was intended loy the planning permission
because the #urbine could not commence operafiion until a scheme f technical solution which is proven
not to existj, was implemented. The delay in removing that condition, that clearly went to the heart of
the planning consent), exceeded the statutory 12 month O~GEM FI7 Accreditation period from which a
generator has to construct and connect the capital equipmenfi to the grid.

On 23r~ December 201.4, MBC approved a -Further EW application to withdraw Condition 7 without
pro~isian of any aviation mitigation measures as it was confirmed, due to EW intervention with the CAA
that such condition was never a requirement on the grounds of air safety. Had the Council acted in accord
with planning policy, the available guidance documents, including their own Circular 11j95 Use of
":onditions in Planning, Condition 7 should have been removed by MBC in September 2013 when the
Applicant ciid what was necessary {as acknowledged by the MBC planning officer}, to discharge the
condition and for the additional reason, that such condition was proven to serve no purpose in planning.

1"he Applicant acted reasonably and used its best efforts to fulfil terms of Condition 7. In September 2Q13
EW had submitted the only possible technical solution to the MBC planning officer whilsfi at that time also
making the planning officer aware, via Steve Hesmondhalgh &Associates (EW Planning consultant}, of
whaf was a wholly invalid and ultra vires request to provide a technical solution that neither exists in
operation, or had been approved far aperationa) use by the CAA.

All aviation radar clutter mitigation equipment must pass a 4 part CAA safety case to demonstrate
operational integrity of the system in its air traffic control operation, prior to a system being implemented
far commercial use.

As of today's date, no mitigation solution has been approved by the CAA for operational use on the D~TVA
watchman primary surveil{once radar. This element of the position, proves beyond any doubt that the
planning condition, as previously asserCed by the App{icant is ultra vires.
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in addition, such condition serves no purpose at alj as it was proven the wind turbine presents no aviation

safety risks and that DT1/A claims were spurious and largely misrepresented.

The refusal of MBC to remove an ultra vires planning condition in accord with their own planning policy in

September 2013 when the Applicant made the LPA aware of same and thereafter sustaining Condition 7,
against advice of the plann'sng officer, on the grounds of non-substantive objections by DT1lA are, quite

categorically actions that are beyond reasonable control of the Applicant. Planning decisions cannot be
motivated by non-substanfiive threats ar third party actions and therefore it becomes clear that #his
sequence of events is inextricably linked to the Farce Majeure provisions of the EV+1 / MFC Lease and
Energy Supply Agreement.

Background on the delays, EW Accompanying Statement, email negotiations, subsequent outcome,

EW complaint of maladministration and MBCs final response can be viewed by following link A
below to Dropbox:

----- Redacted -----

Background an the negotiations and correspondences with DNA, expert reports and letter
exchanges from principals:

------ Redacted

PM had actively engaged with BT PLC and Thruput, manufacturer of the system, in procuring a scheme to
alleviate the impact of potential radar clutter originating from the MFC wind turbine development. In
September 2013, it was acknowfe~ged by MSC that the Applicant did was required to discharge the
condition and Maria Fraggatt, senior pSanning officer in the wind turbine planning permission made
cflmment to Kevin Parkes (Director of Planning at MBC) "any further comments before we discharge the
condition".

At that fiime EW had discovered, through its professional aviation consultants and Wia the principals

involved in deployment of the ALMS potential scheme at ~7VA, that it is not necessary to go to such

lengths to provide extensive radar mitigation #or a single wind turbine in an isolated IocatiQn and that the

wind turbine in its location would not be of detriment to the Airport's operations.

't was further noted that the original 2008 Pager Power Aviafion Impact Assessrnen~ suggested the impact
of the proposed MFG turbine on pTtlA operations were "minor or negligible", yet it would appear MBC did,
not give sufficienfi regard to this expert report when it was minded to remove the condition in September
13.

EW, during its investigation surrounding Condition 7, considered that CAA qualified air traffic controllers
are trained to handle levels of intermittent radar clutter (spurious radar returns] that naturally occur in
every operational air traffic environment. Typically occurring events of radar clutter originate from moving
high sided vehicles or tall trees moving in the wind within a radar's line of sight.

In December z~12, EW was advised by aviation professionals involved in the ACMS project, that effects of
the MFC wind turbine would be easy to negate without third party mi#igation. Those assertions proved to
be accurate, as did the conclusions of the 2008 Aviation Im}aact Assessment commissioned by Pager Power

with the planning permission.

EW had also become aware, through its diligent investigation that a request from DTVA to provide wind

turbine clutter mitigation at this location is contradictory for several reasons, the main reason being that
an operational 27 turbine wind farm sits in 'the mouth of the Tees presenting a far greater concern in terms
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of radar clutter interference. That wind farm is in controlled airspace, an the final approach to the DNA
runway, yet is operational without any radar mitigation and that fihere are other operational wind turbines

in DIVA airspace in far more sensitive locations than that of the MFC site. Those operational wind farm
developments present a need for third party clutter mitigation for the reason thaf movement of the blades
sited close together deliver multiple radar returns clutter) that effects a wider area of the airtraffic
control radar screen, whereas a single turbine in an isolated location presents a fas- less significant concern,
occupying a small area of the screen and in a static location. Impact of the MFC wind turbine on DNA
primary surveillance radar was clearly demonstrated to MBC in September 2013, along with the proposed
mitigatipn solution.

EW had engaged with BT PLC (owners of the system) and Thruput Lfid (system manufacturer} from mid-
2012 on progression of the mitigation solution. Both pa~'ses on several occasions expressed their
frustration at DTVA lack of cooperation or willingness to deploy the sysCem. EW procured a license from
BT to utilise the ACMS system from the date the CAA appra~es such system far operational use at D'NA.
On today's date, that milestone has not been achieued and EW is advised by Thruput the project is no
longer proceeding.

From an early stage EW fully understood what is required to discharge the condition. PM became aware,
Following MBC refusak to remove the condition in September 2013 that Conditiar~ 7 was being sustained for
reasons outside of the interests of planning and made the assumption that the underlying motive behind
Peet Holdings, owners of DNA requests were khat of financial gain rather than that of a genuine aviation
safety conszderatian.

For those reasons PM made contact with Robert Goodwill MP (Aviation Minister) who became actively
involved in the particulars, raising a number of questions as to the reasonableness of widespread DVTA
objections fio wind turbine planning applications on the same non-substantive grounds and all within a 30
mile radius of the airport.

Relations between EW and MSC taroke down when MFC demanded EW pays circa f280k for the electricity
and rent that would have otherwise been generated up until 28t" September 2015, had it not been for
those delays. [n accord with the Lease, payment would otherwise not foecome due until 24t" December 15,
when fihe turbine would have otherwise been operational.

The argument around the Force Majeure position ensued and although a settlement position was put
~ -~rward by EW {in light of the fact it firmly stood by its position of Force Majeure}, the Club refused to sign
the iVPG Asset Sale Agreement to.enable the wind turbine to connect to the Club's dedicated substation, _
therefore preventing the turbine from obtaining a connection or supplying the power back to the stadium
via a private 11Kv network.

Robin Bloom ("R8"} a solicitor, farmer senior partner of Bond Dickinson and General Legal Counsel of MFC
and its Parenfi, Gibson O'{Veill Company ltd, controlled by Steve Gibson, acted to oversee all negotiations
between EW and the Club and later assigned tasks #o Mark EIlis ("ME"), a newly appointed C00.

FtB and the former Head of Commercial at MFC, Matt Smith ~"MS") had full transparency over the precise
grid connection configuratio►~ from November 2012 and was copied into key correspondence with
Northern Powergrid ~"iVPG"J, the Distribution Network Operator, who also confirmed that it was a
prerequisite of the connection that the Club takes ownership of its dedicated substation assets to form
part of the 11KV network.

Please refer to Link C below, containing the NPG Connection Offer, Power Systems design documents and
Link a email chains, with direct confirmation from NPG to MFC fihat it is a requirement of the Club to take
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ownership of the two dedicated HV substation assets and that this arrangement was Condition Precedent
to the NPG Connection offer.

----- Redacted

EW provided MFC with all of the grid connection documentation, including the detailed Rawer Systems
design, the scope of supply and the NPG Connection t?ffer prior to EW exercising its Option in december
2012. At no point prior to IVlay 2015 did the Club state it would refuse to adopt the substations. EW
asserts that if at any point prior to exercising its Option the Club 4vas not satisfied with the connection
configuration arrangements, it had ample opportunity to raise any questions or any contention in doing so.
Had it done so, EW would not have proceeded to exercise its Option, as the project would nafi have had a
grid connection.

It should further be noted that MFC was well aware of tt~e complications and matters involved in obtaining
that connection, to tie extent that it granted an extension of Option Period so fihat the parties could
obtain and evaluate the connection prior to completion.

EW states that it could not possibly be expected to adopt the dedicated stadium HV substation assets that
ire responsible for delivering fihe "faEl back supply" from the local NFG grid networi< to MFC.

Those substations are MFC dedicated NV assets of supply to the Stadium for that sole and exclusive
purpose.

NPG could not grant a third party the right to connect into MFC dedicatee! substation assets as they were
paid for by MFC, although iVPG does maintain the assets. The MFC dedicated NV substations were on site
prior to the wind turbine installation and these are integral to the stadium's paint of supply.

The fall back supply refers to power that is drawn from the grid to the stadium in the usual way, via those
dedicated HV assets, as it does priorto the wind turbine development and in the same way during periods
when the wind turbine is not generating power.

The NPG Connection Offer specified the only possible way in which power could be delivered from the
turbine to the stadium, via a jointed out 11KV private network. When evaluating the connection in January
2013, EW technical consultants also confirmed that there is na other feasible way to deliver power from
`he turbine to the stadium that would comply with OFGEM G59 and Feed in Tariff connection rules.

MFC clearly therefore knew about the grid configurafiion in becember 20.2, was provided detailed
technical drawings, was copied 9nto and responded to key email negotiations between NPG, Lagerwey
1Nind and Power Systems UK Ltd in arranging the ~1~G connection and had full knowledge that it was
Condition Precedent of the NPG Connection Offer that MFC adopts its dedicated HV assets to form part of
an 11KV private network to make the wind turbine connection.

Failure by MFC to act in accord with contractual documents between the parties was tie sole reason that
prevented EW from constructing and operating the wind turbine and same is clearly evidenced within its
case documentation.

Please refer #o the link below for correspondences between Alpha Real Capital, EW, MFC anti NPG in
connection with the grid connection from April 2Q15.

-------Redacted

In EW opinion, any solicitor acting for MFC, would have been expressly clear on the terms of the wind
turbine grid connection, a matter that is as fundamental to the project as the planning permission. fW
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asserts that it is the responsibility of MFC to do what is necessary to meet its obligation in enabling the

project to succeed and that prior to exercising its Option to Lease, MFC had full transparency over the
documentation concerned, was aware that EW intended to complete the NPG Connection Offer in 2412,
#hereby accepting its terms and method of connection.

FurChermore, EW provided MFC with full firansparency over the lengthy OFGEM Feed in Tariff application

process and over the issues encountered and EW asserts that any solicitor acting reasonably would have
noted that "any material change to the originally approved grid connection configuration" would invalidate
Feed in Tariff Preliminary Accreditation. This was explained to MFC by EW several times, as evidenced
within email transcripts between the parties.

On 4th February 2015, after EW had successfully re-applied for the pre-Qecember 2415 OFGEM FlTfor a
7..5MW wind turbine (less 26% of what it should have gained) it had requested and received the Asset Sa[e
Agreementfram NPG.

ME and RB responded to the email dafied 4t~' February 15, from PM to ME and RB of 15.04 containing the
NPG Asset Sale Agreement and within tie email PM expla4ned that EW would, out of courtesy, pay for the
maintenance of MFCs part of the private network for the lifetime of the (ease.

in May 2015, RB stated that MFC world noC adopt its dedicated HV substation assets in accord with the
NPG Connection Offer and the OGFEM approved electrical system design. At that time, MFC were made

fully aware of the implications of refusing to act in accord with its contractual documents and that the
project cannot proceed without a grid connection.

In November 2Q~4, Smith Brothers Contract{ng l.td, EW's appointed [ndependent Connection Provider

vis9ted the site to once again run over the grid connection configuration with the Club. In attendance were

Directors, Craig Caflinson and John Smith, who explained the grid connection configuration to ME and later

provided the Club further technical drawings that were as specified within the NPG Connection Offer. At
that time, Craig Collinson expEained to ME that a "Com~aing agreement" would he put in place with MFC for
the service of their dedicated HV assets once the private network is operational.

The premium to assign ownership was a nominal consideration as MFC paid for those dedicated substation
assets and although operated by NPG, MFC needed to take ownership so as to maintain the EW turbine
connection within their HV switchboard.

The connection method, terms and conditions of connection were contained in the NPG Connection Offer
provided to MFC in January 2012. The subsequent system design of Power Systems, along with the #final
design submission of Smith Brothers Contracting Ltd to NPG and approval by OFGEM of the system design,
clearly stated MFC obligations in maintaining such connection.

In November 2014, Michael Brown of Bond Dickinson ("M8", solicitor acting for MFC}was instructed by
the Club, at the request of ~W to sign Connection Deed.

The purpose of the Connection Deed was to ensure that MFC maintained an active connection within its
HV substation for the operational life of the turbine and that this cvnnectian would not be terminated or
tampered with.

This Cannectian Deed was clearly intended to be construed in line with the contractual agreement
between the parties and in particular and as referenced within the Deed, in accordance with the EW (NPG
Connection Agreement. Prior to completing the Connection Deed, MB requested a copy of the EW J NPG
Connection Offer which was promptly delivered by David McDannall of Arthur Cox (acting for EW}.
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EUU asserts that it cannot possibly be held in any way liable for negligence and a failure of MFC in

conducting technical or legal due diligence that is requ4red in fulfilling its obligation as matter of process

and in line with contractual arrangements between the parties. Fram the outset and prior to exercising its

Option Agreement, MFC had full sight of the electrical system design, as well as the NPG (EW Connection

Offer Terms and Can~litions and method of connection and at n4 point dig! MFC raise a contention in
connection with those terms.

MFC were made well aware by EW that once the system design was approved try NPG and OFGEM any

material change wauid invalidate the OFGEM Feed in Tariff rate that scheme was approved for, yet MFC
allowed the development to proceed on the basis that the turbine was being connected to the grid in the
manner described by NPG.

MFC forfeited the Lease on 26th June 2Q15 on the basis ofnon-payment of rent. EW however asserts that

MFC caused the project to fai! due to failure to adopt its dedicated substations for purpose of maintaining

the wind turbine grid connection and that no rent or electricity supply payments was due until 24tH

December 2015 for those events that are, very clearly acts of Force Majeure,

EW concluded by July 2015 that there was insufficient time remaining to construct and install the turbine

in line with the reduced Feed in Tariff period of accreditation, as there is a six-month lead time on delivery

of the turbine and components and #herefore no prospect of the project being financially viable due to

depreciation in #ariff value from what it was due to receive from December 2014, when the turbine would
have otherwise been operational.

MFC stood to benefit from f5U,000 per annum rent and approxi rrtately £180,000 per year in free supply of

energy from the turbine of up to 1504MWh per annum for the period of the Lease and afi zero capital

expenditure. EW acknowledges categorically that it was made clear from the outset by the Distribution
l~etwork Operator that there is a requirement of the Club to adopt its dedicated substations that are

integral to supply of power to the stadium and that was MfC's obligation in accord with the NPG

Connection Offer and the Connection Deed far the project in farming the grid connection.

Without ability to supply power to fihe stadium, MFC rendered it impossible for EW to do what was

intended by those contractual documents. ~W asserts that these actions were with intent and in full

knowledge of the MFC Directors. EW Directors assert that they were mislead by MFC as it has become
clear there was never any intention for MFC to a11ow power to be delivered from the wind turbine to the

~tadium, yet same was the very reason EW completed the Lease, the Energy Supply Agreement and the
Connection Deed. _ _

EW had funded fihe entire development, including payment of all MFC associated legal fees in completing
the C7ption. Agreement, Lease and assa~ciate~! contactual documents on the bass of earning revenue from
the pre-December 207.4 FIB' scheme. it has received not a single penny firom the project and has faced very
substantial loss and damage to its business reputation. It is therefore left with no alternative but to

recover its losses through the Hign Court.

hope this document assists in defining our claim against the DefencEants and I look forward to hearing

from you in due course.

----- Redacted
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Richardson, Kate

Frorn: Paul Msllinder <paul@empoweri~gwind.co.uk>
Sent; 22 December 201615:05
To: Robin Bloom; mark.eflis@mfc.co.ul<
Subject: Merry Chrisfimas

From a!I at Empowering tNind.

And as an early Christmas present, we have dedicated this page to you.

ft wil{ be updated and circcalated to var[ous parties early in the New Year, to rna~Ce sure yours
sfarts with a bang.

You will not get away wifh ripping me off and wasfing my time I assure you.1 will continue wifih
what ! am doing until I receive every penny back that 1 vuasted because of MFC and if I don't, I will
get my satisfaction in other ways.

Have a good one.

Paul Millinder

Sent from glue al
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Richardson, K~t~

From: PauE Millinder <pauf@empaweringwind.co.uk>
Sent: 22 pecember 201615:(78
To: Rabin Bloom; mark.ellis@mfc.co.uk
Subject: Fwd: Merry Christmas

Sorry forgot to includE the link:

hft{~•/I+nnnn~vempoweringwind ca klmfc wnd_~ow~red football stadium hfml

Ifi wil I be updated come first weeEc of Jan.

Send from BIueNlaif

On 22 Dec 2016, at 3:02 p.m., Paul Millinder <.~au~em~ erin~wind.co.uk> wrote:

From all at Empouvering Wind.

And as an early Chrisfimas present, we have dedicated this page to you.
f
It will be updated and circ~la~ed to various parfiies early in the New Year, to make sure yours
Starks with a bang.

You will not get away wifh ripping me ofd and wasting my time f assure you. I will continue with
~ what I am dang until {receive every penny back that I wasted because of MFG and if I don't,
will get my safisfaction in o#her ways.

Have a good ane.

Paul Millinder

Sent from B[ueMail

i"he message was checked by ESET Mail Security for Bulkhaul IT Dept.
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Richardson, Kate

Fram: Paul Miitinder<pau!@smpoweringwind.co.uk>
Sent: 03 January 201714:36
To; Robin Bloom; Mark Ellis
Subject: MFCTurbine

Dear Sirs,

Despite my requests I have not received setklement from you and we are now into January 2017. Your
time has expired and this is being circulated to various parties. See you in Court.

Yours sincerely,

Paul Millinder:

Middlesbrough Football Club -Europe's first Wind Powered

Foatball5tadium

Empowering exposes the truth ar~d the outcome of its investment

in the project

fQQThall stadium in FuYQ~ to haves instaur ri a midti MW wind ur(~iheto powp faciliYfes, hOWevef iCl a

hizzare chain of events Middbesbrough Football C[ub unlawfully terminated the Lease and made
attempts to rid themselves of fiY~e problem that we expose as nothing more than a divisive plan to gain
£204,000 with no intention of installing a wind turbine.

The Contractual Qefinitions of Force Majeure:

The EnergySupp[yAgreement-

"means in respect of any party any event ar cirtumsfance which is beyond the reasonable control of such
parry and which results in or causes failure of that party fo perform any of its obligations under this

Agreement "

Cause 6. Energy Supply Agreement -Force Majeure Provisions "Neither Partyshall be in breach of this

Agreement or otherwise liable to the other, by reason of any detoy in performance, ornon-performance of

any of cis obligations due to an event of Force Majeure. "

The Lease -

Force Majeure"rrregns any event orcircumstance which is beyond the reosonoble control of the Tenant
and which results in or causes failure ojthe Tenant to perform any of its obligations under this Lease

including act of Gad strike lock out or other industrial disturbance alt of pablir enemy war declared Qr
+ndecJared threat or war terrorist act blockaofe revolution riot insurrection civ11 comm o» or public
demonstration nuclearfatloursabhotage act of vandalism lightening storm fire £toad earthgeake

accumulation of snow or tce lack of water weather or environments! problems (other than required as a
sauce of energy) provided that tack of funds shn11 not ke interpreted as a caase beyond reasonable control
afthe Tenant."

The purpose of the contractual relaCianship between the parties was for Empowering Wind to construct
and operate a 136m high wind turbine within the over#low carpark of the stadium to offset power
demands that would otherwise 6e drawn from the grid.
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The parties entered lengthy legal negotiat9ons in March 2012 and completed an Option to lease a part

of the overfiaw carpark occupied hythe wind turbine. Empowering had paid all costs associated with
the project, including MFC's own legal fees in securing the Option Agreement, the Lease, Energy Supply
Agreement and Grid Connection Deed.

Priorto Empowering securing its Option with MFC, they had planning permission for the wind turbine,

but the project had no grid connection and Empowering was to secure a grid connection and make any

necessary alkerations or amendments to planning consents required so that the project was

construction ready.

1n November 2012, Empowering, a#ter lengthy negotiakion with Northern Powergrid and two meetings

on site where Paul Millinder, CEO of Empowering was presznt, along wi#h ~o6in Bloam, the Ciub's in
house solicitor, their in house electrical engineer and Power Systems UK Ltd {Empowering's

Independent Connection Provider) to arrange a grid connection forthe wind turbine.

Qn 25th April 2013, Northern Powergrid issued the Connection Agreement detailing the connection

method, timeframe, costs and terms of the connection far Ehe wind turbine. Both the Connection

Agreement and the Pawer Systems design documents were submitted to the Club at that time. Given

that 1VIFCwere involved directly in those negotiations, they were weld aware that Empowering intended
to complete the Connection Agreement with Northern Powergrid to form the connection for the wind

turbine.

An email in Novemaer 2012 #rom Northern Powergrid's lead system engineer to the Club Ito which

Rabin Bloom responded}, stated in very clearterms that the Ciub has to adopt its dedicated substation
assets to form the grid connection for the wind turbine.

It was this grid connection that formed the basis of Empowering making its decision to exercise the

Option Agreement and complete the Lease. Without a grid connection the project clearly could not

proceed, however MFC took f200,0a0 #ram the Company and apowed it to continue developing the
project, expending substantial resources and capi#al for three years only to refuse that very same grid

connection in March 2015, causing the projectto fail,

!n November 213 MFC signed a Connection Deed in respect of its undertaking to maintain the

connection within their dedicated substation for the lifetime of the Lease. At thattime, its solicitor,

Michael Brown of Bond Dickinson, requested an additional copy of the Company's Northern Powergrid

Connection Agreement in full knowledge that the two documents are inextricab{y linked.

.~rom November 2012 when MFC was introduced to Northern Powergrid in open Emails concerningthe

grid connection untillune 2013 when the Company exercised its Option and paid the Club £200,000 for

the Lease, MFC had Northern Powergrid, its own technical consultants and Empowering's widely
experienced team at their fuCl disposal to answer any questions, however in March 2015, a year from

when the project would have athenvise been completed had it not been fora lay a_~_usecJ..~v a hird

.p~r~~, MFC refused to co-operate and the Company was deliberately prevented from completing the

project, which was its sole #rading in#erect.

MFC has demonstrated a complete lack of regard for the Company's interests, later utilising a form of

blackmail as an attempt #o procure commercial advantage, stating that unless we dropped our

argument of Force Majeure and pay them £255,000 forthe delays caused by Midd~l sbro fi omit

f~' ing to remove an unlawful lann9ng_condition, they Would not consent to novation required for

financial close and draw down of the conseruction finance at, byvirYue of the delays already

encountered, an already time critical stage oFthe project.

This divisiveness was later repeated only on far more damaging terms. Mark E{fis (a former argicultural

chemicals salesman] had then recently joined MFC as C00 in 2014, insisted that Emppwering suddenly
change its position and adopt the MFC dedicated substation that was on site pr9or to the wind turbine

being installed. That substation is integral to and has sale purpose of supply of power from the local

grid to the stadium, it has been paid for by MFC and it is managed by Northern Powergrid under a

maintenance agreement they have with the Club that would have been replaced by a 24 hour

Maintenance Agreement for the lifetime of the wind turbine equipment, also paid for by Empowering.

Clearly taking on responsbiliiy for supply of power to the stadium is well over and above Empowering's

a6ligation to deliver a turbine to supply power, howeveras a token gesture the Company offered to pay
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the maintenance casts sa tha Club incurs no liability_

In reality however, this request in 2415 was nothing more than another attempt to circumvent the
project ant! retain Empowering's £2001;, resulting in Empaweting being down not only by its substantial
investment in the project, buY also circa £lim the turbirse would have otherwise generated throughout
its lifetime.

There were delays in issuing Feed in Tariff accreditation forthe project due to errors made by OFGENi
and MFC was also kept fully updated in these negotiations. MFC at that time, both times, in 2013 and in
2014, would have been aware that any change to the grid configuration would invakidate the Feed in
TarifFsecured forthe project, yet after the Company had already suffered a 26% reduction in tariff due
to Middlesbrough Council failing to remove an uoawiful planning condition from September 2013 until
23rd December z~14, MFC was made aware the Company had to re-apply for the lesser ta~i~ff and that in
doing so, the project's return on investment was seriously compromised.

In March 2015, when the Company had received Feed in Tariff accreditation for the second time, MFC
made Empowering aware that it has no intention of co-operating with the terms of the Northern
Powergrid Conneckion. Had the Company taken action, Norkhem Powergrid confirmed YhaC the
configuration specified in the Connection Agreementwas the only way in which power could be
delivered from the turbine to the stadium.

Given thatthe entire purpose of the project was to offset power demands for Che stadium that would
otherwise be drawn from the grid, ie makes no logical sense why MFC would refuse the only technical
solution possible to do so, unless as we state, it embarked upon the relationship as a means of nofhing
more than extorting money from the Company with no intention of a wind tubine,

A wind turbine w[th na connection to the grid is as much use as a chocolate fireguard and likewise is an
Energy Supply AgreemenC that cannot supply energy and for that matter, a Lease to build a wind turbine
with no turbine.

MFC, during its various attempts to extort further money from Empowering, utilised a farm of blackmail
based on a request of MFC to pay them f255,dQ0 for the delays caused to the project by an ultra vires
(unlawful planning condition that should have been removed by Middlesbrough Caun~il in September
2013). Robin Bloom stated that unless Empowering Wind "dropped its agrument on Force Majeure"
MFC would not consent to novation required for financial close draw down of the construction finance
required to complete the project.

Ned Empowering conceded this unreasonable request, it would have paid the Club £455,000 only for
them to refuse to co-operate with the grid connection requirements, fleecing the Company out ofthe
best part of f5~Ok on top of wasting its 3 year investment in the project.

After causing furCher unnecessary delay to the project of4 months by insisting Empowering pays
£255,004 on top of the £20D,0~ the Club had received, Robin Bloom refused to co-operate with
Northern Powergrid in providing the connection to the wind turbine and instead insisted that the
Company adopts the stadium`s dedicated substation intregral for supply of powerfrom the grid to the
stadium, implyingthat Empoweringshould pay for anyfuture replacement of the substation and take
on responsiblity for the "fall back supply" (supply of power from the grid at times when the wind
turbine is not generating},yet doing so was not only outside the scope of supply, it was also outside the
scope of contractual agreements between the parties,

On 25th June 2015, after causing the project to fail by refusing the grid connection it had been aware of
since November 2012, fv1FC issued a Notice to Terminate the Lease on the grounds of non payment of
£255,000 that in accord with the Contracts, is not payable due to Force Majeure. The delay in question
is an undisputedly clear event of Force Majeare as evident as a Government Agency refusing to act in
accord with Planning Law that clearly implies that an ultra vires planning condition should be withdrawn
"without application" by the Planning Authority.

This was the Club's first half baked attempt to rid themselves of Empowering end.

At that point, Empowering had invested £530,D00 in developing the project, including the f200,000
Lease Premium the Gub received in June 2013 when the Company exercised its Option and Completed
the Lease on the basis of the Northern Powergrid connecEion agreement.

In May 201fi, a year after the Company was forced to cease trading due to the Club preventing its sale
business interest from proceeding, HMRC issued a winding up petition to collect taxes from the

Company.

MFC utilised this opportunity, in its second half baked atremptto rid themselves of the Company, to
instruct its barrister to make incorrect representations to the High Couh, claiming that Empowering
Wind MFC owed money when it was fully aware that the claim is entirely suprious. A convenient
attempt from MFC to rid themselves ofi a potentially costly legal problem at a summary hearing that
would likely resu9t in the Company being wound up.
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THE EVIpENCE;

Here is khe redacted ~TATEfrdEL OFS_~E.

We are happy to provide the press or legal professionals with further evidence we hoEd on file following
completion of our Non Disclosure Agreement. Emppwering Wind MFC Ltd was put into liquidation by

HMRC in September 2016 for outstanding tax liabilities that would have otherwise been paid had the

Club not rendered the project unfitfor purpose. Middlesbrough Football Cfub was the sole cause of the

Company's failure and yet, sought, showing true character of the Management, to add to the HMRC

petition the sum of £255,~Op.

Unsuprisingiy however, no emaifs or any attempt whatsoever was made by MFC themselves to recover

the money they purport we owed prior to HMRC issuing the winding up petition, so from June 2015

unti{ May 2016, absolutely no recovery action was taken by MFC, clearly this is because they knew full

well that their claim is entirely false and that in fact Empowering had already issued notice to MFC of

its intention to recover its losses in May 2015, when they refused the grid connection.

The Parent Company was assigned the MFC debt by Paul Miliinder as majority creditor ofthe Company

and Earth Energy I nvestments LLP will recover its money and distribute the f35,00Q owed to the

Company's legitimate credikors.

On 15th December 2016, PM wrote to Mark Ellis, of MFC to request that the money expended for the

wind turbine project is paid back. No response to that email was given, a{though a return receipt was

acknowledged.

The message was checked by ESET Mail Security for Bulkhaul 1T Dept.
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F~ichardsan, I~~te

From: Pau! Millincier<pau!@Empoweringwind.ca.uk> ..

$ent: 03 January 217 3.S:Q9 . .~

To: ~ Robin Bloom; Mark Ellis; Neil Bausor

subject: Statutory Demand _

Attachments: ~ forrn4-0l.pdf

Rear firs,

Please find enci~sed a copy stat demand FYI, I have instructed the
original to be served at your registered office, if its not already with
you, it will be very shortly.

Yours sincerely,- ~ ._...

Paul MilEinder

The message was chec[ced by ESET Maii Seccarity for Bulkhaul IT Qept.

1
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Ricftardson; Rafe

From: Faul Millinder <paul@empoweringwind.co,uk>

Sent: Q3 January 2017 20:23
Ta: Robin Bloom; Marls Ellis; Neii Sausar
Subject: Fwd: R~: Project number: EN45198940 /Middlesbrough stadium Wind turbine /

- - Lagerwey -

My apologies, please disregard the Statutory Demand copy sent earlier by email. Please just rely
on the copy to kie served at the Stadium shortly.

Please do however refer to the email chain below. If may help in evaluating where yaa are and
re-affirms the correct position on the grid connection you have been aware of prior to ~s
exercising our Qption in 2Q13 and a year before.Mark~ Ellis joined. Rabin was however ac~iveiy.
involved ih all those discussions and we promptly answered any`~uestions raised and provided
the NPG Connection Agreement, with all the technical drawings well prFor to completing the
Conne~vn Agreement and exercising the Opfi~on.

Mark, you may note below that in fact the Club was we11 aware of its obligation to take ownership
of its dedicated substations a year prior to you becoming involved. The corinectian meeting you
were referring to, had already taken place twice before you joined and fundamentally, nothing
had ganged from the original Connection UfFer the Club had in January 13.

ff I have to commence litigation to recover, we will go a!I the way fia recover £~ 1 m + in losses.
NEy intention however is to recover the money we wasted because o~'your negligence and you
have 27 days to do that.

Please do ensure Sfieve Gibson is arn~are of these parficuEars.

Yours sincerely,

Paul l~fi}linc[er

-----___ forwarded Message --------
~ub~iect:Re: Fw:_ Project number: ENQ5~98940/ Middlesbrough stadium V1lind turbine l

Lagerwey
~ Dat~:Tue, 'I6 4ct 2012 13:07:09 +Q100 .

Fxorn:~obir~ Bloom <RB~OM(c~bulkhaul ca uk>
To: aau((~em~owerin~wi nd,co.uk

Thanks Paul.

Appreciated,

Rok~in

Gt'oup General Counsel .
The Gibson CO'Neill Company Limited
DD-~-44 (0) 1642 236969
Mobile +44 (0} 7980 769 554

»> °Paul Milfinder" ~,naul(~emn,~, owerin~wind c~ uic> 1~/16l2~1~2 8:35 am »>
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N~(ming Rabin,

am.spending the rest of this week on trying to resolve our grid connection problem. Lagerwey
are also on the case so as to reveal a(I possible alterna#ices prior fa our meefiing with fihem. I will
copy you in an al( ca-respondence and will provide a summary of possible options for us to
review so we have a clear strategy plan prior to meeting with NPG.

All the best, .

Paul
Empowering 1Nind Ltd
Tel: +44 (0}203 286 2236
E: sales a~ernpowerinc~wind.co.uk
1N: vtnNw.em~owerin~wir~d.co.uk

Senf via B1ackBerryO from BT

~______ Forwarded Message _______
{ Sulaject:RE: Project number: ENQ5'E 989401 Middlesbrough stadium Wind turbine 1 Lagerwey

Date:Mon, 10 Dec 2t~12 09:0'1 :46 -000
From;Ryan, Tony ~Tony.R~an aQna~hern~owergeid.com~ 

--------- -- To;Nicki-Barnett <nicici ~pawers~stemsuk com>-Mat# Smith <matE.smithta~mfc.cfl.uk>, --
Robin Bloom <RBLOOM~a7bulkhaul.co_uk>

CC:Henk Lagerweij <hI~L~~erweyW~d nl>, Andre Pubanz <ap~a l_a~erweywind.nl>, Steve
caring <steve cariin~r~awers~stemsuk com>, .paul~7em~awerinawind.co.uk

Nicki j Paul,

Have completed the studies and castings and can confirm that the connect+on paint ~+vill be on the existing ~1KV

cables on the site.

As we are proposing to pass over ownershEp of tie two existing

~ subsfiations on site to the club, one of my commercial colleagues will

need to get invatve-d 'to arrange this fiherefore he will be issuing the

POC quote.

He has advised that he wilt have the details:campleted ready to issue the quote w/c

~.o/~.~1 ~.z.

Regards

To,~y Ryas

Design Term Leader
System Design -Middlesbrough ,
f~.1)ran northernocL~Y.er~rid cam
tel: {1191 2294654

Front: Paul Millinder G aC~(t_ilto•paul e~poweringwind co uk]
2
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Sent: 04 pecember 2012 14:42
7o:,Ryan, Tony; Nicki BarnatC; Matt Smith; Robin Bloom
Cc: Henk L.agerweij;,Andre Pubanz; Steve Carling ~ .
Subject. Re: ProjecC number: ENQ5~.98940 / Nliddlesbrougfi skadium Wind~turbine / Lagertivey

Tony,

I Nape all is going well. Any updates on when we are to xeceive aur.offer lettex?

It would really help me if it was this week.

I look forward to hearing from you.

Regards,

Paul
Empowering Wind Ltd
Tel: +4~..~0)2~3 286 2236
E: ~ales~,em~oweringwind.co.vk
V+~: www.ernuoweringyvind.co.uk

Sent visa BlackBeriy~ from BT

From: "Ryan,-Tony„—~'I'o.~t~ R~~n(n3nQrthert~nowergrid com> _-- --- --- — ---
Date: Thu, 22 Nov 2012 09:52:15 -0000
T'o: Nic1~i Barnett<nicki op.~~wers~stemsulc coin>; Pau1 Millen.der<~~l~~e~rr~~a~rerin~wind co Yt~>
Cc: Henlc LagexweijChl(a~;~gei~ve ind.nl>; Andxe Pubanz<a.~(r~l~ag~r ~~y~ind nl>; Steve
carling<steve Carling a~ow~r ~,stemsLik coni>
Subject: RE: Project number: ENQ5198940 l Middlesbrough stadium Wind tuxbine / Lagerwey

Vicki,

For clarity, I said i would do everything f could to get a detailed POC offer to you by the end of next week though

this was not guaranteed anti may take longer. -

will keep you informed.

~; regards

Tommy Ry~ri

Design Team Leader
System Design -Middlesbrough
tonv. rve nfa'7narthem oawe r_a ri d , com
teL Q191 2294654

Prom: Vicki Barnett [maifto•nickita~ owersystemsuk.cQrnl
5eret: 21 November 2012 10:31
To; Pail Mill[nder
Cc: kienk Lagerweij; Andre Pubanz; Ryan, Tony; Steve Carling
Subject; R~: Prajett number: ~NQ5198940 /Middlesbrough stadium Wind turbine / Lagerwey

Paul

-• 3
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~.:

1 have spoltert with Tony Ryan th+s morning and good'news that you can connect 1.5MVA IocalEy. It wilt mean

that a new substation will need to tae built on site and thatyou would then take ownership oF.the 2 existing

substations. Tony will put together an offer letter detailing aH non-contestable cosu. This will be done by the

end of ne~ct week. Once we are atthis stage it may be a good idea to meet on site with our project Manager

Steve Caringto discuss the position of the new substation (as previously discussed it needs to be sited as far

away from the tip height ofthe turbineJ.

would also asl~ that any subsequent correspondence or phone calls are passed through me so that Tony is nat

bogged down inrith explaining things two or three times!

I.wii] be back in touch as soon as the offer comes through Paul.

Kind regards

Nicki Barnett

~ Powersystems UK Ltd
~ Badminton Road
~ Yate
~* $ristol
r> BS37 SCaG
t: 01454 318000

___~: 4145431~8i1,1 _. __ - - - --- - — - - --
e: nickifa~oow~~temss~k cam
w:.www.~owers~stemsuk. corn

Tfus message (together wifl~ any atiaclunen(s} is iptended solely for the tise of the party to whom it is addressed. It is cot~f'iden6al and maybe legally privileged
andtor subj ect to copyright, ffreceived in error, please notify us im~ediateiy by replying to the message or telephoning 01454 3I8000, arsd then deleting tfiis

message from your camp~ter system Anyunauthorised access, disclosure, copying, distribution or reliance on Ifus messaa and its contents is prohibited.

From: Ryan, Tony [mailto•Tonv Ryantalnorthernpower~rid corn]
Sent: 19 November 2012 15:44
70: Vicki Barnett - -
Cc: Paul Millinder; Henk Lagerweij; Andre Pubanz
SubjecE: RE: Project number: ENQ51J8940 /Middlesbrough stadium 1Nind tcar6ine / Lagerwey

~. -
Niki,

Left a message with year office today.

The 1.5MVA turbine can Ise connected locallyta the existing supply stadium.

• !'~

1 will calf you tomorro~►ir to discuss.

Regards

~'ony Ryun

pesign Team Leader
System Desipn -Middlesbrough

4
~~~CASE FILE: Page 363 PDF Page: 200



tong:ryan(u~narfhern~owergrid.com
tel: 0'[ 99 ~2946~4

From; Nicki Barnet [mailto:nickit~~pwersystemsuk.coml
Sint: 15 f~ovember 2012 13:41
To: Ryan, zany; Andre Pubanz
Cc:.Qaui Millinder; ~1enk Lagerweij; Nicholson, Paul-
$ubject: RE: Project number: ENQ5198940 /Middlesbrough stadium Wind turbine J Lagerwey

Hi Tany

Furtherto your email be}ow f wondered if you had any news yet an this project.

Many thanl4s Tany.

Kind regards

( Nickz Barnett

:~ Powet-systems UK Ltd
-------la BadmitztonRoad .- ----.._.__ ........

~ Yate 
- --- -— ----

6~ Bristol
~ BS37 SGG
t: 0454 318000
f: 01454 318111
e: ~.iclti @~owersystemsuk com
w: www ~owe~~stemsuk cony

{. Fram: Ryan, Tony [mailta•Tanv RvanCalnorthernpowergrid com]
Sent: 08 November 201.2 13:12
To: Andre Pubanz
Cc: Paul Millinder; Henk L.agerweij; Nicks Barnett; Nicholson, Pauf
Subject; R~: ProjecC number: ENQ5198940 /Middlesbrough stadium Wind turbine (Lagerwey

Andre,

This message (together with any attachments) is intended solely for tUe vse of the pasty to whom it is addressed. It is confidential and may be legally privileged
aridlor subj ect to copyri a,Ul If received in error, please notify us immediately by replying W the message or telepl~ning 01454 318D00, and then de[eti~ this
message fiom your cougsuler system A~ uuau~horised access, disclosure, copying, distribution or re3iance on this message and its contents is prohibited,

have tried to answer your questions as detailed below in red.

As we are to bring forward a proposed voltage level reduction at this primary substation voltage rise is no longer

an issue though the generator failed. our second stage ROCO~ assessment.

Under our protection paiicy we cannot accept an elec~rical restriction on the turbine and our assessment is
based upon the full generator output.

have had recent discussions with Paul Millinder and we are now assessing a 1.449MW machine which we are

hopeful will pass the ROCOF assessment.

Once we have some results I will update Paul via Nic[ci Barnett at Powersystems UK.

5
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Regards

~'ony Ryan

Design Team Leader
System Design -Middlesbrough
tong. ry~.nla~northem ~owergrid. com
tsl:•0~9'f 2294654

Pramc Andre Pubanz [mailto•ao@ta~erwe i~ nd n[]
Sent: 15 October X012 08:15
To: Ryan, Tony
Cc: Paul Millinder; Henk Lagerweij; Nicki Barnett
Subject; Project number: ENQ51989~}0 J Middlesbrough stadium Wind turbine / Lagerwey

Dear Tony, .

Thank you for the telephone conversation we had.

For_the_MzddlesbrouglLstadzum_~Lage~wey~,93_2~MW turbine was projected_by Mr. IvIillzz~der. of
Empoweringwind..
Piroject number: EI~1Q519$940

StYrnn~arising oux telephone conversation ~carrect me if I am wx-ong, plz):

• There is an 11kV line at the stadium with a transformer dedicated to the stadium. The stadiw~xz has
iwo substations both connected to the same 1 IKV systez~. These will need to be disconnected fiom
the Noi-the~n Powerg~-id system and connected to the custoxz~er owned 11KV network which in turn
will be connected to a new 1 lkv switch house whe~•e the turbine would also be co:nnecEed.

• The ma~mwn demand is 8001cVi7 (Saturday night). Tlazs is an appro~mation based upon the
information we have, Mlle customer should have mare accurate information from their energy
supplier. Ifs assumed that this will be on a Sah~rday winter eveging as that's when the stadium will be
use most of its equipment including flood lights.
The line is lightly loaded. Relatively its tenr~s of the level of generation you propose to ulstail.

• When 2.6MW r~aould be injected it world pose voltage problems, We have carried out fi~-thex
investigation and diie to an iznrninent reduction in bar voltage by us at the primary this will no longex
be an issue thou~i the ttubine has failed our second stage ROCOF assessmen#, a smaller turbine may
meet o2ar st~xdy requirements.
Tate site was looked at in the past where the maximum power possible would be uz the range of
1MW.. I assume That this is IMW of generation? This has been indicated though I have no record of
this. _ ..

f There is a costly alternative, which is to make a connection at tl~e other side of the A6b, also at I 1
kV. TYie method of connection for the 2.6MW of generation is from ou.r primary SS, approximately
3km away. The alternative connection is from the 11KV currently supplying the stadiumfil~ougl~ this
cans only supply the demand to t ie site anr3 the generation cannot export when the site is connected
via finis alteniative arrangement..

We r~fluld like to come to investigate the possibilities to use the stadiiu~ co~anection.
So I have listed a £ew questions below. Would you be so kind to answer these ox fa pass Ehese to the HQ?
Additionally I have listed the passibilit~es of the twbiiae to support the grid. Maybe this opens up the
discussion.

1.7s tnis lixnitation imposed by voltage res~richans alone, or are there Iitni~s to the cable cross section,

~ ~..-. .
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breatser settings, etc.? Due to the alteration to_oiir primacy voltage this zs zto longer an issue ; it is now purely
a ROCOF issue.

. 2. Are there any other cons~uners on the Ii~e or is it the stadium alone? Theie are other customers
co~ected
,3. Is the stadium firansformer equipped with a tap changer? Yes, ~+-/- 102.5°fo and +/- 145% taps.
4. Is the staditun line connected at the same point as ft~e alternative litae? Nat sure what this. means but ~is
probably answez~ed above?~ ~ . .
5. Do'you have a single line diagram of this parf of the system showi~ig cables (with cross sections), loads,
fransforn~ers, brea~Cers (with settia~gs)? That level of detail ~s not zeadily available and there could be a
charge depending on the level o~ cletait required, though not sure what help it will be?

Lage~-wey L93-2.61VIW turbine
Reactive power
~',2s(nh~ r d or depending an ~xteYnallu m~sured ci~nal
The turbine can deliver or withdrawn reactive power from the grid nn demand, because it is equipped with
a power electraziic converter.
We can set it to deliver at a fixed cos(phi) {0.9 inductive....1.0~....fJ.9 capacitive, as standard). This can be a
fixed setting ar controlled by an external setpoint, for example the measured medium voltage level
R a~ ' ~,pO~V2Y ed ar~ dig on Pxt rrtal~~ measz,~r~ed sigl

~' In a an alternative mode it caz~ do the same for a iced amount of reactive potiver (fixed kVAr, inductive ar
capacitive).

Power limitation -- — - — --
The turbine can lix~it xhe power output on dezx~and or dependu~.g on an e~cternat setpoint. This could be used
far exceptional grid situations. Of course this is less attractive because it would decrease yield. However if it
is only necessary under rare conditions it could be a solution.

So we have possibilities to control reactive power, power and possibly t1~e tap settings of the transformer.
From our side we could do the project in some fornz of cooperation v.~ith the utility eompauy as a
demonstration /study project if desired (smart grids}. Maybe there is interest from Norkhernpowergrid for
this.

Kind regards,
Andre Puban~
Lagerwey Wind BV

yyt~}}}y~}2Sf ttS;ii*kxtfR4irttYY#A*++hktkR3ttilif}/.t+~k+kt;#Mt44tltkit£i33ifh#t}t!*4#

E mail Disclaimer

You agree that you have read and understood this disclaimer anti you agree to be bound by its terms.

The it~fa~ma6on contained in this e-ma~ aril any files transmitted with it (if any} are conftdenlial and intended for the addressee only. [f you have
received this e-mail in error please notify the originator. _

This e-mail and any attachments have been scanned for certain viruses prior to sending but tJortfiern Powergrid Holdings Comparry nor any of its
associated com~snies from whom this e-mail ~origirtates shall be liable for any losses as a result of any tiruses being passed on.

No warranty of arty kind is given In respect of any i~fiormation contained in Yhis e-mail and you shod be aware that it might be incomplete, out of
date or incorrect. It is therefore essential thak you veri#y all such information with us before placing any reliance upon it.

Northern Powergric[ I-fol~ngs Company

Lloyds Gour1

78 Grey Street

Newcastle ton Tyne

N~1 6RF
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Registered in England and Wales: Number 3476201 
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~t~chardsdn, Kate

From: Paul Millinder <paul@empaweringwind.co.utz>

Sent: 031anuary 2017 20:47

To: Robin B1oo.m; mark.ellisC~mfc.co.uk; Nei! Bausor

Subjecfi: Re:. Fwd: RE: Project number: ERfQ5198940 /Middlesbrough stadium Wind

turbine / Lagerwey

Dear ~i1r Bloom,

Thanks for your response. That is absolutely fine. I am going to serve the Demand with. all the evidence
and will either recover the £530k wasted through your negligence ox vve will proceed with full litigation to
recovex the £1 Im consequential loss. I a~rx happy to pay your costs, if you are successful.

Yours faithfi~lxy,

Paul Milliz~der

C}n 43/01/2017 X0.38, Robin Bloom wrote:

Dear Mr Miilinder

think f need to be clear tY~at your actions are now those at a vexatious litigan#. Tfie
purported serving a Statutory Demand in the format attached to your email is a clear
abuse o#process. If a Statutory Demand is served not only will we apply to have it set
aside but also for the costs incurred to be met by you personalty. Furthermore shocald
yon persist in making random, different and unjustified demands for money we will
refer to aii the cflrrespondence in any subsequent proceeds to demonstrate the
frivolous ar~d vexatious nature of your conduct. Shaulci you make untrue ancE false
claims pubii~ly against the company or any individuals we wi[I have no hesitation is
seeking to recovar damages far defamation.

Finally Mr Gibson has fiul( knowledge of your alleged claims.

Yours faithfully

'~~ : ••

Group General Counsel
The Gibson O'Neill Company Limited
DD +44 (4)1642 236969 ~ -
Mobile +44 (Q} 7980 769 554

~`~~A~L
yv~~•.ir~ ~ 1~J'{EPNg7DONAt-7APtK CaNTA1NcR SERVICES

Save paper -think before you print!
»> Pauf Millinder <_,~aulQem~owerin~wind.co.uk> X3/01/2017 20;23 »>

N1y apologies, please disregard the Statutory Demand copy sent earlier ~y amail.
Please jus# rely on the copy to be served at tl~e Stadium shortly.
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Please do however refer to the ema+l chain below. It may help in evaluating where you
are and re-affirms the correc# position an the g~icJ connecfiion you have been aware of
prior to us exercising our Option in 2013 and a year before Mark Ellis joined. Robin
was however actively involved in all fihose discussions and we promptly answered
any questions raiseci and provided the NPG Connection Agreement, with a[I the
technical drawings we{[ prior to completing the Connection P,greement ar~d exercising
the Option.

Mark, yaa may note below that in fact the Club was well aware of its obligation to take
ownership of its dedicated substations a year prior to you becoming involved. The
connection meeting you were referring to, had already taken pace twice before you
joined and #untlamentally, nothing had changed from the-origina~ Connection Offer
the Club had in January 13. -

If I have fo commence litigafiion to recover, we will go all the way to recover £11 m + in
losses. My intenfiian however is to recover the money we wasted because of your
negligence and you have 21 days to do that.

~ Please do ensure Steve Gibson is aware of these particulars.

Yours sincerely,

Paul Millinder

~____- Forwarded Message _______

5ubject:Re: Fw: Praj'ict number: ENQ519894~ (Middlesbrough stadium Wind
turbine 1 Lagerwey

Date;Tue, 16 Oct 212 13:07:09 +0'(00
From:Robin Bloom <RBLOaM~bulkhaul co uk>

To:paul oe owerin~wind.co~uk

Thanks Paul

~ Appreciated.

Robin
Group General Counsel
The Gibson O'Neil[ Company Limited
DD +44 {0} 164 236969
Mobile +44 {d} 7980 769'554

»> "Paul Millinder" <paulCc~empowerin~co_ ufc> ~ O/~ 612Q12 8:35 am ~»
Morning Robin, -

am spending the resfi of this week on crying to resolve our grid connection prob{em.
Lagerwey are also on the case so as to reveal a!1 passible alternatives prior to our
meefing with them. I will copy you in an al{ correspondence anti will provide a
summary of possible options far us to review so we nave a clear strategy plan prior to
meefiing with NPG.

All the best,

2
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:Paul
Empowering Wind Ltd - .
Tei: +44 (0)203 286 2236 - ~ -
E: s~les~am~oweringwind co uk .
W: vnniw.empawerin~wir~d ca uk

Sent via B1ackBerryC~ from B~'

----=--- Forwarded Message -------
Subjec#:RE: Project number: ENQ519894Q /Middlesbrough stadium Wind turbine

Lagerwey
Date;Mon, 1Q Dec 2012 09:01:46 -0000
Frorn:Ryan, Tony <Ton~Ryan norfhern~o_we~~rid.com>

Tq:Nicki Barnett <nicki owers, su temsuk.com>, Matt Smith
<rnatt smith~a.mfc.co.uk>, Robin Bloom <RBLOUM~bulkhauf.co.uk>

CC:Henk Lagerweij <h~Lagerwe~rWin .n!>, Andre Pubanz
- <ao(a (~gerweywind.nl>, Steve carting

<steve c~rlin owersystems~ak com>, haul ~m~oweringwind co u~

----- Nicks /-Pauli 
_... _.. ------ — -- - - --

Have completed the studies and castings and can confirm that the connection point will be on the
existing 11KV cables on the site.

Ass we are proposing to pass.over ownership of the two
existing substations an site to the club, one of my
commercial colleagues will need to get involved to arrange
this therefore he wil(be issuing the P~~ quote.
He has advised that he will have the details completed ready to issue tie quote
w/c 10/12/22.
Regards

Tony ~tyan

Design Team Leader
System Design -Middlesbrough
#£inv.►van _northernoowergrid.com
tel: 0'[ 91 2294554

From: Paul Miiiinder [mailto:~,~l(c~~mpow Cj11gy11ind.co.t~k1
Sent; Q4 December 2012 14:42
Toe Ryan, Tony; Vicki Barnetk; Math Smith; Rabin Bloom
Cce Henk Lagerweij; Andre Pubanz; Steve carting
Sulxject: Re: Project number: EIVQ5198940 (Midcl4esbraugh stadium Wind turbine J Lagetwey
Tony,

I hope all is going well. Any updates on when we are to receive our offer setter?

It would xeally help me if it was this week

I look forward to hearing from you.

Regards,
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Paul
Empowering. Wind Ltd
T-el: +44 {6}203 286 2236
E: ~a1es oemn_ owerin~ind.co.uk
W: www.em~owerinQwind.~o.uk

Sent via BlacicBen~y J from BT

Ex'om: "Ryan, Tony" <Ton~ R~an~northernnower 'd com>

Date:. Thu, 22 Nov 2012 09:52:15 -04Q0
To: Nicki Barnett<nic ~a Hower ~rstemsulc com>; Pau1
Mi)linder<~aul~a em~owerin ewind. co.uk>
Cc: Henk Lagerweij~k~1 agenve~~ind.~>; Andre Pubanz<a~a~.lagerwe~wind.nl>; Steve
carlir~g~steve carIing ~a( }, ower~~stemsuk com>
Sub,~ect: RE: Project number: ENQ5198940"~/ Middlesbroug~i stadium Wind tuxbine
Lagerwey
Nicki,

For clarity, l said I w,ou ld do everything I cold to get a detailed POC offer io you by the end of next

week though this was not guaranteed and may take longer.

1 will keep you informed.

Regards.

Tony Ryan

Design Team Leader
System Design -Middlesbrough
tOhV•~an~nort ernpowerarid.com
tel_ 0197 2294654

from: IVicki Barnett [mailto•nicki(alpowersys~emsuk com]
Sent: 21 November 2012 10:31
7a: Paul Millinder
Cc: Henk Lagerweij; Andre Pubanz; Ryan, Tony; Steve Carling
Subject: RE: Project number: ENQ519894Q /Middlesbrough stadium Wind turbine / Lagerwey
Paul

have spoken with Tony Ryan this morning anrt goad news that you can connect 1..5MVA IocalEy. It

will mean that a new substation will need to be built on site and that you would then take

ownership of the 2 existing su6stafiians. Tony wi31 puttogether an offer fetter detailing all non-

contestable costs. This will be done by the end of next week. Once we are at this stage it may be a

good idea to meet on site with our Project Manager Steve Carling to discuss the. position of the
new substation (as previously discussed it needs to be sited as far away frarn the tip height of the
turbine).
would also ask that any subsequent correspondence or phone calEs are passed through me sa

that Tony is not bagged down with explaining things two or three times!
will be back in touch as soon as the of€er comes through Paul.

Kind regards
Nicla Barnett -
I► Powe~systems UIC Ltd
Er Badmin#on Road
~ Yate
M Bristol
iy BS37 SGG
e: 01454 318000
f Ol•454 318111
e: nicla~~owersysternsuk eom
w:.~~nnwelsy~ternsuk~com

This message (too Cher with any attachments} is intended solely for the use of the party to whom it is adc{ressed. It is confidenflal and may 6e
legallyprivileged andJor subject tv copyright. Ifreceived in error, please notifyus immediately by replying m the message or telephoning
01454 31 ROB, and then dele8ng this message framyow~ computes system. tiny unautlrorised occess, disclosure, copying, distribution or
reliance on this message and its contents is prohibited.

116CASE FILE: Page 371 PDF Page: 208



- -------_ _ ..._ ..__.-----~~._. ----- _ -~- - - ---. ..__._ -__.__ _ __— --w._._.._.
FroQn: Ryan, l"ony Finaiito:Ton}( ~yanta~nort~ierr~p~wer~rid -.corn]
Send 19 November 2012 15: 44
To: Nicki Barnet
Cc: Paul Niillinder; Henk Lagerweij; Andre Pubanz
Subject: RE: Project number: ENQ5198940 J Middlesbrough stadium Wind turbine / Lagerwey
N ilci, .. -
Left a'messagewith your office today:
The 1.5MVA turbine can be connected locally to.the existing supply stadium. -
T.~ie connection arrangement will be similar to that dis~tassed earlier with the two existing

substations being disconnected from oar system anti transferred to the clubs ownershipand a new
s~gle HV point of supply established.
1 will cal l you tomorrow to discuss.

-- - Regards

- ~'ony Ryun

C~esign Tearn Leader
_ System Design -Middlesbrough
tony.r~~no~}~em powergrtd. com
tel: 0'I 91 2294654

"From= Nicki Barnett [mailta:nickit~ op wersystemsuk.corr~]
Sent: 15 November 2012 13:41
To:_Ryan; Tony; Andre Pubanz -- --- - _ _...-_---- -------- _
Cc: Pauf Miilinder; Nenk Lagerweij; Nichokson, PauE
Subject: RE: Project number: ENQ5198940 /Middlesbrough stadium Wind turbine / Lagerwey
Ni Tony _
Further to your email below I wondered if you had any news yet on this prflject.
Many thanks Tony.
Kind regards
Nicki Barnett
tb Powersystems UK Ltd
~- Badnunton Road
~ Yate
~ Bzistol
~ BS37 SGG
t: 0]454 318000
f: 01454 318I 11
e: nicki o ers~stem,~uk.com
w:.www_ n __owersystemsuk cam

This message (together with any atlacf~nents} is intended solely far the use of the party to whom it is addressed. It is confidenflal and maybe
legally privileged andtor subject to copyright Ifreceived in errot~, please notify us irrnr~ediatelyby replying to 8ie message ox telephoning
01459 3180 0, and Shen deleting dris message &omyour comgruter system Any unauFleorised access, disclosure, cdpyinp distribution or
re]iance on taus message and its contents is prohibited.

Pram: Ryan, Tony [mailto:Tony.RyanCa~northerCipawergrid.com]
Sent: OS November 203.2 13:12
To: Andre Pubanz
F.c;.Paul Mil(inder; Henk Lagerweij; Nicki Barnett; Nicholson, Paul
Subje~: R~: Project number: ENQ519$940 J Middlesbrough stadium Wind turbine J Lagerwey
Andre,
have tried to answer year questions as detailed below in red.

As we are to bring forward a proposed voltage level reduction at this primary substation voltage

rise is no longer an issue though the generator faiied our second stage ROCOF assessment.
Under our protection pokicy we cannot accept an electrical resfiriction on the turbine and our
assessment is based upon the full generator output.

have had recent discussions with Paul Millinder and we are now assessing a 1.449MW machine

vrhich we are hopeful will pass the ROCOF assessment,
C7nce we have some results !.will update Paul via Nicki Barnett at Powersysterrzs UK.
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Regards

Tory :t~yun

pesign Team Leader
'Sys#em Design -Middlesbrough
ton}~rvanCa~northernpowergrid.com
#el: 0191 2294654

Frain: Andre Pubanz [rnailtg~~Ca~lage~-~n+eywind.nf] 
~ 

_.__ — --. ______ ...._.__.~~ _ . _ _

Sent: 16 October 2012 08:15
To: Ryan, Tony
Cc: Paul Millinder; Henk Lagerweij; Nicki Bame~t
Subject: Project number: ENQ5198940 /Middlesbrough stadium Wind turbine / Lagerwey
Dear Tony; -

Thank you for the telephone conversation we had.

For tl~e Middlesbrougls stadium a Lagerwey L93-2.&MW turbine was projected by 1V1r_
1Vlillirsder of Empoweringwind..
Project number: ENQ5198940

~' Summarising our telephone conversation {correct me if I arr~ wrong, plz):

There is an 11kV line at the stadium nth a transformer dedicated to the stadium. The
stadium has two substations both connected to the same l 1I~V systeiza. These with need
to be disconnected from the Noz~thern Pawergrid system and connected to the customer
owned 11KV network which in tcuz~ will be connected to a new 11kv switch house
where the turbine would also be connected.

• The ma~c~unttxn demand is 800kW (Saturday night}. This is an appzoximation based upon
the information we have, the customer should have more acctuate infozmation from
their enez~,gy supplier. Its assumed that this will be an a Saturday winter evening as that's
when the stadium will be use most of its etl~.2ipment including flood lights.

• The line is lightly loaded. Relatively in ternls of tlra Ievel of generation you propose to
install.

• 'When. 2.6MW would be injected it would pose voltage problems. ale have can7ed out
further investigaCion and due to an imminent reduction ~n bar voltage by us at the
primacy this wi11 n~ r~tagex be an issue though ~e turbine has failed our second stage

~ R4COF assessmen~, a smaller turbine may nneet our study requirements.
~- ~ The site was looked at in the past where the m~axiznum power posszble would be in t1~e

range of 1MVV.. I assume that this is lIvIW of generation? This has been indicated
though I have no record o#' this.

• There is a costly alternative, which is to make a connection at the other side of the A66,
also at 11 kV. The metliad of coxtxaeciion for the 2.bMW of generation is from our
primary SS, approximately 3km away. The alternative connectxan is from the 11KV
ciu-rentiy sup~alYic2g the stadium thongYz this can only supply the demand to the site and
floe generation cannot e~~rt vtjhen the site is connected via phis alternative arrangement..

We would like to come to investigate the possbilities to use the stadium connection.
Sa T have listed a few questions below. Would you be so kind to answer these or to pass these
to the HQ?
Additionally I have listed the possibilities of tb.e turbine to support t1~e grid. Maybe this opens
up the discussion.

1. Is this IiYnitation imposed by voltage restrictions alone, ox are there linnits to t1~e cable cross
section, breaker settings, etc.? Due to the alteration to olu prirrzary voltage this is no longer an
issue , it is now purely a ROCOF issue.
2..Are there any other consumers on tl~.e line ar is it the stadium alone? There are other
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customexs coru~ected ̀~
3: Ts the stadium trans£orrner equipped with a tap changer? Yes, +/~ 1Q2.5°/a and+/-1fl5%
taps.
4. Is the stadium line connected at the same point as tl~e alternative }ine? Not slue what this
means but is pz-obably answered above?
5. Do you have a single line diagram of this part of the systexaa showing cables (with cross
sectzons}, loads; transformers, breakers (with set~ngs)? That level of detail is not readily
ava~lat~le and there could be a charge dependiu~g on #1~e level of detail required, F1iou~ not sure
what help it will be?

Lagerwey L93-2.6MW turbine
Reactive power
Cds~ih~~izea' or defending on exteYnall~measured signal
The turbine can delver or withdrawn reactive power from fihe grid on dez~nand, because it is
equipped with a power electronic converter.
We can set it to deliver at a fixed cos(phi} (0.9 inductive....1.00...:0.9 capacitive, as standard).
This ca~i be a fixed setting or controlled by aix eternal setpoint, for example the measured
medium voltage level.
Reactive t?~1PY~x~Qr de_ Wending on external~v measured czQnal

t' -` In a an alternative mode it can do the same for a famed amount of reactive power (fixed kVAx,
inductive or capacitive}.

P_ow~r_limitation _ _ . ---- - ---- -_ .... _......_..... _ _ - - ..
The turbine can ]unit t ie power output on demand ar depending on an external selpoint. This
could be used fox exceptional grid situations. Of course this is less attxactive because it would
decrease yield. However if it is only necessary under xare conditions it could be a solution.

So we have possibilities to control reactive power, power and possibly the tap sett~gs of the
transfarmex.
From our side we could do the project in sonne form of cooperation with the utility company as
a demans#ration /study project if desired (smarf grids). Maybe there zs interest from
Narthernpav~rergrid for this.

Kind rega~'ds,
Andre Pubanz
Lagerwey Wind BV

ittktl3YfYYf Yiiit3ttfAiik4lilk}flifk}iRt#illirk#~tfkkk~tki!lktYlt3tli#lYkFYti;YYlS4~i

E mail Disclaimer
You agree that you have read and understood this disclaimer and you ogres to be bound by its terms.
The information contained in this e-rrtaii and any files transmitted with if {if any) are corrfidentiat and intended for the addressee
only. IF you trove received this email in error please noYrfy the ar~ginator.
This e-mail and arty attachpnenfs have been scanned for certain viruses prior to sending but [~lorthem Powergrid Holdings
Company nor arty of its assoaated companies from whom this e-mail originates shall be liable for any lasses as a result of arty
viruses being passed an.
No warranty of arty kind is given in respect of any irfE~mafwn contained ~ this e-mail and you shcwtd be aware lhat it might be
incomplete, out of date or incorrect. {t is therefore essential that you verify aA such informatu~n wfth us beFore placing arty
reliance upon it.
Northern Powergrid Holdings Comparry
Lloyds CouR
78 Grey Street
t~lewcastle upon Tyne
NEi 6AF
Registered In England and Wales: Number 34762Q1
Ktt}R+fYlt}!~M#i/rkFt}}}}*yyt~kiiSfiii4iM1Fi4tY#kfttf#kkft+*MMf'ti5ii~}#fi~1+SlRSlff*!

Paul Millinder

Chief Executive
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Tel: +94 (0}203 Z86 2236
Fax: +4h (0)207 495.7d?_T

.E--mail: info@em~ow~ngwind.co.uk
Web: www. em~o._ w~rsnczwi nd . co . uk

Disclaimer:

The views, statements or opinions expressed in. this email are those of
the author and do not necessarily represent the views or opinions of
Empowering Wind Group.

Copyright in this message and its attacments remains with us.
Their contents are confidential and may be legally priv~.leged. They
are intended solely for the person to whom they are addressed.

- -If you are. not the intended recipient, please notify tYie sender,
and delete the message from year system immediately.

You must not read, copy or use the contents of these-mail nor disclose
it or its existence to anyone else.

Empowering Wind Group has scanned this e-mazl for viruses and
although we tale measures to prevent viruses, it is not guaranteed to

r" be virus free and it is your responsibility to scan the ttiessage and
` attachments prior to opening them. We do not accept any

responsibility for the consequences of passing on any virus.

Please do your bi.t to contribute._towards the environment by only_--- - --
printing this Email or its attachments unless absolutely necessary to do
so.

\.

8

1 zoCASE FILE: Page 375 PDF Page: 212



Ri~harc{son, Kate

Frain: Paul Millinder <pau!@empoweringwind.co.ulc>

Sents 03 January 2Q17 21:37

To: Robin Bfoom

Subject: Re: Fwd: RE; Project number: ENQ5198940 /Middlesbrough stadium Wind

turbine / Lagerwey

Dear Mr Bloam,

V1~e assigned the investment made iz~ the project to Empowering's parent on 29th June 2015 during a board
-meeting after ~eceivitzg the Notice to Tertx~.inate: from you and at that tune, its Parent took on the debt.
There is no dispute, there is your version of events, then there is what ure have in black and white, which is
substan~ave a~ d conclusive.

I have to pay off the £35k owed to HIVIlZC and the other twa legitimate creditors before I can have rights tci
the claim for loss in tariff from the turbine, ~~o doubt you will also require £300k or so held on account in
the event my claim is uusuccessfuL T waiat to draw a line ender this and move on, my aim is to recover the

.- izavestment made and not get into a legal battle for floe next two years +
l

I do not see how you caxx call me a vexatious litigant, I have not yet issued any formal proceedings against
the Cluh. I wonder if yon would also put things aside for a nrxoment and look a# this from my perspective, I

--did-eveiytl~ing-Y-said I was going to; overcame what was a complex situation that caused the delay in the--
first instance and this as the outcome of 3 years commitment and over £SOOk, I tlunlc you would also be Less
than happy. I have natIuiag against any of you personally, but what happened here is totally wrong and it
needs song out.

Yours faithfully,

Paul Millinder

On 03/01/2017 21:18, Robin Bloom wrote:

Dear Mr Millinder

~ Leaving aside for one moment, given the correspondence pre-Chris#mas, how you
can purport that any.claim was assigned fia another company, for you to suggest there
is not a genuine dispute over your claims is cleariy mischievous and an abuse of
process. We are happy for the court to tell .you that if yaa persist in this frivolous
behaviour.

Yours Faithfully

'~~ : ~~

~f~'~~ V ~~i.~l~
\~++^f~s ~~NA'1'16NAC TANK CONTAfNER SERt'ICES
'\~ i~

Save paper -think before you print!
»> Pau( Millinder <paui a~?em o~ weringwind ca take 03/01/2017 20:46 »>

Dear Mr Bloom,
Thanks for your response. That. is absolutely f ne. ! am going to serve the Demand
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_ -with alE tFr~ evide►icti find will eitf~er recover the £530k wasted through your
- negligence dr we will proceed wi#h full litigation to recover tha £11 m consequential

la~s.~I .am happy to pay your casts, if you are successful.
Yours faithfully,
Paul Ntipinder

On~03101/20'i7 20:38, Rabin Bloom wrote:

Dear Mr-Millinder

think'1 need to be clear fihat your actions are now those of a vexatious
litigant. The purported serving a Statutory Demand in the format atfiached
to your email is a clear abuse of process. if a Statutory Demand is served
not only will we apply to have it set aside but also for the cons [ncurred to
be met by yon personally. Furthermore shoulc{ you persist in making
random, different and unjustifed demands_for money we will refer to all
the correspondence in any subsequent prflceeds to demonstrate the
frivolous and vexatious nature o#your conduct. Should you make untrue
and false claims publicly against the company or any individuals we will
have no hesitation is seaking to recover damages for defamation.

Finally Mr Gibson has full knowledge of your alleged claims.

Yours fai~tiifully

~~~ ~•

Group General Counsel
The Gibson O'Neill Company Limited
DD +44 (0} 1642 236969
Mobile +r}4 {0} 7980 769 554

/ ~~~~~*~ 1~L~~1 111~~
`.. ~-;~-~~IpJTERNATFOPdALTANK CRAfFA1NER SERVICES

Save paper -think before you print!
»> Paul Millinder <paul~empawerinawind.ca.uk> 03/Q1/201720:23
>a> -

My apologies, please disregard the Statutory Demand copy sent earlier by
email. Please just rely on the copy to be served at the Stadium shortly.

Please cfo however refer to the email chain below. {t may help in
evaluating where you are~and re--affirms the correct posifiion on the grid
r.,.a~nection you have been aware of prior fo us exercising our Option in
2013 and a year ~aefore Mark Ellis joined. Rabin was however actively
involved in all ti~iose discussions and we promptly answered any
questions raised and provided the NPG Connection Agreement, with al!
the technical drawings well prior fa completing the Connection Agreement
and exercising the Option.

Mark, you may note }~elaw that in fact the Club was well aware of its
z
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obligation fo take.ownerskiip of its dedicated substations a year prior to _
you becoming involved_ The connection meeting you were referring.to,
had already taken place twice before you joined and fundamenfaliy,
nothing had changed from fihe original Connection Offer the Club had in
January ~ 3.

!f I have to commence litigafton to recover, .we will go al4 the way to recover
£11 m + in losses. My infiention however is to recover the money we -
wasfied because of your negligence and you have 21 days to do that. _

Please do ensure Steve Gibson is aware of these particulars.

Yours sincerely,

Paul MiElinder

- _______ ~o►vv~~ded Message ________
Subject:Re: Fw: Project number: ENQ~198940 /Middlesbrough stadium

_ Wind turbine / L ;rwey
Dafe;Tue, 7 6 Oct 20'i 2 ~ 3:07:09 +0'i 00 .
Fresm:Rabin Bloom <RBLDOM1g~bulkhaul co uk>

Tp:.~aul anemnowerin~wind.co.uk

Thanks Pau[

Appreciated.

Rodin
Groin General Counsel
The Gibson O'Neiil Campar~y Limited
DD -~44 {0) 1642 236969
A/lobile +44 (0) 7980 769 554

~ »> "P`aul Millinder" <_paul c~empowerinawind co uk> 70/16!2012 8:35
am »~
Morning robin,

f am spending the rest of this week on trying to resolve our grid
ccmnectiar~ problem. Lagerwey are also on the case so as to-~reveal all
passible alternatives prior to our meeting with them. t uvill copy you in 'on
a{I correspondence and will provide a summary of possible options far us
to review so we have a clear strategy+ plan prior to meefing~~►ith NPG.

All the best,

Paul
Empowering Vlfind Lid
TeE: +44 (0}Z03 286 2236
E: sales a~em~weritl~wind.co.uk
W: www.em oa werin~wind.co.~

Sent via BlackBerryO from BT

3
i 23CASE FILE: Page 378 PDF Page: 215



----_--- ~c~rwarded Message --------
Subjec~:RE: Project number: ENQ519894~ i Middlesbrough stadium

Wind turbine / Lagerwey
Date:Mon, 10 Dec 2Q~~ 09:fl1:46 -QD00
Fro~n:Ryan, Tony <Ton~r_R~an a~}n~or~hern~power~rid.cor~>

To:Nicki Barnett <nicki pop wers~steriasuk com>, Matt Smith
<matt.smifhCc~mfc.co,uk>, Robin Bloom
<RBLOOM c~bulkhaul co uk>

CC:Menk Lagerweij <hl a~Lagerwe~rWind nl>, Andre Pubanz
<ao a~7la~erwewvEnd nl>, Steve Carling
~steve carlin~~7a r~o~wers.~sternsuk com>, _
r~au! c.em oq werinr~wind.co.uic

IVicki /Pate, -

Have completed the studies and costings and can confirm that the connection point

will be on the existing 7.1KV cables on the site.

tl As w~ are proposing to pass over ownership of the
two existing substations on site to fih~ club, one of

--- --
~ny commercial colleagues will need fio get involved - - -----
~ko arrange this therefore he will be issuing the P4C
quote.
He has advisee! that he will have the details completed ready to issue
the quote wJc 1flJ~2/12.
Regards

Tony Ryan

Design•'~eam Leader
Syste~,Qesign -Middlesbrough
tong. ryas no rth e rn ~e rg rid . com
tel: 0191 2294654

From: Pacal Millinder ~rnailto~~aulta~emoaweringwind co ufs]
Send: 04 December 20- 2 14;42
To: Ryan, Tony; Vicki Barnett; Malt Smith; Robin Bloom
Cc: Nenk Lagerweij; Andre Pubanz; Steve Carling
Subject: Re: Project number: ENQ5198940 /Middlesbrough sfiadiurn Wind turbine ~
Lagerwey
Tony,

I.hope all is goia~g well. Anyupdates on when we are to rec.~ive our offer later?

It would really help me of i~ was this week.

I look forward to hearing from you.

Regards,

Paul
Empowering mind Ltd.

TAI: +44 (0}203 28G X236

4
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E: sale em~oweri~n~ind co u~C - .
t~i1': wwv~~ cni o~gwind co ulc

Sent via B1acicBei~ from BT_

From: "Ryan, Tony" <Ton.~~y~nort~ern~owe grid com>

~Uate: Thu, 22 Nov 2012 09:52:1.5 -0000 _

To: Nicki Baxziett<gi ki ~ wers~~emst~k.com>; Paul

- . Millinder< aul Q emn, _ __ owerin,f*wind. co.uk> _ .

Cc: Herrk Lagetweij<h cu .a ers~ve~Wind.nl>; Atzdre

PubanzC~~a~ erare~xnnd.ni>; Steve
carting<s~eve Carlin cr)nowersvStems.~~1c cam>

subject: RE: Project number: ENQ5198940 !Middlesbrough stadium Wind - - - --

turbin.e l Lagerwey
Vicki,
For clariey, l said I would do everything I could to get a detailed PflC offer to you by
the end of next week though this was not guaranteed and may take longer.

will keep you informed.

iiegards

Tony Ryan

Design Team Leader
System Design -Middlesbrough

-- - - --- --- - --ton -an orthem ~wer~rid com ----- ----~ ~ -----G2. 
-.

tel: 0199 2294654

from: Vicki Barnett [mailto:nickiCa~pawersystemsuk.com]
Sent: 2I November 2012 10:31
Ta: Paul N{ilfinder
Cc: Henk Lagerweij; Andre Pubanz; Ryan, Tony; Steve Carling
Suiaject: RE: Project number: EfVQ5198940 J Middlesbrough 5tatiium Wind turbine /
Lagerw~y
Pa~ai
! have spoken with Tony Ryan this morning and good news that you can connect

1.5MVA locally. It will mean that a new substation will need to be built on site and
that you would then take ownership of the 2 existing substations. Tony wilE put

together an offer letter detailing al(non-contestable costs. This will be done by the

end of next week, Once we are at this stage it may ~e a goad idea to meet on site with

our Project Manager Steve Carling to discuss tht~ position of the. new substation (as
previously discussed it needs to be sited as far away from the tip height of the

- turbines.
would also ask that any subsequent correspondence ar phone calls are passed

through me so thatTony is-nat bogged down with expEainingthingstwo orthree

times!
wilt be back in touch as soon as the offer comes through Paul.

Kind regards
Vicki Barnett
J~ Powersystems UKLtd
1► Badminton Road
~ Yate
1- Bristol
i~ BS37 SGG -.
t: 01454 3180Q0 ~ _
f: 01454 318111
e: nicld owe vctemsulc com
w:.v~ac;~iowe_r~vsternsuk com

This message (together with any attachments) is intended solely for the use of the psuty to whom it is addressed. It is
con6denGal and maybe le~lJy privileged and/or subject to copyright If received in error, please notify us immediately by
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replying to fire message or telephoning 01454 3 { 8~D0, and then deleting Ihis message from your computer system Any
unaullwrised access, disclosuee, eo;eying, dish~ibution o~~ relia~e ou tivs message and its contents is p~ohiUited:

From: Ryan; Tony [maiEto:Tony.Ryan(a~nortF~ernpowergrid.com] ~' 
----___.~._

Sent: 19 November 2~1Z 15:44
Ta; Nicki Barnett
Ec: Paul Millinder; Hen[c Lagerweij; Andre Pubanz
Subject: i2E: Pro}ect number: ENg5198940 J N{iddfesbrough stadium Wind turbine /
Lagerwey. .
Niki, -
Left a message with your office today.. ~.
The 1.5MVA turbine can be connected locally to the existing supply stadium.
l"he connection arrangement will be sirtiilar to that discussed ear ier with the two
existir~~~ubstations being disconnected #roritQur stem and transferred to the clubs
ownershipand a new single HV point of su~ply established

t wiI{ call you tomorrow to discuss.
Regards

Tony R}pan

Design Team Leader
Systetrr Design -Middlesbrough

~. #one. anta?northempowergri .com
tel: 0194 2294654

from: Nicki Barnett [mailto:nickiC~~awer. emsu~.com~ 
_.. _. _ --_ - .. - -

Sent: 15 November 2012 13:41
To: Ryan, Tony; Andre Pubanz
Cc; Pauf Millincier; Henk Lagerweij; Nicholson, Paui
SubjecC: RE: Project number: ~NQ5198940 J Middlesbrough stadium Wind turbine J
Lagerwey
HiTony
Further to your email below 1 wondered if you had any news yet on this project.
Many thanks Tony.

Kind regards
Nicki Barnett
D- Ppwetsystems LTK Ltd
►w Badminton Road
S+- ~a#e
R• Bristol
~6~ BS37 SGG

- ~ t; 01454 318000
f: 01454 318111
e: nicki powets~stemsuk.com
w:.www.Rowers~temsuk.cflm

This message (together with any atraclunents} es intended solely for flee iue of tkie party to whom it is addressed. It is
confidential and may be legally privileged and/or subject to copyright Tf received in error, please iaotifyus immediately by
replying to the message or felepltonmg01454 318000, and then deleting this u~ssage from your cocnpator system. My
unauthorised access, disclosa~e, copying, dish ibution or reliance on this message and its conteirts is prohibited.

From: Ryan, Tony jLt~ailto:Tony.Ry~~Lnorthempowergr_~di coml
Sent: 08 November 2012 13:12.
To: Andre Pubanz
~Cc: Paul Millinder; Henk Lagerweij; iUicki Bametk; Nicholson, Paul
Subject: RE: Rroject number: ENQ519894Q j Middlesbrough stadium Wind turbine
Lagerwey -
Andre,
i have tried to answer your questions as detailed below in rec{.

As we are #o tiring farwarci a proposed voltage level reduction.at this primary

suhstafiian voltage rise is no {onger an issue though the generator failed our second
stage ROCCIF assessment.
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Underour protection poficy+nre cannot acceptan electrical restriction onthe.turbine
and our assessrrtent is based upon the foil generator output.
I'have had recent discussions iu'tth Paul Millinder and we are now assessing a
1.449MW machine which viwe are hopeful wil[ pass the ROCOF assessment.

~. Once we have some results i wiltupdate Paul via iVicki Barnett at Powersystems UK,
Regards
Tony Ryan

Qesign Team Leader
System Design -Middlesbrough
tong cyan northempawergrid com
tel: 0191 2294654

From: Andre Pubanz fmailto:a~agerv~ i~s~nd nl] ~~~
Sent: 16 October 2012 08:15
To: Ryan, Tony
Cc: Paul Millinder; }ienk Lagerweij; Vicki Barnett _
Subject: -Project number. ENQS198940 /Middlesbrough stadium Wind turbine J
Lagerwey
Dear Tony,

tl Thank you for the telephone conversation we had.

_ __ __ _ ~_ _ For the Middlesbrough stadium a Lagerwey L93-2.6MW tuxbine was projected
. by Mr. Millinder of Empoweringwincl.. ---

Pzoject number: ENQ519894~

Sumnnarising our telephone conversation (correct zne if I am wa-ong, plz):

• There is an 1. l.kV line at the stadium with a transformer dedicated to the
stadium. The stadium. has two substations both connected to the same
11KV system. These ~vvill need to be disconnected from the Northern.
Powergtzd system and conzlected to the customer owned 11KV network
which in tiun will be connected to a new 1 lkv switch house where the
turbine would also be connected.
The maa~mum demand is 840kW {Saturday night). This is an -
approximation based upon the i~iformation we have, the customer should
have inoxe accurate information from their energy supplier. Ifs assumed that

~ , fil~is will be ou a Saturday winter evening as #hat's when the stadium will be
use most of its equipment including flood Iights.

• The Iine is lightly loaded. Relatively in teems of the level of generation yoL~
propose to install.

• When 2. bMW would be injected it would pose voltage problems. We have
_ caa~:ied out further investigation and due to an inuniv.ent rednctian in bay

voltage by us at the primary this will no longer bean issue though the
_ turbine has .failed our second stage ROCOE assessment, a smaller i~arbir~.e
maymeet our study requirennents.

• 7`he site was looked at in the past where the maximum power possible
Would be in the range of 1MW.. I assume f11at this is IMW of generation?
This'has been ixzdicafied though ~ have no record o£ this.
There is a costly alternative, which is to noake a connection at the other side
of the A66, also at 11 kV. The rr~etl~od of connection for tl~e 2.6MW of
generation is from our primary S S, approximately 31otn away. The
alternative connection is from the 1 ~KV currently supplying the stadium
thoug~a this can only supply the demand to the site and the b nerat~on
cannot export wkzen the site is connected via this alteznative arrangement..

7
127CASE FILE: Page 382 PDF Page: 219



We z~iould like to come to investigate the,passibilities to use the statiiuni
canneetion. -

- " Sa T have listed a fe~,v questions below: VsTould you be sa kind to answer these or
to pass these to the HQ?
Additionally I have listed tl~e possibilifiies of the turbine to support the grid. Maybe
this opens ~up the disc~sion.

1. Is this limitation unposed by voltage rest~ctians alone, oz are there lirruts to the
fable crass section, breaker settings, eEa.? Due to fine alteration to our praimary
voltage this is no longer an issue , it is now purely a R~COF issue.
2..Are there any other consumers on the line or is it the stadium aloe? There are
-other customers connected
3: Is the stadium transformer equipped witlx a tap changer? Yes, +/- 102..5% and
+l- i05% taps.
4. Is the stadium line connected at the same point as the alternative line? Not suze
what this means but is probably answered above?
S. Do you have a single line diagram of tivs part of the system show~tig cab~~s
{with cross sections), loads, transformers, breakers (with settings}? T'hat level of
detail is not readily available and there could be a charge dependuig on the level of.

i ~ detail required, though not sere what help it will be?

Lagerwey L93-2.51VIW turbine
Reactive power - - -
Cos~h~~xed or de~nending on externallu measured signal
The turbine can deliver or withdrawn reactive power from the grid on demand,
because it is equipped with a power electronic converter.
We can set it to deliver at a fixed cas(pku} (Q.9 inductive....l.oQ....09 capacitive,
as standard). This can be a fixed setting or cant~olled by an external setpoint, for
example fine measured medium voltage level
Reactive rower- fried ~r derJending on externally measarred signal
Xn a an altexn.ative mode it can do the same for a fixed atalount of reactive power
{fixed kVAr., inductive or capacitive).

PovYer limitation
Tha turbine can ]unit the power output on detx~and or depending on an eackez-raal
setpoint. This could be used for exceptional grid situations. Of course this is Iess
attractive because it would decrease yield. However if zt is only necessary under
rare conditions it could be a solution.

So we have possibilities to control reactive power, power and possibly the tap
settings Qf the transformer.
From our side we could do the project in some form of cooperation with the
~t~tiIity company as a demonstration I study project if desired (smart grids). Maybe
there is interest from Noxthernpowergricl for this.

Kind regards,
Andre Pubanz
Lagerwey Wind BV

kYiixMltkStii*+it}ZkttttYfititi!>lfiiMk~k1'!ttliitfiYlfk4#ki*~it!-lttiititliMiiik*+Y4t

E mail Disclaimer
You agree that you have read and understood this disclaimer and you agree to ba bound by its terms.
The ir~ormation corrta~ed in fFps e-mail and arty foes transmitted with it {ifi any} are conFidemiaf arKi intendad for
the addressee only. If you have received this e-mail in error please notify the origins#ar.
This e-ma~ and any attachments have beeC~ scaruaed for certain viruses pr~ar to sending but Norkhern Pauergrid
Holdings Company nor arty of its associated companies from whom this e-mail originates shall be liable for arty
losses as a result of arty tiruses being passed on.
No warranty of any kind is given ~ respect of arty information contained in this e-mail and you should be aware

$.
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chat it might be incomplete, aut of date or incorrect. if is therefore essential that you verify all such irformafion
with us before placing any reliance upon ii.
Northern Powergrid Fbldings Company
Lloyds Court
78_Grey Street
Newcastle upon Tyne
NE9 6/1F
Registered in England and Wales: ~fumber 3476201
~!#f4~lffliit4tlSintAktik4ttM4Y*fii~iiit#1*a~a~}f}#i*ti}yt4~*ifii*it#{t#4}t}iiiltklitkti

Paul Millinder
Chief Executive

Tel: +94 {0)203 286 2236
Fax: +94 {0)207 495 7021

E--mail: infot~em~owerinr~Wind co uk
Web: w~~w. embower; nc~w~ed~~

Disclaimex:

~`he views, statements or opinions expressed in phis email are those of
the author and do not necessarily represent the views or opinions of
Empowering Wind Group.

Copyright in this message and its attacments remains with us.
Their .contents -are confidential and may be legally privileged'. They
are intended solely for the person to whom they are addressed.
Tf you are not the intended recipient, p3ease notify the sender,
and delete the message from your system immediately.

You must not read, copy or use the contents of the e-mail nor disclose
it or its existence to anyone else.

Empowering Wind group has scanned this e-mail for viruses and•
although we take measures to prevent viruses, it is not guaranteed to
be virus free and it is your responsibility to scan the message and
attachments prior to opening them. We do not accept any
responsibility for the consequences of passing on any virus.

Please da your bit to contribute towards the environment by only
printing this Email or its attachments unless absoluteJ.y necessary to do

i so. -

Paul Milli.nder
Chief Executive

~'el: +44 {0)203 286 2236
Fax: +44 {0)207 495 7021

E-mail: ~nfo(~emnawPrinc~wind ro uk

Web: www.em~rowerinawind. -o.uk

Disclaimer:

The views, statements or opinions expressed in this email are those of

the author and do not necessarily represent the views or opinions of
~mgowering Wind Group.

Copyright in this message and its attacments remains with us.
Their contents are confidential and may be legally privileged. They

are intended solely far the person to whom they axe addressed.
If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender,

9 
...
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and delete the message from your system immediately.

You must nit read, copy or use the contents of the e-mail nor disclose
it or its existence to anyone else.

Empowering Wind Group has scanned this e-mail for viruses and
although we take measures to prevent viruses, it is not guaranteed to

~e,virus free and it is your responsibility to scan the message and
- attachments prior to opening them. We do not accept any ~~

responsibility foz the consequencas of passing on any virus.

Please do your bit to contribute towards the environment by only

printing phis Email or its attachments unless absolutely necessary to do

so.

10 --
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Richardson, Kate -

Fram:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Good morning,

Paul Millinder <paul@empoweringwind.co.uk>
04 January 241.7 09:03
Robin Bloom; mar~C,ellis@mfc.co.ulc; Neil B~ausor
Re: Fwd: RE: Project number: ENQ5198940 j Ntiddlesbrough stadium 1lUind
turbine J Lagerwey

Just ~vhilst we are on the subject of an abuse of process and "disputed debts" perhaps you should consider
that the Insolvency Service and-the High Court is aware that your attempt to claim we owe you any money
is entirely spurious. That eras done as an attempt of MFC to xid themselves of a costly issue. I Iaiow you
are getting on a bit but perY~aps you should consider going .to dementia tests. 201.2 was not that long ago
and we Iaave everything in black and white. The Foz•ce Majeure provisions you asked me to drop are
within the Lease. There is fuc~damental and conclusive proof (with barrister's opinion} that the delay was
Farce Majeure in context with provisions of the Lease and Energy Supply Agreement you unlawful
terrnuiated leaving a £530k hole in my finances and na wind turbine.

As fox calling you a "cretin", that is my own opinion formed due to the way you have conducted yourself
and to be fair, looking back I think mat was just~ed. Not iri the definition flf someone that is mentally
retarded, I tivouid not go far, but just someone that is so far up his own arse that he actually believes his
own nonsense. 

_ - ---._... .

As for defamation /slander. I don't need to slander you, anyone with a brain can decipher what has gone
on here and after reading what we publish, which will only be exact copies of the correspondence, Ithink
people will make their own opinions. I have no desire to slander you, just to ease the truth of this
position and how you have behaved and how you totally wasted my time and money for nothing. Then you
have the audacity to came back to me with talk. of vexatious litigant or abuse of process. Yes I arxz going to
male sure the world 1~nows how we have been. treated and I am going to do that with preczse factual
accuracy. I don't miuzd disclosing particulars of my Lease, Energy Supply Agreement and Connection
Deed, these-are already in the public domain and anyone can get these through the Land Registxy.

I can prove that the debt not only exists, but that we have been misrepresented into a grid connection since
prior to exercising our option tl~at you had no intention of actioning, or that after you realised we are not
going to pay you £255,000 because we do not awe you a single penny, ydu throught you would try to
,~7ggle out of your sole obligation on the gt~id connection you were accutely aware o£ when you received

` and responded to the emails from Northern Powergrid and indeed when you received the POC Offer and
design drawings prior to us exercising our Option.

I arr~ nit playing aa~y more. You have ignored my req~.~sts to pay gas bacl~ the money you wasted. I will
issue the demand and you should hope you wi11 be able to set it aside, because I have every intention of
following this throug[~~. to the end.

Perhaps you should show this email to the Court also.

Yours faithfully,

Paul

On Q3l0112017 21:18, Robin Bloom wrote:

Dear Mr Miliinder

i
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Leaving aside for ane marrient, given the correspondence pre--Christmas, now you
can purport that any claim was assigned to another. Company, for you to suggest there
is not a genuine dispute over your claims is clearly mischievous and an abase of
process. We are happy far the caart to tel! you that if you persist_ in this frivolous
behavi aur.

Yours Faithfully

'~~ G••

~+:~.=/~„ IN7EfiN,gT1Q,\tALTANK~ONTAINER SER~fICt^o
~F`

Save paper -think before you print]
»> Foul Millinder <paul t(~em~oweringwind co uk> 03/0 71201 7 20:4F »>
> -
Dear Mr Bloam,
Thanks for your response. That is absolufiely fine. [ am going to serve the Demand

~ with all the evidence and will either recover the £530k wasted through your
negligence or we will proceed wifh full ii~igation to recover fhe £11 rn consequential
{ass. I am happy to pay your costs, if you are successful.. _...

- Yours-fai~hful[y,- _
Paul Millinder

O►~ Q3I01/2017 20:38, Rabin Bioom wrote:

Dear Mr Millinder

think 1 need to be clear that your actions are now those of a vexatious
litigant. The purportec( serving a Statutory Qemand in the format attached
to your email is a clear abuse of process. {f a Statutory Demand is served
not only will we apply to have if set asida but also for the costs incurred to
Eye met by you personally. Furthermore should you persisfi in making
random, different and unjustified demands for money we will refer.ta afi
the correspondence in any subsequent proceeds to demonstrate the
frivolous and vexatious nature of your conduct. Should you make untrue
and fa}se claims publicly against the company or any individuals we will
have no hesitation is seeking #o recover damages for defamation.

Finally Mr Gibson has full knaw4edge of your alleged claims.

Yours faithfully

Robin Bloom -

Group General Counsel
The Gibson Q'}Veill Company L9mited
DD +44 {d} '1642 236969
Mobile +q.4 (0) 7980 769 554
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~ti"~za+%~ipINTER":hT1U~lAlTANKCRNT~IiVERSEfiYtC~S
~~'. +~

Save paper -think before you print!
»> flaul Millinder <~au1 ~ mpoweringvuind co uk> 03/01!2017 20.:23
~» . .. -
> - -

Myapologies, please disregard the Statutory Demand copy sent earlier by
email; Prease just rely on fihe copy to be served`at fihe Stadium shorEly.

Please da however refer to the email chain below. It may help in
_ evaluai~ng.where you are ar~d re-affirms the correct position on the grid

connection you. Piave begin aware of prior to its exercis e bur Option i n
20 3 and a year before Mark Ells joined. Robin was however actively
involved in all those discussicros and we promptly answered any
questions raised and provided the NRG Ctinnection Agreemer~t,.with all
the technical drawings well prior to eornp[eting fhe Connection Agreement
and exercising the Option.

Mark, you may note below that in fact the Club was well aware of its
obligation to take ownership of its dedicated substations a year prior to
you becamirig involved. The connection meeting you were referring to,
had already taken place twice before you joined antl fu~damenfally,
nothing had changed from the original Connection Offer the Club had in
January ~ 3.

If I have to commence litigation to recover, we will go a(~ the way to recover
£~ ~ m + in losses. My intenfion however is to recover fhe money we
wasted because of your negligence and you have 21 days to do that.

Please do ensure Steve Gibson is aware of these parkicu{ors.

Yours sincerely,

Paul Millinder

.-------- Forwarded Message -=-~---
Subject:Re: Fw: Project number: ENQ5~989441 Middlesbrough sfiadiurn

Wind turbine 1 Lag~rwey
D~t~:Tue, 16 Oct 20'~ 2 ~ 3:07:09 +0 ~ 00
Fram:Robin Bloom <RBLOOI~bulkhaul.co.uk>

To: a em~ov+~ringwind.c~c .u_k

. _ Thanks Paul

Appreciated.

Rabin
Group General Caurtsel
The Gibson O'Neill Company Limited
DD +44 (0)1642 236969
Mobile +44 ~0} 7980 769 5~4

133CASE FILE: Page 388 PDF Page: 225



»> "Paul Millinder" < aul ~~m oweringwind co uk> 1 ~/161,20'f 2 8:35
am »> -

Morning Robin, - ~ .

I.am spending the rest of this week on trying to resolve our grid
= connection problem. ~agerwey are also on the case so as to reveal all ,

possible alternatives prior to our meeting wifih them. €will copy you in on
all correspondence and will pt-ovide a summary of possible options far us
tc~ review so we have a clear strategy plan prior to meeting with NPG.

All the best,.........

Paul
Empowering Wind Ltd
Ts€: -x-44 (0}203 286 223f
E sales a~~m.~oweri wind co ~k
W: www.empowerin~wind.co_uk

( Sent via BlackBerryO from BT

- ---- -------- Forwarded Message --_--__

Subje~t:RE: Project number: ENQ5'(98940 l Middlesbrough stadium
Wind turbine 1 Lagerwey

Date: Mon, Z 0 Dec 209 2 09:01:46 -0000
From:Ryarr, Tony ~Ton~.R~an cn~r nor~hern~awergrid.com>

1'o:Nicki Barnett <nicki ~ovve~s~~tems~k com>, Matt Smith
~mat~ ~mithlc~mfc cc3 uk>, Rabin Bloom
<RBLOOM~a bulkhaul.co~uk>

CC:Henk Lagerweij <hl a~}La~erweyWind nl>, Ancir~ Pubanz
~p~?a~laaerweywind.nf>, Sfieve Carling
~steve carlint,~ ~owPrs~stemsuk com>,
Haul a~}em~aowerir~~wind.co.uk

C Nicki /Paul,
Nave completed the studies and costings and can confirm that the connection paint

wi4) be on the existing 11KV cables on the site.

COs ~nre are pr-o~osing to pass over ownership c~fr the
- two existing substations on sifie to the club, one of

my commercial colleagues will need to get involved
to arrange this therefore he wi11 be issuing the PAC
quote. ._
He has advised that he will have the details completed ready to issue
the quote w/c 10/2/12.
Regards

Tony Ryan

Design Team Leader
System Design - MfddIes~rough
ton v. rvan(a?nortMernnowerarid.com

4
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tel: 0191 2294654

~rait~: Paul Millinder [rnailta~paul(alempQw~ri~awir~d co uk]
dent: 6~k December 2012 14:42
To: Ryan, Tony; Vicki Barnet; Matt Smith; Rabin Bloom
Ccc Nenk Lagerweij; Andre Pubanz; Steve Carling
Subject: Re: Proje~C number: EfUQ5198940 J Middlesbrough stadium Wind turbine J
Lagerwey
Tony,

I hope all is going well. Any updates an when we are to.. receive our offer letter?

_.. _ . _ It would really help me if it was this ~c~veek.

I look forward to hearing from you.

Regards,

Paul
Empowering Wind Ltd

~ Tel: +44 {0}203 28b 2236
E: a e ~ emnt~weiin,~vind co Lk

W. vvww.emnowerin,gwind.co.uk

Sent via BlackBerryQ fr~rn BT

From: "Ryan, Tony" <Tony.$~a~a northern~owergrid.com>
Date: Thu, 22 Nov 2012 09:S2:IS -0000
Tt►: Nicl~ Baxnett<~icki~owersy~ternsuk.cam>; Paul
Mi~ixxder<~aul(a~~owering~ind.co uk>
Ce: Herik Lagerweij<hlna.Laeerwe~VJind.nl>; Andre
Pttbanz<an~u.lagerwe~wind.nl>; Steve
Carling<steve.carlin ~a7~owers~stemsuk.com>
Subject: RE: Pxojeet number: ENQ5198940 J Middlesbrough stadium Wind
turbine / Lagenvey
N icki,
For clarity, I said I would c!o everything I could to get a detailed POC offer to you by
the end of next week though this was not guaranteed an d may take longer.
E will keep you informed.
Regards
Tony Ryan

Design Team Leader
System Design - Nfiddlesbrough
~onv.r~ran(c~r northernpower~.[i .com
tel: 019'! 2294fi54

From: Vicki Barnett [mailto:nickiCa~ op wersystemsuk.coml
Sen#. Z1 November 201210:31
Ta; Paul Milfinder
Cc: Henk Lagerweij; Andre Pubanz; Ryan, Tony; Steve Carling
Sub,~ect: RE: Project number: ENQ5198940 /Middlesbrough stadium Wind turbine J
Lagerwey
Paul
have spoken with Tany Ryan this morning and good news that you can connect

1.5MVA Focally. It will mean that a new substation will need to be built an site and
that you would then take ownership of the 2 existing substations. Tony will put
tageth~r an offer letter detailing alt non-cantestabke costs. This will be done by the

b
135CASE FILE: Page 390 PDF Page: 227



end of new week. Once.we are at this stage it may be a goad idea,to meet an sate with .

our Project Manager Steve Carling to discuss the position of the new substation (as ~ - ., r

preciously discussed it needs to be sited as far away from the tip height of the
turbine).

would also ask that any subsequentcorrespondence or phone calls are passed
through me sa that Tony is nat bogged do~,vn with explaining things two or three

times!
will be back in touch as soon as the offer comes through Paul.

.. - Kindreg~rds -.

Ncki Barnett
~ Powersystems UK Ltd "'
~- Bad~mriton Road

- 6> Yate
E~• Bristol -
~ BS37 SGG
t: fl1454 31 SO{30
f OI454 318111
e: nic ' owers~stern ul<.com ~~
w:,www! oowers~stemsuk.c,~m , -

This message (together with any attaclunents) is intended solely far flee use of tUe party to whom it is addressed. Tt is
confidential and may be legallyprivileged and/or subject fa copyright If received in error, please naify us iu~diately by
replying w the message or ~elepho~ng 01454 318000, and d en deleting ibis u~essage fromyour computer system Any
unauthorised access, disclosure, copying, distribution or reliance on t}us message and ifs contents is prohibited.

From: Ryan, Tony imailta•~on~r RyanCa~northertlpowerarid corn]
Sent. 19 Rlovember 202 iS:44
To: IVicki 8arnetfi
Cc: Paul Millinder; I-tenk Lagerwe~j; Andre Pubanz
Subject: RE: Project number: ENQ5198940 j Middlesbrough stadium Wind turbine
Lagerwey
N iki,
Left a message with your office today.
The 1.5MVAturbine can be connected local(yto thQ existing supply stadium.

The connection arrangement will be similar to that discussed earlier with the two

existing substations beingdisconnected from our system and transferred to the clubs

awnershin and a new single NV ooint_of su~plv_e~tabli~ed.

f will call you tomorrow to discuss.
Regards

Tony Ryan

Design Team Leader
System design -Middlesbrough
tony.rvan a~northernpowergrid.com
tel: fl191 2294654

From: Vicki Barnett fma'lt__~o'niCkiCc'~.~o_wers~stemsuk.cQm]
Send: 15 November 2412 13:41
To: Ryan, Tony; Andre Pubanz
Cc Paul Millinder; Henk Lagerweij; Nicholson, Paul
Ss~tiject: EtE: Project number: ENQ5198940 J Middlesbrough stadium Wind turb9ne J
Lagerwey
Hi Tony
Further to your email below i wondered i~ you had any news yet 4n this project.

Many thanks Tony.
Kind regards

Vicki Barnett
i► Powersystems UK Ltd
9n Badminton Road
► fate ..

5~
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..Bristol
BS37 5GG. -. --

t: Q14S4 318000
f: 01454 318111
e: nielci ~owers~stemsukcom
w: ,~ww~owersXsterrtsnkcom

Tlvs message (together with arty attaciuneuts) is intended solely foc tl~e nse of she party to whom it is addressed. tt is
canfidenlial and may be legally privileged undlor suUject to eap~2ight, If received in error, please noFify us immediately by
-replying to tha message or teleptionin~ 01454 318004, and then deleting tins message from }rout computer system Auy
urraudlorised access, disclosure, copying, disfribution or reliance ontUis message and its couteuls is prohibited.

from: Ryan, Tany ~mailto•Tony RyanCalnorthern awergrid com]
Sent: 08 November 2012 13:12
To. Andre~Pubanz --
C~ Paul Millinder; Henk Lagerweij; Nicki Barnett; ~Nicho(son, Paul
Subje~ RE: Project number: ENQ519894t1 / Middlesbrough stadium Wind turbine
Lagerwey
Andre,
have tried to answer your questions as detailed below in red,

As we are to bring forward a proposed voltage ieve! reduction at this primary

substation voltage rise is no longer an issue though the generator failed our second

tf stage ROCOF assessment.

Under our protectia~ policy we cannot accept an electrical restriction on the turbine
and our assessment is based upon the full generator output.

-- I have hacE recent discussions with Raul Mi1[inder and we are now assessing a - --

1.449MW machine which we are hopeful wiI! pass the ROCOF assessment.
Once we have some results I will update Pau{ via I~icki Barnett at Powersystems UK.

Regards

Tvny Ryan

Design Team Leader
System Design - Mic{dlesbrough
tong n~ant~northernp~v,~ergrici com
tel: 4191 2294654

From: Andre Pubanz [mailto•apso~lagerwe i~w nd n1]
Send: 16 October 2012 08:15
To: Ryan, Tany
Cc: Paul Millinder; Henk Lagerweij; Nicki Barnet

{~ subject: Prajeck number: ENQ5198940 /Middlesbrough stad{um Wind turbine j
Lagerwey
Dear Tony,

Thar,~c you. for tli~ telephony co~versati~n ~~v~ had.

For the Middlesbrough stadium a Lagerwey L93-2. bMW turbine was proj e~ted
byllnx~..Millinder of Empoweringwind..
Project ntunber: ENQ5198940

Summarising our telephone conversation {correct me if I am wrong, p}z}:

There is an 11 kV line at the stadium with a transformer dedicated to the
stadium. The stadium has two substations both connected to the same
11K~ system. These will. need to be disconnected from the Northern
Pawergrid system and connected to the customer ov~ed 11KV network
which in turn will be connected to a new l lkv switch house whe~•e the
turbine would also be connected.
The maxnnum demand is 800kjN (Saturday night}. This is an
approximation based upon the information we have, the customex sl~auld
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have ina~re accurate infoimation fioxn them• energy supp.i~ex. Its.asstuned that
dais will be on a Saturday winter evening as that's when the stadium will be
use mast of ifs equipment it~~cluding~flood ligkzts.

• The line is lightly loaded. Relatively ita terns of the lzvel of generation you
propose to install.

• When 2.6MW would be injected it would pose voltage problems. V`,~e have
carried out fiu~er investigation and due to an unmuieut xeduction i~ baz~ 
-~valtage by us at tt~e primacy this will no longer be an issue though the
turbine has failed our second stage ROCOF assessment, a sniallet~ hirbine
may meet our study requirements.

• T'he site was looked at in the past where the inaatimurn power possible
would be in the range of 1MW.: I assu7me that this is IlVIW of generation?

- - This IZas been indicated t1~.ough I have no record of this.
• There is a costly alternative, which is to make a connection at the other side

of the A6b, also at 11 kV. The method of connection for the 2.6MW of
generation is from ottr primary SS, approxunately 3km away. The
alternative cont~.eciaon is from the 11 KV cu7~-ently supplying the stadium
tho~.igh this can only supply the demand to the site and the ge~.xexation
cannot export when ~e site is connected via dais alternative anaugement.

We z~vould like to come to investigate the possibilities to use the stadium
connection.
_So I have listed a few questions below. Would you be so kind to answer these oz
to pass these t4 the HQ?
Addi~ionaJly I ~ave~listed the passibitities of the turbine to support floe grid. Maybe
this opens up the discussion.

1. Is this limit~tian imposed by voltage restrictions alone, or are there limits to the
cable cross section, breaker settings, etc.? Due to the alteration to our primary
voltage this is no longer an issue , it is now purely a ROCOF issue.
2. Are there any other conswners an the line or is it the stadium alone? There a1-e
other customers connected
3. Is the stadium. transformer equipped with a tap changer? Yes, +/ IO2. S%and
+!- IOS%taps.
4. Is the stadium Line connected at the same point as the alternative ]itze? Not s ire
what this means but is probably answered above?
5. Do yoit have a single Sine diagram o£filiis part of the system showing cables
(with cross sections), loads, fi-ansformers, bxeakers {with settings}? T~iat level of
detail is not readily available and there could ~e a cTiarge depending an the Ievel of
deta~. required, though not slue what help it will be?

Lagerwey L93-2.6MW torbu~e
Reactive power
~"os~~hi) X~ or depending on externcrljv mere ur d sigy,~al
The turbine can deliver or withdrawn reactive power from the grid on demand,
because it is equipped with a power electronic converter.
Vie can set it to delzver at a faced cos(phi) X0.9 induetive....1 AO.... Q.9 capacitive,
as standard}. This can be a fixed setting or controlled by an extezx~al setpoint, for
example the measured medium voJ.~age level.
Reactive rower fixed ar depending nos ~eternally measured sicmal
In a an alternative made it can do the same for a fixed amount of reactive power
(famed kVAr, inductive or capacitive}. -

Power lrmitaizon
The turbine can limit the .power output o~ demand or depending on an e~ttemal
setpoint. This could be used far exceptional grid situations. Of course this is less
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aitractxve because it would decrease yield. However if' it is onJ.y necessazy under
rare conditions it could be a solution.

So we have possbilities to control reactive power, power and possibly the tap
se~ti~tgs of the transfoLmer. _
Fxozn our side we could do the project ix~. some form of cooperation with ttae
ufility company as a demonstration !study project if desired ~snaart grids). Maybe
there is intearest from Northernpowergrid for this.

- --mind xegards,
Andre Pubanz
Lagenrvey Wind BV

at*#k##kk*~rtlkt~}tfititYiN.ttY*+t#a*+lairf+ss3:ttfiHtf~iiltk#h#lrki%ilt~tfiiSlSit Mfkt#i

E mail-~iscia'uner
You agree thaf you have read acid unders#ood this disclaimer and you agree to be bound by its terms.

-The information contained in tF~s e-mail and arty fifes transmitted with it (i€.arty} are cor~fiderotial and interx[ed for
the addressee only. !f you have received #his e-mail in error please noYi€y the originator.
This e-mail and arty attachmer~s have been scanned for certain viruses prior to sending but Northern Pnwergrid
Holdings Company nor any of its associated companies from whom tl~s e-mail originates shall 6e iiab[e for any
losses as a result of arty viruses being passed on.

f - No warranty of any kind is given in respect of arty ir~formatian contained in this e-mail and you should be aware
~ that it might be incomplete, out of date or incorrect. I t is thereFnre essential tfiat you verify all such information

with ~s before placing any reliance upon it.
Northern Powergr'id Holdings Gomparry
Lloyds Court

- - 78 Grey Street - - --
Newcastle upon Tyne
NE1 6AF
F2egistered in Er~g~and and Wales. tJumber 3476201
iYefitt#thYt#kktYtiftfw~ltkiiti~f'~kEllis;#ikittltlkti-2kt.1A##*ikN'klti4itf3t Yt1k14ihirLk

Paul Millinder
Chiaf Executive

Tel: X49 {0)203 286 2236
Fax: +44 {p)207 995 7022

E-mail: info@emnowerinc~wind.co.uk
Web: www.empowerinawind.co.uk

l Disclaimer:

The views, statements or opinions expressed in this email are those of
the author and do not necessarily represent the views or opinions of
Empowering Wind Group.

Copyright in this message and its attacments.remains with us.
Their contents are confidential and may be legally privileged. They
are intended solely for the person to whom they are addressed.
If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender,
and delete the message from your system immediately.

You must nofi, read, copy or use the contents of the e-maa.l nor disclose
it or its existence to anyone else.

Empowering Wind Group has scanned this e--mai1 for viruses anfl
although we take measures to prevent viruses, it is not guaranteed to
be virus free and it is your responsibility to scan the message and
attachments pra.or_to opening them, We do not accept any
responsibility for the consequences of passing on any virus.

Please do your bit to contribute towards the environment by only
printing this Email or its attachments unless absolutely necessary to do
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so.

Paul Millinder
Chief Executive

Tel: +44 (0}203 285 2236
Fax: +44 (0)207 495 7021

E-mail: ir~fo(~e~owerinc~wind.co.uk
Web : w~[a_.~m~a9~rerit~w_ ~._co .irk

Disclaimer:

The views, statements or opinions expressed in this email are those of
the authox and do not necessarily represent the views or opinions of

Empowering Wind Group.

Copyright in this message and its attacments remains with us.
Their contents are confidential and may ~e legally privileged. They
are intended solely for the person to whom they are addressed.
.If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender,
anci delete the message from your system immediately.

You must not read, copy or use the contents of the e-mail nor disclose
zt or its existence._to anyone else.

Empowering Wind Group has scanned this e-mail for viruses and
although we take measures to pzevent viruses, it a.s nod guaranteed to
be virus free and it is your responsibility to scan the message and
attachments prior ~o opening them. We do not accept any

responsibility for the consequences of passing on any virus.

Please do your bit to contribute towards the environment by only

printing this Email ox its attachments unless absolutely necessary to do
so.

~.
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Richardson, Kate -

From: Paul Millinder <paul@err:poweringwind.co.uk>

Sent:' 04 January 2017 20'38
To: Robin Bloom; Mark Ellis; Neil Bausor

Subj~cfi; Fwd: Re: MFC Turbine meeting

Dear Mr Bloom,

It tnay help refresh your memory, if you revisit your corr~plefe change of tactics on the grid
connection, in contrast to wf3en we jointly formulated fhe grid connection 6 months prior tv
exei-cising_ourOpbon firom October 2012. You are a solicitor, you were we11 aware of the
implications in 2012 when you reviewed the numerous correspondences, the CP's of the
Cannectiori Offer and confirmation from Northern Powergrid themselves.

You were_also aware it was tha#grid connection we were completing and that v►ras the sole basis
of completing the Optiar~, ~aecause we had secured the connection to deliver power from the
turbine to the stadium. You were also well aware that once the OFGEM Feed in Tariff approval
had been granted, the technical configuration cannot change without invalidating the tariff. 1Ne

l -received FIT approval prior fo Mark Ellis joining the Club. Yet in full knowledge of #his, after we
had sufFered a less in tariff of 26°!o through actions of a third party, you insisted we suc#denly
change the-configuration. If we had done so, we would have had rto tariff. That. is confirmed .
very clearly in OFGEIVi's terms and conditions.

You may recap me asking who your Technical consultants were on several occasions. In
hindsight, I think that was a very valid question and ~ note you had shown no inclination fa
disclose. I wonder why that is?

As i said, we have everything in black and white and please fee! free to provide the Court with
everything you have. 1 assure you I will, to demonstrate your negligence anci lack of willingness
to co-operate as a responsible Landlord in meeting its obligations. I do honestly believe you have
made attempts to steal my mosey with na indention to install a wind turbine. Your acfiions
throughput, in particular around the delays caused by a third party beyond .my control shows
comtempt and willingness to extort further money from my company, with clearly no intention of
fial~illing your obliga#ions in accordance with our Connection Offer.

The documentation ! am submitting proves that the debt is exists and houv it occurred. We are
well aware, as I explained yesterday thaf we have a vitder claim, hovuever I am prepared to draw a
line under this on tie basis of receiving every penny back that we wasted, for the sake of
avoiding burdens of a Lengthy case. -

If I was Steve Gibson~you would be fired, faecause you have attemptectta~over your,own
negligence and now it is going to have dire consequences for the Chub unless it is sorted out very

-fast. -

I cannot pit it in any clearer terms. Unless providing a response ~o an amai[ you send, I don't
plan to write to you again to ask because it does not seem to be sinking in,

Yours,

Paul Millinder

-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:Re: MFC Turbine. meeting

~-
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Date:~ri, 22 May 2x9511:36:34 +0'[00
~'rorn:Ropin Bloom <r I om anbuikhaul.co.uk> .

To:~fl~lichael Brown <michael:brown~bonddickinson com>, Paul Millinder
<n~ul~a cle~nt~~hinvestments.ca.ulc>, Andrew Lindsay ~drew.Lind~ay~if-dt.com>,
Mark Eltis;<mark.ellis~mfc~co.~lt> .

Dear Mr M9llinder,

~f w'ill nat accept criticism of my behaviour from a man who calls me a "crefin", Frankly 1 think it
was magnanimous of me to even agree tt~ sit arounc{ a table again with you. Of course we
had made it unequivocally clear That the whole basis of the meating was to discuss an alternative
confgurat on anti you then close to ignore this. If you are surprised at the reacfiion t~iis provokes
it is your problem not mine. This is an unfortunate Trait of yours which is to ignore absolutely what
his previously been agreed and then hope to filibuster the other side into agreeing with you. We
do not work [ike this.

have nothing further to say to you sage that you are incapab{e of absorbing the factual _
bacKground which is clear to everyone but yourself. This has bean confirmed to me following The
meefiing. Your assertion that there is no alternative configuration is patently false as we
discussed two alternatives, both suggested by NPG, as set out in my e-mail to your solicitor
both of which you rejected.

am presuming that you are stating you are not now going to develop the turbine so we will issue
invoices to recover the monies due to the Club under the Lease and Efectriciiy Supply
Agreement. Clearly Prow you wish to respond is entirely up fo you and your advisers but we are
entirely confident that you have no claim against the club whatsoever and any spurious,claim you
seek to bring will be defended vigorously. I cannot see what purpose a meeting with fihe

~:~G#~airman would serve as he is #idly aware of the position.

Yours sincerely

I:Z:7:7~71.TT.1

>~> Paul Millinder Sul aC7cleantechinvestments co uk> 221051201 5 1 0:56 >7>
Robin,

have fio say your behaviour at the meeting The other day was a disgrace
and that was noted by all. Throwing your weight around and caning
across in an aggressive manner will not wash with me. You have shown
fin. utter disregard for my investmer~rt in this project throughout and
~C~ arly you have absolutafy no conceit o~ the mechanics of a wind
turbine to provide power at a site such as the stadium. You were
however only too keen to flake £200k from me, which I would have thraught
should havE been taken as a mark of my cflmmitment to the Ciub. V1/hat I
.get in return for this significant investment and serious commitment is
nothing more than contempt.

The configuration has not changed since we started the project and you
have had all this time to raise enquiries, with bath my electrical
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can#ractors aid Northern Pov+rergrid at your full disposal. You however ~ .
choosQ too raise one nav+i, in tine full knowledge that there is extreme
'urgency in getting this project aver the line due to the constraints on
turbine supply (that has also been put upon us due to MFC's lack of
cooperation) after already delaying #financial close of my project by 3
months due to your disregard far the Force Majeure provisiaris within the
lease and Energy Supply Agreement. This configuration is the ONLY WAY
FROM WHLCH TO DELIVER POWER FROM THE TURBINE TO THE STADlIJM. It is
not my fault that you are relying on a technical consultant that has -
absolute(y no experience whatsoever in wind power generation. ~n the
face of it, l would suggest that your so called consultant is also

_ refired, if not semi retired and is not the right man for the job as ~e
is not appropriately qualified to provide guidance in respect of an
embedded power ganeration project of this nature. This is what I had
feared previously, that you would cut corners to try and save money,
hence the reason I asked who your technical consultant was and probably

- the reason you refused to make that disclosure previously. This leads
me back to the point I made that I cannot be responsible for your
undertaking or failure to undertake technical due diligence and you have

(~ had over 2 years to do sa. _

Before you rudely interrupted me with "don't upset me", during our
meeting; l was trying to establish what you think the conc~ms are with ~ - ---
adapting MFC`s dedicated substation assets. You have no answers hire
because frankly there is no increased liability whatsoever and this is
nothing more than MFG being uncooperative as usual, as c~emonsfrated
throughout my dealings.

am also well aware that the grid configus-atian meeting had already
taken place and that you had received the configuration details on
several occasions, most recently vn 4th deb 75, after receivir~g the
Northern Powergrid Asset Sale Agreement. At no mint previously was
any contention raised.

I cannot perForm on my a~[igations because MFC is denying us the grid
connection, even in light of signing the cQnnecfion deed to facilitat+~

` our connection in accord with the Nor~het-n Powergrid connection offer.
Due to the de{ays caused by you, we cannot get the turbine built due to
the time already wasted on your incorrect interpretation of Farce
11~la~eure and now that you are denying us the righ# fa connect via the
private network arrangement required to da so.

f refuse t~erefare te~`cantinue dealing with a stroppy, jumped up
aggressive individual that cannot get his facts right so I would suggest
you arrange a meeting between your Chairman and I, as it may be him that

. has to pick up the costs when sue for the entire balance the turbine
would have otherwise generated.

In the mean time, we are working on recovering 10d% of our costs and
this will proceed without any further notice.

Yours sincerely,

Paul Millinder
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Paul M911inder
Chief Executive

Tel: +44 {0)2b3 2$~ 2236
Fax:. +44 {0)207 495 7021

E-mail: info~cfeantechinv~stments co uk
Web: www.cleantecnnve~men~s.c_a.~k

Disclaimer:

The views, statements or opinions expressed in this email are those of
the author and do not necessari{y represent the views or opinions of
Clean Tech Investments Ltd.

Copyright in this message and its attacments remains with us.
Their contents are can~dential and may be legally privileged. They

~ -are intended solely for the person #o whom they are addressed.
If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender,
and delete the message from your system immediately. _

You must not read, copy or~ use the contents of thee-mail nor disclose
it or its existence to anyone eEse.

Clean Tech investments has scanned #his e-mail fc~ viruses and
although we take measures fo prevent viruses, it is not guaranteed to
~e virus free and it is your responsibility to scan the message ancf
attachments prior to opening them. VI(e do not accept any
responsibility for the consequences of passing on any virus.

Please do your bit fo contribute towards fihe environment by only
printing this Email or its attachments unless absalute[y necessary to do
so.

www clean#echinvestments c~k

Information from ESET Mail Security, version of vitz.~s signature database 716fi7
(20150~~2)

The messa~a was checked by ESET Mail Security for Bulkhaul {T Dept.

information from ESET Mail Security, version of virus signature database 11667
{20150522}

The message was checked by ESET Ntail Security for Bulkhaul IT Dept.
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The message was checked by ESET Mail Security for.: Bulkhaul (T Dept.

~.
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R.ichar€~sc►n, Kate

~Froin: Pauf Millinder~paul@empoweringwind.co.uk>
Sent: 04 January_2017 11:18
To: Robin Bfoorn; mar[c.ellis@mfc.co.uk; Neil Bausor
Subject: Re: Fwd: Re: MFCTurbine,rneeting

- Dear Mr Bloom;

No-we will litigate through the Court. I have jusfi spoken with the [nsolvency Service about your
so called claim, which clearly wild be lodged as a disputed debt. They are also aware that I am
serving a Demand an the Club. .

Yours faithfully,

Pau! Millinder

On 04(01/2017 11:08, Robin Bloom wrote:

Dear Mr Mi~linder,

We do not intend to litigate through correspondence. We have (and counsel} have
fully reviewed our files and are quite satisfied that we have acfied correctly at all
stages and it is you and your advisers who have consister~t(y failed to appreciate the
position. You seem to singularly ignore any correspondence which rebufs your
misconceived version of events, Resorting to personal insults as you have done in the
last finro emails is not going to change the position.

Yours faithfully

Rabin Bloom -

~~B~JL~~r~.A~JL
,~ ~ ~ INiERkA7iJNlu. TANK Ct3NTHINER SERVlG~S

r Save paper -think before you print
»> Paul Mi[iinder <paul~a empowerin~wind.co.uk> 04/01/201710:37 »>

Dear IVIr Bioam,

!t may help refresh your memoryrif you revisit your complete change of tactics on the
grid connection, in contrast to when we jointly formulated the grid connection 6
months prior to exercising our Option from October 2012. You are a soEicitor, you
were wel! aware of the implicafions in 2012 when you reviewed the numerous
correspondences, the CP`s of the Connection offer and canfrmation tram Northern'
Powergrid themselves.

You were a(sa aware it was tha#grid connecfiion we were completing and that was the
sole basis of completing the Option, because we had secured the connection to
deliver power from the fiurbine to the stadium. You were also well aware that once the
OFGEtvI Fend in TarifF approval had been granted, the technics! configuration cannot
change without invalidating tine tariff. We received FlT approval prior to Mark Ellis
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joining the Club,:Yet in full knowfectge of this, after we had suffered a loss in fiariff of
26°la through actions of a third 'party,. you insisted we suddenly change the _
configuration. ff we had done so, we would have had na tariff. That is confirmed very
clearly in OFGEM's terms and conditions.

You may recall me asking who your technics! consultants were on several occasions.
In hindsight, [think that was a very valid question and 1 na#e you had shown no _
i~clinatian to disclose: I wonder why that is? _

As I_said, we have everything in black and wt~iite and please feel free to provide the
Court with everything you have. I assure you f will, fo demonstrate your negkigence
and lack of willingness t~ co-operate as a responsible Landlord in meeting ifis _.
obligations. I da honestly believe you haUe made attempts to steal my money wifih na
intention to instafl a wind turbine. Your actions throughout, in particular around the
delays caused by a third party beyond my control shows comtempt and wi{lingness to
extort further money from my company, with c~eariy no intention of fulfilling your
~bligatians in accordance with our Connection Offer.

The documentation I am submitting proves that the debt is e~asts and haw it occurred..
( We are well aware, as 1 explained yesfierday that we have a wider claim, However E am

prepared to draw a line under tF►i~ on the basis of receiving every penny back that we
wasted, for the sake of avoiding burdens o€ a lengthy cas+~.

If I way Steve Gibson you would be fired, because you have attempted to cover your
own negligence and now it is going to have dire consequences for the Club unEess it
is sorted out very fiast.

1 cannot put it in any c;carer terms. Unless providing a response to an email you
send, I don't pf an to write to you again to ask bEcause it does not seem to be sinking
in.

Yours,

Paul Millinder

-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:Re: MFC Turbine meeting ,

Date:Fri, 22 May 2015 19:36:34 +0100
From: Robin Bloom <rbloom~buikhau! co uk>

To:Mi+chaei Brown <micha~l.bro~bonddickinson.com>, Paul Miflinder
< aul vcleantechinvestments co ufc>, Andrew Lindsay
<At~drew.Lindsa~(c~lf-dt.com>, Mark Ellis <mark.ellis~mfc.co.uk>

Dear Mr Millinder,
will not accept criticism of my behaviour from a rnan who calls me a "c~efiin". Frankly
think it was magnanEmous of me to even agree to sit around a table again with you.
Of course we had made it unequivocally clear that the whole basis o#' the meeting was
to discuss an afternat~ve configuration and yrau #hen chose #o ignore this. If you are
surprised at the reaction this provokes it is your problem not mine. This is an
unfortunate trait of yours which is to ignore absolutely what has previously bean
agreed and fen hope to filibuster the other side into agreeing with yau.lNe do not
work like this.
have nt~thing further to say to you save that you are incapable of absorbing fihe
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factual backgraur~d which is clear fia everyone but yourself. This has baen.confirmed
to me following the meeting. Your assertion that there is no alternative configurafion is
patently false as we disc~assed.two alternatives, both suggested 6y NPG, as set out in
my e-mail to your solicitor -both of which you rejected.
arri presuming that you are stating you are nat now going to develop the turbine so

v►re will issue invoices to recover the meanies due to the Club under the Lease and
E[ectricit~r Supply.Agreement. Clearly how you wish to respond is entirely up to you-
andyour advisers but we are entirely confident That you have no claim against the
club whatsoever ar~d any spurious claim you seek to brim will be defended
vigorously. l cannot see what purpose a meeting with the Chairman would serve as
he is fully aware of the position.

Yours sincerely
Robin Bloom

»> Paul Millinder <paul a~c4eantechinvestments.co.uk> 22/05/201510.56 »>
Robin,

_ I have to say your behaviour of the meeting the other day was a disgrace
~ and that was noted by a[l. Throwing yc~r weight aroand and coming

across in an aggressive manner will nat wash with me. You have shown
an utter disregard for my investment in this project throughout and
clearly y6u have absolutely no concept of the mechan[cs of a wind
turbine to provide power at a site such as the stadium. You were
however on(y #oo keen to flake £200k from me, which I would have throught
should have been taken as a mark of my commitment to the Club. What
get in return tar this significar~t invesfinen#and serious commifrnent is
nothing more than contempt.

The corr€iguration has not changed since we started the project and you
have had all this time to raise enquiries, with both my efeciricai
contractors and Northern Powergrid at your full disposal. You however
choose to raise one now, in the full knowledge thafi there is extreme
targency in getting this project over the line due to the constraints on
turbine supply (that has also been ,put upon us _due fo MFC's lack of
eoc~peratian) after already delaying financial c4ose of my project by 3
months due to your disregard for the Force Majeure provisions within the
Lease and Energy Supply Agreement. This configuration is the ONLY WAY
FROM WHICH TO DELIVER P01NER Ff~OM THE TURB[NE TO THE STADIUM. It
is
not my fault that you are relying on a technical consultant that has
absolutely no experience whatsoever in wind power generation. On the
face of it, I would suggest that your sa callsc! consultant is also
retired, if not semi refired and is not the right man far the job as he
is not appropriately qualified to provide guidance in respect of an
embedded power generation project of this nature. This is. what I had
feared previously, that you would cut corners to try and save money,
hence the reason !asked who your technical consultant was and- probably
the reason you refused to make that disclosure previously. This leads
me back to fihe point 1 made thafi I cannot be responsible for your
undertaking or failure to undertake technical due diligence and you hava
had over 2 years to eia so.

Before you rudely interrupted me with "don't upset me", during ot~r
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meeting, 1 was trying to establish what-you think the cohcerns are witfr
adopting MF~'s cieclicated substation assets. You have na answers here
because frankly there is no increased liability whatsoever and phis is
nothing more than MFC being uncooperative as usual, as demonstrated
throughout my dealings.

am also well aware that the grid configuration meeftng had already
taken place and that you had received the configuration details on
several occasions, most recenfly on 4th Feb 15, after receiving the
Northern Powergrid Asset Sale Agreement. At no pa9nt previously was
any contention raised.

l cannot perform on my obligations because MFC is denying us the grid
connection, even in light o#signing the connection deed to facilitate
our connection in accord with the Na-thern Powergrid connection offer.
Due fio the delays caused by you, we cannot get the turbine built due to
'the fime already wasted on your incorrect interpretation of Force
Majeure and now that you are denying us the right to connect via the

__ private network arrangement required to c!o sc~.

refuse therefore to continue dealing v►rifh a stroppy, jumped up
aggressive individual That can~~at get his facts right so I would suggest
you arrange a meeting between your Chairman and I, as it may be (aim that ---
has to pick up the costs when sue for the entire balance the turbine
would have otherwise generated.

in the mean time, we are working on recovering 100% of our casts ar~d
this wi11 proceed without any further notice.

Yours sincerely,

Paul Millinder

Paul Millinder
Chief Executive

Tel: +~.4 {0)203 28fi 2236
Fax: +4410)207 495 7Q21

E-mail: infora~7cleantechinvestments.co_uk
Web: www.cleantechinvestrr~ents.ca.uk

Disclaimer:

The views, statements or opinions expressed in fihis email are those of
the author and da not necessarily represent the views or opiniflrrs of
Glean Tech Investments Ltd.

Copyright in Phis message and its attacments remains with us.
Their contents are canfidenfial and may be {egal(y privileged. They
are intended solely for the person to whom they are addressed.
!f you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender,
ar~d delete the message tram your system immediately.
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You must not read, copy-or:use the con#ents of the e-mail nor disclose ~ -
it or its existence #o anyone else. - -

Clean Tech Investments has scanned this e-mail for viruses and
a[thoug~ we take measures to prevent viruses, it is not guaranteed to
be virus free and :t is your responsibility to scan the message and
attachments prior to opening them. We do not accept any
responsibility for the consequences of passing on any virus.

Please do your bit to contribute towards the environment by only
printing this Emai[ or its attachmenfis unless absolutely necessary to do
sa.

wow. cl eantec~ i n vestments. co. u k

~ Informafion from ESET Mail Security, version of virus signature
database 1 T 667 {20150522)

The message was checked by ESET Mail Security for BulkhauE IT De~fi.

Information from ESET Mail Security, version of virus signature
database 11667 (20150522)

The message was checked by ESET Mail Security for Bulkhaul IT Dept.

The message was checked by ESET Mail Security for Bulkhaul IT Deaf.

The message was chec[ced by ESET Mail Security far Bufkhaul IT Dept.

Pau.1 Millinder
Chief Executive

Tel: +44 (0}203 2$6 2236
Fax: +49 {0)207 495 7021

Disclaimer;

The views, statements or opinions expressed in this email axe those of
the author and do not necessarily represent the views or opinions of
Empowering Wind Group.

Copyright in this message and its attacments remains with us.
Their contents are confidential and may be legally privileged. They
are intended solely for the.pexson.to whom they are addressed.
Tf you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender,
and delete the message from your system immediately..
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You must not read, copy oz use the contents of tie e-mail aor. disclose
it or its existence to anyone else:

Empowering Wind Group has scanned phis e-mail for viruses and
although we take measures to.prevent viruses, it is not guaranteed to
be vzrus free and~it is your responsibility to scan the message and
attachments prior to opening them. We do not accept any
responsibility for the consequences of passing on any vixus.

Please do your bit to contribute towards the environment by only
printing this Email or its attachments unless absolutely necessary to do
so.

The message was ci~tecked by ESET Mail Securify far Bulkhaul IT Dept.

s
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Richardson, Mate

From: Paul Millinder <paul@empo+n+eringwind.co.uk>

Sent: 05 January 2017 13:52

To: Robin Bloom; Anthony.Campbell; Mark Ellis; Neil Bausor

Subject: STATUTORY DEMAND

Attachments: forrn4-Ol.pdf

importance: High

Dear Sirs,

Please find enclosed the Statutory Demand as it will be served to yaur
office with photographic confirmation of service.

1 know you have ali the documents referred to in your possession. ~iard
copies are with the Demand for avoidance of doubt.

A copy of this Qemand and the enclosures has been sent to the office of
the O~cial Receiver who is copied fo this email.

have requested #hat the O~cial Receiver provides me with information
held on file in respect of your false claim and I will inform you once
received of my intan#ion to make #hat submission in addition to the
enc~asures. I am not sure why you have not protideti me with copies of
any such submiss9on or any legal basis for making such representation at
the Nigh Court?

Yours sincerely,

Paul Millinder

The message was checked by ESET Mail Security for Bulkhaul IT Dept.

l
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Richardson, K~fe

From: Paul Millinder <paul@empoweringwind.co.uk>

Sent: OS January 2037 14.19
To; Robin Bloom; Anthony.Campbell@insolvency.gsi.gov,uk; mark.ellis@m~c.co.uk;

Nei! Bausor

Subject: Re: STA7UiORY DEMAND _

Dear Mr Bloom,

You have missed fhe point entirely. The invoices you issued are invalid, false claims for payment
tha# in accorc{ with the contracts, is not due and payable.

Thank you far explaining your ra#ionale, but it does not answer fhe question. What legal basis
do-you Piave fo claim money from fhe ComAany when you are fully aware that the delay in
question was Force Majeure? On precisely the same basis, you made incorrect representations
to the High Court, after being in receipt of my offer to deposit £205k into Escrow pending
resolution of yosar invalid claim and after you refused the basis of the grid connection for the

(` projec# you have known about since 2012. That was, quite categotically an abuse of process,
however the Club's debt is graven.

don't consider you are in any position to continue #o dictate to me so let's save it far fhe hearing,
if you believeyouu can defend your actions.

Yours sincerely,

Pouf Millinder

On 05!011203 7 7 4:17, Robin Bloom wrote:

Dear Mr Miflinder,

do not wish to repeat myself but as you have chosen to copy in Mr Campbell I will
respond fully.

1. The debf proved in the Winding Up Peti#tan was for the invoices delivere8 to the
Company for rent and the payment in lieu of~free elecfiricity. These sums were due
under legally binding agreements. You have argued that Force Majeure applied and
no payments were due. We have never accepted this and yon ease not to challenge
this through tie courts. We have no reason #a treat the sums as other fihan a daft
due.
2. The sums you claim under the Statutory Demand relate to recovery of a payment
your company made for an Option Fee and consequential losses you claim to have
suffe"red. This is no# a debt and clearly not a sum recoverable by Statutory Demand
and Winding Up petition. 1f you feel, which is disputed, you have any claim this must
be determined through the courts who would need to decide if we were in breach of
contract and if so vat sums were then due. Your behaviour is a clear abuse of
process.

We will deal with any papers wh9ch are served in due course in the appropriate
manner but you are an notice that we do not accept the validity of your claim and as
such will hold you personally res~onsibfe fiar any abortive casts incurred.

!`nuts fa~tt~fully
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Robin B1aom

Group General Counsei
The Gibson O'Neill Company Limited
DD +44 (Oj 1642 236969
Mobile +44 (Oj 7980 769 554

~~p̀ ~~~ V ~1~.~~~L1V L

~~-.~-~;g IMTE~J~UhT1AYRL TANK G•pNlAINER SEl~CESY

r1 Save paper -think before you print
»> Paul Millinder <aaul~empowerinaw~nd co uk> 0~/01l201713;52 »>
Dear Sirs, ~ .

Please find enclosed the Statutory Demand as it wi11 be served to your
office with photographic confirmation of service.

know you have all the documents refierred to in your possession. Hard
(~ copies are with the Demand for avoidance of doubt.

A copy of this Demand and the enclosures has been sent fo the office of
the Of#icial Receiver w}io is copied to this email.

have requested that the Officiai Receiver provides me with information
held on file in respect of your false claim and I wiN inform you once
received of my intention to make that submission in addition to the
enclosures, I am not sure why you have not provided me with copies of
any such submission or any legal basis for making such represe~tafion at
the High Court?

Yours sincerely,

Paul Millinder

{

The message was checked by ESET Mail Security for Bulkhau! IT Dept.

The message was checked by ESET Mail Security far Bulkhaul IT Dept.

Paul Millinder -
Chief Executive

Tel: +44 (0)203 286 2236
k'ax: +94 (0)207 495 7021

~ .•-n••.- r•. F.

-s - u•~.- ~~ ~. •

Disclaimer:

The views, statements or opinions expressed in this email are those of
the author and do not necessarily represent the views or opinions of
Empowering Wind Group.
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Copyright tin this message and its attacments remains with us.

Their contents are confidential and may be legally privileged. They
are intended solely for the person to whom they are addressed.
It you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender,

and delete the message from your system immediately.

You must not read, copy or use the contents of the e-mail nor disclose

it or its existence to~anyone else.

Empowezing Wind Group has scanned this e-mail for viruses and
although we take measures to prevent viruses, it is not guaranteed to
be virus free and it is your responsibility to scan the message and

attachments prior to opening them. We do not accept any

responsibz~ity fox the consequences of passing on any virus.

Please do your bit to contribute towards the environment by only

printing this Email or its attachments unless absolutely necessary to do
so.

The message was checked by ESET Mail Securify for Bulkhaul IT Dept.
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€~ichardson, Kate

From; Paul Millinder <paul@empoweringwind.co.uk>
Sent: 05 .fanuary 2017 14:28

To: Robin 8foom; Anthony.Campbell@inso{~ency.gsi.gov.uk; mark,ellis@mfc.co.uk;

Neil Bausor
Subject; Re: STATUTORY DEMAND

Sorry, just a quick note an point 2 that I should have added far fhe purpose of clarification

The claim of consequenf~al loss is far loss of tariff the wind turbine would have generated. That
claim amounts to circa £11m. Empowering is claimant and ~haf claim is in cantrof of the OR.

The claim in the Demand is the money we invested in the project, including the £200k Lease
Premium you enficed us to enter into, in fact with same emofive-level of urgency in the latter
stages. How you can imply that I am held ~ersanally responsible for actions taken by a Ltd
Company is a bitof a nonsense to me, although I am sure the Court will take that into
consideration, I would however be glad to pay from eider, if you are successful.

See you in Court.

Yours,

Paul Mil(inder

On 05/01/2Q17 'f 4:11, Robin Bloom wrote:

Dear Mr Millinder,

1 do not wish to repeat myself buf as you have chosen to copy in Mr Campbell f wil(
respond fully.

1. The debt proved in the Winding Up Petition was for the invoices deEivered to the
l~Vl l 1~..)cfl ly IUI I C[ Il dI iU tl IC ~.JGIyI I IC! Il ll l IIGU VI It GG CIGGtI ll+tl~/. 1 I ICJC JUI [ Ib WGI G UUG

under legally binding agreements. You have argued that Farce Majeure applied and
no payments were due. We have never accepted this andyou~ chose not t~ challenge
this fihrough the courts.lNe have no reason to treat the sums as other than a debt
due.
2. The sums you claim under the Statutory Demand relate to recovery of a payment
your company made for an Option Fee and consequential losses you claim to have
suffered. This is not a debt and clearly not a sum recoverable by Statutory Demand
and Winding Up petition. 7f you feel, which is disputed, you have any claim this must
be determined through the courfis who would need to decide if we were in bread of
contract and if so what sums were then due. Your behaviour is a clear abuse of
process.

We rr~if deaf wifih any papers which are served in due course in the appropriate
manner but you are on notice that we da not accept the validity of your claim and as
such will hold you persona{ly responsibly for any abortive costs incurred.

Yours faithfully

Robin Bloom
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Group General Counsel _
The_Gibson O'Neill Company Limited
DD +~4 (0) 9642 236969
Mobile +44 (0) 798{l 769 554

.~~*1 ..--/~ INTEfZIJf~TNSblAI TAPtK COtifW NER SERI~IC£S
'4

Save paper -think before you print!
>~> Paul Mil{inder < aul Qem~owerinowind ca ~k> 05/41/201713:52 »>
Dear Sirs,.

Please find enclosed the Statutory Demand as it will be served to your
office with photographic confirmation of service.

know.you have all the documents referred to in your possession, Ward
copies are wi#h the Demand for avoidance of doubt.

( A copy of this Demanc{ and the enclosures has been sent fo tine office of
the OfFiciaf Receiver who is copied to this email.

have requested that the Official Receiver provides me with information
held on file in respect of your false claim and I will inform you once
received of my intention to make that submission in addition to the
enclosures. I am not sure wrty you have not provided me with copies of
any such submission or any 1ega1 basis far malting such representation at
the High Court?

Yours sincerely,

Paul Milfinder

t The message was checked by ESET Mail Security for Bulkhaul IT Dept.

The message was chec~Ced by ESET Mail Security for Bulkhaul IT Dept.

Paul Millinder
Chief Executive

Tel: +49 (0)203 286 2236
Fax: t44 (0)207 995 7021

E-mail: i_n o2e owerinawind_co.Lk
Web: wwvi ~owerinawind.ro_t~k

Disclaimer:

The va.ews, statements or opinions expressed in this email are those of
the author and do not necessarily represent the views or opinions of
Empowering Wind Group.

Copyright in this message and its attacments remains with us.
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l

Their contents are confidential and may be legally privileged. They
are intended solely for the person to 41hom they are addressed.
~f you are not the intended recipient, Tease notify the sender,
and delete the message from your system immediately.

You must not read, copy or use the contents of the e-mail nor disclose
it or its existence to anyone else.

Empowering Wind Group has scanned this e-mail €ar viruses and
although we take measures to prevent viruses, ~t is not guaranteed to
be virus free and it is your responsibility to scan the message and

attachments prior to opening them, we do not accept any
responsibility for•the consequences of passing an any virus.

Please do your bit to contribute towards the environment by only
printing this Email or its attachments unless absolutely necessary to do
so.

The message was checked by ESET Mail Security for Bulkhauf IT Deft.

3
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Richardson, Kale

From: Paul MilEinder <paul@ernpaweringwind.co.ulc>
Sent: 05 January 2017 14:47
To: Robin Bloom; Anthony.Campbell@insalvency.gsi.gov.uk; mark.elkis@mfc.co.uk;

Neil Baasor
Subject: Re: STATUTORY DEMAND

should add, that I am considering the wider claim, in fight of your response and having reviewed
funding offers frarn several litigation financiers (have been Transacting wifh I have decided fa pay
aff the legitimate creditors and commence This action also.

There is therefore the Demand on my money yon wasted and then there will be either an
assignment of the claim or direct action from Empowering to recover the consequential Cass.

~ On O~101/2017 14:11, Robin Bloom wrote:

Dear Mr Millinder,

do not wish to repeat myself but as you have chosen fa copy in Mr Campbell l will
respond fully.

1. The debt proved in The Winding Up Petition was for the invoices delivered to the
Company fior rent and the payment in {ieu of free electricity. These sums were due
under legally binding agreements. You have argued thaf Force Majeure applied and
no payments were due. We have never accepted this and you chase not to challenge
this through the courts. We have no reason fo treat the sums as other than a debt
due.
2. The sums you claim under the Statutory Demand relate fo recovery of a payment
your company made for an Option Fee and cflnsequential lasses you claim to have

and Winding Up petition. If you feel, which is disputed, you have any claim #his must
( be determined fihrough the courts wino would need to decide if we were in breach of

contract and if so what sums were then due. Your behaviour is a clear abuse of
process.

We will deaf with any papers which are served in due course in the appropriate
manner but you are on notice that we do not accept the validity of your claim and as
such wi!! hold you personally responsible for any abortive costs incurred.

Yours faithfully

'~• ~~

Group General Cflunsel
The Gibson (7'Neill Company Limited
DD +44 (0) 'f 642 2369fi9
Mobile +44 (0) 7980 769 554
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Save papEr -think before you print!
»> Paul Millinder <oaul a~empowerin~wind co uk> 05/0112017 13:52 »>
Dear Sirs, _

Please find enclosed the Statutory Demand as it will be served to your
office with photographic confirmation of service,

know you have ali fhe documents referred to in your possession. Hard
copies are with the Demand for avoidance of doubt. _

A copy of this Demand and the enclosures has been sent to the office of
the Official Receiver who is copied #o this email.

have requested that the Official Receive- provides me with 9nformatian
held on file in respect of your false claim and I will inform you once

{- received of my intention #o make that submission in a~ditian fo the
enclosures. I am not sure why you have not provided me with copies of
any such submission or any legal basis for makir~g such representation at
tie High Court?

Yours sincerely, ..

Paul Millinder

The message was checked by ESET Mail Security for Bulk~iaul iT Dept.

The message was checked by ESET Mail Security #or Bulkhaul lT Dept.

haul Millinder
Chief Executive

Tel: f44 {0)203 286 2236
Fax; +94 (0)207 495 7021

• ~ .. ..

Aisclaimer:

The views, statements or oprinions expressed in this email are those of
the author and do not necessarily represent the views or opinions of
Empowering Wind Group. _

Copyright in this message and its attacments remains with us.
Their contents are confidential and may be legally privileged. They
are intended solely for the person to whom they axe addressed.
If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender,
and delete the message from your system inueediately.

Xou must not read, copy or use the contents of ttae e-mail nor disclose
it or i'ts existence to anyone else.

2
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Empowering Saind Group has scanned this e-mail for viruses and
although cve take measures to prevent viruses, it is not guaranteed to

be virus free and it is your responsibility to scan the message and

attachments prior to opening them. We do not accept any
responsibility fox the consequences of passing on any virus.

Please do your bit to contribute towards the environment by only
printing this Email or its attachments unless absolutely necessary to do
so.

The message was checked by ESET Mail Security for Bulkhaul !T Dept.
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Ftichardsnn, Kafe

From: Paul Millinder <paul@empoweringwind.co.uk>
Sent: 05 January 2017 14:54
To; Robin Bloom; Mark Ellis; Neii Bausor
Subject; Re: STATUTORY DEMAND

Your severe legal misconduct will also be reported to the Solicitor's Regulation Authority and the
file will now be passed to them so they can evaluake the particulars.

Not only have you caused me great unnecessary loss through sheer negligence or a willingness
tQ attempt to steal my money, you have caused me undue s#ress for a prolonged period of time
and I will be seeking a separate cause of action against you for this.

Now go away and reflect on the facts. 1 do believe you are deluded.

On 05/ 1/201714:11, Robin Bloom wrote:

Dear Mr Miilinder,

do not wish to repeat myself but as you have chosen to copy in Mr Campbell I will
respond fully.

'(. The debt proved in the Winding Up Petition was for the invoices delivered to the
Company for rent and the payment in lieu of free electrici#y. These sums were due
under legally binding agreements. You have argued that Force Majeure applied and
no payments were due. We have never accepted this and you chose not to challenge
this through the courts. We have no reason to treat the sums as other t3~an a debt
due.
2. The sums you claim under the Statutory Demand relate to recovery of a payment
your company made for an Option fee and consequential losses you claim to have
suffered. This is not a deli and' clearly not a sum recoverable by S#atutory Demand
,.,.....,~~u.~,y .,~, N....,.,~.... ., y..0 ~.,..~, ..,..,.. ,.....~u~,u~...., r., .~....~... ~r ..~..............,..

be determined through the courts who would need to decide if we were in breach of
contract and if so what sums were #hey due. Your behaviour is a clear abuse of
process.

We wi{I deal with any papers w1~ic~ are served in due course in the appropriate
manner but you are on notice that we do not accept the validity of your claim and as
such wil! hold you personally responsible for any abortive casts incurred.

Yours fait~fu[!y

'~• :.~

Group General Counsel
The GiBson O'Neill Company Limited
DD +44 (0} 'i 642 236969
Mobile +49 (d) 7980 769 554
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Save paper - think beTore you print!
»> Pau1 Millinder <p~ul(a?emuowerinawin~.co.ul~ 05/01 /20'f 713.52 »>
Dear Sirs,

Please find enclosed the Statukory Demand as it will be sewed fo your
office with photographic confirmation of service.

know you have all fihe documents referred to in your possessson. Hard
copies are with tine Demand for avoidance o~ doubt.

A copy of this Demand and the enclosures has been sent to fihe office of
the Official Receiver who is copied to this email

have requested that the Official Receiver provides me with information
held on fife in respect of your false claim and I will inform you once
received of my intention to make that submission in addition fo the

t enclosures. I am not sure why you have not provided me with copies of
any such submission or any legal basis far making such representation at
the High Court?

Yours sincerely,

Paul Millinder

T#~te message was checkEti by ESET Mail Security for Bulkhaul IT Dept,

The message was checked by ESET Mail Security for Bulkhauf 1T Dept.

?aul Millinder
Chief Executive

Tel: +44 (0)203 286 2236
Fax; +94 (0)207 995 7021

E-maiJ.: ? n fo(~~o~r-=-°~~? nd - co -~
Web: www ~m~owPr~n~~d co Lk

Disclaimer: _

The views, statements or opinions expressed in this email are those of

the author and do not necessarily represent the views or opinions of

Empowering Wind Group.

Copyright in this message and its attacments remains with us.
Their contents are confidential and may be legally privileged. They

are intended solely for the person to whom they are addressed.
If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender,

and delete the message from your system immediately.

Yau must not read, copy or use the contents of the e-mail nor disclose

it or its existence to anyone else. _

2
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Empowering Wind Group has scanned this e-mail for viruses and
although we take measures to prevent viruses, it is not guaranteed to

be virus free and zt is your responsibility to scan the message and

attachments prior to opening them. We do not accept any

responsibility for the consequences of passing on any virus.

please do your bit to contribute towards the environment by only

printing this Email or its attachments unless absolutely necessary to do

SO.

The message was checked by ESET Maii Securify for Bulkhaul IT Dept.
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R~chardsan, Kate

from: Paul Millinder <paul@empaweringwind.co.uk>
Sent: 05 January 2017 16:12
To; Rabin 61oom; Anthony.Camgbeli; Mark Ellis; Neil eausor; report@sra.org.ulc

Subject: Complaint against Jeremy Robin Bloam / Paui Millider Earth Energy Investments

LlP

Dear Sirs,

Following our earlier telephone conversation.

Please refer fo the chain of correspondence below. I am awaiting full submission of the "debt" Mr
Bloom submifted to the High Court on behalf of Middlesbrough Football Club as an attempt to
ride of the back of an insolvency petition that was incorrectly issued by HMRC in the first
instance. Mr Bloom's false representation caused the High Court to believe there was an
undisputed debt, yet Mr Bloom himself was fully aware well prior to acting with intent to make
false representation at a High Court insolvency hearing on 19th September 20'! 6, That the debt
was not due and payable, as the delay during the period he claimed payment was due, was an
act of Force Majeure in accordance with the Lease and the Energy Supply Agreement completed
between the parties.

am aware from the Offiicial Receiver, that Mr Bloom has made further submissions in respect of
the deb# to them, I am afsa awaiting receipt of #t~is. Upon receipt, f will then send by hard copy
full particulars of my complaint of misconduct, along with supporting evidence.

Kindly ~rr~vide a reference for this complaint. Many thanks.

Yours sincerely,

Paul Millinder:

ForwardecJ
Subject:Re: STATUTORY DEMAND

Date:Thu, 5 Jan 2017 14:54:02 +0000
From:Paul Millincier <naul~empowerin~wind.co.uk>

To:Robin Bloom <rbloom~bulkhauLco.uk>, Mar~C Ellis ~mark.ellis~mfc.co.uk>, Neil
Bausor _<neil. ~,~sor o mfc.co.uk>

Your severe legal misconduct will also be reported to the Solicitor's Regulation Authority and the
file will now be passed to them so fihey can evaluate the particulars.

Nat only have you caused me great unnecessary loss through seer negligence or a willingness
to attempt to steal my money, you have caused me undue stress for a profanged period of time
and I will be seeking a separate cause of ac#ion against you for this.

Now go away and reflect on fihe facts. ! do believe you are deluded.

On 05/01I2Q1714:11,Robin B~aom wrote:

Dear Mr Millinder,
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do not wish to repeat myself but as you have chosen to copy in Mr Campbell 1 ~+vill
respond fully.

1. The debt proved in the Winding Up Petition was far the invoices delivered to the
Company for rent and the payment in lieu of free electricity. These sums were due
under legally binding agreements. You have argued that Force Majeure applied and
no payments were due. We have never accepted this and you chase not to challenge
#his through the courts, We have no reason fo treat the sums as other than a debt
due.
2. The sums you claim under the Statutory Demand relate to recovery of a payment
your company made for an Option Fee and consequentia{ losses you claim to have
suffered.- This i~ not a debt and clearly not a sum recoverable by Stakutory Demand
and Winding Up pefition. If you feel, v~rhich is disputed, you have any claim this musk
be determined Through The courts who would need to decide if we were in breach of
cantrac# ar►d if so what sums were they due. Your behaviour is a clear abuse of
process.

We v►~II deal with any papers which are served in due course in the appropriate
manner but you are an notice that we do not accept the validity of your claim and as
such will hold you personally responsible for any abortive costs incurred.

Yours faithfully

Robin Bloom

Group General Counsel
The Gibson O`Neill Company t,imited
DL} +44 {0) 1642 236969
Mobile +44 (Oj 7980 769 554

'~i.~~~~

Save paper -think before you print!
»> Paul Millinder <naul~emn.~ owerin~wind.ca.uk~ 05/01/201713:52 »>
Dear Sirs,

Please find enclosed the Statutory Demand as it will be served #o your
office with photographic confrmatian of service.

know you have all the documents referred to in your possession, Hard
copies are with the Demand for avoidance of doubt. -

A copy of this Demand and the enclosures has been sent fo the office of
the C?fficial Receiver who is copied to this email.

have requested that the Official Receiver provides me with information
hefd on file in respect of your false claim and I will inform you once
received of my intention to make that submission in addition to the
encEosures. 1 am not sure why you have not provided me with copies of
any such submission or any legal basis for making such representation at
the High Court?
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Yours sincerely,

Paul Millinder

The message was checked by ESET Mail Security for Bul[chaul IT Dept.

The message was checked by ESET Mail Securify for Bulkhaul IT Dept.

Paul Millinder
Chief Executive

Tel: +49 (0)243 286 2236
Fax: +44 (0}207 4R5 7027.

E-mail: info(~emnowerinawinc~.co.uk
Web: www.em~Oowerinawind.co.uk

Disclaimer:

The views, statements or opinions expressed in this email are those of
the author and do not necessarily represent the views or opinions of
Empowering Wind Group.

Copyright in this message and its attacments remains with us.
Their contents are confidential and may be legally privileged. They
are intended solely for the person to whom they are addressed.
If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender,
and deJ.ete the message from your system immediately.

You must not read, copy or use the contents of the e-mail nor disclose
it ox i.ts existence to anyone else.

Empowering Wind Group has scanned this e-mail for viruses and
althoLc~~'t w - ak - m as ~ ps to ~7rpvPn vi is s~ i t i s not-. gnarant-Ppc3 to

be virus free and it is your responsibility to scan the message and
~ attachments prior eo opening them. we do not accept any

responsibility for the consequences of passing on any virus.

Please do your bit to contzibute towards the environment by only
printing this Email or its attachments unless absolutely necessary to do
so.

The message was checked by ESET Mail Security for Bulkhaul IT Dept.
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E~'iehardsor►, E4a~e

From: Robin Bloom [mailto:rbloom@bulkhaui.co.uk]
Sent: 06 January 2017 09:33
To: paW@empoweringwind.co.uk; Anthony.Campbell@insofvency.gsi.gov.uk; mark.ellis@mfc.co.uk; iVeil Bausor

~Cc: Gill, Julian
Subject: Re. Winding tap Petition

Dear Sir

This matter isgaw being handled by Bond Dickinson, in copy. Please address all further correspondence to them.

We will not correspond with you further and have instructed our tT departments to block a!I communication #rom

Y~~

Yours faithfully

~f~~~ ~ ~ ~\ ~1'1 ~J .dam
~y~a=/~ lNTERNATt{~~~IAL FAlJK CONTAINER gEft~gCES

#save paper -think before you print!

»> Paul Millinder <paul(a~empowerin~wind.co.ui~> Ob/Ol/2017 09:17 »>

Dear Mr Bioom,

As you have indicated that you cio not intend to pay your debt despite my

requests and in light of the Demand you believe you is an abuse of

process. I will naw issue the 1Ninding Up Petition with it and will

advertise the petition within 7 working days from da#e of service. You

have full particulars anci we will have our QC a# court ifi the case is

sent for ciirettions,

You state the debt is disputed. I know this is a nonsense, yet despite

my numerous requests ,you unlawfully terminated the Lease and to date

have outright failed to provide a single va}id legal argument as to why.

~ Ifyou intend to do this, I would suggest you get this letter to me

very fast, by email

I note also from your points 1 & 2 yesterday that MFC would appear to be

a cau►# within itself and you are the judge, as you have ruled that the
debt is due and payable, In reaiity a!I you have done is abused

process and issued invoices on a false debt What you did

subsequently is not only an abuse of process, it amounts to serious

legal misconduct of a solicitor represenking t}ie Club, to match your

misconduct and misrepresentation from October 2012. .

You may_note, if the petition gets advertised, your bank accounts maybe

frozen and your other creditors will become aware.

Yours sincerely.,

Paul Millinder

Tie message was checked by ESET Mail Security for 8ulk~aul IT pept
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The message was checked 6y ESET Mail Security for Bulkhaul iT Dept.

2~

169CASE FILE: Page 424 PDF Page: 261



G~ii, a~if~n
~rom:~ Paul Millinder <paul@empoweringwind.co.ulc>

Sent: 061anuary 201717:05

To: Gilf, Julian

Subject: RE: ae: Winding Up Petition

Lear Mr Gill,

Jiust to conftnn, following our ca1L I have not yet issued the petition but unless I have a comprehensive,

valid legal reason by close of business on Monday, It will be issued because your client informed me they

will not pay. ~ _

Yours sincerely,

Paul Milliuder

Sent from Bt M i .
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Form-4.9

Rule 4.5 Statutory Demand under section 123(~)(a) or 222~~)(a) of the
Insolvency Act 1986

Notes for Gredltnr

• if the Creditor Is entitled to
the debt by way of
assignment, details o[ the
original creditor and any

-Intermediary assignees
should be given In pad B on
page 3.

• Ii the amount of debt
inGudes interest not
previously notified la the
company as included in'its
liability, details should be
given, including the grounds
upon which Interest 1s
charged. The amount of
Interest rnusf be shown
separately.

• Any other charge accruing
due From time to time may I
be claimed. The amount or
rate of the charge must be
fdenfified and the grounds
on which It is claimed must
be stated. ,.

• In either case khe amount
claimed must be l~mEted to
that whickt will have accrued
due at the date of the
demand.

• iPslgnalory of the demand Is
a solicitor or other agent of
the creditor the name of

Warning
• This is an important document. This

demand must be dealt with within 21
_ days after its service upon tiie company

or a winding-up order could be made in
respect of the com~anv.

DEMAND

• Please read the demand and notes
carefully,

to the High Court, Companies Court, The Ro11s Building, 7 Roils Buildings, Fetter Lane,
Landon, EC4A'iNL

To MIDDLESBROUGH FOOTBALL 8~ ATHLETIC COMPANY (1986) LIMITED

Address Riverside Stadium, Middlesbrough, TS3 6RS

This demand is served on you by the creditor:

name EARTH ENERGY INVESTMENTS I.LP

Address c/o Mill Property Developments LLP 3rd FSoor, 14 Hanover Street, Condon
W15 1YH

The creditor claims teak the company awes the sum of £530,000 ,
full particulars of which are set out on page 2 and attached to page 3.

The creditor demands that the company do pay the above debtor secure or compound
for it to the creditor's satisfaction.

Signature of individual

Mame:• Paul Millinder
~ Director

Date 06/01/2017

`Delete iFsigrted by the
creditor himself.

Address 3~ Floor, 277 — 281 OxFord Street, London, .W9 C 2D~

Tel No 07717 754551 Ref. MfC Wind Turbine
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Particulars of Debt
(TF~ese particulars must include (a} when tine debt was incurred, (b} the consideration for
the debt (or if is there is no consideration the way in which ii arose) and (c) the amount
due as of the date of Phis demand}.

The Debtor unlawfully terminated a Lease on the grounds of non-payment. In accordance
with the Lease and Energy Supply Agreement between the parties, no payment was due
as the delay ehcountered from September 209 9 until 23b December 2014 was an event of
Force Majeure in accord with Clause 6 of the Energy Supply Agreement and Force
Majeure provisions of the Lease.

Thy purpose of khe Option Period was for the Company io.obtain a grid connection from
Northern Powerg~id so that power could be delivered from the turbine to the Debtors
football stadium in accord with terms of the Energy Supply Agreement between the
parties.

It was Condition PrecedenE to the Energy Supply Agreement, clause 2.2, that the
Company entered into a Connection Agreement so that energy from the wind turbine could
be delivered to the Stadium fn accord wikh that Connection Agreemenk, the Energy Supply
Agreement, the Connection Deed and the Lease.

r- In t~lavember 2092, Northern Powergrid made the Debtor aware that the grid connection
was conditional upon the Debtor taking ownership of its dedicated substation so as to form
the wind turbine private network connecfion and that it was its clear obligation to do so.
This confirmation was also acknowledged by the Debtor in an email from Northern
Powergrid stating, "as we are proposing fo pass over ownership of the #wo existing
substations on site to the club, one of my commercial colleagues will need to get involved
to arrange this therefore he will be issuing the POC quote. He has advised that he wilt
have the details completed ready to issue the quote w/c 10112/~t2."

It was Condition Precedent of khe Connection Offer that the Debtor takes control of the two
dedicated substations that are integral to supply of power to the stadium. Robin 81aom,
tie debtor's in house solicikor, was involved in the early stage discussions tram October
2092 iae[ween the Company and Northern Powergrid, had received the ConnecEion
Agreement and had ample opportanity to raise any contention. Had it done so, the
Company would not have exercised its Option in June 2013 basalt on the private network
connection it negotiated with the Debtor's full knowledge and approval. The Debtor
rrrisrepresented tie Company, enticing it fo enter into a Lease subject to a £200,004
Premium, an Energy Supply Agreement and Connection Deed with clearly no inienfion of
following through on its contracfua! obligations.

Form 4.1 contd

Notes for Creditor
Pease make sure Thal you
have read the notes on page 1
before completing this page.

The connection method was the only way in which energy could be delivered from the
turbine to the stadium and this was.the entire purpose of fhe contrackual reEations~sip
between the parties.

On 7w November 2013, the Energy Supply Agreement was completed, along with the
Gonnacfion Deed. The Company was to connect the wind turbine substation tv the
existing stadium substations owned by the Debtor and in accord with the Connection
Deed, the Debtor was to maintain that connection far the duration of the Lease.

On 5~ February 207 S the Deb#ar received the Northern Powergrid Asset Sale Agreement
in accord with the Connection Offer and Connection Deed.
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In March 2015, after requesting that fhe Creditor "drops ifs argument on Force fUiajeure it
respect of the delay caused by a third parfy, the Debfar refused to co-opera[e with the
terms of fhe Connection Offer and Connection Deed, preventing fhe Tenant from fulfilling
its obligations. In doing so, the nan-performance was caused by a third party beyond
reasonable confrof of the Tenant and that nan-performance is due to an act of Force
Majeure, caused by the Landlord themselves. (Refer to Exhibit 3)

In September 2093 the Company submitted a scheme to discharge Planning Condition 7
of the planning permission for the wind turbine fo the Planning Authority. Although
Middlesbrough Council's senior planning officer acknowledged that the Applicant had done
whale was required to discharge the condition, the Planning Authority failed to do so, due io
an illogical, financially motivated objection from the Airport. The Planning Authority
sustained the condition; contrary fo planning law, (Circular 11195 — Use of Conditions in
Planning} causing adelay of-94 months fo the project.

On 23rd December 2094 Planning Condition 7 was removed by Middlesbrough Council on
tine grounds that the system was never necessary, as the wind turbine can operate without
ar~y threat to aviation safefy. (Refer to Exhibit 4}

Until its removal, the Planning Condition went to the heap# of the planning permission as
the ApplicanE could not operate a wind turbine, until a scheme to alleviate the impact upon
Durham Tees Valley Air{~ort radar was submitted io Middlesbrough Council and
implernen#ed. It was graven, by virtue of the AuEharit~s decision to remove the condition
and the reasons given, that the planning condition served no purpose in planning and
therefore should have bean removed by the Authority (without application) when the
applicant applied to do so ire September 2013. bue to the unnecessary Planning
Condition, the wind turbine could not operate because no radar mitigation solution exists
that had been approved by the CAA for operational use on the Watchman radar at the
Airport and whether such scheme was approved or implemented at Durham Tees Valley
Airport, was a separate matter beyond the 7enank's control. The Debtor was acutely
aware of these circumstances and was copied info emaifs between the Creditor, the CAA
and the Planning Aufhority. (Exhibit 5)

On toda~s date, no system exists that v~rauld enable the Creditor to discharge Planning
Condition 7. Proving beyond doubt that the Planning Condition, until it was removed by
the Authority, prevented the wind turbine from operating by virtue of an act by a third party
beyond the Tenant's reasonable control. Undoubtedly, had the Planning Condition been
sustained, the wind turbine could not lawfully operate and therefore the p4anning
permission was fundamentally defective due to are act of Force Majeure. The Company
had overcame this contention al its own cost, firom September 2013 and in doing so
suffered a loss of 26% of the OFGEM feed in #ariff because of that delay.

Note:
If space is insufficie~f continue
on reverse of page 3 and
clearly iridicaie on This page
thal yob are doing so.

in March 2075 the Debtor demanded the Company pay the Rent and Energy Supply
incurred due to fhe delay, The Creditor offered to deposit fhe sum of £205,000 into
Escrow, pending resolution of the impasse by an independent arbitrator in accord with the
Lease. However in May 2015, the Debtor refused to adopt its dedicated subs#ation assets
to form the connection for the wind turbine, rendering the project unfit for purpose.

The Claimant and ifs solicitor, Lupton Fawcett LAP made the Debtor aware that tie delay
was a Force Majeure event and #hat the Rent or Energy Supply Payments would therefore
not fall due until 24'~ December 2015, however the Debtor stated in writing that the
creditor should ̀ drop ifs argument on Force Majeure` otherwise it would not consent to
navation required for financial close with the Creditor's financier.

On 25th June 2015, the Debtor issued a Notice to 3errninate the Lease on the grounds of
non-payment of £255,000. 7'he delay in question was caused by a Government Agency
refus'sng to act in accord with planning law (Circular'11/95 —Use of Conditions in Planning)
#haf clearly implies an ultra vires'or otherwise an unreasonable planning condition should
be withdrawn "without application" by the Planning Authority.

On 19°i September ~Oi6, the Company was wound up by HMRC for unpaid tax liabilities
that would have otherwise been paid hoc! the Debtor not circumvented the Lease. The
Debtor made false representations to the Nigh Court Companies Court thole the Company
owed £255,000, when it was acutely aware that Ehe sum in question is refuted by the
Creditor and that in accord with the Lease and Energy Supply Agreement, no Rent or
Energy Supply woultf have become clue until 24°i December 2015, when tt~e turbine would
have been operational had the Debtor not circumvented the Lease, the Energy Supply
Agreement and the Connection Deed.
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Form 4.9
contd.

Park A
the individual or individuals to whom any communication regarding this demand may be addressed istare:

Name

Address

Telephone Number

Reference

Paul Millinder

3~ Floor, 277-261 OxFord Sfreet, London,

W1C 2 DL

07717 754551

MFC Debf

E-mail: pawl@empoweringwind.co.uk

Part B -
For completion if the creditor is enEitled to the debt byway of assignment

Dame Dates) ofi Assignment

Original creditor EMPOWERING WIND MFC LTD 29 / 06 / 2D15

Assignees EARTH ENERGY INVESTMENTS LLP 29I 06 ! 201 S

Flow to comply with a statutory demand

If fhe company wishes to avoid awinding-up pei'ition being presented it must pay the debt shown on page 1, particulars
of which are sef out on page 2 of ft~is notice, within khe period of 29 days after its service upon fhe cAmpany.
Alternatively, the company can attempt to come to a settlement with the creditor. 7o do this the company should:

~ inform fhe individual {or one of the individuals) named 9n part A above immediately that it is willing and able to offer
,security for the debt io the creditor's satisfackian; or

~ inform the individual (or one of the individuals) named an pa~E A immediately that it is willing an a e o compoun or
fhe debt io the creditor's satisfaction.

Sf the company disputes the demand in whole or.in part it should:

• contact the individual (or one of the individuals) named in part A immediately.

REMEMBERI The company has only 21 days after tt~e date of service on it of this document
before the creditor may present awinding-up petition.

N07E: The company has the right to make an application to the
ccsurt(*j for an injunction restraining the creditor from presenting a
winding=up petition or from adverEising it.

{') 'ihe caur~ to which an applicatior~ shaufd be made is the cou~f having
jurisdickion to wind up the company under section 717 of khe Insolvency
Act 1986.
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~espife numerous requests for settlement, the Debtor has failed to settle the debt, insisting that the debf is
ispufed, although no valid reason has been given for such contention.

he enclosed contractual documents between the parties along with the Exhibits, demonstrates fhat the debt
xists and that the Debtor circumvented the Lease, Connection Daed and Connection Agreement causing
nnecessary loss to the Company.

the Creditor's Demand comprises of its costs expended in the project;

'200,000 expended on #tie Lease Premium paid to the Landlord in June 2013 and £330,000 in legal and
echnical project development costs incurred unfit May 2015.

he Lease;

Energy Supply Agreement;

Connection deed;

Connection Offer with Exhibits i, 2,3, 4 & 5;

~ ~ ~/06I2015 Board Resolution.
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~rerr~ner, Luey

Subject: FW: Winding Up Petition

Importance: Nigh

From: Paul Milllnder
Sent: 08/01/2017 12:40
To: Gill. Julian; Anthonv.Campbell; Andrew Lindsay
Subject: Re: Winding U~ Petition

Julian,

I have been reflecting on previous corespondence from your firm in respect of this matter and the pz~ior and
more recent comments from yow~ client. I am just on my way down to London to zssue the Winding Up
Petition. I have listened to this nonsense for quite long enough (hank you and I am fully aware of the
position. Any afternpt from your client to stay execution or advertisement of the petition will be refuted in
the stiongest Perms and upon doing so, we will be making an application for costs, on top of what you are
already aware of.

T have informed sonneone who I happen to know fairly well who sits on the Board of the Football
Association of these particulars. I am meeting him for a beer and chat to hand over the full detail from sfart
to finish. You should also be aware that I commissioned a private inves#igation into Rabin Bloom's
activities. He is a bully that hides behind the fascade of Mr Gibson's money to extort funds from small
businesses. He has a long track record of doing so and you will read abouk That in the Private Eye magazine,
amongst others. Gibson should have paid more attention fo his conduct, I did make him acu#ely aware of
the position, however he chose to disregard my comments and will now bear the consequences. I do not
lzke bullies and I like hirn even less, for the reasons you are already aware of

I am also going to meet wi#h the SRA about his conduct, that in my opinion amounts not omly to an abuse of
process but thexe is also a high level of dishonesty and xnisrepresentation. Quite frankly, I am not .
~x~~~ted_~an3~t~ing~;~o ~ ham, ve to say because there is no defence. The facts are in black and white and I
am acting on these.

I note in Bloom's pathetic response in reply to the ques#ions I raised, he states;

"2. The sums you claim under the Statutory Demand relate to recovery of a payment your company made
for axa Option Fee and consequential losses you claim to have suffered. This is not a debt anal clearly not a
sum recoverable by Statutory Derr~and and Winding Up petition. If you feel, which is dispu#eci, you have
any claim this must be determined through the courts who would need to decide if we were in breach of
contract and if so what sums were then due. Your behaviour is a clear abuse of process."
Actually, his is wrong about that also because the "Option Fee" was not an Option Fee, it was a Lease
Premium paid on the basis of the Northern Pawergrid Conuectian Agreement. If I acted on the same basis
as Bloom, X would have put in an invoice for £11.2Sm to the Club incurred by virtue of the Feed in Tariff
revenue I have lost because of .him. However unlike him, I am acting within the haw and issuing
proceedings against the debt that is confirmed in the contractual documents betwean the parties.

He thinks he can dictate kus own deluded position of the law to Sze. T note he comes back wifh "we will
make you pexsonally liable for costs". The biggest load of nonsense I have read and I am not at all phased
by it. Again, this is seen by me as bully boy tactics, nothing more. But quite honestly, he would not be so
brave on a face to face basis. Ir► fact, if the Court asks for it, I will gladly give an additional personal
undertaking on costs, if your client is successful.
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I am done waiting for you to think about it, You should have done it by close of business Friday like I
z~equested. Now X am going to wind them up and initiate sepat~ate High Court proceedings in the susn of
£11.25m, substantiated by the verified energy yield from. the turbine against the Feed in Tariff rate secured
for the project ovei the 20 year period. I will either recover all of my rt~oney ar I will dispose of their
assets.

Yau can respond to this if you like, but honestly, I cannot see that anything you say is going to make the
slightest bit of difference, only really to add insult to injury and on reflection, there is no point in me waiting
when your client has refused to pay. He should have thought about it. As X told them pzeviously, I am
going to completely xuin them for wasting my resources.

Bond Dickinson is a good fum, I would seriously consider the consequences given the previous
correspondence, of which none has any real meaning in this case. Tana left wondering if Bloom made those
drafts and asked you put it aut onto your headed paper,

Regards,

Paul

On 06/01!2017 17:28, Gill, Julian wrote:

We are instructed to consider th€s issue and wil! respond nexk week
Regards Julian

Julian Gil[
Partner

r ~T ~

Direct: +44 191 279 9658
Mobile: +q4 7740 082821
Office: +44 345 415 0000

Follow Bond Dickinson:

www.b~r~ddickinson.com

From: Paul MiAinder [mailto:paul em op weringwind,co.uk]
Sent: 06 January 20].7 17:g7
To: Gill, Julian
Subject: RE: Re: Winding Up Petition

Please provide me with a copy of the submission made by your client to fhe Official
Receiver.
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Many thanks,

Paul

Sent from BlueMail

On 6 Jan 2017, at 11:51 a.m., "Gill, Julian" <Julian.Gill(a),bonddici~inson.com> wrote:
Dear Mr Millinder
confirm that I am instructed an relation to this matter

Please can you confirm that you have not and will not be 9ssuing a pefition faday
Thank you
Julian Gill

Julian Gill
Partner
Bond Dickinson LLP
Direct: +44 19S 278 9659
Mobile: +A4 7740 Q8282i
Office: +A4 345 415 D000

Fo11ow Bond Dickinson:

www.bonddickir~son.com

From: Paul Miltinder [mallto:paulta~empoweringwind.co.uk]
Sent. 06 January 2017 09:43
To: Gilf, Julian
Sabject: Fwd: Re: Winding Up Petition

As stated to Mr Bloom, please provide any explanation you may wish to give so Z can
consider it before serving the Winding Up Petition. Please do this by email by close of
business today.

Please also provide me with a copy of the submission sent by Mr Bloom to the Official
Receiver. I have requested this already but have not received it as yet. I do however
understand from them that the purported "debt" as increased to circa £SOOk? Perhaps you
can explain why this is ax the same time?

The Demand and bundle of documents will be at the Club's registered office.

Many thanks,

Paul Millinder

-------- Forwarded Message --------

Subject:Re: Winding Up Petition
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Date:Fri, Od Jan 2017 U9:32:44 +0000
~`rom:Robi~ 81oom <rbloom ~,bulkhaul.co.uk>

Ta:paul(a7empowerin~wind.co.uk, AnthonXCampbell{a,insolvenc~~gov.uk, mark.ellis(a,mfc.co.ul
Neil Bausor <neil.bausor(a,mfc,co.uk>

CC: Julian Gill <Julian.~llna,bonddicicinson.cam>

Dear Sir

This mattex is now being handled by Bond Dickinson, in copy. Please address all further
correspondence to them. We will not correspond with you furthet~ and have instructed our IT
departments to block alI communication from you.

Yoius faithfully

Rohin Bloam

Save paper -think before you p~•int!
»> Paul Millit~der <~aul(?,empowerin~ir~d.co.uk> 06/01/2017 09:17 »>
Deax Mr Bloorn,

As you have indicated that you do not intend to pay your debt despite my
zeques s an m ig
process, I will now issue the Winding Up Petition with it and will
advertise the petition within 7 working days from da#e of service. You
have full particulars and we will have our QC at count if the case is
sent for dixections.

You state the debt is disputed. I know this is a nonsense, yet despite
my numerous requests , you unlawfully terminated the Lease and to date
have oufright failed to provide a single valid legal argument as to why.
If you intend to do this, I would suggest you get this le#ter to me

very fas#, by email.

I note also from your paints 1 & 2 yesterday that MFC would appear to be
a court within itself and you are the judge, as you have ruled that the
debt is due and payable. In reality all you have done is abused
pz'ocess and issued invoices an a false debt. What you did
subsequently is not only an abuse of process, it amour#s to serious
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legal misconduct of a solicitor representing the Club, to match your
nnisconduct and misiepresentatian from October 2012.

You may note, if the petition. gets advertised, your bank accounts may be
frozen and your other creditors will become aware.

Yours sincerely,

Paul Millinder

The message was checked 6y ESET Maii Security for Bulkhaul IT Dept.

The message was checked by ESET Mail Security fox Bulkhaul IT Dept.

I lase ceLs9tiei• the ee~vironn~er.~! Do ~o~.i need to ~s~int ~~iis ems11'?

The anfonnation in this e-mail and any atlaciunents is confidential acid may be fegatly privile_gect and proteUed by taw. uau]CaZemnowerinawind.co.uk
only is authorised to access this e-ntail and any attachments. Ifyou are not paulCa'lem~rovrerinewind co uk please notify
iuliao.gill(a]bonddickinson.com as soon as possible acid delete any copies. Unauthorised i~se, disseminafian, distribution, publication orcopyiug of
this conunimication ar attachments is prohibited and may be unlawful.

Aoy files attached to this e-mail will have been checked by us with virus detection software before transmission. Bond Dickinson LLP accepts no
lia6i{ity for any loss or damage ~~hich may be caused by software viruses and you should carry out your o~vn virus checks before opaning any
attachment.

is neither Given nor endorsed bi it.

This email is sent by Bond Dickinson I.I.P which is a limited liabifiry Qartnershlp registered in Engla~id and Wales under number OC3i7661. Our
registered office is 4 More London Riverside, London, SEl 2AU, ~~9iere a list oPmemb: rs' names is open to iuspeo[ion. We use the lemi partner to
rifer to s member of the LLP, or an employee or consultant who is of equivalent slandiog Our VAT registration number vs GB123393527.

Hood Dickinson LLP is authorised Gild regulated by the Solicitors Regulation Authoriq~.

Paul I~Sillinder
Chief Executive

Tel: +44 (0]203 296 2236
Fax: +4A (0)207 4R5 7021

E-mail: info@empoweringwind.ca.uk
Web: www.empoweringw9.nc3.co.uk

Disclaimer:

The views, statements or opinions expressed in this email are those of

the author and do not necessarily represent the views or o}~inions of

Empowering Wind Group.

5
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Copyright in this message and its a~tacments remains with us.
Their contents are confidential and may be legally privileged. They
are zntended solely for the person to whom they are addressed.
If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender,

and delete the message from your system immediately.

You must not read, copy or use the contents of the e-mail nor disclose
it or its existence to anyone else.

Empowering Wind Group has scanned this e-mail for viruses and
although we take measures to prevent viruses, it is not guaranteed to
be virus free and it is your responsibility ~o scan the message and
attachments prior to opening them. We do not accept any
responsibility for the consequences of passing on any virus.

Please do your bit to contribute towards the environment by only
printing this Email or its attachments unless absolutely necessary to do
so.

6
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EMAIL-20-03-2017-18-23PM 

Subject: Incident Number: 78920/03/2017 - Complaint of Fraud / Julian Gill of Bond Dickinson 
Date: Mon, 20 Mar 2017 18:23:06 +0000 

From: Paul Millinder <paul@empoweringwind.co.uk> 
To: Julian Gill <julian.gill@bonddickinson.com>, report@sra.org.uk, Anthony.Campbell 

<anthony.campbell@insolvency.gsi.gov.uk>, Bremner, Lucy 
<Lucy.Bremner@bonddickinson.com>, contact@northumbria.pnn.police.uk, KING, 
Andrew (P0187) <Andrew.King@cleveland.pnn.police.uk>, Sean Barry 
<s.barry@seanbarry.ie>, fieldm@parliament.uk  

Dear Sirs, 

Just a few snippets from the Energy Supply Agreement (attached) that are material to the issue in 
question, aside from the fact that Mr Gill was acutely aware that any such sums were disputed on 
substantial grounds and that dispute is yet to be resolved by the Courts.  

Mr Gill knows as well as I do, that sums that are disputed on substantial grounds are not sums 
due for payment.    Mr Gill was aware, on 6th January 2017, that the matter was disputed on 
substantial grounds, yet made the submission irrespective, with intent to mislead and to cause 
loss by frustrating insolvency proceedings where full and frank disclosure rules apply.   
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I trust this makes the position absolutely clear in proving beyond any doubt, that the attached 
Proof of Debt submitted by Julian Gill on 2nd February 2017 to the office of the Official 
Receiver in Westminster is a fraudulent claim in the sum exceeding £4m.  

Yours sincerely, 

Paul Millinder: 

On 20/03/2017 17:00, Paul Millinder wrote: 

Mr Gill,  
 
I have today been provided with a copy of the fraudulent submission you made on 2nd February 
2017 to the Official Receiver.  
 
I have reported this to the Police and you will be hearing from them shortly.  
 
You have committed a fraud by false representation under Section 2 of the Fraud Act 2006 by 
preparing and submitting that claim;  
 
You were well aware, prior to making that submission that the amounts were disputed on 
substantial grounds;  
 
You were well aware that Clause 3.4.2 of the Energy Supply Agreement was subject to the same 
Conditions Precedent and that the Start Date means the date in which those conditions are 
fulfilled.   It is pretty hard to miss, given that same is under the main clause of "Commissioning", 
still nothing surprises me after what I have experienced to date;  
 
You were also well aware, prior to making that submission that your client killed the project by 
refusing the connection into Customer Owned Assets.  
 
I have copied in the SRA and will be providing them full background on the fraud you have 
committed, on top of the frauds committed by your client that are currently being investigated by 
Cleveland Police Economic Crime Unit.  
 
Yours sincerely,  
 
Paul Millinder  

 

 

 

________________________________ EMAIL-20-03-2017-18-23PM ENDS________________________ 

CASE FILE: Page 438 PDF Page: 275



EMAIL: 10/01/2017-09.44AM 

Subject:  MFC 
Date:  Tue, 10 Jan 2017 09:44:15 +0000 

From:  Paul Millinder <paul@empoweringwind.co.uk> 
To:  Julian Gill <julian.gill@bonddickinson.com>, Anthony.Campbell 

<anthony.campbell@insolvency.gsi.gov.uk> 
 
Julian, 
 
Your actions have achieved nothing, only to make me even more determined to get justice. You 
will now find out what I have in store for your client. What you should have done is contact me 
to discuss payment. Anyway, as I said, I am going to completely ruin them and a number of my 
contacts are working with me to achieve my objectives. The F.A were informed of the particulars 
of how I came to lose my investment with no wind turbine well prior to you obtaining the Order 
so they already have full particulars, these were delivered on the 7th and again prior to receipt of 
your Order. 
 
The Police will arrest your client for the fraud he has committed and I will be pressing charges. 
The SRA have been given the crime reference number. He won't be a solicitor for much longer. 
Then we will expose the truth about his conduct through the private investigation we have 
commissioned, not only into the affairs of Bloom, but all of the losers that have deceived me, 
stolen my money, wasted my resources and misrepresented a fictitious debt to the Offical 
Reciver in attempts to ride off the back of the HMRC petition. 
 
Best of luck. You are going to need it. The Court and the Insolvency Service is well aware of 
what has gone on here. Additionally, I have instructed Penningtons who I have a long established 
relationship with to deal with your client from now on. They will be in touch with the next cause 
of action. 
 
Paul 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

_____________________EMAIL: 10/01/2017-09.44AM ENDS__________________________ 
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EMAIL-09-01-2017-1600PM 

Subject:  Re: FW: MFC sealed order 
Date:  Mon, 9 Jan 2017 16:00:40 +0000 

From:  Paul Millinder <paul@empoweringwind.co.uk> 
To:  Gill, Julian <Julian.Gill@bonddickinson.com> 

CC:  Anthony.Campbell <anthony.campbell@insolvency.gsi.gov.uk>, 'Andrew Lindsay 
(Andrew.Lindsay@lf-dt.com)' <andrew.lindsay@lf-dt.com>, COOKLAND, Gary 
(P1670) <gary.cookland@cleveland.pnn.police.uk> 

 

Dear Julian, 

As I requested previously, please provide a copy of each and every submission made by your 
client to the Official Receiver and to the High Court, or alternatively provide the Official Reciver 
with your client's consent to release this information.      I need to provide a copy of this 
submission to the Police (copied) in assisting them with their investigation and I should have 
received copies of any such submissions at the time they were made.  

I am now free, if you wish to call me to discuss.  

I look forward to hearing from you.  

Thanks.  

Paul  

On 09/01/2017 12:53, Gill, Julian wrote: 

Dear Paul 

I attach copy sealed order of the court made by the Judge today 

I will email the application and supporting evidence later today 

Julian 

 

Julian Gill 
Partner  
Bond Dickinson LLP  
Direct: +44 191 279 9659 
Mobile: +44 7740 082821 
Office: +44 345 415 0000  
Follow Bond Dickinson:  

 

 

 

___________________________ EMAIL-09-01-2017-1600PM ENDS____________________ 
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EMAIL-09-01-2017-09.16AM 

Subject:  Police Reference: CVP-17-004444 
Date:  Mon, 9 Jan 2017 09:16:36 +0000 

From:  Paul Millinder <paul@empoweringwind.co.uk> 
To:  gary.cookland@cleveland.pnn.police.uk, Anthony.Campbell 

<anthony.campbell@insolvency.gsi.gov.uk>, Andrew Lindsay <Andrew.Lindsay@lf-
dt.com> 

Dear Gary, 

Further background below and by means of a quick introduction I have CC'd Mr Campbell at the 
Official Receiver's Office in London to our email.    Mr Campbell has full detail of the fraudulent 
submissions made by Mr Bloom and has been copied into all email correspondences.    

In addition, my solicitor, Andrew Lindsay was involved in the transaction with MFC from day 
one and is well aware of the particulars, in case you also wanted to make separate enquiries.  

I think I can round this off with one further email following this one.    If you require anything 
further, please feel free to contact me any time.  

Kind regards, 

Paul;  

 
-------- Forwarded Message --------  
Subject:  Re: Winding Up Petition 

Date:  Sun, 8 Jan 2017 16:49:02 +0000 
From:  Paul Millinder <paul@empoweringwind.co.uk> 

To:  Gill, Julian <Julian.Gill@bonddickinson.com> 
CC:  Anthony.Campbell <anthony.campbell@insolvency.gsi.gov.uk>, Andrew Lindsay 

<Andrew.Lindsay@lf-dt.com> 

Julian, 

This is fine.  You can call me by all means, but I would prefer any correspondence between us to 
be in writing for the record.     

The debt is not disputed. Your client has stated this previously, but has not provided a single 
valid legal reason as to why.  The only debt that is disputed is that presented in invoices used to 
unlawfully terminate the Lease, which he later presented to the High Court and the Official 
Receiver  

I have reported the fraud your client has committed to the Police.   It is a criminal offense to 
issue fictitious invoices on a debt that is not only disputed, but is not due owing to the provisions 
of the contractual documents.   Your client knew this and was well aware of the facts, yet I am 
advised by the Official Receiver that the "Debt" in question has increased from £255,000 to over 
£500,000.    No explanation has been given.   I believe your client will be arrested.  
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In addition, how can he possibly come back to state the debt is disputed in light of the raw 
evidence provided with the Demand that spells out exactly the opposite?  

What I do know however is that he was well aware that the invoices he issued were in relation to 
amounts that are not due and on top of that, he was well aware that I offered to deposit £205k 
into Escrow pending resolution by an arbitrator of the "impasse". Yet he took it upon himself to 
make false representations at the High Court and later to the Official Receiver.    

In reality, your client terminated the Lease using these invoices because he refused the grid 
connection which was the primary reason for my firm exercising its Option and paying the 
£200k Lease Premium.  

You can reach me on 07717 754551   

Regards, 

Paul  

 
On 08/01/2017 16:22, Gill, Julian wrote: 

Paul 

The headline is that the claim has been and is still disputed on substantial grounds. A petition and the 
winding up court is not the appropriate forum for a dispute. 

I was instructed on Friday and you required an explanation of my client’s position by close of business on 
Friday notwithstanding the statutory demand is also dated Friday and provides for 21 days 

You confirmed on Friday afternoon (5.05pm) that you had not presented a petition and extending your 
deadline for a comprehensive, valid legal reason by close of business tomorrow 

The timescales are very short  

However today you have raised further serious allegations regarding my client and Mr Bloom personally 
and you are on your way to London to present the petition. 

Please can you refrain from presenting the petition tomorrow and confirm that you are available for a 
telephone call tomorrow afternoon 

If you provide me with a contact number then I will call you 

Thanks Julian 

Julian Gill 
Partner  
Bond Dickinson LLP 
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From: Paul Millinder [mailto:paul@empoweringwind.co.uk]  
Sent: 08 January 2017 12:40 
To: Gill, Julian; Anthony.Campbell; Andrew Lindsay 
Subject: Re: Winding Up Petition 
Importance: High 

Julian, 

I have been reflecting on previous correspondence from your firm in respect of this matter and 
the prior and more recent comments from your client.  I am just on my way down to London to 
issue the Winding Up Petition.    I have listened to this nonsense for quite long enough thank you 
and I am fully aware of the position.  Any attempt from your client to stay execution or 
advertisement of the petition will be refuted  in the strongest terms and upon doing so, we will be 
making an application for costs, on top of what you are already aware of.   

I have informed someone who I happen to know fairly well who sits on the Board of the Football 
Association of these particulars.  I am meeting him for a beer and chat to hand over the full detail 
from start to finish.   You should also be aware that I commissioned a private investigation into 
Robin Bloom's activities.  He is a bully that hides behind the fascade of Mr Gibson's money to 
extort funds from small businesses.  He has a long track record of doing so and you will read 
about that in the Private Eye magazine, amongst others.  Gibson should have paid more attention 
to his conduct,  I did make him acutely aware of the position, however he chose to disregard my 
comments and will now bear the consequences.    I do not like bullies and I like him even less, 
for the reasons you are already aware of.  

I am also going to meet with the SRA about his conduct, that in my opinion amounts not only to 
an abuse of process but there is also a high level of dishonesty and misrepresentation.    Quite 
frankly,  I am not interested in anything you have to say because there is no defence.  The facts 
are in black and white and I am acting on these.   

I note in Bloom's pathetic response in reply to the questions I raised, he states;  

"2.  The sums you claim under the Statutory Demand relate to recovery of a payment your 
company made for an Option Fee and consequential losses you claim to have suffered.  This is 
not a debt and clearly not a sum recoverable by Statutory Demand and Winding Up petition.  If 
you feel, which is disputed, you have any claim this must be determined through the courts who 
would need to decide if we were in breach of contract and if so what sums were then due.  Your 
behaviour is a clear abuse of process." 

Actually, his is wrong about that also because the "Option Fee" was not an Option Fee, it was a 
Lease Premium paid on the basis of the Northern Powergrid Connection Agreement.   

If I acted on the same basis as Bloom, I would have put in an invoice for £11.25m to the Club 
incurred by virtue of the Feed in Tariff revenue I have lost because of him.   However unlike 
him, I am acting within the law and issuing proceedings against the debt that is confirmed in the 
contractual documents between the parties.  

He thinks he can dictate his own deluded position of the law to me.  I note he comes back with 
"we will make you personally liable for costs".    
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The biggest load of nonsense I have read and I am not at all phased by it. Again, this is seen by 
me as bully boy tactics, nothing more.  But quite honestly, he would not be so brave on a face to 
face basis.  In fact, if the Court asks for it, I will gladly give an additional personal undertaking 
on costs, if your client is successful.  

I am done waiting for you to think about it.  You should have done it by close of business Friday 
like I requested.  Now I am going to wind them up and initiate separate High Court proceedings 
in the sum of £11.25m, substantiated by the verified energy yield from the turbine against the 
Feed in Tariff rate secured for the project over the 20 year period.   I will either recover all of my 
money or I will dispose of their assets.   

You can respond to this if you like, but honestly, I cannot see that anything you say is going to 
make the slightest bit of difference, only really to add insult to injury and on reflection, there is 
no point in me waiting when your client has refused to pay.   He should have thought about 
it.  As I told them previously, I am going to completely ruin them for wasting my resources.  

Bond Dickinson is a good firm, I would seriously consider the consequences given the previous 
correspondence, of which none has any real meaning in this case.  I am left wondering if Bloom 
made those drafts and asked you put it out onto your headed paper.    

Regards, 

Paul  

On 06/01/2017 17:28, Gill, Julian wrote: 

We are instructed to consider this issue and will respond next week 

Regards Julian 

Julian Gill 
Partner  
Bond Dickinson LLP 

 

Direct: +44 191 279 9659 
Mobile: +44 7740 082821 
Office: +44 345 415 0000  
Follow Bond Dickinson:  

   
www.bonddickinson.com  
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From: Paul Millinder [mailto:paul@empoweringwind.co.uk]  
Sent: 06 January 2017 17:07 
To: Gill, Julian 
Subject: RE: Re: Winding Up Petition 

  

Please provide me with a copy of the submission made by your client to the Official Receiver. 

Many thanks, 

Paul  

Sent from BlueMail 

On 6 Jan 2017, at 11:51 a.m., "Gill, Julian" <Julian.Gill@bonddickinson.com> wrote: 

Dear Mr Millinder 

I confirm that I am instructed in relation to this matter 

Please can you confirm that you have not and will not be issuing a petition today 

Thank you 

Julian Gill 

Julian Gill 
Partner  
Bond Dickinson LLP 
 
  
Direct: +44 191 279 9659 
Mobile: +44 7740 082821 
Office: +44 345 415 0000  
Follow Bond Dickinson:  

  
www.bonddickinson.com 

 
 

 

From: Paul Millinder [mailto:paul@empoweringwind.co.uk]  
Sent: 06 January 2017 09:43 
To: Gill, Julian 
Subject: Fwd: Re: Winding Up Petition 

Dear Mr Gill, 

As stated to Mr Bloom, please provide any explanation you may wish to give so I can consider it 
before serving the Winding Up Petition.  Please do this by email by close of business today.  
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Please also provide me with a copy of the submission sent by Mr Bloom to the Official 
Receiver.  I have requested this already but have not received it as yet. I do however understand 
from them that the purported "debt" as increased to circa £500k?   Perhaps you can explain why 
this is at the same time?  

The Demand and bundle of documents will be at the Club's registered office.    

Many thanks, 

Paul Millinder 

 
-------- Forwarded Message --------  

Subject:  Re: Winding Up Petition 
Date:  Fri, 06 Jan 2017 09:32:44 +0000 

From:  Robin Bloom <rbloom@bulkhaul.co.uk> 
To:  paul@empoweringwind.co.uk, Anthony.Campbell@insolvency.gsi.gov.uk, 

mark.ellis@mfc.co.uk, Neil Bausor <neil.bausor@mfc.co.uk> 
CC:  Julian Gill <julian.gill@bonddickinson.com> 

Dear Sir 

This matter is now being handled by Bond Dickinson, in copy.  Please address all further 
correspondence to them. We will not correspond with you further and have instructed our IT 
departments to block all communication from you. 

Yours faithfully 

Robin Bloom 
   
Save paper - think before you print!  

 
>>> Paul Millinder <paul@empoweringwind.co.uk> 06/01/2017 09:17 >>> 

Dear Mr Bloom, 

 As you have indicated that you do not intend to pay your debt despite my requests and in light of 
the Demand you believe you is an abuse of process.  I will now issue the Winding Up Petition 
with it and will advertise the petition within 7 working days from date of service.   

You have full particulars and we will have our QC at court if the case is sent for directions. 

You state the debt is disputed. I know this is a nonsense,  yet despite my numerous requests , you 
unlawfully terminated the Lease and to date have outright failed to provide a single valid legal 
argument as to why.  
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If you intend to do this, I would suggest you get this letter to me very fast, by email. 

I note also from your points 1 & 2 yesterday that MFC would appear to be a court within itself 
and you are the judge, as you have ruled that the debt is due and payable.   In reality all you have 
done is abused process and issued invoices on a false debt.      

What you did subsequently is not only an abuse of process, it amounts to serious legal 
misconduct of a solicitor representing the Club, to match your misconduct and misrepresentation 
from October 2012. 

You may note, if the petition gets advertised, your bank accounts may be frozen and your other 
creditors will become aware. 

Yours sincerely, 

  

Paul Millinder 

_______________________ EMAIL-09-01-2017-09.16AM ENDS________________________ 

EMAIL-04/01/2017-11.08AM 

 

Subject:  Fwd: Re: MFC Turbine meeting 
Date:  Wed, 04 Jan 2017 11:08:03 +0000 
From:  Robin Bloom <rbloom@bulkhaul.co.uk> 
To:  paul@empoweringwind.co.uk, mark.ellis@mfc.co.uk, Neil Bausor 

<neil.bausor@mfc.co.uk> 
 

Dear Mr Millinder, 
 
We do not intend to litigate through correspondence. We have (and counsel) have fully reviewed 
our files and are quite satisfied that we have acted correctly at all stages and it is you and your 
advisers who have consistently failed to appreciate the position.  You seem to singularly ignore 
any correspondence which rebuts your misconceived version of events. Resorting to personal 
insults as you have done in the last two emails is not going to change the position. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
Robin Bloom 
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>>> Paul Millinder <paul@empoweringwind.co.uk> 04/01/2017 10:37 >>> 
 
Dear Mr Bloom, 
 
It may help refresh your memory, if you revisit your complete change of tactics on the grid 
connection, in contrast to when we jointly formulated the grid connection 6 months prior to 
exercising our Option from October 2012. You are a solicitor, you were well aware of the 
implications in 2012 when you reviewed the numerous correspondences, the CP's of the 
Connection Offer and confirmation from Northern Powergrid themselves.  
 
You were also aware it was that grid connection we were completing and that was the sole basis 
of completing the Option, because we had secured the connection to deliver power from the 
turbine to the stadium. You were also well aware that once the OFGEM Feed in Tariff approval 
had been granted, the technical configuration cannot change without invalidating the tariff. We 
received FIT approval prior to Mark Ellis joining the Club. Yet in full knowledge of this, after 
we had suffered a loss in tariff of 26% through actions of a third party, you insisted we suddenly 
change the configuration. If we had done so, we would have had no tariff. That is confirmed very 
clearly in OFGEM's terms and conditions.  
 
You may recall me asking who your technical consultants were on several occasions. In 
hindsight, I think that was a very valid question and I note you had shown no inclination to 
disclose. I wonder why that is?  
 
As I said, we have everything in black and white and please feel free to provide the Court with 
everything you have. I assure you I will, to demonstrate your negligence and lack of willingness 
to co-operate as a responsible Landlord in meeting its obligations.  
 
I do honestly believe you have made attempts to steal my money with no intention to install a 
wind turbine. Your actions throughout, in particular around the delays caused by a third party 
beyond my control shows contempt and willingness to extort further money from my company, 
with clearly no intention of fulfilling your obligations in accordance with our Connection Offer.  
The documentation I am submitting proves that the debt is exists and how it occurred. We are 
well aware, as I explained yesterday that we have a wider claim, however I am prepared to draw 
a line under this on the basis of receiving every penny back that we wasted, for the sake of 
avoiding burdens of a lengthy case.  
 
If I was Steve Gibson you would be fired, because you have attempted to cover your own 
negligence and now it is going to have dire consequences for the Club unless it is sorted out very 
fast.  
 
I cannot put it in any clearer terms. Unless providing a response to an email you send, I don't 
plan to write to you again to ask because it does not seem to be sinking in.  
 
Yours, 
 
Paul Millinder 
 
 
-------- Forwarded Message -------- 
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Subject:  Re: MFC Turbine meeting 
Date:  Fri, 22 May 2015 11:36:34 +0100 
From:  Robin Bloom <rbloom@bulkhaul.co.uk> 
To:  Michael Brown <michael.brown@bonddickinson.com>, Paul Millinder 

<paul@cleantechinvestments.co.uk>, Andrew Lindsay <Andrew.Lindsay@lf-dt.com>, 
Mark Ellis <mark.ellis@mfc.co.uk> 

 

Dear Mr Millinder, 
 
I will not accept criticism of my behaviour from a man who calls me a "cretin". Frankly I think it 
was magnanimous of me to even agree to sit around a table again with you. Of course we had 
made it unequivocally clear that the whole basis of the meeting was to discuss an alternative 
configuration and you then chose to ignore this. If you are surprised at the reaction this provokes 
it is your problem not mine. This is an unfortunate trait of yours which is to ignore absolutely 
what has previously been agreed and then hope to filibuster the other side into agreeing with you. 
We do not work like this. 
 
I have nothing further to say to you save that you are incapable of absorbing the factual 
background which is clear to everyone but yourself. This has been confirmed to me following the 
meeting. Your assertion that there is no alternative configuration is patently false as we discussed 
two alternatives, both suggested by NPG, as set out in my e-mail to your solicitor - both of which 
you rejected.  
 
I am presuming that you are stating you are not now going to develop the turbine so we will 
issue invoices to recover the monies due to the Club under the Lease and Electricity Supply 
Agreement.  
Clearly how you wish to respond is entirely up to you and your advisers but we are entirely 
confident that you have no claim against the club whatsoever and any spurious claim you seek to 
bring will be defended vigorously. I cannot see what purpose a meeting with the Chairman 
would serve as he is fully aware of the position. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Robin Bloom 
 
>>> Paul Millinder <paul@cleantechinvestments.co.uk> 22/05/2015 10:56 >>> 
 
Robin, 
 
I have to say your behaviour at the meeting the other day was a disgrace and that was noted by 
all. Throwing your weight around and coming across in an aggressive manner will not wash with 
me. You have shown an utter disregard for my investment in this project throughout and  
clearly you have absolutely no concept of the mechanics of a wind turbine to provide power at a 
site such as the stadium. 
 
You were however only too keen to take £200k from me, which I would have thought should 
have been taken as a mark of my commitment to the Club. What I get in return for this 
significant investment and serious commitment is nothing more than contempt. 
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The configuration has not changed since we started the project and you have had all this time to 
raise enquiries, with both my electrical contractors and Northern Powergrid at your full disposal. 
You however choose to raise one now, in the full knowledge that there is extreme urgency in 
getting this project over the line due to the constraints on turbine supply (that has also been put 
upon us due to MFC's lack of cooperation) after already delaying financial close of my project 
by 3 months due to your disregard for the Force Majeure provisions within the  
Lease and Energy Supply Agreement. This configuration is the ONLY WAY FROM WHICH 
TO DELIVER POWER FROM THE TURBINE TO THE STADIUM. It is not my fault that you 
are relying on a technical consultant that has absolutely no experience whatsoever in wind power 
generation. 
 
On the face of it, I would suggest that your so called consultant is also retired, if not semi retired 
and is not the right man for the job as he is not appropriately qualified to provide guidance in 
respect of an embedded power generation project of this nature. This is what I had feared 
previously, that you would cut corners to try and save money, hence the reason I asked who your 
technical consultant was and probably the reason you refused to make that disclosure previously. 
This leads me back to the point I made that I cannot be responsible for your undertaking or 
failure to undertake technical due diligence and you have had over 2 years to do so. 
 
Before you rudely interrupted me with "don't upset me", during our meeting, I was trying to 
establish what you think the concerns are with adopting MFC's dedicated substation assets.  
 
You have no answers here because frankly there is no increased liability whatsoever and this is  
nothing more than MFC being uncooperative as usual, as demonstrated throughout my dealings. 
 
I am also well aware that the grid configuration meeting had already taken place and that you 
had received the configuration details on several occasions, most recently on 4th Feb 15, after 
receiving the Northern Powergrid Asset Sale Agreement. At no point previously was  
any contention raised. 
 
I cannot perform on my obligations because MFC is denying us the grid connection, even in light 
of signing the connection deed to facilitate our connection in accord with the Northern Powergrid 
connection offer. Due to the delays caused by you, we cannot get the turbine built due to  
the time already wasted on your incorrect interpretation of Force Majeure and now that you are 
denying us the right to connect via the private network arrangement required to do so. 
 
I refuse therefore to continue dealing with a stroppy, jumped up aggressive individual that cannot 
get his facts right so I would suggest you arrange a meeting between your Chairman and I, as it 
may be him that has to pick up the costs when sue for the entire balance the turbine would have 
otherwise generated. 
 
In the mean time, we are working on recovering 100% of our costs and this will proceed without 
any further notice. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
Paul Millinder 
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE 
BUSINESS AND PROPERTY COURTS OF ENGLAND 
AND WALES 
INSOLVENCY AND COMPANIES LIST (ChD) 

No. CR-2017-000140 

Rolls Building 
Fetter Lane 

London EC4A 1NL 

Monday, 9 January 2017 

Before: 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD 

B E T W E E N :

MIDDLESBROUGH FOOTBALL 
AND ATHLETIC COMPANY (1986) LTD Claimant 

- and  -
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Monday, 9 January 2017 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Mr Staunton, do you want your application heard in private? 

MR STAUNTON:  No, my Lord. 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  All right. 

MR STAUNTON:  My Lord, have you had an opportunity to read my skeleton and the evidence? 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  I have. 

MR STAUNTON:  I am obliged.  I do not propose to be long.  All I intend to take you to is the 

exhibit to Mr Bloom’s witness statement and then address you on the application.  Can I take 

you to tab 4, which is the exhibit.  Do you have that, my Lord?  Tab 4---- 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Just a second.  I am still getting myself in order.  Yes.  Thank you. 

MR STAUNTON:  The pagination in the bottom right-hand corner.  Page 16.  My Lord, you will 

see the lease was granted to Empowering Wind, not the respondent.  Do you see that, my 

Lord? 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes, I do. 

MR STAUNTON:  Page 18, penultimate entry, there is the premium of 200,000---- 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  -- and can I also take you to p.27 under the clause, “Demise”? 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  You will see that the premium was to be paid on the grant of the lease. 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  If you would also look at the penultimate line of cl.2, and the final line, you 

see there is further rent payable. 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  If I take you to p.32, cl.1.1, covenant to pay that further rent as set out in 

Schedule 7.  Page 48, cl.1.4.1, there is the further rent of 50,000 a year---- 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  -- and if you turn over the page, my Lord, 1.7 and 1.8, that is to be paid on the 

usual quarter days.  So there is the obligation.  It is the obligation of Empowering Wind, and 

you know from the evidence it fails to pay that additional rent, hence the lease is forfeit, 

which gives rise to this claim. 

The respondent argues constantly about force majeure.  Can you turn back to p.22, please?  

There is a definition clause for force majeure.  The very curious thing is, although it is part of 
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the definition clause of the lease, there is no further mention in the lease of force majeure, 

what happens should circumstances of force majeure arise.  It is very curious. 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Right.  Yes, that is odd. 

MR STAUNTON:  So it does not appear on the face of this document that any event of force 

majeure excuses Empowering Wind from paying the rent.  Where you do find force majeure 

is, if you turn on to the energy supply agreement, p.51, it has an effective force majeure 

clause.  So p.51.  This is the energy supply agreement. 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  If you turn on to p.54, you will see the force majeure definition about two-

thirds of the way down the page.  It is slightly different to the definition of force majeure in 

the lease, but that’s neither here nor there in my submission, but this does have effect because 

if you turn on to p.57---- 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  -- cl.3.1.2, there is an obligation to pay sums, and p.60, cl.6, does have an 

effective force majeure clause.  Now, I do not have, in the evidence, any answers to why 

there is an effective force majeure in the energy supply agreement but not in the lease, but 

that is the evidence before you. 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Okay. 

MR STAUNTON:  Now, the rent was not paid and there was a demand, forfeiture.  Can you turn 

to p.66?  There is the invoice for the rents.  Page 67 is the invoice itself and p.73---- 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes? 

MR STAUNTON:  -- the step before forfeiture and Mr Bloom’s evidence is that it was then 

forfeited in, I believe, August, he says. 

Now, before the events of December 2016 and this month, it was quite clear to all the parties 

that there was a dispute as to whether Empowering Claim have a claim arising from the 

forfeiture.  If you look at p.77---- 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  -- there is a letter of September 2015 from Empowering Wind, and, of course, 

what is material to note, and I will take you to it in due course, is the allegation is that the 

claim was assigned in June 2015, wholly inconsistent with the documentation because here 

we are in September 2015 and the claim had been advanced by Empowering Wind.  It is an 

extremely convoluted claim, difficult to actually fathom, but you will see here on p.77, the 

first paragraph: 
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“Following my conversation with Tracey Flanagan I write as suggested to 
set out the reasons we have had to resort to legal action to recover our losses 
in the wind turbine project.” 

So it is clearly a claim by Empowering Wind.  Para numbered “(1)”, the first paragraph, last 

sentence: 

“I submitted an application to Middlesbrough Borough Council in 
September 2013 with background as to why the planning condition is not 
necessary, is unreasonable and is also ultra vires.” 

If you look at the final paragraph on that page, the second sentence: 

“The condition was not removed until … December 2014.” 

If you turn over the page, third paragraph: 

“Payment of rent and the energy supply would have therefore commenced 
12 months after the date the Force Majeure issue was finally resolved ...” 

The next paragraph: 

“My company has taken comprehensive legal advice around this position ...” 

So, again, it is Empowering Wind’s claim.  He then refers to an email from Mr Bloom of 13 

March 2015 and, just basically, he says, Mr Bloom says that the claim is disputed.  Finally, if 

we turn over the page, p.79, the penultimate paragraph: 

“We eventually agreed …” 

 Do you see that, my Lord? 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  We eventually agreed to actually pay a deposit of £240,000.  So it seems 

there, on the face of it, to be an acceptance that there is some merit in the dispute, but also 

merit in the defence and hence you have the payment of a deposit. 

Now, what is clear is that this, in September 2015, seems a claim by Empowering Wind, not 

the respondent.  I have already referred you to various passages in that letter showing that.  

Can I just take you on to p.88?  We are now into December 2016.  Look at the top, my Lord.   

CASE FILE: Page 455 PDF Page: 292



 

OPUS 2 DIGITAL TRANSCRIPTION     
 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

H 

It is from Mr Millinder on 15 December 2016.  Attachments: “EW Statement of Case”.  Do 

you see that, my Lord? 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  I will take you to that in a moment.  If you then move on to the third 

paragraph: 

 
  “I have established the correct legal position around Force Majeure and I, as 

majority creditor of Empowering Wind … have right to progress the claim 
that I shall assign to its parent company.  I attached (redacted) particulars of 
claim which I am quite happy, at this stage to lay on the table.” 

 

 And then if you go down to the third paragraph from the bottom: 

 
  “MFC attempted----” 
 
 Do you have that, my Lord? 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Mm hmm. 

MR STAUNTON:   
 
  “… however this does not prevent us from assigning rights to recover costs 

and taking legal action resulting from forfeiture of the Lease as Parent 
Company of Empowering MFC.” 

 

  So, as of 15 December----  My Lord, sorry, if you turn on to p.19, that is the attachment---- 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  -- that he calls the particulars of claim, it does not look like it, but it is quite 

clear again it is a claim by Empowering Wind, 15 December 2016. 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  And then if you turn on to p.99, an email from Mr Millinder of 22 December, 

including a link to a web page that he created, and if you turn on, over the page, there is the 

web page itself. 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  And you will see there, about a quarter of the way down: 

 
  “Empowering exposes the truth and the outcome of its investment in the 

project.” 
 

  Now, he says roughly the same thing on his web page as he does on the letters of claim in 

September 2015 and the redacted particulars of claim, so, by 22 December, it is still 

Empowering’s claim. 
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  Now, he asserts that the claim was assigned in June 2015.  If you turn on to the statutory 

demand itself, p.173---- 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  -- you will see that the statutory demand was from Earth Energy, and if you 

turn on to p.176, the assertion is that it was assigned on 29 June 2015.  Do you see that, my 

Lord? 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  Part B.  And, in my submission, that is wholly implausible in view of the 

correspondence of September 2015 and December 2016.  And we know that Empowering 

had been wound up----  Can I take you to the winding up order at p.86? 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  You see the owner winding up or restoring Empowering Wind to the register 

first and then winding it up, and that is 19 September 2016.  At the top, it is based on a 

petition presented on 2 June 2016. 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  So, thereafter, clearly Empowering Wind, through Mr Millinder, could not 

assign the cause of action---- 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  -- and, in my submission, the evidence shows that it had not been assigned in 

June 2015 as Mr Millinder claims in the statutory demand. 

 

  Now, in my submission, it is clear that what Mr Millinder is doing is threatening this wind up 

petition so as to prejudice the interests of the applicant, and one of the things he says is that if 

he presents the petition, all the bank accounts will be frozen. 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  All he wants to do is cause trouble.  If you turn on to p.170---- 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  -- there is an email string.  The one two, a third of the way down, Mr Bloom--

--  This is sent at 9.17 on Friday morning.  I am sorry the date does not appear on it as we 

sent it, but Mr Bloom gives evidence that that is when it was received. 

 
 
    “As you have indicated you do not intend to pay----” 
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MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  It does have the date on it.  I can see it, just above---- 

MR STAUNTON:  Oh, sorry.  Yes.  You do much better than me.  Indeed. 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Okay. 

MR STAUNTON:  So 9.17 on Friday morning. 

 
 “As you have indicated you do not intend to pay your debt despite my 

requests and in light of the Demand you believe is an abuse of process.  I 
will now issue the Winding Up Petition with it and will advertise the 
petition within 7 working days from date of service.  You have full 
particulars and we will have our QC at court if the case is sent for 
directions.” 

 

 And then if you look at the final paragraph: 

 
 “You may note, if the petition get advertised, your bank accounts may be 

frozen and the other creditors will become aware.” 
 

 You know from Mr Bloom’s evidence that Mr Millinder has behaved somewhat erratically 

and seems to adopt a fairly abusive approach to Mr Bloom.  He moves from December 2016, 

“Here are the particulars of claim”, to 5 January serving a statutory demand; Mr Bloom 

responds then with the claim is disputed, then the morning of the 6th, he then moves to, “Fine, 

I will just present the petition”, and his estimate as to when he will present the petition, if you 

look, please, at page----  Yes, so he says he is going to present the petition at some point, and 

then if you look at Mr Gill’s evidence, at tab 5---- 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  -- it moves from, “I am going to present it on Tuesday if I do not hear from 

you on Monday” to, Sunday afternoon, he says he is actually coming down to London to 

present it. 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  So there is great concern that if we notify Mr Millinder of the application, 

before it can be heard after three clear days’ notice, he will simply come to court and present 

the petition, and we know from the evidence of Mr Bloom that he says that the mere 

presentation and existence of the petition can cause real risk of jeopardy to the financial 

position of the applicant, both in relation to its bankers, existing sponsors, future sponsors, 

other football clubs with whom it is negotiations, during this window---- 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  -- and also in relation to the fact if it cannot deal in players, there is an 

increased risk of relegation, with a significant loss.   
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 So, for all those reasons, we invite you to make an order.  Now, the draft is at tab 2.  We 

would suggest a fairly short return date, Monday of next week.  Tab----  Sorry, page, the 

second page, the paragraph numbered “(1)”, I have left blank the return date. 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  My Lord, we would intend to serve this today, so we could have a return date 

of Friday, but my difficulty is that I am presently involved---- 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Seven days is normal in these circumstances. 

MR STAUNTON:  Indeed.  Indeed.  Paragraph 2, because it is made without notice, he can apply 

to vary and rescind. 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  Costs reserved. 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes.  This does not include a cross-undertaking in damages.  

Presumably, you accept that it should do?  

MR STAUNTON:  Indeed, I will do that. 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Very good.  All right. 

MR STAUNTON:  Now---- 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  I need not trouble you any further on that basis. 

MR STAUNTON:  Yes.  Well, my Lord, save for this: that the evidence is that the applicant is 

not in good health but its parent company is, and the parent company is quite content to be 

joined. 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Very good.  So if you can give me a cross-undertaking in damages 

from the parent company.  I am obliged that you pointed that out. 

MR STAUNTON:  Thank you, my Lord. 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Very good. 

 

(See separate transcript for judgment) 

 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  So, Mr Staunton, if you could send my clerk a revised draft of the 

order which, first of all, specifies the return date as a week today and, secondly, includes the 

cross-undertaking. 

MR STAUNTON:  Okay.  And the parent company is The Gibson O’Neill Company Limited.  

P&L for June 2015, 18 million, and balance sheet, 176 million. 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Very good.  Thank you very much. 
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MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  

 

1 This is an application without notice by Middlesbrough Football & Athletic Company 
(1986) Limited for an interim injunction to restrain Earth Energy Investments LLP from 
presenting or advertising a winding up petition based on a statutory demand dated 6 January 
2017 until a return date in seven days’ time. 
 

2 The basis for the application, shortly stated, is that the claim made by the respondent in the 
statutory demand is disputed, and on substantial grounds, those being twofold: first, that, if 
there is a claim, the claim is that of Empowering Wind MFC Limited, a company in 
liquidation, and not of the respondent; secondly, and in any event, the claim, whichever be 
the correct party, has been disputed by the applicant for some time. 
 

3 The background to the matter, in summary, is as follows. On 17 June 2013 the applicant 
granted Empowering Wind a lease on payment of a premium of £200,000 under which 
Empowering Wind was liable to pay rent of £550,000 per annum.  There was a planning 
aspect to the matter which I do not propose to go into in any detail, but the upshot was that it 
was not until December 2014 that Empowering Wind obtained planning permission from 
the local planning authority.  Empowering Wind paid the rents due under the lease up to 
June 2015, but thereafter failed to pay the rent.  On 19 August 2015 the applicant forfeited 
the lease. 
 

4 It is apparently Empowering Wind’s assertion, and now the respondent’s assertion, that the 
delay which was encountered between September 2013 and December 2014 in obtaining 
planning permission from the local planning authority was an event of force majeure under 
the lease.  Be that as it may, it is at least arguable on the evidence before the court that 
Empowering Wind and the respondent have known for a very considerable period of time 
that the claim was disputed. 
 

5 On 22 September 2015 Mr Paul Millinder, who appears to be the moving spirit behind both 
Empowering Wind and the respondent, wrote to the applicant advancing a claim, as it 
appears, on behalf of Empowering Wind. 
 

6 On 30 September 2015 the applicant’s general counsel, Robin Bloom, replied to that letter, 
making it plain that the claim was disputed.  There has been subsequent correspondence, but 
it is not necessary for present purposes for me to go all the way through it. Suffice it to say 
that, until comparatively recently, the claim apparently being made was one on behalf of 
Empowering Wind.  Only in the statutory demand did the respondent emerge as the 
claimant.   
 

7 In the statutory demand, the basis for the claim being made by the respondent rather than 
Empowering Wind is stated to be an assignment dated 29 June 2015.  The applicant’s 
evidence, however, gives rise to a real doubt as to whether there can possibly have been an 
assignment of the relevant cause of action as of that date.  Even if it turns out that there was 
an assignment of the cause of action, the evidence presently before the court indicates that 
there is a well arguable case that the claim is and has been in dispute for over a year.  
Indeed, Mr Millinder himself appears, even in his letter of claim of 22 September 2015, to 
have recognised that there was a dispute, since he uses that very word. 
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8 Accordingly, on the basis of the present evidence, I am satisfied that it is well arguable that 
the presentation by the respondent of a winding up petition would constitute an abuse of 
process and therefore should be restrained.   
 

9 It remains for me to deal with two matters. Firstly, the justification for this application 
having been made without notice.  It is the applicant’s evidence that Mr Millinder has been 
behaving in what has been described as an “erratic” fashion and that the applicant is 
concerned that, if he is given notice of the application, he will seek to frustrate it by 
presenting the petition before he can be restrained from doing so.  In my judgment, the 
evidence justifies concern on the part of the applicant so far as that is concerned.  In 
particular, there are two aspects of the evidence which seem to me to justify that concern.  
The first is that Mr Millinder’s recent communications evidence an intention to pressurise 
the applicant by presentation of the proposed winding up petition. Secondly, he has brought 
forward in time his threatened issuing of the petition, and yesterday afternoon stated that he 
was on his way to London to issue it, apparently today. 
 

10 The second matter I should address is that, although all I am being asked to make is an 
interim order for a period of seven days, which of course carries with it the entitlement of 
the respondent to apply to vary or discharge the order in the meantime, given that it is an 
interim order rather than a final order, it is right that the respondent should be protected by a 
cross-undertaking in damages.  That is very properly accepted on behalf of the applicant.  
The applicant is not in a good financial position, which is precisely why it is concerned 
about the potential effects of the presentation of a winding up petition. However the 
applicant’s parent company is, I am informed, in a financially healthy position and therefore 
offers to join in the cross-undertaking in damages.  On that basis, I will make an order 
substantially as sought, subject to the two amendments discussed with counsel for the 
applicant. 

 
__________
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For help in completing this form please read the 
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(if applicable)

Help with Fees – Ref. no. 
(if applicable)

H W F – –

Warrant no. 
(if applicable)

Claimant’s name (including ref.)

Defendant’s name (including ref.)

Date

1. What is your name or, if you are a legal representative, the name of your firm?

2. Are you a Claimant Defendant Legal Representative

Other (please specify)

If you are a legal representative whom do you represent? 

3. What order are you asking the court to make and why?

4. Have you attached a draft of the order you are applying for? Yes No

5. How do you want to have this application dealt with? at a hearing without a hearing

at a telephone hearing

6. How long do you think the hearing will last? Hours Minutes

Is this time estimate agreed by all parties? Yes No

7. Give details of any fixed trial date or period

8. What level of Judge does your hearing need?

9. Who should be served with this application?

9a. Please give the service address, (other than details of the 
claimant or defendant) of any party named in question 9.

© Crown copyright 2016N244 Application notice (06.16) 1

30 Jan 2018

CR-2017-000140
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10. What information will you be relying on, in support of your application?

the attached witness statement

the statement of case

the evidence set out in the box below

If necessary, please continue on a separate sheet.

Statement of Truth

(I believe) (The applicant believes) that the facts stated in this section (and any continuation sheets) are true.

Signed
Applicant(’s leg

2

Applicant’s address to which documents about this application should be sent

Postcode

Dated
al representative)(’s litigation friend)

Full name

Name of applicant’s legal representative’s firm

Position or office held
(if signing on behalf of firm or company)

11. Signature and address details

Signed Dated
Applicant s legal representative’s)(’(’

If applicable

Phone no.

Fax no.

DX no.

Ref no.

E-mail address

s litigation friend)

Position or office held
(if signing on behalf of firm or company)
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At the High Court 

Case: CR-2017-008690 

In the matters of Empowering Wind MFC Ltd (In Liquidation) 

 Parties: 

Earth Energy Investments LLP (“Claimant”) 

Vs; 

Anthony Hannon - Official Receiver as Liquidator (“First Defendant” or “Mr Hannon”) 

And;  

The Defendants, Bodies Corporate named; 

1. Middlesbrough Football & Athletic Company 1986 Ltd and Gibson O Neill Company Ltd (“Middlesbrough

FC”)

And; 

2. Julian Gill – Partner, Womble Bond Dickinson;
Paul Stewart - Partner, Womble Bond Dickinson; 
Michael Brown – Partner, Womble Bond Dickinson; (“Second Defendants”) 

3. Ulick Staunton of Radcliffe Chambers, Counsel for Middlesbrough FC (“Mr Staunton”)

WITNESS STATEMENT & STATEMENT OF CASE 

Paul Millinder of Claimant; 

Claimant’s Statement upon review of the Transcript of the Hearing by Mr Registrar Jones on 21/12/2017; 

1. I have made this Statement in response to and after investigation of, the Transcript of the Hearing by Mr
Registrar Jones at 12.30PM on 21st December 2017 and that I have made these statements based on my own
knowledge of the case.

2. I refer to the Transcript (Mill211217PR) working from the top of the Transcript to bottom and as referenced
within that document and that the Claimant provides its comments, appropriate to the related comments
made during that hearing working in order from that Transcript.

3. The Claimant refers to Page 2 of the Transcript, the first comments of The Registrar:

3.1 The Claimant quotes the following comment; 

A. THE REGISTRAR: I'll just read out what we've got so it gets marked on the tape -- or recorded anyway.

This is matter number 8690 of 2017. It concerns Empowering Wind MFC Limited. I have Mr Millinder in

person, who is the applicant;

3.2  The Claimant on the N244 Application is Earth Energy Investments LLP and the Claimant notes that the 
Registrar makes attempt to make Paul Millinder the Applicant.  The Claimant asserts that the reason for 
doing so becomes clear and as explained in the Claimant’s Conclusions, later into this Statement; 

30 Jan 2018

CR-2017-000140
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3.3 The Claimant asserts that the Application (EX 1 – N244 Application, EX 1a - Page 2 of N244 Application – EX 
1b - Form N244 Continuation Sheet 2), made on 16th November 2017 is clearly by Earth Energy Investments 
LLP and Paul Millinder is acting as Litigant and Director of the Claimant, a Body Corporate making the 
Application as an aggrieved creditor as to Insolvency Rule 14.11.   
 

3.4 The case is in relation to allegations of criminal misconduct of the Liquidator, Mr Hannon, the First 
Defendant and three random proofs of debt submitted by Middlesbrough FC and the Second Defendants, 
with the third, submitted on 2nd February 2017 in the sum of over £4.1 million. 
 

3.5  The Claimant has made substantiated allegations with comprehensive evidence in fraudulent non-disclosure 
and later serious offences committed by Middlesbrough FC and the Second Defendants when an Order 
made by The Honourable Mr Justice Arnold at the ex-parte hearing of 9th January 2017 was used, in effect, as 
a tool to commit blackmail in the sum of £619,000 against the Claimant on 21st November 2017 when both 
Middlesbrough FC and the Second Defendants were aware that this Application had been made.   
 

3.6 The Claimant asserts that in addition to the Claimant’s allegation as to Section 21 of the Theft Act 1968, this 
offence, committed by solicitors who owe a duty of care to the Court, is further contempt in the face of the 
Court and, the Claimant asserts, is also an aggravating factor when taken in context with the deliberate non-
disclosure at the hearing on 9th January 2017 to which that unwarranted demand relates and with the 
fraudulent misrepresentations against the Official Receiver in the form of those two false proofs of debt 
made by Middlesbrough FC and the third, by Julian Gill, a Solicitor of the Second Defendants, in the sum 
exceeding £4.1 million.  
 

3.7 From the Registrar’s comments in 2.1 A above, it becomes clear early into the hearing that Mr Registrar 

Jones had not read the N244 Application or if he had done so, he was, early into the hearing, making 
attempts to make Mr Millinder, acting clearly as a Body Corporate, personally liable for the Application and 
that the Claimant asserts the reasons for doing so become clear later in this Statement;  
 

3.8 The Proofs of Debt by Middlesbrough FC are clearly and obviously false:  
 

3.9 The Claimant quotes from page 2 of the N244 Application;  
 

3.10 “The claimant refers to clause 3.4.2 of the Energy Supply Agreement (Exhibit 1) of which 

£4,031,664,80 of the Middlesbrough Football Club proof of debt relates.  

 

The Energy Supply Agreement is a conditional contract, subject to, (full satisfaction of), the 

conditions precedent set out in Clause 2.  Those conditions encompassed, full satisfaction of (by 

Tenant), the Connection Agreement and, Commissioning of the wind turbine.  Middlesbrough 

Football Club (Landlord), refused to complete the Agreement (Exhibit 3) with Northern Powergrid, 

the Distribution Network Operator so that that connection for the wind turbine could be established.   

Condition 2.1 of the Energy Supply Agreement could not be fulfilled due to actions of the Landlord in 

refusing that connection to customer owned substation assets.    The actions of the Landlord caused 

substantial losses to the Claimant, resulting in the insolvency of its subsidiary.    

 

The Start Date of the Energy Supply Agreement is the date upon which the conditions precedent in 

Clause 2 are satisfied.    There was no Start Date, due to actions of the Landlord preventing same 

connection from being established and therefore the Claimant asserts that the proof of debt, 

submitted to the Official Receiver, is a false misrepresentation.” 
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3.11 The Claimant considers it to be abundantly clear from page 2 of the N244 of the Application that, 
aside from the detailed and comprehensive Witness Statements and evidence submitted with its 
Application, the correct position as defined above in the Application form itself would, in itself demonstrate 
that the majority of the Middlesbrough FC proof of debt is false and in this regard, the Claimant considers 
that had Mr Registrar Jones read the Application, it would have become clear that indeed £4,031,664.60 of 
the proof of debt is false, because same is pursuant to Clause 3.4.2 of the Energy Supply Agreement and that 
therefore;  

3.12 In accordance with Rule 14.11 to which this Originating Application relates, it is the Claimant’s 

contention that the Claimant’s rights to justice have been prejudiced by the Registrars who have firstly 

crossed out the Claimant’s request that the case be heard by a High Court Judge and secondly clearly did not 
read or act upon the evidence in accord with the Insolvency Rules 2016 as had Mr Registrar Jones done so, 
or if the Claimant did not have reason to believe that the hearing was conducted with bias, the Court would 
have determined that indeed the proof of debt is a false misrepresentation and; 

3.13 That in accord with Rule 14.11, the Court would have then, upon reading this evidence and the 
Claimant’s Witness Statements, amended the proof of debt down or excluded it accordingly. 

3.14 The Claimant asserts that from 25th June 2015, when the Defendants served the Claimant with 
Exhibit 8, Force Majeure applied in the operative provision in context with the Definition of Force Majeure in 
the Lease and as to Schedule 5 – Agreements and Declarations of that Lease and that therefore, 
Middlesbrough FC is not and could not possibly be a creditor of Empowering Wind MFC Ltd.  

3.15 The Claimant refers to paragraph 6 of the Lease from Schedule 5 (3.16 below) and 2.15, the 
Definition of Force Majeure in that Lease in 3.17; 

3.16 "6.  If either party is prevented for any period of time from performing on its obligations 

under this Lease by reason of Force Majeure that Party shall not be in breach of such obligations 

so long as and to the extent that such reasons shall subsist." 

3.17 “Force Majeure” means any event or circumstance which is beyond reasonable control of 

Tenant and which results in or causes failure of the Tenant to perform on any of its obligations 

under this Lease including act of God strike lockout or other industrial disturbance act of public 

enemy war declared or undeclared threat of war terrorist act blockade revolution riot insurrection 

civil common or public demonstration nuclear fallout sabotage act of vandalism lightening fire 

storm flood earthquake accumulation of snow or ice or lack of water weather or environmental 

problems (other than as required as a source of energy), provided that lack of funds shall not be 

interpreted as a cause beyond reasonable control of the Tenant.  

3.18 The Claimant refers to the Notes of Hearing (EX 2 - Note of Hearing - MFC 09 01 2017) of the 
Application made ex-parte, heard by The Honourable Mr Justice Arnold where the Claimant considers it 
clear, that the Defendants deliberately withheld a substantial portion of the witness exhibits so as to mislead 
the Judge by withholding material information.   

3.19 The list of material information not disclosed is contained within, but is not limited to the list within 
the Penningtons Manches LLP complaint of non-disclosure to Bond Dickinson dated 11th January 2017 
(Exhibit - Penningtons Complaint of non-disclosure_11.01.2017). 
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3.20 The Claimant had enclosed with the hard copy bundle delivered to the Court seven days prior to the 
hearing, a copy of the trial bundle that the Claimant had prepared for the Attorney General’s Office; 

3.21  After evaluation of the Transcript, received on 15th January 2018 it also became clear to the 
Claimant that Mr Registrar Jones did not read, nor act on, the evidence before him in the case. 

3.22 In reviewing the evidence and the Transcript, the Claimant additionally became aware that Mr 
Staunton made a false statement during that ex-parte hearing of 9th January 2017 and whereby full and fair 
disclosure of the correct factual statement is quite obviously material to the Claimant’s position and indeed 

the linked primary arguments presented by the Claimant in that Statutory Demand dated 6th January 2017 
(Exhibit -Statutory Demand_06_01_2017) as to that operative provision of Force Majeure both in the Lease 
and as to the conditional nature Energy Supply Agreement;  

3.23 The Claimant refers to Email correspondence between Middlesbrough FC and the Claimant on 5th 
January 2017; 

-------- Forwarded Message -------- 
Subject: Re: STATUTORY DEMAND 

Date: Thu, 5 Jan 2017 14:19:08 +0000 
From: Paul Millinder <paul@empoweringwind.co.uk> 

To: Robin Bloom <rbloom@bulkhaul.co.uk>, Anthony.Campbell@insolvency.gsi.gov.uk, 
mark.ellis@mfc.co.uk, Neil Bausor <neil.bausor@mfc.co.uk> 

Dear Mr Bloom, 

You have missed the point entirely.  The invoices you issued are invalid, false claims for payment that in 
accord with the contracts, is not due and payable.  

Thank you for explaining your rationale, but it does not answer the question.   What legal basis do you have 
to claim money from the Company when you are fully aware that the delay in question was Force 
Majeure?    On precisely the same basis, you made incorrect representations to the High Court, after being 
in receipt of my offer to deposit £205k into Escrow pending resolution of your invalid claim and after you 
refused the basis of the grid connection for the project you have known about since 2012.   That was, quite 
categorically an abuse of process, however the Club's debt is proven.  

I don't consider you are in any position to continue to dictate to me so let's save it for the hearing, if you 
believe you can defend your actions.  

Yours sincerely, 

Paul Millinder 

On 05/01/2017 14:11, Robin Bloom wrote: 

Dear Mr Millinder, 

I do not wish to repeat myself but as you have chosen to copy in Mr Campbell I will respond fully. 

1. The debt proved in the Winding Up Petition was for the invoices delivered to the Company for rent
and the payment in lieu of free electricity.  These sums were due under legally binding
agreements.  You have argued that Force Majeure applied and no payments were due.

CASE FILE: Page 479 PDF Page: 316



5 
 

We have never accepted this and you chose not to challenge this through the courts. We have no 
reason to treat the sums as other than a debt due. 
 

2.  The sums you claim under the Statutory Demand relate to recovery of a payment your company 
made for an Option Fee and consequential losses you claim to have suffered.  This is not a debt and 
clearly not a sum recoverable by Statutory Demand and Winding Up petition.  If you feel, which is 
disputed, you have any claim this must be determined through the courts who would need to decide if 
we were in breach of contract and if so what sums were then due.  Your behaviour is a clear abuse of 
process. 

 
We will deal with any papers which are served in due course in the appropriate manner but you are on 
notice that we do not accept the validity of your claim and as such will hold you personally responsible for 
any abortive costs incurred. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
Robin Bloom 
 
 
Group General Counsel 
The Gibson O'Neill Company Limited 
DD +44 (0) 1642 236969 
Mobile +44 (0) 7980 769 554 

 

3.24 Whilst the Claimant is aware that it has expressed this point previously, it considers prudent at this 
stage to re-iterate that on 5th January 2017, Mr Bloom made a false statement that was intended to be for 
Mr Campbell, an Insolvency Examiner of the Insolvency Service.    
 

3.25 There was no such debt “proved in the Winding Up Petition”, the only submission made was that of 

EX 3 - MFC Notice of Intention to Appear on Petition and that of the submission of Mr Staunton for 
Middlesbrough FC in advance of the HMRC Winding Up Petition hearing contained in EX 8 - Statement of 
MFC 19.09.16.  
 

3.26 In consideration of the facts above, the Claimant asserts that it is obvious that no such debt was ever 
proven or confirmed as being due by the Court and that furthermore, given that both Middlesbrough FC and 
the Second Defendants were engaged with the Claimant when he completed those contracts in October 
2012 and later on 17th June 2013 (the Lease) and on 7th November 2013, the Energy Supply Agreement, the 
Connection Deed relating to same Connection Offer dated June 2013 and the terms of that Connection Offer 
as made expressly clear by the Distribution Network Operator from October 2012 until 12th December 2012 
when the Connection Offer was formulated in open correspondence between the parties, including Mr 
Bloom and that Claimant further asserts that same Connection Offer was the entire purpose of those 
contractual relations in the first instance.  
 

3.27 Paragraph 9 of the Notes of Hearing at 10.30AM on 9th January 2017, Mr Staunton makes the 
following false statement;  
 

3.28 “There is a definition of Force Majeure within the lease. There is no other reference to Force 

Majeure within the lease” 
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3.29 The Claimant considers that, on the balance of probabilities the Defendants were fully aware on 9th 
January 2017 that disclosing the operative provision of Force Majeure, referring to Schedule 5, Paragraph 6 
would have had a detrimental impact on the success of their Application; 

3.30 The Claimant asserts that Force Majeure applied in the operative provision from February 2015 
when the Defendant refused to complete the Asset Sale Agreement so that the connection for the wind 
turbine could be established and that same would additionally suspend payments under the Lease given that 
those actions prevented the Tenant, even with its best endeavours, from performing on the Lease that was 
intended to operate the turbine and indeed the Energy Supply Agreement, that required the connection so 
that power could first be generated by the turbine and;  

3.31 In addition, it would have clearly been detrimental to the Defendants in that ex-parte injunction 
Application had they made full and fair disclosure of the witness exhibits presented by the Claimant and as 
served at Middlesbrough FC Registered Office with the Statutory Demand dated 6th January 2017 (EX – 
Statutory Demand 06_01_2017) and in particular the Connection Offer, the Northern Powergrid Asset Sale 
Agreement (unsigned) dated February 2015 and the Connection Agreement Deed, as well as the Planning 
Decision Notice and the Claimant’s “Accompanying Statement” clearly denoting that the delay caused by 

the aviation radar contention was indeed beyond reasonable control of Tenant, also in context with the 
operative provisions of Force Majeure within the Lease and the Energy Supply Agreement.  

3.32 When Middlesbrough FC then carried out their threats in the demand (Exhibit 8), being the bundle 
of invoices totalling £256,289.89 and being the same amount presented in the notice by MFC to appear at 
the adjourned hearing of the HMRC Winding Up petition against the Company on 15th August 2016 and then 
when they terminated the Lease in August 2015, they did so in full knowledge that they themselves caused 
the project to fail by refusing the fundamental connection when the Distribution Network Operator required 
them to have done so.   

3.33 On the balance of probabilities, the Defendant’s actions in making these further attempts to avoid 

the fundamental contractual position on Force Majeure, could be nothing other than deliberate.  This 
statement applies to all of the Defendants, Mr Hannon, Middlesbrough FC and the Second Defendants who 
each were acutely aware of the position before they did what they have all done.  

3.34 Given the elaborate and numerous correspondences made by the Claimant to all of the Defendants 
over the last twelve months, the Claimant also asserts that, on the balance of probabilities, all of the 
Defendants knew and were acutely aware, by virtue of that evidence provided by the Claimant on a 
multitude of occasions, including those more recent in June 2017 included within the Exhibits, that indeed 
Force Majeure applied to those delays beyond reasonable control of Tenant, therefore suspending 
contractual obligations for as long as those actions subsist and;  

3.35 That the Energy Supply Agreement and more particularly Clause 3.4.2 of that Agreement, is subject 
to, full satisfaction of, those conditions precedent set out in Clause 2; 

3.36 There was no Start Date for the reasons made clear and that therefore, Middlesbrough FC had no 
position from which to have claimed that the Company owed the sum of £181,989.89 pursuant to Clause 
3.4.2 of the Energy Supply Agreement because, amongst other reasons, including the operative provision of 
Force Majeure within that Agreement, any Invoicing or Payments relating to Energy Supply and in accord 
with the Energy Supply Agreement are subject to, full satisfaction of, the same conditions precedent set out 
in Clause 2, so therefore, the first proof of debt submitted to the Official Receiver’s Office in December 2016 

was also false.   
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3.37 Of the first proof of debt submitted by the Defendants in December 2016, £181,989.89 was pursuant 
to the Energy Supply Agreement Clause 3.4.2 – Commissioning and £74,300 sought pursuant to Rent under 
the Lease that was suspended as to the actions of the Landlord. 
 

3.38 The Claimant asserts that the Landlord is in breach of Covenant 6 in Schedule 4, in that it did not 
assist in the Claimants attempts to remove the planning condition imposed as a result of the Airport’s 
effective circumvention of the project on the grounds of what transpired to be a planning condition that 
served no purpose in planning neither any purpose in the interests of aviation safety and that was clearly in 
any case, beyond reasonable control of Tenant;    
 

3.39 Therefore, the Claimant asserts that on 25th June 2015 when Middlesbrough FC made the 
unwarranted demand and thereafter in August 2015 when Middlesbrough FC then terminated the Lease on 
the grounds of those payments presented in Exhibit 8, they did so unlawfully on two grounds; 
 

3.40  That the operative provision of Force Majeure applied as to the unreasonable frustrations and 
delays resulting in the Landlord (Defendant) then refusing to complete the Northern Powergrid Asset Sale 
Agreement when it was Condition Precedent of the Connection Offer for them to have done so.  Without 
doing so, the connection for the wind turbine could not be established by the Distribution Network Operator 
and that delay in Force Majeure is in favour of the Tenant and therefore, Middlesbrough FC had no legal 
position in the circumstances of which each of the Parties were acutely aware, to have terminated the Lease 
in August 2015 and; 
 

3.41 In relation to the provisions of the Energy Supply Agreement; The Claimant could not get, full 
satisfaction of, the Connection Agreement and there was no Start Date and in addition, any Payments or 
Invoicing pertaining to the Energy Supply Agreement and the Generator’s Agreement to Supply Energy, 
commences upon, full satisfaction of, those conditions set out in Clause 2; 
 

3.42 The Claimant considers that the actions of Middlesbrough FC in firstly demanding payment for 
money that is clearly not owed, then by refusing the fundamental Connection Agreement that the 
Distribution Network Operator required completing and later terminating the Lease on illogical grounds, 
proves categorically to the Court that indeed Middlesbrough FC was sole cause of failure of the wind turbine 
project that would have otherwise been successfully commissioned by 15th December 2015 and;  
 

3.43 In August 2015 when Middlesbrough FC terminated the Lease, they did so when the operative 
provision of Force Majeure applied and therefore all obligations of the Tenant, including paying rent when 
Middlesbrough FC breached the Lease and rendered the project unfit for purpose, were suspended. In 
addition, Middlesbrough FC were acutely aware that the Claimant was intending to commence litigation to 
recover damages, as clearly evidenced in the lengthy correspondences between the Claimant, 
Middlesbrough FC and Womble Bond Dickinson from March 2015 onwards.   
 

3.44 The Claimant’s assertion that Middlesbrough FC was sole cause of the insolvency by 

making a false misrepresentation to the Court in support of the HMRC Winding Up Petition;  
 

3.45 The Claimant refers to the Notice of Intention to Appear as Creditor dated 29th July 2016 (EX 3 - MFC 
Notice of Intention to Appear on Petition).   This document was previously withheld both by Mr Staunton 
and the Second Defendants and was only provided on 19th January 2018 after the Claimant threatened 
further legal proceedings.  The Claimant refers to the email sent and the Second Defendant’s response 
contained in; (EXHIBIT - Claimant's Requests to Second Defendant re proofs of debt 19.01.2017). 
 

3.46 The Claimant contends that no such debt was proven in the Winding Up Petition of HMRC because 
no such claim from Middlesbrough FC could be proven in law in this case and it is as simple as that.    
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3.47 The sum claimed in EX 3 - MFC Notice of Intention to Appear on Petition is the sum presented in 

Exhibit 8, the first proof of debt submitted by Middlesbrough FC to the office of the Official Receiver in 
December 2016, being the collection of invoices contained in that same demand dated 25th June 2015.   
 

3.48 The Claimant quotes the following applicable rules and in relation to the Insolvency Rules 2016, 
Defined Terms 1.2 and as in those definitions of proof of debt;  
 

3.49 “prove” and “proof” have the following meaning—  
(a) a creditor who claims for a debt in writing is referred to as proving that debt;  

 
(b) the document by which the creditor makes the claim is referred to as that creditor’s proof; and  

 

(c) for the purpose of voting, or objecting to a deemed consent, in an administration, an administrative 
receivership, a creditors’ voluntary winding up, a CVA or an IVA, the requirements for a proof are 
satisfied by the convener or chair having been notified by the creditor in writing of a debt. 
 

3.50 14.2. (1) All claims by creditors except as provided in this rule, are provable as debts against 
the company or bankrupt, whether they are present or future, certain or contingent, ascertained or 
sounding only in damages;  
 

3.51 Requirements for proof;  
 

14.4. (1) A proof must—  
 
(a) be made out by, or under the direction of, the creditor and authenticated by the creditor or a 
person authorised on the creditor’s behalf;  
(b) state the creditor’s name and address;  
(c) if the creditor is a company, identify the company;  
(d)state the total amount of the creditor’s claim (including any value added tax) as at the relevant 
date, less any payments made after that date in relation to the claim, any deduction under rule 14.20 
and any adjustment by way of set-off in accordance with rules 14.24 and 14.25;  
(e)state whether or not the claim includes any outstanding uncapitalised interest;  
(f)contain particulars of how and when the debt was incurred by the company or the bankrupt;  
(g)contain particulars of any security held, the date on which it was given and the value which the 
creditor puts on it;  
(h)provide details of any reservation of title in relation to goods to which the debt relates;  
(i)provide details of any document by reference to which the debt can be substantiated;  
(j)be dated and authenticated; and  
(k)state the name, postal address and authority of the person authenticating the proof (if someone 
other than the creditor). (2) Where sub-paragraph (i) applies the document need not be delivered with 
the proof unless the office-holder has requested it.  
(3) The office-holder may call for the creditor to produce any document or other evidence which the 
office-holder considers is necessary to substantiate the whole or any part of a claim.  

 

3.52 In consideration of Rule 14.4 above, the Claimant considers it to be clear that Exhibit 8, amounting 
to the same sum presented in EX 3 - MFC Notice of Intention to Appear on Petition; constitutes a valid 
proof of debt in accord with Rule 14.4 and that furthermore;  
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3.53 The first proof of debt is false and that therefore Middlesbrough FC and Mr Staunton made a false 
statement when they appeared prior to and during the Winding Up Petition presented by HMRC in 2016 and 
that the first hearing was adjourned so that the Company could enter into a CVA with its creditors.   
 

3.54 Middlesbrough FC is not a creditor and therefore, whilst the Company did engage with and formed 
the basis of the CVA by the hearing date with its legitimate creditors on 19th September 2016 and did comply 
with the requirements asked of it during the last hearing, the Company was wound up;  
 

3.55 The Company was wound up because Mr Staunton appeared at the hearing on behalf of 
Middlesbrough FC, making a false misrepresentation that Middlesbrough FC is a creditor of the Company, 
without due regard as to the validity of Middlesbrough FC’s purported claim, leading Mr Registrar Baister to 
believe that the Claimant had not disclosed a creditor in the CVA process, resulting in the Winding Up Order 
at the hearing that lasted less than five minutes, that, with due consideration the Claimant firmly considers, 
favoured the position of the Defendants, without allowing the Claimant to have put forward its case in 
mitigation, of which is the fact that Middlesbrough FC is not and could not possibly be a creditor.  
 

3.56 The Claimant asserts therefore, that had Middlesbrough FC not made the representations they did, 
when they clearly had no grounds to have done so, on the balance of probabilities the Company would have 
successfully completed the CVA process and that those legitimate Creditors would have been paid in full by 
31st December 2017.   In addition, the Company would have progressed and in all likelihood, have won the 
Claim against Middlesbrough FC by 31st December 2017 given that the same arguments are inextricably 
linked to the same arguments presented in this case and that this case is proven.     
 

3.57 The Claim against Middlesbrough FC and the beneficiary to that Claim, had it not been for the 
actions of Middlesbrough FC in making those representations on and prior to 19th September 2016, would 
have been the Claimant; 
 

3.58 The Claimant, owning 100% of the Shares of the Company, that would have otherwise enjoyed the 
stable and predictable revenue streams from the 1.5MW wind turbine commissioned by 15th December 
2015 and accredited for 20 years guaranteed OFGEM Feed In Tariff payments increasing with the Retail Price 
Index over that period lost that revenue as a direct and sole result of the actions of Middlesbrough FC, the 
Second Defendants and Mr Staunton; 
 

3.59  Indeed, in the same context, the Lease was terminated in August 2015 by Middlesbrough FC, when 
the beneficial rights of the said Lease and Energy Supply Agreement would have otherwise been enjoyed by 
the Claimant.  
 

3.60 It could reasonably be argued therefore, in consideration of the facts above, that indeed, the 
Claimant in its exclusive right can claim constituting the same losses contained in the Claimant’s Statement 

of Costs and that therefore, given that this case relates fundamentally to the same arguments in that Claim, 
this is what the Claimant has done and refers the Court to the Claimant’s Witness Statement and filing of 

14th January 2017.  
 

3.61 In consideration of the facts, the Claimant also considers it to be clear that Mr Hannon, acting as 
Liquidator had a legal obligation to have delivered up to the Claimant, in January 2017, the first proof of debt 
(Exhibit 8) and; 
 

3.62 that on the balance of probabilities, given that Mr Hannon had in his possession the Lupton Fawcett 
Letter dated September 2016 along with the Claimants Statement of Case against Middlesbrough FC over 
twelve months ago; 
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3.63  the Claimant asserts that Mr Hannon knew then that the Middlesbrough FC proof of debt was likely 
to be false and that he had an obligation to have rejected a proof that he knows to be false and; 

3.64 The Claimant considers that it is also clear from the evidence, that both Mr Hannon and the Second 
Defendants sought to withhold the first and second proof of debt from the Claimant and on today’s date, 

being 21st January 2018, those documents have been withheld; 

3.65 Despite the Claimant’s numerous requests, since 6th January 2017 to be provided with copies of 
those submissions made by the Second Defendants to the Office of the Official Receiver, both Mr Hannon 
and the Second Defendants have refused to provide those proofs of debt.  The Claimant alleges that they did 
so in full knowledge that both claims are false.   

3.66 In March 2015 Mr Bloom of Middlesbrough FC accepted the basis of an Agreement in the resolution 
of the “impasse” created by Middlesbrough FC when they demanded that the Claimant “drop its argument 

on Force Majeure and pay £255,000”, when the Claimant offered to deposit the sum of £255,000 to Escrow, 
pending resolution of that impasse by an independent arbitrator in accord with the dispute resolution 
provisions of the Lease so that at least construction of the turbine could commence and would not continue 
to be delayed by the actions of the Landlord;  

3.67 In April 2015, Mr Bloom refused to complete the fundamental Connection Agreement when it was 
Condition Precedent of the Connection Offer for Middlesbrough FC to have taken ownership of those 
components specified so that the connection for the wind turbine could be established; 

3.68 In April 2015 and thereafter, Force Majeure applies in context with the operative provision of Force 
Majeure in the Lease (Schedule 5, paragraph 6) as to the refusal of the connection so that the wind turbine 
could connect to the Northern Powergrid local electricity network.  Clearly, without a connection the wind 
turbine cannot operate and that therefore in April 2015 and thereafter, Middlesbrough FC had no legal 
position to have forfeited the Lease in full knowledge that it was their sole refusal of the connection that 
prevented the wind turbine project from being competed, and;  

3.69 that in addition to the above, Middlesbrough FC, the Second Defendants, Messrs Womble Bond 
Dickinson and the Claimant were acutely aware, from March 2015 that any such sums were disputed on 
genuine and substantial grounds, therefore;  

3.70 The First Defendant, Mr Hannon had a legal obligation to have rejected, in January 2017, the first 
proof of debt in his role as Liquidator and in addition, Mr Hannon has a legal duty in his role as Liquidator, in 
accord with Rule 14.6, to have provided the Claimant, a creditor of the Company, with a copy of the first 
proof of debt when the Claimant first requested sight of it on 6th January 2017; 

3.71 The Defendant, Mr Hannon, later in September 2017, refused to provide the first and second proof 
of debt to the Claimant when required in law to have done so and therefore the Claimant alleges that Mr 
Hannon is guilty of the offence of Fraud by Failing to Disclose Information in relation to Section 3 of the 
Fraud Act 2006; 

3.72 In consideration of the above and the fact that the second proof of debt, submitted by 
Middlesbrough FC by mid-January 2017 in the sum of £541,308 is from the same originating source of debt 
as the first and;  

3.73 That just £74,300 was sought pursuant to the Lease and £467,008 pursuant to the Energy Supply 
Agreement, when same Agreement had not become effective, the second proof of debt is also clearly false. 

CASE FILE: Page 485 PDF Page: 322



11 

3.74 Mr Hannon, in accord with his own Insolvency Service Technical Manual, (Chapter 16, Part 5, 16.73 – 
Double Proofs) had an obligation to have “verified the creditor’s true position prior to admission of the 

proof for voting purposes”; 

3.75 yet Mr Hannon did not do so and on 2nd February 2017, admitted the third proof of debt from the 
same originating source debt and in doing so; 

3.76 the Claimant considers it to be clear to the Court that same was done with intent to frustrate the 
Company’s insolvency and therefore in this regard the Claimant considers that it can be reasonably proven 
that Mr Hannon is also guilty of the offence of Fraud by Abuse of Position when he abused his position to the 
detriment of the interests of the legitimate Company creditors. 

3.77 The Claimant alleges that Middlesbrough FC became aware that the Claimant was majority creditor 
in January 2017 and upon doing so, made the second proof of debt in the sum of £541,308 so as to 
circumvent the Claimant’s legitimate position in its claim for the money it invested in the wind turbine 
project until May 2015 by making this second proof of debt, that was also then accepted by Mr Hannon, 
acting as Liquidator, for voting purposes, even though, in law, both the first and the second claim in proof 
against the Company in Liquidation are false and on this basis the Liquidator had a duty to the legitimate 
creditors to have rejected those proofs, rather than admitting the proofs for voting purposes.   

3.78 Predominantly, it is the position above that gave cause for the Claimant making its Application under 
Rule 14.11 of the Insolvency Rules 2016. 

3.79 The Claimant refers to the comments made by Mr Registrar Jones on Page 11 of the 
Transcript; 

3.80 C. THE REGISTRAR: So, assuming the company has a claim as you say, the company will not 

be able to start that claim without being placed in funds. And the only way that therefore the claim 

can get off the ground is if you have, to start with, a proposal to the liquidator -- at this moment it's 

Mr Hannon who is the OR -- which is, "I will provide the funds to do X, Y and Z. Here is the money. 

Will you go ahead?" Obviously they may then be able to reply and say, "That's not good enough for 

this reason," or "That's not ..." But that's the starting point, is for you to put a package together. 

3.81  In the comments of the Registrar above, this is the first time Mr Registrar Jones makes reference to 
a “package”.  In this respect, the Claimant made its Application under Rule 14.11 for the Court to reject the 

proof of debt on the grounds that the proof is false and nowhere within the Application under Rule 14.11 is 
the Claimant required to submit any such “package”, although the Claimant had, by 16th November 2017 
provided adequate reason and evidence for the Court to have rejected the proof of debt and to have 
excluded Middlesbrough FC from making further claims on the same basis. 

3.82 The Claimant further asserts that had Mr Registrar Jones not deviated from the primary legislation in 
the first instance, the proof of debt would have been rejected and in this respect the Claimant could 
rightfully, in his position as majority creditor, appoint Mr Parkman, the Liquidator he would like to use; 

3.83 As per the Claimant’s numerous requests for a meeting of creditors to appoint a Liquidator, both 
Smith Brothers Contracting Ltd and GMR Consulting Ltd vote in favour of the Claimant and have also 
accepted the proposal made to them by the Claimant.  Both creditors also agree with the Claimant’s request 

to replace Mr Hannon with Mr Parkman as Liquidator and so as to allow the distribution of the dividend in 
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accordance with the Claimant’s proposal to each of those creditors in the sum of £50,000, to be paid from 
the proceeds of the Claimant’s damages against Middlesbrough FC, and;  
 

3.84  that upon payment of £150,000 by the Claimant to the Company, the Claimant shall thereafter 
withdraw its proof of debt so that the dividend is distributed accordingly, in full settlement of, the 
Company’s insolvency, with £50,000 paid each to HMRC, GMR Consulting Ltd and Smith Brothers 
Contracting Ltd and that thereafter the Company be dissolved.  
 

3.85 Page 14 B of the Transcript; The Claimant refers to the following comment;  
 

3.86 THE REGISTRAR: Can I just say for the record -- and I'm completely unaware that is the case -

- there may be an issue coming up as to who's entitled to see that advice so we'd better be careful 

about it at the moment. As far as I'm aware, so everybody's clear, I've no idea. I didn't even know it 

existed. Anyway, carry on. Your background is that, okay, you got Prospect Law advice for Mr 

Hannon to see. Right. 

 

3.87 Page 14 E of the Transcript:  
 

3.88 MR MILLINDER: Have you seen the letter dated 18 August, addressed to Mr Hannon from 

Prospect Law? 

 

3.89 THE REGISTRAR: I think I have, yes. I'm pretty sure I have. I've seen a letter from them setting 

out the details of your case. 

 

3.90 MR MILLINDER: What do you think of that? 

 

3.91 THE REGISTRAR: Well, I'm not going to comment on that. It's not for me to comment. But the 

point is that we haven't got to the stage of removing it. All right.  

 

We're just keeping him here at the moment. The point is, at the moment, that it's for him to decide 

whether or not to proceed but if he's going to proceed there's no doubt that he will have to have a 

very large sum of money offered to him. 

 
3.92 Mr Registrar Jones again makes an admission that he has not read the Advice relating to the proof of 

debt the Claimant submitted within its Application in November 2017 and in consideration of this fact, it 
would be fair of the Claimant to assert that the Registrar, aside from the facts presented in the N244 
Application Form itself, had not given due regard to the evidence or material before him.    
 

3.93 It also becomes clear after review of Mr Registrar Jones comments, that he had not read the 
Claimant’s confidential filings as to its Claim against Middlesbrough FC in the form of the written advice 
provided by Edmund Robb, Barrister and Director of Prospect Law.  This was made a confidential filing, 
because this is the Claimant’s property in its claim against Middlesbrough FC and is therefore confidential 
and is not to be made available to the Defendants.  
 

3.94 Irrespective of whether Mr Registrar Jones read the advice or not, the evidence presented before 
him in the case and the position made clear herein, are the primary reasons for failure of the project and 
resulting in Middlesbrough FC being sole cause of the insolvency and therefore, putting other matters to one 
side for the moment, the Claimant considers the fact that Middlesbrough FC has been allowed by; 
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3.95  Mr Hannon to frustrate the Company’s insolvency in this way after being sole cause of it and after 

causing very substantial losses to the Claimant, that the position presents a conflict of interest in common 
law; 

3.96 whereas Middlesbrough FC causes the loss and that loss greatly exceeds the proofs of debt that are 
false anyway, the Claimant is aware that the rule of set off would apply in any case and furthermore; 

3.97 On 18th August 2017, referring to the Prospect Law letter to Mr Hannon dated 18th August 2017, the 
Claimant provided notice of the Claimants request to terminate the Energy Supply Agreement; 

3.98 The Claimant did so because that Contract is an onerous contract of no material benefit to the 
Creditors of the Company and in a similar way, by electing to treat the Energy Supply Agreement as 
terminated, there is no downside to the Claimant or the other creditors.   At the date of making this 
Statement, the Claimant is aware that Mr Hannon has not performed on its request to have either 
disclaimed or terminated the Energy Supply Agreement and; 

3.99 On 18th August 2017, also referring to the same Prospect Law letter, the Claimant requested that Mr 
Hannon does the following; 

70. The Official Receiver is asked to exercise his powers to reject in whole MFC’s proof of debt form lodged
on 2 February 2017 in respect of a claim of £4,111,874.75 on the ground that the alleged debt is disputed,
that there is a substantive defence to the entirety of the claim and that the claim is in any case extinguished
by the set-off of EWMFC’s claim against MFC.

71. That, without prejudice to the foregoing and for the avoidance of any doubt, the Official Receiver
disclaims the ESA.

72. Agree in principle to an assignment of EWMFC’s claims to an entity under the control of our client, and
enter into discussions with our client concerning the terms of such an assignment.

73. As this matter has already been the subject of lengthy correspondence and the issues have been fully
ventilated by Mr Millinder, we do not think it unreasonable to seek a substantive response from the Official
Receiver to this letter with 14 days, i.e. by 4pm, Friday, 1 September 2017.

3.100 The office holder has refused to interfere in the matter and has failed to perform on either of the 
tasks as requested of him and here emerges a clear pattern in Mr Hannon firstly accepting proofs for voting 
purposes in December 2016 and January 2017 and doing so “covertly” and without the knowledge of the 

Claimant or his fellow creditors and yet, when Mr Hannon had a duty to have “verified the creditor’s true 

position prior to admission of the proof for voting purposes”, not to have done so, even though both proofs 

of debt, and the third made on 2nd February 2017 are all from the same originating source debt of which only 
£74,300 is sought pursuant to the Lease; 

3.101 It therefore becomes clear that, assuming that Force Majeure did not apply to the Lease, the only 
legitimate possible claim against the Company is that due under the Lease and this was the identical position 
when Middlesbrough FC submitted the first and the second proofs of debt.  

4. From Page 16 onwards in the Transcript the Claimant refers to the comments of the Claimant,
the Registrar or the Defendants as appropriate;
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4.1 MR MILLINDER: So, what I'm really concerned about, going back, without trying to deviate too 

much, what I'm concerned about is the fact that Mr Gill and Mr Hannon are having these covert 

conversations about these proofs of debt firstly in the sum of £255,000 then £541,301 then £4.1 

million, but me, I'm the creditor of the company. I'm the man that originated the company to build 

the wind turbine. It's sole trading interest was to operate that wind turbine. Why have I not seen the 

initial proof of debt when I – 

 
4.2  At this stage in the Claimant’s investigation it becomes clear that certain comments made by both the 

Registrar and the Claimant have been redacted or are, for other technical reasons, missing from the 
Transcript.  I have noted those redactions and will be taking those matters up with the Transcribers.  
 

4.3 In 4.1 above, the Claimant clearly refers to the first and second proof of debt made in December and January 
2017 by Middlesbrough FC.  The Application of the Claimant made under Rule 14.11 was to exclude those 
proofs, however, in 4.4 below, the Registrar appears to want to deviate away from the very function of the 
provisions of Rule 14.11 of the Insolvency Rules 2016 and also the reason the Claimant made the 
Application;  
 

4.4 THE REGISTRAR: Well, we're getting lost on the proof of debt. I think you've got to forget the proof 

of debt for all the reasons that we've given. That's nothing to do with it at the moment. Admittedly, 

that will form the nature of the defence if a claim is brought by the company because no doubt -- 

well, I say "no doubt"; I assume -- a defence would come back along the lines of, "We deny any 

breach whatsoever and actually we're owed 400," or whatever the figure is. I imagine it will be like 

that. But we haven't got there yet, and at the moment if this claim doesn't get off the ground we're 

in a situation where the proof of debt is completely academic and this company's going to be 

dissolved. We've gone through that and we've accepted that and we've got to this stage because 

we've recognised that, by looking at the proof of debt, we're going down the wrong path. 

 
4.5  It becomes clear from the comments of the Registrar in 4.4 above that his intention is to have the Company 

dissolved, yet completely disregarding the Claimant’s position as to the validity of the proofs of debt and at 

this stage, the Claimant considers it clear that the Registrar has favoured the position of the Defendants and 
without giving due regard to the Claimant’s case or the Application before him; 
 

4.6 and that therefore from this point on the Claimant has grounds to suggest that the hearing was conducted 
with bias and in detriment to the Claimant’s interests as a legitimate creditor of the Company and that, as 

previously asserted, the Claim against Middlesbrough FC is clearly an asset that should be realised to the 
advantage of those legitimate creditors in the circumstances where Middlesbrough FC were sole cause of 
the insolvency.  
 

4.7 Furthermore, the Registrar completely avoids the fact that the Claimant has been requesting the 
appointment of a Liquidator to replace Mr Hannon since March 2017 and that each and every request to 
convene a meeting of creditors to do so has been refused by Mr Hannon on the basis that the Claimant is 
not majority creditor; 
 

4.8 According to Mr Hannon, Middlesbrough FC has majority voting interest, by virtue of the £4.1m fraudulent 
misrepresentation that has been unlawfully accepted by Mr Hannon for voting purposes so as to, as the 
Claimant alleges, frustrate the Company’s insolvency to detriment of the legitimate Company creditors.   
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4.9 The Claimant refers to (Exhibit - Email Chain re requests for Meeting of Creditors 17.01.2017) and quotes 
from page 16 of that Exhibit where it was clear, in June 2017 that Mr Hannon, Middlesbrough FC and the 
Second Defendants were acutely aware of the Claimants primary arguments that are fundamental to this 
case, yet their only response to the Claimant’s detailed emails was; 

4.10 “Dear Mr Millinder, 

Your various e-mails addressed to Michael Brown, a partner in this firm, and Lucy Bremner, solicitor 
have been referred to me for attention in my capacity as Operational Risk Director.  

While noting the contents of your communications, on the substantive points, I am satisfied that the 
lawyers who have been involved in dealing with you have acted entirely properly in accordance with 
both the law and their professional obligations.  

Yours sincerely, 

Kevin Gray  

Operational Risk Director” 

4.11 And; 

4.12 Dear Mr Millinder, 

For the record, I would make it clear that I am not a solicitor. I am the Operational Risk Director and 

an member of the Risk and Best Practice Team at Bond Dickinson LLP. 

Yours sincerely, 

Kevin Gray  

Operational Risk Director” 

 Culpability of Mr Hannon in wilful failure to act in the interests of creditors; 

4.13 The Claimant would like to make it clear to the Court, in referring to page 13 – page 18 of Exhibit - 
Email Chain re requests for Meeting of Creditors 17.01.2017 that Mr Hannon was acutely aware, being 
copied into all of those correspondences between the Claimant and the Second Defendants that the Second 
Defendants were unable to provide any counter argument in defence of the Claimants legal position as to 
the validity of the proofs of debt.  At that time, the Claimant considers it would have ben obvious to all of 
the parties, including Middlesbrough FC that they had no legal position from which to have made claims 
against the Company after causing failure of the wind turbine project;  

4.14  However, even in light of these facts and the substantial lengths the Claimant went to so as to try 
and avoid Court action, Mr Hannon simply refused to acknowledge the correct factual position in law so as 
to favour the completely illogical position of Middlesbrough FC and the Second Defendants.   

4.15 The Claimant asserts that Mr Hannon did so in acting against the interests of the legitimate Company 
creditors and that this frustration constitutes financial abuse of the Claimant, resulting in significant 
frustrations of the Company’s insolvency when those frustrations are clearly only of benefit to 

Middlesbrough FC; 
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4.16 Mr Staunton and the Second Defendants and that therefore the actions of Mr Hannon are clearly 

against the interests of the creditors, as well as those actions being against the Insolvency Rules 2016 and 
indeed against the public interest.  
 

4.17 Mr Hannon did not act to remove the proof of debt in light of the comprehensive evidence to prove 
categorically that any such claim is false. The same applies when Mr Hannon was made acutely aware by the 
Claimant in emails copied to him to the Court and Police, by 20th March 2017 that Middlesbrough FC, Mr 
Staunton and the Second Defendants withheld 172 pages of witness exhibit from that ex-parte hearing and 
the Claimant reiterates that Mr Hannon, acting as Liquidator and in his role as Official Receiver had duties to 
the Court and to preserve the public interests and interests of creditors from becoming victims of fraud 
against the Company in liquidation.  
 

4.18 The Claimant further adds, that withholding information both at Court and in litigation would appear 
to be common practice both with Mr Hannon, Middlesbrough FC and the Second Defendants as to; 
 

4.19 refusing to provide copies of the first and second proof of debt in January 2017 when the Claimant, 
as Litigant and Creditor of the Company in Liquidation requested to inspect those proofs and on 9th January 
2017 when Middlesbrough FC, the Second Defendants and Mr Staunton attended the ex-parte hearing so as 
to mislead the Judge by withholding information.  
 

4.20 Mr Hannon failed to act on the substantive and comprehensive information made available to him 
that proves that the Middlesbrough FC proofs of debt are false and most critically, failed to act in the 
creditor’s best interests in removing those false proofs of debt; 
 

4.21 Instead, Mr Hannon accepted them for voting purposes so as to allow Middlesbrough FC to carry 
majority voting rights so as to prevent the Claimant from either appointing a Liquidator to replace Mr 
Hannon or by convening a meeting of creditors so as to convene the usual processes as required under same 
Insolvency Rules 2016 as to that false proof of debt, which would indeed in any case include an Application 
by the Claimant under Rule 14.11.  
 

4.22 THE REGISTRAR: Well, we're getting lost on the proof of debt. I think you've got to forget the 

proof of debt for all the reasons that we've given. That's nothing to do with it at the moment. 

Admittedly, that will form the nature of the defence if a claim is brought by the company because no 

doubt -- well, I say "no doubt"; I assume -- a defence would come back along the lines of, "We deny 

any breach whatsoever and actually we're owed 400," or whatever the figure is. I imagine it will be 

like that. But we haven't got there yet, and at the moment if this claim doesn't get off the ground 

we're in a situation where the proof of debt is completely academic and this company's going to be 

dissolved. We've gone through that and we've accepted that and we've got to this stage because 

we've recognised that, by looking at the proof of debt, we're going down the wrong path.   
 

4.23 The path you want to go down -- and whether or not you're entitled to is another matter -- 

is, "Let's see what the company's claim is because unless the company has a claim it has no money." 

And it's only if it's got money that there's any point in doing anything.   
 

4.24 And so the question you're raising is, should Mr Hannon decide to accept the package in his 

capacity as liquidator, and the problem at the moment on that is there is no package. You then turn 

round and say, "Ah, but that's because I don't want Mr Hannon to be appointed because, for a 

number of reasons, I don't trust him." That, however, still is a slight ... I mean, I can see that.   

CASE FILE: Page 491 PDF Page: 328



17 

4.25 Sorry. Forgive me, Mr Hannon, I'm not saying I can see that you shouldn't be trusted. I can 

see why you're putting it on that basis but I'm wondering if that, even in itself, is hitting the right 

spot. In one sense it will be good for you because if, after ages -- because that's how long it will take 

the court to decide this -- the court decides that Mr Hannon should be replaced for all the reasons of 

conduct you want to go into -- but it will take ages -- then you'll have another liquidator appointed, 

but isn't what you actually ought to be doing saying to the court, I'm going to say at the moment, 

"The reason why Mr Hannon ought to be replaced is not simply because I don't trust him.  
Take that as read; don't decide it. But it's because I have this package which, unless Mr Parkman is 

appointed, will just be ignored, and if it's ignored --" 

4.26 The last comments of the Registrar imply that he is denying the Claimant the right, as a creditor of 
the Company, to appoint a liquidator to replace the duties of Mr Hannon after the conduct witnessed by the 
Claimant and that further comments of the Registrar at the end of his statement have been redacted from 
the Transcript;  

4.27 THE REGISTRAR: I mean, I agree. That's where I think you've got to. "Unless this package is 

accepted," is your point, "nothing will happen, and I want this package accepted." But what we 

need to do is identify the package because until then the court's going to say this is all academic 

because I don't know that you're going to, for example -- and I make this up; I don't require this – 

4.28 MR MILLINDER: I have a problem 

4.29 The Claimant requests that the Court gives due consideration to the comments made from Page 18 F 
of the Transcript and as listed below in particular; 

4.30 MR MILLINDER: What I'm looking at, Mr Registrar, in addition to that -- and clearly my 

fundamental issue – 

4.31 THE REGISTRAR: Can we just pause a moment and can we just deal – 

4.32 In relation to Mr Registrar Jones comments, the Claimant draws attention to the fact that both Mr 
Registrar Jones and later Mr Hannon,  refers to this “deal” and the Claimant asserts that the “deal” referred 

to is indeed the “package” “so that I can reject it” and that same may, if held by the Court, amount to 
collusion between the Insolvency Registrar and the Official Receiver and same is clearly against the interests 
of our justice system and the level of impartiality that should be afforded to the Claimant as a matter of 
course, rather than solely as a necessity in this case due to those conflicting interests.   

4.33 THE REGISTRAR: Rather than "in addition" to that. I'm not saying we won't look at that but 

can we just pause that. Now, you will agree that that is not yet on the table for the court to look at 

because that package has not been put forward to be rejected. 

4.34 The Registrar has now made clear to the Claimant his intentions and that same was noted in the 
Claimant’s complaint to RCJ Companies Orders prior to receipt of the Transcript; 
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4.35 The Claimant asserts that the strategy of the Registrar, which that Claimant believes could amount 
to collusion and certainly is not in accord with Rule 14.11 and as to those proofs of debt, is to make a “deal” 

in asking the Claimant to submit a “package” quoting comments from above “because that package has not 

been put forward to be rejected”.   

4.36 The Claimant considers that Mr Registrar Jones conduct during the hearing was evasive towards the 
Claimant and that Mr Registrar Jones clearly had his own agenda as to the conduct of the case and same 
agenda is not in accord with rejecting and excluding a proof of debt from voting in the Company’s insolvency 
as requested by the Claimant in its Application.    

4.37 THE REGISTRAR: All right. So, at the moment, subject to the additional points you want to 

raise, nothing is going to be achieved by these proceedings. What you want to do is put together 

your package and see what the response is. 

4.38 MR MILLINDER: I do have a major contention with this hearing, unfortunately. My main 

contention is the fact that the Official Receiver in his role has an obligation to have carried out due 

diligence, acted on the information in his possession that proves quite categorically that any claim 

from Middlesbrough Football Club is false. Now, the way I'm going to handle this with Mr Hannon is 

probably down the criminal misconduct route. 

4.39 THE REGISTRAR: Well, let's just pause on that. Let's just pause on that. Let's assume for the 

moment that you do that. Right. What good does that achieve? 

4.40 MR MILLINDER: It removes Mr Hannon from the equation – 

4.41 THE REGISTRAR: No, it doesn't. 

4.42 MR MILLINDER: -- so I can put in place a different liquidator. 

4.43 THE REGISTRAR: No, it doesn't. See, that's the problem. It doesn't. It leads to a criminal 

proceedings that will not come into play -- and I guess this -- probably until 2020, I should think, so it 

doesn't achieve anything other than perhaps you want personal revenge. And I'm sure – 

4.44 In 5.30 above, the Registrar clearly acknowledges that the actions of Mr Hannon could amount to 
criminal proceedings “that will not come into play”.  

4.45 The Claimant asserts that the Registrar made these comments with the belief that his strategy, 
described by the Claimant in 3.16 above, would come into play, resulting in the Registrar “rejecting the 

package” and refusing the proof of debt position that was the entire purpose of the Claimant making the 
Application under Rule 14.11 and so as to prevent Mr Hannon from prosecution for serious misconduct;  

4.46 The Claimant alleges therefore that the actions of the Registrar in his position of trust, has, it would 
appear, abused this position to the detriment of the interests of the Court and against the interests of justice 
and those the legitimate company creditors 

4.47   On this basis, it becomes clear that the Registrar has in fact set his own agenda for determining the 
case and same, Claimant considers to have been construed with bias and without due regard as to the 
evidence or as to the Claimant’s case presented when it is clearly in the interests of justice and in the public 

interest to prosecute where an Insolvency Practitioner, Official Receiver as Liquidator is acting in detriment 
to interests of those legitimate creditors.  
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4.48 The Claimant refers to the comments within Page 23 of the Transcript:  
 

4.49 THE REGISTRAR: So, Mr Justice Arnold's decision or whatever happened there is above me 

and therefore beyond me. All right? 

 

4.50 MR MILLINDER: But it's very much related to all of this. 

 

4.51 THE REGISTRAR: Well, it may be but I can't do anything about it. And you would have had to 

go back to Arnold J. But, even assuming that there is a problem with that hearing, what I can still do 

is look at a decision to reject a package which is a reasonable and proper package to present 

whereby this company will start its proceedings with another person leading the way as in a new 

liquidator leading the way to bring the claim against the company. 

 

4.52 MR MILLINDER: Why could you just not assign the right of action to parent company? 

 

4.53 THE REGISTRAR: Well, hold on. That's the application I would need to have, not the one 

that's in front of me. With regard to why I shouldn't assign it, that again comes down to, is there a 

package presented for the purposes of the litigation being pursued by the parent which the 

liquidator has been able to look at and has decided to reject. It's exactly the same thing. 

 

4.54 THE REGISTRAR: As soon as that package is rejected then I can look at it on appeal from that 

decision and I can say yea or nay as to whether or not that was right and it should be rejected or 

actually it should go ahead. 

 
4.55 Again, in 3.32 above, the Registrar makes his intentions clear, that he has made the statement that 

clearly implies that he wants the Claimant to submit a “package” then to “reject that package”.  Hence, at 

this point the Claimant considers that the intentions of the Registrar entirely favour the Defendant without 
due regard to the Claimant’s position in law and;  

 
4.56 That even though the Claim relates to criminal misconduct of the Defendant and in full knowledge 

that the claim is related to ex-parte proceedings heard by Mr Justice Arnold where Middlesbrough FC and 
their legal representatives deliberately withheld information, it appears to be clear from the Registrar’s 

comments that he just intends to “reject the package”, to disregard the Claimants comments and to 

disregard any allegation of misconduct without even reading the evidence before him.   
 

4.57 The Claimant asserts therefore that these actions may be construed by the Court as not only acting 
against the interests of justice, but is also undermining of the Judiciary and that indeed given that the 
Registrar also seeks to further frustrate and delay proceedings after first not having taken into consideration 
the information and evidence before him would lead the Claimant to question indeed whether these actions 
constitute the actions of a responsible Judge who is at all times supposed to act impartially in hearing and 
determining cases and; 
 

4.58  whether, in view of Mr Registrar Jones knowledge of the allegations by the Claimant that the 
Second Defendants had committed blackmail on 21/12/2017, the Claimant alleges that Mr Registrar Jones 
may be acting to frustrate the course of justice in the way clearly defined in this Statement and by 
preventing the Court from prosecuting Mr Hannon for serious misconduct.   
 

4.59 MR MILLINDER: Let's look at the logic. 
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4.60 THE REGISTRAR: But it's still the package. It doesn't matter who presents the package -- it 

can be a package by way of assignment or otherwise -- it's still a package which says the company 

will be in funds with these lawyers, who will act accordingly, to pursue this claim.  Now, until that's 

reached I can't do anything. When that's reached there may well be issues as to whether or not this 

is a proper and right claim on the merits to bring, whether it's appropriate.  

 

Those are all to be dealt with in the future, which only get off the ground when the package is 

presented, because at the moment my answer to everything that's being said is, this court will not 

give you any order for the company to proceed with the litigation in the absence of it being in funds. 

 

4.61 MR MILLINDER: I am going to appeal this. I'm going to appeal this hearing today because, 

firstly, you haven't read the information. 

 

4.62 THE REGISTRAR: No, no. 

4.63 MR MILLINDER: You've made the admission that -- 

4.64 THE REGISTRAR: I haven't reached a decision yet. You haven't asked -- 

4.65 MR MILLINDER: No, no. I understand that. I understand that. However -- 

4.66 THE REGISTRAR: You can't appeal -- 

4.67 MR MILLINDER: Until you've reached a decision. 

4.68 THE REGISTRAR: -- until I've reached the decision. Okay? 

4.69 MR MILLINDER: No, no. I accept, I accept that. 

4.70 THE REGISTRAR: Well, you accept that, you say, but you've already said you're going to 

appeal so it becomes a bit fruitless. 

4.71 MR MILLINDER: I am, because – 

 
4.72 The Claimant’s and the Registrar’s further comments made above have again been redacted from 

the Transcript;  
 

4.73 THE REGISTRAR: We're now at 1.20 pm. All right. Can I assume from what you've been telling 

us that you have funds to be able to afford ... I mean, you've got quite a lot of funds, from what I 

hear. 

 

4.74 MR MILLINDER: I have. 

 

4.75 THE REGISTRAR: Okay. We're passed the time that I have to hear this so I'm simply going to 

adjourn the hearing. 

 
4.76 In 5.60 above Mr Registrar Jones asks about Paul Millinder’s personal finances. The Claimant asserts 

that he did so with the intention of making Paul Millinder personally liable for costs when he “rejects the 

package” and, the Claimant quotes his comment in 5.60 “I mean, you've got quite a lot of funds, from what I 
hear”.   The statement could also imply that Mr Registrar Jones may have been speaking with Mr Hannon, 
Mr Staunton or the Second Defendants prior to the hearing.   
 

4.77 THE REGISTRAR: All right. At the moment, because I haven't heard from what you've said, the 

decision I'm going to make is clear because of all the logic that we've gone through and everything we've said 

so far, but I'm not going to reach it because you might want to say something and you might change my 

mind. But that's for the purpose of the other side so they know where I'm coming from. It's quite clear what 

decision I'm going to make in the light of everything that we've gone through. 
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 At the end of the day, subject to what I'm going to hear from you in due course, we have, indeed almost by 

agreement, reached the conclusion that the only way this can proceed is if there is a package put together to 

enable this litigation to get off the ground, and once that package is there we can then start looking about 

whether or not the litigation should be allowed to get off the ground, but we need the package. I'll let you 

look at that on the transcript.  

 

I'll let you think about that and come back to me with any arguments that you want, having had the 

opportunity ... because I'm bearing in mind you're a litigant in person. I don't mean that rudely because 

you're clearly very intelligent, but you're not the lawyer. 

 

4.78 It is clear from the comments above that Mr Registrar Jones in making the statements he has done, 
clearly favours the position of the Defendants and has made his decision to ask the Claimant to submit a 
package, so that he can reject it, causing further loss and frustration to the Claimant so as to prevent Mr 
Hannon and the Defendants from prosecution and that; 
 

4.79 In referring to the Claimants Statement of Case against the Inspector General of the Insolvency 
Service, (Exhibit 9 - Statement of Case EEI v Insolvency Service 03.10.17), the Claimant has experienced 
similar avoidance tactics and evasive, lack of investigation or diligence throughout its dealings with various 
members of the Insolvency Service that have all shown, in the Claimants opinion, a willingness to deceive or 
to wilfully avoid facts or to act on evidence or allegations of crime when their roles require them to have 
done so.   The Claimant, in witness to these incidents further asserts that the actions of both Mr Hannon and 
Mrs Albon in this case are both against the interests of justice and against the interests of those legitimate 
creditors of the Company and those incidents, over the prolonged period of time, constitutes financial abuse 
of the Claimant originating from dishonesty and a wilful failure to act when required to have done so in 
those various roles in public office.  
 

5. Claimants Conclusions: 
 

5.1 In consideration of the facts it becomes clear to the Claimant that there may be a serious issue of collusion 
between the Insolvency Registrars and the Official Receiver and it may be for this reason that the Official 
Receiver has been allowed to abuse the public’s trust to detriment of creditors and it would well be the 
unrelated Complaint brought to the attention of the Court by the Claimant at the bottom of page 3 of 
Exhibit - Email Chain with RCJ Companies Orders 17.01.2018PM1  
 

5.2 In referring to the numerous correspondences since with the Court in relation to the conduct of the last 
hearing, it becomes clear that Mr Registrar Jones has sought to keep the case under his control, firstly by 
crossing out the Claimant’s request on the N244 Application that the case is to be heard by a High Court 

Judge, then by later refusing to recuse himself and by Insolvency List staff refusing to pass the Claimant’s 

comments to the Registrar in a further attempt to frustrate process.   
 

5.3 The Claimant asserts that the motive in doing so is so that the case can be determined by the means 
intended by Mr Registrar Jones; “submit a package” “so I can reject it” and in doing so same is both against 

the interests of justice and against the interests of legitimate creditors, the very function of the Insolvency 
Service and the Insolvency Rules 2016.  
 

5.4 In referring to the Claimant’s N244 Application made on 16th November 2017, Page 2:  
 

5.5 The Claimant clearly sets out the valid and factually accurate legal position so as to prove in concise legal 
terms why the proof of debt submitted by Middlesbrough FC is false.   
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5.6 Rule 14.11 of the Insolvency Rules 2016 provides the following provisions;  
 

The court may exclude a proof or reduce the amount claimed; 

 

(a) on the office-holder’s application, where the office-holder thinks that the proof has been improperly 

admitted, or ought to be reduced; or 

(b) on the application of a creditor, a member, a contributory or a bankrupt, if the office-holder declines to 

interfere in the matter. 

(c) Where application is made under paragraph (1), the court must fix a venue for the application to be 

heard.  

 

5.7  The Claimant contends that any Judge, acting reasonably, after having read the Claimant’s Application, 

Witness Statements and Evidence, would have rejected the proof of debt made by Julian Gill of Womble 
Bond Dickinson on 2nd February 2017 because that proof of debt is a fraudulent misrepresentation and same 
is clearly evidenced within the Claimant’s case.    

 

5.8 The proof of debt is false, the Court had an obligation to have intervened, where the office holder has 
declined to interfere, yet Mr Registrar Jones did not even consider that position when same was the very 
purpose of the Claimant’s Application as to Rule 14.11 and that Rule 14.11 provides for the Court to deal 

with a proof that has been improperly admitted for voting purposes;  
 

5.9 In full knowledge of the Claimant’s intention to recuse Mr Registrar Jones and after writing to the Registrar 
to request that he recuse himself on 10th January 2018 (Letter to Mr Registrar Jones 10.01.2018) further 
attempts to delay proceedings in making the recusal were made. The Claimant quotes Mr Registrar Jones 
comments below;  
 

5.10 “On 16/01/2018 09:42, RCJCompaniesOrders wrote: 

Mr Millinder - your emails will not be referred to Registrar Jones - the position is as Registrar Jones' 
comments of 11/1; 

The application is part heard. Any request for recusal will require an application to be issued, If so, it 
should be listed for the adjourned hearing unless the parties agree it should be heard earlier and the court 
can provide an earlier date. 

Regards 

Mr S Shearsby 

Delivery Manager 

Business & Property Courts of England &  Wales 

Rolls Building” 

5.11 Subject: RE: REQUEST - Fwd: Judicial Complaint and Request for Senior Judiciary --- Re: Fwd: Legally 

Privileged -- Re: For Mr Registrar Jones - CR-02017-008690 & CR-2017-000140 of 9th January 2017 by Mr 

Justice Arnold 

Date:  Fri, 19 Jan 2018 11:01:16 +0000 

From:  RCJCompaniesOrders <rcjcompanies.orders@hmcts.gsi.gov.uk> 

To:  'Paul Millinder' <paul@empoweringwind.co.uk> 
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Mr Millinder - 

Mr Registrar Jones has been shown your e-mail of 16 January and has been informed that you have 

emailed the Court approximately 30 times during January 2018. 

He has asked me to inform you and to copy in the other side as follows: 

    Your email sent 16 January 2018 is noted. However, the part heard hearing continues to be 

effective. It will be heard on 26 March 2018 at 2pm as already listed subject to any relevant Order 

made by a High Court Judge.  

    The court is extremely busy and cannot concentrate its time upon one litigant contrary to the 

overriding objective. That is why the Court does not “deal with litigation by correspondence”. If 

matters need to be raised with a Registrar or a High Court Judge, an application will have to be 

issued.  

Regards 

Mr S Shearsby 

Insolvency & Companies Delivery Manager 

5.12 The wind turbine was the sole trading interest of the Claimant’s subsidiary that was established 

expressly for the sole purpose of building and operating the wind turbine and when Middlesbrough FC 
refused the connection and terminated the Lease, it was these direct actions that caused loss to the 
Claimant of over £700,000, the loss in revenue from the turbine and to date five years’ work lost due to what 
the Claimant considers to be clear acts of deceit, misconduct and dishonesty on varying levels; 

5.13 Therefore, in consideration of the comprehensive evidence, the Claimant considers it clear that 
Middlesbrough FC had no legal position from which to have made representations as a creditor of 
Empowering Wind MFC Ltd at and prior to the hearing of 19th September 2016 and neither did they have any 
right to make claims against Empowering Wind MFC Ltd in Liquidation, same applies to the first proof of 
debt in the sum of circa £255,000, the second proof of debt in the sum of £541,308 and the third proof of 
debt in the sum of circa £4.1 million;  

5.14 The Claimant asserts therefore, that it clearly becomes apparent that the proofs of debt submitted 
by and on behalf of MFC are not only false, but the Defendants were acutely aware that the proofs were 
false.  Those incidents demonstrate a wilful intent with conscious efforts to submit those proofs to the 
Official Receiver, acting as Liquidator made by solicitors, who owe a duty of care to the Court to mainatain 
honest conduct and indeed same applies as to the Insolvency Rules 2016 and Officers of the Court; 

5.15 and therefore, as the Claimant alleges, the intention of Middlesbrough FC in submitting those proofs 
of debt claims against the Company in Liquidation was so as to frustrate the Company’s insolvency and same 

conduct is clearly evident, resulting in over 12 months of frustration where Middlesbrough FC not only 
caused the failure, but then made conscious efforts to support the Winding Up of the Company by making 
false misrepresentations prior to and at the hearing of the HMRC Winding Up Petition on 19th September 
2016 so as, it is alleged, to prevent the Claimant from issuing a damages claim against Middlesbrough FC 
when those parties were all acutely aware of the substantial sums being claimed;  
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5.16 On the balance of probabilities, the Claimant considers, had Middlesbrough FC and Mr Staunton not 
made the representations they did on and prior to 19th September 2016, the Company would not have been 
wound up and; 

5.17 that the Claimant asserts that the Claim against Middlesbrough FC became an asset when 
Middlesbrough Football Club refused the connection and terminated the Lease in 2015, causing substantial 
losses to the Claimant through the funds invested in the project since October 2012 and loss of revenue that 
would have otherwise been generated through the stable, predictable Retail Price Index linked, OFGEM Feed 
in Tariff Scheme for a 1.5MW wind turbine commissioned by 15th December 2015, at circa £600,000 per 
annum gross revenue and circa £450,000 net, after taxes and operating costs.  

5.18 The Claimant adds and furthermore, alleges that the first proof of debt made in December 2016 in 
the sum of £255,000 was made so as to frustrate the Company’s insolvency and that the second and third 

proof were further attempts but of the same intent, to circumvent the voting process so that the Claimant’s 

position as majority creditor is outvoted, because Mr Hannon, the Liquidator had accepted these proofs for 
voting purposes, without first having verified the Creditors true position; 

5.19 The Claimant asserts furthermore that any professional, acting with a reasonable level of diligence, 
could easily have determined the position exerted on a multitude of occasions by the Claimant both to Mr 
Hannon and to the Second Defendants and given that those Defendants are solicitors and that Mr Hannon is 
the Official Receiver, it should be expected of them in their roles that each and all of them could determine 
the straight forward primary arguments as to Force Majeure, the Lease and the Energy Supply Agreement to 
which both the proofs and the Claimant’s case against Middlesbrough FC.  

5.20 In referring to (Exhibit - Email Chain re requests for Meeting of Creditors 17.01.2017), the Claimant 
considers it to be very clear from that Exhibit that the Defendant, Mr Hannon was acutely aware of the 
Creditor’s numerous requests to hold a meeting to appoint a Liquidator and at that time, on the balance of 
probabilities, Mr Hannon, having been in possession of the Claimant’s comprehensive and elaborate emails 

and reports, including the Statement of Case in the Lupton Fawcett Solicitors bundle delivered and received 
by the Official Receiver’s Office in September 2016, Mr Hannon, in February 2017 knew that the 

Middlesbrough FC proof was likely to be false, yet same was accepted for voting purposes so as to prejudice 
the rights of the Claimant as majority creditor and in doing so, preventing the Claimant from his right to 
appoint a Liquidator, Mr Parkman to replace the Defendant given the conduct experienced;  

6. Page 7 of the Transcript ( C ):

6.1  I quote “MR MILLINDER: However, my opinion is –”   My statements are missing / redacted from the 
Transcript and same is noted additional further into the Transcript; 

6.2 Page 8, (G) through to Page 11 (B);  

6.3 The Claimant responds to the Registrar’s comments in the abovementioned section as follows; 

6.4 From page 8 (A) through to page 11 (C) Mr Registrar Jones focuses on the requisition of meetings of 
Creditors.  The Claimant asserts that it has been requesting a meeting of creditors on numerous occasions in 
writing by email involving the other creditors.   The purpose of the meeting proposed by the claimant was to 
serve two purposes;  

6.5  To adjudicate on the MFC proof of debt and cast votes accordingly and to appoint Mr Chris Parkman, a 
Licensed Insolvency Practitioner to replace Mr Hannon as Liquidator; 
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6.6 The reason Mr Hannon gave for failing to arrange the meetings as requested by the Claimant is because each 
time, Mr Hannon asserts that Middlesbrough FC has majority voting interest, due to the £4.1m proof of debt 
and therefore the Claimant has insufficient voting interest to requisition a meeting; 

6.7 As described above and consideration of the proposal made by the Claimant, which has been accepted by 
two of the three creditors and in accord with the proposal contained within my Witness Statement dated 
14th January 2018, there are assets to distribute, being the £150,000 the Claimant has undertaken to pay 
Empowering Wind MFC Ltd and in accord with that proposal and with the written confirmation of 
acceptance from those creditors and;  

6.8 That the Claimant’s request to requisition this meeting of creditors is still outstanding and whilst the 

Claimant’s Application under Rule 14.11 of the Insolvency Rules 2016 will undoubtedly result in the proof of 

debt from Middlesbrough FC being excluded, it is still the intention to appoint Mr Parkman as Liquidator so 
as to replace Mr Hannon and so as to distribute the pre-agreed dividend to those three legitimate creditors 
upon settlement of the Claim against Middlesbrough FC.  

6.9  That the Claim against Middlesborough FC became an asset of the Claimant in November 2015 when 
Middlesbrough FC terminated the Lease without grounds to have done so after having rendered the project 
unfit for purpose by refusing that fundamental connection into Customer Owned substation assets and;  

6.10 In relation to the clear and obvious breach of both the Lease and Energy Supply Agreement after 
refusing the connection for the wind turbine.    The Claimant asserts therefore, that indeed the Company has 
an asset to realise and furthermore, the method in doing so proposed by the Claimant poses no financial risk 
to the Liquidator and offers HMRC, Smith Brothers Contracting Ltd and GMR Consulting Ltd a fair and 
reasonable consideration that provides a substantial return for those creditors in lieu of the fact that 
Middlesbrough FC caused the insolvency; 

6.11 Of less than £40,000 owed cumulatively to the Creditors, the Claimant offers to fund the Claim at its 
own expense during these proceedings and upon conclusion in favour of the Claimant, has undertaken to 
pay Empowering Wind MFC Ltd the sum of £150,000 to be distributed as a dividend to those three creditors; 

6.12 DECLARATION OF TRUTH: 

I declare that the statements made by me have been made with my own knowledge of the case and in 
witness to those incidents.    I declare that the facts and statements contained within this Statement are true 
and accurate to the best of my knowledge and belief;  

Signed:      Paul Millinder 

Date:   21st January 2018 
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE 

 Claim No: CR-2017-000140   CHANCERY DIVISION 

B E T W E E N 

EARTH ENERGY INVESTMENTS LLP  

(“Claimant”)  

and 

MIDDLESBROUGH FOOTBALL & ATHLETIC COMPANY (1986) LTD 

(“Defendant”) 

_______________________________________________________________ 

WITNESS STATEMENT  

PAUL MILLINDER OF CLAIMANT 

_____________________________________________________ 

Part 1 - Sequence of events:  Dated: 30/01/2018 

1.1. I have made this Statement based on my own knowledge of the case and as witness to 
material non-disclosure at the ex-parte Application heard by The Honourable Mr Justice Arnold at 
10.30AM on 9th January 2017, relating to the Statutory Demand served on the Defendant by 
Claimant on 6th January 2017.   

1.2. On 9th January 2017 at 4.30PM the Claimant became aware that the Defendant, 
Middlesbrough Football & Athletic Company (1986) Ltd had withheld a substantial proportion of 
the witness exhibits served at the Defendant’s registered office on 6th January 2017.    

1.3. On 21st November 2017 at 10.20AM, the Claimant received an unexpected visitation by a 
High Court Enforcement Agent seeking to take control of the Claimant’s goods to a value of circa 

£619,000 and the Claimant later found that this unwarranted demand with menaces originates 
from the Order, CR-2017-000140, the same Application made ex-parte on 9th January 2017. 

1.4. The Claimant is aware that no such Order of the Court exists and later became aware that 
the Defendants sought to obtain a High Court Writ from Bristol County Court District Registry and 
were at that time, acutely aware of the Claimant’s intentions to issue proceedings in relation to 

fraudulent non-disclosure.   

1.5. The Claimant asserts that the Defendants used Bristol County Court as a means of “going 

around the back door” so as to avoid the High Court in full knowledge of the Claimant’s complaint 

of material non-disclosure.   The Claimant believes this act was carried out so as to apply unlawful 
pressure on the Claimant into paying substantial sums of money under false pretence and the 
Claimant considers, when taken in context with the deliberate non-disclosure and fraudulent 
misrepresentations in the form of three random claims in proofs of debt lodged against the 
Claimant’s subsidiary (in Liquidation), we have a serious matter with aggravating factors for the 

Judge.  

30 Jan 2018

CR-2017-000140
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1.6. The documents withheld by the Defendant at the ex-parte hearing exceed 172 pages of 
witness exhibit served at the Defendant’s registered office with the Statutory Demand and those 

documents include, but are not limited to; 

1.7. The Connection Offer; (Exhibit 6 - NPG Offer Letter) 

1.8. The Connection Deed; (Exhibit - Connection Agreement Deed 7 Nov 2013 MFC) 

1.9. The Northern Powergrid Asset Sale Agreement; (EX 8b - NPG Asset Sale MBC 200115 Cl) 

1.10. The list of further exhibits the Defendant withheld are contained in a Letter to the 
Defendant’s solicitor, Womble Bond Dickinson from the Claimant’s solicitor, Penningtons Manches, 

dated 11th January 2017 (Exhibit - Penningtons complaint of non-disclosure 11.01.2017). 

1.11. The Connection Offer was material because it showed that it was Condition Precedent that 
Customer (Defendant) takes ownership of those components specified in that Connection Offer so 
that the connection for the wind turbine could be established; 

1.12. The Connection Deed was material because it showed that the Defendant had completed 
this Deed with the Claimant in accord with the same and only Connection Offer for the wind turbine 
and at that time both parties did so on the understanding that Customer (Defendant) had, by the 
Commissioning Date, done what was required of it so that the Condition Precedent of the Offer was 
fulfilled by completing the Asset Sale Agreement with Northern Powergrid dated February 2015;  

1.13. The Asset Sale Agreement was material because this required completing between the 
Distribution Network Operator and Customer so that the connection for the wind turbine could be 
established pursuant to the same Connection Offer for the wind turbine.    The Connection Offer 
was material because it demonstrated to the Court that it was Condition Precedent of the 
Distribution Network Operator’s Connection Offer that Customer (Defendant) was to take 

ownership of those components so that the connection could be established.    

1.14. The Claimant contends that had those documents been disclosed to the Court, along with 
the Planning Decision Notice, the Accompanying Statement, the MBC Complaint Assessment 
Response and other documents in relation to that delay, from September 2013 until 23td 
December 2014, it would have been clear to the Judiciary that the delay was beyond reasonable 
control of Tenant in accord with the operative provision of Force Majeure and its Definition within 
the Lease.   

1.15. Furthermore, had those three contracts relating to the wind turbine’s connection been 

disclosed, it would have become clear to the Court that the Defendant’s failure to complete the 

Northern Powergrid Asset Sale Agreement when the Distribution Network Operator required it to 
do so, was the sole reason that the wind turbine could not be constructed, cumulating in the 
Company’s insolvency, because the wind turbine was its sole trading interest.    
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1.16. Had it not been for the significant material non-disclosure, on the balance of probabilities 
the Claimant’s Statutory Demand would have been proven to the Court, owing primarily to the fact 
that the Defendant forfeited the Lease after refusing the Claimant the right to connect the wind 
turbine to the local infrastructure.   

1.17. Clearly without a connection, the turbine cannot commercially operate and it was the spirt 
of and intention of those contracts, including the Lease and the Energy Supply Agreement, that the 
wind turbine could generate power and perform on the function intended of it prior to payments 
for either Rent or Energy Supply becoming due.  This is reflected in the 12 month period free of rent 
within the Lease and the conditional nature of the Energy Supply Agreement, where any agreement 
by the Generator to supply energy is subject to, full satisfaction of, the conditions precedent set out 
in Clause 2 of that Agreement; 

1.18. The Claimant contends that the Generator, in context with the Energy Supply Agreement, 
could not get, full satisfaction of, the Connection Agreement because that Agreement comprised of 
the requirement of Customer (the Defendant) taking ownership of components within its 
substation so that the connection for the wind turbine could be established.   The Defendant 
refused to do so and refused to complete the Asset Sale Agreement so that the connection could be 
made by the Distribution Network Operator.  

1.19. On 9th January 2017 the Claimant reported its allegation of fraudulent non-disclosure to 
Cleveland Police, as the Defendant had, by that time, in addition, made two false 
misrepresentations in the form of proof of debt claims against Empowering Wind MFC Ltd 
(“Company”) after first making a false statement to the Court claiming to be a creditor of the 
Company.     

1.20. The Claimant refers to its detailed 25 page Witness Statement dated 21st January 2018 (1. 
Statement of Case - Witness Statement of Claimant dated_21.01.2018_PM) where the Claimant 
sets out its position that the Defendants were also sole cause of the Insolvency, by making false 
representations prior to 19th September 2016 and by appearing at Court as a supporting creditor in 
the sum of circa £255,000.  

1.21. The first proof of debt was made by the Defendant against the Company in December 2016, 
being the sum of circa £255,000.  The second proof of debt was made in January 2017 in the sum of 
£541,308 and a further, third proof of debt was made on 2nd February 2017 in the sum of over £4.1 
million.     

1.22. The Claimant is acutely aware that the Defendant cannot possibly be a creditor of the 
Company, however the Official Receiver, as Liquidator of the Company accepted the proof of debt 
for voting purposes and has refused to interfere in the matter.  The Claimant alleges that the 
Defendant has been colluding with Mr Hannon, acting as Liquidator so as to cause frustration to the 
Company’s insolvency in preventing the Claimant from appointing a liquidator to replace Mr 

Hannon so that the Company can pursue its damages claim against the Defendant.  
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1.23. The proofs of debt made by the Defendant have prejudiced the Claimant’s position as 
majority creditor of its subsidiary Company and the Liquidator refused to adjudicate on the proof of 
debt, even though, in accordance with the contracts, namely the Lease and the Energy Supply 
Agreement between the Company and the Defendant, no payment could possibly be due to the 
Defendant in circumstances where actions of the Defendant caused the loss, the failure of a 
perfectly viable project and, as the Claimant asserts, resulting in and being the sole cause of the 
insolvency.     

1.24. On 16th November 2017 the Claimant made an Application to Court as an aggrieved creditor 
pursuant to Rule 14.11 of the Insolvency Rules 2016.   The Claimant refers to its N244 Application in 
that case, CR-2017-008690 and its Witness Statement, sealed and dated 16th November 2017.   

1.25. The Claimant sought to address both the false proofs of debt and the fraudulent non-
disclosure relating to CR-2017-000140 and made the explicit request for the case to be heard by a 
High Court Judge.  

1.26. On 21st November 2017 the Claimant received an unexpected visit from a High Court 
Enforcement Officer attempting to seize control of the Claimant’s goods to the value of circa 
£619,000, pursuant to CR-2017-000140.    The Claimant is aware that no such Order of the Court 
exists and later found that the Defendant made an Application to Bristol County Court to obtain a 
High Court Writ under false pretence.  The Claimant refers to that High Court Writ Application 
(Exhibit - N293A Application_07_09_2017) 

1.27. The Claimant refers to (Exhibit - Sealed - HCEO Notice_21_11_2017) being the Notice to 
seize goods left by the High Court Enforcement Officer filed with CR-2017-008690.  The Claimant 
filed that Notice on the same day as the visit and date the Court sealed that Order.   

1.28. On 21st November 2017, after the Claimant had filed the HCEO Notice, the Claimant 
received an email from Jonathan Calder, Clerk to the Court at 11.54AM containing the Claimant’s 

Application with its request “to be heard by a High Court Judge”, crossed out and replaced with “to 

be heard by a Registrar”. 

1.29. The Claimant has since received three further visits to its offices by the High Court 
Enforcement Officer, with the last visit being on 23rd January 2018. 

1.30. The Claimant refers to a confidential filing made on 21st November 2017, being the email 
chain between the Claimant and the Defendant as to the unwarranted demand with menaces. That 
confidential filing was approved by the Registrars on 22nd November 2017, the same day that Chief 
Registrar Briggs and Mr Hannon met at a function hosted by Radcliffe Chambers at Arundel House, 
13 – 15 Arundel Street, Temple Place, London, WC2R 3DX at 5.30PM on that day.  

1.31. The Claimant contends that the Registrars have acted against the interests of justice be 
wilfully failing to act in the interests of the Court and later by failing to read or act on the Witness 
Statements of evidence in their possession in the case; CR-2017-008690.  The Claimant asserts that 
it was for this reason, Chief Registrar Briggs “crossed out” the Claimant’s request for the case to be 

heard by a High Court Judge and given that the Defendants and the Registrars met later that 
evening, the Claimant asserts that there is a clear and proven conflict of interest.  
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1.32. The Claimant refers to the Consent Order dated 16th January 2017 (CR-2017-000140), being 
an injunction Penal Notice that prevents the Claimant from presenting a Winding Up Petition 
against the Defendant in the sum of £530,000 (the Claimant’s investment in the wind turbine 

project until May 2015).     

1.33. The Claimant understands that a Consent Order is only by Agreement of both parties.  The 
Claimant’s position in relation to the Order of 9th January 2017 was made clear in the Penningtons 
Manches LLP letter dated 11th January 2017.  The Claimant did not agree to the Consent Order and 
neither did the Claimant attend the return date of 16th January 2017.   

1.34. The Claimant contends that it was coerced by the Defendants who were making attempts to 
secure a payment, firstly of £47,000, then reduced to £25,000 so as to dispose of the injunction.  
The Claimant’s position however had not changed since the Penningtons Manches letter of 11th 
January 2017 and it was the Claimant’s intention to return the Order to Court following completion 

of the Police investigation.     

1.35. The Claimant did not pay the Defendant’s costs, because the Defendants caused substantial 

losses to the Claimant and misled the Court. 

1.36. Had it not been for the actions of the Defendants, firstly in March 2015 demanding that the 
Claimant paid £255,000 when no such sum was owed, then when the Claimant objected to making 
the payment, calling upon the Force Majeure provisions, the Defendant, in April 2015, after already 
causing a delay of three months asked the Claimant to “drop its argument on Force Majeure” then  
refused to sign that fundamental Northern Powergrid Asset Sale Agreement dated February 2015 
so that the connection for the wind turbine could be established. 

1.37. Without a connection to the grid, the wind turbine cannot operate.  Without a connection 
to the grid, the turbine cannot deliver energy to the Stadium pursuant to the Energy Supply 
Agreement completed between the parties and without a grid connection, the Tenant, with its best 
endeavours, cannot perform on its obligations intended by either the Lease or the Energy Supply 
Agreement between the parties.    

1.38. The Claimant asserts that from February 2015 and thereafter, the actions of the Defendant 
rendered the project unfit for purpose and that Force Majeure applied in the operative provision of 
the Lease and as to the Energy Supply Agreement when the Landlord caused unreasonable delay 
and then rendered the project unfit for purpose. 

1.39. The Energy Supply Agreement is a conditional contract, subject to, full satisfaction of, by 
Claimant, the conditions precedent set out in Clause 2.   Both conditions were not fulfilled and any 
agreement to supply energy by the Generator (Company) and any Invoicing and Payment is also 
subject to those conditions precedent.  Therefore, the Defendant clearly has no claim for energy 
supply payments pursuant to Clause 3.4.2 – Commissioning of that Agreement.   However, of the 
third proof of debt, over £4,000,000 is sought pursuant to that Energy Supply Agreement and in full 
knowledge of this, the Liquidator accepted the proof for voting purposes.  
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1.40.  On 25th June 2015, the Defendant issued an invoice in the sum of £255,000 (Exhibit 8). The 
Claimant asserts that it did so in full knowledge that any such claim was disputed on genuine and 
substantial grounds and prior to doing so, the Claimant had first offered to deposit the sum into 
Escrow “pending resolution by an independent arbitrator” in accord with the Lease, however, in 
April 2015 the Defendant refused to provide the grid connection for the turbine, rendering the 
project unfit for purpose and making it impossible, even with the best endeavours of the Claimant, 
to perform on its contractual obligations.  

1.41. In August 2015 the Defendant forfeited the Lease on the grounds of non-payment, yet, the 
Claimant contends that it did so in full knowledge that its refusal to sign the fundamental 
Agreement with the Distribution Network Operator was sole cause of failure and that Force 
Majeure applied in the operative provision of the Lease.  

1.42. In February 2016 the Claimant commenced work on its claim against the Defendant in 
preparation for litigation to recover its losses. 

1.43. In June 2016 HMRC presented a Winding Up Petition in the sum of £21,400.  The WUP 
petition was adjourned until 19th September 2016 so that the Company could enter into a CVA with 
its creditors;  

1.44. The Company had three creditors.  HMRC, the petitioning creditor, Smith Bros (Contracting) 
Ltd, the Claimant’s electrical engineer in the project and GMR Consulting Ltd, a group of expert 
witnesses that were intensively involved in the project.  The creditors are owed circa £40,000 
cumulatively.  The Claimant is also a creditor, in the sum of £530,000, being the sum sought 
pursuant to the Statutory Demand dated 6th January 2017 for the funds invested in the project up 
until May 2015.  

Part 2 Background – The Wind Turbine: 

1.45. The Claimant, Earth Energy Investments LLP is Parent Company of the Company in 
Liquidation. The Company was established to construct and operate a 136m high wind turbine in 
the overflow carpark of the Defendant’s Riverside Stadium, Middlesbrough.  The single wind 
turbine at the Stadium was to be the Company’s sole trading interest.   

1.46.  The purpose of the project was to offset power demands that would otherwise be drawn 
from the electricity grid by embedding a wind turbine into the Stadium’s local network so that 

power could be delivered from the wind turbine to the Stadium.    The project was to be “Europe’s 

first wind powered football Stadium” and announcement of the project gained national media 

exposure and interest from other sports stadia looking to follow in these footsteps.   

1.47. The Claimant was to benefit from the stable, predictable, RPI linked OFGEM Feed in Tariff 
revenue with a guaranteed minimum offtake price through the sale of electricity to EDF Energy 
over the 20-year OFGEM Feed in Tariff lifetime for the 1.5MW wind turbine.   The Defendant was to 
benefit from £50,000 per annum in rent and up to 1500MWh of “free energy” supplied by the 
turbine under the terms of the Energy Supply Agreement.  
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1.48. The Claimant completed an Option to Lease a part of the land occupied by the turbine.  In 
October 2012 the Company completed the Option with the Defendant after pre-negotiating the 
terms of both the Option and the Lease with the Defendant.  
 

1.49. The purpose of the Option Period between the Company and the Defendant was so that the 
Claimant could investigate and secure an appropriate grid connection for the wind turbine with 
Northern Powergrid, the Distribution Network Operator.    
 

1.50. In October 2012 the Claimant had instructed its Independent Connection Provider, 
Powersystems UK Ltd, to complete technical investigations, alongside Lagerwey Wind B.V, a Dutch 
wind turbine manufacturer of direct drive wind turbines working as agents for the Company.  
 
Together with the Company and Northern Powergrid, investigations were made as to the feasibility 
of the available connection method and the capacities available within the local grid network so as 
to support the electrical export from the wind turbine.    
 

1.51. Jeremy Robin Bloom, in house solicitor general counsel for the Defendant was involved in 
the various meetings, negotiations and open email correspondences between Powersystems UK, 
the Claimant and Northern Powergrid from October 2012 until 12th December 2012 when the 
Distribution Network Operator provided the parties with a Connection Offer.   
  

1.52. The Distribution Network Operator required that the Defendant take ownership of part of 
its dedicated 11KV network so that the connection for the wind turbine could be established to the 
East Stand substation. The East Stand Substation is a substation dedicated to and integral to supply 
of power to the Stadium.    
 

1.53. The connection specified and pre-agreed by the Claimant, the Defendant and Northern 
Powergrid in open emails from October 2012 until that Connection Offer was formalised on 12th 
December 2012 was the only way in which power could be delivered from the turbine to the 
Stadium.    
 

1.54. The Claimant asserts that it is the Distribution Network Operator that specifies the method 
and technical specification of the Connection and not the Generator or the Landlord.  The Terms 
and Conditions and all other associated required specified by Northern Powergrid on 12th 
December 2012 was the sole reason that the Claimant exercised its Option so that the Company 
could complete the Lease.   
 

1.55. The Company completed the Lease with the Defendant on 17th June 2013 and paid the 
Defendant a £200,000 Lease Premium in consideration of receiving the favourable Feed in Tariff on 
the basis that the turbine would have been commissioned by 31st December 2014.   It was on that 
basis that the Claimant had made the decision to exercise its Option, after being satisfied with the 
Connection Offer and that the pre-commencement planning conditions were discharged.  
 

1.56. It was Condition Precedent of the Connection Offer that Customer (Defendant) takes 
ownership of the ringmain unit within its East Stand Substation so that the connection for the wind 
turbine could be established.   
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This position was made clear to the Defendant by Northern Powergrid on four separate occasions 
prior to 12th December 2012 when the connection arrangements were finalised.     
 

1.57. The Connection Offer, its Terms and Conditions and the method of connection specified and 
in the Claimant completing technical and legal due diligence on this connection was the entire 
purpose of the Option Period between the Parties.  The Claimant asserts that without a grid 
connection to deliver the energy, the turbine is useless and it was for this reason the Claimant 
required an Option Agreement so as to become satisfied with the method of delivering power from 
the wind turbine to the Stadium and to the electricity grid.  
 

1.58. By 1st June 2013 the Company had completed its due diligence on the Connection Offer 
Terms, costs and the technical configuration of that connection. The Claimant paid for the technical 
reports and discharged all of the pre-commencement planning conditions of the Planning 
Application so that construction of the wind turbine could commence.   
 

1.59. Condition 7 of the Planning Permission for the wind turbine required the Applicant to 
“Submit a scheme to alleviate the impact of the wind turbine on Durham Tees Valley Airport Radar” 
and “that such scheme approved must be implemented before use of the wind turbine 

commences”.    The Claimant had, by then, investigated the requirements in discharging this 
condition and had engaged with Thruput, a technical solution provider that had installed a radar 
mitigation system for Red Gap Moor wind farm and that technology was installed at the Airport.  
 

1.60. On 18th September 2013 the Company had submitted full details of the Thruput scheme to 
alleviate the impact of the turbine on the Durham Tees Valley Airport radar to Middlesbrough 
Council Planning Authority.   The Claimant did so after having commissioned a technical feasibility 
study with Thruput so as to ensure that the technology would blank out any “wind turbine radar 
clutter” arising from the wind turbine at Riverside Stadium, as required of the Applicant pursuant to 
Planning Condition 7 of the Planning Permission for the wind turbine.    
 

1.61. Although, by 27th September 2013, Maria Froggatt, the Senior Planning Officer had 
acknowledged that the Company had “done what was required to discharge the condition”, 

planning condition 7 was not discharged due to the Airport objecting to discharging the condition, 
citing that the condition but me sustained “in the interests of aviation safety”.   At that point it 

became clear to the Claimant that planning condition 7 must be either discharged or withdrawn 
and without doing so the turbine could not lawfully operate thereby effecting a defect to the 
planning permission, as the Claimant could not do what was intended of it in operating the wind 
turbine.  
 

1.62. From September 2013 until August 2014 the Claimant, at its own cost, engaged with the 
Airport and Thruput to progress development of the solution. By the end of August 2014, the 
Claimant became aware that the Airport appeared to have an ulterior motive and that 
implementation had not progressed.  It then became clear to the Claimant that the position may be 
presented more as a means of commercial gain rather than any necessity in the interests of 
aviation safety.  After the studies commissioned by the Claimant, the Claimant considered it had no 
alternative but to challenge the planning condition and on 3rd September 2014, the Claimant made 
an Application to withdraw the planning condition.  
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1.63.  The Claimant refers to (Exhibit – Accompanying Statement) submitted with the Application 
to withdraw the planning condition.   The Claimant considers it to be clear, on reading that 
document, that the delay caused “went to the heart of the project” in that a system, that still does 

not exist on today’s date, needed to be implemented before the turbine could lawfully operate and 

although it was acknowledged that the Claimant had done what was required to discharge the 
condition, the planning authority did not discharge it and it later transpired, through the Claimant’s 

sole efforts, that the condition served neither any purpose in the interests of planning or aviation 
safety.  
 

1.64. On 23rd December 2014 the Claimant successfully overcame the issue after calling upon and 
lobbying with senior officials at the Civil Aviation Authority who, after significant research and 
deliberation, advised the Council that the condition could be removed without compromising the 
business of the Airport and that the condition never posed a threat to aviation safety. 
 

1.65. The Claimant is aware that on today’s date, no such radar mitigation system is deployed at 

the Airport, hence had the Claimant adopted a different strategy in progressing the radar mitigation 
scheme, the outcome would, on the balance of probabilities, have resulted in a wind turbine that 
could not lawfully operate until the date that planning condition was removed.     
 

1.66. On 5th January 2015 all of the pre-commencement planning conditions were discharged, 
funds were in place to order the turbine and the project was ready to construct.   
 

1.67. On 4th February 2015 Northern Powergrid provided the Claimant with a copy of the Asset 
Sale Agreement for signature by the Defendant.   
 

1.68. On 7th March 2015, the Defendant requested payment pursuant to Clause 3.4.2 of the 
Energy Supply Agreement and the Lease for the period the Claimant asserts is a period of Force 
Majeure in context with the Lease and the defective planning permission that was resolved solely 
through the Claimant’s efforts.  The delay caused a loss to the Claimant of 26% of the tariff it would 
have otherwise enjoyed, yet the Landlord did nothing to assist in overcoming the defective planning 
permission and clearly the turbine could not lawfully operate until that planning condition was 
either discharged or removed.     
 

1.69. The Claimant refers to CR-2017-008690, its Application made on 16th November 2017 and 
involving related allegations of misconduct and potential collusion between Mr Hannon, acting as 
Liquidator of the Company and the Defendants, including the Second Defendants, Messrs Womble 
Bond Dickinson and in relation to three random proofs lodged by the Defendants and cumulating 
with the third proof in excess of £4.1m.    
 

Part 3 – False Proofs of Debt and the Application heard by the Insolvency Registrar on 21/12/2017;  

 

1.70. The Claimant refers to its (N244 Application, Page 2 of N244 Application & Form N244 
Continuation Sheet 2) made on 16th November 2017.  The Claimant’s request that the case be 
heard by a High Court Judge was crossed out by Chief Registrar Briggs and replaced with “to be 

heard by a Registrar” on 21st November 2017.   
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1.71. The Claimant made its Application with the express request that the case be heard by a High 

Court Judge in full knowledge that Mr Justice Arnold heard the case CR-2017-000140, ex-parte to 
the Claimant and that the matters contained in CR-2017-008690 are inextricably linked to that 
same hearing by Mr Justice Arnold relating to the same primary arguments as to Force Majeure, the 
Lease and the Energy Supply Agreement between the Defendant and the Claimant.    
 

1.72. It was Clause 3.4.2 of the Energy Supply Agreement that over £4,000,000 of the third proof 
of debt made by the Defendants relates and anyone, acting with a reasonable level of diligence 
could have determined that the majority of the proof of debt is false, owing to the fact that no such 
payment can possibly be due, because the conditions set out in Clause 2 of that Energy Supply 
Agreement between the parties could not be fulfilled, primarily because the Defendant refused to 
provide the connection for the wind turbine.  
 

1.73. The Claimant made an Originating Application under Rule 14.11 of the Insolvency Rules 
2016 as an aggrieved creditor in relation to a proof of debt in the sum of circa £4.1 million lodged 
on behalf of the Defendant.  
 

1.74. The third proof of debt was lodged by Julian Gill of Womble Bond Dickinson, after the 
Defendants had made a first proof in December 2016 of circa £255,000 and the second proof in 
January 2017, £541,308. 
 

1.75. Since May 2017, the Claimant has been requesting to appoint a Liquidator to replace the 
duties of Mr Hannon.  The Claimant had engaged with, and entered into an Agreement with Chris 
Parkman, a Licensed Insolvency Practitioner who has investigated and become satisfied with the 
Company’s claim against the Defendants.    Mr Parkman also acknowledges that the proof of debts 

accepted by Mr Hannon for voting purposes are false and should have been rejected.   
 

1.76. The Claimant refers to the confidential filing approved on 6th December 2017, being an 
email to the Defendants and Womble Bond Dickinson setting out the choreography both in relation 
to the Claimant’s allegations of fraudulent non-disclosure and the Claim against Middlesbrough FC 
in a clear, concise and factually accurate manner; (Exhibit 16_Confidential_Filing_approved-
06.12.2017). 
 

1.77. Neither the Defendants or their legal advisers have been able to provide any form of 
counter argument in defence that would substantiate the proofs of debt.  The Claimant contends 
that this is because they cannot possibly do so in the circumstances of which each of the parties are 
acutely aware.  
 

Part 4 – The hearing by Mr Registrar Jones of 21/12/2017 at 12.30PM.  

 
1.78. The Claimant, within the first 10 minutes into the hearing by Mr Registrar Jones, became 

aware that Mr Registrar Jones had not read the Application or any of the evidence submitted by the 
Claimant in the case.  
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1.79.  The Claimant contends that had the Registrar gone so far as reading even the second page 
of the N244 Application, it would have become clear to the Court that over £4 million of the proof 
of debt is false.   For this reason, the Claimant contends that the case is not “Part Heard” because 

indeed Mr Registrar Jones had not even part read the Claimant’s Application or the evidence prior 
to the hearing and given the complexities and detail of the case, it would have been impossible for 
any Judge to make a determination without first having read the evidence before him.  
 

1.80. The Claimant refers to the Transcript of the Hearing (Mill211217PR-
Transcript_as_provided_by_RCJ_15_01), quoting the comments below made during that hearing; 
 

1.81. MR MILLINDER: So, what I'm really concerned about, going back, without trying to deviate 
too much, what I'm concerned about is the fact that Mr Gill and Mr Hannon are having these covert 
conversations about these proofs of debt firstly in the sum of £255,000 then £541,301 then £4.1 
million, but me, I'm the creditor of the company. I'm the man that originated the company to build 
the wind turbine. It's sole trading interest was to operate that wind turbine. Why have I not seen the 
initial proof of debt when I –   
 

1.82. THE REGISTRAR: Well, we're getting lost on the proof of debt. I think you've got to forget 
the proof of debt for all the reasons that we've given. That's nothing to do with it at the moment. 
Admittedly, that will form the nature of the defence if a claim is brought by the company because no 
doubt -- well, I say "no doubt"; I assume -- a defence would come back along the lines of, "We deny 
any breach whatsoever and actually we're owed 400," or whatever the figure is. I imagine it will be 
like that. But we haven't got there yet, and at the moment if this claim doesn't get off the ground 
we're in a situation where the proof of debt is completely academic and this company's going to be 
dissolved. We've gone through that and we've accepted that and we've got to this stage because we've 
recognised that, by looking at the proof of debt, we're going down the wrong path.  
 

1.83. MR MILLINDER: Because quite simply -- and this is my contention -- this with Mr Hannon is 
going to go on forever more. We've got three proofs of debt with substantially different amounts.  
 

1.84. THE REGISTRAR: But you're not seeing the picture. Put it in my position as a registrar, 
right -- and this is against your interest. If you decide that I have to find that Mr Hannon, for a whole 
variety of reasons, has acted in such a way that he is going to be replaced, we will get caught up in 
deciding that first. That will take large amounts of money but, more importantly, large amounts of 
time because no doubt Mr Hannon will oppose that because it's his, in part, reputation that's in play 
so he'll want to oppose it, I'm guessing, and if he does we'll have to have directions. We'll have to 
have directions for issues, we'll have to have evidence to come in, we'll have to then have a trial, 
we'll have to have cross-examination. We're into probably 2019 before this is decided. In the 
meantime, absolutely nothing will get off the ground with regard to the company's claim against the 
football club.  
 

1.85. MR MILLINDER: I do have a major contention with this hearing, unfortunately. My main 
contention is the fact that the Official Receiver in his role has an obligation to have carried out due 
diligence, acted on the information in his possession that proves quite categorically that any claim 
from Middlesbrough Football Club is false. Now, the way I'm going to handle this with Mr Hannon 
is probably down the criminal misconduct route.  
 

1.86. THE REGISTRAR: Well, let's just pause on that. Let's just pause on that. Let's assume for the 
moment that you do that. Right. What good does that achieve?  
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1.87. MR MILLINDER: It removes Mr Hannon from the equation –  

 
1.88. THE REGISTRAR: No, it doesn't.  

 
1.89. MR MILLINDER: -- so I can put in place a different liquidator.  

 
1.90. THE REGISTRAR: No, it doesn't. See, that's the problem. It doesn't. It leads to a criminal 

proceedings that will not come into play -- and I guess this -- probably until 2020, I should think, so 
it doesn't achieve anything other than perhaps you want personal revenge. And I'm sure –  
 

1.91. MR MILLINDER: However, I didn't attend the ex parte hearing on 9 January and withhold 
172 pages from Arnold J. Mr Staunton and their client did, and his client did.  
 

1.92. THE REGISTRAR: All right. Now, you –  
 

1.93. MR MILLINDER: I have addressed this matter in quite some detail within exhibit 14, in fact -
- my letter to Mr Robert Buckland QC who's quite adequately addressed the matter. He said, "Go 
and make the application to court." Now, these people –  
 

1.94. THE REGISTRAR: Again, I can't do anything in regard to any matter which involves Arnold 
J. He's up there, I'm down here.  
 

1.95. MR MILLINDER: Yeah.  
 

1.96. THE REGISTRAR: So, if there's anything which results from that hearing it has to either go 
back to Arnold J if that's appropriate -- no idea, but if it is -- or, alternatively, there has to be an 
appeal, if you can have appeal, because you need permission, to the Court of Appeal.  
 

1.97. THE REGISTRAR: So, Mr Justice Arnold's decision or whatever happened there is above me 
and therefore beyond me. All right?  
 

1.98. MR MILLINDER: But it's very much related to all of this.  
 

1.99. THE REGISTRAR: Well, it may be but I can't do anything about it. And you would have had 
to go back to Arnold J. But, even assuming that there is a problem with that hearing, what I can still 
do is look at a decision to reject a package which is a reasonable and proper package to present 
whereby this company will start its proceedings with another person leading the way as in a new 
liquidator leading the way to bring the claim against the company.  
 

1.100. The Claimant asserts that purpose of the Application under Rule 14.11 was to exclude a proof 
of debt in the sum of £4.1 million because that proof of debt is a fraudulent misrepresentation.  No 
money is owed, the proof is false, period.  At worst case, if the Court holds that Force Majeure did 
not apply to the delay, over £4 million of the proof is pursuant to Clause 3.4.2 of the Energy Supply 
Agreement, with the Court amending down this amount accordingly.  
 

1.101. The Claimant’s Application pursuant to Rule 14.11 of the Insolvency Rules 2016 sought to 
address all those relevant incidents, including the ex-parte hearing of 9th January 2017 as the matters 
are clearly inter related.   
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It was for that reason the Claimant made the express request that the case be heard by a High Court 
Judge.  The Claimant contends that had the Insolvency Registrars not circumvented the Application 
after becoming aware of the unwarranted demand with menaces on 21st November 2017, there would 
have been no adjournment because, on the balance of probabilities, the Judge would have read the 
Witness Statements and evidence prior to the hearing and that it would take the Claimant less than 
five minutes to prove that the proof of debt is false.  
 

1.102. Mr Registrar Jones, during the hearing of 21st January 2017 made the admission that he 
“can’t do anything which involves Arnold J, he’s up there I am down here”.  The Claimant asserts 
that it was for this same reason that it applied on 16th November 2017 for the case to be heard by a 
High Court Judge.  
 

1.103. The Claimant refers to the filings made to CR-2017-008690 on 21st November 2017, being 
the High Court Enforcement Officer’s Notice left when he visited to seize the Claimant’s goods to 
the value of circa £619,000.  
 

1.104. The Claimant made further filings with its evidence since 21st November 2017 and as to 
Bristol County Court confirming to the Claimant in writing that same High Court Writ was issued 
“in error” and that the Application was made by the Defendants.      
 

1.105. The Claimant refers to its filings in CR-2017-008690 made on 14th January 2017 when the 
Claimant made the express request that those filings were to be reviewed by “Senior Judiciary”. 
 

1.106. The Claimant has established that the Defendant made the Application to Bristol County 
Court on 2nd October 2017 yet, in referring to Paul Stewart’s response to the Claimant in Exhibit 16, 
he makes attempts to pass the blame onto the High Court Enforcement Officer when indeed the 
Application was clearly made by their client, the Defendant. 
 

1.107. The Claimant refers to its Witness Statement dated 21st January 2017 (Statement of Case - 
Witness Statement of Claimant dated_21.01.2018_PM), where the Claimant sets out its position 
in detail as to the fraudulent non-disclosure and misconduct allegations against both Mr Hannon, 
Official Receiver as Liquidator and the Defendants.  
 

1.108. From the evidence already submitted with CR-2017-008690 the Claimant considers it to be 
clear that the Defendants have deliberately withheld material information at the ex-parte hearing and 
that the Defendants later used the same Order obtained in fraudulent non-disclosure to exert unlawful 
pressure on the Claimant, in full knowledge of the Claimant’s Application made on 16th November 
2017.   The Registrar however did nothing to preserve the interests of justice. He simply ignored the 
Claimant’s Witness Statements and evidence to favour the illogical position of the Defendants.   
 

1.109. The Claimant alleges that Mr Registrar Jones is connected with the Defendants and that on 
22nd November 2017 Mr Hannon, Chief Registrar Briggs and Radcliffe Chambers (Ulick Staunton, 
acting for the Defendant) attended a meeting together.  The Claimant alleges, given the serious 
nature of the filings made in this case just a day before against Mr Hannon and the Defendant, the 
Claimant considers that on the balance of probabilities, the case was discussed during that meeting 
between the Defendants and the Registrars prior to the hearing and that it was for this reason the case 
was conducted with bias and without due regard for its merits.  
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1.110. The Claimant further alleges that it was for the reason that Mr Registrar Jones did not read 
the case and would account for the position when, during the hearing it became clear to the Claimant 
that Mr Registrar Jones had an “alternative agenda”, which the Claimant describes as “submit a 
package” “so that I can reject it” then “it can be looked at on appeal”.  
 

1.111. The Claimants assertion in this regard would also tally with Chief Registrar Briggs, firstly 
approving the confidential filing made on 21/11/2017 as to the unwarranted demand with menaces, 
then “crossing out” the Claimant’s request that the case was to be heard by a High Court Judge on 
that same day.  In approving that confidential filing, on the balance of probabilities Chief Registrar 
Briggs would have reviewed the position as to the unwarranted demand by the High Court 
Enforcement Officer and the response given by Paul Stewart of Womble Bond Dickinson, who 
instructed Radcliffe Chambers.   The Claimant refers to that filing; (Sealed Bond Dickinson Chain 
21.11.2017) 

 

1.112. The Claimant further contends that the Registrars wilfully failed to act on the Witness 
Statements, the Evidence or the Rule of 14.11 of the Insolvency Rules 2016 so as to protect the 
Defendants and Mr Hannon from prosecution and that these actions may constitute perverting the 
course of justice in those specific circumstances that the Registrars were clearly aware of prior to 
the hearing of 21st December 2017.  
 

1.113. The Claimant also contends that the actions of Mr Registrar Jones constitutes a breach of 
the Claimants Human Rights.  In referring to Article 6 of the Human Rights Act 1998 and specific to 
this case, the Insolvency Service had made a decision to accept the false proof of debt for voting 
purposes and when the Claimant sought to remedy this in Court, the Judiciary did not read the 
case, only the information provided by the Defendants and the Claimant later founds that the 
Insolvency Registrars are connected to the Defendants through Radcliffe Chambers.    
 

1.114. The Claimant contends that his right to a fair trial has been infringed, because the Registrars 
are connected with the Defendants and that it is clear from the Hearing Transcript, that Mr 
Registrar Jones sought to favour the position of the Defendants without giving due consideration to 
the Claimant’s case or the law to which the Application relates.  
 

1.115. After the hearing the Claimant made a further filing on 14th January 2018 containing its 
Witness Statement and evidence as to the blackmail allegation again requesting that the position is 
reviewed urgently by “Senior Judiciary”.  This request was ignored by Mr Registrar Jones who 
replied to the Claimant’s numerous detailed emails with the email below;  
 

1.116. Sent: 19 January 2018 11:01 
          To: 'Paul Millinder'  Subject: RE: REQUEST - Fwd: Judicial Complaint and Request 
for Senior Judiciary --- Re: Fwd: Legally Privileged -- Re: For Mr Registrar Jones - CR-
02017-008690 & CR-2017-000140 of 9th January 2017 by Mr Justice Arnold  
 
“Mr Millinder -  

Mr Registrar Jones has been shown your e-mail of 16 January and has been informed that you 
have emailed the Court approximately 30 times during January 2018. 
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He has asked me to inform you and to copy in the other side as follows: 

1. Your email sent 16 January 2018 is noted. However, the part heard hearing continues to be 
effective. It will be heard on 26 March 2018 at 2pm as already listed subject to any relevant 
Order made by a High Court Judge.  

2. The court is extremely busy and cannot concentrate its time upon one litigant contrary to 
the overriding objective. That is why the Court does not “deal with litigation by 
correspondence”. If matters need to be raised with a Registrar or a High Court Judge, an 
application will have to be issued.  

1.117. The Claimant refers to its E-mail to Mr Registrar Jones in relation to a request for recusal; 
 

Tue, 16 Jan 2018 11:46 Paul Millinder wrote: 
Dear RCJ Companies Orders, 

Further to my last email I must make one further submission to Mr Registrar Jones.  Please also pass this to 
him; 

Dear Mr Registrar Jones,  

I look forward to hearing from you as to the various genuine and valid contentions I raised as to the 
conduct of the hearing of 21/12/2017 and as to the fundamental issues in question. I feel, on further review 
of the Transcript, that I had to explain the position "cold" to you at the hearing because you had not read 
the Application or evidence and I must make the further submission;  

1. Middlesbrough FC & Womble Bond Dickinson Solicitors (the Second Defendants) made the Application 
CR-2017-000140 ex-parte on 9th January 2017 and relating to the Insolvency Rules 2016, their case was 
heard by Mr Justice Arnold, a High Court Judge;  

2. Why therefore, when I make an Originating Application as an aggrieved creditor under Rule 14.11, 
fundamentally relating to the same Application of 9th January 2017, with the express request that the 
Application be heard by a High Court Judge, was the decision made for this case to be then heard by a 
Registrar anyway?  

Surely this, in itself, aside from what appears to be clear from my end to be a potentially conflicting position 
of interest between the Insolvency Registrars and the Official Receiver given the close working 
relationships, would give perfectly reasonable and justified grounds for you to recuse yourself from the case 
as pe my original request, so that justice may be served impartially and as the Claimant had intended when 
it made the Application.  

Kind regards, 

Paul  

1.118. On 19th January 2018, the Claimant made an Application to recuse Mr Registrar Jones from 
the case.  On 26th January 2018 the Claimant received notice that Mr Registrar Jones has listed the 
recusal Application for the same day as the adjourned hearing date.   In doing so, the Claimant 
believes that the Registrars are deliberately frustrating proceedings so as to benefit the Defendants 
and so that the case, including the criminal allegations, are kept under their control for their sole 
and exclusive determination.  
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The Claimant asserts that this conduct is against the interests of justice.  
 

1.119.  In lieu of the fact that the Claimant’s Application CR-2017-008690 relates clearly to the 
Statutory Demand dated 6th January 2017 and the Application CR-2017-000140 by the Defendants 
on 9th January 2017 and that Mr Registrar Jones has not even read the case prior to the hearing,  
the Claimant respectfully requests that the Court Orders that Mr Registrar Jones be recused from 
the case CR-2017-008690 and that the case be listed for a half day trial on or sooner than 26th 
March 2018. 
 

1.120. Furthermore, in view of what the Claimant describes to be a “shopping list” of material 

information withheld by the Defendants that would otherwise proven the Claimant’s Statutory 

Demand, and, in consideration of the evidence and that on 21st November 2017 the Defendants 
made an unwarranted demand with menaces when no such Order of the Court exits, the Claimant 
further requests that the Court Orders that the Defendants are found in contempt of Court and that 
warrants of arrest are issued against the Defendants, Middlesbrough Football & Athletic Company 
(1986) Ltd, the Gibson O Neill Company Ltd and, Mr Staunton of Radcliffe Chambers, to be returned 
to Court for  sentencing, and;  
 

1.105 That the Consent Order, CR-2017-000140 heard by Mr Justice Arnold on 9th January 2017 
and as to the Consent Order of 16th January 2017, be set aside.   

 
1.106 The Claimant has enclosed a draft of the Order for the Court’s consideration.   

 
 
 

1.107 DECLARATION OF TRUTH:  
 
I declare that the facts contained in this Statement and all other Statements filed with CR-2017-
008690 made by me are true and accurate to the best of my knowledge and belief; 
 
 
 
 
 
Paul Millinder 
30th January 2018   
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Paul Millinder 
Earth Energy Investments LLP 

3rd Floor 
277-281 Oxford Street

London 
W1C 2DL  

Tel: 0207 866 2401 
Fax: 0207 734 9021 

E-mail: paul@empoweringwind.co.uk

By E-mail only: 

The Honourable Mr Justice Nugee 
The High Court of Justice 
Rolls Building 
7 Rolls Buildings  
Fetter Lane 
London 
EC4A 1NL 

Ref: Hearing of 05/02/2018 at 2PM – CR-2017-000140 

Dear Mr Justice Nugee,  7th February 2018 

I write following the hearing of Monday to set out my observations and fundamental concerns.  
Anything that you may be able to do to help me would be greatly appreciated, even if that is purely 
to speak with Mr Registrar Jones about the position.     I know that you fully appreciate what has 
happened in the wider case and I also appreciate that those matters were not put before you at that 
hearing.  

I did however make the Application on 16/11/2017 on the basis that I would actually be afforded the 
right for my case to be heard impartially by an honourable High Court Judge that would undoubtedly 
easily identify with the issues in hand, as you did in relation to those proofs at that short hearing 
with less than a week to have taken onto account what is a huge amount of information.   Mr 
Registrar Jones however had over a month to have read the case and he did not even read page 2 of 
the Application.  

I do appreciate that his lordship is undoubtedly exceptionally busy, however I do believe that had his 
lordship had sufficient time to have read and become acquainted with all particulars of the case in 
my Application under Rule 14.11 of the Insolvency Rules 2016 (CR-2017-008690), the outcome 
would have been completely different, as the incidents are clearly linked.  

My sole intention was to build and operate the turbine.   I did everything that was required of me, in 
fact to a very high standard and as you know, even after losing 26% of the tariff as a result of that 
delay, by January 2015 the project was ready to build and would have been completed.   

The wind turbine would have been commissioned had it not been for the Defendants refusing that 
connection after firstly making a demand that I paid £255,000 that was not even owed and 
suggesting that I “drop my argument on Force Majeure” before, as I describe, “killing the project” by 
taking away its “heart”.  Clearly without a connection there is no power and I know from the hearing 
that we are on the same page in this respect.  

352
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I must address the “mistake”, as Mr Staunton contended, in relation to the Force Majeure provision 
within the Lease and this misleading statement of para. 9 of the Notes of Hearing of 09/01/2017.  
I contend that same could not possibly be a mistake when clearly any barrister, acting reasonably 
would have carried out investigations as to the position presented by EEI in that Statutory Demand.  
In relation to this, I quote the first paragraph of the Statutory Demand; 

The Debtor unlawfully terminated a Lease on the grounds of non-payment. In accordance with the 
Lease and Energy Supply Agreement between the parties, no payment was due as the delay 
encountered from September 2013 until 23rd December 2014 was an event of Force Majeure in 
accord with Clause 6 of the Energy Supply Agreement and Force Majeure provisions of the Lease. 

In fact, Clause 6 of the Schedule 5 - Agreements and Declarations section of the Lease is hard to 
miss.   Any commercial executive, acting reasonably with diligence would have identified the same.   
On this basis, I contend that on the balance of probabilities, Mr Staunton deliberately made that 
comment so as to mislead the Judge into believing that the Defendant had not unlawfully 
terminated the Lease whilst Force Majeure applied in the operative provision as to the impasse 
created by the Landlord refusing that fundamental connection.   I am wondering whether this fact 
would be sufficient for his lordship to consider a retrial, given that same is inextricably linked to the 
Claimant’s primary arguments in this case.  

I further note that directly underneath his comment on Force Majeure in para. 10, Mr Staunton 
himself makes the admission that, for the purposes of the Energy Supply Agreement, indeed Force 
Majeure does have effect.     Clearly it also has effect as to the Lease that was completed for the 
specific purpose of securing the land occupied by the turbine.    

Those Agreements, as I emphasised, are clearly not in isolation of one another.  In fact, on the 
contrary, one cannot operate without the other and particularly in the case of the Connection and 
the Energy Supply Agreement.    My point being that fundamentally, without the connection, the 
turbine cannot supply power, period.   Without a connection, the Tenant, with its best endeavours, 
cannot perform on its obligations under the Lease that intended the turbine to be capable of 
commercial operation.   

It therefore becomes acutely clear that indeed it was the Defendants that were sole cause of the 
failure and sole cause of the insolvency of the sole purpose vehicle and for this reason, I contend 
that in fact, I have already won my claim in damages against MFC and same is contained in the 
Quantum within the Statement of Costs in the case, CR-2017-008690.   

By virtue of Mr Staunton’s own submission at that hearing as to Force Majeure and the Energy 
Supply Agreement, it is also abundantly clear that he himself knew then that over £4m of the proof 
is false, yet made no such admission at the last hearing by Mr Registrar Jones.  He did not, because, 
as I allege, the entire position was pre-negotiated between Radcliffe Chambers and the Insolvency 
Registrars who had all met together, with Mr Hannon, on the evening of 22nd November 2017. One 
day after I filed the material concerning the unwarranted demand.     

I consider the actions of the Defendants to be a flagrant abuse of our justice system.  I am honest 
and sincere in all of my dealings, I would never even contemplate doing what they have done and I 
am absolutely positive that had roles been reversed, I would be in prison by now.   I am a practicing 
Freemason, I believe in those values called, trust, honour integrity and respect.  I live by them.   The 
Defendants have clearly demonstrated, both to me and indeed to the Court, that they do not share 
the same common values and that they express a willingness to deceive or mislead for financial 
gain.
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I also note the tactics of Mr Staunton at the hearing, attempting to make me personally liable for 
costs.  I consider such tactics to be predatory litigation.   These people have wasted five years of my 
life, throwing away my life savings in the process and leaving me with a company in liquidation and 
no turbine along with prolonged turmoil and anguish after the serious commitment made by me in 
making that project successful.    

I was disappointed by the result of the hearing in my Application being dismissed.  I appreciate that 
the Application was probably not in the best form it could have been.   I am however widely 
experienced in highly contentious legal and technical matters and have the ability to cut through 
these issues.   On a practical level, clearly the Application has merits and therefore I cannot help but 
consider that this sends completely the wrong message, condoning the Defendant’s behaviour in 
misleading the Court and making me pay for the privilege in making the Court aware of this 
misconduct.    

My fundamental issue is that indeed, as his lordship acknowledged, there has been material non-
disclosure at the ex-parte hearing by Mr Justice Arnold and this is and can be nothing other than 
deliberate non-disclosure, followed by the later offence of blackmail when the Defendants made the 
Application to Bristol County Court to obtain that Writ in the sum of circa £583,000.      This was not 
a mistake, as Mr Staunton contends.  Mr Stewart of Womble Bond Dickinson made that comment, 
suggesting that there had been an error by the High Court Enforcement Officer, however the 
instruction to issue the Application in that sum came from the Defendants.     

I know we did not touch on the blackmail issue.  However, I have a recording of the High Court 
Enforcement Officer and indeed, the High Court Enforcement Office, who both confirmed that the 
position is that the Application to Bristol County Court was made by the Applicant.     We do 
therefore have an unwarranted demand with menaces, it is unwarranted because it is false and 
there are menaces with the classic trait of the offence with the High Court Enforcement Officer 
threatening to seize my goods to that value and with the threats to make EEI insolvent off the back 
of it.   I believe this was the ultimate intention of the Defendants, so as to dispose of their problem 
as a means of evading the claim I have against them in damages when they were sole cause of that 
insolvency.    

I am unsure from the distance you were away, whether you noticed Mr Staunton’s demeanour at 
the hearing.   He was rather flush faced and I noticed that he was shaking rather uncontrollably and 
same was noted by my investigator and others also present at the hearing.   I contend that he was 
this uneasy, because he knows as well as I do that he has been dishonest and in fact, on several 
levels.    I however expressed myself with confidence, because I speak nothing but the truth and 
have nothing to fear because in fact I do know, above all that I am 100% accurate and that 
eventually, justice will prevail, despite the difficulties presented to date.  

His lordship acknowledged that indeed my Application is not without merits.  It is not without merits 
because that material information was withheld and that material included the Connection Offer, 
with its Condition Precedent being that Customer (Middlesbrough FC) was to take ownership of 
those components.   That express requirement was made very clear to the Defendants, in fact on 
four separate occasions from October 2012 until December 2012 when that connection was agreed 
and formalised during the Option Period and as specified that Connection Offer.    

I do consider it to be fairly obvious that non-disclosure of this material is clearly fundamental in 
proving the abortive costs contained in the Demand.  
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The primary reason I issued the Demand on 6th January 2017 was to flush the Defendants, because 
by that time, both the Defendant and their solicitors, Womble Bond Dickinson were withholding 
information and had also refused to provide to me, litigant in the case, with a copy of the proofs of 
the first two proofs of debt, in the sums of £255k and £541,308.     The Defendant also failed to 
provide any rationale as to why they stated that the abortive costs were disputed.  In fact, I do know 
that they cannot be disputed, for the clear and obvious reasons his lordship identified on Monday.  

Hence, my contention remains, that indeed it would appear that justice is “subject to status” and a 
case of its not what you know, its who you know.  

The extent of the non-disclosure is therefore also wider than withholding the material information 
from Mr Justice Arnold.   There are the various covert submissions made without my knowledge and 
in relation to the proofs, even though I, as litigant and creditor of the Company, am entitled to see 
those proofs (in whichever form they were submitted), both the Defendants and the Office Holder 
had refused to disclose them.   Hence, I contend that the matters we addressed on Monday and that 
of my Application on 16th November 2017 are in fact inextricably linked to the same primary 
arguments, originating from the Lease and the Energy Supply Agreement.       We then have the 
Applications to Bristol County Court that I also knew nothing about, until I was visited by the High 
Court Agent on 21st November 2017.  

My additional contention is that fraud should unveil all.  In this case, we have firstly a 
misrepresentation based on the Connection Offer that was entire purpose of the Option Period and 
was the sole reason for  completing contracts, then we have fraudulent non-disclosure of the ex-
parte hearing and a £4.1m fraudulent misrepresentation that anyone, whether legally trained or 
otherwise could easily determine is false that has been frustrating my position as majority creditor 
of the Company over the past 12 months so as to prevent me from any kind of financial recovery.   

To top matters off, the £619,000 blackmail based off the same Order obtained in fraudulent non-
disclosure.     It cannot surely all go unpunished.  The only one being punished is me and I have done 
absolutely nothing wrong whatsoever.  In fact, I was working to preserve the interests of our justice 
system in full knowledge that it is fundamentally wrong, red tape or ulterior motives aside for one 
moment, to mislead a High Court Judge, or any Judge of our Courts for that matter.      

I find it very hard to come to terms with the fact that the Consent Order was not set aside, purely on 
the basis of the significant and clearly deliberate non-disclosure of material that would have 
otherwise proven that Demand, let alone the fact that the same was then used as a tool to commit 
blackmail against me.    

I wonder if a retrial, based on the contents of this letter, would be the appropriate avenue to 
address this.  Would his lordship be open to inviting me to making an Application for a retrial on this 
basis?  

I came to the Court to get justice.   What I have experienced to date is, in my firm opinion, nothing 
other than financial abuse and a complete injustice.    It is an injustice primarily because the 
Registrars circumvented my Application and sought to keep the case under their control, causing 
further delay and frustration whilst wilfully failing to act in the interests of justice.     I also consider it 
to be extremely undermining of the Court that Mr Registrar Jones has, I allege, failed to act on the 
evidence or information before him that proves any such proof of debt is false and made the 
comment that “we need to get away from the proofs of debt”.    The Application I made is clearly 
relative to the £4.1m fraudulent misrepresentation and the fact this has been made so as to effect 
pecuniary interest for another, with the assistance of the Mr Hannon.     
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Had the case been heard by his lordship or any other honourable High Court Judge as I had 
requested, I could have proven that the claims were all false in around five minutes or less, if I would 
have even needed to explain that at all.  

When the Defendants made an Application pursuant to matters under the Insolvency Act, they get 
to see a High Court Judge.  When I make an Application to address these very serious issues I get 
treated like I am the Defendant.     

I made the Application to recuse Mr Registrar Jones on 19th January 2018 “without a hearing”, Mr 
Registrar Jones listed the hearing of the recusal for the same day as the adjourned hearing date.    
This is clearly because the Registrars are connected with the Defendants, including Mr Hannon, the 
Official Receiver and Mr Staunton of Radcliffe Chambers and that the intention of Mr Registrar Jones 
is to refuse to recuse himself then to hear the case at 2PM on 26/03/2018, so as to follow through 
on the scheme to “reject the package” so it can be looked at on appeal.       That package Mr 
Registrar Jones refers to however, is in fact already proven, because, as his lordship will undoubtedly 
acknowledge, the case boils down to the same primary arguments set out in Page 2 of the N244 
Application I made.   

These “football orientated white-collar criminals” are being allowed to carry on their business, due 
to their connections with Radcliffe Chambers and their clear and obvious connections with the 
Insolvency Registrars.     

The Company is not insolvent, it was not when it was wound up by Registrar Baister on 19th 
September 2016 when Middlesbrough FC made their false misrepresentation as creditor in the sum 
of circa £255,000.    The Claim is clearly an asset of the Company and became an asset on the day 
that the Defendants unlawfully terminated the Lease after refusing that grid connection.  

In essence, Mr Registrar Jones refused to recuse himself and made further attempts to delay and 
frustrate process, hence I appealed to Senior Judiciary so as to recuse him due to what is a clear and 
obvious conflict of interest.  

I contend that my rights to free and unfettered access to property and assets has been circumvented 
unlawfully and so have my rights to access to justice in relation to the circumvention by the 
Insolvency Registrars.     The hearing of 21/12/2017 was conducted with bias and the Registrar failed 
to act in the interests of justice, declining me the right or affording me the protection I rightfully 
deserve of an impartial hearing by a High Court Judge.      

I do fully appreciate that the Honourable Judge has to follow process and where an Application is 
unsuccessful, costs are awarded to the other side.  

As evidenced in the case the Met Police Serious Crime Unit at Westminster CID are involved and 
their stance on this is that they cannot investigate whilst the case is subject to proceedings at the 
High Court.  That evidence was submitted in CR-2017-008690 and indeed the case before his 
Lordship on Monday.    As I am sure you will recall, I did state that I did not want to cover this during 
the hearing, because there would have been insufficient time to do so in the hearing of the 
Application to set aside.     On this basis, it would be very helpful to have a form of 
acknowledgement from the Court that the Civil Court does not propose to address the criminal 
offence of blackmail so that the Police can complete their investigations.   
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I have completed the EX107 so as to obtain a copy of the transcript in preparation for the related 
hearing on 26th March 2017.   I know that the hearing transcript will at also prove useful at the next 
hearing in March.    I do hope that Mr Registrar Jones will recuse himself and ideally that his lordship 
takes over that case, as you clearly have far greater knowledge and ability to cut though this than 
the Insolvency Registrars, aside from my obvious reasons for the recusal.   However, I am doubtful 
this will happen, because doing so would, I allege, conflict with the ulterior motives I refer to.  

I enclose a copy of that Transcript for your consideration and I look forward to hearing from you. 

Kind regards, 

Paul Millinder 

K.

357
CASE FILE: Page 522 PDF Page: 359

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight



                  EXHIBIT-1B 

IN THE NEWCASTLE CROWN COURT  A-2021-0089

S.21 of the Theft Act 1968 on 2 counts and 2 further counts of S.5 of the Perjury Act 1911

Dear Sir / Madam, 

I enclose my skeleton and tabulated exhibit, along with one further exhibit. 

1. FOR-TRIAL-10-12-2021-SKELETON-AND-EXHIBIT   - Skeleton for trial and linking to the 
exhibit (Exhibit-2B)

2. EXHIBIT- E:  Exhibit of evidence in relation to further offences of section 5 perjury and 
blackmail --- Appended and as referenced in the notes from paragraph 2.1 below.

3. EXHIBIT- 4B  - The first bundle for the corrupted Court of Appeal proceeding to set aside 
the void section 42 restraint order where Davis LJ evaded everything and perverted the 
course of justice to assist the offenders.  

4. EXHIBIT - 5B  - The second bundle for the corrupted Court of Appeal proceeding where 
Davis, the corrupt Judge who perverted the course of justice in the Hillsborough inquiry, 
concealed the offending and sustained the void, false instrument "all proceedings restraint 
order" to defeat the ends of justice whilst using a false instrument.

EXHIBIT - E notes:
2.1 - Exhibit of evidence relating to the second and third blackmails originating from the 
offender's fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte between 09/01/2017 and 16/01/2017. 

2.2. - Tab_9: pages 35 - 40 evidences that Womble Bond Dickinson knew that there was an 
application and procedures pending from 23rd June 2017 and that in any event the investments 
assigned to Earth Energy Investments LLP extinguished their fraudulent £25k liability by over 30 
times. 

2.3. - Tab_2: page 2 of the exhibit references the N293A false instrument application to Bristol 
County Court for a High Court Writ in the sum of £555,000 made on 7th September 2017, 
exactly 76-days (2-months and 15-days) from the date Womble Bond Dickinson responded to 
the email requesting that Hannon (the Official Receiver) exercise his powers as an officer of the 
Court to list the case for directions.  Hannon failed to do so, because he is one of the 
offenders. 
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The point made is that it is proven beyond reasonable doubt that on 23/06/2017 and at all 
times thereafter, Womble Bond Dickinson knew that: 

a. No money was ever owed to Middlesbrough FC and that the assigned investment (which
they had in their possession 3 times over by then), extinguished their fraudulent £25k liability
by over 30 times;

b. That from 23/06/2017 they knew that there was an application and procedure pending.

2.4.  The box second from top right of the N293A application (tab_2) is a statement of truth "I 
certify that the details I have given are correct and that to my knowledge there is no 
application or other procedure pending" 

2.5 - Tab_3: page 4 of the exhibit, is the false instrument issued High Court Writ dated 
02/10/2017 originating from Womble Bond Dickinson and Middlesborough FC's fraud and 
section 5 perjury.  It is proven beyond reasonable doubt that; 

a. On 23rd June 2017 Womble Bond Dickinson, Middlesborough FC and Hannon knew there
was an application and procedure pending.

b. They all committed indictable offences of fraud by failing to disclose information and all
failed in their PoCA 2002 reporting obligations whilst Hannon failed, in addition to report to the
Secretary of State for BEIS (because they are not going to report themselves for conspiracy to
defraud).

c. They all knew that statutory law commits the assignment of the investment I made in
Empowering Wind MFC Ltd to Earth Energy Investments LLP on 30th June 2015, as being
effectual in law and the same email chain of 23/06/2017 once again reiterated that, they
responded to it.   It is also proven therefore that the offenders knew that there was no debt of
£25k either.

2.6  - Tab_4, page 6 of the exhibit is the email of 22/11/2017 (bearing a seal in the issued 
proceedings of the same day), refers to the blackmail in the sum of £619,774.48 (See tab_1) 
originating from the perjury committed by Womble Bond Dickinson on 7th September 2017 
stemming from their offending (fraud by failing to disclose information in conspiracy) between 
9th and 16th January 2017).  

2.7 -  At the bottom of tab_4, page 6 is an email from Stewart dated 22/11/2017 responding to 
the chain of emails therein, Stewart said this:    

"Your central allegation appears to be that we in some way misled the court at the hearing 
that took place on 9 January 2017 in relation to our client's application for an injunction to 
prevent the presentation by you of a winding up petition. This is the same allegation that was 
made by your solicitors at the time, Messrs Penningtons Manches, in their letter dated 11 
January 2017" 
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2.8 -  It was the Penningtons Manches LLP letter of 11th January 2017 which the offenders, 
Womble Bond Dickinson, Staunton and Middlesbrough FC fraudulently withheld in breach of 
their continuing legal duty to disclose and that they did so to conceal their prevalent fraudulent 
non-disclosure of 172 pages of witness evidence from the ex-parte injunction hearing of 9th 
January 2017 when had disclosure been made, it would have been found that there never was 
any consent to pay them £25k.  
 
Had disclosure been made, any judge would have discovered the "shopping list" of material 
information withheld that otherwise proved my demand against them and no judge would have 
made the order.   The position is absolutely steadfast, we have that domino effect, the fraud 
and multitude of indictable and indictable only offences are all inextricably linked and the 
utterly useless, corrupt dishonest clowns involved purporting to be judges have each and all 
conspired to pervert the course of justice.  There is no getting away from it, they have acted 
under orders of the Tory kleptocracy to prevent justice being served on Steve Gibson OBE, the 
Tory Teesside politician and his cronies.  
 
2.9 -  The Penningtons Manches LLP letter dated 11th January 2017 is attached: Exhibit 
Penningtons_11.01.2017 
 
3.    Going back to tab_4, page 6, it is once again proven beyond reasonable doubt that on 22nd 
November 2017 when Stewart responded at 14.22PM, he knew that there was an application 
to be heard by a High Court Judge which sought to deal with the blackmails, the false 
instruments, the perjury, the frauds by false representation x 4 (at that time) and the 4 counts 
of fraud by failing to disclose information and Hannon's fraudulent abuse of position.    The fact 
that the corrupt, politically controlled judiciary conspired to pervert the course of justice is not 
the point, although it is an aggravating factor.  The point is that on 22nd November 2017 
Stewart and his conspirators knew that there was an application and procedure pending and 
that Earth Energy Investments LLP did not owe them £25k, the position was entirely the 
opposite and it continues to be.       
 
3.1 - At tab_4, page 7, in Stewart's email of 22/11/2017, paragraph 2, Stewart refers to the 
purported consent order they obtained fraudulently.   At 3 he refers to the "failure to pay" 
when there was no liability to pay them a single penny. He lied about an "honest mistake by 
the High Court Enforcement Officer which will be rectified" who was Mr White, who confirmed 
with me on a recorded call that it was they who instructed the application to be made in the 
sum of £555,000.  
 
3.2 -  At tab_7, page 31, we have a further N293A application certified as true when it is proven 
beyond reasonable doubt that by 21/11/2017 Womble Bond Dickinson, Middlesbrough FC and 
Court Enforcement Services knew that no money was owed and that there was an issued 
application in the High Court to deal with their fraud.  The fact it was covered up by the 
dishonest, parasitic oath breaking white-collar criminals purporting to be judges is again not the 
direct issue.  The issue is that it is proven beyond doubt, once again, that the conspirators knew 
the statement they certified as true, originating their N293A application, was, once again, 
blatantly false.  Another count of the indictable only offence as in S.5 of the Perjury Act 1911.  
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3.3.  Lastly, I refer to tab_8, page 32, the unwarranted demand with menaces on the 3rd count 
in that sum of £29,851.98 with the menaces being in the classic form, a threat to levy distress 
on goods unless I paid.   There is some synergy in that conduct.  
 
Please put this before the Judge and confirm it has been done.   There is at least a day of pre-
reading to be done. No stone must be left unturned.   
 
I am going to plead and prove each and every single part of this case and the Crown Court is the 
exclusive jurisdiction.  It will require a trial by Judge and Jury over at least 2 weeks.    
 
I want a confiscation order, in the interim and I want all the scum, state terrorist white-collar 
criminal politically controlled judges involved and the principal offenders (all of them) arrested 
and remanded until trial.  Conspiracy to pervert the course of public justice is an extremely 
serious offence.  
 
This submission is integral to my submissions within the skeleton at (1) above.  
 
The principal offenders, Womble Bond Dickinson are copied, so they know what to expect on 
Friday and they have been served the information on which I rely.  They have had long enough 
to deliberate.  
 
I do hope this makes the position clear and I shall look forward to seeing the Judge in Court on 
Friday.   
 
Thank you.  
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
 
 
Paul Millinder 
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IN THE NEWCASTLE CROWN COURT CASE REF: A-2021-0089 

EXHIBIT-E - UNWARRANTED DEMANDS 01148

INDEX 

Tab:   Page number:       Document name & link: Description: 

1. 1    HCEO_warrant_distress_21_11_2017 Court Enforcement Services HCEO 
distress warrant in the sum of 
£619,774.48 originating from the 
application at tab 2 and the false 
instrument High Court Writ at tab 3 
herein. 

2. 2 - 3    N293A_application_07_09_2017 N293A High Court Writ application in 
the sum of £555,000 dated 7th 
September 2017. 

3. 4 - 5    HCW_583k_02_10_2017 Sealed High Court Writ from Bristol 
County Court dated 2nd October 2017 
in the sum of £583,582.41 originating 
from the application at tab 2 herein. 

4. 6 - 15    CR-2017_008680_email_chain 
   _WBD_22_11_2017 

14-page email chain with Womble
Bond Dickinson in relation to the
unwarranted demand of 21st

November 2017.

5. 16 - 22    Sealed_Cross_Examination 
    _Questions_11_05_2018 

7-page cross examination that Pelling
denied the Claimant the right of
advancing because he was more intent
on making the false instrument ECRO
to assist the offenders evade justice.

6.  23 -  28    Exhibit 16 6-page email chain to Womble Bond
Dickinson, Hannon and corrupt
Northumbria Police dated 5th December
2017 at 11.12AM
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7.  29 – 31    N293A_24 11 2017_WBD The second High Court Writ application 
to Bristol County Court this time made 
on 24th November 2017 after Womble 
Bond Dickinson were served a copy of 
the application in CR-2017-008690 that 
sought to deal with their frauds 
collectively. 

8.  32  HCEO_warrant_distress_ 
23_01_2018 

The second distress warrant 
unwarranted demand originating from 
the second false Writ Application at tab 
7 herein. 

9.  33 – 40    Exhibit 15 Email chain to Court dated 15th 
November 2017 in relation to the 
application that was to be heard by a 
High Court Judge that sought to deal 
with all the fraud collectively that was 
circumvented by Registrar Jones who 
concealed the fraud (perverted the 
course of justice) whilst admitting at the 
first hearing on 21/12/2017 “dishonesty 
is not going to matter, I can’t judge”. 

Page 36 makes it absolutely clear that 
on 27th June 2017 Womble Bond 
Dickinson have known, and at all times 
thereafter, that proceedings were on 
foot.   They committed perjury and 
submitted the knowingly false High 
Court Writ applications, certified as 
true, anyway.  

Page 40 contains the email to Brown of 
Womble Bond Dickinson referring to the 
assignment at the paragraph marked 1, 
along with the fraudulent non disclosure 
ex-parte at paragraphs marked 2 – 4.  

Notes: 

• From June 2017 Womble Bond Dickinson and Middlesbrough FC have known that there were proceedings
on foot in the High Court of Justice (See: tab_9).

• From 9th January 2017 Womble Bond Dickinson and Middlesbrough FC have known that the cross claim in
the sum of £530,000, plus the “investments” I had assigned totalling £770,000 plus standard interest
extinguished their alleged “debt” of £25,000 that was in any event founded by their fraudulent non- 
disclosure ex-parte on 9th January 2017 and on and between 11th January 2017 and 16th January 2017.
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21 Nov 2017

CR-2017-008690

Tab_1: Page 1
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Tab_2: Pages 2 - 3
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Tab_3: Pages 4 -5
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-------- Forwarded Message -------- 
Subject: TAKE NOTE - More Lies 

Date: Wed, 22 Nov 2017 15:10:40 +0000 
From: Paul Millinder <paul@empoweringwind.co.uk> 

To: Paul Stewart <Paul.Stewart@wbd-uk.com> 
CC: Julian Gill <Julian.Gill@wbd-uk.com>, Michael Brown <Michael.Brown@wbd-

uk.com>, Jonathan Blair <Jonathan.Blair@wbd-uk.com>, Kevin Gray 
<Kevin.Gray@wbd-uk.com>, peter.morgan.2671@northumbria.pnn.police.uk 
<peter.morgan.2671@northumbria.pnn.police.uk>, 
enq@courtenforcementservices.co.uk, fieldm@parliament.uk, 
robert.goodwill.mp@parliament.uk 

Messrs Bond Dickinson, 

I have just spoken with the High Court Enforcement Officer, Mr Williamson,  he came across 
quite annoyed that you have implied he has made some kind of mistake when the figure of 
£619,774.48 is on the claim form that you provided their office.     I think, from my 
conversation with him, he would be prepared to give evidence in Court.  

You come back to me with vexatious?  I am rightfully annoyed.  

I also do not make allegations I cannot prove.  

The entire chain will now be filed at Court and you should be arrested. 

See you in Court. 

Yours sincerely, 

Paul Millinder 

On 22/11/2017 14:22, Paul Stewart wrote: 

Dear Mr Millinder, 

I refer to your numerous recent emails sent to me and my colleagues. Please note the following 
(copies of the documents referred to below are attached for ease of reference):- 

1. Your central allegation appears to be that we in some way misled the court at the hearing that
took place on 9 January 2017 in relation to our client's application for an injunction to prevent the
presentation by you of a winding up petition. This is the same allegation that was made by your
solicitors at the time, Messrs Penningtons Manches, in their letter dated 11 January 2017.  As you are
fully aware, we responded to that letter on 12 January 2017.  In our response, we explained why such
an allegation was untenable and reminded you and your solicitors that, if you wanted to pursue your
allegation, you would need to substantiate it.  You declined to do so.

22 Nov 2017

CR-2017-008690

Tab_4: Pages 6 - 15
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2. You and your solicitors agreed a form of Consent Order in relation to our client's
application.  The Order provided that Earth Energy Investments LLP (EEI) would contribute £25,000
to our client's legal costs, with payment being made by 4pm on 3 February 2017.  No payment was
made and it is now abundantly clear that you and EEI never had any intention of paying the agreed
sum.

3. The papers served on you yesterday related to EEI's failure to pay in accordance with the terms
of the Consent Order. There was an error in the papers prepared by the High Court Enforcement
Officer because the amount referred to as being outstanding should have been £25,000 plus interest
and costs.  I anticipate that your response to this error will be to assert that we have acted
fraudulently.  We have not – this was an honest mistake made by the High Court Enforcement Officer,
which will be rectified.

Your email correspondence is vexatious, abusive and entirely misleading.  It also continues to restate 
points that we have addressed numerous times before and I am afraid that I can therefore see no 
benefit to you or us in repeatedly restating the correct factual position.  If your conduct follows the 
same path that it has previously, your response to this email will be to send numerous emails to a 
wide circulation of people accusing me and others of, amongst other things, dishonesty and 
fraud.  Neither I nor my colleagues will be responding to any such email correspondence. 

Yours sincerely, 

Paul Stewart 

Partner 

Womble Bond Dickinson (UK) LLP 

Paul Stewart 
Partner 
Womble Bond Dickinson (UK) LLP 

d: 
m: 
t: 
e: 

+44 191 279 9292
+44 7980 715531
+44 345 415 0000
Paul.Stewart@wbd-uk.com

womblebonddickinson.com
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Please consider the environment! Do you need to print this email? 

The information in this e-mail and any attachments is confidential and may be legally privileged and protected by law. paul@empoweringwind.co.uk 
only is authorised to access this e-mail and any attachments. If you are not paul@empoweringwind.co.uk, please notify paul.stewart@wbd-uk.com as 
soon as possible and delete any copies. Unauthorised use, dissemination, distribution, publication or copying of this communication or attachments is 
prohibited and may be unlawful. 

Any files attached to this e-mail will have been checked by us with virus detection software before transmission. Womble Bond Dickinson (UK) LLP 
accepts no liability for any loss or damage which may be caused by software viruses and you should carry out your own virus checks before opening 
any attachment. 

Content of this email which does not relate to the official business of Womble Bond Dickinson (UK) LLP, is neither given nor endorsed by it. 

This email is sent by Womble Bond Dickinson (UK) LLP which is a limited liability partnership registered in England and Wales under number 
OC317661. Our registered office is 4 More London Riverside, London, SE1 2AU, where a list of members' names is open to inspection. We use the 
term partner to refer to a member of the LLP, or an employee or consultant who is of equivalent standing. Our VAT registration number is 
GB123393627. 

Womble Bond Dickinson (UK) LLP is a member of Womble Bond Dickinson (International) Limited, which consists of independent and autonomous 
law firms providing services in the US, the UK, and elsewhere around the world. Each Womble Bond Dickinson entity is a separate legal entity and is 
not responsible for the acts or omissions of, nor can bind or obligate, another Womble Bond Dickinson entity. Womble Bond Dickinson 
(International) Limited does not practice law. Please see www.womblebonddickinson.com/legal notices for further details. 

Womble Bond Dickinson (UK) LLP is authorised and regulated by the Solicitors Regulation Authority. 

-------- Forwarded Message -------- 
Subject: FOR MR BLAIR ----- Fwd: Fwd: Re: Fwd: Fwd: Re: Read: Fwd: Read: Fwd: 

STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL ------ Fwd: Sealed ---- Re: URGENT REQUEST TO 
BOND DICKINSON -- High Court Enforcement Agent visit to Earth Energy 
Investments LLP 

Date: Wed, 22 Nov 2017 09:26:02 +0000 
From: Paul Millinder <paul@empoweringwind.co.uk> 

To: jonathan.blair@bonddickinson.com, "Gill, Julian (Julian.Gill"@bonddickinson.com, 
Paul Stewart <Paul.Stewart@bonddickinson.com>, 
michael.brown@bonddickinson.com, alison.bost@wbd-us.com 

Mr Blair, 

May be you can help me with my enquiries? 

I will give until 12PM, then I will take it as read that you have nothing to say and will 
proceed accordingly.  

I want to know why WBD sent a High Court Enforcement Officer to my office and I want a 
detailed explanation, for the Court.   

-------- Forwarded Message --------  
Subject: Fwd: Re: Fwd: Fwd: Re: Read: Fwd: Read: Fwd: STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL ----

-- Fwd: Sealed ---- Re: URGENT REQUEST TO BOND DICKINSON -- High 
Court Enforcement Agent visit to Earth Energy Investments LLP 
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Date: Wed, 22 Nov 2017 09:11:51 +0000 
From: Paul Millinder <paul@empoweringwind.co.uk> 

To: Report@sra.org.uk <report@sra.org.uk>, fieldm@parliament.uk, 
robert.goodwill.mp@parliament.uk 

Messrs Solicitors Regulation Authority, 

Please put this on the file;  

-------- Forwarded Message --------  
Subject: Re: Fwd: Fwd: Re: Read: Fwd: Read: Fwd: STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL ------ 

Fwd: Sealed ---- Re: URGENT REQUEST TO BOND DICKINSON -- High Court 
Enforcement Agent visit to Earth Energy Investments LLP 

Date: Wed, 22 Nov 2017 09:04:41 +0000 
From: Paul Millinder <paul@empoweringwind.co.uk> 

To: alison.bost@wbd-us.com, jonathan.blair@bonddickinson.com, 
Julian.Gill@bonddickinson.com, michael.brown@bonddickinson.com, Paul Stewart 
<Paul.Stewart@bonddickinson.com>, kevin.gray@bonddickinson.com, 
peter.morgan.2671@northumbria.pnn.police.uk 

Messrs Womble Bond Dickinson, 

While you are busy mulling this over (it is not complicated what I am asking), go back to 
your client (Mr Bloom) and quote him on his favourite saying "I don't intend to litigate 
through correspondence" and;  

"The debt proved in the winding up petition" "you chose not to challenge this through the 
Courts" "we have no reason to treat the sums other than sums due for payment".  

On 15th June 2015 (10 days before your client invoiced us) both you and your client were 
indeed acutely aware of my intention to take you to the High Court (not some court in 
Bristol).   As you were when you made the first, second and third proof of debt to the Official 
Receiver and now we have a forth.     I am not at all impressed.    I really would suggest that 
you stop ignoring my emails this is not going to help in the slightest, it just demonstrates 
further to the Court what a bunch of dishonest disgraceful cowards I have had the misfortune 
in dealing with.  

All too happy to make false representations, but when faced with the facts, not so clever. 

Yours, 

Paul Millinder 

On 22/11/2017 08:21, Paul Millinder wrote: 
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Sorry, what I should say, you will find yourselves at Court, whether you do or don't.  I am 
only trying to get the answers beforehand.  

On 22/11/2017 08:09, Paul Millinder wrote: 

Womble Bond Dickinson, 

Provide me with the answers right now.  I am not asking again if you do not, you will find 
yourself at Court.   I can cut through your lies and deceit like butter.   

This is your final opportunity.   The longer you leave it, the worse it will become. 

Yours, 

Paul Millinder 

On 21/11/2017 23:30, Paul Millinder wrote: 

Dear Mrs Bost, 

Sorry the attached legally privileged documents should help provide some further insight into 
the matters.   Your colleagues are very well aware of them, although completely silent in the 
matters.   In fact your Michael Brown, had been involved in the transaction from day one and 
was acutely aware of the position before they did what they have done.   I will let them 
explain it to you, they are the ones that will bring your firm into disrepute.  

I hope to hear from you soon.    

Kind regards, 

Paul Millinder 

On 21/11/2017 22:22, Paul Millinder wrote: 

Dear Mrs Bost, 

I am appealing to you, as Deputy General Counsel of your Group, to get me some answers 
from these evasive people within your organisation in the UK as a matter of priority.    

The first hearing in question is on 21st December 2017.   Ask your colleagues (copied) what 
they think they outcome will be.  

I have enclosed a copy of the £4.1m false misrepresentation lodged by Mr Gill of Womble 
Bond Dickinson on 2nd Febuary 2017 (in full knowledge of circumstances).  

I would like to refer you to the case at the High Court that has been brought about solely 
through the misconduct of Womble Bond Dickinson solicitors.    May be you could get some 
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answers from your colleagues, they are very evasive with me.     I have copied them in for 
avoidance of doubt.    

It would appear people from your UK offices have run out of answers. 

I do hope you can help me and I look forward to hearing from you.    

Kind regards, 

Paul Millinder; 

-------- Forwarded Message -------- 

Subject: Fwd: Re: Read: Fwd: Read: Fwd: STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL ------ Fwd: Sealed 
---- Re: URGENT REQUEST TO BOND DICKINSON -- High Court Enforcement 
Agent visit to Earth Energy Investments LLP 

Date: Tue, 21 Nov 2017 19:51:46 +0000 
From: Paul Millinder <paul@empoweringwind.co.uk> 

To: Julian.Gill@bonddickinson.com

-------- Forwarded Message -------- 

Subject: Re: Read: Fwd: Read: Fwd: STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL ------ Fwd: Sealed ---- 
Re: URGENT REQUEST TO BOND DICKINSON -- High Court Enforcement 
Agent visit to Earth Energy Investments LLP 

Date: Tue, 21 Nov 2017 19:50:59 +0000 
From: Paul Millinder <paul@empoweringwind.co.uk> 

To: peter.morgan.2671@northumbria.pnn.police.uk, "Gill, Julian 
(Julian.Gill"@bonddickinson.com, michael.brown@bonddickinson.com, 
kevin.gray@bonddickinson.com, jonathan.blair@bonddickinson.com, Paul Stewart 
<Paul.Stewart@bonddickinson.com>, kevin.gray@bonddickinson.com, Andrew 
Lindsay <Andrew.Lindsay@luptonfawcett.law> 

Dear DS Morgan, 

Following our call, I am still trying to get to the bottom of it but none of these people can 
give me any answers.   I will phone the High Court Enforcement Agents again tomorrow and 
see if they can shed any further light on it.     

All those at Bond Dickinson acknowledged read receipts, even on the first I sent earlier today 
demanding a response by return.  Absolutely nothing whatsoever.   

I will continue drilling down into the matters I do hope Bond Dickinson can help me with my 
enquiries.   It is not going to look at all good if by 21st December I do not have absolute 
clarification on this position.  I am actually trying to help them, in a round about kind of way. 

All the best, 

Paul; 
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-------- Forwarded Message -------- 

Subject: Re: Sealed ---- Re: URGENT REQUEST TO BOND DICKINSON -- High Court 

Enforcement Agent visit to Earth Energy Investments LLP Date: Tue, 21 Nov 
2017 17:19:48 +0000 
From: Paul Millinder <paul@empoweringwind.co.uk> 

To: michael.brown@bonddickinson.com, kevin.gray@bonddickinson.com, Paul Stewart 

<Paul.Stewart@bonddickinson.com>, Gill, Julian (Julian.Gill@bonddickinson.com) 
<Julian.Gill@bonddickinson.com>, peter.morgan.2671@northumbria.pnn.police.uk, Tony Hannon 
<tony.hannon@insolvency.gsi.gov.uk> 

Messrs Bond Dickinson, 

I will try to extract the information from you in another way.  Please provide me with the High Court case 
reference for the instruction of the High Court Enforcement Officer.  

Please explain also why you did not, when requested to do so on 6th January 2017, provide me, a creditor of 
the Company, with a copy of the first and second proof of debt you submitted to the Official Receiver. 

I will not ask you any more questions after this I promise, but I do need to get to the bottom of the covert 
hearing apparently by some Court in Bristol.   I will save further questions for the proceedings against you 
and your client.  

- Paul Millinder

On 21/11/2017 16:04, Paul Millinder wrote: 

In fact you are now out of luck, I will take it as an early Christmas present, the "icing on the cake" from you 
and your client.  

Merry Christmas and Happy New Year. 

Yours, 

Paul Millinder 

On 21/11/2017 15:10, Paul Millinder wrote: 
Messrs Bond Dickinson, 

I note the lack of response as to why you send a HIgh Court Enforcement Officer to my office.   Please find 
enclosed the sealed document.  

So, let me just run over the choreography, for the record; 

December 2016 - £255,000   

26th January 2017 -  £541,308 

2nd February 2017 - £4.1m  

21st November 2017 - £600k  

I would still like that explanation, surely you can come up with something. Yours, 

Paul Millinder  
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On 21/11/2017 13:08, Paul Millinder wrote: 

What the hell can't you understand.... You have all read the email and the attached notice of 
enforcement give me some answers right now.  Cowards, honestly. 

On 21/11/2017 12:50, Paul Millinder wrote: 

Come on Bond Dickinson give me some answers on this now.  You have all read the email 
and acknowledged receipt, you know what its about.  Please respond with any explanation 
you may wish to give, by return.  

On 21/11/2017 12:26, Paul Millinder wrote: 

Messrs Bond Dickinson, 

I received a visit from a High Court Enforcement Agent today.   I knew nothing of any such 
claim or what this sum even relates to.   I spoke with the High Court Enforcement Officer and 
he did not know either.   Then when called their office in Waltham Abbey, they did not know 
too miuch either.   They refer to some Court in Bristol.  

Why, when we were in correspondence, did not not and have not ever mentioned any such 
claim and why was this not put before the High Court where the claim (the only possible one 
I could think of of 9th January 2017) relates?  

I do hope you can help me.   I find the situation to be most stressful and very distressing, on 
top of the complete anguish caused by the actions of you and your client over the last five 
years.   I am reporting this additional matter to DS Morgan.    Although the High Court 
Enforcement company are now looking into how this could possibly have happened.  

Regards, 

Paul Millinder 
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To: Calder, Jonathan <jonathan.calder@hmcts.gsi.gov.uk>, 
peter.morgan.2671@northumbria.pnn.police.uk 

Dear Mr Calder, 

Many thanks this is great.  I knew I was being optimistic with 6th 
December 2017. 

Quite unbelievably, I have been visited by a High Court enforcement  
agent on behalf of Middlesbrough Football Club / Bond Dickinson when I 
knew absolutely nothing of any such claim in related matters.   The High 
Court enforcement officer did not seem to know much about it either and 
neither did their office when I spoke to them.    They refer to a 
"consent order" from some Court in Bristol.  I know nothing about it 
whatsoever. 

I will file this as a further exhibit in these related proceedings.  It 
is just simply insane that this has happened.  I am going to speak with 
DS Morgan of Northumbria Police about it. 

Kind regards, 

Paul Millinder 

On 21/11/2017 11:54, Calder, Jonathan wrote: 
> Dear Mr Millinder,
>
> Apologies for that. The application is now attached. 
> 
> This document is attached the event titled "Miscellaneous Application 
under the Insolvency Act" and the document has the same title as the one I 
have attached to this e-mail. 
> 
> I hope this helps, but if you are experiencing difficulties accessing 
documents I would recommend that you call the ce-file support line on  020 
7947 6725. 
> 
> Kind regards 
> 
> Jonathan Calder 
> 
> -----Original Message----- 
> From: Paul Millinder [mailto:paul@empoweringwind.co.uk]
> Sent: 21 November 2017 09:58
> To: Calder, Jonathan
> Subject: Re: Empowering Wind MFC Ltd
>
> Dear Mr Calder, 
> 
> I could not find the new sealed application form within the CE File 
system and it was not attached to your last email.   Please resend. Many 
thanks. 
> 
> 
> 
> 

Kind regards, 

Paul  

Date: Tue, 21 Nov 2017 12:07:26 +0000 
From: Paul Millinder <paul@empoweringwind.co.uk> 
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> Dear Mr Millinder,
>>
> Please find attached the sealed application form. I confirm that the
> Court has served the Official Receiver with a copy of the Application >>
> Kind regards
>>
> Jonathan Calder
> Insolvency & Companies Issue Section, Business and Property Court of
> England and Wales, RCJ High Court, The Rolls Building, 7 Rolls
> Building, Fetter Lane, London, EC4A 1NL | DX 160040 STRAND 4 |
> TEL: 020 7947 6102/6294
>>
>>
>>
> Pursuant to Practice Direction 51O, it is no longer acceptable to file
documents via email. Documents should be filed through Ce-File (the Rolls
Building's electronic case management system), although the court will
apply discretion in exceptional circumstances. For more information please
visit https://www.gov.uk/guidance/ce-file-system-information-and-support-
advice and refer to the 'user guide' and the 'FAQ 's' (frequently asked
questions). To register as an E-Filer, click on the 'CE-File System' tab
and then 'Register as an E-Filer'. If you wish to only have access to the
'Public Search' and 'Office Copy' functions, click on the 'Public Search'
tab and then register as a 'Public Search User.

On 21/11/2017 19:40, Paul Millinder wrote: 

Mr Stewart, 

You attended the ex-parte hearing on 9th January 2017.  Please answer the 
questions, you know what is all about and so does Mr Gill and Mr Brown 
knows every intricate detail, but I don't see any of you coming forward, 
even to spare me the common courtesy in explaining why you sent a High 
Court Enforcement Officer (if that is what they are) I know one thing's 
for sure, they need to sharpen their pencils, as I think you do.  May be 
you can respond?

You were very keen to try and charge me £47k after you and your client 
misled the Judge. 

- Paul Millinder

15

On 21/11/2017 09:13, Calder, Jonathan wrote:
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In the High Court of Justice   CR-2017-000140  

Chancery Division 

In the matter of the Insolvency Rules 2016: 

Earth Energy Investments LLP 

& 

Mr Paul Millinder of Earth Energy Investments LLP and Creditor of Empowering Wind MFC Ltd 

Claimant  

And; 

Middlesbrough Football & Athletic Company (1986) Limited  

&  

Gibson 0 Neill Company Ltd  

1st Defendant 

& 

Anthony Hannon (Official Receiver as Liquidator)  

2nd Defendant 

& 

Ulick Staunton 

3rd Defendant 

& 

Julian Gill, Michael Brown and Paul Stewart of Womble Bond Dickinson (UK) LLP  

4th Defendants 

EXHIBIT – Claimant’s Cross Examination Questions and Mr Staunton’s Response 

On 01/05/2018 16:35, Paul Millinder wrote: 

Dear all, 

You will note below the answers from Womble Solicitors and their cohorts.   There is simply 
nothing there whatsoever, a bit like the first second and third proofs of debt claims against 
Empowering Wind MFC Ltd so as to attempt to prevent me from making out the damages 
claim.     

It is called serious fraud and collusion so as to obtain a pecuniary interest by deception and a 
conspiracy to defraud, involving millions in loss, with aggravating factors of the extreme.  

11 May 2018

CR-2017-000140

Tab_5: Pages 16 - 22
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Does anyone have anything to say, please?  

Yours faithfully, 

Paul Millinder 

On 30/04/2018 11:31, Paul Millinder wrote: 

Womble Solicitors (or anyone else who may have some answers), 

I quote "Justice subject to status"  "It's not what you know it is who you know" "The UK's 
legal & insolvency mafia are completely out of control" 

It is time to end this corruption theft, frauds and abuse of one's civil rights and our justice 
system.    

No more collusion is going to stand in the way of doing so.  I just need to make that clear, for 
avoidance of doubt.   

Answers to my questions below by 4PM today so that I can consider your responses before 
making the application.   Failing that, I will make the application anyway.  

Yours faithfully, 

Paul Millinder; 

On 28/04/2018 10:13, Paul Millinder wrote: 

Womble Solicitors / Defendants,  

Whilst you are thinking about this, I know it always takes you a while and I never will 
receive any feedback, but none the less, I am putting this on record for all of the Defendants, 
you will need it very shortly;  

1. Please explain why you did not file any of the evidence (with the missing 172 pages of
witness exhibit) in CR-2017-000140 yet you did serve me with a copy, by email only of those
submissions you made on 9th January 2017.

1A.   Please explain why I had to file those documents you sought to rely upon at that ex-
parte hearing earlier this year? 

2. Please explain why you also deliberately withheld and refuse to serve upon me, Litigant
and creditor, with a copy of the first and second proof of debt you made in December 2016
and in January 2017?

3. Please explain why you did not serve upon me, a copy of the £25,000 winding up petition
you made on the day it was made?

4. Please explain why you did not serve that wind up petition you lodged at the Court ex-
parte until 22nd February 2018?
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5. Please explain why you did not serve any of the documents relating to the unlawful
winding up at the service address of the Company?

6. Please explain why you sought to serve costs statements at my personal residential address
when the Company's address is clearly on each and every single Application it has made?

7. Please explain what basis you have to serve either me or any of my companies with any
claim for costs whatsoever in the circumstances of which all parties are acutely aware and
have been since February 2015?

8. Please explain how you calculated the first proof of debt and the false misrepresentation
made by Staunton on 19th September 2016?

9. Please explain how you calculated the second proof of debt in the sum of £541,308?

10. Please explain the power factor of the wind turbine from the Commissioning Date and the
energy supplied from February 2015 until the date of the WUP?

11. I know you ignored this previously, but also explain how you calculated the interest on
the £619,000 unwarranted demand with menaces of 21st November 2017?

12. Why therefore, in full knowledge that matters were sub judice and have been since 16th
November 2017, with the last Order (of legal validity) made by Mr Justice Nugee on 21st
March 2018, did you firstly, issue the second High Court Writ Application on 24th November
2017?

12. And secondly, in full knowledge and receipt of the Order by Mr Justice Nugee on 21st
March 2018, did you go for the ex-parte illegal winding up when you knew full well I do not
owe either you nor your client a single penny?

I know you have been avoiding these salient points, but it is not at all helpful.  If you had 
dealt with them in 2015 when you all knew I had a claim of £11m in damages against 
Middlesbrough FC it could have all been sorted out without the litigation.    You have sought 
then to defraud both me and the Court, later committing blackmails, serious fraud and 
conspiring to pervert the course of justice using your members of the insolvency legal cabal 
and the Insolvency disserve so that they work to assist you in stealing from me.    Nice try, 
but next time, after you have completed your sentences, if you seek to engage in this kind of 
criminality, it would be prudent to do a bit more homework beforehand.  

I hope this helps clarify the position and I do hope you can finally give me some honest 
answers this is a little boring now.  

Yours faithfully, 

Paul Millinder 

On 28/04/2018 08:28, Paul Millinder wrote: 
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By means of service and by email only: 

-------- Forwarded Message -------- 

Subject: CORRUPTION -- The Insolvency Disservice white collar criminals - Aiders 
and abettors and conspirers to defraud & to pervert the course of justice 

Date: Sat, 28 Apr 2018 08:14:53 +0100 
From: Paul Millinder <pm@stopcorruption.co.uk> 

Organisation: Litigio LLP 
To: Tony Hannon <tony.hannon@insolvency.gsi.gov.uk>, SOR.Complaints 

<SOR.Complaints@insolvency.gsi.gov.uk>, 
sarah.albon@insolvency.gsi.gov.uk, Barry.Gould 
<Barry.Gould@insolvency.gsi.gov.uk>, Janet.Hallamore 
<janet.hallamore@insolvency.gsi.gov.uk>, Anthony.Campbell 
<anthony.campbell@insolvency.gsi.gov.uk>, BELL, Stephen (P1286) 
<stephen.bell@cleveland.pnn.police.uk>, Junaid.Riaz@met.pnn.police.uk, 
Jim.Hinchliffe@met.pnn.police.uk, 
peter.morgan.2671@northumbria.pnn.police.uk, dcc7mailbox-
.commissioner'sprivateoffice@met.pnn.police.uk, Stansfeld Anthony 
<anthony.stansfeld@thamesvalley.pnn.police.uk>, Preston Andrew 
<Andrew.Preston1@homeoffice.gsi.gov.uk>, Mendoza Renny 
<renny.mendoza@homeoffice.gsi.gov.uk>, Ettori, Vannina 
<vannina.ettori@judiciary.uk>, jessie.davidson@hmcts.gsi.gov.uk, 
robert.goodwill.mp@parliament.uk, fieldm@parliament.uk, Andrew Lindsay 
<Andrew.Lindsay@luptonfawcett.law>, Newman, Helene 
<helene.newman@hmcts.gsi.gov.uk> 

This email and the contents contained in it forms a further Witness Statement for Law 
Enforcement Officials.   I hereby declare that the statements and facts I presented in this 
Statement are true and accurate to the best of my knowledge and belief.     The icon I placed 
below constitutes my digital signature in signing this Statement conveyed by electronic 
communication;   

Messrs Insolvency Service, 

Firstly, I must let you know.  I negotiated and completed those contracts with Michael Brown 
of Womble Solicitors in 2012.  I know my business and I know the law, I leave no stone 
unturned in my dealings.   We did everything required so as to ensure the successful 
completion of the project.   I have long established relationships with several major funds in 
the City and prior to becoming aware of the intent to steal and lack of intent for the wind 
turbine, we had to abort 6 other projects in Teesside (Scott Bros included), because we 
because aware that the Airport, the Council and Middlesbrough FC were, let's say, 
interconnected.  

The extent of the hours and rescource spent by my colleagues and I investigating the 
Insolvency Service and the collusion alone exceeds £300,000 yet all you have done is 
increase costs by continuing to lie and deceive.  The longer you leave it, the worse it will 
become.   There are aggravating factors of the extreme.   
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Hannon is supposed to be an officer of the Court and indeed, there are so many counts  of 
perjury, blatant dishonesty and deceit from the Insolvency Service, this would be extremely 
long if I were to condense the full extent, so I am just focusing on some of the ones I have not 
yet covered;  

1. Mr Hannon said that I had admitted details of Middlesbrough FC as a creditor in the
questionnaire and on several occasions in writing made comments as to the "non existent
proofs of debt" and "a proof of debt is shorthand, somesuch or a euphemism used within the
Insolvency Service to describe creditors' claims.

Show me where I admitted Middlesbrough FC in the blue booklet.  Please scan me a copy of 
the page referred to where I admitted Middlesbrough FC has a creditor.  I simply did not, just 
to make it clear.   

I did not in September 2016 during the CVA arrangement process with the legitimate 
creditors either, because Middlesbrough FC is not and cannot possibly be a creditor.   The 
fact that their alcoholic barrister, Staunton turned up on 19th September 2016 to make a false 
representation in the sum of £256k is firmly their problem not mine.  It was that sole action 
that caused the WUP.   It is called orchestrated theft by Insolvency and later illegal winding 
up to pervert the course of justice.    He is very good at deceiving the Court, but he does not 
deceive me, nobody does and gets away with it.  They never have and they never will.  Ask 
DI Bell of Cleveland Police (Copied) he will tell you.  

1A:  

From: Paul Millinder [mailto:paul@empoweringwind.co.uk]  
Sent: 26 January 2017 17:10 
To: Anthony.Campbell 
Subject: Re: FW: Empowering Wind MFC Ltd - Confidential: MFC Claim 

 Dear Mr Campbell, 

Many thanks for this clarification.   The creditor list page you refer to is not attached, 
however I know the creditors to be HMRC, GMR Consulting and Smith Bros Contracting 
Ltd.   I was awaiting the corrected balance from HMRC.   I have been in touch with HMRC 
as you know, as well as GMR Consulting and Smith Bros who would support a rescission.   

* That same email from me to Mr Campbell also contained the unsigned Northern
Powergrid - Middlesbrough FC Agreement for making the grid connection for the wind
turbine dated February 2015

* By 26th January 2017 your office was in receipt of the detailed legal analysis from
Penningtons and I, along with the Statement of Case contained in the Lupton Fawcett
letter from September 2016.

* It is clear therefore, on the balance of probabilities, that Mr Hannon, Mrs Hallamore
and Mr Campbell knew, by end of January 2017 that any claim from Middlesbrough
FC is entirely false.  I refer to the conditional Energy Supply Agreement, the detailed
legal advice, the Distribution Network Operator's Agreement that they required
completing by Customer (Middlesbrough FC) and indeed;
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the very same Statutory Demand (attached) setting out the position very clearly 
indeed.  I refer to Exhibit B attached.   That Statutory Demand makes it perfectly clear 
that Middlesbrough FC is not and cannot possibly be a creditor of the Company, 
period.    

1B.  The Insolvency Service did however then know that I was a creditor, that was admitted 
in the blue book.  But you worked against my interests to assist the Defendants by accepting 
bad proofs of debt that should have been immediately rejected on the sole basis that the 
Claim is entirely false.     

IC.   By 26th January 2017 you had in your possession two proofs of debt;   The first claim in 
the form of the collection of invoices delivered by email in December 2016 constituting the 
amount of c£255,000 and a further proof from the same originating source debt in the sum of 
£541,308;  

ID.    On 2nd February 2017 you then accepted the Formal 14.4 proof in the sum exceeding 
£4.1m also from the same originating source debt; with over £4 million being sought 
pursuant to the conditional Energy Supply Agreement requiring my (the Generator's) "full 
satisfaction of" the Connection Agreement, comprising of; - The Connection Offer, the 
Connection Deed, the Asset Sale Agreement and the OFGEM Approved Design and 
Preliminary Accreditation for the Feed in Tariff Scheme.     Indeed, those connection related 
documents alone, combined with the Statutory Demand, proves quite categorically that it was 
Middlesbrough FC that caused failure of a perfectly viable wind turbine project and; 

1E: By 26th February 2017 you also had a copy of the Assignment.   You are foolish.  You 
are foolish in a number of different ways, most imprudently, to have underestimated by 
capabilities by seeking to conspire to defraud me in this way in collusion with the 
Defendants, but even more foolish because that Assignment clearly is not and was never an 
assignment of a right of action as you have attempted to imply, following the course of your 
idiotic clients (Bloom / Gill and Womble Solicitors), it was the assignment of the abortive 
costs when Middlesbrough killed the project by refusing the connection in March and 
thereafter terminating the Lease when Force Majeure applied in the operative provision.     

* The Assignement of the £530,000, signed by me, the Assignor and Director of
Empowering Wind MFC Ltd and the Assignee, Earth Energy Investments LLP is a
valid assignment of the debt for the purpose of collecting that debt in accord with the
Law of Property Act 1925 S136.   You clearly knew full well then that Earth Energy
Investments LLP had invested that money in the wind turbine project killed by MFC
and therefore you clearly also knew that Middlesbrough FC owed Parent Company the
sum of £530,000.

* You therefore knew full well that Middlesbrough FC had no legal basis whatsoever to
have presented a Winding Up Petition for £25,000.  You sought to further collude with
the Defendants, including those two collusive and dishonest Registrars; Briggs & Jones
so as to defraud me and assist the Defendants in stealing my money whilst preventing
me, a creditor, from issuing my claim in damages in the sum of circa £10.5 million.

2. In January 2017 Mrs Hallamore made reference to Rule 4.79 as to the first and second
proof of debt, stating to Mr Campbell that "Under 4.79 you can show him the proofs, but not
any correspondence".
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By end of January 2017 it was clear therefore that the Official Receiver's Office was having 
covert communications with the Defendants and clearly they did not want me, a creditor, to 
see those communications.    I am litigant in this case, I expressly reques that you now 
provide standard disclosure by sending me copies of all of those communications by email 
and by return.  I am making this request pursuant to CPR Part 31 and I need the evidence for 
a criminal prosecution.    I know the material exists, Mr Campbell has mentioned its existence 
in January 2017, along with the first and second proof of debt.   

3. I note the choreography in how Hannon has been following the actions of the Defendants,
copying their nonsense cover up attempts like a lost sheep.  It is as bad as filling out the
letters with meaningless caselaw and waffle that is completely the opposite as to the true
interpretation of Rule 14.11 of the IR 2016 and, what about the onerous contract of no
material benefit to legitimate creditors?    "An office holder that does not disclaim an onerous
contracts is deemed to have failed in duty".   Hannon has done the round robin.

4. It is most amusing how both Womble Solicitors, Staunton and Hannon all try and rely on
the very few misconceived points made by Prospect Law and Ms Jones QC.   Ms Jones QC
had very little knowledge of the case and only became involved assisting me with submission
of the chronology before I made all of the submissions at the hearing before Mr Justice
Nugee.   You will undoubtedly be aware that those matters were sub judice and have been
since making my Application "To be heard by a High Court Judge" on 16th November 2017 -
CR-2017-008690;

5. The winding up for £25k that does not exist was done maliciously by lower Judiciary when
just one week before, on 21st March 2018, Mr Justice Nugee made an Order in those
proceedings of which the £25k and my £10.5m counterclaim was sub judice.   That was until
the orchestrated theft and winding up so as to perver the course of justice in full knowledge
that the Defendants are guilty of serious fraud and blackmail.

I expressly request that you all respond substantively with any comments you may wish to 
make as an attempt to quantify your positions.   I do forewarn that anything you do say will 
be later used as evidence in Court. 

I hope to get some honest answers (although given the history very unlikely) from anyone 
from the Insolvency Disservice, by return.    

Also, please actually read the email and the evidence contained with it.  It would be a 
good starting point.    I also advise you to take some legal advice from a criminal lawyer. 

Yours faithfully, 

Paul Millinder 

Paul Millinder 
Director 
Investigations & Litigation 
Litigio LLP  
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Hannon 

EXHIBIT 16 

Claimant’s Email to Bond Dickinson dated 5th December 2017 

-------- Forwarded Message -------- 

CR-2017-008690 

Subject:FOR THE RECORD --- Re: Earth Energy Investments LLP ( Met Police Reference: 
CHS29829/08/12/2017 ) -- & FAO - DC Cooch 

Date:Tue, 5 Dec 2017 11:12:51 +0000 
From:Paul Millinder <paul@empoweringwind.co.uk> 

To:Paul Stewart <Paul.Stewart@wbd-uk.com> 
CC:Julian Gill <Julian.Gill@wbd-uk.com>, Michael Brown <Michael.Brown@wbd- 

uk.com>, Jonathan Blair <Jonathan.Blair@wbd-uk.com>, Kevin Gray 
<Kevin.Gray@wbd-uk.com>, peter.morgan.2671@northumbria.pnn.police.uk, Tony 

<tony.hannon@insolvency.gsi.gov.uk>, cwmailbox- 
hrstandards@met.pnn.police.uk, fieldm@parliament.uk 

Messrs Womble Bond Dickinson, 

I know you will now have probably read through the papers served on Michael Brown last 
week. I will be including this email in the bundle of correspondence for the Court. I hope 
that this email will also be useful for Mr Hannon. 

Firstly, I answer your question in point 2 of Mr Stewart's email to me dated 22/11/2017; 

1. On 9th January 2017 I found that over 172 pages of witness exhibit had been deliberately
withheld from ex-parte proceedings so as to mislead the Judge. This information was
material because had this been disclosed it would have proven to the Court that indeed MFC
were sole cause of failure by firstly demanding that I paid £255,000 that was not owed, then
by refusing the fundamental connection into customer owned substation assets when that
same connection was the entire purpose of the contracts in the first instance and that Mr
Bloom extended that Option Agreement for the specific purpose of implementing that
connection into the local substation. I was not at liberty then to share any information with
you, although I have already put "cards on the table" in this respect, as Penningtons did on
11th January 2017. I had nothing further to say on the matter then, although I do now;

Here is the headline: 

That grid configuration was the only way in which power could be delivered from the 
turbine to the stadium. The Distribution Network Operator specified that connection 
and those arrangements were finalised from October 2012 - 12/12/12 when the offer was 
issued. The Distribution Network Operator specifies the connection requirements, not 
the Generator or the Landlord. Without a connection, the turbine cannot 
operate. Completed Connection Offers and approved electrical designs are not subject 
to change on the 11th hour and particularly not over two years from the date those 
arrangements were finalised. Any material change to the originally approved OFGEM 
FIT Accreditation would invalidate Preliminary Accreditation.  

06 Dec 2017 

Tab_6: Pages 23 - 28
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You will note, my position has been steadfast throughout, although, unlike you and your 
client, I have not invoiced your client for £9.2m in damages, because doing so would 
clearly be an abuse of process, until those matters were resolved by the Court; 

 
There are other documents withheld that are also material, however I shall keep this as short 
as possible and focused; 

 
1a. The Connection Offer was material because it showed that it was condition precedent 
that Customer takes ownership of the ringmain unit and other components so that the 
connection for the turbine could be established; 

 
1b. The substations are part of the Customer's infrastructure, not the wind turbine 
infrastructure. The wind turbine substation was to connect to the east stand substation, 
without that connection the turbine could not operate and Northern Powergrid made MFC 
acutely aware of this, in fact 4 times, prior to those arrangements being formalised. The grid 
connection agreement was the fundamental agreement that enticed us to complete the Lease 
and that connection was the only way in which the turbine could commercially 
operate. Hence, we required, full satisfaction of, the grid connection agreement prior to any 
payments for Energy Supply becoming due. The Energy Supply Agreement is a conditional 
contract and the Start Date is the date from which the conditions in clause 2 are satisfied. 

 
1c. The Grid Connection comprised of the Connection Offer, the NPG / MFC Asset Sale 
Agreement and the Connection Deed. I believe Mr Bloom was well aware of this all along, 
which is why he withheld all of those documents from the Judge on 9th January 
2017. Hence, the grid connection contracts are material, because indeed had those exhibits 
been presented, they alone would have proven that MFC were sole cause of failure for 
refusing to sign the Asset Sale Agreement dated February 2015 so that the connection for the 
wind turbine could be established. 

 
1d. The Acompanying Statement and the Planning Decision Notice were material because 
they demonstrated in clear terms that the Applicant had gone to very substantial lengths to 
address the defective planning permission, that the Planning Officer had acknowledged, in 
September 2013 that the Applicant had done what was required to discharge the condition, 
however the condition was sustained until 23rd December 2014 on the grounds of non 
substantive objections by the Airport and that on 23rd December 2014 it was proven, after the 
Applicant's lobbying with the CAA, that the condition served no purpose in planning and was 
never a threat to aviation safety. Indeed on this note, it is material that on today's date, no 
such radar mitigation exists at DTVA, hence had I gone down the illogical route as 
previously proposed by Mr Bloom and submitted "a fresh planning application" the turbine 
would still not be operating on today's date. These documents were material because in fact 
they demonstrated to the Judge that the initial delay was beyond reasonable control of Tenant 
and that the turbine could not lawfully operate until that matter was resolved. They also 
demonstrated the substantial levels of work involved and undoubtedly high associated costs 
borne by the Applicant whilst your client "sat on the fence" and did absolutely nothing to 
assist in resolving the defective planning permission. 

 
1e. The Asset Sale Agreement was material because firstly it was unsigned by MFC when 
the Distribution Network Operator required it to be completed so that the connection for the 
turbine could be established. 
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It was also material because it showed the components that needed to fall under MFC's control  
that the connection could be established and that the agreement boiled down to a standard DNO  
Adoption Agreement for a nominal £1 consideration so that the turbine could readily commence  
operation once the connection     works were complete. 

 
2. By 6th January 2017 I found that you had made the first false misrepresentation proof of 
debt to the Official Receiver in the sum then of £255,000 (being the amount disputed on 
genuine and substantial grounds (Force Majeure and the Grid Connection refusal). This, 
combined with the significant and obviously deliberate non disclosure of material particulars, 
I considered that a Police investigation would be necessary so as to address both frauds. You 
then made a further two false misrepresentations in the sums of £541,308 and £4.1m, yet the 
position, as you know, is identical to that of February 2015 when Force Majeure applies in 
the operative provision as to that delay caused by the Landlord themselves in refusing that 
fundamental connection. 

 
2.1. By 6th January 2017 I became aware that both you and the Official Receiver were 
refusing to provide me with a copy of the first proof of debt. I knew then any such demand 
was false, actually on several levels, hence I wanted to see a copy to establish how such sum 
could possibly be arrived at in the circumstances of which all parties (EEI / WBD and MFC) 
were acutely aware. Particularly in relation to Force Majeure and the "changing of the goal 
posts on the grid connection at the 11th hour" rendering the project unfit for purpose. It 
became clear to me then that there was an emerging pattern of misconduct and that the 
Official Receiver had a duty to have provided me those proofs, but made various excuses for 
not doing so. I then had reason to believe that in fact you were covertly communicating 
with the Official Receiver, making submissions by means of proofs of debt claims against the 
company, yet ex-parte to the other Company creditors. I was right, it increased to £4.1m, but 
I am still yet to discover how you arrived at the Start Date X and until Start Date Y of the 
first and second proof of debt. This incident alone I find to be utterly insane in the 
circumstances, aside from misleading the Judge and then going on to send a High Court 
Enforcement agent to seize my goods. 

 
2.2. As both you and the Official Receiver refused to provide a copy, I considered that by 
6th January 2017 I needed to do something so as to flush your client so we issued the 
Statutory Demand in full knowledge that your client would have to produce a witness 
statement and unsuprisingly I found that Mr Bloom was reliant on the same completely 
illogical arguments, seeking to pass the blame on me when in fact the position is entirely the 
opposite. I knew, when I prepared the witness exhibits and the Statutory Demand, that your 
client would not be able to defend it and that the case would at the very least be sent for a 
directions hearing, at which point I would have expressed the position and substantiated the 
Demand. The only part I was not so clear on was whether the Court would hold that the 
Board Minutes of Assignment dated 29/06/2015 would have constituted a valid assignment, 
but I could not have that either, because you even withheld that fundamental document that 
was clearly referred to on the Statutory Demand. I consider this, above all to be most 
imprudent. I did not get the opportunity of a directions hearing, because you and your 
client by then made the decision to go ex-parte and to withhold information so as to mislead 
the Judge into believing the completely illogical and unactual position presented. I must 
make it clear that I have no intention in furthering proceedings for £530k now anyway, I 
wanted a directions hearing resulting from the demand and review of your client's witness 
statements in advance of proceedings; 
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I became less than happy with the Official 

I find you all to be vexatious, directly to me, in 

I keep referring back to 

unacceptable abuse of our judicial system. 

Service to describe creditors' claims". Both statements are completely untrue nonsense 

Receiver for withholding that information, same was expressed in correspondence on 26th 

your credibility and legitimacy. Those questions were answered; 

control of my goods to the value of £619,000 (which you later should only have been 

we were taking action against MFC and WBD for fraudulent non disclosure and false 

2.3. I told Penningtons that I agreed for the injunction to continue on the sole basis that a 
criminal investigation was in process and that I knew full well, given the extent and 
significance of the fraudulent non disclosure with the false misrepresentation (when the 
parties had full knowledge of the particulars), that sooner or later the Order of 9th January 
2017 would be returned to Court for a trial; 

 
2.4. Mr Justice Arnold is a senior member of the Judiciary at the Royal Courts of Justice and 
I was dumbfounded to learn that you and your client had sought to deceive in this way. I 
know you misled me, but to go on to mislead the Court is without question a completely 

I considered the attempts to mislead by 
withholding those fundamental documents to be an insult to the Judge and outright deceit in 
the face of the Court, as well as to the Official Receiver who you also deliberately misled into 
believing the first proof of debt was a legitimate demand. Hence, 
6th January 2017, when Bloom told Mr Campbell that "the debt proved in the winding up 
petition was for...." then 
made some kind of mistake in my interpretation of the Insolvency Rules 2016, I quote a 
"proof of debt is a "somesuch, shorthand or a euphemism used within the Insolvency 

designed to mislead, hence, there does appear to be common synergies here. I now quote 
"vexatious", another common synergy, laid upon me on numerous occasions by both you, 
your client and Mr Hannon. In fact however, 

 
 

 
 

 
 

2.5 Now, moving on to the second and third proofs of debt £541,308 (again I did not see how 
any such sum was calculated) and by that time 

 

 
At that point I considered the gave me cause to seriously question both 

 

3. 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

3.1 
 

 
 

 
 

 blackmail and I consider same to be a further contempt in the face of the Court; 
back of it. Whether £619,000 (which was clearly the intention) or £25,000, it is still 
misrepresentation, however you still instructed that HCEO to come and lift my goods off the 

County Court; 
Consent Order is not a writ of control, you knew that, hence why you referred to Bristol 

The 11th January 2017 complaining of non disclosure relating to that ex-parte hearing. 
the Penningtons Manches LLP letter dated 

the later false I quote, the dispute from March 2015, aware of the position. 
unlawful basis when it can be proven that the parties (MFC, WBD and EEI) were acutely 
we have an unwarranted, fraudulent demand with menaces (levying control of goods) on an 
blackmail had already been committed and we have the classic trait of the offence whereby 

whether £25k or £619k, the criminal offence of I do not believe you and in any case, £25k), 

on 2nd February 2017, Mr Gill submitted that third proof of debt in the Then, January 2017. 

end of your nonsense; 
vexation, a state of anxiety and distress for any rational minded human being on the receiving 
that context, showing a complete lack of regard for our justice system is enough to create 

and misrepresentations to the Official Receiver 

Given the facts presented in 3. above, it was perfectly clear, prior to November 2017 that 

On 21st November 2017 you sent a High Court Enforcement Officer to my office to seize 

sum of over £4.1m. 

later from Mr Hannon, trying to deceive me into believing I have 
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and costs. will be to assert that we have acted 

The Order provided that Earth Energy Investments LLP (EEI) would contribute £25,000 

you would need to substantiate it. 

solicitors at the time, Messrs Penningtons Manches, in their letter dated 11 January 2017. 

This also forms 
part of my witness statement to Northumbria and the Met Police in the related 

took place on 9 January 2017 in relation to our client's application for an injunction to prevent the 

3.2 On transfer from "Bristol County Court" - In reality however, I allege that 
 

 
 

not, not until justice is served; 
 

33. I note 

I will 

 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

I trust that this email provides an accurate and honest representation of the position in 
conjunction with my witness statement for the hearing of 21st December. 

 

  
 

 
 

Yours faithfully, 

Paul Millinder 

On 22/11/2017 14:22, Paul Stewart wrote: 
 

Dear Mr Millinder, 
 

I refer to your numerous recent emails sent to me and my colleagues. Please note the following 
(copies of the documents referred to below are attached for ease of reference):- 

 
1. 

 

 
As you are 

fully aware, we responded to that letter on 12 January 2017. In our response, we explained why such 
and reminded you and your solicitors that, if you wanted to pursue your 

allegation, You declined to do so. 
 

2. You and your solicitors agreed 
application. 

in relation to our client's 
 

No payment was 
made and it is now abundantly clear that you and EEI never had any intention of paying the agreed 
sum. 

 

3. 
There was an error in the papers prepared by the High Court Enforcement 

Officer because the amount referred to as being outstanding 
I anticipate that your response to this error 

– this was 
which will be rectified. 

 
Your email correspondence is vexatious, abusive and entirely misleading. It also continues to restate 
points that we have addressed numerous times before and I am afraid that I can therefore see no 
benefit to you or us in repeatedly restating the correct factual position. 

the same allegation that was made by your This is presentation by you of a winding up petition. 

to the best of my knowledge and belief. 
I also declare that the facts contained in this statement are true and accurate investigations. 

evidence by the Met Police and the evidence obtained from the HCEO offices. 
Same is further evidenced in the recordings held as implied he made some kind of mistake. 

instruction came from you to recover that sum and was, as I stated, quite annoyed that you 
HCEO could not answer either, although he did confirm that the The sum of circa £619,000. 

on transfer from Robin Bloom to WBD who instructed the HCEO to come and lift my goods 

We have not fraudulently. an honest mistake made by the High Court Enforcement Officer, 

should have been £25,000 plus interest 
of the Consent Order. 

The papers served on you yesterday related to EEI's failure to pay in accordance with the terms 

to our client's legal costs, with payment being made by 4pm on 3 February 2017. 

a form of Consent Order 

an allegation was untenable 

Your central allegation appears to be that we in some way misled the court at the hearing that 

you did not answer my questions in relation to the £69k interest applied to the 

to the value of £619,000 so as to apply unlawful pressure in the hope I will concede. 

this claim is 
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If your conduct follows the same path that it has previously, your response to this email will be to send 
numerous emails to a wide circulation of people accusing me and others of, amongst other things, 

Neither I nor my colleagues will be responding to any such email 
correspondence. 

Yours sincerely, 

Paul Stewart 

Partner 

Womble Bond Dickinson (UK) LLP 

Paul Stewart 
Partner 
Womble Bond Dickinson (UK) LLP 

d: +44 191 279 9292 
m: +44 7980 715531 
t: +44 345 415 0000 
e: Paul.Stewart@wbd-uk.com 

dishonesty and fraud. 
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EXHIBIT 15 

 

Mr Millinder. 
  
In regards to the emails that you have sent, the Judge has not read them as the case 

is not allocated to him. 
  
Please do not send any further correspondence. 
  
regards 
  

Pauline Drewett 

Clerk to Mr Justice Arnold and  Mr Justice Warren 

 

Pursuant to Practice Direction 510 (specifically the Practice Note to Paragraph 3.4(2) 

published 12 October 2016), it is no longer acceptable to file attachments (i.e. 

Witness Statements, Exhibits, Correspondence etc.) via email to be placed on the 

Court file.   

 

These documents will need to be lodged through ce-filing. 

 

More information can be found at www.ce-file.uk 
  

 

From: Paul Millinder [mailto:paul@empoweringwind.co.uk]  
Sent: 15 November 2017 10:52 
To: Tony Hannon; Drummond, Claire; Gray, Kevin; peter.morgan.2671@northumbria.pnn.police.uk; 
correspondence@attorneygeneral.gov.uk; pm@litigio.co.uk; Drewett, Pauline 
Subject: Evidence re Bond Dickinson ADR Attempts --- FAO Robert Buckland QC MP & Clerk to Mr 
Justice Arnold 
Importance: High 

Mr Hannon,  

Please refer below to one further piece I will be presenting at the forthcoming hearing.    You 
will recall, this is an email chain between Bond Dickinson and I in relation to these 
proceedings and the allegations in contempt of Court where I sought to raise the issues and 
address them by means firstly of alternative dispute resolution.   

You were copied into all of those corespondences, although again it appears you failed to act 
even in light of the fact you were made acutely aware that neither MFC or Bond Dickinson 
could come anywhere close to being able to rationalise their conduct in relation to those three 
random proofs of debt and more particularly, how any payment could possibly be due under 
Clause 3.4.2 - Commissioning, of the Energy Supply Agreement in circumstances where 
their client refused that very same Agreement with Northern Powergrid for establishing the 
connection for the wind turbine.    

17 Nov 2017

CR-2017-008690
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My straight forward questions are, how could I get full satisfaction of the Connection 
Agreement when their client refused to complete that agreement so that the connection could 
be established in the first instance?   I know you have previously wilfully refused to address 
anything to do with this fundamental point, so I am not expecting any answers from you Mr 
Hannon, this is for Bond Dickinson who were previously only too keen to make thoe 3 
representations to your office.  

1. When was the Start Date?  

2. What about the operative provision of Force Majeure as to the delay caused by the 
Landlord with the clause in favour of Tenant when the Landlord refused the connection in 
February 2015?     

3. What about the bundle of invoices dated 25th June 2015?   What relevance do they have 
against the fact no payment could possibly be due under the Energy Supply Agreement and 
what about the operative provision of Force Majeure within the Lease in the same context?   

It would be very helpful to have some answers from Bond Dickinson, or in fact, Mr Hannon 
or anyone else that may provide the answer.   It would, unfortunately however, appear that 
both the Official Receiver and Bond Dickinson have run out of answers in this case, hence, 
BD will be summoned to this forthcoming hearing against the Official Receiver as 
Respondent given that I will be challenging the validity of their £4.1m false 
misrepresentation during proceedings and that this case is somewhat linked to that of 9th 
January 2017.   Those proceedings will follow on from this hearing, as you will soon note.  

I wanted to avoid litigation if at all possible, taking action against an officer of the court is 
somewhat complex, however you have, I allege, breached the very Insolvency Rules you are 
supposed to be advocating whilst acting against interests of legitimate creditors, hence why I 
had my barrister write to you (at no small cost) to address your conduct on a non-contentious 
basis.   The fact you choose to ignore that also and completely disregard Counsel's opinion, 
combined with the matters you are aware of that you have also disregarded over the last 12 
months, I will see you at Court.     

I have as yet been unable to establish the status of the review being conducted by City of 
London Police,  however they will be notified of my application against the Official Receiver 
in related matters. I will speak with DS Morgan to find out if he may have an update.  

I have copied those at Bond Dickinson into this email by means of notice that the hearing I 
was asking the Official Receiver to call on is now in process and you can expect to receive 
notice of proceedings from the Court imminently.     It may help your colleague at the 
Official Receiver's Office if you attend this hearing to help him quantify his position.  I have 
reason to believe he is as unclear as you are as to coming up with any rationale.  

Yours faithfully, 

Paul Millinder;  
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-------- Forwarded Message --------  

Subject:  Mr Gibson 
Date:  Tue, 4 Jul 2017 11:17:16 +0000 

From:  Drummond, Claire <Claire.Drummond@bonddickinson.com> 
To:  paul@empoweringwind.co.uk <paul@empoweringwind.co.uk> 

CC:  Gray, Kevin <Kevin.Gray@bonddickinson.com> 
 

Dear Mr Millinder 

Mr Gray is currently away from the office.  Further to your email dated 30 June 2017, Mr Gibson is 
aware of your correspondence but will not be responding to you directly.   

 Please ensure that all correspondence in relation to this matter comes directly to me. 

 Yours sincerely 

 
-------- Forwarded Message --------  

Subject:  Private & Confidential: Alternative Dispute Resolution 
Date:  Fri, 23 Jun 2017 15:01:48 +0000 

From:  Gray, Kevin <Kevin.Gray@bonddickinson.com> 
To:  paul@empoweringwind.co.uk <paul@empoweringwind.co.uk> 

 

Dear Mr Millinder, 

Your various e-mails addressed to Michael Brown, a partner in this firm, and Lucy Bremner, solicitor 
have been referred to me for attention in my capacity as Operational Risk Director.   

While noting the contents of your communications, on the substantive points, I am satisfied that the 
lawyers who have been involved in dealing with you have acted entirely properly in accordance with 
both the law and their professional obligations. 

Yours sincerely, 

Kevin Gray 
Operational Risk Director  
Bond Dickinson LLP 
Direct: +44 191 279 9163 
Mobile: +44 7772 320747 
Office: +44 345 415 0000  
Follow Bond Dickinson:  

  

www.bonddickinson.com 
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-------- Forwarded Message --------  
Subject:  RE: High Court Action - Formal request by Creditor -- List of parties for the 

Summons 
Date:  Tue, 27 Jun 2017 11:52:05 +0000 

From:  Gray, Kevin <Kevin.Gray@bonddickinson.com> 
To:  Paul Millinder <paul@empoweringwind.co.uk> 

CC:  Tony Hannon <Tony.Hannon@insolvency.gsi.gov.uk> 
 
 
 
Dear Mr Millinder, 
For the record, I would make it clear that I am not a solicitor.  I am the Operational Risk Director and 
an member of the Risk and Best Practice Team at Bond Dickinson LLP. 
Yours sincerely 
 
Kevin Gray 
Operational Risk Director  
Bond Dickinson LLP 
Direct: +44 191 279 9163 
Mobile: +44 7772 320747 
Office: +44 345 415 0000  
Follow Bond Dickinson:  

  

www.bonddickinson.com 

 

From: Paul Millinder [mailto:paul@empoweringwind.co.uk]  
Sent: 27 June 2017 10:10 
To: Tony Hannon; Anthony.Campbell; Gray, Kevin; Bremner, Lucy; Brown, Michael; BELL, Stephen 
(P1286); peter.morgan.2671@northumbria.pnn.police.uk; Andrew Lindsay; Ian.Davies; Drewett, 
Pauline 
Subject: Re: High Court Action - Formal request by Creditor -- List of parties for the Summons 
Importance: High 

Dear Mrs Hallamore, 

Sorry, there is a 12th to add to the List;  

12.  Paul Robert Stewart - Bond Dickinson (Defendant) that also made a statement to support 
Mr Bloom at that ex-parte hearing by Mr Justice Arnold of 9th January 2017 to which matters 
relate.  - His Witness Statement is attached.  

I will have the bundle of documents delivered in person to the Court and to your Office in 
preparation.   

I look forward to hearing from you.  

Yours faithfully, 

Paul Millinder 
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On 27/06/2017 09:18, Paul Millinder wrote: 

Dear Mr Hannon / Mrs Hallamore and Mr Campbell and all concerned,  

Following my request of yesterday below I write to include the proposed list for the 
Summons and to be in attendance at the hearing; 

Edmund Robb - Barrister - Prospect Law LLP acting for Earth Energy Investments LLP 
(Claimant) & Empowering Wind MFC Ltd (in Liquidation); 

Andrew Lindsay - Partner - Lupton Fawcett LLP - Solicitor for Earth Energy Investments 
LLP & Empowering Wind MFC Ltd *in Liquidation    (Solicitor of EEI and formerly 
Empowering Wind MFC Ltd in the MFC transaction); 

1. Jeremy Robin Bloom - General Legal Counsel - MFC, Gibson O Neil (Defendant); 

2.  Julian Gill - Partner - Bond Dickinson (Defendant); 

3.  Michael Brown  - Partner - Bond Dickinson (Defendant); 

4.  Lucy Bremner - Solicitor - Bond Dickinson (Defendant); 

5.  Kevin Gray - Solicitor & Director - Bond Dickinson (Defendant); 

6.  Steve Gibson - Director - Middlesbrough Football & Althletic (1986) Ltd and The Gibson 
O'Neill Company Ltd (Defendant);  

7.  Detective Inspector Stephen Bell of Cleveland Police (Witness); 

8.  Detective Inspector Peter Morgan of Northumbria Police (Witness); 

9.  Tony Hannon - Official Receiver - For Empowering Wind MFC Ltd in Liquidation 
(Witness); 

10.  Anthony Campbell - Official Receiver - For Empowering Wind MFC Ltd in Liquidation 
(Witness); 

11.  Paul Millinder - Director - Earth Energy Investments LLP (Parent Company) & 
Empowering Wind MFC Ltd (in Liquidation) (Claimant)  

I am happy to pay, in advance any associated fees for the Summons and any appropriate 
Court fees so we are not racking up any expense on the Company in Liquidation.  Clearly the 
parties will receive a copy of the papers in preparation for the hearing in advance.     I am 
fairly certain of the outcome, therefore I will be claiming costs back for the case.  I will make 
provision for any application for costs that may or may not be granted in these circumstances.  

I look forward to hearing from you. 

Regards, 
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Paul Millinder 

On 26/06/2017 17:46, Paul Millinder wrote: 

Dear Mr Hannon / Mrs Hallamore, Mr Campbell and all concerned,  

I write with disclosure of the particulars in my complaint against Bond Dickinson.   I write to 
request that the Official Receiver, as Officer of the Court, given that you cannot adjudicate in 
this matter, refers this email chain and the previous correspondence (full disclosure of 
particulars) is put before Mr Justice Arnold at the High Court for determination at trial.  

I would like to raise a summons against all those concerned, to attend the hearing.  

There is, as you know, a Police investigation in process.  Therefore the trial must focus solely 
on the issue in question, which is the validity of the Proof of Debt in the sum exceeding 
£4.1m, to an Officer of the Court, by Julian Gill of Bond Dickinson, on 2nd February 2017.  

I look forward to hearing from you as soon as possible. 

Yours faithfully, 

Paul Millinder;  

 
-------- Forwarded Message --------  

Subject:  Re: Private & Confidential: Alternative Dispute Resolution 
Date:  Fri, 23 Jun 2017 18:55:09 +0100 

From:  Paul Millinder <paul@empoweringwind.co.uk> 
To:  Michael Brown <michael.brown@bonddickinson.com>, Andrew Lindsay 

<Andrew.Lindsay@lf-dt.com>, Tony Hannon 
<Tony.Hannon@insolvency.gsi.gov.uk>, Anthony.Campbell 
<anthony.campbell@insolvency.gsi.gov.uk>, Gray, Kevin 
<Kevin.Gray@bonddickinson.com>, Bremner, Lucy 
<Lucy.Bremner@bonddickinson.com> 

Dear Michael, 

I note the response from Mr Grey.  I see that you do not have the common decency or honour 
in responding substantively to my points, which are 100% accurate, valid legal points.   That 
is noted.   In the circumstances, probably not the smartest decision you have made.    I was 
however progressing a form of ADR, prior to legal action, however your colleague does not 
want to so that is fine.     My Grey behaves like Bloom, does not have the answers so instead, 
goes into denial, flying off with the accusation that I am being "agressive"?     

I have never been aggressive, although your client has on several occasions acted in a way 
that would have provoked an aggressive response, however I have always refrained from 
smacking him in the mouth, as much as he deserves it, because unlike him and your 
colleague, I am acting within the law.   I have been assertive, not aggressive.  
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Michael, if roles were reversed, would you be happy?    Come on, I am asking you man to 
man to give me some answers.  You and colleagues were full of them previously.  Perhaps 
now is the time to quantify your position.  I was, actually writing with your best interests at 
heart.  I have no reason to dislike you as an individual, I don't.   I was trying to extract you 
from what will undoubtedly be much worse to come by getting some honest answers.    I 
believe Bloom is responsible for this conduct.  I think perhaps you were just taking his word 
for it and acting on instructions.  

Dear Mr Millinder, 

Your various e-mails addressed to Michael Brown, a partner in this firm, and Lucy Bremner, solicitor 
have been referred to me for attention in my capacity as Operational Risk Director.   

While noting the contents of your communications, on the substantive points, I am satisfied that the 
lawyers who have been involved in dealing with you have acted entirely properly in accordance with 
both the law and their professional obligations. 

Yours sincerely, 

 
Kevin Gray 
Operational Risk Director 

Dear Mr Millender, 

I see no purpose in holding a dialogue when you are making serious and unfounded allegations about 
the conduct of this firm.  While you of course are entitled to pursue any perceived wrong-doing, it is 
unfortunate that you choose to correspond in such an aggressive manner.  

I would, though, make it clear that you are not a client of this firm and as such we have no contract 
with you.  It is therefore not clear to me how we could have been negligent as we have been pursuing 
our client's instructions.  Nevertheless, any letter before claim should be forwarded to me for attention. 

Given that your firm has represented this completely illogical and false proof of debt with an 
Officer of the Court, I would have thought the least you could do was to respond 
substantively, with all copied in, so at least I could perhaps begin to understand your 
rationale.    I do not care who responds, but I do expect some answers.   It is not going to help 
your case any further by refusing attempts of ADR prior to litigation.   I will get the answers 
anyway, in Court.  It is up to you.  

As for the criminal elements.  I have made my point very clear.  There is a substantial Police 
investigation in process and I will leave the Police to deal with those parts.  I think I have 
covered the basis in sufficient detail.     I have not copied Police into this 
correspondence.   Because he has everything required, not because anything I say or have 
said is anything that I would not gladly justify in Court.    

Given the set of circumstances, I consider that I am perfectly justified in describing those 
involved as idiots, I could come up with far stronger terminology, however that could be 
considered slanderous,  it doe not mean however the thought is not there.   
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I also consider you and your colleagues to be negligent to the highest order, because you 
honestly believed you could get away with treating me in this way and indeed, by failing to 
respond, you are making yourselves look like the idiots I think you are.  

I will leave it for you to mull over. 

Regards, 

Paul  

On 23/06/2017 11:52, Paul Millinder wrote: 

Dear Michael, 

One final point I must also at this stage raise with you.  In your firm's letter dated 12th 
January 2017 (attached), in response to the letter from my side (Penningtons) raising the issue 
of non disclosure which had, by that time, been reported to Police, I must address in this 
email why those documents are material, in case you have not already picked it up from the 
email chain below; 

1. The Minutes of Assignment of Earth Energy Investments LLP dated 29th June 2015 were 
material because they were quoted on the Statutory Demand form in relation to assignment of 
a debt by the Directors of a Limited Company consituting a valid assignment of a debt for the 
purposes of collecting that debt, meeting the criteria of The Law of Property Act 1935, 
Section 136 when MFC unlawfully circumvented those contracts; 

2.  The non disclosure of the Accompanying Statement, the MBC Complaint Response and 
the Planning Decision Notice were material because they demonstrated to the Court that the 
delay consituted an act beyond reasonable control of Tenant;  

3. The various email chains referred to are material because they would have proven that Mr 
Bloom was involved in the open negotiations in arranging that same connection prior to the 
Company exercising it's Option, as early as October 2013;  

4. The non disclosure of the Grid Connection Offer, the Connection Deed and the NPG Asset 
Sale Agreement between Northern Powergrid and Middlesbrough Football & Althetic (1986) 
Ltd and dated "February 2015") was material because had those documents been disclosed, it 
would have proven indeed MFC was solely responsible for the demise of the project, by 
refusing the same connection that was the very purpose of those contracts in the first instance. 

I hope this provides all the clarification you need. 

Regards, 

Paul Millinder 
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IN THE NEWCASTLE CROWN COURT                                                                CASE REF: A-2021-0089 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Pursuant to section 6 of the Prosecution of Offences Act 1985 

SKELETON FOR HEARING ON 10TH DECEMBER 2021  

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

1. The Appellant / Informant has prepared this short skeleton to advance further

grounds in preparation for the hearing on 10th December 2021, notwithstanding the

submission that the prosecution is irredeemably defective through failure whatsoever

to serve evidence in the magistrates court.  The Appellant seeks a confiscation order.

2. The purported “witnesses”, Womble Bond Dickinson are the Defendants, (“Ds”) they

have committed multiple indictable and indictable only offences against the Appellant.

Criminal law is not supposed to be selective, but this corrupt establishment makes it

so.

3. In this skeleton the Appellant refers to my tabulated exhibit titled: EXHIBIT-D.

Table of Contents 

A. The statutory defence to section 2 harassment .................................................................................. 2 

B. Details of the offences committed by Ds ............................................................................................. 3 

C. The enactments / rule of law............................................................................................................... 4 

D. The public interest .............................................................................................................................. 8 

E. The correct test for dishonesty in civil and criminal proceedings ........................................................ 9 

F. Evidence of dishonesty and D’s actual state of mind: ........................................................................ 10 

G. Criminal offences committed by Hannon, Ds conspirator ................................................................. 12 

G. Fraud around the assigned investment (£770,000 plus standard interest) ....................................... 17 

H. A comparative – Huhne, Briscoe and Pryce –The course of public justice ......................................... 19 

I. Suppression of evidence and conspiracy to pervert the course of justice .........................................19 

J. on 12/11/2018 Staunton “U-turns” on the claims he admitted could not be established on 9th January
2017 – Vos asks him to retract and replace his skeleton ....................................................................... 22 

K. On 9th January 2017 Staunton admitted in Court that no energy supply was owed and that he knew
that the effect of Force Majeure in the Lease would absolve any liability to pay .................................. 26 

EXHIBIT-2B  (Skeleton and exhibit-D referred to)
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A. The statutory defence to section 2 harassment

4. From the CPS website:

Three defences are available to the section 2 offence: 

• that the course of conduct was pursued for the purpose of preventing or detecting crime;

• that it was pursued under any enactment or rule of law or to comply with any condition or

requirement imposed by any person under any enactment; or

• that in the particular circumstances the pursuit of the course of conduct was reasonable.

5. The course of conduct in sending emails to the defendants was in the course of a private

criminal investigation in furtherance of the Appellant’s constitutional right to privately

prosecute Ds for the multitude of offences they are proven to have committed.

6. The course of conduct was pursued under enactments and the rule of law.   Ds should

expect the Appellant to be angry after defrauding the Appellant, causing the destruction

of his family, huge losses through their fraud and distress through their conspiracy

whilst the corrupt, politically controlled judiciary and police provide them impunity

when anyone else would have been jailed long ago.

7. The right to freedom of expression includes the right to offend.  There was no

harassment.  Calling the offenders “fraudsters” and “dishonest cretins” is the truth.

8. The conduct in those circumstances was reasonable and proportionate.  The statutory

defence applies on all three grounds.

9. No offence was committed by the Appellant and in any event, the failure whatsoever to

serve renders the magistrates prosecution irredeemably defective.

10. That just leaves the multiple offences committed against me, along with the two stand-

alone offences under section 327(1) and 328(1) of PoCA 2002.   None of my directions in

furtherance of the overriding objective to do justice have been forthcoming.
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B. Details of the offences committed by Ds

11. All of the offending originated from Ds and their conspirator, Middlesbrough FC making

an unwarranted demand with menaces (S.21 Theft Act 1986) in the sum of £256,269.89

on 25/06/2015 after refusing the connection for the wind turbine.  That demand was

then used to unlawfully forfeit the Lease, defrauding the Appellant of over £770,000

plus all the revenue I would have otherwise gained from operation of the wind turbine.

(See:  Tab_2 - CoA 1st ske dated 03/11/2021, page 1, paragraph 1 – 4).

12. The first blackmail of 25th June 2015 used to unlawfully forfeit was transformed by Ds

into the false representation claim used to originate the winding up of Empowering MFC

Ltd on 19th September 2016.

13. That fraudulent claim in the sum of £256,269.89 was transformed into the first proof of

debt lodged by Bloom of MFC on 1st December 2016, then to £541,308.89 on 20th

December 2016 (the second proof of debt that Hannon fraudulently withheld contrary

to his legal duty to disclose conferred in rule 14.6 of the Insolvency Rules 2016).

14. All the further offending, fraud by false representation on 6 counts, fraud by failing to

disclose information on 4 counts (See: Tab_2, page 3, paragraph 17), perjuries, two

further counts of blackmail.

15. The further offending originating from the first blackmail came about because Ds were

using the façade of the corrupt, politically controlled civil courts and insolvency law to

defraud and to pervert the course of justice, because the Appellant’s case, founded by

proven unlawful forfeiture of the Lease, cannot be defended.

16. The claim, vesting in Empowering Wind MFC Ltd is quantified with a high degree of

certainty based upon the guaranteed OFGEM 20-year Feed in Tariff payments for all the

electricity generated by the turbine, increasing with the RPI, plus a 50% loss of chance

and aggravated damages.
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17. The claim of the demand of 6th October 2020 is the sum of the assigned investments

plus standard 8% interest accruing from 30th June 2015 (the date of the assignment

notice).

18. The criminal property (section 340(9)(c) of PoCA 2002 referred to in paragraph 16 and

17 above exceeds £23.5 million.  Appellant is applying for a confiscation order against Ds

in the sum outstanding including accrued interest until the date the order is made.

19. The fourth count of fraud by false representation by Ds, in conspiracy, was the proof of

debt claim defined at paragraph 47 below.

C. The enactments / rule of law

Blackmail – Section 21 Theft Act 1968 - (3 counts)  
The offence of blackmail is committed when a person with a view to gain for themselves or 
another or intending to cause loss to another makes an unwarranted demand with menaces. 
Dishonesty is not an element of the offence. 

The demands were unwarranted, because no money was ever owed, and there were menaces, 
with a significant degree of coercion.  The first unwarranted demand was made in tandem with 
the threat to forfeit the Lease I had paid them £200,000 for after Middlesbrough FC and Ds 
refused the connection.      

Ds knew I has expended over £700,000 in developing the project, the threat to terminate the 
Lease was intended to force me into paying them £256,269.89.  Had I done so, it would have 
been clear that they were only to outright refuse the connection, as they did, rendering the 
project entirely useless.  I paid them Middlesbrough FC’s legal fees, for them to defraud me.  

The second and third came with the threat of levying distress on goods unless I paid them 
£619,774.48 and then circa £29,500.  

Fraud by failing to disclose information – Section 3 Fraud Act 2006 – (4 counts) 
The defendant: 
- failed to disclose information to another person  - when he was under a legal duty to
disclose that information  - dishonestly intending, by that failure, to make a gain or cause a
loss.

Like Section 2 (and Section 4) this offence is entirely offender focussed. It is complete as soon as 
the Defendant fails to disclose information provided he was under a legal duty to do so, and that 
it was done with the necessary dishonest intent. It differs from the deception offences in that it 
is immaterial whether or not any one is deceived or any property actually gained or lost. 
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There is no requirement that the failure to disclose must relate to "material" or "relevant 
"information, nor is there any de minimis provision. If a Defendant disclosed 90% of what he 
was under a legal duty to disclose but failed to disclose the (possibly unimportant) remaining 
10%, the actus reus of the offence could be complete. Under such circumstances the Defendant 
would have to rely on the absence of dishonesty. Such cases can be prosecuted under the Act if 
the public interest requires it, though such cases will be unusual. 

In conspiracy Ds withheld 100% of what they were under a legal duty to have disclosed. 

Fraud by false representation – Section 2 Fraud Act 2006 - (6 counts):    
The defendant: made a false representation, dishonestly, knowing that the representation 
was or might be untrue or misleading, with intent to make a gain for himself or another, to 
cause loss to another or to expose another to risk of loss.  The offence is entirely focused on the 
conduct of the defendant.   

A representation is false if — (a) it is untrue or misleading, and (b) the person making it knows 
that it is, or might be, untrue or misleading.   

(3) “Representation” means any representation as to fact or law, including a representation as
to the state of mind of— (a) the person making the representation, or (b) any other person.
(4) A representation may be express or implied.

Ds knew the claims they were making were false from as early as 8th March 2015 if not far 
sooner. The contracts, including the Lease and the Energy Supply Agreement determined that the 
operative provision of Force Majeure absolved any liability on Empowering Wind MFC Ltd to 
have paid Ds and their co-conspirator, Middlesbrough FC, a single penny.  Any lawyer could 
have determined that, but they were told precisely that, by Andrew Lindsay, a 35 year plus 
experienced senior lawyer, on 8th March 2015.  

Fraud by abuse of position – Section 4 Fraud Act 2006 - (2 counts by Hannon and each on 
one count by all the corrupt members of the judiciary involved in this case both civil and 
criminal):  

(1)A person is in breach of this section if he—

(a) occupies a position in which he is expected to safeguard, or not to act against, the financial
interests of another person,
(b) dishonestly abuses that position, and
(c) intends, by means of the abuse of that position—
(i) to make a gain for himself or another, or
(ii) to cause loss to another or to expose another to a risk of loss.

(2) A person may be regarded as having abused his position even though his conduct consisted
of an omission rather than an act.

CASE FILE: Page 575 PDF Page: 412

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2006/35/section/2
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2006/35/section/4


6 

Offences under the Insolvency Act 1986 committed by Hannon as Liquidator – (13 counts) 

The offences under the Insolvency Act 1986 as defined in Schedule 10A of the Act are complete 
when an insolvency office holder, acting as liquidator, fails in his duty to perform specific tasks 
as required of him in his fiduciary duty to the Company of which he is appointed.  

5 counts of the offence of section 93.3 of the Insolvency Act 1986:  in Hannon failing as 
Liquidator to summon general meeting of company at each year’s end in the liquidation of both 
Empowering Wind MFC Ltd and Earth Energy Investments LLP between 19th September 2016 
and 31st March 2020. 

5 counts of the offence of section 92A(2) of the Insolvency Act 1986:  in Hannon failing as 
Liquidator to send progress report to members. 

2 counts of the offence of section 94.4 of the Insolvency Act 1986: in Hannon failing as 
Liquidator to send to company members a copy of account of winding up. 

1 count of the offence of section 109(2) of the Insolvency Act 1986:  in Hannon failing as 
Liquidator to publish notice of his appointment in respect of Earth Energy Investments LLP in 
the London Gazette.  

Those offences overlap with the serious offences of fraud by abuse of position on 2 counts, of 2 
counts of fraud by failing to disclose the first and second proofs of debt and one count of 
section 5 perjury respective of Hannon’s false “Official Receiver’s Report to Court” dated 15th 
December 2017.  (See: A-BUNDLE: tab_36, page 16, paragraph 99 – 132 & tab_26).  

Section 5 of the Perjury Act 1911 – (7 counts): (Bloom of Middlesborough FC on 8th January 
2017 1 count.  Hannon on 15th December 2017 – 1 count.   Ds on 7th September 2017 – the false 
application to Bristol County Court – 1 count.  Ds on 24th November 2017 – 1 count.  Staunton 
on 28th March 2018 – 1 count. Staunton on 11th April 2018 – 1 count.  Stewart on 22nd October 
2020 – 1 count)  

If any person knowingly and wilfully makes (otherwise than on oath) a statement false in a 
material particular, and the statement is made— 

(a) in a statutory declaration ; or (b) in an abstract, account, balance sheet, book, certificate, 
declaration, entry, estimate, inventory, notice, report, return, or other document which he is 
authorised or required to make, attest, or verify, by any public general Act of Parliament for 
the time being in force; or

(c) in any oral declaration or oral answer which he is required to make by, under, or in 
pursuance of any public general Act of Parliament for the time being in force, he shall be guilty 
of a misdemeanour and shall be liable on conviction thereof on indictment to imprisonment, 
with or without hard labour, for any term not exceeding two years, or to a fine or to both such 
imprisonment and fine.
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Conspiracy to defraud – Section 12 Criminal Justice Act 1967 

It is clearly the law that an agreement by two or more by dishonesty to deprive a person of 
something which is his or to which he is or would be entitled and an agreement by two or more 
by dishonesty to injure some proprietary right of his, suffices to constitute the offence of 
conspiracy to defraud.    

That is precisely what all the defendants have done in this case, including each and all of the 
purported judges involved, who have, in addition, conspired to pervert the course of justice, 
acting under orders of the political kleptocracy to prevent justice being served on Ds and their 
conspirators.  

Conspiracy to pervert the course of justice – (one count by each of the Ds, Middlesbrough FC, 
Staunton, Hannon, Ohrenstein and each of the purported judges involved in this case, both in 
the civil and criminal proceedings).  

An agreement by two or more to prevent justice being served on themselves or others. 

The offence of Perverting the Course of Justice is committed when an accused: 

does an act or series of acts; which has or have a tendency to pervert; and 
which is or are intended to pervert; the course of public justice. 

The offence is contrary to common law and triable only on indictment. It carries a maximum 
penalty of life imprisonment and/or a fine. The course of justice must be in existence at the time 
of the act(s). The course of justice starts when: 

an event has occurred, from which it can reasonably be expected that an investigation will 
follow; or investigations which could/might bring proceedings have actually started; or  
proceedings have started or are about to start. 

Section 327(1) Proceeds of Crime Act 2002 – Concealment – (1 count by the Attorney 
General’s Office and by each of the purported judges involved, Ds and their conspirators): 

(1)A person commits an offence if he— (a) conceals criminal property; (b) disguises criminal
property; (c) converts criminal property; (d) transfers criminal property; (e) removes criminal
property from England and Wales or from Scotland or from Northern Ireland.

The corrupt, politically controlled judiciary deployed false instrument restraint orders against 
the Appellant to conceal criminal property and to pervert the course of public justice when the 
void restraint orders were established without jurisdiction.  A proven case cannot be “no more 
or less than bound to fail” / totally without merit.    

Each have made and used a false instrument in that respect, constituting the additional offence 
of section 1 and section 3 of the Forgery & Counterfeiting Act 1981.  
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Section 328(1) Proceeds of Crime Act 2002 – (On one count by Ds, Bloom of Middlesbrough 
FC, Staunton, Ohrenstein, the Attorney General’s Office, all the judges involved and Hannon 
for failing in their reporting obligations):   

(1) A person commits an offence if he enters into or becomes concerned in an arrangement
which he knows or suspects facilitates (by whatever means) the acquisition, retention, use or
control of criminal property by or on behalf of another person.

D. The public interest

20. Broadly, the presumption is that the public interest requires prosecution where there
has been a contravention of the criminal law.

21. The courts must consider the public interest in furtherance of prosecution against

dishonest lawyers and judges and the national importance of doing so, to preserve the

rule of law, integrity and impartiality of the administration of justice.  It is for this Court

to put that right and it has no option but to do so, or the judge responsible will likewise

have perverted the course of public justice and he shall join the offenders.

22. Public integrity is essential for advancing the public good and ensuring the legitimacy of

public organisations. It is also considered an antithesis to corruption, as recognised by

articles 7 and 8 of the United Nations Convention against Corruption (UNCAC).

23. It is of paramount importance in the public interest that the rule of law is maintained

and that means "an independent justice system, free from interference from outside,

free from corruption, free from influence, that is respected and treated as independent

by those in Government and those in Parliament, and that ultimately, the public has

confidence in the ability of the courts and the responsibility of the courts to take

decisions according to their best judgment about what the law of the land requires”.

24. In this case, it is the Law Ministers, the Lord Chancellor, (Buckland), the Attorney

General’s Office and the BEIS Ministers, who have perverted the course of justice, acting

contrary to their legal duty conferred in section 3 of the Constitutional Reform Act 2005,

to “maintain the continued independence of the judiciary”.
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25. Rather, it is those Law Ministers who have been coercing the judiciary in both civil and

criminal proceedings, to prevent justice being served on those offenders, to protect the

offenders from prosecution, because Steve Gibson OBE, is a Tory Teesside politician.

26. Criminal justice was never designed to be selective, a case of “justice subject to status”

but this Tory kleptocracy has done so, defeating the rule of law, when in truth and

reality, nobody, not even the highest of the judges involved (the Lord Chief Justice) is

above the law.

27. It is in the public interest to prosecute all responsible for this corruption and decimation

of the rule of law.

E. The correct test for dishonesty in civil and criminal proceedings

28. In establishing the correct test for dishonesty, (Ivey v Genting), I recite from the Ivey

judgment:

"Although a dishonest state of mind is a subjective mental state, the standard by which 

the law determines whether it is dishonest is objective.  If by ordinary standards a 

defendant’s mental state would be characterised as dishonest, it is irrelevant that the 

defendant judges by different standards.." 

29. What was the defendant's actual state of knowledge or belief as to the facts; and was

his conduct dishonest by the standards of ordinary decent people?

30. 4.  The Supreme Court determined that there was “no logical or principled basis for the

meaning of dishonesty…to differ according to whether it arises in a civil action or a

criminal action.”

31. Likewise, the offence of perverting the course of justice is complete when a person

prevents justice being served on themselves or another, when the course of justice has

started and there is no differentiation between a civil or criminal course of justice.
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32. The Supreme Court observed that, “It would be an affront to the law if [the meaning of

dishonesty] differed according to the kind of proceedings in which it arose…”

33. I completed the test, based upon the evidence of what Ds instructed counsel actually

admitted he knew prior to Ds and Staunton, their counsel, making false representations

in court both orally and in writing, whilst acting as counsel for Middlesbrough FC.

34. Ds knew the same, having instructed and taken advice of counsel in those proceedings.

35. Naturally, it would be assumed that counsel and his instructing solicitors are supposed

to act honestly and, it would be considered dishonest by standards of the reasonable,

honest informed observer if the perpetrators made statements that their own

instructed counsel first admitted he knew were false.   That is precisely what Ulick

Staunton did.

36. The evidence is "out of the horse's mouth" recorded on the court hearing transcripts

referred to.   The evidence cannot possibly get stronger than that in proving that both

Staunton and Ds knew what they were doing was dishonest, because Staunton admitted

he knew the correct factual circumstances himself.

37. His own state of mind at the time, by his own admissions, both in writing and orally

during the hearings, confirmed that both he and his instructing solicitors, Ds, knew the

representations they were making were false.

38. Ds offending is a long way far from isolated to fraud by false representation.

F. Evidence of dishonesty and D’s actual state of mind:

39. I refer to tab_D7 of my exhibit, the transcript of the ex-parte injunction hearing of

09/01/2017 attended by Stewart and Gill of Womble Bond Dickinson who instructed

Staunton.
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40. At page 3 of the transcript (page 82 of the exhibit), between (H) and (D) of page 4 (page

83 of the exhibit) Staunton lied about the provision of Force Majeure in the Lease but

admitted that Force Majeure has effect in respect of the Energy Supply Agreement

(“ESA”).

41. At page 4 of the transcript (A) Staunton admitted that he knew that the effect of Force

Majeure would excuse Empowering Wind from paying rent.  He clearly knew, by his own

admission that it has effect in relation to the ESA and the result would be the same.

42. The ESA is a conditional contract, subject to my “satisfaction in full” of “entering into a

connection agreement” which Middlesborough FC refused.  In absence of fulfillment of

that condition precedent, there was no “entitlement to agreed output” / agreement to

supply power pursuant to the ESA and any “invoicing & payment” is contractually

prohibited.   Any lawyer would know that, just by reading the terms of the completed

ESA, which Ds and Staunton did, as did Middlesbrough FC.

43. At 5.30PM on 9th January 2017, Gill provided me with a copy of the note of hearing by

email (see: tab_D8) on their own headed paper.

44. The note of hearing contained a further written admission from Staunton at page 1 (3)

that “Force Majeure has effect”.

45. On both grounds, Force Majeure and the fact that the ESA is conditional, any reasonable

informed lay person could easily determine that the claims brought by Ds are false.

These people purport to be lawyers, they clearly knew, after having been told by their

own barrister on 9th January 2017, that no claims could be established by

Middlesbrough FC.

46. Ds knew the claims they were making were false and by virtue of that fact, their actions

would be considered dishonest by the standards of any ordinary, reasonable informed

observer.
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47. 24-days after their ex-parte hearing, on 2nd February 2017, Gill committed fraud by false

representation on the 4th count and claimed over £4.1 million for rent and energy supply

knowing that neither rent or energy supply was owed.

48. Ds co-conspirer, Anthony Hannon, the corrupt Official Receiver of London who was

acting as liquidator of the wind turbine sole purpose vehicle (Empowering Wind MFC

Ltd), retained the knowingly false claim, to defraud me of the proven damages claim

founded by unlawful forfeiture of the Lease.

49. That in itself is a serious fraud, in conspiracy with category A aggravating factors.

50. I refer to tab_D5, page 60 of the exhibit. Line 19 – 21 cites the penal notice on the proof

of debt form that Gill used to make out his fraud by false representation claim.

51. The penal notice that Gill took off the standard 14.4 proof of debt form is there because

it is a criminal offence to make false representations in proceedings under the

Insolvency Act 1986.

52. The £4.1 million fraudulent claim was convened to make a gain and to cause a very

substantial loss to my fellow creditors and I.  Hannon sustained the claim and disposed

of Empowering Wind to defraud me of my democratic rights as requisite majority

creditor to call a meeting of creditors to replace him.

G. Criminal offences committed by Hannon, Ds conspirator

53. Hannon is proven to have committed all the offences listed under the Insolvency Act

1986 and those offences overlap with two counts of fraud by abuse of position, two

counts of fraud by failing to disclose information and one count of perjury.

54. Hannon had a duty to report under PoCA 2002 when he knew of the criminal offences,

but he failed to report, because effectually, he is not going to report himself and his co-

conspirators for conspiracy to defraud and the other offences they committed.
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55. Hannon has committed 19 criminal offences and it is in the public interest to prosecute

a dishonest office holder who purports to act in the interests of creditors

56. The private criminal prosecution against Ds and their conspirators was concealed and

never determined by Currer, who has perverted the course of justice.  Fanning did

precisely the same, after Buckland, then Solicitor General “transferred out of circuit”

from York Magistrates, for disposal to prevent justice being served on the offenders.

57. The salient part of my appeal therefore deals with failure to have prosecuted the

offenders and in any event the indictable only offences that have been concealed in

proceedings to date.  The Crown Court has exclusive jurisdiction to deal with those

offences.

58. Those offences under the Insolvency Act 1986, amongst others, were detailed in the 1st

skeleton that Lord Justice William Davis concealed.  I refer to tab_2, page 3, paragraph

18 – 23.

59. It is no coincidence that Davis also perverted the course of justice, all have been acting

under orders of the political kleptocracy to do so, whilst I, the innocent party who has

been defrauded, receive oppressive gross human rights abuse, with the corrupt courts

further defrauding me of my rights in law and my assets in the name of “justice”.

60. The motive was for Hannon to sustain the fraudulent claim to prevent my fellow

creditors and I from suing Middlesbrough FC because the claim, originating from proven

unlawful forfeiture of the Lease, cannot be defended.

61. He must have been bribed to have behaved in the way he has done, there can be no

other motive, aside from political coercion, or a combination of both.

62. Hannon went on to dispose of Empowering Wind MFC Ltd, fraudulently abusing his

position to defraud me fellow creditors and I of whom he owes a fiduciary duty.
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63. Hannon, as liquidator, was to realise the claim as a dividend for creditors pursuant to

rule 14.25(5) of the Insolvency Rules 2016.

64. The fraudulent proof of debt claim caused the Appellant further, serious and protracted

losses, including expenditure of over £60,000 in legal fees, losing over 3 years due to

Hannon and Ds working in conspiracy to defraud whilst Hannon defrauded creditors of

whom he owes a fiduciary duty.  The corrupt, politically controlled courts worked to

conceal those frauds, to prevent justice being served on the offenders.

65. I refer to tab_D6, page 64 of the exhibit, line 2 – 9 recites the finding of Nugee J of 5th

February 2018 where, stating the obvious, it was found that neither rent or energy

supply was owed to Middlesbrough FC and;

“on the basis of those matters Middlesbrough demanded payment of money from EW, 

terminated the Lease for non payment and subsequently appeared as a supporting 

creditor”. 

66. Ds first count of fraud by false representation was falsely represented by Staunton,

under instruction of Ds on 19th September 2016, in the sum of £256,269.89, being the

sum of the unwarranted demand with menaces used to unlawfully forfeit the Lease.

67. It was that false representation which caused Empowering Wind MFC Ltd to be wound

up, when the petition hearing was adjourned so that I could complete a CVA with the

Company’s legitimate creditors.

68. I completed the CVA proposal, but Middlesbrough FC was never a creditor.  Staunton

was colluding with Registrar Baister, as they have all been using the façade of the

corrupt court and insolvency law to defraud and to pervert the course of justice.

69. The purpose of the option agreement, which appended the Lease is defined at line 11

and 12 of tab_D6 was to “construct, connect to the grid and operate the turbine”.
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70. Ds all knew that Middlesbrough FC refused the connection, so they all knew that

Middlesbrough FC had prevented me from performing on the rights granted, after I paid

them £200,000 for the Lease, whilst incurring a further £530,000 in developing the

project and taking it to a construction ready phase, only for them to “U-turn” and refuse

the connection.

71. Anyone, who was not entirely dishonest, corrupt or insane, would know that

Middlesbrough FC caused all the loss to me by refusing the connection which formed

the entire basis of the option agreement in the first instance.  Any lay person would

know that they were not owed a single penny.

72. Likewise, anyone who was not entirely dishonest, corrupt or insane, would know that

the ESA is conditional and that I could get absolutely no satisfaction whatsoever over

“entering into a connection agreement” and that therefore there was no “Entitlement

to agreed output”.

73. Of the first fraudulent claim, £181,269.89 was for energy supply and £75,000 was for

rent when, had the offenders not refused the connection, the first installment (£15k)

was not payable until 17th September 2015.

74. The lease was unlawfully forfeited on 19th August 2015, 29-days prior to the first

installment of rent falling due.   It does not take a judge to work that out, from the

terms of the completed contracts, namely the Lease and ESA, terms of which are final.

75. Ds have been using the façade of insolvency law to defraud and to pervert the course of

justice.  That is a serious criminal offence in its own right.

76. At page 65 of my exhibit, line 7 – 31 is where Nugee found that 172 pages of witness

evidence had been fraudulently withheld from the ex-parte hearing in breach of Ds legal

duty to disclose.   At line 21 – 27 it was found that Staunton twice lied about the

operative provision of Force Majeure in the Lease (because they all knew it had effect).
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It is not complex to establish that having refused the connection, Middlesbrough FC had 

prevented me from performing on the rights granted.  

77. At page 66, line 19 – 22, I exhibit a citation from Bloom’s ex-parte witness statement

where he lied and attempted to imply that the claim “did not even exist as at the

purproted date of the assignment”.   The lie came in tandem with fraudulent non-

disclosure of the connection agreement he refused (the 3 connection contracts) and the

assignment upon which the demand itself was based.

78. At page 67, I evidence paragraph 22.2 of Bloom’s statement where he lied and stated he

had seen no evidence of the assignment and that there was no explanation in the

demand.

79. Bloom had the assignment in his possession on 29th June 2015, then by email again on

3rd January 2017 (see page 67, line 13 – line 3 of page 68).  It is proven beyond

reasonable doubt that Bloom knew the statement he was making was false.

80. Bloom is guilty of the offence of section 5 of the Perjury Act 1911, but his dishonestly

came in tandem with fraud by failing to disclose information, namely 171 pages of

witness evidence that proved the demand and the assignment that it was based on.

Bloom is a long-term associate of Ds, being their former senior partner.

81. In breach of their continuing duty to disclose, Ds dishonestly withheld the Penningtons

Manches LLP letter dated 11th January 2017 to conceal their offending during the ex-

parte hearing of 9th January 2017.

82. It is proven beyond reasonable doubt that Ds are guilty of fraud by failing to disclose

information on 2 counts between 9th and 16th January 2017 and that their dishonest

non-disclosure was convened to make a gain and to cause a loss to me, in the sum

exceeding £640,000.  (the sum of the 6th January 2017 demand, plus standard interest).
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83. Stewart attended the hearing before Nugee J on 5th February 2018, at all times

thereafter he had the transcript of that hearing and the order of the same day in his

possession.

84. At tab_D6, page 75 of my exhibit, line 17 – 20 I exhibit page 3, paragraph 10 of Stewart’s

ex-parte witness statement dated 22nd October 2020.   Stewart had the order by Nugee

J of 05/02/2018 in his possession. Knowing it was tried and found that neither rent or

energy supply was owed, Stewart committed perjury and stated that Empowering Wind

became liable for “various payments under the Lease and ESA  and when these were not

paid MFC exercised its right to terminate”.

85. Stewart knew, once again, that the statement he was making was blatantly false. Even

having a court order in front of him proving the same did not curb his dishonesty.

86. It is obvious that Ds knew they were safe in the hands of an utterly corrupt, politically

controlled judiciary who have consistently perverted the course of justice, violated my

human right to a fair trial whilst concealing the proven, blatant fraud and multiple

offences.

G. Fraud around the assigned investment (£770,000 plus standard interest)

87. At tab_D6, page 68 of my exhibit, Nugee found that the ex-parte injunction of 9th

January 2017 was made because there was “doubt over the assignment and dispute over

the claim”.

88. Nugee found that the claim could not be disputed, founded by unlawful forfeiture, and

statutory law makes the assignment effective from the date notice was given.

89. The law which makes the assignment effectual from the date notice was given cannot

be disputed.
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90. Page 69 of the exhibit cites section 136(1) of the Law of Property Act 1925 that makes

the assignment of the investments made in Empowering Wind MFC Ltd to Earth Energy

Investments LLP effectual from 30th June 2015, when the assignment was served on

Middlesbrough FC in hard copy.

91. The claim of the statutory demand cannot be disputed and neither can the assignment.

92. The position was identical on 23rd October 2020 when Ds attended yet another ex-parte

hearing and fraudulently withheld 13-material exhibits that once again proved the case.

93. Amongst the fraudulent non-disclosure was the 54-page report referred to in my 1st

skeleton in the Court of Appeal proceeding that was concealed by the oath breaking

corrupt coward, Lord Justice Davis, who has once again perverted the course of justice,

sustaining a void a false instrument restraint order to conceal the criminal property I

have been defrauded of, defeating the ends of justice.

94. Davis did the same in the Hillsborough inquiry, preventing justice being served on the

corrupt police who perverted the course of justice.  His excuse used to acquit the

offenders was that “the course of public justice had not started”.  Of course, that is

complete nonsense.  A judicial inquiry is an investigation commissioned by Government

in administration of the course of public justice.   The issue is that the majority of those

who administer the rule of law and justice are corrupt, oath breaking dishonest,

immoral white-collar criminals who only too freely engage in this kind of ruination of the

rule of law, defeating long-established British constitutional principles.

95. Under this kleptocracy, compliance is rewarded, a typical trait of systemic corruption.

Corrupt judges are promoted, courtesy of the taxpayer for following their orders. The

rule of law, fairness and integrity does not figure in the equation.

96. I refer to my first skeleton in the CoA proceeding; tab_2, page 3, paragraph 17.  That

needs to be read and followed.
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97. Paragraph 18 through to 71 makes the position very clear, proving the offences to the 

required standard, but once again, Davis, another parasite infesting the UK’s justice 

system, covered it all up, it’s what they do best.   That does not alleviate the offending, it 

just diminishes and affronts the rule of law they are sworn into office to uphold, making 

a mockery of the entire system.

98. The criminal property I have been defrauded of and the protracted conspiracy to 

defraud and to pervert the course of justice, does not carry an expiration date, interest 

continues to accrue.  I want a confiscation order and this Court has the duty to make 

one.  The application needs to be heard separately, following trial against the offenders. 

I am applying for a trial by Judge and Jury of all the offenders in this case.

H. A comparative – Huhne, Briscoe and Pryce –The course of public justice

99. At tab_2, paragraph 72 I refer to the comparative example of perverting the course of 

justice in the Huhne, Briscoe and Pryce case, only there was not a serious and 

aggravated conspiracy to defraud, nor protracted conspiracy to pervert the course of 

justice by lawless state terrorist white-collar criminal judges who have “stepped into the 

shoes of the fraudsters” whilst terrorizing the victim of this heinous fraud.

100. There was not millions in criminal property in issue in the Huhne, Briscoe and Pryce 

case, and Briscoe, a recorder judge, was not in office at the time.   You, Judge, need to 

take note of that, for the course of justice is in progress and the criminal offences here 

are proven beyond reasonable doubt.

I. Suppression of evidence and conspiracy to pervert the course of justice

101. Whist I am surrounded by colluding, dishonest, lawless parasites purporting to be 

judges who work covertly to assist the offenders at all given opportunities, at least the 

evidence does not deceive.

102. My evidence is flawless, which is why I have been subjected to this abuse.
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103. I refer to tab_D1, page 2 of my exhibit. At line 8 I exhibit the order of 21st March

2018 by Nugee, listing the application by Earth Energy Investments LLP to set aside the

fraudulently obtained order of 16th January 2017 (there was no consent) for a hearing in

the usual way.

104. Ds knew, as any lawyer would, that an alleged debt, that is subject to challenge

by order of a High Court Judge, is not, and cannot be a petition debt. The however made

it one, knowing, by Staunton’s own admission, just 4-days prior to Gill presenting the

covert (without notice winding up petition for £25k), that the assigned investments

extinguished the £25k fraudulent liability.    That in itself is a further serious fraud by

false representation (and section 5 perjury), by Gill.  Gill certified the petition of 12th

February 2018 to be true, knowing that no money was owed.

105. On 5th February 2018, (recited from the transcript of that hearing), Staunton said

this:  “What’s assigned are the investments, the £200,000”.

106. What was assigned are the investments, but not only £200,000 but each and

every single investment made in the project, £770,000 plus standard interest and all

further investment made in Empowering Wind MFC Ltd after Middlesbrough FC

unlawfully forfeited.

107. Nugee was equally part of the conspiracy to defraud.  Nugee knew that the

offenders were guilty of what is effectually the most prolific case of fraud by failing to

disclose information in conspiracy by lawyers during an ex-parte injunction hearing in

the history of UK law, but Jewish corrupt freemasons stick together.

108. It appears that the oath of the freemason take precedent over the rule of law

and the constitutional oaths of office.

109. Nugee, like his conspirers in this case, perverted the course of justice, but he also

committed fraud by false representation.   He remains in judicial office with the rest.
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110. I refer to tab_D6, page 70 of my exhibit, line 3 through to line 8. Nugee had the

assignment in front of him (after Staunton, his personal associate told him that the

investments were assigned).

111. Nugee had the conscious and pre-meditated intent to corrupt the original terms

of the assignment to make his recited version not absolute, so he could rely on it in his

mala fide order, stating that the assignment is not effective when the law makes “any

absolute assignment, of which notice has been given, effectual in law”.

112. Those actions would indisputably be considered to be dishonest in the opinion

of the ordinary informed observer. Judges are supposed to prosecute fraud, not to

become part of it.

113. It is proven beyond reasonable doubt that Nugee is guilty of conspiracy to

defraud and perversion of the course of justice, an indictable only offence.

114. I move back to tab_D1, page 2 of my exhibit. At line 33 through to line 4 of page

3, I recite in red, from the transcript of the hearing on 28th March 2018 in my absence,

“out of the horse’s mouth” that Staunton lied about the cross claim and stated that the

cross claim was the claim I was defrauded of by their fraudulent £4.1 million proof of

debt and Hannon’s dishonest abuse of position.

115. At page 4 of my exhibit, from the transcript of the hearing on 28th March 2018,

at line 30 – 31 I recited the lie by Staunton who had the order by Nugee of 21st March

2018 in his possession.

116. Staunton said the proceedings had terminated, knowing that on 28th March 2018

the application listed for hearing by Nugee had not been heard.

117. On 11th April 2018, the hearing before Briggs, the application to set aside the

£25k fraudulently obtained “consent order” had still not been heard.
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118. At page 4 of my exhibit, line 20 – 22, on 11th April 2018, Staunton admitted what

he already conceded to on 5th February 2018 in respect of the assignment; “there’s a

cross claim which extinguishes the liability to pay £25,000”.

119. On 5th February 2018 when Staunton admitted that “what’s assigned are the

investments” the assigned investments extinguished the alleged £25k petition debt by

30.8 times (not including standard interest accrued from the date of the assignment).

120. Line 23 – line 40 is self-explanatory.  This is all from the transcript, the oral

frauds by false representation committed by Staunton on 28th March and 11th April 2018

on the 5th and 6th counts to defraud me of £770,000 plus standard interest on the basis

of a £25k fraudulent liability originating from their fraud of 9th January 2017 (fraud by

failing to disclose information in conspiracy).

J. on 12/11/2018 Staunton “U-turns” on the claims he admitted could not be

established on 9th January 2017 – Vos asks him to retract and replace his

skeleton

121. I refer to BUNDLE-1B, (bundle-B of the COA proceeding), turning to tab_15, page

293; In Staunton’s skeleton dated 12/11/2018, for the rigged hearing before Vos, at

paragraph 27, Staunton lied and stated “The allegations of dishonesty on the part of

counsel are not understood. ICC Judge Barber was informed of the decision of Nugee J on

21 March 2018”.

122. It is evidenced in the transcript of the hearing on 28th March 2018 before Barber

that there was no reference made to the decision of Nugee of 21st March 2018 listing

the application to set aside the fraudulently obtained £25k whatsoever.

123. I refer to EXHIBIT-D, tab_D3, the transcript of that hearing of 28th March 2018. At

page 15, from (F) through to (G) of page 16, there was no mention of the order of 21st

March 2018 and between (D) and (E), Staunton completed his lie by stating:
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“Judge Jones then dismissed that application. That’s the cross-claim. That’s disposed of 

Monday of this week”. 

124. At BUNDLE-1B: tab_15, page 294, paragraph 78, Staunton implies that he does

not understand how the application to set aside the purported £25,000 fraudulent

liability when there was no consent would affect the winding up order made for the

same £25k when the alleged debt was not even owed and when in any event the

proceedings pertaining to the £25k are on foot.

125. Did Staunton not understand how the fact he himself admitted on 5th February

2018 that “What’s assigned are the investments, the £200,000” is the cross claim he lied

about and stated had been disposed of by Jones knowing that the assigned investments

is what extinguished the £25k fraudulent liability when he admitted it himself either?

126. At EXHIBIT-D, tab_D3, page 16 of the exhibit, between (E) and (G) Staunton

stated this:

“That’s addition debt. In January of this year Mr Millinder applied to set aside the 

injunction on the grounds of non-disclosure.  That was heard by Mr Justice Nugee who 

dismissed the application. On 1st March Mr Millinder issued an identical application. 

That’s to be heard in the three-day window of 6th June, so again it’s simply a repeat of 

an application that’s already been dismissed” 

127. “Addition debt” is not understood, there is no debt and Staunton himself

admitted that on 5th February 2018 as cited at paragraph 125 above.   Additionally

however, the application was not identical to the application of 30th January 2018.

128. Staunton knew that the application of 1st March 2018 sought to deal with the

failure in Ds continuing legal duty to disclose and the Penningtons Manches LLP letter

dated 11th January 2017 which they also fraudulently withheld.

CASE FILE: Page 593 PDF Page: 430

https://uk01.co.uk/secure-3-newcastle/BUNDLE-1B-COURT-APPEAL.pdf


24 

129. Had that letter been disclosed, the fraudulent non-disclosure of 172 pages of

witness evidence, in the form of the “shopping list” of material exhibits that was

withheld would have been discovered and no judge would have continued the

injunction of 9th January 2017.

130. Additionally, it would have been discovered that there was no consent to pay the

£25k anyway and that the consent order had been originated by fraud.

131. It makes no odds, Ds and their conspirators are permitted to lie and to defraud,

to make false representations and to commit perjury, whatever they do, the corrupt,

politically controlled UK judiciary will always collude to prevent justice being served on

them, law and justice does not figure.

132. BUNDLE-1A, tab_1, are the Grounds of Appeal that were evaded and concealed

by the corrupt common purpose oath breaking white-collar criminal, Lord Justice

William Davis, who was acting under orders to do the same as the rest have.  They make

and use false instrument restraint orders to defeat the ends of justice and to conceal

criminal property.

133. Ground 3 refers to the Insolvency Court’s duty of inquiry that was consistently

evaded by the offenders purporting to be judges sitting in the High Court of Justice

Insolvency & Companies Court.    I refer to the applicable precedent in Livesey v Jenkins

[1984] UKHL 3 (page 11, paragraph 69 – 71).     The simple test is that “would the

information that was withheld make a difference to the order that was otherwise

made”. In this case, the answer is clearly and obviously yes, both on the grounds of the

originating significant material non-disclosure and on the ground that disclosure would

have proven that I never consented to paying the offenders £25k.

134. At page 12, paragraph 73, I refer to the authority in Barclays Bank v Atay [2015]

EWHC 3198 (Ch); [2016] B.P.I.R. 12.  I refer to paragraph 74 – 77 where I cite the precise

terminology of the judgment.  
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135. Davis, like the rest of these politically controlled, lawless, oath breaking

dishonest cretins in this case, contradicted the law, he was perverting the course of

justice.     Doing so does not diminish the rule of law, they may have done, but the

statutory laws still apply, everything has just been covered up by these quislings, who

are, effectually, one and the same as the offenders they have all colluded to support.

136. The £25k alleged debt never even existed, the purported consent order was

founded by fraud and ceased to have effect from the outset, but these fraudster corrupt

judges do like originating something from nothing.

137. It is for that reason none of the purported judges exercised their duty of inquiry,

knowing that the £4.1 million fraudulent claim is false (See: BUNDLE-1A, tab_1:  In

Dawodu v American Express [2001] BPIR 983 – page 11, paragraph 66).

138. To round off, see page 11, paragraph 69, where I recited from the transcript of

11th April 2018 what Staunton had admitted, after knowing he lied about the cross claim

on 28th March 2018, for avoidance of doubt, I quote:

MR STAUNTON: “and paras.17 to 24. So there’s a cross claim which extinguishes the 

liability to pay £25,000” 

139. The liability to pay £25,000 never even existed, but in any event the terrorist

oath breaking fraudsters purporting to be judges assisted the offenders in their

conspiracy, using the court to further their fraud whilst conspiring to pervert the course

of justice.

140. Davis did precisely the same as Swift and Andrews did in the Administrative

Court.  Their strategy is to continue the deceit, concealing the offending and the millions

in criminal property I have been defrauded of with their void, false instrument restraint

orders.
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K. On 9th January 2017 Staunton admitted in Court that no energy supply was

owed and that he knew that the effect of Force Majeure in the Lease would

absolve any liability to pay

141. Also in the Grounds of Appeal that were evaded by Davis, was incontrovertible

evidence of fraud, proving beyond reasonable doubt that Staunton, Ds and their

conspirators knew that no rent or energy supply was owed, by the longstop of 9th

January 2017, during that ex-parte injunction hearing.

142. I refer to page 16 of Bundle-1A; Ground 4, titled “Dishonest concealment of

evidence & fraud”.  At paragraph 106 I recite what Staunton admitted on 9th January

2017:

“Now, I do not have, in the evidence, any answers to why there is an effective force 

majeure in the energy supply agreement but not in the lease, but that is the evidence 

before you”. 

143. Now read from paragraph 107 of the grounds, through to 116.

144. At paragraph 117, I recite the admission from Staunton in that skeleton he

compiled on 12th November 2018, paragraph 37 of that skeleton. Staunton “U-turned”

on the claims he admitted could not be established on 9th January 2017. I quote:

“The para ends with an assertion that “the Defendant” cannot bring any claim against 

“the Applicant”; this is not understood. Rs do not bring any claim against A, or 

Empowering or Earth Energy, save that Rs claim £25,000 from Earth Energy under the 

consent order of 16 January 2017”. 

145. Read from there to paragraph 125.   The absolute nonsense order produced by

Davis on 11th November 2021 to defeat the ends of justice, sustaining the void, false

instrument “all proceedings restraint order” is appended after this skeleton.
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146. Vos, the now Master of the Rolls is a criminal offender, he allowed Staunton to

retract and replace his skeleton containing those blatant admissions, whilst he himself

concealed the fraud by stating at paragraph 109 of his judgment that the blackmail used

to unlawfully forfeit the Lease was a “quantified claim for rent in the sum of

£256,269.89” after the very application before him recited the finding of Nugee J on 5th

February 2018 that neither rent or energy supply was owed.

147. My evidence and submissions prove a conspiracy to defraud and conspiracy to

pervert the course of justice.

148. There has been a protracted cover up by the corrupt, utterly dishonest, morally

bankrupt terrorists purporting to be judges who have all allowed their independence to

be compromised by the Tory corrupt central government tyranny who have worked very

hard to provide impunity (perverting the course of justice) to Steve Gibson OBE and his

conspirators.

149. Collectively, all the corrupt judges in this case have conspired to defraud and

have conspired to pervert the course of justice.  There has been a most serious and

aggravated fraud upon the court for which each and every single order in this case, both

civil and criminal, are void ab initio, there is no real order of the court.

150. I will not tolerate this bullshit, human rights abuse and outrageous corruption for

a second longer.      This case is being tried in multiple international jurisdictions where I

seek full restitution for the oppressive gross human rights abuse inflicted upon me since

9th January 2017 and at all times thereafter.    Your chances of being able to continue the

dishonest concealment whilst perverting the course of justice are less than zero.

PAUL MILLINDER 
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judges (together with others) were part of a conspiracy to defraud the Appellant. In the proceedings the 
Appellant applied to bring committal proceedings against those judges. 

5. On a number of occasions in 2018 and 2019 the Appellant applied for criminal summonses against those
involved in the Middlesbrough FC litigation. Initially the applications related to the liquidator of the
companies he had controlled and counsel who had appeared in the insolvency proceedings. However. the
Appellant moved on to apply for the issue of criminal summonses against a wide range of professionals
who had been involved in the litigation and against judges who had made orders including Sir Geoffrey Vos.
All of the applications were refused. On at least one occasion the application was described as .. fancifur

6. On the face of it the Divisional Court was bound to conclude that the criteria in Section 42 of the 1981 Act
were satisfied. The court considered the Appellant's answer to the application which focused on the
Middlesbrough FC litigation and consisted principally of submissions as to why decisions taken in that
litigation were wrong. The Appellant relied on Re Fraser(1892) 2 QB 633 to argue that it could not be
vexatious to seek to set aside an order in bankruptcy proceedings if the order had been made on the basis
of a false liability. in relation to the applications for criminal summonses the Appellant argued that either the
relevant DJ(MC) was acting ultra vires or that there was evidence to support the applications. The
Divisional Court rejected the argument based on Re Fraser by reference to the explanation of Re Fraser

given by Etherton J (as he then was) in Dawodu v American Express (2001) as follows

" ... what is required before the Court is prepared to investigate a judgment debt, in the absence of an
outstanding appeal or an application to set it aside, is some fraud, collusion, or miscarriage of justice. The
latter phrase is of course capable of wide application according to the particular circumstances of the case.
What in my judgment is required is that the Court be shown something from which it can conclude that had
there been a properly conducted judicial process it would have been found, or very likely would have been
found. that nothing was in fact due to the Claimant"

Swift J in his judgment found that, for the principle relied on by the Appellant to have any application, there
must be fraud or similar. His conclusion (with which Andrews LJ agreed) was that there was no evidence of
fraud.

As to the argument that the DJ{MC) was acting ultra vires, this was left as a submission without support.

7. The grounds of appeal concentrate on the proposition that all of the orders on which the Divisional Court
relied were void due to fraud and that the Divisional Court itself has lent itself to the conspiracy to pervert
the course of justice. I have read all of the material provided to me by the Appellant, namely Bundle A
consisting of 349 pages and Bundle B consisting of 347 pages. Document 16 in Bundle B is dated 7 July
2021. It is headed "In the Newcastle Crown Court". Whatever its status it cannot have been before the
Divisional Court assuming that it is correctly dated. Notwithstanding that I have read and considered it
because it is germane to the issues of judicial fraud and corruption. I do not believe that I do an injustice to
the main thrust of the Appellant's case by summarising it thus all of the orders made by the various judges
from 2018 onwards (and the orders on which they depended and relied) are ultra vires and void because of
fraud; none of the applications made by the Appellant has been vexatious, rather the judiciary has been
instructed by the corrupt Attorney-General to assist the offenders (ie. those associated with Middlesbrough
FC and their representatives); the Divisional Court itself engaged in a conspiracy to pervert the course of
justice.

8. Having reviewed with care the material provided by the Appellant I find myself in the same position as Sir
Geoffrey Vos in 2019. Although the allegations of fraud and corruption are detailed, none is supported by
any evidence. Mere assertion does not amount to evidence. The fact that a judge has ruled against the
interests of the Appellant does not mean that the judge was acting fraudulently or corruptly. The Appellant
cites examples of Judges not accepting evidence or submissions That happens in litigation as a matter of
course. A Judge is bound to reach a view one way or the other. The party whose interests are not satisfied
by a judge's decision cannot assert fraud or corruption without some proper basis for doing so. In any
event as Sir Geoffrey Vos observed in 2019 the way to challenge a decision of a properly constituted court
is to seek permission to appeal. The Appellant accepted that he had determined that there was nothing to
appeal. This approach was completely misconceived.

9. The Appellant did not mince his words in e-mails to Swift J prior to the hearing before the Divisional Court
He asserted that Swift J had joined a widespread judicial conspiracy to pervert the course of justice

intended to defraud him whilst protecting those guilty of fraud against the Appellant Despite the content
and tone of his e-mails, the Appellant when given the opportunity at the hearing of the Attorney-General's
application to invite Swift J to recuse himself, expressed himself as content with Swift J being a member of
the court. Presumably this allegation of a continuing judicial conspiracy may be extended to include me.
Until I was allocated this application for permission. I was wholly unaware of the Appellant's existence or of
any aspect of his involvement with the courts. What I know about the case has been gleaned from the
documents he has provided. In her judgment in these proceedings Andrews LJ pointed out that she had
not discussed the application with any judge who previously had had dealings with the Appellant I
understand wh she felt it a riate to make a point which otherwise would be self-evident For theCASE FILE: Page 599 PDF Page: 436
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avoidance of doubt the same applies to me. It has been necessary to consider the published judgments of 
other judges who have had conduct of the Appellant's case at one or more stages but those are public 
documents to which I am bound to refer. 

10 It is not necessary or appropriate for me to set out in detail the allegations made against the various 
judges since none is supported by evidence. Put bluntly many of the allegations are scurrilous 

11. A ground raised by the Appellant which does not appear to have considered by the Divisional Court
relates to the effect of the decision of this court in Wasif v SSHD. It was referred to in passing in one of the
e-mails sent by the Appellant to Swift J but otherwise not the subject of any submissions. In Wasifthe court
was concerned with applications for permission to apply for judicial review before the Upper Tribunal. In
essence. where such an application is marked as being ·'totally without merit" there is no right to renew the
application on an oral hearing. This court did not decide that identifying a case as ·TWM'' was ultra vires or
wrong in principle It gave guidance on the type of case where such an identification would be proper.
Leaving aside the fact that Wasifwas concerned with a different jurisdiction, the decision does not begin to
support the proposition that none of the applications made by the Appellant could have been ·TWM".

12 A further ground can be summarised as follows. The Bankruptcy Court has a duty of inquiry to investigate 
whenever a prima facie case to set aside the debt creating the insolvency is established. This duty applies 
equally to the Administrative Court - by which the Appellant means the Divisional Court of the Queen·s 
Bench Division. As is clear from Dawodu there is no such duty on a Bankruptcy Court. Even if there were, 
it could not extend to a Divisional Court considering an application under Section 42 of the 1981 Act 

13. The grounds of appeal conclude with the following

" ... Fraud does unravel all, even post judgment and there has been a most serious and protracted fraud
upon the Court

161. All the orders in the case are void from the outset but moreover. A's case against the offenders is
proven.

162. In account of all matters, A requests that the appeal be granted and that all orders in the case be set
aside and declared void and that A's claim, pilfered from him, under the guise of the ECRO false instrument
be restored and that A be awarded the sum of the claim against Middlesbrough FC, plus standard interest
accruing until thejudgment is paid in full."

Fraud must be proved if it is to have the effect submitted by the Appellant That can only occur in properly 
constituted proceedings. A case is proven if and only if there is evidence to support it That is not the 
position here. Even if the grounds of appeal were arguable (which they are not) and the full Court allowed 
the appeal the outcome would not be as set out in paragraph 162 of the grounds. With great respect to the 
Appellant, that paragraph encapsulates his approach. He assumes that he can re-litigate issues 
determined by other judges without any regard to the finality of litigation. 

Mediation: Where permission has been granted or the application adjourned 

Does the case fall within the Court of Appeal Mediation Scheme (CAMS) automatic 
pilot categories (see below)? 

Pilot categories 
• All cases involving a litigant in person (other than immigration and family

appeals)
• Personal injury and clinical negligence cases;
• All other professional negligence cases;
• Small contract cases below £500,000 in judgment (or claim) value, but not

where principal issue is non-contractual:

If yes, is there any reason not to refer to CAMS mediation under the pilot? 

If yes, please give reason 

Non- ilot cases: Do ou wish to make a recommendation for mediation? 

Where permission has been granted, or the application adjourned 

a) time estimate (excluding judgment)
b) any expedition

Yes/No ( delete as appropriate) 

• Boundary disputes;
• Inheritance disputes.
• EAT Appeals
• Residential landlord and

tenant appeals

Yes/No (delete as appropriate)

Yes/No delete as a ro riate) 
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Signed: 

Date: 11 November 2021 

Notes 

(1 J Rule 52.6(1 i provides that permission to appeal may be given only where -

a) the Court considers that the appeal would have a real prospect of success or 
b) there is some other compelling reason why the appeal should be heard.

(2) Where permission to appeal has been refused on the papers. that decision is final and cannot be further

and section 54(4) of the Access to Justice Act 1999. 

d or appealed. See rule 52.5 

(3) Where permission to appeal has been granted you must serve the proposed bundle index on every respondent within 14 days of the date of 
the Listing Window Notification letter and seek to agree the bundle withm 49 days of the date of the Listing Window Notification letter (see 
paragraph 21 of CPR PD 52C)

Case Number C1/2021/1614 

Order created by Vos
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Tab_2: Pages 24 - 40 

IN THE COURT OF APPEAL 

On appeal from the QBD Divisional Administrative Court: Case ref: CO/3966/2020 & pursuant 
to section 6 Prosecution of Offences Act 1985 

APPELLANT’S FIRST SKELETON ARGUMENT 
DATED 3rd NOVEMBER 2021   

The Appellant (“A”) provides the Court with this skeleton to consolidate the issues.   The two 
bundles referred to (A) and (B) contain the page number for the tab on the right-hand side, and in 
the centre, the page number within the bundle.   

The entire case was founded by blackmail and unlawful forfeiture of the Lease: 

1. I was blackmailed, when on 25th June 2015, after refusing the connection for the wind
turbine and preventing me from enjoying the rights granted by the Lease,
Middlesbrough FC (“MFC”) made an unwarranted demand with menaces in the sum
of £256,269.89.

2. The demand contained menaces, with the threat to forfeit the Lease I paid them
£200,000 for the benefit of, unless I paid MFC a further £256,269.89 that they knew
contractually was not owed.

3. The sum of the unwarranted demand was then used to unlawfully forfeit the Lease
that was completed on the sole basis and understanding of the completed connection
configuration affirmed during the option period.

4. All the further offending, the false representations presented to cause insolvency of
both EW and EEI were all originated from this principal indictable only offence of
blackmail, a fraud. The authority: Lazarus Estates Ltd v Beasley [1956] 1 QB 702
applies.

5. The politically controlled, entirely corrupt inferior courts however, denied all
remedy, concealed the fraud and the criminal property I have been defrauded of,
and then covered it all up with false instrument, void restraint orders.  That is how
the S.42 SCA 1981 all proceedings void restraint order was originated.

6. The case  is so fundamentally simple, a schoolkid could determine it, which is why,
throughout, knowing that the case is proven, the purported judges involved, have
evaded the preliminary consideration, because it is inextricably linked with the 4
counts of fraud by failing to disclose information during the ex-parte injunction
hearings, the 5 counts of fraud by false representation used to cause the insolvency
and then to stymie the insolvency, because the claim is a substantial, proven asset,
and the further perjuries and blackmails.
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7. MFC “U-turned” on the connection for the turbine they had jointly negotiated, agreed 
and completed during the option period, when it was an option, if either party 
became aggrieved with either   the technical or commercial terms being proposed, to 
negate the option without further commitment. Having that option, is the entire 
purpose of the Option Agreement. 

 
8. On 8th November 2012, Mr Bloom of D2 extended the Option Agreement so that I 

could complete that same and only connection, doing so, affirmed a completed 
collateral contract. 

 
9. After having refused the connection, knowing that they rendered the project entirely 

useless, they defrauded me of the £200k plus all the investment and 3 years of work, 
then demanded payment, after preventing me from performing on the rights granted. 

 
10. My report at Bundle-B; tab_3 of A’s appeal bundle, contains an active table of 

contents at page 2 for ease in navigation.  Part 1 – part 5 sets out the position 
conveyed above in finite detail. 

 
11. Swift J and Andrews LJ in the Administrative Court, failed altogether to account for the 

fact that none of A’s applications are “TWM” nor vexatious, for it is proven that D2 did 
unlawfully forfeit the Lease, that no money was owed to them and that law makes the 
assignments effectual from the date notice was given.  

 
12. How can advancement of a proven case be “no more or less than bound to fail”? 

 
13. In truth and reality, the restraint orders deployed against A are void, false instruments 

deployed as a form of concealment to prevent justice being served on the offenders 
because they are part of the Tory political kleptocracy in Teesside. 

 
14. Likewise, it is proven that Hannon and all the principal offenders have committed 

serious criminal offences and it is A’s right to prosecute them for doing so. The truth 
and reality is that the Attorney General’s Office has been meddling and coercing the 
judiciary to prevent that from happening.  
 

The truth cannot be deceptive, and one who sees it cannot be deceived: 
 

15. For avoidance of doubt, to make it absolutely clear, I will not be restrained and have 
my rights violated by offenders in either ministerial or judicial office who are intent on 
perverting the course of justice. I will not comply with any void order, for there is no 
real order of the court. I will not stand for lawless abuse and violation of my rights to 
a fair trial because the political kleptocracy have been coercing the judiciary to behave 
in this way. I am no vexatious litigant and none of my applications are vexatious. I 
am just someone that knows the law and knows that I have been defrauded. It is a 
case of one law fits all.  
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16. I will continue to fight, both in the UK and from international courts until justice is 
served and I shall have each and every single person who has engaged in this fraud 
and corruption, jailed and fully exposed internationally, so that nobody else, ever, has 
to suffer similar abuse in the hands of a corrupt judiciary.  Nobody is above the law. 

 
Four counts of fraud by failing to disclose information: 

 

17. I refer to Bundle-A: tab: 13. Read page 23 "THE OFFENCE OF FRAUD BY FAILING TO 
DISCLOSE INFORMATION – section 3 of the Fraud Act 2006". Then to page 24, line 1 - 
7 "Drafting the charge". Page 24, line 8 - 23 "The legal duty to disclose". Page 24, line 
24 - 16 of page 25 "Details of the offence". Page 25, line 17 - "The actus reus of the 
offence". Page 26, line 1 - 8 "Proof & test for dishonesty". Page 26, line 9 - 25 of page 
27 "Judicial findings of non-disclosure ex-parte". Page 27, line 26 - 7 of page 29 
"Perjury – section 5 of the Perjury Act 1911". The offence was committed on 4 counts 
in conspiracy on 9th – 16th January 2017 (2 counts) and on 23rd October 2020 – 6th 
November 2020 (2 counts). These serious offences were concealed. 

 
Offences committed by Hannon (liquidator): 

 
18. Schedule 10A of the Insolvency Act 1986 lists the offences Hannon is proven to have 

committed at page 3.  
 

19. I refer to Bundle-A: tab_5.  Page 2, p8, through to p40 proves beyond reasonable 
doubt that Hannon has committed serious criminal offences and all the offences 
listed under the Insolvency Act 1986.  

 
20. Hannon committed all those offences by failing to call a meeting of creditors at each 

year’s end, by failing to provide creditors with any progress reports whatsoever and 
by failing to advertise his appointment as liquidator of EEI in the Gazette. 
 

21. Clearly, Hannon is not going to call a meeting of creditors, because he was sustaining 
the £4.1 million fraud by false representation to prevent A and fellow creditors from 
calling a meeting to replace him, knowing that is what we all wanted to do.  
 

22. Hannon was sustaining the fraudulent claim to prevent A and fellow creditors from 
suing his conspirers (perverting the course of justice). Likewise, Gill, of Womble 
Bond Dickinson, who knew the claim he was making was false, submitted the £4.1 
million proof of debt to defraud creditors.  

 
23. It is therefore proven that A’s applications for prosecution of the offences have a 

reasonable prospect of success and are not and cannot possibly be, vexatious.   
 

24. Quite on the contrary. It is in the public interest to prosecute dishonest officers of the 
Court who conspire to defraud creditors they purport to act in the interests of, as it is 
the lawyers they conspired with to do so. 
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25. Likewise, it is in the public interest to prosecute dishonest judges who conceal 
evidence of offending, as it is Law Ministers who conceal criminal offences and 
criminal property whilst failing in their reporting duties under the Proceeds of Crime 
Act 2002.  

 
26. I refer to Bundle-A; tab_1, my grounds of appeal.  Once again, there is an active table 

of contents at page 1, making navigation seamless.     I refer to page 2, reading p1, 
through to p14 of page 3.     

 
27. There is a properly arguable basis of claim, but moreover, the case is proven, for it 

was found that MFC did unlawfully forfeit the Lease and that no money was ever 
owed to them.    

 
28. Likewise, the criminal offences committed by Hannon, Staunton, Middlesbrough FC 

and Womble Bond Dickinson in conspiracy are proven beyond reasonable doubt.  Just 
because the offences have been concealed by the corrupt political establishment who 
have coerced the judiciary to do so, does not diminish the rule of law, and those 
criminal offences do not expire.      

 
29. In accord with your own Court of Appeal decision in Wasif, as referred to at page 2, 

p6 of the grounds, no judge should certify an application as “TWM” if the case has a 
properly arguable basis of claim.    

 
30. The claim, founded by unlawful forfeiture of the Lease, was already tried and proven, 

issue estoppel applies to the finding.      
 

31. It was ultra vires for judges of the same court to certify the proven case as “no more 
or less than bound to fail”.  Likewise, it was ultra vires of the inferior court to 
substantially defeat the findings in Wasif by the Court of Appeal by doing so.  

 
32. It is therefore proven that it was ultra vires for any one of my applications (all of 

which are proven) to be certified as “TWM” and likewise it is proven that there was 
never any jurisdiction to have ever made one single restraint order against me. 

  
33. Any deviation away from that position only contradicts the well-established Court of 

Appeal judgment in Wasif which determines the correct factual position with a high 
degree of accuracy.   

 
34. Now for the detail.  I refer to my second skeleton at Bundle-A, tab_3.  It’s 4-pages, 

please read it and digest the position.     
 

35. I now refer to my third skeleton (Bundle A; tab_4) which is my core skeleton proving 
the fraud that has been concealed throughout the rigged proceedings in the inferior 
courts.    At page 5, p32 I evidence that MFC have known, since 7th March 2015 if not 
long prior, that they were not owed a single penny.    They were told expressly that 
by my lawyer, Andrew Lindsay, a 30 plus year corporate lawyer, a partner of Lupton 
Fawcett.  
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36. My third skeleton must be read and digested with a diligent standard of review.  It 
contains an active table of contents at page 1.  It is only 17-pages. 

  
37. To cut to the chase and consolidate substantially, I refer to tab_4, page 7, p50 – 54.  

The operative provision of Force Majeure within the Lease “goes to the heart” of my 
case, insofar as, even if MFC did not refuse the connection, they still unlawfully 
forfeited the Lease based upon their unwarranted demand with menaces on 25th 
June 2015.   

 
38. I refer to page 11 of my third skeleton, reading p80 through to p83.  It was found that 

Staunton, counsel for MFC, twice lied about the operative provision of Force Majeure 
in the Lease which was then found by Nugee to have effect.   

 
39. It is proven beyond reasonable doubt therefore that no rent was ever owed to MFC 

and they unlawfully forfeited the Lease.  Therefore, the claim, founded by unlawful 
forfeiture of the Lease, is a very substantial asset that I have been defrauded of, 
constituting criminal property as in section 340 of the Proceeds of Crime Act 2002.   

 
40. Concealing criminal property (S.328(1) of PoCA 2002), is a very serious offence. I do 

hope you will not continue to do that as the corruptors purporting to be judges in the 
inferior courts have done throughout.   

 
41. I refer to page 13, reading p93 through to p103.   It was the planning documents to 

prove that the delay was Force Majeure (See: 3rd ske, page 8, p57), along with the 
failure whatsoever to disclose the fact that MFC refused the connection, in tandem 
with failing to disclose the 3 contracts making up the entire “Connection Agreement” 
that MFC and their conspirators withheld from the ex-parte hearing.    

 
42. Their failure in duty of candour and dishonest non-disclosure resulted because they 

knew, as well as I do, that the sum of the demand is proven and cannot be disputed. 
Nugee (no credit to him, he is a liar and a cheat who has perverted the course of 
justice), found just that.   

 
The Energy Supply Agreement (“ESA”): 

 
43. In tandem with the dishonest non-disclosure of the connection and planning 

information that proved the statement of the demand, MFC and their cohorts failed 
whatsoever to disclose the fundamental fact that the ESA is conditional.  

 
44. Moreover, even after I had provided Hannon (liquidator of EW) with the order by 

Nugee J and the transcript where it was found that MFC unlawfully forfeited and that 
no money was owed to them, he still retained the fraudulent claim of which 
£4,036,874.75 was for energy supply they prevented from being supplied.  

 
45. On 9th January 2017, in the note of hearing, (Bundle-B: tab_12) and in the transcript 

of that hearing, Staunton admitted that “for the purpose of the Energy Supply 
Agreement, Force Majeure has effect”.  
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46. Staunton, MFC, Womble Bond Dickinson and Hannon knew it had effect, because 
MFC refused the connection, but it had effect much sooner, the effect being that no 
rent or energy supply was ever owed.  

 
47. The point being is that on 9th January 2017, by Staunton’s own admission, they all 

knew that no energy supply was owed (and no rent was owed) and therefore they all 
knew what they were doing was indisputably dishonest.   

 
48. £181,269.89 of the unwarranted demand used to unlawfully forfeit was for energy 

supply, with the remaining £75,000 being for rent of which the first installment 
(£15,000) was not payable, until 17th September 2015.    MFC unlawfully forfeited on 
19th August 2015.  

 
49. Of the second proof of debt made by Bloom of MFC on 20th December 2016 in the 

sum of £541,308.89, £466,308.89 was for energy supply.  
 

50. Of the third proof of debt fraud by false representation made by Gill of Womble Bond 
Dickinson exactly 24-days after he attended that ex-parte hearing on 9th January 2017 
after instructing Staunton, and after he himself provided me that note of hearing art 
5.30PM on 9th January 2017 by email, Gill claimed £4,111.874.75.  

 
51. Aside from that indisputable fact which proves my case solely on the basis of the 

completed contracts, both of which contain that Force Majeure operative provision, 
the ESA is conditional.  

 
52. There was absolutely no disclosure whatsoever that MFC refused the connection and 

that falls in line with the fact that I made any “Entitlement to agreed output” 
(agreement to supply any power), conditional upon my “satisfaction in full” of 
“entering into a connection agreement”, which MFC refused, and “commissioning” of 
the wind turbine, which first requires a connection so that the turbine can 
commercially operate.  

 
53. The “Start Date” of the conditional ESA is not a fixed date, but it is the date from 

which the conditions precedent in clause 2 are satisfied.   
 

54. The conditional ESA, completed on 7th November 2013, contained 1-year from which 
to procure the “Start Date”, notwithstanding the fact that there was no “Entitlement 
to Agreed output” because the two conditions precedent were not satisfied.  

 
55. I repeat, on 9th January 2017, Staunton himself admitted Force Majeure has effect, 

that is because he knew, as well as MFC, Womble Bond Dickinson and Hannon did, 
that they refused the connection, rendering the project entirely useless.  

 
56. Everything has been originated by their fraud and the corrupt judiciary has “stepped 

into the shoes of the fraudsters” to continue where MFC left off.  
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57. The point is that from 5th February 2018 when Nugee found that the £4.1 million 
claim was false, Hannon was asked to reject the £4.1 million fraud by false 
representation.   

 
58. Hannon did not remove it, because he knew that Clive Hugh Jones, who had 

circumvented my originating application of 16th November 2017 which sought to deal 
with the fraud (that Jones had no jurisdiction to deal with), would sustain it anyway, 
to assist the offenders in defrauding me whilst defacing the rule of law, conspiring to 
defraud and perverting the course of justice.   

 
59. The rest of the unconstitutional, lying, cheating, oath breaking white-collar criminals 

purporting to be judges all followed in Jone’s footsteps, conspiring to defraud and 
perverting the course of justice.    

 
60. That brings me back to my third skeleton (tab_4), page 2, reading “Failure of the 

courts to act lawfully in applying the law in set off (r.14.25 IR 2016)”, reading p1 
through to p14.  

 
61. The point being is that statutory law, namely section 136(1) of the Law of Property Act 

1925 commits the assignment of the debt (£770,000 plus standard interest and all 
costs) as being effectual from the date notice was given (30/06/2015).    

 
62. It was for that reason Nugee tampered with the evidence (perverting the course of 

justice) and made his corrupted version of the assignment not absolute, when the 
original was, and then he relied on his corrupted version to assist the offenders.  (See: 
Bundle-A; tab_13, page 36, line 1 – line 27 of page 37).  

 
63. Once again, the 54-page report that proves every part of my case, was dishonestly 

withheld from the ex-parte hearing of 23rd October 2020 to defraud me of the 
investments I had assigned back from EEI to myself on 18th March 2018.   

  
64. The offenders once again had no worries, Fancourt, their fellow Jewish freemason 

white-collar criminal came running to their aid, suppressing the application I made for 
trial of their once again prevalent and proven fraudulent non-disclosure, whilst 
granting a permanent injunction to defraud me of the indisputable statutory demand 
in my personal name, exceeding £1.17 million (the £770k plus costs and interest).   

 
65. All the money I have been defrauded of, including the claim that vests in EW, which 

Hannon disposed of to defraud my fellow creditors and I after retaining the £4.1 
million claim and causing me huge loss and distress by his blatant fraudulent abuse of 
position, is criminal property and I want a confiscation order.  

 
66. All the purported judges in this case have conspired to pervert the course of justice.  
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67. I have a huge amount of evidence to prove all the offending, but for these purposes, 
case proven, it is proven the S.42 order is void, it was just part of the protracted fraud 
and conspiracy to pervert the course of justice by the corrupt, politically controlled 
judiciary.   

 
68. All you need to do is read and act lawfully, without fear, favour, affection or ill-will.   

 
69. One final point I will make is that why do you think that all the purported judges in 

this case failed whatsoever to either disclaim the ESA (which would have had the 
same effect as removing the £4.1 million fraudulent claim) or, exercising the 
insolvency court’s duty of inquiry?  Once again, I do know the answers.  

 
70. I refer to my grounds of appeal at Bundle-A, tab_1, ground 3, page 8, p55 through to 

p80.   I do know, that each and every single part of my case is proven and, I repeat; “A 
man that knows the truth, cannot be deceived”.   

 
71. Enough of the bullshit, lawlessness and corruption, unless of course, you would like to 

join the rest of them in prison.  The choice is yours.  I am not bothered; I have my own 
agenda.  I am brighter than to rely solely on a system operated by criminals.  

 
The comparative case: Huhne, Briscoe and Pryce: 

 

72. Huhne, was the former BEIS Secretary of State. He, like the current one, altogether 
lacks integrity. It is the lack of integrity within the leadership that degrades the rule of 
law and paves way for this kind of criminal malfeasance and human rights abuse. 

 
73. On 3rd February 2012, Huhne was charged with perverting the course of justice over a 

2003 speeding case.  His wife, Vicky Pryce, had falsely claimed that she was driving the 
car, and accepted the penalty points on his behalf so that Huhne could avoid a 
temporary ban from driving. Huhne denied the charge until the trial began on 4th 
February 2013 when he changed his plea to guilty. 
 

74. Huhne and Pryce were each sentenced at Southwark Crown Court on 11th March 2012 
to eight months in prison for perverting the course of justice. 

 
75. Briscoe, was one of the first black female judges. In May 2014, Briscoe was jailed for 

three counts of perverting the course of justice in the same case: R v Huhne and 
Pryce. 

 

76. Briscoe, a barrister, practiced criminal law and specialised in fraud. 
 

77. In February 2013, during the trial of Vicky Pryce, police stated that Briscoe's arrest 
related to the release of information to the press on behalf of Pryce contrary to 
statements Briscoe had made, and the police could not rely upon Briscoe as a "witness 
of truth". Pryce was a friend and neighbour of Briscoe.  

CASE FILE: Page 610 PDF Page: 447

https://uk01.co.uk/secure/bundle-a/Tab_1---GROUNDS-OF-APPEAL.pdf
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/R_v_Huhne
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/R_v_Huhne


9  

78. There are synergies there, in respect of Buckland being a friend of Bloom and, Gibson, 
the Chairman of D2, being a Tory politically connected with other Tory ministers. 
Likewise, there are synergies respective of the false statements made by Bloom, 
Stewart and Hannon. 

 
 

79. On 12th June 2013 Briscoe was charged with two counts of perverting the course of 
justice.  

 
80. The first count alleged that she provided police with two inaccurate statements, and 

the second alleged that she produced a copy of her witness statement that had been 
altered. On 2nd May 2014 Briscoe was jailed for 16 months. 

 
81. Unlike all the judges in this case, Briscoe was not in office at the time. The offence, 

driving points, in all triviality, resulted in 3 being jailed for perverting the course of 
justice. The offence is complete when one prevents justice being served on himself or 
on another.   That is precisely what the purported judges, all of them, have done in 
this case. Likewise, it is precisely what Buckland (the Lord Chancellor) and Ellis (the 
Attorney General) have done, which is why the false instrument, void restraint orders 
were originated and then maintained. 

 
82. There were not multiple indictable only offences concealed, nor was millions in 

proceeds of crime involved, neither were there protracted aggravating factors and 
involvement in conspiracy by 15 judicial officers and two Law Ministers, all named in 
paragraph 83 below:  

 
83. Buckland, Ellis (Attorney General’s Office), Jones, Nugee, Briggs,    Pelling, Arnold, Vos, 

Murray, Fanning, Fancourt, Miles, Snowden, Currer and Prince, along with Swift and 
Andrews of the Administrative Court.  

 
Conspiracy to pervert the course of justice: 

 

84. Is when 2 or more persons agree to prevent justice being served on themselves or on 
another, which is again, precisely what has happened here, both in the civil and 
criminal proceedings. There has been a most serious, elaborate and protracted 
conspiracy to pervert the course of justice with category A aggravating factors driven 
by corrupt Law Ministers. All the judges in this case have allowed their independence 
to be compromised to such an extent as to prevent justice being served on the 
offenders, when all knew of the offences committed. 

 
Criminal offences under the Insolvency Act 1986 and serious offending: 

 

85. Comparative to driving points in the Huhne, Briscoe, Pryce case, the Insolvency Act 
offences committed by Hannon are just summary offences, a large fine is the 
maximum sentence.   
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86. However, those insolvency misdemeanors overlap with serious offences; 2 counts of 
fraud by failing to disclose information (S3. Fraud Act 2006), 2 counts of fraud by 
abuse of position (S4 Fraud Act 2006), one count of S.5 of the Perjury Act 1911, one 
count of section 327(1) and one count of section 328(1) of the Proceeds of Crime Act 
2002, along with conspiracy to defraud and conspiracy to pervert the course of justice 
against all the principal offenders. 

 
87. Hannon was prevented from being prosecuted by Buckland, Ellis, all of the purported 

judges in Chancery, Murray in the Queen’s Bench, Fanning in Kirklees Magistrates, 
Currer in North Tyneside Magistrates and by Swift and Andrews in the Administrative 
Court, then by Prince in Newcastle Crown Court.  All of whom were acting under 
orders of Ellis and formerly by Buckland, the former Lord Chancellor and former 
Solicitor General.  

 
88. It is proven that Swift and Andrews of the Administrative Court were taken to all of 

this evidence of fraud and indictable offences in that skeleton, but they made the 
conscious and premeditated decision to conceal it all, to prevent justice being served 
on the offenders. 

 
89. Swift and Andrews had over 3-months, from the hearing on 30th March 2021, until 6th 

July 2021 when they handed down judgment (98-days), 3-months and 6 days, from 
which to have read all the papers, as they had said they were going to do. 

 
90. It was 98-days (3-months and 6-days) into the 12-month period free of rent that the 

delay of Force Majeure that Staunton lied about during the 9/01/2017 ex-parte 
hearing and then before Nugee on 5th February 2018 occurred. What a coincidence. 

 
91. Force Majeure suspended the 12- month period free of rent from which to 

commission the turbine. I had successfully resolved the issue on 23rd December 2014. 
Thereafter, I had 296-days free of rent from which to commission the turbine. The 
first instalment of rent was not therefore payable until 17th September 2015. 
However, on 7th February 2015, D2 began to procrastinate, “u-turning on the 
connection” and thereafter Force Majeure continued to suspend any liability 
accordingly, solely in my favour. 

 
92. The point I make, in this simple 2-paragraph submission (90 & 91 above), without 

meaning to detract, is that even if D2 did not refuse the connection (preventing me 
from performing on the rights granted), they still unlawfully forfeited the Lease. No 
rent was owed, and no energy supply was owed. The significance of this submission 
will become very clear, below. 
 

93. The skeleton at tab_7 of Bundle-B took Swift and Andrews to all the offending in 
some intricate detail, particularly just from pages 1 – 4 of the skeleton. They 
deliberately evaded everything, acting under orders of Ellis, the corrupt Attorney 
General, to prevent justice being served. 

 

CASE FILE: Page 612 PDF Page: 449

https://intelligenceuk.com/PM-29-05-2021/SKE_RESPONDENT_24_03_2021.pdf


11  

94.  It was a replication of what the Insolvency Court (and Murray) has done, but also 
what Fanning and Currer did in the magistrates, and what Prince has now done in 
Newcastle Crown Court.  

 
Ex turpi causa non oritur action (no action can be based on a disreputable cause): 

 

95. The Court allowed D2 to present an entirely false claim to cause the winding up of EW, 
being the sum of that unwarranted demand (£256,269.89).  

 
96. The false representation was made to prevent A from completing the CVA arranged 

with the legitimate company creditors. 
 

97. The fraudulent liability was transformed into the first proof of debt made by Bloom of 
D2 on 1st December 2016, then to the second claim in the sum of £541,308.89 on 20th 
December 2016 and then to the third, submitted by Gill, D2’s instructed solicitor, in 
the sum of £4,111,874.75 on 2nd February 2017. 

 
98. All the action taken by D2, their conspirers, Hannon, Womble Bond Dickinson, 

Staunton and Ohrenstein, was all founded by fraud, originating from their blackmail of 
25th June 2015, and then from their offending during the ex-parte hearing of 9th 
January 2017.   Everything has been founded by fraud and illegality, then a protracted 
cover up by the corrupt, politically controlled judiciary.  

 
Outright failure by the Court to act according to the law founded further fraud: 

 

* Failure to comply with the law on set off (rule 14.25 of the Insolvency Rules 2016): 
 

99. On 19th September 2016, Registrar Baister, a close personal associate of Staunton, 
purported counsel for D2, had a cross claim before him in favour of the Company. He 
deliberately failed in his duty to apply the law. 

 
100. The failure of Baister to act lawfully voids the winding up order against EW. All 

orders founded upon the void order thereafter, are void ab initio. The authorities 
referred to at page 9, p 71 – 75 apply in relation to each and all orders founded by 
the winding up of EW. The proceedings are a nullity, founded by fraud and then 
judicial fraud upon the court. 

 
Vos, the oath breaking white-collar criminal, Master of the Rolls has perverted the course of 
justice 

 

101. The head of the sham UK civil justice system, your Master, is one of the 
offenders. It is for that reason, amongst others, that Swift and Andrews in the 
Administrative Court evaded all my evidence and submissions, to prevent justice 
being served both on him and the principal offenders, knowing of the fraud 
committed. 

CASE FILE: Page 613 PDF Page: 450



12  

102. I refer to tab_7 of Bundle-B. Read page 9, p34, through to p48 of page 11.  
 

103. At the bottom of page 9, it is evidenced that Vos “stepped into the shoes of the 
offenders” to defraud me in the name of justice, quoting from p109 of his judgment: 

 
"Middlesbrough invoiced Empowering Wind MFC for a quantified claim for rent in the 
sum of £256,269.89" 

 
104. Judges that pervert the course of justice, acting with favour and ill-will are not 

judges. Why is he still in office when he has no standing as a Judge?  Where is the 
enforcement of the law and regulation? 

 
105. £181,269.89 of the claim Vos lied about and said was a quantified claim for rent 

comprised of an invoice for energy supply. (See: Exhibit 8, page 2). It is  no 
coincidence that this was the first of the 2 proofs of debt Hannon lied about and 
withheld. 

 
106. How well quantified is the £256,269.89 and why did Vos say it was a “quantified 

claim for rent” when he knew the bulk of it was for energy supply invoices D2 were 
contractually prohibited from making? How well quantified is the c£4.1 million claim 
that Vos was concealing? 

 
107. The Promissory Oaths Act 1868 was designed to protect the British people from 

this kind of corruption and tyranny by judicial office holders. It is law today, why is it 
never enforced? Protection of one’s rights is the function of that Act, it’s there to 
preserve our rights, to retain impartiality and the principles of natural justice and to 
ensure that the law and justice is administered fairly and impartially. Where is the 
fairness and impartiality in this case? Where is the administration of the rule of law? 

 
108. Under this vile kleptocracy of white-collar criminals in power, judicial 

independence is    non existent. This case provides the classic example of judicial 
corruption by undue political interference and how preventing the offenders from 
prosecution takes precedence over fairness, law and impartiality. 

 
109. This case also highlights that in the UK, no developer or property investor is safe, 

for one cannot rely on an Option Agreement, nor the completed terms of a Lease to 
gain restitution. Likewise, the conduct of the judges in this case defeats the purpose 
of having any contract whatsoever, or making any submissions to court whatsoever, 
everything just gets ignored. 

 
110. All the judges in this case have conspired to defraud and have perverted the 

course of justice, taking me on a spin of trickery and deceit, wasting years of my life, 
ruining my business, my family, my business reputation, violating my right of access to 
justice and my right to a fair trial, whilst only seeking to prevent justice being served 
on the offenders, because my case against them is proven. 
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111. This case proves that one cannot rely on the UK courts to act lawfully, or 
impartially in  the administration of justice.  

 
112. That proven fact threatens the future of our country and   our democracy as a 

whole.  
 

113. Moving to Bundle-B, my skeleton at tab_7, P39 of page 12 refers to the 
application for trial of the fraud that has been concealed by the politically controlled 
conspiring offenders purporting to be Chancery High Court Judges sitting in the 
Insolvency Court. Read that   application notice at tab_X1. 

 
 

The Insolvency Court’s duty of inquiry: 
 

114. Did Vos exercise the duty of inquiry he was asked to exercise, knowing that the 
rest of the purported judges were also concealing the fraud and never exercised it? 

 
115. Did Pelling exercise the duty of inquiry (See: Bundle-A, tab_1: “the authorities”, 

pages 9 – page 12, p77), in particular: Barclays Bank v Atay [2015] EWHC 3198 (Ch); 
[2016] B.P.I.R. 12 respective of the purported £25k consent order when there was no 
consent and the fact that Pelling had before him the categoric admission from 
Staunton that: 

 

MR STAUNTON: “and paras.17 to 24. So there’s a cross claim which extinguishes the liability to 
pay £25,000” 

 
116. Did Vos exercise the duty of inquiry when he had all of that fraud by Staunton 

pleaded  and proven in the skeleton before him, along with the admission from 
Staunton himself that the cross claim (£770,000 plus standard interest) extinguished 
the £25k obtained by fraud? 
 

117. Any judge would know, an alleged debt that is subject to challenge is disputed 
on genuine and substantial grounds is not, and cannot possibly be, a petition debt. 
They all knew D2’s petition debt was false and that it was an abuse of process. 

 
118. They did not withdraw the petition, because they were using insolvency to defraud. 

 
119. The key point I make, in case it is not clear, is that both Pelling and Vos had 

before them absolute categoric proof that the purported £25k petition debt is a 
nullity, but they all kept it alive, then deploying false instrument, void restraint orders 
to conceal their fraud and the fraud on the part of the principal offenders they have 
worked for.  

 
120. Did the Insolvency Court exercise the duty of inquiry that all the applications 

asked the  court to deal with?   Did the Administrative Court exercise their inherent 
duty to do the same? The answer is no, none of them did, not whatsoever.  

 

CASE FILE: Page 615 PDF Page: 452

https://intelligenceuk.com/PM-29-05-2021/SKE_RESPONDENT_24_03_2021.pdf
https://intelligenceuk.com/PM-15-03-2021/Tab_X1---Sealed_application_28_09_2018.pdf
https://uk01.co.uk/secure/ct-appeal/Tab_1---GROUNDS-OF-APPEAL.pdf


14  

I can say at once that I have been through all the papers in this case in meticulous detail, and I 

121. That is why Swift and Andrews relied on the void GCRO to prevent A’s application 
of 5th April 2021 (Bundle-B: tab_9) for trial from being heard. The conduct was 
replicated yet again, nothing was ever tried, only concealed. 
 

122. It was no abuse in making a second application to deal with the fraud that Nugee 
had concealed. (See: Barclays Bank v Atay [2015] EWHC 3198 (Ch); [2016] B.P.I.R. 12). 

 

123. Pelling just followed orders, certifying the proven case as “TWM”, making the 
false instrument restraint order after evading all the evidence, as all have done 
throughout, without fail. 

 
124. They all knew that that claim, founded by unlawful forfeiture of the lease, is a 

substantial asset, worth millions, which is why the fraudulent claim was made in the 
first place and which is why the corrupt judiciary have sustained it, contrary to the law 
and all the long-established precedents. 

 
125. What about in Re Fraser, ex parte Central Bank of London (1892) 2 QB 633 

and the  concise analysis Swift and Andrews evaded at page 10, p59 of the 
Grounds? 

 
126. Vos knew that Nugee already tried and found that the proofs of debt 

deployed in conspiracy to prevent me from suing D2 are all false. 
 

127. Moreover, Vos had precisely that judgment articulated to him in concise format, 
where he was asked to exercise jurisdiction in the Insolvency Court, within 
proceedings under the Insolvency Act 1986 and set aside the void, without jurisdiction 
order of Registrar Jones, who was sustaining the fraudulent claim, contrary to law, 
whilst concealing the further serious offences of fraud, knowing, by his own 
admission, he had no jurisdiction. 

 
128. At page 7 of the judgment by Swift in the Administrative Court, he had the brazen 

audacity to recite the judgment of Vos, who concealed the fraud. I recite from p103 of 
the Vos judgment: 

 

“ 
have seen no evidence of any kind for any of the allegations of fraud, conspiracy or misdealing 
that Mr Millinder has made”. 

 
129. At p47 of the Vos mala fide judgment, Vos said this: 

 

On 26th March 2018, ICCJ Jones dismissed Earth Energy’s application in Empowering Wind MFC’s 
winding up (petition number CR-2017-008690) (a) asking the court to reject Middlesbrough’s 
proof of debt in the sum of £256,269.89 

 
130. What meticulous detail was Vos referring to? His meticulous attempt to conceal 

the fraud? 
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131. At p48 of the Vos judgment, knowing that the £4.1 million fraudulent claim was
being  sustained to defraud creditors, Vos firstly condoned the fact that Jones was
affronting  the law, rule 14.11 which is the Court’s duty to exclude, reject or amend
down any proof of debt admitted by the office holder.

132. Secondly, Vos then introduced rule 15.33(3) in an attempt to cover the fact that
Jones     had fraudulently abused his position and perverted the course of justice. Rule
15.33(1) is that: (1) The convener or chair in respect of a decision procedure must
ascertain entitlement to vote and admit or reject claims accordingly.

133. That is a duty on Hannon to first ascertain entitlement to vote and then to
admit or reject claims accordingly.

134. Hannon knew the claims he accepted for voting were false and therefore he
knew what he was doing was dishonest. A clear and obvious breach of fiduciary
duty (fraud). (See: tab_5, page 17, p122 - Re Home and Colonial Insurance).

135. See also tab_7, the primary skeleton before Swift and Andrew, page 25, p135 and
136 (Re Windsor Steam Coal Co [1929] 1 Ch 151).

136. It is for this reason, Vos sought only to jump to 15.33(3), because 15.33(2) is this:

(2) The convener or chair may admit or reject a claim in whole or in part.

137. And 15.33(3) was misrepresented by Vos in any event, for that rule applies
only to proofs of debt that have been ascertained as first having entitlement to
vote. (See: rule 15.33[1] – p82, above):

(3) If the convener or chair is in any doubt whether a claim should be admitted or rejected, the
convener or chair must mark it as objected to and allow votes to be cast in respect of it, subject
to such votes being subsequently declared invalid if the objection to the claim is sustained.

138. The rule is that the claim should be marked as “objected to”, but here, it is plain
and obvious that the proof of debt is bad, Hannon had a duty to have rejected it.
Anyone, acting with 5-minutes of diligence could determine that the proof of debt is
bad.

All evidence of fraud & dishonesty was concealed by the Administrative Court, as it has been 
by the Insolvency Court and Murray in the Queen’s Bench: 

139. I refer to tab_6 of Bundle-B , which is the directions application I made on 15th

March 2021 to deal with the dishonesty that had been concealed.

140. Swift and Andrews evaded both that document and the petition at tab_5,
because both of those proved fraud. There is some pattern in that conduct (perverting
the course of justice) throughout this case.
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141. Perverting the course of public justice in conspiracy is a very serious offence, but 
when committed by colluding purported judges who have been “got at” by the 
political kleptocracy of fellow white-collar criminals, that is a serious aggravating 
factor.    Please bear that in mind if you are considering the same. 

 
 

Failure of the Court to comply with Part 14 of the Insolvency Rules 2016: 
 

142. My originating application of 15th November 2017 was made pursuant to rule 
14.11 of the Insolvency Rules 2016.  
 
It asked the Court to remove the fraudulent proof of debt in the sum exceeding £4.1 
million that was being used to prevent my fellow creditors and I from progressing the 
liquidation of EW. 

 
143. The claim was sustained to prevent my fellow creditors and I from calling a 

meeting to replace Hannon, who was conspiring with D2, Womble Bond Dickinson and 
Staunton. 

 
Exclusion of proof by the court 
14.11.—(1) The court may exclude a proof or reduce the amount claimed— 

 
(a) on the office-holder’s application, where the office-holder thinks that the proof has been 
improperly admitted, or ought to be reduced; or 

 

(b) on the application of a creditor, a member, a contributory or a bankrupt, if the office-holder 
declines to interfere in the matter. 

 
144. The application sought to deal with the fraud by non-disclosure at the ex-parte 

hearing of 9th January 2017, the false instrument applications for High Court Writs to 
Bristol County Court, the false witness statement of Bloom (D2) ex-parte and 
Hannon’s (the Liquidator) misfeasance all together. 

 
145. The application was to be heard by a High Court Judge. The application was 

circumvented by Jones, on instruction of Briggs, to prevent justice being served on 
Hannon and his conspirers, after Hannon and Briggs met together on the evening of 
22nd November 2017, one day after Briggs approved the confidential filings to do with 
the blackmail originating from the false instrument application to Bristol County Court. 

 
146. I refer to tab_3 of Bundle-B, the detailed part 1 report. I did in fact 

exhaustively address all the fraud in those reports, which is why Swift and Andrews 
evaded them entirely, along with everything else. 

 
147. I turn to page 28 of the report, part 9, p6, refers to “tab_AH1” which is Hannon’s 

false statutory Official Receiver’s report to Court dated 15th December 2017.  
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148. At part 9.1, p1, I refer to the fact that Hannon first misrepresented the
application of rule 14.11, attempting to imply it is only applicable to proofs accepted
for dividend, when there is no differentiation. Read part 9.1, p2 through to p28 of
page 31. Pelling and Vos carried on Hannon’s lies to defraud me in the name of justice.
Fancourt, Snowden and Miles, then Swift and Andrews followed suit.

149. I refer back to that skeleton at tab_7. You should read and digest all of the
contents of that skeleton and all the submissions and evidence referred to, but I take
you to page 1, p(B), where I recite what Fancourt said on 6th November 2020 when he
prevented the application for trial of the fraud going forward, whilst concealing the 4th

count of fraud by failing to disclose information ex-parte and the false ex-parte
witness statement made by Stewart, solicitor for D2:
“the underlying substantive issues have never in fact been tried”

150. It is in fact evidenced that nothing whatsoever has ever been tried, because the
purported judges involved are a bunch of politically controlled, colluding offenders
who have conspired to pervert the course of justice.

151. Vos is one of them, so is Snowden, Nugee and Arnold. How can I possibly have
faith or put any trust in the Court of Appeal to do justice when the criminals who
have perverted the course of justice firstly were promoted to it for following their
orders, and secondly, that your Master, is also one of the offenders?

152. What is the function of the Promissory Oaths Act 1868 when most of the
purported judges breach it and get away unpunished to continue defrauding
innocent parties in this way?

153. They should be hung from the tower and left for the ravens to peck their eyes
out as a warning to all the rest.

154. These dishonourable, lawless terrorists of the state literally have blood on their
hands.  They are responsible for more deaths through suicide, loss of quality of life,
family break ups and homelessness than all the Islamic State terrorists on British soil
combined.

155. I repeat, for clarity, all the orders in this case are void ab initio, founded by one
void order upon the other and fraud upon fraud. In lieu of this fact, the void, false
instrument s.42 order must be set aside and that all the orders be declared void ab
initio.   This submission and all the evidence presented is lodged in the international
courts against the corrupt UK state, all the criminals involved in this case and their
sympathisers.

Paul Millinder 
03/11/2021  
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EXHIBIT-D 
___________________________________________________________________ 

Tab No:   Pages:  Description: 

D1 1 – 10 Line numbered submission focused on fraud, blackmail and 
perjury  

D2 11 - 12 Order by Nugee J dated 21st March 2018 

D3 13 – 17 Transcript of the hearing on 28th March 2018 before 
Registrar / ICCJ Barber  

D4 18 - 58 Transcript of the hearing on 11th April 2018 before 
Registrar / Chief Registrar Briggs 

D5 59 – 61 Line numbered submission being the directions sought on 
19th November 2021 that were not forthcoming 

D6 62 – 79 Line numbered submission focused on the fraud 
committed by Nugee and knowingly false statements by 
Bloom, Stewart and orally during the hearing of 6th 
November 2020 by Ohrenstein all concealed by Fancourt 

D7 80 - 93 Transcript and order – ex-parte injunction hearing of 9th 
January 2017  

D8 94 - 96 9th January 2017 note of hearing ex-parte on Womble Bond Dickinson 
headed paper.
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EXHIBIT-DIRECTIONS-08-11-2021 

EMAIL A:  

From: Intelligence UK International <i@i1uk.com> 1 
Date: Mon, 8 Nov 2021 at 12:10 2 
Subject: Re: C1/2021/1614 - DIRECTIONS - Following call with Ms Forrester 3 
To: Civil Appeals - CMSC <civilappeals.cmsC@justice.gov.uk> 4 
 
Dear Ms Forrester, 5 
 
I hope you had a pleasant weekend.  Unfortunately, I am missing an answer to the question I 6 
asked.  Which Judge do you propose to send my directions application to?  7 
 
For absolute clarity, it is the two emails referred to below that I am requiring directions on: 8 
 
1: Titled:   A-2021-0089 (Crown Court) & C1/2021/1614 (Court of Appeal) & CoLP - Evidence  - 9 
sent on 01/11/2021 at 03.58AM GMT:  10 
2. Titled:   A-2021-0089 - Perjury, conspiracy to defraud and blackmail (URGENT) & in the 11 
Court of Appeal: C1/2021/1614 - sent on 27/10/2021 at 05.27AM 12 
 
All the blatant fraud and perjuries in this case has been concealed by the Tory kleptocracy who 13 
have been coercing the judiciary to behave in the way they have throughout.    14 
 
I want a hearing to have the frauds that have been altogether concealed from the outset, 15 
tried.    I refer to the precedent in Takhar v Tracefield.  Fraud is supposed to unravel all, and 16 
that includes fraud committed by the corrupt judiciary.  17 
 
I wish to include the enclosed exhibit of 18-pages with those directions.  The line numbered 18 
submission: EX-FANCOURT-2 19 
 
Once again, that is absolutely self-explanatory, alongside those two emails.     20 
 
Please confirm receipt and please answer the question.  Thank you.  21 
 
Kind regards, 22 
 
Paul Millinder:  23 
 
Attachments:  
 
EX-FANCOURT-2.pdf (948K) 24 
 
 
 
 
_________________________EMAIL A ENDS_______________________________________ 

Tab_D1: Pages 1 - 10 
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EMAIL B:  

From: Intelligence UK International <i@i1uk.com> 1 
Date: Mon, 1 Nov 2021 at 03:58 2 
Subject: A-2021-0089 (Crown Court) & C1/2021/1614 (Court of Appeal) & CoLP - Evidence 3 
To: <Civilappeals.cmsb@justice.gov.uk> 4 
 
Dear all, 5 
 
Referring to my email below of 22/10/2021 at 06.39AM I enclose the 3 salient pieces of 6 
evidence proving that Staunton is guilty of fraud by false representation and perjury:  7 
 
1.  Order_21_03_2018 - Is the order of 21st March 2018 by Nugee listing EEI's application to 8 
set aside the fraudulent £25k liability aside (there was no consent).    Staunton had that order in 9 
his possession on the same day, one-week before he attended the winding up hearing in my 10 
absence to dispose of the application (perverting the course of justice) when he committed fraud 11 
by false representation and perjury:  12 
 
2.  Transcript_Barber_28_03_2018 - Is the transcript of the hearing before ICCJ Barber where 13 
Staunton lied about the cross claim that he admitted vested in EEI on 5th February 2018 and lied 14 
by stating what he did at 3(a) and 3(b) of my email below.  The transcript of the summary 15 
hearing founded by Staunton's fraud from 12.07PM through to 12.12PM is self-evident.  16 
 
3. Transcript_CR_Briggs_11_04_18 Is the transcript of the hearing before Briggs, the Chief 17 
Insolvency criminal who has been colluding with Jones, Hannon and Staunton from the outset, 18 
acting under orders by Buckland, who was then Solicitor General.  The corrupt Attorney 19 
General's Office has coerced the judiciary ever since, to conceal the fraud (perverting the course 20 
of justice), which is why their false instrument, void restraint orders came about.      21 
 
3.1. By 11th April 2018, the application that was listed for a hearing by Nugee (the application to 22 
set aside the fraudulent £25k liability had still not been heard), the proceedings were sub 23 
judice.  Notwithstanding the fact that the alleged debt of £25k was founded by their fraudulent 24 
non-disclosure and breach of their continuing duty to disclose and that they was never any 25 
consent by me to pay them a single penny,  my cross claim, the assigned investment exceeding 26 
£770,000 plus standard interest extinguished it many times over.   27 
 
3.2. The point made is that an alleged debt, ,that is subject to challenge by a High Court Judge, is 28 
not, and cannot possibly be, a petition debt, but these hoodlums have been using insolvency to 29 
defraud  and to pervert the course of justice and the Jewish freemason white-collar criminals 30 
(including Swift, Vos, Murray, Miles, Nugee, Fancourt, Snowden, Arnold, Pelling, Briggs, 31 
Jones) have worked to assist them throughout. 32 
 
3.3. The point made is that Staunton knew that the order of 21/03/2018 listed for a hearing, 33 
which is why he lied and said what he did at 3(a).    Staunton knew that the cross claim 34 
extinguished the purported £25k founded by their fraud, so he lied and stated this during the 35 
hearing before Barber: 36 
 
"Earth Energy has a fully owned subsidiary, Empowering Wind, which is now in the process 37 
of being wound up. The liquidator is Mr Hammond from the OR’s office.  38 
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The subsidiary had an agreement with the petitioner. The petitioner has, as part of that group, 1 
terminated the agreement and also a lease underlying it and Mr Millinder then said, “Well, 2 
the subsidiary has a significant claim for damages against Middlesbrough”, but it never 3 
brought any proceedings"  4 
 
3.4. Yet on 5th February 2018, (from the transcript), Staunton said this:   "What's assigned are 5 
the investments, the £200,000" - Knowing that all the investments, the £770,000 I invested in 6 
the project was assigned on 29th June 2015 and served on MFC on 30th June 2015.   Staunton's 7 
fraud by false representation and perjury highlighted at 3.3 above resulted in what came after at 8 
3(b) in my email below.    9 
 
3.5. At 2(a) and 2(b) below, from the transcript of 11th April 2018; At 2(a) it is proven beyond 10 
reasonable doubt that Staunton then admitted that cross claim, the assigned investments he 11 
admitted were assigned on 5th February 2018, extinguishes the liability to pay £25k (which he 12 
admitted on 5th February 2018 anyway).  At 2(b), he lied again and stated that the cross claim 13 
and the assignment were before Barber, but he knew none were, because he knew he lied and 14 
stated what he did at 3.3 above and at 3(a) in my email below.  15 
 
4. Vos and the other lying, oath breaking white-collar criminals then state "I can see no 16 
evidence of fraud", when in fact, all they need to do is look in the mirror, they are as much part 17 
of the fraud as the principal offenders.  18 
 
I know I am surrounded by pathologically dishonest, colluding, oath breaking liars and cheats 19 
who cheat the rule of law, deface the law and the principles of justice itself, but at least the 20 
evidence does not deceive.  21 
 
Read this news article exposing these unconstitutional, lying, cheating state terrorists (The 22 
Americans love this, it is all being aired in a real court there) not the politically controlled 23 
cesspool of corruption there, controlled by the same set of criminals (Vos / Burnett / The 24 
Attorney General's Office) who have "stepped into the shoes of the fraudsters" 25 
 
I repeat, Prince, of Newcastle Crown Court has done precisely the same, acting under orders of 26 
the Attorney General's Office just as Swift did in the Administrative Court.   You clowns work to 27 
protect criminals from prosecution, you have defeated the rule of law, and now, each and every 28 
single one responsible are going to be defeated.  I will not tolerate being defrauded by anyone, 29 
least of all rotten corrupt system of colluding fraudsters and pedophile sympathisers.  30 
 
I do hope this makes the position clear, I absolutely do know it does. 31 
 
--- Paul Millinder:  
 
 
 
From: Intelligence UK International <i@i1uk.com> 32 
Date: Fri, 22 Oct 2021 at 06:39 33 
Subject: A-2021-0089 & in the Ct of Appeal: C1/2021/1614 - The 5th count of fraud by false 34 
representation on the part of Staunton, Middlesbrough FC, Hannon and Womble Bond Dickinson 35 
To: REDACTED@city-of-london.police.uk> 36 
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THE DEFENDANTS ARE COPIED - BY WAY OF SERVICE: - Stewart, Brown, Gill (the 1 
"Womble Solicitors), Fancourt, Attorney General's Office and Palmer of the CPS.  No doubt they 2 
can pass on to their conspirators accordingly. 3 
 
Mr Prince & CoLP, 4 
 
1. I would hope that you are engrossed reading the intricate report titled: SM_Prince_20-10-5 
2021_PM_FNL.  I noticed that the reference at page 9, p63 which deals with the s.5 perjury 6 
committed by Bloom of Middlesbrough FC which came in tandem with his non-disclosure 7 
contained a slight issue.    When I followed that by going to tab_5 of the index, then turning to 8 
page 10 of the report, p74, the link to the evidence (tab_Z6) did not work.  This has now been 9 
corrected (the folder was unlocked).    Read page 2, line 16 of tab_Z6, (also referring to that 10 
exhibit at line 16), through to line 16 of page 3.     11 
 
2. Now, go to page 10, read the lies told by Staunton during the winding up hearing on 28th 12 
March 2018 for the fraudulent £25k @petition debt@ that never existed, after he admitted that 13 
the assignment was effective on 5th February 2018 and then see the comparative lies told before 14 
Briggs on 11th April 2018.  That is the 5th count of fraud by false representation on the part of 15 
Staunton where he knew the assignment was effective by his own admission, then lied before 16 
Barber, stating that the cross claim is the multi million claim I have been defrauded of by their 17 
£4.1 million claim against Empowering Wind MFC Ltd when he knew that the cross claim was 18 
the assigned investments.    19 
 
(a)  At page 10, whilst then "U-turning" again before Briggs (line 6 - 7), stating this: 20 
MR STAUNTON: “and paras.17 to 24. So there’s a cross claim which extinguishes the 21 
liability to pay £25,000” 22 
 
(b)  At page 10, line 10 - 12:  23 
MR STAUNTON: “There is the cross claim. There is the assignment. So the two grounds 24 
upon which Earth Energy invite you to rescind the Winding Up Order were before Judge 25 
Barber“    26 
 
3.  But Staunton was lying, just as they all do (including Prince), because, to be clear, what was 27 
before Barber on 28th March 2018, was this:  28 
 
(a)  Line 16 & 17:  29 
MR STAUNTON: Indeed, but that matter has been fully ventilated in front of Judge 30 
Jones, terminating Monday of this week 31 
 
(b)  Line 23 - 28:   32 
MR STAUNTON: “Well, the subsidiary has a significant claim for damages against 33 
Middlesbrough”, but it never brought any proceedings" 34 
JUDGE BARBER: It’s not a cross-claim then. 35 
MR STAUNTON: That is the cross-claim. 36 
 
4.  That is the 5th count of fraud by false representation, by Staunton, who admitted on 5th 37 
February 2018 (from the transcript of 05/02/2018) that "What's assigned are the investments, 38 
the £200,000" proving beyond reasonable doubt that they all knew that Parent Company, Earth 39 
Energy Investments LLP did not owe Middlesbrough FC a single penny.  40 
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The position was precisely the opposite and the assigned investments £770,000 plus standard 1 
interest from the date of the assignment, extinguished their fraudulent petition debt (founded by 2 
their fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte between 9th and 16th January 2017), by over 30 times.  3 
 
5. Staunton committed the fraud by false representation, in conspiracy, because they were using 4 
the façade of insolvency, to defraud me of the assigned investments that founded the statutory 5 
demand originating their ex-parte fraudulent non-disclosure (and Bloom's false witness 6 
statement) in the first place.   That is, in its own right, a serious and pre-meditated fraud,  with 7 
category A aggravating factors and the offence is herein proven beyond reasonable doubt.     8 
 
5.  Additionally, on 21st March 2018, Staunton had the order of Nugee J in his possession, listing 9 
Earth Energy's application of 1st March 2018 (to set aside the fraudulently obtained injunction) 10 
for a hearing in the usual way.   By 11th April 2018 (the rigged hearing before Briggs, the other 11 
corrupt white-collar criminal, a personal acquaintance of Staunton) had not been 12 
heard.   Therefore it is proven beyond reasonable doubt that the statement at 3(a) by Staunton is 13 
also false and that he knew it to be false.   He lied and stated that the matters had been 14 
determined before Jones, because he knew, just as I do and anyone else who is legally trained 15 
would know, that an alleged "debt" (not that one ever existed) that is subject to challenge by 16 
order of a High Court Judge, is not, and could not possibly be, a petition debt, but they made it 17 
one, to defraud me of over £770,000 and Fancourt, the other Jewish freemason white-collar 18 
criminal, continued the fraud, as did Nugee, Vos and the rest of these corrupt criminal racketeers 19 
purporting to be judges (including Prince, Currer and Fanning).  20 
 
I do hope this makes the position clear.    In my final submission, (to follow by email), I deal 21 
with the 3 counts of blackmail, with the second and third originating from 2 false instrument 22 
applications (s.5 Perjury) to Bristol County Court, for High Court Writs of control, against Earth 23 
Energy Investments in the sum firstly of £555,000, and then of circa £29,500, when they knew 24 
no debt exists.  25 
 
I will be speaking with CoLP first thing this morning.   Angela, please be ready to take my call, 26 
email me separately with your direct line.  Thanks.  27 
 
Yours faithfully, 28 
 
Paul Millinder 29 
 
____________________________________EMAIL B ENDS_____________________________________ 

EMAIL TRACKING REPORT FOR EMAIL B:  

Subject:        A-2021-0089 (Crown Court) & C1/2021/1614 (Court of Appeal) & CoLP - Evidence 30 
Recipient:     <Civilappeals.cmsb@justice.gov.uk> 31 
Sent:             November 1, 2021 at 3:58:22 AM 32 
Read:            19 times 33 
 
Civilappeals.cmsb@justice.gov.uk read this email Nov 2, 2021, 3:17:18 PM 34 
Civilappeals.cmsb@justice.gov.uk read this email Nov 2, 2021, 9:56:07 AM 35 
Civilappeals.cmsb@justice.gov.uk read this email Nov 1, 2021, 3:35:05 PM 36 
Civilappeals.cmsb@justice.gov.uk read this email Nov 1, 2021, 3:28:58 PM 37 
Civilappeals.cmsb@justice.gov.uk read this email Nov 1, 2021, 12:57:42 PM 38 
Civilappeals.cmsb@justice.gov.uk read this email Nov 1, 2021, 12:48:54 PM 39 
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Civilappeals.cmsb@justice.gov.uk read this email Nov 1, 2021, 12:34:30 PM 1 
Civilappeals.cmsb@justice.gov.uk read this email Nov 1, 2021, 12:30:50 PM 2 
Civilappeals.cmsb@justice.gov.uk read this email Nov 1, 2021, 12:28:04 PM 3 
Civilappeals.cmsb@justice.gov.uk read this email Nov 1, 2021, 12:23:29 PM 4 
Civilappeals.cmsb@justice.gov.uk read this email Nov 1, 2021, 12:20:02 PM 5 
Civilappeals.cmsb@justice.gov.uk read this email Nov 1, 2021, 12:14:53 PM 6 
Civilappeals.cmsb@justice.gov.uk read this email Nov 1, 2021, 12:11:52 PM 7 
Civilappeals.cmsb@justice.gov.uk read this email Nov 1, 2021, 12:05:22 PM 8 
Civilappeals.cmsb@justice.gov.uk read this email Nov 1, 2021, 12:02:03 PM 9 
Civilappeals.cmsb@justice.gov.uk read this email Nov 1, 2021, 11:59:51 AM 10 
Civilappeals.cmsb@justice.gov.uk read this email Nov 1, 2021, 11:54:58 AM 11 
Civilappeals.cmsb@justice.gov.uk read this email Nov 1, 2021, 11:34:08 AM 12 
Civilappeals.cmsb@justice.gov.uk read this email Nov 1, 2021, 11:30:40 AM 13 
 
________________________TRACKING REPORT FOR EMAIL B ENDS_____________________________ 
 
EMAIL C:  
 
From: Intelligence UK International <i@i1uk.com> 14 
Date: Wed, 27 Oct 2021 at 05:27 15 
Subject: A-2021-0089 - Perjury, conspiracy to defraud and blackmail (URGENT) & in the Court of 16 
Appeal: C1/2021/1614 17 
To: Civil Appeals - CMSC <civilappeals.cmsc@justice.gov.uk> 18 
 
THE ATTORNEY GENERAL IS COPIED DIRECTLY AND SO IS THE LORD CHANCELLOR 19 
 
Newcastle Crown Court, 20 
 
A.   You should record this as a formal complaint of corruption against Mr Prince, who seeks to 21 
keep a void prosecution against me alive for "harassing the fraudsters", when he knows there 22 
was absolutely no service whatsoever, but then he lied about it, stating "I am completely 23 
satisfied service is effective", when it is proven beyond reasonable doubt there is none.   24 
 
B.   Prince refuses to recuse himself, because he is adamant that he will remain affixed to the 25 
case, after breaking his oath and perverting the course of justice.  He will just have to be 26 
removed by force, by the police.  27 
 
C.    Prince, like the rest of the dishonest, politically controlled white-collar criminals in this case 28 
who purport to be judges, has been working very hard to conceal the criminal property I have 29 
been defrauded of.  In the UK, justice and law is not applicable to corrupt Jewish freemason 30 
lawyers. The oath of the freemason takes precedent.    The Promissory Oaths Act 31 
1868 however, is law today, law that is designed to protect civilians from the likes of Prince, 32 
who act with "favour and ill-will".  The law determines that judges who breach their oaths like 33 
Prince has, are not judges.  34 
 
So, the law states, whether he recuses himself or not, he has no standing as a Judge. Prince is 35 
one and the same as the offenders he has been working so hard to support, he will join 36 
them.     I am asking you, what kind of court or judge works to conceal criminal offences to 37 
assist the offenders?  What kind of police officer does the same? 38 
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The emails I have sent have been broken down into stages, deliberately, because they are being 1 
referred back to.    I shall continue to consolidate.    Follow this very carefully:  2 
 
1. In my email of 22/10/2021 at 08.30AM GMT I addressed 3 counts of blackmail and two 3 
counts of the offence as in s.5 of the Perjury Act 1911 leading to the second and third count of 4 
blackmail.  I referred to the PDF portfolio of tabulated exhibits 5 
entitled:  PDF_portfolio_UNWARRANTED_DEMANDS_01148.    I have taken the tabulations 6 
out of there, referred to here, to make this absolutely clear.  7 
 
2.  I referred to the similar offence (Shahrooz Ghassemian)  where the homeless man who did 8 
precisely what Womble Bond Dickinson and Middlesbrough FC have done (only with less money 9 
at stake), was jailed for six-years.  There was not a multitude of serious offences and millions of 10 
pounds in criminal property concealed by colluding Jewish freemason white-collar criminals 11 
purporting to be judges like there is here.   12 
 
3.  Between 11th and 16th January 2017, in breach of their continuing legal duty to disclose, the 13 
principal offenders, Middlesborough FC, Womble Bond Dickinson and Staunton, dishonestly 14 
withheld the Penningtons Manches LLP letter complaining of material non-disclosure.  They did 15 
so, to conceal the "shopping list" of material information that was fraudulently withheld by the 16 
ex-parte injunction hearing of 9th January 2017.   I refer to:  Tab_23---Exhibit 17 
Penningtons_11.01.2017 18 
 
4. It is clearly evidenced that the Penningtons letter of 11th January 2017 states that I did not 19 
consent to costs.   There is a legal duty to disclose, as there was during the first ex-parte 20 
injunction hearing, and the second.   The legal duty to disclose, continues up until the first 21 
hearing on notice.    Womble Bond Dickinson, Middlesbrough FC and Staunton deliberately 22 
withheld the letter, knowing there was no consent on my part to pay them a single 23 
penny.  Logic would imply that I am not going to agree to pay them £25k when they owe me 24 
over £770,000 plus interest accruing from 30th June 2015.    Hence, it is proven beyond 25 
reasonable doubt that the second count of fraud by failing to disclose information was also 26 
convened with dishonest intent and they continued that fraud, with the help of their 27 
conspirators, the purported Chancery Jewish freemason white-collar criminal purported 28 
judges.   29 
 
5. The point I make, in case it is not absolutely clear, is that there was never any consent by me 30 
to pay them a single penny and even if there was, they were not owed a single penny.  If you 31 
owe me £100, I am not going to pay you £10.   That is known as the law in set off, law that was 32 
once again entirely evaded by the corrupt Chancery Court of fraud and injustice. The law I refer 33 
to is rule 14.25(1) of the Insolvency Rules 2016.   Here however, there was never any debt 34 
whatsoever, they have been using insolvency to defraud and to pervert the course of justice.    35 
 
6. Admittedly, to give the corrupt court and the politically controlled judges at least some 36 
credit, the law in set off was not applied due to Staunton committing perjury and fraud by false 37 
representation when he lied about the cross claim assigned investments and the order of 38 
Nugee J made just 7-days prior.  Once again, I evidenced this fraud very clearly in my email of 39 
22/10/2021 at 06.39AM, paragraph 2(a) through to 5.   40 
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7. Now we come on to Exhibit-15.  You should all read that one very carefully indeed, but I will 1 
cut to the chase.   At page 4, top of the page, we have the email from Gray of Womble Bond 2 
Dickinson dated 27th June 2017 at 11.52AM, also copied to Hannon, the white-collar criminal 3 
Official Receiver who posed as liquidator to defraud my fellow creditors and I of the multi 4 
million pound claim founded by their proven unlawful forfeiture of the Lease I paid them 5 
£200,000 for.      Gray backtracked when he responded to my email listing him as a defendant in 6 
the application referred to at pages 4 and 5.  Again, the corrupt waste of oxygen, Morgan of 7 
Northumbria Police was copied, but they just covered up the offending, which is why they want 8 
to keep it with Currer, then Prince, all peas of the same pod, fellow brethren.  Likewise, which is 9 
why Currer and North Tyneside Magistrates failed whatsoever to deal with the private criminal 10 
prosecution against them and which is why Prince has done the same.   11 
 
8. The point I make is that it is evidenced on 27th June 2017, the offenders, Womble Bond 12 
Dickinson, Middlesbrough FC, Staunton and Hannon, knew that there was an application to 13 
court being made to deal with their multiple frauds, and, namely, the fraud by failing to 14 
disclose information on 2 counts that originated their £25k false liability.    15 
 
9. Now we come on to the contents of that PDF portfolio referred to in paragraph (1) above.   I 16 
have singled out the tabs, they are accessed at one-click, as well as being attached to this 17 
email.  I refer to tab_2, the false instrument High Court Writ application dated 7th September 18 
2017.    The application for a High Court Writ is to Bristol County Court in the sum of £555,000 19 
when all the offenders, Middlesbrough FC in particular, knew that the assigned investment 20 
extinguished their purproted £25k fraudulent liability founded by their dishonest non-21 
disclosure in breach of their legal duty to disclose.  22 
 
10. Their fraud is inextricably linked to their failure to disclose the Penningtons Manches LLP 23 
letter. Had that letter been disclosed, it would have been found that there was a "shopping list" 24 
of material exhibits withheld from the ex-parte 9th January 2017 injunction hearing and no 25 
judge would have continued the injunction. Likewise, it would have been found that there was 26 
no consent to pay them a single penny.   The appropriate order sought was that each party 27 
bears their own. There was never any consent, the consent order was also procured by fraud 28 
and there was no hearing on 16/01/2017, Womble Solicitors appear to have colluded with 29 
Penningtons, who I sacked after finding they failed to attend as per my instruction.  30 
 
11. As previously pleaded, the application is verified with a statement of truth, when all knew it 31 
was false.    32 
 
12. Tab_3, is the sealed writ order dated 2nd October 2017.  On or around that date, Womble 33 
Bond Dickinson, Middlesbrough FC and Staunton would have received that order.  The sum of 34 
the order was £583,582.41.  They knew no such order of the court exists.   35 
Furthermore, they knew that the indisputable sum of the demand I served on them (part of the 36 
assigned investments in the sum of £640,000) extinguished their purported £25k founded by 37 
fraud in any event.    They did not seek to cancel the order, knowing it was false, quite on the 38 
contrary;  39 
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13.  On 21st November 2017 I received a visit from a High Court Enforcement Officer seeking to 1 
levy distress on my company's goods to the value of £619,774.48.    They all knew and were 2 
served with my application filed on 16th November 2017 that was "to be heard by a High Court 3 
Judge" which was circumvented by another insolvency criminal, Registrar Clive Hugh Jones, 4 
who perverted the course of justice, knowing he had no jurisdiction to hear any part of the 5 
application, to conceal the fraud and the criminal property I have been defrauded of.    That is 6 
the second unwarranted demand with menaces.  See: Tab_1.  7 
 
14. You will note, tab_1 bears a seal of the High Court on the same day. That is because I filed it 8 
in the application of 16/11/2017 and I immediately served it on Womble Bond Dickinson the 9 
same day.  10 
 
15. Now we come to tab_4, the email chain of 22/11/2017.   Page 1 refers to the fact that the 11 
High Court Enforcement Officer confirmed that it was Womble Bond Dickinson who made  the 12 
application for the false instrument High Court Writ.   At the bottom pf page 1 is Stewart's 13 
pathetic cover up attempt, where he foolishly refers to the Penningtons Manches LLP letter he 14 
withheld dated 11th January 2017 which originated all of their fraud.  I declined to do so, 15 
because a police investigation was in process (but the useless dishonest cowards just cover 16 
everything up).  Read page 2.   17 
 
16. The point made is that on 22nd November 2017, it is proven beyond reasonable doubt that 18 
Stewart and his cohorts at Womble Bond Dickinson all knew that there was an application in 19 
the High Court to deal with their serious offending, including then the 4 counts of fraud by false 20 
representation: £256,269.89 / £255,000 / £541,308.89 and then over £4.1 million, but also their 21 
2 counts of fraud by failing to disclose information and the perjury by means of Bloom's entirely 22 
false ex-parte witness statement of 8th January 2017 where he lied about the assignment that 23 
he had in his possession by then, 3-times over.  That was all covered up by the corrupt 24 
judiciary.  Bloom knew that statutory law makes the assignment effectual from the date of 25 
service, which is why he dishonestly withheld it from the ex-parte hearing, knowing it founded 26 
the statutory demand, which denying all knowledge of it in his witness statement, accompanied 27 
with a statement of truth.  28 
 
17. The other point made is that by 22nd November 2017, not only did they knew there was an 29 
application in court pending, but they also knew that neither I, nor any of my companies, owed 30 
Middlesbrough FC (or Womble Bond Dickinson) a single penny.   31 
 
18. 2-days later, Stewart made yet another false instrument application to Bristol County court 32 
(See: tab_7).   Knowing that no money is owed to them and that there is an application against 33 
them to deal with their fraud, Stewart and Court Enforcement Services facilitated yet another 34 
application, accompanied with the same statement of truth:  35 
 
"I certify that the details I have given are correct and that to my knowledge there is no 36 
application or other procedure pending"    37 
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19.  Twice they certified the declaration as true, when it is false, resulting in the 2nd and 3rd 1 
count of making an unwarranted demand with menaces (S.21 of the Theft Act 1968 - 2 
blackmail).    It is proven beyond reasonable doubt that on 27th June 2017 they knew there was 3 
an application and procedure pending and likewise, as evidenced on 22nd November 2017, 4 
when Stewart made that application just two-days later.  5 
 
20.  This is a classic example as to how the courts and the corrupt police are as much a part of 6 
the fraud (aiders and abettors and then perverters of the course of justice) as the principal 7 
offenders they work so hard to support.  8 
 
Now, City of London Police Chief Officer Team, I want to run through these submissions over a 9 
Zoom call with you (recorded) today.  Please email me your direct line.   Thank you.  10 
 
Regards, 11 
 
Paul Millinder 12 
 
Attachments: 13 
 
Tab_23---Exhibit Penningtons_11.01.2017.pdf (126K) 14 
 
Exhibit 15_sealed_17_11_2017(1).pdf (477K) 15 
 

Tab_2---N293A_application_07_09_2017.pdf (60K) 16 
 

Tab_3---HCW_583k_02_10_2017.pdf (1,086K) 17 
 

Tab_1---HCEO_warrant_distress_21_11_2017.pdf (550K) 18 
 

Tab_4---CR-2017_008680_email_chain_WBD_22_11_2017.pdf (1,030K) 19 
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In the High Court of Justice        Claim No: CR-2017-000140 
Business and Property Courts of England and Wales 
Insolvency and Companies List (Ch D) 
 
In the Matter of the Insolvency Act 1986 

And in the Matter of Middlesbrough Football & Athletic Company (1986) Ltd   

 
BETWEEN 
 

Earth Energy Investments LLP  

Applicant  
 

and 

 

Middlesbrough Football & Athletic Company (1986) Ltd  

Respondent 
 

ORDER 

 

Before the Honourable Mr Justice Nugee sitting at the Rolls Building, 7 Rolls 
Building, Fetter Lane, London, EC4A 1NL on 21 March 2018 

UPON the Application of the Applicant dated 1 March 2018 

AND UPON reading a letter from the Respondent’s solicitors dated 20 March 2018 
applying for an order that the application be dismissed without a hearing  

IT IS ORDERED AS FOLLOWS:  

1. The Court does not think fit to dismiss the Application without a hearing. 

2. The Application be listed for hearing in the usual way. 

REASONS 

1. The Respondent’s letter is an invitation to the Court to determine the 
Application without a hearing.  The Court has power to do this under CPR 
r 23.8(c) if it does not consider that a hearing would be appropriate.   

2. However by PD 23A para 11.2 it is provided that “where rule 23.8(c) applies 
the court will treat the application as if it were proposing to make an order of 
its own initiative.” This is a reference to the power of the Court to make orders 
of its own initiative under CPR r 3.3.  The effect is that where an order is 

21 Mar 2018

CR-2017-000140

Tab_D2: Pages 11 - 12
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made under r 28.3(c) without a hearing, any party affected may apply to set it 
aside under CPR r 3.3(5).  The Court of Appeal has said that it is good 
practice to require any application under CPR r 3.3(5) to be made at a 
hearing: Collier v Williams [2006]  EWCA Civ 20 at [37].   

3. The practical effect therefore is that if I were to consider the Respondent’s 
invitation to dismiss the Application without a hearing, and if I were to dismiss 
the Application, the Applicant would have a right to require the matter to be 
reconsidered and that would prima facie mean that there would have to be a 
hearing.  In the circumstances of this case I have no doubt that Mr Millinder 
would exercise that right on behalf of the Applicant, and a hearing would in 
practical terms be unavoidable. 

4. In those circumstances I do not see that it would be a sensible or 
proportionate use of the Court’s time to deal with the application on paper.  If 
a hearing is in practical terms inevitable, it is simpler to list the matter for 
hearing in the usual way.  That will not prevent the Respondent from 
submitting at such a hearing that the application should fail because it is 
duplicative of the application heard and dismissed by me on 5 February 2018;  
but it will also give Mr Millinder an opportunity on behalf of the Applicant to 
make his submissions at an oral hearing. 

5. I have therefore directed that the Application be listed for hearing in the usual 
way. 
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE 

QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION 

BUSINESS AND PROPERTY COURT OF ENGLAND & WALES 

INSOLVENCY & COMPANIES LIST 

No. CR-2018-001137 

 
Rolls Building 

Fetter Lane 
London EC4A 1NL 

 

 

Wednesday, 28th March 2018 

 

 

Before: 
 

INSOLVENCY AND COMPANIES JUDGE BARBER 

 
 

B E T W E E N : 

 EARTH ENERGY INVESTMENTS LLP Debtor/Applicant 
 

-  and  - 
 

MIDDLESBROUGH FOOTBALL AND ATHLETIC 
 COMPANY (1986) LIMITED Creditor/Respondent 
 

__________ 

THE DEBTOR/APPLICANT did not appear and was not represented. 
 
MR U. STAUNTON (instructed by Womble Bond Dickinson (UK) LLP) appeared on behalf of the  

Creditor/Respondent.  
_________ 

 
 

P R O C E E D I N G S
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Wednesday, 28th March 2018 

(12.07pm) 

 

MR STAUNTON:  Judge, for the second time around, I believe perhaps you received an email or 

the court received an email from Mr Millinder---- 

JUDGE BARBER:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  -- which I---- 

JUDGE BARBER:  Who is Mr Millinder? 

MR STAUNTON:  The debtor---- 

JUDGE BARBER:  He’s the director, is he? 

MR STAUNTON:  The debtor’s only one member which is Mr Millinder. 

JUDGE BARBER:  I see. 

MR STAUNTON:  So, he’s the sole representative.  Mr Millinder has a tendency to fire off 

numerous emails, so I hope I have in mind the one that you’re looking at.  He says he’s 

unwell---- 

JUDGE BARBER:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  -- and unable to attend court and invites the court to dismiss the petition on 

the basis it’s an abuse or to adjourn it to sometime from 10th June. 

JUDGE BARBER:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  May I explain why neither of those grounds are good grounds for adjourning 

the petition? 

JUDGE BARBER:  Is this the first hearing of the petition? 

MR STAUNTON:  It is, yes, but the matter---- 

JUDGE BARBER:  He’s---- 

MR STAUNTON:  Yes, but the matter---- 

JUDGE BARBER:  -- saying in his email that the – the petition is disputed. 

MR STAUNTON:  Indeed, but that matter has been fully ventilated in front of Judge Jones, 

terminating Monday of this week when he dismissed (inaudible) application.  I can explain 

what that is.  And also, the adjournment to 10th June is because he wanted to make a second 

application, the first having been dismissed by Mr Justice Nugee on 5th February.  Can we 

go back?  Earth Energy has a fully owned subsidiary, Empowering Wind, which is now in 

the process of being wound up.  The liquidator is Mr Hammond from the OR’s office.  The 

subsidiary had an agreement with the petitioner.  The petitioner has, as part of that group, 

terminated the agreement and also a lease underlying it and Mr Millinder then said, “Well, 
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the subsidiary has a significant claim for damages against Middlesbrough”, but it never 

brought any proceedings. 

JUDGE BARBER:  It’s not a cross-claim then. 

MR STAUNTON:  That is the cross-claim. 

JUDGE BARBER:  Well, it’s not a cross-claim though, is it? 

MR STAUNTON:  Well, I – in my submission, no, however, the company – the subsidiary then 

goes into liquidation and Mr Hammond’s the OR.  Mr Hammond’s filed a report that the 

subsidiary has no assets, so he cannot investigate the claim that Mr Millinder says the 

subsidiary has against Middlesbrough. 

JUDGE BARBER:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  On 15th November, Earth Energy issued another application, amongst other 

things that it wants directions that that claim should be pursued.  That came on before Judge 

(inaudible) for the first hearing on 21st December, where he made it clear to Mr Millinder 

that as the subsidiary had no assets it couldn’t pursue the claim unless Mr Millinder could 

put forward proposals to finance that claim, and he adjourned it to allow Mr Millinder to put 

in such evidence.  It came back before Judge Jones on Monday of this week where            

Mr Millinder had failed to put in any sensible evidence to finance the claim and                 

Mr Hammond said that obviously the subsidiary couldn’t pursue it.  Judge Jones then 

dismissed that application.  That’s the cross-claim.  That’s disposed of Monday of this 

week.   

 

 Now, to 10th June.  In January ’17 the (inaudible) obtained an injunction restraining Earth 

Energy from presenting a petition.  That was disposed of by agreement on 16th January 

whereby Earth Energy agreed to pay £25,000 in costs.  That’s addition debt.  In January of 

this year Mr Millinder applied to set aside the injunction on the grounds of non-disclosure.  

That was heard by Mr Justice Nugee who dismissed the application.  On 1st March             

Mr Millinder issued an identical application.  That’s to be heard in the three-day window of 

6th June, so again it’s simply a repeat of an application that’s already been dismissed.  So, 

the two grounds that Mr Millinder puts forward to resist the petition have already been dealt 

with and disposed of by the court. 

JUDGE BARBER:  Yes, I see. 

MR STAUNTON:  So, he seeks to keep the ball alive but in an improper fashion. 

JUDGE BARBER:  Yes, very well. 

MR STAUNTON:  So therefore, on the invitation of the creditors---- 

CASE FILE: Page 636 PDF Page: 473

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Sticky Note
Staunton did not disclose the Order of 21st March 2018 where Mr Justice Nugee made an Order, listing the case to be heard by a High Court Judge. Mr Staunton did not disclose that the proofs of debt are false and that Mr Justice Nugee confirmed this in his Order of 21st March 2018 upon the directions application of the Defendant (Mr Staunton and his instruction solicitors) 

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight



 

OPUS 2 DIGITAL TRANSCRIPTION 

3 
 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

H 

JUDGE BARBER:  Well, on the basis of what I’ve been told, I’m not minded to accede to the 

informal written request that the petition be adjourned.  The grounds of dispute which      

Mr Millinder now seeks to raise have already been dealt with and adjudicated upon by 

judges of the High Court and, on that basis, any further attempt to revisit those arguments 

would be abusive.  I am not minded to adjourn the petition simply to allow Mr Millinder an 

opportunity to put forward arguments which have already been adjudicated upon.  That 

would be simply facilitating an abuse of process.  The debt is a judgment debt.  It is clearly 

due and owing.  The partnership has not paid it.  On that basis I make the usual compulsory 

order main proceedings. 

MR STAUNTON:  I’m obliged. 

(12.12pm) 

_____________________ 
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complete record of the proceedings or part thereof. 
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE 

CHANCERY DIVISION 

INSOLVENCY AND COMPANIES COURT 

No. CR-2018-001137 

 
Rolls Building 

 

Wednesday, 11th April 2018 

 
 

Before: 
 

CHIEF REGISTRAR BRIGGS 

 
 

B E T W E E N : 
 
 

EARTH ENERGY INVESTMENTS LLP 
 Applicant 

 
-  and  - 

 
 MIDDLESBROUGH FOOTBALL & ATHLETIC COMPANY  
 (1986) LIMITED Respondent 
 

 
__________ 

THE APPLICANT appeared in person.  
 
MR U. STAUNTON  (instructed by Womble Bond Dickinson (UK) LLP) appeared on behalf of the 

Respondent.  
 

__________ 

 

PROCEEDINGS
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Wednesday, 11th April 2018 

(11.30 a.m.) 

 

MR STAUNTON:  Good morning, sir. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Good morning.  Please take a seat.  Hand up the attendance slip 

please.  (Same handed)  Yes, Mr Millender, I think to---- 

MR MILLENDER:  Hello, there.  Yeah. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  It is your application. 

MR MILLENDER:  It's my application, sir, yes. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yeah. 

MR MILLENDER:  Good morning.  We had a problem with this application because there's been 

some non-disclosure. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes.  All right. 

MR MILLENDER:  May I make this submission now? 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  You can make whatever submission you want to now. 

MR MILLENDER:  We are missing the order of Mr Justice Nugee that was made on 21st March.  

The defendants asked for some direction.  I believe it was either the 18th or 19th March.  

They asked the judge, Mr Justice Nugee, for some direction and this - the direction that the 

defendants were asking for was in relation to striking out my application of 1st March, on 

the grounds that the defendants alleged that my application was very similar to the other 

case that was heard on 5th February by Mr Justice Nugee.  However, there's quite a material 

difference in the second application.   

 

The second application looks at the 619,000 unwarranted demands with menaces, and it 

also looks at the non-disclosure of the return date hearing on 16th January by Mr Justice 

Norris, whereby the defendant held - sorry, withheld rather, a fundamental piece of 

evidence, and that refers to the Penningtons Manches letter dated 11th January, containing 

what I've described as a "shopping list" of material exhibits that was with, withheld from 

the ex parte hearing before Mr Justice Arnold on 9th January 2017.  So therefore---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  So, so you're saying that the absence of the order from Mr Justice 

Nugee, dated 21st March, prevents you from pursuing this application? 

MR MILLENDER:  Well not at all.  In fact---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Well what are you saying? 

CASE FILE: Page 640 PDF Page: 477

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight



 

OPUS 2 DIGITAL TRANSCRIPTION 

2 
 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

H 

MR MILLENDER:  -- the 25,000 malicious winding up petition should never have happened 

because the case was sub judice, being heard by a High Court judge.  The 25,000 relates to 

a Consent Order that was granted on the, on 16th January---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR MILLENDER:  --by Mr Justice Norris.  That Consent Order was obtained in fraudulent 

non-disclosure, and that is subject to proceedings - it's subject to proceedings in terms of the 

619,000 unwarranted demands with menaces.  It's also subject to proceedings---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Just a minute, because we, we're straying away - so you, you'd 

started by saying to me, "Is this the appropriate time to talk about the fact there was a 

missing disclosure of an order?" 

MR MILLENDER:  Yes, sir.  That's right. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  How is that relevant to your application to rescind today? 

MR MILLENDER:  Very, very relevant indeed because---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Explain to me why. 

MR MILLENDER:  On 12th, 12th February the defendants made a covert winding up petition. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR MILLENDER:  I, I didn’t see it until the 22nd when it was served on my office. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR MILLENDER:  At that time all of the evidence to deal with this particular case was filed in 

8690, the case heard before Mr Registrar Jones, and you know I have some problems with 

that case and the conduct of that case, where Registrar Jones failed to read the evidence 

before him, in particular p.2 of the N244 application, which would have proven to any 

judge acting reasonably that in fact the proof of debt is entirely false.  It can't possibly owe, 

be owed because the defendants refused the grid connection, and one of the conditions or 

precedent to my energy supply agreement, to which that 4.1 million proof of debt relates, it 

all goes---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  I'm not following you.  I don’t understand what you're saying. 

MR MILLENDER:  It’s a very long and complex matter. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  You, you're concentrating on Mr Justice, Mr Justice, Mr Registrar 

Jones in this matter. 

MR MILLENDER:  Jones, yes, I am. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Now I'm asking you---- 

MR MILLENDER:  Yeah. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  --about the order of 21st March. 
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MR MILLENDER:  Yes. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  The order of Mr Justice Nugee. 

MR MILLENDER:  Who listed---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  My question to you is why is that relevant to your application for 

rescission? 

MR MILLENDER:  Because, quite simply, the 25,000 is being disputed in those proceedings 

being looked at by the High Court judge, and I've got a counterclaim against them in that 

case in the sum of circa 10.6 million. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  I see.  Now did, have you brought with you then the proceedings 

which have been issued, which are now before the court? 

MR MILLENDER:  Yes, I have, sir.  Yeah. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  And now where, where can I see those please? 

MR MILLENDER:  You can see a copy of the skeleton in that, in those proceedings.  This was a 

copy of the skeleton that was lodged on 1st March.  Unfortunately it doesn’t have a seal on it 

for some reason. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Well that's discursive.  But where is the, where is the proceedings? 

MR MILLENDER:  The proceedings are in 140, sir. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Okay.  (After a pause)  And, and when was this application made? 

MR MILLENDER:  On, on 1st March this year. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  On 1st March? 

MR MILLENDER:  Yeah.  There was a, a subsequent hearing on the, on 5th February. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  So let me just make a note of that.  Proceedings issued on 1st March, 

you say. 

MR MILLENDER:  But there was also a hearing on this case on 2nd February. 

MR STAUNTON:  The 5th February. 

MR MILLENDER:  Sorry, 5th February.  You're right, yeah. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  The 5th February, but the proceedings weren't issued until 1st March? 

MR MILLENDER:  No, the proceedings have been in play all the way through this entire 

process. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  In January, late January 2018, Mr Millender make an application to set aside 

the discharging injunction for granting material on non-disclosure. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  That came on before Mr Justice Nugee on 5th February. 
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THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  He dismissed that application. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  Mr Millender made a similar application on 1st March and that's---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Ah---- 

MR STAUNTON:  --the skeleton in, in respect of the application.  That application of 1st March 

is not in the bundle, nor is the application of late January, but the transcript of the hearing 

before Mr Justice Nugee---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  --and his decision are in the bundle, and I will take you to those in due course.  

MR MILLENDER:  But that's passed. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR MILLENDER:  Isn't it?  That's passed and that's gone, because Mr Justice Nugee was asked 

for some directions by the defendants - was it on or around the 18th or 19th March when you 

asked for the directions? 

MR STAUNTON:  About then. 

MR MILLENDER:  Surprised at the winding up, they asked for the directions to strike out my 

application, my second application because it was very similar to the first. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR MILLENDER:  But actually Mr Justice Nugee reviewed my submission, being that that I've 

just handed you, the skeleton dated 1st March, and he listed it for a half day hearing from 6th 

June onwards.  So therefore matters were entirely sub judice.  Mr Justice Nugee has found 

material non-disclosure relating to the hearing of the 1st - of 9th January 2017, whereby the 

defendants withheld 100 - circa 172 pages of witness exhibits that would have otherwise 

proven my statutory demand, and those matters were subject to proceedings when the 

defendants made this covert winding up petition in the sum of 25,000, when I've got a 

counterclaim against them exceeding 10.6. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  So as I understand your submission then, Mr Millender, there were - 

there was an application which was made on 1st March 2018, which had not been decided 

by the court on - by 28th March.  Is that right?  

MR MILLENDER:  There was an order made on 21st March listing the case for hearing in June. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yeah.  So it, it was listed on 21st March, or there was a listing on 

21st March for June. 

MR MILLENDER:  Yes.  
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THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  So it hadn't been determined by the 28th March? 

MR MILLENDER:  Not at all, no.  And in addition to that I, I made the application before 

Mr Registrar Jones on 15th November last year.  I made that application with the explicit 

request that my case be heard by a High Court judge.  I did that because I wanted---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Which, which application are you talking about? 

MR MILLENDER:  The one ending 8690. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  What, what was that about? 

MR MILLENDER:  And that was my application pursuant to Rule 14.11 of the Insolvency Rules 

to remove - for the court to adjudicate on the proof of debts, and it applied to that---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  But that, that's post liquidation.  That's a different, different issue. 

MR MILLENDER:  That's in - a different issue but the evidence was filed in that case because 

I wanted to save court time and I wanted to amalgamate, because clearly the three false 

misrepresentations and the fraudulent non-disclosure, and the later blackmail, are somewhat 

inextricably linked. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  So in, in order for me to understand the proceedings which were 

issued on 1st March, and directions given on 21st March for a hearing on - in June, I need to 

read your skeleton argument because you haven't brought with you the proceedings today. 

MR MILLENDER:  I didn’t bring those proceedings with me today because they're being heard 

by senior judiciary, sir. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yeah.  Well that, that's - (After a pause) - yes, and that, is that the 

ground - that's - this is not mentioned in your skeleton argument of 29th March 2018. 

MR MILLENDER:  If I could find it - I think you'll find it is, sir.  Let me just have a look. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yeah? 

MR MILLENDER:  Skeleton one to four.  "The claimant refers to, " point three: 

"The claimant refers to the application to be heard before Mr Justice Arnold ending 

140." 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes, yes. 

MR MILLENDER:   

"Proving categorically that the 25K is disputed on genuine and substantial grounds 

and is subject to change." 

 It's point four. 

"It is submitted that Registrar Barber did not take the company's cross claiming into 

consideration and that the winding up petition presented by the petitioner on ..." 

 It should actually be 12th February - there's an omission there - rather than 12th January. 
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  "... ex parte is an abuse of process." 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes.  On paras.3 and 4, that relates to the matter heard before 

Mr Justice Arnold. 

MR MILLENDER:  Correct, yes. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Thus to the - not, not to the application before Mr Justice Nugee, as 

you say, which was issued on 1st March. 

MR MILLENDER:  Sir---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  There's no mention of that (inaudible). 

MR MILLENDER:  --just a slight amendment to that, sir.  You---- 

MR STAUNTON:  They're all related. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  They're related----  

MR MILLENDER:  Yeah. 

MR STAUNTON:  On 9th January 2017---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  --Middlesbrough obtained an application like notice, an injunction to restrain 

Earth Energy from presenting a petition. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  That hearing came on before Mr Justice Arnold.   

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  He made the order with the return over to 16th January---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  2000 and what? 

MR STAUNTON:  --2017. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  And in January 2018 Mr Millender issued an application to discharge that 

injunction on the grounds of material non-disclosure, and that was heard by Mr Justice 

Nugee on 5th February---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Right. 

MR STAUNTON:  --2018, when he dismissed it.  And then the application issued on 1st March 

2018 is another application to discharge the injunction on the grounds of material 

non-disclosure.  So they're related. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  They're all related. 

MR STAUNTON:  They all, they all stem from the hearing in front of Mr Justice Arnold on 

9th January 2017. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 
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MR MILLENDER:  And why is that, Mr Staunton?  Why, why does that----? 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  So, so discharge injunction application in January 2018, heard by 

Mr Justice Nugee on February, in February---- 

MR STAUNTON:  The 5th February. 

MR STAUNTON:  The 1st March, yes. 

MR MILLENDER:  The reason for the new application was because it addresses new matters.  

Mr Justice Nugee - and the same is on the transcript - asked whether I would like to have 

addressed the s.21 offence of blackmail, the, the unwarranted demand with menaces, and I 

simply said, "Well there's insufficient time to.  We're in the interim applications court.  

We've got less than two hours to go through what is an extremely complex and lengthy 

case," so I had to make another application.  And in addition, all of the instances concerning 

the material non-disclosure were not addressed at that hearing.  We didn’t address the return 

date for non-disclosure, which was also an ex parte hearing because I didn’t attend and 

neither did Penningtons. 

MR STAUNTON:  It wasn't an ex parte hearing.  It was dealt with by consent---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes, I---- 

MR STAUNTON:  --and nobody needed to attend. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Right, okay.  So looking at your skeleton - focussing on your 

skeleton argument, Mr Millender, 29th March 2018---- 

MR MILLENDER:  Yeah. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  --is there anything else you want to submit to me in relation to that? 

MR MILLENDER:  Yes.  Quite simply---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yeah. 

MR MILLENDER:  --what about my money?  Literally in that context.  What about the 530,000 

that I invested into the project for nothing up until 29th June 2015?  By which time 

Middlesbrough refused the grid connection and without it - I think we've all established - 

without a grid connection the turbine's not very helpful; to put it mildly, without a 

connection the turbine is defunct.  It's absolutely pointless.  And given the fact that the 

entire purpose of the option agreement that I completed between the parties was to, in fact, 

secure that very same and only possible grid connection for the project so that the power 

can be generated from the turbine and delivered through a direct private supply to the 

stadium, given the fact that they then refused that connection when it was a specific 

condition, precedent of the customer, Middlesbrough Football Club, to take ownership of 

those certain components, I think they're off on to a bit of a sticky wicket. 
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THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  I see.  Now, now, now this is a, this - the company, which was 

wound up, was Earth Energy Investment LLP. 

MR MILLENDER:  Yes.  No, the first company that was wound up was our wind turbine sole 

purpose vehicle, set up for that specific project, called Empowering Wind MFC Ltd. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  So Empowering Wind was dissolved first of all, as I understand it, 

in - it was 2015. 

MR MILLENDER:  Well it was wound up.  It was---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  And then it was later wound up---- 

MR MILLENDER:  Yes. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  --compulsorily on a petition by HMRC. 

MR MILLENDER:  Yes. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  This is a, this is - this matter concerns energy? 

MR MILLENDER:  It does because I assigned---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  I see (inaudible), and you say that there is an assignment? 

MR MILLENDER:  There is, sir, yeah. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  What, what - where is the assignment?  Have you got that? 

MR MILLENDER:  The assignment is dated 29th June 2015.  I did it a few days after---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  The 29th June? 

MR MILLENDER:  2015. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  2015. 

MR MILLENDER:  Literally a few days I'd received the first unwarranted demand from 

Middlesbrough Football Club trying to extort from me the sum of £255,000.  Now again I 

don’t have a copy of the assignment with me, because it's all in the other case which is 

being heard by Mr Justice Nugee.  However, sir, I can confirm that there is an assignment 

and that---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR MILLENDER:  --assignment, in my firm opinion after taking advice, does constitute a valid 

assignment of the debt for the purpose of connecting that debt in accordance of the Law of 

Property Act. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  So what was the assignment of? 

MR MILLENDER:  It was an assignment of the monies, the 200 - sorry, the 200,000 plus the 330 

technical project development costs that I've incurred from October 2012 through until 29th 

June 2015.  The £200,000 lease premium I paid on 17th June 2013 and the development 

costs, the aborted costs in that project, and then I've got a further claim that I did submit in 
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this application when I off sick on 27th.  I, I wrote into Mrs Bryce at (inaudible) Listings.  I 

said, "Look, I cannot attend the next hearing.  I'm very ill."  Unfortunately I went out after 

the hearing of the 26th, had some seafood and I was physically very, very ill.  There was no 

way I could have attended the hearing on the 28th, so I, I put in a letter for the judge on the 

27th, explaining that I was ill and I made some submissions in absence and they were, were-

--- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes, I've seen those. 

MR MILLENDER:  You’ve seen those, sir, exactly, yeah. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  So a, so it was an assignment of monies owed to Empowering Wind. 

MR MILLENDER:  And those monies---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  By whom? 

MR MILLENDER:  By Middlesbrough Football Club, sir.  And those monies assigned, was the 

monies that I was seeking to collect from them owing to the statutory demand dated 

6th January 2017, the same statutory demand that the defendants---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  So essentially it was an assignment of cause of action. 

MR MILLENDER:  No.  It was an assign - it wasn't an assignment of the cause of action.  The 

cause of action still sits effectively within Empowering Wind MFC Ltd.  All I've assigned is 

the monies that I've invested---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Just let me get that down.  So the assignment - the, the causes of 

action---- 

MR MILLENDER:  Are still vest in---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  --remain with---- 

MR MILLENDER:  Yeah, Empowering Wind MFC Ltd. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  --Empowering Wind Investments? 

MR MILLENDER:  MFC Ltd, for Middlesbrough Football Club, sir. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Oh, I see. 

MR MILLENDER:  Yeah. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Thank you.  Right, so, so the causes of action remain with 

Empowering Wind---- 

MR MILLENDER:  But---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  --so the assignment - because I haven't got the documents. 

MR MILLENDER:  No problem.  Yes, sure. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  So I'm just trying to understand exactly---- 
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MR MILLENDER:  So the assignment is purely relating to the monies; the, the physical cash that 

I invested into that project up until 29th June 2015. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Of the physical cash, in your words---- 

MR MILLENDER:  Yeah. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  --the, the money that---- 

MR MILLENDER:  The money that we invested. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  --you invested.  You, yourself, Mr Millender---- 

MR MILLENDER:  I invested, yes, yes. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  --invested---- 

MR MILLENDER:  Yes, invested into that company. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Mr Millender----- 

MR MILLENDER:  The wind turbine project. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  --invested in the company. 

MR MILLENDER:  Well it was actually invested by a parent company effectively, the Earth 

Energy Investments.  I put 200,000 in on the lease premium on 17th June 2013.  I paid that 

from one of my other companies. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Hang on---- 

MR MILLENDER:  No, I didn’t.  I paid that from my personal account into Lupton Fawcett's 

client's account and that was transferred across to the Womble Bond Dickinson Solicitors 

on 17th June.  Thereafter we had a long delay resulting from an - what did amount to be an 

unlawful planning condition, which went to the heart of the project - and when I say it went 

to the heart of the project, the condition in question - firstly I discharged all of my pre-

commencement planning conditions so that the project could read, readily commence.  

Condition 7 of the planning permission for the wind turbine required me to provide a 

scheme to alleviate the impact of the radar - of the wind turbine development on the 

Durham Tees Valley Airport radar. 

 

 In around about 23rd September 2013 - so two, three months, sir.  We complete the lease in 

June 2013, so it was three months later, I submit the scheme to alleviate the impact on 

Durham Tees Valley Airport in accordance with the requirement of the condition.  I submit 

that to the LPA.  A few days later the LPA come back, and Maria Froggatt of the, the senior 

planner responsible for the application, comes back and says, "Mr Millender has done 

everything," in an open email involving Kevin Parks, the Planning Director.  "Mr Millender 
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has done everything required to discharge the planning condition.  Any further comments 

before we go ahead and discharge the condition?" 

 

 However a day or so later, Miss Froggatt wrote back to me and said, "We can't discharge 

the condition because the airport's made an objection, where in a holding objection, saying 

that you haven't done what's required to discharge it."  When actually I did do what was 

required to charge, discharge it and it later transpired that - just the wording on the 

condition, just so we're clear on this.  When I say that it went to the heart of the planning 

permission I'm saying that because the scheme that currently doesn’t exist on today's date, 

required implementing at the airport before use of the wind turbine commenced. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  This has got nothing to do with Middlesbrough, has it?  This is 

between you and the planning office. 

MR MILLENDER:  No, it's got lots to do with Middlesbrough---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Right. 

MR MILLENDER:  --because this is, this pertains to the original delay in which Middlesbrough 

then sought to invoice me for the 255,000. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Well they were, they were invoicing for you for, for rent, weren't 

they, and rates---- 

MR MILLENDER:  They were. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  --pursuant to this? 

MR MILLENDER:  But they had no legal - they had no locus to, to have done so, because that 

delay was a delay, beyond my reasonable control, constituting force majeure within the 

very wide operative provision of force majeure within my lease.  The Energy Supply 

Agreement is known - you know, it doesn’t matter anyway because I made the contract 

conditional.  Now, the lease; the lease intended---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Well before we go - what I'm quite keen to do, Mr Staunton, is there 

a copy somewhere of this assignment? 

MR STAUTON:  Yes.  It's set out in detail in the decision of Mr Justice Nugee.  If you turn to 

vol.2. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Volume 2. 

MR STAUTON:  Point 2. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Point 2, thank you. 

MR STAUNTON:  Tab 7. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Tab 7, thank you. 
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MR STAUNTON:  Yeah.  This is a transcript of his judgment. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  And you'll see that if you just turn over the page---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Sorry? 

MR STAUNTON:  Just turn over the page, you'll see it’s the decision of Mr Justice Nugee. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  Now, we get into the question of the assignment, if you then turn on to 

para.9---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  --and can I invite you to read to yourself---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Thank you very much. 

MR STAUNTON:  --paras.9 to 12. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes.  Have you got that, Mr Millender? 

MR MILLENDER:  I, I've seen it already.  I know what Mr Staunton's referring to.  My argument 

is very straightforward. 

MR STAUNTON:  Well if you let the Registrar read it he will see the, what is said to be the 

assignment. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes, Mr Justice Nugee.  

MR MILLENDER:  (After a pause) So let's - if I may, sir, when you’ve finished reaching---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yeah, let, let me read this. 

MR MILLENDER:  Yeah, thank you. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  I think this could be quite important.  (After a pause)  Did you say 

down to 12, the bottom of 12? 

MR STAUNTON:  Yes.  I think you need to read 12.  That's Mr Justice Nugee's view. 

MR MILLENDER:  Well it's not because the case is sub judice---- 

MR STAUNTON:  Mr Millender, would you let the learned judge read. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  (After a pause) So, so he concluded that he was unsure that the - 

some had even took place. 

MR STAUNTON:  Yes, the---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  That's not what I was hoping to - I, I wanted to know precisely the 

terms of the assignment---- 

MR STAUNTON:  The assignment---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  --as to what was assigned.  Now I've been told by Mr Millender, and 

only told by him in open court, but it's only his recollection, that the assignment was not of 

CASE FILE: Page 651 PDF Page: 488

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight



 

OPUS 2 DIGITAL TRANSCRIPTION 

13 
 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

H 

the cause of action.  That remains within (inaudible) but of the fruits of the cause of action, 

which was monies which were set, as I understand it, to the old, to Empowering Wind if a 

claim was successful. 

MR MILLENDER:  No.  That's completely incorrect. 

MR STAUNTON:  Just - sir, I don’t want to cut Mr Millender short, but if you look at Mr Justice 

Nugee's decision, para.11, after the quotation---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  --the first sentence: 

  "It is that which is now relied on as an assignment. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  My Lord, by that he means the Board Minute, and the Board Minute is set out 

in full at paragraph number ten. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  I see. 

MR STAUNTON:  It is true - para.10 says: 

"It is clear that when the document (inaudible) as not having been disclosed to the 

Board Minute." 

 And then what refers, purports to be the assignment is set out in bold in paras.10 and 11. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  I see, I see. 

MR STAUNTON:  That's an exact quote by Mr Justice Nugee of the resolution---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  That's exactly - ah, that's where it is. 

MR STAUNTON:  --which is said to be the assignment. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  So "resolution," which is said to be the assignment. 

MR STAUNTON:  Yeah, yeah, absolutely. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes, I see.  So it's not meant to - that's a separate assignment 

document. 

MR STAUNTON:  We have not been made aware of any - other than that resolution. 

MR MILLENDER:  If I may, when, when you're ready, sir---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes, when I'm ready. 

MR MILLENDER:  The, the---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  When I'm ready. 

MR MILLENDER:  Sorry, sorry. 

MR STAUNTON:  (After a pause) And I think the material distinction Mr Millender applauds is 

if you look at para.10, the quotation---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Mmm hmm. 
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MR STAUNTON:  --the last two lines on this p.4. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  So there are two causes of action.  The, the parent company---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  --that's Earth Energy, recovering funds invested. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  And Empowering Wind recovering consequential losses. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes, I can see that. 

MR STAUNTON:  I think that's the distinction Mr Millender draws now. 

MR MILLENDER:  Yes.  Sir - thank you. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Mr Millender, you want to make an answer to that. 

MR MILLENDER:  Yes.  So in terms of - let's focus on the law. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  So I don’t think I was too far wrong, was I?  When I, I summed up 

what your short (inaudible)? 

MR MILLENDER:  Not at all, sir.  No, you were, you were great. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Now it's your turn, yes. 

MR MILLENDER:  So what I'm - the point I'm making is in fact the Law of Property Act - 

I forget the exact date behind it, but I know the terminology - is a very, very simple piece of 

legislation whereby if assign - in terms of assigning a debt for the purpose of collecting that 

debt, that Broad Minute - call it what you will, a piece of paper with my signature on it - 

constitutes a valid assignment in accordance with the Law of Property Act.  I've assigned 

the monies invested.  It's signed by me, a director of the company in Empowering Wind 

MFC, and I've assigned that date to the parent company for the purposes of collecting those 

aborted fees; and that is a valid assignment.  Now I move on to---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  That, that's what your case comes down to, isn't it? 

MR MILLENDER:  Well, no.  It comes down to a lot more than that because I've had a lot more 

costs since then as well, that I'm claiming on top, meaning the nine seven---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Well you’ve only got - your cross claim has only got to equal or 

exceed £25,000. 

MR MILLENDER:  Twenty-five, which, which is - clearly it does, but I do have other costs on 

top of that relating to the 972 in the summary of costs that I've supplied.  I've had costs 

since 29th June 2015 that haven't been accounted for so those are accounted within the 

quantum of, of cross claim that I've submitted with the application. 
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THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  And, and are the - how did those costs - how, how did they accrue to 

- how are they confirmed on the company that's now been wound up, Earth Energy? 

MR MILLENDER:  The company that was wound up, the costs, all of the costs that were being 

incurred, all the legal fees that I've incurred and everything else since, has all been incurred 

through---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  The injunctions and etc.. 

MR MILLENDER:  Everything, all the way through, yeah, yeah. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  That, that's what you wrote. 

MR MILLENDER:  Yeah, yeah, yeah, and indeed all the barrister's written advice and all the 

other bits and pieces that I've had to do since that time. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Legal costs, yes. 

MR MILLENDER:  So if we just based on the - let's look at it very practically, keep it very 

simple.  Obviously I'm entitled to, to charge interest on the costs that were - the abortive 

costs.  Let’s just base the interest at 7 per cent above base.  Just base it on the 200 grand.  

We've come out with a figure from 29th June 2015 which is more than double the 25 grand 

that I don’t owe, and more than double the 25 grand that is, in any case sub judice, being 

heard by the High Court judge.  So the Winding Up Petition, in its own right, is a malicious 

act that has been done, I allege, to pervert the course of justice, when on the balance of 

probabilities the defendants did clearly know that they're in a lot of trouble in relation to the 

blackmail and the fraud, in terms of the fraudulent misrepresentations.   

 

The fraudulent misrepresentation resulting in the winding up of my subsidiary, when 

Mr Registrar Baister previously adjourned the - this is, I'm talking about Empowering Wind 

MFC - previously adjourned that hearing so that I could enter into a CVA with the 

legitimate creditors.  I'm friendly with the legitimate creditors, Smith Brothers, the electrical 

engineer, and GMR Consulting.  They've done a lot of work with me over the years.  

They’ve both sent letters of support in saying that they don’t want the, they didn’t want the 

company to wound up and they're now supporting me to call a meeting of creditors, that I've 

been asking for since May last year---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  And you're talking about Empowering----? 

MR MILLENDER:  I'm talking about Empowering Wind and---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  So that's nothing to do with this hearing today. 

MR MILLENDER:  Well it, it is in some respects because---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  It isn't, because this is, this is an application by Earth Energy. 
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MR MILLENDER:  The parent company. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  So let, let's try and focus on Earth Energy. 

MR MILLENDER:  Okay, okay, yeah.  So---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Now the, the picking out - so I've got your point about the 

assignment and I've summed that up to you and you’ve said that's correct.  In relation to - 

my summary was correct - in relation to the, the first point you made, I still haven't quite 

grasped, or understood perhaps sufficiently well, so I ask you about this so that I do 

understand it sufficiently well.  That is the proceedings which you say are currently on foot-

--- 

MR MILLENDER:  Yeah. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  --at the moment, and I do understand that there was - the, the history 

of, of the injunctions in 2017, January 2017, and then you, you tried to discharge the 

injunction in 2018, a year later.  That was dismissed by Mr Justice Nugee and then we come 

on to your new application---- 

MR MILLENDER:  Yeah, just---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  --which is March 2018.  Now I haven't got, I'd like to see a copy of 

that application. 

MR MILLENDER:  A copy of the application----- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR MILLENDER:  --before Mr Justice Nugee? 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Well it's in the High Court, isn't it?  You're in the High Court now so 

it's here. 

MR MILLENDER:  Ah, yes, but this is, this is where we have a problem, sir, because as I - I do 

understand.  A case being, that is sub judice, being heard by a High Court judge - and this 

case is being heard in fact by Mr Justice Arnold and that was the application that I made so 

that the case be put back before the, the judge that heard the original ex parte case - and 

there's a reason for that, and the reason for that is Mr Justice Nugee has a substantial 

knowledge of this case.  And he would also have knowledge of my carry on with Cleveland 

Police in around June last year, when Mr Justice Arnold did come back and provide some 

commentary after reading the non-disclosure that I'd experienced from Cleveland Police, 

whereby Cleveland withheld some information from the City of London Police.  So all of 

that is sub judice.  The case in question, the defendants---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  But the, the pleadings are - your, your pleading are a public 

document and it's in the High Court. 
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MR MILLENDER:  Of course, sir, yeah, yeah. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  So, so if the decision hasn’t been made then it's outstand - the, the - 

it will be outstanding. 

MR MILLENDER:  Till June---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  But it is a public document and therefore---- 

MR MILLENDER:  Well, yes, sir. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  --it should be pretty available. 

MR MILLENDER:  Yes, yeah. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Do we have a copy of it at all? 

MR MILLENDER:  I've got a copy on my, I've got a copy on my PC but I didn’t really want to 

open up my PC. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  All right, okay.  Well I'm---- 

MR MILLENDER:  It’s a bit awkward, sorry about that.  I didn’t think---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Perhaps I’ll hear Mr Staunton on, on that issue. 

MR MILLENDER:  Well I---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Going back to your skeleton argument on 29th March---- 

MR MILLENDER:  We’re not quite done on this point, sir. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  On what point? 

MR MILLENDER:  On the point that I'm making in terms of the application before Mr Justice 

Nugee.  The application was made on 1st March 2018. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes, yes. 

MR MILLENDER:  On or around 19th March, the defendants sent in a letter to the judge asking 

the judge for directions making an application to dismiss my application without a hearing, 

and the judge then reviewed my submissions in the application before him made on 1st 

March.  He read through my skeleton that I've just provided yourself---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR MILLENDER:  --and turned round and said, "Well that's not going to happen.  I'm going to 

list the case for the hearing." 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR MILLENDER:  In full knowledge of that they should have then took these proceedings out 

of the equation, out of the question. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  I see. 

MR MILLENDER:  They should have withdrawn the petition.  They didn’t withdraw the 

petition. 
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THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR MILLENDER:  They went ahead and maliciously wound up the company in full knowledge 

of the circumstances. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Well I, I've got your submission on that, yeah.  Very good.  Well 

thank you very much. 

MR MILLENDER:  Thank you. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Is there anything else you need to show to, to just----? 

MR MILLENDER:  I think that's everything, sir. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Thank you. 

MR MILLENDER:  Just---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Well I, I - Mr Staunton, you're free to obviously go through - I've 

read your skeleton argument as I've read Mr Millender's skeleton argument, but I am 

interested obviously in it as an outstanding matter which is to be decided.  I'm particularly 

interested in that. 

MR STAUNTON:  On 5th February Mr Justice - 2018, Mr Justice Nugee dismissed Earth 

Energy's application to discharge the injunction on the grounds of material non-disclosure. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  I'll take you to some passages in the - well I think if we just look at very 

briefly---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  I, I've read it. 

MR STAUNTON:  Yeah, it goes on to the end.  You see he dismisses it. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yeah. 

MR STAUNTON:  Then on 1st March 2018, Mr Millender caused Earth Energy to issue another 

application to discharge the injunction on the grounds of material non-disclosure. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  The reason for this essentially is if the injunction is discharged on the grounds 

of material non-disclosure the petitioning debt goes, because the petitioning debt is £25,000 

of costs ordered by consent in January 2017.  That's the reason I think for that attack by Mr 

Millender.  In late March my solicitors wrote to Mr Justice Nugee asking him to dismiss the 

application for the hearing because it was simply a repetition of what he had already 

decided. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Was that late June----? 

MR STAUNTON:  Pardon me? 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Did you say late June?  I couldn’t hear you. 

CASE FILE: Page 657 PDF Page: 494

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight



 

OPUS 2 DIGITAL TRANSCRIPTION 

19 
 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

H 

MR STAUNTON:  No, no, late March. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Late March. 

MR STAUNTON:  This year, 2018. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes, I see.  So it's identified---- 

MR STAUNTON:  My solicitors---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  --wrote to Mr Justice Nugee---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  --inviting him to dismiss the application without a hearing because it was an 

abuse---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  --it was simply a repetition of the application of January 2018, which he had 

dismissed---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Okay. 

MR STAUNTON:  --in February 2018. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes, I see. 

MR STAUNTON:  There is a, an order from Mr Justice Nugee, which is not in the bundle. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Right. 

MR STAUNTON:  He declined the invitation to dismiss the second application without a 

hearing---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Okay. 

MR STAUNTON:  --because he pointed out if he did so then Mr Millender would have a right to 

demand a hearing---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  --to be summarily---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  -and he says in his order, "I have no doubt that Mr Millender would do so." 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  There is not point in dismissing the (inaudible) hearing because there's going 

to be a hearing. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yeah. 

MR STAUNTON:  That second application has been listed in a window opening on 6th June, a 

three day window. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Right. 
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MR STAUNTON:  So that application was on foot when the winding up petition came before 

Judge Barber on 28th March.  You’ve got my skeleton.  The application to rescind doesn’t 

introduce any new grounds.  There's nothing new in this at all.  It was all deal with by Judge 

Barber. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Mmm hmm. 

MR STAUNTON:  And I support that.  So if you look - the first ground, if you look at the thin 

ring binder, tab 1, s.3, two things put forward; the, the Winding Up Order was an abuse of 

process; and this cross claim for a sum exceeding £900,000. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  The first of those commensurate with that, rescinded the Winding Up Order 

made by District Judge Barber, or Judge Barber (inaudible) it's an abuse of process. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  Now as I understand it, that is the argument that the January 2017 order 

should be discharged for material non-disclosure, and they are the orders which provide the 

petitioning debt, and if that was to happen and the liability to pay costs of 25,000 went, 

then, of course, the petition would not have a debt in which to be founded. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  No. 

MR STAUNTON:  That was all before Judge Barber.  Can I take you to tab 4? 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Was it in the winding up court? 

MR STAUNTON:  Yes. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  It was in, in the - done on the Wednesday or, or (inaudible)? 

MR STAUNTON:  Wednesday, 28th March, yes. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes, I see. 

MR STAUNTON:  Can I take you to tab 4, paras.2 to 4?  Sorry, can you look at the last page?  

You'll see this skeleton is 29th March. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  This is his skeleton in support of the application before Mr---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  This is the one I've just read, yeah. 

MR STAUNTON:  Yes, the skeleton to rescind. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yeah. 

MR STAUNTON:  Now the first ground is set out in paras.2 to 4, namely that the cost order is to 

be disputed. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 
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MR STAUNTON:  Now that's the second application to be heard in the window of 6th June.  That 

was before Judge Barber.  Can I take you please to tab 2?  Do you have that, Judge, tab 2? 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Just give me some time.  (sneeze) Excuse me.  Judge, before 

Judge Barber on 28th March, yeah. 

MR STAUNTON:  Well I'm going to take you to what was before her.  You'll see it's identical to 

what's now in the skeleton argument to support the application to rescind.  Can I take you to 

tab 2? 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  You see there is an email, just a note of - you can see there that 

Miss Drewitt(?) says to Mr Millender, "Mr Justice Arnold is not the assigned judge."  

Mr Millender seems to think that Mr Justice Arnold is going to hear this application in June 

2018. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes, all right. 

MR STAUNTON:  But as I say, that's not - but it's just aside. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  What's important is, underneath that you have the email from Mr Millender, 

27th March, sent at 12.21. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Which page is that, sorry? 

MR STAUNTON:  This - it's still the first page of tab, tab 2. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Tab, the first page, yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  Yeah, tab 2, first page.  There's an email string. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  So two-thirds of the way down that email string you see the email from 

Mr Millender on 27th March, 12.21. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  The day before the hearing of the winding up petition. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  He says in the first sentence he's unwell, unable to attend, and then paras.2 

and 3 he sets out the first ground on which it should be dismissed.  The hearing, the winding 

up is adjourned for that. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  On 10th June he hears the case to which the £25,000 costs relates. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 
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MR STAUNTON:  Now with this email Mr Millender attached a skeleton, and if you turn to p.4, 

paginated in the right-hand corner---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yeah. 

MR STAUNTON:  --and if you look at the second page, it’s the 21st March, and this is before 

Judge Barber---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yeah. 

MR STAUNTON:  --and paragraph numbered one---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Mmm hmm. 

MR STAUNTON:  --is the first ground on which Mr Millender asks the court to rescind the 

Winding Up Order, namely there is an attack on the January 2017 order---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  --which gave rise to a liability of £25,000.  So Judge Barber was aware of that 

assertion, the first ground on which the Winding Up Order should not be made---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  --and nevertheless she, having considered it, proceeded to make the winding 

up order.  

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  Can I take you to the second ground upon which Earth Energy ask you to 

rescind the Winding Up Order?  And that's the cross claim, tab 1, box 3, second limb. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  The cross claim. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  And we see that's relied upon in this application to rescind at tab 4, para.6---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  --and paras.17 to 24.  So there's a cross claim which extinguishes the liability 

to pay £25,000. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yeah. 

MR STAUNTON:  But we see that also was before Judge Barber and she made the Winding Up 

Order.  Tab 2. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  Page 1. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes, I see that. 

MR STAUNTON:  Final paragraph in that page: 

  "I do not owe Middlesbrough." 
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 This is the cross claim.  If we turn on to the skeleton in support at page numbered four, 

paras.2 to 8. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  There is the cross claim.  There is the assignment.  So the two grounds upon 

which Earth Energy invite you to rescind the Winding Up Order were before 

Judge Barber---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  --and she considered them.  I attended that hearing.   

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  I explained the situation to her.  She was well aware of the two arguments, 

namely there was an application to set aside the injunction of January 2017 on the grounds 

of material non-disclosure, and if that succeeded it would eliminate the petition debt.  I told 

her of course it had been heard by Mr Justice Nugee on 5th February 2018 and he dismissed 

the application on 1st March.  Mr Millender issued another application to be heard in the 

window of 6th June.  I told your Lord this.  I also explained to Judge Barber how the cross 

claim came about, going back to 2014 when Empowering Wind entered the various 

grievances on Middlesbrough and there was a falling out between them.  The - 

Middlesbrough forfeits the lease and the Energy Supply Agreement just comes to nothing 

and then that gives rise to substantial correspondence, during which Mr Millender had 

advanced all these claims.  I explained all this to Judge Barber, and despite these claims by 

Empowering Wind, the winding up petition in - came on for hearing in September 2016---- 

MR MILLENDER:  Sixteen. 

MR STAUNTON:  --I think it was.  It was a petition by HMRC supported by Middlesbrough.  It 

was not Middlesbrough's petition and Mr Millender attended that hearing, and nevertheless 

Mr Registrar Baister, having been told that the company had been dissolved, made a double 

barrel order.  So on what, on what---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  You’ve made this submission. 

MR STAUNTON:  --legitimate grounds can Earth Energy invite you today, Judge, to rescind the 

Winding Up Order?  You have my written submissions and I've just explained to you, 

I hope clearly enough, that both of the grounds now relied upon by Earth Energy were 

before Judge Barber on 28th March, and she decided to make the Winding Up Order.  This, 

this is---- 

MR MILLENDER:  Ex parte. 

MR STAUNTON:  It, it isn't an ex parte. 
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THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  No, it wasn't ex parte. 

MR STAUNTON:  No, Mr Millender seems to think---- 

MR MILLENDER:  But I wasn't there. 

MR STAUNTON:  --that because you didn’t notify the debtor in advance you could present a 

petition that's something ex parte, and of course the petition was presented.  It was then 

served.  It was advertised and it came on for hearing on 28th March.  Mr Millender knew of 

the hearing but he was unable to attend due to personal circumstances.  That's unfortunate.  

But Mr - Judge Barber knew of the two arguments that Earth Energy now rely upon in 

support of this application before you.  It is a misconceived application. 

MR STAUNTON:  I don’t personally - sir, if I may when you're ready? 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Just a moment please.  Let me just take a note. 

MR MILLENDER:  Yes. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  (After a pause) Yes, Mr Millender? 

MR MILLENDER:  We're not addressing the, the salient points here, sir, unfortunately.  Mr - 

firstly I will address what Mr Staunton just talked about pertaining to the winding up of 

Empowering Wind MFC on 19th September 2016.  The reason that the company was wound 

up---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Well I've got that.  It would be more helpful to me if you dealt with 

the winding up of Earth Energy. 

MR MILLENDER:  Certainly, okay.  I, I'll drop back to what I was saying. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Because Empowering---- 

MR MILLENDER:  I’ll move on to this---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  --Empowering - I understand why you'd like to tell me that---- 

MR MILLENDER:  Yeah. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  --but just to be clear---- 

MR MILLENDER:  It's separate, yeah. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  It is a separate matter because you're not disputing that Empowering 

Wind should have been wound up.  It was wound up by HMRC and that's the end of it.  

That is not before the court today. 

MR MILLENDER:  No, it's not, sir.  Okay. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  The only matter before the court today is whether or not I should 

rescind using the exercise of my discretion---- 

MR MILLENDER:  Yeah. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  --the Winding Up Order made by the High Court on 28th March. 
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MR MILLENDER:  Yes, sir.  Okay, fundamentally I have a cross claim and my cross claim far 

exceeds the 25 grand.  I don’t owe these people any money.  Let’s just base it on the 

£200,000; the lease premium that I paid on 17th June 2013 on the sole basis that the grid 

connection agreement had been finalised. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yeah, I, I - you’ve already told me about that.  So I understand that. 

MR MILLENDER:  So, so the point I'm making is I don’t owe them the money.  So the winding 

up petition is unlawful because I don’t owe them the money.  I don’t owe them the money 

because I've got a cross claim.  I also don’t owe them the money because this proceedings 

and that 25 grand is subject to challenge, and in addition the letter from Penningtons dated 

11th January 2017, the second piece of non-disclosure that wasn't covered in the first 

hearing of 5th February before Mr Justice Nugee, contained a shopping list of those material 

exhibits and it also stated, quite categorically, that each party shall bear its own costs.  

Therefore confirming quite categorically that I did not agree to that Consent Order.  That 

piece of information was not presented before Mr Justice Norris on the return date.  Had 

that information been presented there would be no 25 grand cost order, because any judge 

acting reasonably would have looked at the shopping list of material exhibits that were 

withheld, and said, "Well there's obviously been significant material non-disclosure at the 

hearing.  I'm not going to grant the order." 

 

 When the hearing, when the - the material withheld was actually the fundamental grid 

connection documents, the three grid connection documents, that would have otherwise 

proven that Middlesbrough didn’t sign the agreement by the distribution network operator, 

dated February 2015, so that the connection for the turbine could be established.  Why did I, 

why did I enter into the contract? 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Has anybody brought along a copy of Metrocab Ltd & Ors, Re 

[2010] EWHC 1317? 

MR STAUNTON:  Yes.  (Same handed) 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  That's very, that's very helpful. 

MR STAUNTON:  Paragraph 36. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Thank you very much. 

MR MILLENDER:  I looked at that in some detail but Metro Cab has nothing to do with Earth 

Energy Investments.  Nothing whatsoever.  No relation whatsoever to this case. 

MR STAUNTON:  Paragraph 36, Judge. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Mmm hmm.  (After a pause)  Do you have a copy of it, Mr----? 
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MR MILLENDER:  It, it - I've seen it, sir, yes.  Thank you. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Have you read para.26? 

MR MILLENDER:  I've seen it.  Well I've seen the document, yes. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  It just sets out the principles and what you have to prove. 

MR MILLENDER:  Yes. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  So it’s the court, it's a test that the court has to provide. 

MR MILLENDER:  Of course.  Yeah, yeah, I've looked at that.  The cross claim should have 

done it in itself. 

MR STAUNTON:  (After a pause) I only rely upon three sentences in para.36.  After the first 

paragraph: 

"The power to rescind is discretionary and is only to be exercised with caution ..." 

Then (ii): 

"The onus is on the applicant to satisfy the court that it is an appropriate case in which 

to exercise the discretion ..." 

 And then the first sentence in (iii): 

"... must involve a material difference from those before the court that made the 

original order."   

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  (After a pause) This is a matter before Mr - well before a High Court 

Judge.  It's not, I don’t think it's been reserved to any judge, the application which was listed 

in March---- 

MR STAUNTON:  Issued. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Issued in March. 

MR STAUNTON:  To be heard in the window 2nd June. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  To be heard in June. 

MR STAUNTON:  It's not, it's not allocated to any particular judge. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  No, I wouldn't have thought so. 

MR STAUNTON:  You saw that email from Mr Justice Arnold's clerk saying that he was not the 

appointed judge. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  So it will just go---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  So the---- 

MR STAUNTON:  --whatever, the challenge has to be listed in June, in front of the judge. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  If it survives. 
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THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yeah, well---- 

MR STAUNTON:  Because if in fact the Winding Up Order continues, my solicitor will no doubt 

be in contact with the liquidator, which will probably be somebody from the OR's office, 

inviting them to withdraw the application.  So it may not actually come on, but if it does 

come on it will be listed - whoever judge is listed---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  --who selects the judge. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Well my question was, is it still listed? 

MR STAUNTON:  Pardon me.  It's still listed.  It's, it's in the window, the three day window, 

6th June. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR MILLENDER:  So this is an action winding - in winding this company up unlawfully, this is 

a direct action in perverting the course of justice in full knowledge that the part - the second 

application I made on 1st March covers material non-disclosure.  It covers blackmail in the 

sum of 619,000 and it covers the three false misrepresentations, namely the first fraud for, 

for misrepresentation that Mr Staunton made on 19th September, stating that the, 

Empowering Wind MFC owes his client £255,000.  You did make that submission, didn’t 

you, Mr Staunton?  And that was the submission that caused the winding up, because Mr 

Registrar Baister said, "Ah, Mr Millender, you haven't disclosed"---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  But you're talking about Empowering Wind again, aren't you? 

MR MILLENDER:  Empowering - we're talking about Empowering Wind.  But I'm now taking 

about the---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  I only want to hear about Earth---- 

MR MILLENDER:  --false misrepresentations that are linked to this case. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Well I only want to talk about Earth Energy. 

MR MILLENDER:  Exactly. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yeah. 

MR MILLENDER:  That are linked to the case that's before Mr Justice - or was before 

Mr Justice Nugee, the same application that I made on 1st March, which cumulates all of the 

incidents, the non-disclosure, the blackmail in the sum of 619,000, and the three false 

misrepresentations, the 255, the 541,308, and then a month later the 4.1 million.  That's 

some power generation.  I mean there's no turbine.  It's all fraud. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  (After a pause) I'm going to take a very unusual step in this case and 

that is I am going to decide, for reasons I shall give very briefly, that rather than rescind this 
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order to wind up today with a discretion then just to keep the petition alive and then relist it 

in the winding up list after the hearing in June.  Rather than do that I think it's best that I 

adjourn today's hearing for rescission to be heard at the same time as the application, which 

is listed currently, in June. 

MR MILLENDER:  Perfect. 

 

(See separate transcript for judgment) 

 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  I am now being interrupted. 

MR MILLENDER:  Sir, I'm interrupting for a very specific reason.  You yourself earlier in this 

hearing, you said to me, "You don’t address that.  That's in the other case," referring to 

Empowering Wind MFC.  You, sir, you’ve just read out a case before---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Well---- 

MR MILLENDER:  --well it was before and determined by Mr Justice Nugee---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR MILLENDER:  --but a case that is sub judice and a case that is still subject to proceedings. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Mr Millender, let me finish my judgment and then you can make 

your point. 

MR MILLENDER:  Certainly. 

 

(See separate transcript for judgment) 

 

MR STAUNTON:  Sir, in actual fact, the order that Mr Justice Nugee made on the invitation of 

my solicitors to dismiss the second application is in the bundle.  It's in the ring binder at tab 

3. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Right. 

MR STAUNTON:  It's in the ring binder at Tab 3.  Can I just take you to it very, very briefly?  

This reads---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Tab 3? 

MR STAUNTON:  Yeah, tab 3 of the ring binder. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  Yeah.  So you'll see at the paragraph numbered one of the order, "does not 

think fit to dismiss the application without a hearing," and he sets out reasons, and they are 

exactly as I said they were.  If you look under "Reasons", if you turn over the page--- 
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THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Ah, right. 

MR STAUNTON:  --he referred to the fact under 28.3(c) that applied to have it set aside. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Right, yes.  Yes, I see that. 

MR STAUNTON:  And then when you look at para.3, the final three lines, "In the 

circumstances." 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  I see. 

MR STAUNTON:  And then para.4, therefore he decided it's not proportionate because there's 

never going to be a hearing.  That's what's Mr Justice Nugee decided. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Thank you very much, Mr Staunton.   

MR STAUNTON:  Now that---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  I, I adopt those same, same reasons to, to - and which is much better 

articulated than what I've done - to adjourn the matter before - for the judge to hear at the 

same time in the case.  So far---- 

MR MILLENDER:  Sir, there's one final submission---- 

MR STAUNTON:  Well I think - sorry, yes, sorry.  I'm just---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Let me just hear this. 

MR STAUNTON: --I'm just, I'm only concerned with perhaps the order. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Right. 

MR STAUNTON:  So I'm not sure if you're going to invite me to draw up the order.  I'm quite 

happy to do so.  But I think which order this application identified is to be listed to be heard 

together, but if you could look at tab number 3---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  --second recital: 

  "The application dated 1st March 2018 in ..." 

 And then I could put in the title of these proceedings. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  Because it’s a separate application. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  To be listed - to be heard together with that. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  And as I said the listing officer has already decided that that was a half-day 

hearing in a window opening on 6th June for three days. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  And I think the order can say all of that quite easily. 
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THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  I think so. 

MR STAUNTON:  Are you, are you going to invite me to draw up the order? 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  I will, if you don’t mind, Mr Staunton. 

MR STAUNTON:  Yeah, I'm perfectly happy to do so. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Thank you very much.  And it seems to me that that time estimate 

doesn't need to be altered, because it---- 

MR STAUNTON:  My submissions on it will be quite short, on both. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes.  I mean it, it seems to me that if the, if the court were to decide 

that there was a potential cross claim then that's a genuine and substantial dispute.  That's it 

- it will be rescinded.  If on the other hand, there is a - the court finds there nothing in it, 

then there can be no genuine and substantial dispute.  

MR STAUNTON:  Or if it finds the Metrocab guidelines---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  This is a matter that was all before Judge Barber. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes, exactly, yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  Indeed, yeah.  So I will draw up that order.  It will say, it will simply say 

listed to be heard together with, and then identify this---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  To, to be heard together with, yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  Yes. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Do you agree, Mr Millender, that the---- 

MR MILLENDER:  I - well I mean whether I do or don’t---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  --that in, in the, in---- 

MR MILLENDER:  --is immaterial. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  No, no, that it needs no longer, longer period of time than already 

provided. 

MR MILLENDER:  I, I object to what's happened today.  I object to what's happened today on 

the fundamental and basic ground in law, and that is---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Okay.  Do you want me to determine the matter today? 

MR MILLENDER:  And that is that I'm owed substantially more money than the £25,000, by the 

defendants.  So, therefore, why have you not, on that sole ground, on the sole ground that 

the 200,000 and the interest pertaining to that, just on that basis alone, doubled the amount 

of the 25?  In my firm opinion, sir, you should have rescinded this application, this---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Well fine, you can, you can---- 

MR MILLENDER:  --because---- 

CASE FILE: Page 669 PDF Page: 506



 

OPUS 2 DIGITAL TRANSCRIPTION 

31 
 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

H 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  --you can seek to appeal to it. 

MR MILLENDER:  I'm going to, yeah. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Okay.  Well that's (inaudible). 

MR MILLENDER:  But principally, principally---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Do you want to make out your grounds now then and I, I'll deal with 

your application to appeal? 

MR MILLENDER:  Well I'd like to make it in a formal application to appeal, sir, if I may, rather 

than doing it on, on a whim. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yeah, that's fine. 

MR MILLENDER:  If that's okay.  Thank you. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Mmm hmm. 

MR MILLENDER:  Lastly, there is one further submission.  You did read out Mr - the 

defendant's statement. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR MILLENDER:  But you didn’t read out mine, sir. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR MILLENDER:  And this is material, so I would like to turn to tab 6, which is a statement that 

I made before the police, who are involved, and who've been involved since the 20th - well 

actually since 9th January - and this---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Is that tab 6 of the big bundle? 

MR STAUNTON:  Of the ring binder. 

MR MILLENDER:  The small, smaller bundle please, yeah. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  The small one. 

MR MILLENDER:  Tab 6 is this confidential filing that I made in the other case, CR 2017---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR MILLENDER:  --the one heard before Mr Registrar Jones. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Mmm hmm. 

MR MILLENDER:  We have got problems with that one because there are various filings and 

pieces of evidence, including the barrister's written advice at p.2 of the N244 application---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR MILLENDER:  --and this fundamental evidence has been, would appear to have been 

disregarded by Mr Registrar Jones---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yeah. 

MR MILLENDER:  --so as to favour the position of the defendant. 
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THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Right. 

MR MILLENDER:  This particular case and what's happened within it---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR MILLENDER:  --is also being addressed in the case before the High Court judges.  On the, 

on the sole base - this is why I haven't yet made an appeal on this case - on the basis that 

over 4 million of their proof of debt is blatantly false, and on the basis that I had a claim 

lodged in this set of proceedings when Mr Jones, Mr Registrar Jones then asked me to 

submit the package.  It, it wasn't about submitting a package because the claim was already 

lodged within those proceedings in confidential filings.  So, so---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  What's that got to do with the adjourning of today's application?  

I don’t understand. 

MR MILLENDER:  So, so what's happening is the - all of the points aren't being addressed in 

these hearings.  It’s all very one sided towards the defendants. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Why did, why did you not take, why did you not take me to this 

before, Mr Millender, during your, your submissions? 

MR MILLENDER:  I, I was waiting for you, sir, to finish what you were doing with reading out 

the defendant's bundle first, which you were doing. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  No, no, that was my judgment. 

MR MILLENDER:  And then I said---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Why in your submissions did you not - if you thought this was really 

core to, to your application for rescission of---- 

MR MILLENDER:  It is, because it---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  --Earth Energy Investments Limited---- 

MR MILLENDER:  It is, yeah. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  --why did you not take me to it during the course of your 

submissions? 

MR MILLENDER:  I really wanted to focus on the issues in question, sir, which is---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Well which---- 

MR MILLENDER:  --which is really this rescission application before you today. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes, well that's right. 

MR MILLENDER:  This, this particular one focuses on the entire background. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR MILLENDER:  The fact that the subsidiary was wound up and now they are seeking 

predatory litigation to wind up the parent company on the basis of £25,000 that I don’t even 
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owe, and the fact that I'm walking out of here today and the, the application hasn’t been 

rescinded---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR MILLENDER:  --you know, for 25 grand, the damage that this has done to the parent 

company, the fact I can't access my bank accounts, that costs more than 25 grand in 

damages.  Sir, why is this application not being rescinded here and now today, because 

I don’t owe them the 25 grand?  I didn’t owe them the 25 grand when they made the 

petition on 12th February.  So therefore, it's wholly illogical that the, the rescission hasn’t 

been granted, because I don’t owe them the money. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Thank you.  Well thank you very much for explaining all that to me.  

I've given my reasons for adjourning it. 

MR MILLENDER:  Yeah. 

MR STAUNTON:  I have one further---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  --series of orders to request from you. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  This is the final order made by Judge Jones---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Right. 

MR STAUNTON:  --on the application of, for a (inaudible) in November 2017.  My Lord, if you 

see in there, he has in para.1, since there's going to be a further hearing, paragraph 

numbered two: 

"A further hearing is an application for non-party costs made against Mr Millender." 

 So he joins Mr Millender.  There were some doubts as to whether Mr Millender had made 

the application or not.  That's why, "insofar as necessary."  So he joins Mr Millender. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  I see. 

MR STAUNTON:  Then at paras.3, 4 and 5---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  --he gives directions.  Now if I take you to 46.2 of the CPR---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  What are you asking me for? 

MR STAUNTON:  I'm going to ask you to make an order in similar terms to that of Judge Jones. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Right. 

MR STAUNTON:  So an order to - we've notified Mr Millender by that letter on your right hand, 

he will receive a non-party costs order. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  I see (inaudible). 
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MR STAUNTON:  46.2, 46.2 requires Mr Millender then to be joined to the application to 

rescind. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  And then a timetable for objections for what I'm going to say, etc., and we've 

got the contact timetable.  But to bring it on, the order is, sir, to bring it on together with the 

hearing of that application. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  With, with the application in June? 

MR STAUNTON:  It's some time in June, yeah. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  (inaudible)an undertaking, yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  It’s the application referred to in Judge Jones' order. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  I see. 

MR MILLENDER:  Sir, I have an objection to this. 

MR STAUNTON:  Now this is - sorry, can I just---- 

MR MILLENDER:  This is (inaudible) litigation. 

MR STAUNTON:  Can I just----? 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Let me finishing here what---- 

MR MILLENDER:  Sure. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  I can only hear one person at a time. 

MR MILLENDER:  Yeah, sure. 

MR STAUNTON:  So you know from the rules that Mr Millender must be joined as a party to the 

application to rescind the Winding Up Order---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  --so we’re now going to (inaudible).  He must be given an opportunity, hence 

paras.3, 4 and 5 are Judge Jones's order.  Now of course those timetables cannot be 

achieved really because para.3 is by Friday.  I could do this quite quickly and invite a 

similar order that by Monday, 16th April, the respondent shall file and serve (inaudible) for 

rescind (inaudible) number three.  I'm happy for Mr Millender to have to 11th May, and then 

para.5, I'm happy for us to have until 25th May.  Now that petition is in the course of being 

listed and it's some time after 11th June - see para.1 - and all I'd be asking for is an order to 

include this, if you're with me, that the direction, the application for non-party costs would 

be listed to be heard together with this, and again we've got a different title---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  When you say, "with this"? 

MR STAUNTON:  Yeah, well the - with the hearing ending CR-2017---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  On 11th January - no, 11th June. 
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MR STAUNTON:  It's 690.  Well some time after the hearing in June. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Some time after? 

MR STAUNTON:  Yeah. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  But what - but this is a separate matter, isn't it? 

MR STAUNTON:  Yes. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Shouldn’t it, shouldn’t this matter be dealt with by whoever is going 

to hear the rescission application and the application which Mr Millender has made---- 

MR STAUNTON:  I'm, I'm happy for it to be dealt with then. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes.  I mean it seems to me this is a case---- 

MR STAUNTON:  (inaudible - over speaking) 

MR MILLENDER:  Sir, if you just want to add the predatory litigation then, just for the record. 

MR STAUNTON:  That's a slightly tighter timetable of course because what Judge Jones was 

doing, was listing it after 11th June because he knew of the hearing listed in the window of 

6th, 7th and 8th June.  So he pushed off the non-party costs order to later.  Now they both 

have a very similar flavour and therefore, in my submission, rather than taking - determine a 

non-party costs order at the hearing, a half day window on 6th, 7th and 8th June, which is 

going to be enough to deal with, with the application to discharge the injunction, we've got 

the application to rescind---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  --it might be better to list it with this, and I can quite easily in the order make 

sure that it dovetailed to take, to (inaudible). 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Well I'm not comfortable with that.  I think the same judge should 

hear it all. 

MR STAUNTON:  I mean I'm happy with that if you're happy to make the directions. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  So the only thing that's slightly unusual, it's an anticipation of the application 

to rescind being dismissed, presumably that---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes, no, quite.   

MR STAUNTON:  Yes. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  I mean if Mr Millender succeeds that's the end of it. 

MR STAUNTON: Absolutely. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yeah. 

MR STAUNTON:  But what must be under 46.2, is allow a proper opportunity. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  For, for Mr Millender? 
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MR STAUNTON:  Mr Millender.  So therefore we have to go first---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes, answer him. 

MR STAUNTON:  --and set out the grounds on which we say---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes, I see.  I understand. 

MR STAUNTON:  --a non-party costs order.  He gets an opportunity to respond.  We get a right 

to reply if advised. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  And that---- 

MR MILLENDER:  That must work both ways, sir. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yeah. 

MR MILLENDER:  It must work both ways, so therefore I would seek to make Mr Staunton 

personally liable for the costs in the application, along with all of the directors of the 

football club.  The law must work both ways.  So seeing as Mr Staunton---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Right. 

MR STAUNTON:  It doesn't relate to the costs order. 

MR MILLENDER:  --is very clear and very keen to make these predatory attempts to make me 

personally liable for costs, when Mr Registrar Jones abuses his position by failing to act---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yeah. 

MR MILLENDER:  --in accordance with the law in removing the proof of debt, which is wholly 

fraudulent---- 

MR STAUNTON:  If Mr Millender wishes to make an order (inaudible - over speaking)---- 

MR MILLENDER:  I will make Mr Staunton personally liable. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes, that's a good point. 

MR STAUNTON:  (inaudible - over speaking) have been in the fight of it. 

MR MILLENDER:  Fine. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Right.  Well very well, Mr Staunton, I'll make it as directions but it 

must be heard by the - at the same time. 

MR STAUNTON:  At the same time, indeed. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  And if Mr Millender succeeds, he succeeds. 

MR STAUNTON:  Indeed. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  And if he fails, he fails so---- 

MR STAUNTON:  Indeed.  I'm quite happy to draft the order.  Do you have an email address to 

which I should send it? 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Well if you go to the counter, you'll get my clerk. 
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MR STAUNTON:  Yes, indeed.  Now Judge Jones - I think it was only Judge Jones - invited me 

to draw this order, the one we're looking at---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  --but without reference to Mr Millender. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Right. 

MR STAUNTON:  Because I think he's concerned that Mr Millender will ask for so many 

additions to the draft order that it becomes unmanageable.  Obviously---- 

MR MILLENDER:  Is that right? 

MR STAUNTON:  --it's for you to approve, or you are you content for me just to send the draft to 

you and you'll approve it? 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Well I'll have a note and I’ll be able to - if you send it to my clerk. 

MR STAUNTON:  Yeah. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Then I’ll have a note of the orders, which I shall make. 

MR MILLENDER:  Could I see a copy of the, the draft order? 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  And, and a copy should be sent to Mr Millender. 

MR STAUNTON:  Do you want me to send a copy to Mr----? 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes please, yeah.  So Order 1, I'm going to list it down now.  

(1) Application to rescind Winding Up Order made on 28th March 2018 shall be adjourned 

and heard at the same time---- 

MR STAUNTON:  And I’ll fill in the blanks with the wording. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  --as the matter listed---- 

MR STAUNTON:  So the application in, number, of 1st March 2018---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Either - yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  --listed to be heard in the window of, the three day window from 6th June. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Thank you very much.  Jean, that's, that's the first order.  The second 

order then is that directions for a non-party costs order, giving Mr Millender an opportunity 

to object---- 

MR STAUNTON:  You need to make an order joining Mr Millender to the application to rescind. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR MILLENDER:  I'm not joined to it though, am I?  I'm not - the applicant is Earth Energy 

Investment and that's the applicant making a rescission application.  So how am I joined to 

it? 

MR STAUNTON:  So, so, Judge, it's tab numbered one of the ring binder, joining---- 
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THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes, and I'm just, I'm just - but, but he needs to have an opportunity 

to object by May, you say? 

MR STAUNTON:  Well we've got to go first. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  You’ve got to go first. 

MR STAUNTON:  So it would be in order in the terms of paragraph numbered three---- 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Three, yeah. 

MR STAUNTON:  --of Mr Justice Jones', and I’ll do it by Monday. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  So by 4.00 p.m. on the 16th. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  By 4.00 p.m. on the 16th, yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  The respondent shall and then (inaudible). 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yeah, and then Mr Millender has an opportunity to respond. 

MR STAUNTON:  And we're happy to give him until 11th May. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Well - because that makes sense because otherwise it's double work 

for him.  So he can, if you do it on 11th May then Mr Millender can do the whole thing in 

one day. 

MR MILLENDER:  Thank you, sir. 

MR STAUNTON:  And then paragraph numbered five of Judge Jones' order, shall - if so advised 

by, and certainly able to reply. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  And then the - Mr Millender will be joined. 

MR STAUNTON:  Yeah. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Thank you very much.  Mr Millender, if you wish to make an 

application for appeal then you can lodge - you said you wanted to do (inaudible). 

MR MILLENDER:  Yeah, I, I don’t want to appeal your case, sir.  I'm going to appeal the, what 

Mr Registrar Jones has done. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  I see. 

MR MILLENDER:  That's fine.  That's what I'm going to do, yeah, yeah. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Very good.  Thank you very much, everyone. 

MR MILLENDER:  Thank you. 

MR STAUNTON:  Thank you, sir. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Good morning. 

MR STAUNTON:  Do you wish us to retrieve those files for----? 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Yes.  I mean I - yes, they will come in useful at another time.  I will 

hand those over.  There are various - (Same handed). 
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MR MILLENDER:  Okay, thank you. 

MR STAUNTON:  Goodbye. 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Good morning.  Oh, this is your skeleton argument you handed up.  

Do you want that back? 

MR MILLENDER:  Yeah, I'd better do.  Thank you.  (Same handed)  Cheers 

THE CHIEF REGISTRAR:  Thank you. 

 

(1.00 p.m.) 

_____________________ 
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Directions-Newcastle-19-11-2021 

From: Intelligence UK International <i@i1uk.com> 1 
Date: Fri, 19 Nov 2021 at 09:08 2 
Subject: A-2021-0089 - DIRECTIONS - THE OVERRIDING OBJECTIVE AND 3 
CONCEALMENT OF CRIMINAL PROPERTY 4 
To: Newcastle Crown, Enquiries <enquiries.newcastle.crowncourt@justice.gov.uk> 5 
 
Dear Sir / Madam, 
 
My directions application has not been forthcoming.  I have reason to believe this is 6 
because the corrupt Court has been colluding with the Attorney General to pervert the 7 
course of justice.  8 
 
With this simple submission (and the email referred to in D but also the email I sent 9 
referring to the blackmail on which I seek directions), I refer to my amended 10 
skeleton: Tab_2---APPELLANT-FIRST-SKELETON.   It should in fact be read (if that is 11 
possible).   12 
 
A. I was defrauded of the proven damages claim, founded by unlawful forfeiture, by 13 
Hannon (liquidator) who conspired with MFC and Womble Bond Dickinson, sustaining a 14 
£4.1 million fraudulent claim founded by the conditional energy supply agreement after 15 
on 9th January 2017 Staunton, their purported barrister, admitted no claims could be 16 
established.  17 
 
B. I was defrauded of my assigned investments (£770,000) by fraudulent non-disclosure 18 
and false witness statements and then by the corrupt judiciary who "stepped into the 19 
shoes" of the fraudsters, working for them to pervert the course of justice, concealing 20 
the indictable offences of fraud by failing to disclose information on 4 counts whilst 21 
diminishing the rule of law (S.136(1) of the Law of Property Act 1925) which commits 22 
the assignment from being effectual from the date notice was given (39/06/2015).   The 23 
criminals (and the purported judges who are as much a part of the fraud as the principal 24 
offenders) have been using the façade of "justice" and "insolvency" to defraud me of my 25 
assets.  The law, honesty, integrity and "justice" does not exist.  26 
 
C. The corrupt, politically controlled judiciary then certified the proven case as "TWM" 27 
(no more or less than bound to fail) to originate 3 void, false instrument restraint orders 28 
to conceal their heinous fraud. 29 
 
D.   In the email of 01/11/2021 (one of the emails I seek directions on), the email 30 
titled:  A-2021-0089 (Crown Court) & C1/2021/1614 (Court of Appeal) & CoLP - 31 
Evidence I referred to the email of 22/10/2021 at 06.39AM, paragraph 2(a) where (from 32 
the transcript) on 11/04/2018, Staunton, the white-collar criminal purported  barrister 33 
acting for Middlesbrough FC and the aptly named "Womble" solicitors said this:  34 
 
(a)  At page 10, whilst then "U-turning" again before Briggs (line 6 - 7), stating this: 35 
MR STAUNTON: “and paras.17 to 24. So there’s a cross claim which 36 
extinguishes the liability to pay £25,000” 37 

Tab_D5: Pages 59 - 61
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D1. On 11th April 2018 my application to set aside the purported consent order (there 1 
was never any consent) was not determined, but yet Staunton attended before Barber 2 
to wind my company up for the £25k he admitted never even existed on 5th February 3 
2018 when he said "What's assigned are the investments, the £200,000". 4 
 
I quote "A man that knows the truth, cannot be deceived".  5 
 
My attorney in the USA is laughing at the UK justice system as much as I am.    Check 6 
1,2, 3 and 4 below: 7 
 
1. I refer to the proof of debt fraud by false representation (S2 Fraud Act 8 
2006):  Proof_of_Debt_highlighted_11_04_2020 9 
 10 
 
2. You will note that £4,036,874,75 of the fraudulent claim is for energy supply.  In case 11 
you are slow to catch on that Nugee J already found my case to be proven on 5th 12 
February 2018, the answer is here, read it carefully and watch the 1.minute 30 second 13 
video:  THE ENERGY SUPPPLY AGREEMENT IS CONDITIONAL.  14 
 
3.  The proof of debt form that Gill used to submit the fraudulent claim has a penal 15 
notice on it.  Here is a link to the rule 14.4 IR 2016 proof of debt form that Gill made 16 
his fraudulent claim on. The link goes through to the .Gov website.     I quote from the 17 
proof of debt form:  18 
 
The information you provide in your completed proof of debt must be true and 19 
accurate to the best of your information, knowledge and belief. If you fail to do so, 20 
you may be committing a criminal offence for which you could be prosecuted.   21 
 
4. Why do you think Gill removed the penal notice from the proof of debt form?   I am 22 
asking you, I already know the answer, I know all the answers, I compiled the terms of 23 
the Energy Supply Agreement to start with.  I am a shrewd businessman, I am not going 24 
to agree to supply them a single penny until my turbine is operational and generating 25 
money.   It was for that reason I made it conditional.  26 
 
I do hope this makes the position clear.  27 
 
--- Paul Millinder 28 
 

Attachments:  

 
Proof_of_Debt_highlighted_11_04_2020.pdf (265K) 29 
 
Exhibit 8.pdf (1,404K) 30 
 
Tab_2---APPELLANT-FIRST-SKELETON.pdf (532K) 31 
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From: Intelligence UK International <i@i1uk.com> 1 
Date: Wed, 1 Dec 2021 at 05:05 2 
Subject: A-2021-0089 - Bundles for hearing on 10/12/2021 3 
To: Newcastle Crown, Enquiries enquiries.newcastle.crowncourt@justice.gov.uk 4 
 
Dear Sir / Madam, 5 
 
In case another excuse is deployed that the Judge "cannot access", like Fancourt did to 6 
pervert the course of justice, I have included the exhibits in the antiquated PDF format:  7 
 
A-BUNDLE-16-07-2021.pdf 8 
 
B-APPEAL-BUNDLE-PM.pdf 9 
 
C-BUNDLE-30-08-2021.pdf 10 
 
I request confirmation that the Judge has pre-read those documents.   Please put this 11 
before the Judge and ask him to confirm, by return, that he has pre-read those 12 
documents.  Thank you. 13 
 
Your barrister, Alec Burns who you have deployed not to cross examine the defendants 14 
has failed whatsoever to make contact with me, despite numerous requests, to take my 15 
instruction.   You knew that would happen anyway.  It's all rigged by the corrupt 16 
establishment to prevent justice being served on the offenders whilst maliciously 17 
prosecuting me, keeping alive void orders for "harassing the fraudsters" in absence 18 
whatsoever of any service.  I do have the constitutional right to further counter 19 
allegations and my private criminal prosecution that has been covered up by the 20 
colluding, oath breaking parasite criminals in the Magistrates Court.   It will not happen 21 
any longer.  22 
 
I reserve my right to be heard, and I will be.  I am not tolerating any more of this lawless 23 
nonsense abuse and outright criminality.  I put that on the record, right now.  24 
 
Regards, 25 
 
Paul Millinder 26 
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Mr Justice Fancourt & Lord 
Justice Nugee trashed UK law 

 
Mr Justice Fancourt, Lord Justice Nugee and their cabal of judges were sworn into 1 
office to “do right by all manner of people”, and to administer the law “without fear, 2 
favour affection or ill-will”. They are proven to do the opposite. 3 

The British people are being discriminated against in the courts by a sect of 4 
racketeering Jewish freemason judges. 5 

Politically controlled by fellow Royal Arch freemasons, the order givers, the Lord Chief 6 
Justice, the Tory Lord Chancellor and the Master of the Rolls collude to support fellow 7 
freemason lawyers in using the courts as cash cows, defrauding and hoodwinking 8 
those who seek justice. 9 

The criminal racketeers of the UK’s judiciary, the likes of Mr Justice Fancourt and many 10 
others, only too gladly take orders, with promises of promotion after execution. 11 
Effectual bribery, at the expense of the taxpayer. 12 

EX-FANCOURT-2

Tab_D6: Pages 62 - 79
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In turn, the order takers deny remedy, abusing innocent victims who seek justice in the 1 
courts, making a mockery of the law and the administration of justice. This article 2 
proves it very clearly. 3 

Table of Contents 4 

• Where’s the regulation and what happened to justice and the rule of law? 5 
o Lord Justice Nugee: “It was, in effect, all Middlesbrough’s fault for failing to 6 

enter into an agreement called the connection agreement“ 7 
• Lord Justice Nugee concealing fraudulent non-disclosure during ex-parte injunction 8 

proceedings 9 
o Lord Justice Nugee: “Non disclosure of a large number of documents which 10 

supported the statutory demand“ 11 
o Lord Justice Nugee found that his fellow brethren, Staunton had twice lied 12 

about Force Majeure in the Lease but he concealed his dishonesty 13 
• Page 7 of Jeremy Robin Bloom’s false witness statement dated 8th January 2017 14 
• Lord Justice Nugee was concealing proven perjury on the part of a corrupt lawyer 15 
• Lord Justice Nugee: “Doubt over the assignment & dispute over the claim” – knowing 16 

both could not be disputed 17 
• Lord Justice Nugee committed fraud by false representation 18 
• The corrupt UK judiciary deploy void false instrument civil restraint orders to conceal 19 

fraud 20 
• Corrupt lawyers using ex-parte hearings to defraud whilst the judiciary assist in 21 

concealing their crimes 22 
• Mr Justice Fancourt the Jewish freemason fake judge defrauds and perverts the 23 

course of justice 24 
• Paul Stewart of Womble Bond Dickinson committed perjury and Mr Justice Fancourt 25 

concealed it 26 
• Mr Justice Fancourt found that Ohrenstein was lying and that all the evidence Mr 27 

Millinder cited was withheld 28 

Where’s the regulation and what happened to justice 29 

and the rule of law? 30 

We were shown a judgment by Lord Justice Nugee, who was then Mr Justice Nugee, 31 
from 5th February 2018 where it was found that Middlesbrough FC had unlawfully 32 
forfeited a lease by Mr Millinder’s company, to construct and operate a wind turbine. 33 

Lord Justice Nugee: “It was, in effect, all Middlesbrough’s fault 34 

for failing to enter into an agreement called the connection 35 

agreement“ 36 
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Highlights from the 5th February 2018 judgment were: 1 

Paragraph 3: “…in effect, all Middlesbrough’s fault for failing to enter into an 2 
agreement called the connection agreement. The upshot of that was that EW was 3 
unable to generate any money, that meant it was neither able to pay rent under the 4 
lease, nor to pay what were quite substantial charges ostensibly payable under 5 
something called the energy supply agreement“ 6 

Paragraph 4: “on the basis of those matters Middlesbrough demanded payment of 7 
money from EW, terminated the Lease for non payment and subsequently appeared 8 
as a supporting creditor” 9 

It is common knowledge that without a connection, the wind turbine could not operate. 10 

It was the purpose of the Option Agreement and the subsequent Lease, that the 11 
Developer (Mr Millinder’s company) was to “construct, connect to the grid and operate 12 
the wind turbine“. 13 

Lord Justice Nugee concealing fraudulent non-14 

disclosure during ex-parte injunction proceedings 15 

It was the grid connection agreement (3 contracts), along with the assignment of Mr 16 
Millinder’s abortive costs originating the statutory demand, that Middlesbrough FC and 17 
their lawyers, Womble Bond Dickinson had withheld from their ex-parte (without 18 
notice) injunction hearing on 9th January 2017. 19 

It is widely established that the duty of full and fair disclosure is paramount in all ex-20 
parte injunction proceedings. Any non-disclosure, even innocent non-disclosure, 21 
attracts sanctions. 22 

It was Mr Millinder’s company’s application to set aside the order of 9th and 16th 23 
January 2017 that came before Lord Justice Nugee on 5th February 2018 seeking to 24 
set aside the injunction for deliberate (fraudulent) non-disclosure. 25 

It was found by Lord Justice Nugee, who is a close associate of Ulick Staunton, a 26 
fellow freemason barrister who acted for Middlesbrough FC under instruction 27 
of Womble Bond Dickinson, that 172-pages of witness evidence served with the 28 
demand was withheld. 29 
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Lord Justice Nugee rewarded his comrades for their fraud, preventing justice being 1 
served on them, defrauding Mr Millinder’s company of over £640,000 and whilst 2 
awarding them £10,000 for what is the most prolific case of fraudulent non-disclosure 3 
by lawyers in the history of UK law. Is that acting in the public interest? 4 

Lord Justice Nugee: “Non disclosure of a large number of 5 

documents which supported the statutory demand“ 6 

Paragraph 5 : “It is now suggested by Mr Millinder on behalf of EEI that the order of 7 
16th January was obtained as a result of material non disclosure before Mr Justice 8 
Arnold on the without notice application on the 9th January. 9 
He relies for this on non disclosure of a large number of documents which, as I 10 
understand it, supported the statutory demand and which explained the background 11 
to the dispute, in particular the connection agreement which, in his submissions to 12 
me, he explained was the foundation of his argument that the project was, 13 
effectively, killed by Middlesbrough” 14 

Lord Justice Nugee found that his fellow brethren, Staunton 15 

had twice lied about Force Majeure in the Lease but he 16 

concealed his dishonesty 17 

Paragraph 6: “It is not disputed that those documents were not put before Mr Justice 18 
Arnold. I was also shown a note of the hearing in which Mr Staunton, who appeared for 19 
Middlesbrough then as he does for Middlesbrough today, says this: 20 

“There is a definition of force majeure in the lease. There is no other reference to force 21 
majeure in the lease.” 22 

“That was something he repeated before me, but in fact, there was a provision in the 23 
lease at schedule 5, paragraph 6, which provided that: 24 

“If either party is prevented for any period of time from performing its obligations 25 
under this lease by reason of force majeure, that party shall not be in breach of such 26 
obligations for so long as, and to the extent to which such reason shall subsist.” 27 

Force Majeure in the lease means any event or circumstance which causes the Tenant 28 
(Mr Millinder’s company) unforeseen delay. The effect of that being that no rent was 29 
ever owed to Middlesbrough FC. It was for that reason Ulick Staunton lied in court, 30 
twice, about there not being a provision of Force Majeure in the Lease. 31 
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Recently promoted for following his orders, providing impunity to corrupt freemason 1 
lawyers and Steve Gibson, the Tory Teesside politician’s Middlesbrough FC, the now 2 
Master of the Rolls, a fellow Jewish freemason, Sir Geoffrey Vos came to their aid, 3 
entirely contradicting the judgment of Nugee J by lying in court and stating that the 4 
£256,269.89 demand used to unlawfully forfeit the Lease was a “quantified claim for 5 
rent“. 6 

It was found that 172 pages of witness evidence that proved the demand was withheld 7 
and that Middlesbrough FC unlawfully forfeited the Lease. Therefore, issue estoppel 8 
applied to the finding. 9 

Likewise, it was found that Middlesbrough FC, namely Jeremy Robin Bloom, the former 10 
senior partner of Womble Bond Dickinson, a Jewish freemason lawyer who went on to 11 
become Steve Gibson of Middlesbrough FC’s, right hand man, had withheld the 12 
assignment. 13 

Paragraph 8: “whether there was a cause of action for the sums which had been thrown 14 
away as a result, and it does seem to me that the bulk of the non disclosure went to 15 
that issue” 16 

Page 7 of Jeremy Robin Bloom’s false witness 17 

statement dated 8th January 2017 18 

Bloom and Middlesbrough FC were served with the assignment to EEI (Earth Energy 19 
Investments LLP) on 30th June 2015, just one-day after the assignment was made. 20 

 
Bloom knew that the claim arose because Middlesbrough FC had refused the 21 
connection and therefore he knew what he was doing was dishonest. 22 
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Lord Justice Nugee was concealing proven perjury on 1 

the part of a corrupt lawyer 2 

Bloom and Middlesbrough FC refused the wind turbine connection on 15th June 2015 3 
after making an unwarranted for payment for energy supply and rent that was not 4 
owed. 5 

It was the unsigned connection agreement that Middlesbrough FC withheld from the 6 
ex-parte injunction hearing, along with that assignment which was served on him on 7 
30th June 2015, just 11-days later. 8 

 
It was proven that Bloom had made an entirely false witness statement, denying all 9 
knowledge of the assignment which was proven to have been in his possession on 30th 10 
June 2015, then on 3rd January 2017 by email, then on 6th January 2017 in hard copy 11 
by process server. 12 

In Bloom’s email exhibited below, he was responding to the email from the developer 13 
containing the statutory demand and the assignment: 14 
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Mr Millinder, the Developer responded to Bloom’s email above, by clarifying the 1 
position in relation to the assignment he had in his possession: 2 

 
Lord Justice Nugee concealed the dishonest non-disclosure (fraud) and the proven 3 
perjury in Bloom’s ex-parte witness statement. 4 

It is only too clear that Nugee was preventing justice being served (perverting the 5 
course of justice) on Bloom and his conspirators, fellow Jewish freemasons. 6 

Lord Justice Nugee: “Doubt over the assignment & 7 

dispute over the claim” – knowing both could not be 8 

disputed 9 

During that hearing of 5th February 2018, Nugee said this, stating that Arnold, a fellow 10 
Jewish freemason judge, granted the injunction in favour of Middlesbrough FC on two 11 
grounds: 12 

Nugee J: “There’s doubt, doubt over the assignment and dispute over the claim” 13 

Nugee himself found that the claim could not be disputed, for it was proven that 14 
Middlesbrough FC unlawfully forfeited the Lease. 15 

Section 136 of the Law of Property Act 1925 is the law that deals with assignment of 16 
debt or things in action. The law states that: 17 

 

CASE FILE: Page 688 PDF Page: 525

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/Geo5/15-16/20/section/136


8 
 

(1) Any absolute assignment by writing under 1 

the hand of the assignor (not purporting to be by 2 

way of charge only) of any debt or other legal 3 

thing in action, of which express notice in writing 4 

has been given to the debtor, trustee or other 5 

person from whom the assignor would have 6 

been entitled to claim such debt or thing in 7 

action, is effectual in law (subject to equities 8 

having priority over the right of the assignee) to 9 

pass and transfer from the date of such notice— 10 

(a) the legal right to such debt or thing in action; 11 

(b) all legal and other remedies for the 12 

same; and : 13 

(c) the power to give a good discharge for the 14 

same without the concurrence of the assignor: 15 

The law makes the assignment valid from 30th June 2015, the date notice was given. 16 

Nugee, Pelling and then Vos and Fancourt, all had different ideas. Their mission was to 17 
defraud Mr Millinder whilst purporting to act as honourable judges. 18 

They affronted the most basic, simple law, defacing the law to defraud Mr Millinder of 19 
the assigned investment that founded the statutory demand after perverting the 20 
course of justice, concealing what was the most serious case of fraudulent non 21 
disclosure in ex-parte injunction proceedings by lawyers in the history of UK law. 22 

In the UK, justice is “subject to status”, corrupt freemason lawyers are provided 23 
impunity. 24 
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Lord Justice Nugee committed fraud by false 1 

representation 2 

Knowing, as any judge would do, that statutory law makes the assignment valid from 3 
30th June 2015, and after preventing justice being served on his fellow Jewish 4 
freemason brethren for what is the most extreme case of fraudulent non-disclosure in 5 
the history of UK law, Nugee himself committed fraud by false representation. 6 

During that hearing of 5th February 2018, Ulick Staunton, counsel acting for 7 
Middlesbrough FC said this: 8 

Mr Staunton: What’s assigned are the investments, the £200,000 9 

When it came to making this order, and whilst having that assignment in front of him, 10 
knowing that the assignment was absolute, Nugee fraudulently misrepresented the 11 
assignment and relied on his corrupted version to imply that the assignment was not 12 
effective when law makes it so: 13 

At paragraph 10 of his judgment: 14 

 
It is evidenced in the highlighted parts that Lord Justice Nugee fraudulently 15 
misrepresented the terms of the original assignment to make the version he relied on 16 
not absolute, so it did not comply with the requirements in law. Nugee then used his 17 
corrupted version of the assignment as an excuse to assist Middlesbrough FC 18 

The original terms of the assignment: 19 
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It is evidenced that the original terms: “so that Earth Energy Investments, as Parent of 1 
Empowering MFC is assigned those investments” is an absolute assignment. 2 
Lord Justice Nugee’s misrepresented version above is clearly of deliberate and 3 
dishonest intent. 4 

Conclusively, when Lord Justice Nugee cited that there’s doubt over the assignment 5 
and dispute over the claim, he was lying on both counts, knowing that law makes the 6 
assignment valid and that he himself found the claim to be proven, by virtue of his own 7 
order. 8 

The corrupt UK judiciary deploy void false instrument 9 

civil restraint orders to conceal fraud 10 

After defrauding Mr Millinder’ of over £640,000 (the sum of the statutory demand plus 11 
standard interest from the date of the assignment), the next leg of their fraud in the 12 
face of justice was to invent false instrument restraint orders to conceal their own 13 
fraud, preventing justice being served on themselves and the corrupt lawyers they 14 
work for. 15 

Each time Mr Millinder wanted to make an application to prove the fraud, it was 16 
consistently refused by Arnold (now Lord Justice Arnold), under the guise of the false 17 
instrument restraint order, who was working in conspiracy with his fellow freemason 18 
Jewish judges to prevent justice being served on the offenders. 19 

On 18th March 2018, after finding that Womble Bond Dickinson, Middlesbrough FC and 20 
the corrupt judiciary were then seeking to wind up Earth Energy Investments LLP for a 21 
fictitious debt of £25,000 (against the £640,000 cross claim), Mr Millinder assigned 22 
the investments made in Empowering Wind MFC Ltd back from Earth Energy 23 
Investments LLP to himself.  24 
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This is where the dishonourable Mr Justice Fancourt came into play to continue the 1 
fraud. 2 

Corrupt lawyers using ex-parte hearings to defraud 3 

whilst the judiciary assist in concealing their crimes 4 

On 12th October 2020, Mr Millinder served a second statutory demand on 5 
Middlesbrough FC for the sum of the assigned investments (£770,000), plus standard 6 
interest accruing from the date of the assignment. 7 

Knowing that it was already tried and proven by Nugee that the claim cannot be 8 
disputed and that statutory law makes the assignment effective from the date of 9 
notice, Mr Millinder knew that the sum of the demand could not be disputed. 10 

On 23rd October 2020, Middlesbrough FC and their freemason lawyers, including Dov 11 
Ohrenstein, counsel of Radcliffe Chambers, made another ex-parte (without notice) 12 
injunction application to prevent the developer, Mr Millinder from recovering the 13 
indisputable sum of the demand, which by then equated to over £1.17 million. 14 

The corrupt lawyers once again withheld a huge amount of evidence, including the 15 
second assignment, from the ex-parte hearing, again in breach of their legal duty to 16 
disclose. 17 
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They had no worries, as they knew that fellow freemason Jewish corrupt judges would 1 
prevent them from being prosecuted no matter what they did, and Fancourt did 2 
precisely that. 3 

On 24th October 2020, upon examination of the ex-parte hearing bundle, Mr Millinder 4 
once again found that 13 exhibits of material information had been withheld. 5 

Of that information was a 54-page report proving every part of his case and the 6 
assignment of the debt. History had repeated itself. 7 

Mr Justice Fancourt the Jewish freemason fake judge 8 

defrauds and perverts the course of justice 9 

on 28th October 2020, Mr Millinder made an application for trial of the fraud and to set 10 
aside the injunction for proven fraudulent non disclosure and because the sum of the 11 
demand is proven and cannot be disputed. 12 

This is where Mr Justice Fancourt, oath breaking the white-collar criminal Jewish 13 
freemason came to their aid. 14 

We were shown the transcript of the hearing before Mr Justice Fancourt, which itself 15 
tells the story. 16 

The entire transcript was not focused on the application for trial of the offenders for 17 
defrauding Mr Millinder of over £1.17 million whilst their corrupt lawyer, Paul Stewart 18 
provided an entirely false witness statement. Quite on the contrary, Mr Justice 19 
Fancourt, working in collusion with Dov Ohrenstein, were focused purely on concealing 20 
the fraud and rushing through yet another false instrument civil restraining order to 21 
prevent justice being served. 22 

FirstforNews.com carefully evaluated that transcript, which our readers should study. 23 
The lies and concealment by Fancourt was prolific, to say the least. 24 

At page 12 of the transcript, Mr Justice Fancourt discovered that the investments, 25 
totaling £770,000 plus standard interest had been assigned. 26 

During the hearing Fancourt admitted that he did not access any single part of Mr 27 
Millinder’s evidence referred to in his application to try the fraudulent non-disclosure. 28 
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At page 36 of the transcript, Mr Millinder referred to the critical 54-page report that 1 
FirstforNews.com had sight of, it was that report that proved each part of Mr Millinder’s 2 
case, which was one of the 13-material exhibits withheld from the ex-parte hearing. 3 

When Mr Millinder referred to the report, Fancourt said this: 4 

Fancourt J: I cannot access — 5 
Mr Millinder: Have you seen — 6 
Fancourt J: That on this. 7 
Mr Millinder: The report? Have you seen — 8 
Fancourt J: I — 9 
Mr Millinder: The report, My Lord? 10 
Fancourt J: I cannot access that. 11 

Fancourt was lying, nonsensically implying that he could not access material that was 12 
submitted on the Court File with the application of 28th October 2020, which he was 13 
supposed to be hearing. 14 

Fancourt had a duty in the public interest to carefully examine the material that was 15 
withheld and to conduct a diligent standard of review, he evaded all the material, by 16 
his own admission. 17 

The contents of page 41 through to the end of page 65 of the transcript clearly prove 18 
that Fancourt was working to conceal the offending (perverting the course of justice), 19 
acting with favour and ill-will to prevent justice being served, whilst defrauding Mr 20 
Millinder of the proven and indisputable £1.17 million demand. 21 

Fancourt then sought to cut the hearing short, citing that Mr Millinder has “15 minutes 22 
maximum” when the application for trial was over 21-hours. 23 

After admitting he never even accessed any of Mr Millinder’s evidence, he sought to 24 
end the hearing to assist the offenders, and the remainder of the transcript proves that 25 
without us needing to say much more. 26 

After interrupting Mr Millinder, at page 66 of the transcript, Ohrenstein read out the 27 
authority that Mr Millinder was referring to: 28 

“If material non-disclosure is established the court will be ‘astute to ensure that a 29 
plaintiff who obtains [an ex parte injunction] without full disclosure … is deprived of any 30 
advantage he may have derived by that breach of duty:” 31 

CASE FILE: Page 694 PDF Page: 531



14 
 

Fancourt responded at page 66 by stating this: 1 

Fancourt J: “Mr Ohrenstein, could you just deal, deal with the allegations that various 2 
important matters were not disclosed to Mann J, or Mann J was misled? I, I asked Mr 3 
Millinder if he would enumerate his five main points, and I think it may have gone up to 4 
six or seven in the end, but can you just deal with that” 5 

At page 68, Ohrenstein lied (committed perjury) and said this: 6 

Mr Ohrenstein: “My, my, my, my solicitor has, has fairly put the material facts in his 7 
witness statement”. 8 

Paul Stewart of Womble Bond Dickinson committed 9 

perjury and Mr Justice Fancourt concealed it 10 

Mr Justice Fancourt knew that Ohrenstein was lying, he knew that Lord Justice Nugee 11 
had previously found on 5th February 2018 that neither rent or energy supply was 12 
owed. 13 

At page 3 of Paul Stewart’s witness statement dated 22nd October 2020 for their ex-14 
parte injunction hearing, Stewart, after having attended that very same hearing and 15 
knowing that neither rent or energy supply was owed, lied, making a knowingly false 16 
witness statement, stating this: 17 

 
 
Stewart lied in his witness statement, knowing that it was already tried and proven on 18 
5th February 2018 that Middlesbrough FC did unlawfully forfeit the Lease and that 19 
neither rent or energy supply was owed to them. 20 
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A proven fraudster: Paul Stewart of Womble Bond Dickinson, who withheld 13-exhibits 1 
from the ex-parte injunction hearing of 23rd October 2020 to defraud Mr Millinder 2 
whilst making a knowingly false witness statement. The corrupt UK judiciary, Mr 3 
Justice Fancourt in particular, perverted the course of justice. 4 

Mr Justice Fancourt found that Ohrenstein was lying 5 

and that all the evidence Mr Millinder cited was 6 

withheld 7 

Fancourt J: You, you did not in fact show Mann J what Mr Millinder calls the counterpart 8 
assignment. 9 
Mr Ohrenstein: No. 10 
Fancourt J: No. 11 
Mr Ohrenstein: He, he, he, he, he, he saw the, the, he said he had read the — 12 
Fancourt J: Right. 13 
Mr Ohrenstein: Judgments. I did not show him the underlying, any underlying document 14 
behind the judgment. 15 
Fancourt J: Yes, thank you. And did you show him Mr Millinder’s report of 2 June 2018 16 
about alleged fraud? 17 
Mr Ohrenstein: I, I do not have that report, so I did not — 18 
Mr Millinder: You had that report. 19 
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The report was served on them with the statutory demand and on 24th October 2020 1 
we were shown an email from Mr Millinder to Ohrenstein and his instructing solicitors 2 
containing all 13 of the material exhibits that were withheld. 3 

At page 70 of the transcript, Ohrenstein lied again and said this: 4 

“Any emails that he may have attempted to send to my solicitors which my solicitors 5 
received, some of which may have referred to me as a, as one of the many parties on, 6 
on, on, on the receipt, those are exhibited to the bundle. I believe that bundle is up to 7 
date. It may be that something came this morning that did not quite make it to the 8 
bundle, but certainly everything else in the bundle. Any attachment to any email that 9 
he sent is, is in the bundle“. 10 

After Intelligence UK International investigated the bundle referred to by Ohrenstein, 11 
we discovered that none of the 13-attachments to the email, nor the email itself of 12 
24th October 2020 were in the bundle. 13 

Fancourt was concealing proven dishonesty and fraud. 14 

We were also shown an exhibit containing an email tracing report that Mr Millinder had 15 
shrewdly deployed so that he could trace and prove that the email was received by 16 
Womble Bond Dickinson. We exhibit that below: 17 

Mr Millinder sent the same email complaining of material non-disclosure directly to the 18 
judge that heard the ex-parte case, but also being a corrupt Jewish freemason, he 19 
evaded it and brought Mr Justice Fancourt in to assist the offenders in concealing their 20 
crimes. 21 
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It was evidenced that Ms Simmons, the personal assistant to Stewart read the email 1 
complaining of material non disclosure of 24th October 2020 10 times from 25th 2 
October 2020 through to 3rd November 2020. They were clearly relying on Fancourt to 3 
shield them from prosecution and he did precisely that. 4 
 
Knowing that the sum of Mr Millinder’s statutory demand is proven and cannot be 5 
disputed, Mr Justice Fancourt granted a permanent injunction in favour of 6 
Middlesbrough FC to defraud Mr Millinder of the £1.17 million claim, whilst awarding 7 
Stewart of Womble Bond Dickinson £45,000 in costs for less than 3 hours work in 8 
defrauding and making false witness statements. 9 
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Judges that breach their oaths are free to continue defrauding and perverting the 1 
course of justice, because the corrupt establishment keep them there. 2 

They have decimated the rule of law, law that was designed to protect the British 3 
people from tyranny. 4 

This is how the UK judiciary behave. We have invited Mr Fancourt and Dominic Raab, 5 
the Lord Chancellor for comment on this article. 6 
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SUBMISSIONS 

Mr STAUNTON 1 

(See separate transcript for judgment) 7 

_________________ 

(Transcript prepared from poor quality audio) 
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Monday, 9 January 2017 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Mr Staunton, do you want your application heard in private? 

MR STAUNTON:  No, my Lord. 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  All right. 

MR STAUNTON:  My Lord, have you had an opportunity to read my skeleton and the evidence? 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  I have. 

MR STAUNTON:  I am obliged.  I do not propose to be long.  All I intend to take you to is the 

exhibit to Mr Bloom’s witness statement and then address you on the application.  Can I take 

you to tab 4, which is the exhibit.  Do you have that, my Lord?  Tab 4---- 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Just a second.  I am still getting myself in order.  Yes.  Thank you. 

MR STAUNTON:  The pagination in the bottom right-hand corner.  Page 16.  My Lord, you will 

see the lease was granted to Empowering Wind, not the respondent.  Do you see that, my 

Lord? 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes, I do. 

MR STAUNTON:  Page 18, penultimate entry, there is the premium of 200,000---- 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  -- and can I also take you to p.27 under the clause, “Demise”? 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  You will see that the premium was to be paid on the grant of the lease. 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  If you would also look at the penultimate line of cl.2, and the final line, you 

see there is further rent payable. 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  If I take you to p.32, cl.1.1, covenant to pay that further rent as set out in 

Schedule 7.  Page 48, cl.1.4.1, there is the further rent of 50,000 a year---- 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  -- and if you turn over the page, my Lord, 1.7 and 1.8, that is to be paid on the 

usual quarter days.  So there is the obligation.  It is the obligation of Empowering Wind, and 

you know from the evidence it fails to pay that additional rent, hence the lease is forfeit, 

which gives rise to this claim. 

The respondent argues constantly about force majeure.  Can you turn back to p.22, please?  

There is a definition clause for force majeure.  The very curious thing is, although it is part of 
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the definition clause of the lease, there is no further mention in the lease of force majeure, 

what happens should circumstances of force majeure arise.  It is very curious. 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Right.  Yes, that is odd. 

MR STAUNTON:  So it does not appear on the face of this document that any event of force 

majeure excuses Empowering Wind from paying the rent.  Where you do find force majeure 

is, if you turn on to the energy supply agreement, p.51, it has an effective force majeure 

clause.  So p.51.  This is the energy supply agreement. 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  If you turn on to p.54, you will see the force majeure definition about two-

thirds of the way down the page.  It is slightly different to the definition of force majeure in 

the lease, but that’s neither here nor there in my submission, but this does have effect because 

if you turn on to p.57---- 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  -- cl.3.1.2, there is an obligation to pay sums, and p.60, cl.6, does have an 

effective force majeure clause.  Now, I do not have, in the evidence, any answers to why 

there is an effective force majeure in the energy supply agreement but not in the lease, but 

that is the evidence before you. 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Okay. 

MR STAUNTON:  Now, the rent was not paid and there was a demand, forfeiture.  Can you turn 

to p.66?  There is the invoice for the rents.  Page 67 is the invoice itself and p.73---- 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes? 

MR STAUNTON:  -- the step before forfeiture and Mr Bloom’s evidence is that it was then 

forfeited in, I believe, August, he says. 

Now, before the events of December 2016 and this month, it was quite clear to all the parties 

that there was a dispute as to whether Empowering Claim have a claim arising from the 

forfeiture.  If you look at p.77---- 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  -- there is a letter of September 2015 from Empowering Wind, and, of course, 

what is material to note, and I will take you to it in due course, is the allegation is that the 

claim was assigned in June 2015, wholly inconsistent with the documentation because here 

we are in September 2015 and the claim had been advanced by Empowering Wind.  It is an 

extremely convoluted claim, difficult to actually fathom, but you will see here on p.77, the 

first paragraph: 

CASE FILE: Page 703 PDF Page: 540



OPUS 2 DIGITAL TRANSCRIPTION 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

H 

“Following my conversation with Tracey Flanagan I write as suggested to 
set out the reasons we have had to resort to legal action to recover our losses 
in the wind turbine project.” 

So it is clearly a claim by Empowering Wind.  Para numbered “(1)”, the first paragraph, last 

sentence: 

“I submitted an application to Middlesbrough Borough Council in 
September 2013 with background as to why the planning condition is not 
necessary, is unreasonable and is also ultra vires.” 

If you look at the final paragraph on that page, the second sentence: 

“The condition was not removed until … December 2014.” 

If you turn over the page, third paragraph: 

“Payment of rent and the energy supply would have therefore commenced 
12 months after the date the Force Majeure issue was finally resolved ...” 

The next paragraph: 

“My company has taken comprehensive legal advice around this position ...” 

So, again, it is Empowering Wind’s claim.  He then refers to an email from Mr Bloom of 13 

March 2015 and, just basically, he says, Mr Bloom says that the claim is disputed.  Finally, if 

we turn over the page, p.79, the penultimate paragraph: 

“We eventually agreed …” 

 Do you see that, my Lord? 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  We eventually agreed to actually pay a deposit of £240,000.  So it seems 

there, on the face of it, to be an acceptance that there is some merit in the dispute, but also 

merit in the defence and hence you have the payment of a deposit. 

Now, what is clear is that this, in September 2015, seems a claim by Empowering Wind, not 

the respondent.  I have already referred you to various passages in that letter showing that.  

Can I just take you on to p.88?  We are now into December 2016.  Look at the top, my Lord.   
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It is from Mr Millinder on 15 December 2016.  Attachments: “EW Statement of Case”.  Do 

you see that, my Lord? 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  I will take you to that in a moment.  If you then move on to the third 

paragraph: 

 
  “I have established the correct legal position around Force Majeure and I, as 

majority creditor of Empowering Wind … have right to progress the claim 
that I shall assign to its parent company.  I attached (redacted) particulars of 
claim which I am quite happy, at this stage to lay on the table.” 

 

 And then if you go down to the third paragraph from the bottom: 

 
  “MFC attempted----” 
 
 Do you have that, my Lord? 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Mm hmm. 

MR STAUNTON:   
 
  “… however this does not prevent us from assigning rights to recover costs 

and taking legal action resulting from forfeiture of the Lease as Parent 
Company of Empowering MFC.” 

 

  So, as of 15 December----  My Lord, sorry, if you turn on to p.19, that is the attachment---- 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  -- that he calls the particulars of claim, it does not look like it, but it is quite 

clear again it is a claim by Empowering Wind, 15 December 2016. 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  And then if you turn on to p.99, an email from Mr Millinder of 22 December, 

including a link to a web page that he created, and if you turn on, over the page, there is the 

web page itself. 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  And you will see there, about a quarter of the way down: 

 
  “Empowering exposes the truth and the outcome of its investment in the 

project.” 
 

  Now, he says roughly the same thing on his web page as he does on the letters of claim in 

September 2015 and the redacted particulars of claim, so, by 22 December, it is still 

Empowering’s claim. 
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  Now, he asserts that the claim was assigned in June 2015.  If you turn on to the statutory 

demand itself, p.173---- 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  -- you will see that the statutory demand was from Earth Energy, and if you 

turn on to p.176, the assertion is that it was assigned on 29 June 2015.  Do you see that, my 

Lord? 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  Part B.  And, in my submission, that is wholly implausible in view of the 

correspondence of September 2015 and December 2016.  And we know that Empowering 

had been wound up----  Can I take you to the winding up order at p.86? 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  You see the owner winding up or restoring Empowering Wind to the register 

first and then winding it up, and that is 19 September 2016.  At the top, it is based on a 

petition presented on 2 June 2016. 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  So, thereafter, clearly Empowering Wind, through Mr Millinder, could not 

assign the cause of action---- 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  -- and, in my submission, the evidence shows that it had not been assigned in 

June 2015 as Mr Millinder claims in the statutory demand. 

 

  Now, in my submission, it is clear that what Mr Millinder is doing is threatening this wind up 

petition so as to prejudice the interests of the applicant, and one of the things he says is that if 

he presents the petition, all the bank accounts will be frozen. 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  All he wants to do is cause trouble.  If you turn on to p.170---- 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  -- there is an email string.  The one two, a third of the way down, Mr Bloom--

--  This is sent at 9.17 on Friday morning.  I am sorry the date does not appear on it as we 

sent it, but Mr Bloom gives evidence that that is when it was received. 

 
 
    “As you have indicated you do not intend to pay----” 
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MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  It does have the date on it.  I can see it, just above---- 

MR STAUNTON:  Oh, sorry.  Yes.  You do much better than me.  Indeed. 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Okay. 

MR STAUNTON:  So 9.17 on Friday morning. 

 
 “As you have indicated you do not intend to pay your debt despite my 

requests and in light of the Demand you believe is an abuse of process.  I 
will now issue the Winding Up Petition with it and will advertise the 
petition within 7 working days from date of service.  You have full 
particulars and we will have our QC at court if the case is sent for 
directions.” 

 

 And then if you look at the final paragraph: 

 
 “You may note, if the petition get advertised, your bank accounts may be 

frozen and the other creditors will become aware.” 
 

 You know from Mr Bloom’s evidence that Mr Millinder has behaved somewhat erratically 

and seems to adopt a fairly abusive approach to Mr Bloom.  He moves from December 2016, 

“Here are the particulars of claim”, to 5 January serving a statutory demand; Mr Bloom 

responds then with the claim is disputed, then the morning of the 6th, he then moves to, “Fine, 

I will just present the petition”, and his estimate as to when he will present the petition, if you 

look, please, at page----  Yes, so he says he is going to present the petition at some point, and 

then if you look at Mr Gill’s evidence, at tab 5---- 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  -- it moves from, “I am going to present it on Tuesday if I do not hear from 

you on Monday” to, Sunday afternoon, he says he is actually coming down to London to 

present it. 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  So there is great concern that if we notify Mr Millinder of the application, 

before it can be heard after three clear days’ notice, he will simply come to court and present 

the petition, and we know from the evidence of Mr Bloom that he says that the mere 

presentation and existence of the petition can cause real risk of jeopardy to the financial 

position of the applicant, both in relation to its bankers, existing sponsors, future sponsors, 

other football clubs with whom it is negotiations, during this window---- 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  -- and also in relation to the fact if it cannot deal in players, there is an 

increased risk of relegation, with a significant loss.   
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 So, for all those reasons, we invite you to make an order.  Now, the draft is at tab 2.  We 

would suggest a fairly short return date, Monday of next week.  Tab----  Sorry, page, the 

second page, the paragraph numbered “(1)”, I have left blank the return date. 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  My Lord, we would intend to serve this today, so we could have a return date 

of Friday, but my difficulty is that I am presently involved---- 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Seven days is normal in these circumstances. 

MR STAUNTON:  Indeed.  Indeed.  Paragraph 2, because it is made without notice, he can apply 

to vary and rescind. 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes. 

MR STAUNTON:  Costs reserved. 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Yes.  This does not include a cross-undertaking in damages.  

Presumably, you accept that it should do?  

MR STAUNTON:  Indeed, I will do that. 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Very good.  All right. 

MR STAUNTON:  Now---- 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  I need not trouble you any further on that basis. 

MR STAUNTON:  Yes.  Well, my Lord, save for this: that the evidence is that the applicant is 

not in good health but its parent company is, and the parent company is quite content to be 

joined. 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Very good.  So if you can give me a cross-undertaking in damages 

from the parent company.  I am obliged that you pointed that out. 

MR STAUNTON:  Thank you, my Lord. 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Very good. 

 

(See separate transcript for judgment) 

 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  So, Mr Staunton, if you could send my clerk a revised draft of the 

order which, first of all, specifies the return date as a week today and, secondly, includes the 

cross-undertaking. 

MR STAUNTON:  Okay.  And the parent company is The Gibson O’Neill Company Limited.  

P&L for June 2015, 18 million, and balance sheet, 176 million. 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  Very good.  Thank you very much. 
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BUSINESS AND PROPERTY COURTS  
OF ENGLAND AND WALES 
INSOLVENCY AND COMPANIES LIST (ChD) 
[2017] EWHC 3914 (Ch) 
 
 Rolls Building 

Fetter Lane 
London EC4A 1NL 

Monday, 9 January 2017 

 
 

Before: 
 

MR JUSTICE ARNOLD 
 
 

B E T W E E N :  
 

MIDDLESBROUGH FOOTBALL 
 AND ATHLETIC COMPANY (1986) LIMITED Claimant 
 

-  and  - 
 

 EARTH ENERGY INVESTMENTS LLP Defendant 
 

__________ 
 

 
MR U. STAUNTON  appeared on behalf of the Claimant. 
 
THE DEFENDANT  did not appear and was not represented. 
 
 

_________ 
 
 

J U D G M E N T  
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MR JUSTICE ARNOLD:  

 

1 This is an application without notice by Middlesbrough Football & Athletic Company 
(1986) Limited for an interim injunction to restrain Earth Energy Investments LLP from 
presenting or advertising a winding up petition based on a statutory demand dated 6 January 
2017 until a return date in seven days’ time. 
 

2 The basis for the application, shortly stated, is that the claim made by the respondent in the 
statutory demand is disputed, and on substantial grounds, those being twofold: first, that, if 
there is a claim, the claim is that of Empowering Wind MFC Limited, a company in 
liquidation, and not of the respondent; secondly, and in any event, the claim, whichever be 
the correct party, has been disputed by the applicant for some time. 
 

3 The background to the matter, in summary, is as follows. On 17 June 2013 the applicant 
granted Empowering Wind a lease on payment of a premium of £200,000 under which 
Empowering Wind was liable to pay rent of £550,000 per annum.  There was a planning 
aspect to the matter which I do not propose to go into in any detail, but the upshot was that it 
was not until December 2014 that Empowering Wind obtained planning permission from 
the local planning authority.  Empowering Wind paid the rents due under the lease up to 
June 2015, but thereafter failed to pay the rent.  On 19 August 2015 the applicant forfeited 
the lease. 
 

4 It is apparently Empowering Wind’s assertion, and now the respondent’s assertion, that the 
delay which was encountered between September 2013 and December 2014 in obtaining 
planning permission from the local planning authority was an event of force majeure under 
the lease.  Be that as it may, it is at least arguable on the evidence before the court that 
Empowering Wind and the respondent have known for a very considerable period of time 
that the claim was disputed. 
 

5 On 22 September 2015 Mr Paul Millinder, who appears to be the moving spirit behind both 
Empowering Wind and the respondent, wrote to the applicant advancing a claim, as it 
appears, on behalf of Empowering Wind. 
 

6 On 30 September 2015 the applicant’s general counsel, Robin Bloom, replied to that letter, 
making it plain that the claim was disputed.  There has been subsequent correspondence, but 
it is not necessary for present purposes for me to go all the way through it. Suffice it to say 
that, until comparatively recently, the claim apparently being made was one on behalf of 
Empowering Wind.  Only in the statutory demand did the respondent emerge as the 
claimant.   
 

7 In the statutory demand, the basis for the claim being made by the respondent rather than 
Empowering Wind is stated to be an assignment dated 29 June 2015.  The applicant’s 
evidence, however, gives rise to a real doubt as to whether there can possibly have been an 
assignment of the relevant cause of action as of that date.  Even if it turns out that there was 
an assignment of the cause of action, the evidence presently before the court indicates that 
there is a well arguable case that the claim is and has been in dispute for over a year.  
Indeed, Mr Millinder himself appears, even in his letter of claim of 22 September 2015, to 
have recognised that there was a dispute, since he uses that very word. 
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8 Accordingly, on the basis of the present evidence, I am satisfied that it is well arguable that 
the presentation by the respondent of a winding up petition would constitute an abuse of 
process and therefore should be restrained.   
 

9 It remains for me to deal with two matters. Firstly, the justification for this application 
having been made without notice.  It is the applicant’s evidence that Mr Millinder has been 
behaving in what has been described as an “erratic” fashion and that the applicant is 
concerned that, if he is given notice of the application, he will seek to frustrate it by 
presenting the petition before he can be restrained from doing so.  In my judgment, the 
evidence justifies concern on the part of the applicant so far as that is concerned.  In 
particular, there are two aspects of the evidence which seem to me to justify that concern.  
The first is that Mr Millinder’s recent communications evidence an intention to pressurise 
the applicant by presentation of the proposed winding up petition. Secondly, he has brought 
forward in time his threatened issuing of the petition, and yesterday afternoon stated that he 
was on his way to London to issue it, apparently today. 
 

10 The second matter I should address is that, although all I am being asked to make is an 
interim order for a period of seven days, which of course carries with it the entitlement of 
the respondent to apply to vary or discharge the order in the meantime, given that it is an 
interim order rather than a final order, it is right that the respondent should be protected by a 
cross-undertaking in damages.  That is very properly accepted on behalf of the applicant.  
The applicant is not in a good financial position, which is precisely why it is concerned 
about the potential effects of the presentation of a winding up petition. However the 
applicant’s parent company is, I am informed, in a financially healthy position and therefore 
offers to join in the cross-undertaking in damages.  On that basis, I will make an order 
substantially as sought, subject to the two amendments discussed with counsel for the 
applicant. 

 
__________
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In the Newcastle Crown Court    A-2021-0089 

___________________________________________________________________ 
Tabulated index of documentation  

B-APPEAL-BUNDLE-PM
___________________________________________________________________ 

Tab No:   Pages:  Description: 

01a 1 – 6 Order of Currer in North Tyneside Magistrates dated 18/06/2020 

01b 7 -16 Order of Currer dated 18/06/2020 refusing the right to attend the 
summary trial remotely knowing that the Appellant is non-domicile 

02 17 - 36 Application to the CPS for discontinuance pursuant to Sections 23 
and 23A of the Prosecution of Offences Act 1985 dated 10/02/2020 
that the CPS failed whatsoever to determine.    

The application also formed the Appellant’s defence statement that 
Currer prevented from being read out in court (preventing the 
Appellant from his constitutional right to state his defence).  

03 37 – 38 Directions order of 05/03/2020 by Currer ordering that all evidence is 
to be served by 5th April 2020 – Nothing was ever served.  

In the same order, Currer, acting ultra vires, purported to dismiss the 
application for discontinuance made to the CPS whilst effectually 
disposing of the Appellant’s defence statement when it was ultra 
vires for him to have done both.  

04 39 - 45 Appellant’s defence skeleton sent to Magistrates on 14th January 
2020 which Currer evaded entirely.  

05 46 - 55 Appellant’s skeleton argument with the section 142 application dated 
8th February 2021.  

06 56 - 61 Appellant’s application pursuant to section 142 of the Magistrates 
Court Act 1980 dated 29th July 2020 (it was not determined until May 
2021 by Currer, the conflicted purported judge).  

07 62 - 63 Appellant’s first appeal notice dated 02/03/2021 appealing non 
determination of the section 142 and quashing the void prosecution. 

EXHIBIT-3B  (Bundle for set aside of the void prosecution for harassment)
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08 64 - 67 The void order by Currer dismissing the Appellant’s section 142 
application (without being afforded the right of a hearing), knowing 
that he was conflicted and dated 9th April 2021.  

09 68 - 75 Appellant’s exhibit of email chains with North Tyneside 
Magistrates with page 68 evidencing that Currer retained his void 
section 142 application right up until 21st May 2021 (42-days) 
from when it was made.  

10 76 - 84 Appellant’s line numbered exhibit of email chains with North 
Tyneside Magistrates with page 76 containing an active table of 
contents for ease in reference.  

Page 83 deals with the fact that statutory law commits 
Currer’s section 142 order has being procedurally void.  

11 85 - 96 Appellant’s line numbered exhibit of email chains to do with the fact 
that Currer evaded dealing with the private criminal prosecution 
against Womble Bond Dickinson and their conspirators, relying on 
the void, without jurisdiction order of Fanning who perverted the 
course of justice as the excuse to do so.  

The email at the bottom of page 89 from Moss dated 29th October 
2020 at 17:08PM – line 8 – 15 stated she would send the private 
criminal prosecution to one of the local district judges when the 
applications fall in the Special Jurisdiction of the Senior District Judge 
/ Chief Magistrate.   In any event, the prosecutions were never sent 
or determined, Currer perverted the course of justice.  

12 97 - 150 The 54-page report sent to North Tyneside with the private criminal 
prosecution on 2nd June 2020.  Page 97 contains an active table of 
contents for ease in reference.   The report proves the multitude 
of offences committed by Womble Bond Dickinson and their 
conspirators.  

13 151 - 169 The Appellant’s application for trial of the fraud and indictable only 
offences in the Divisional Administrative Court that was suppressed 
by Mr Justice Jonathan Swift, the oath breaking white-collar criminal 
who was also acting under orders of the Attorney General to conceal 
the offences and criminal property that the Appellant has been 
defrauded of, going on to deploy their false instrument, void section 
42 restraint order.  
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Regina 

And 

Paul Millinder 

JUDGMENT RE-APPLICATION BY THE DEFENDANT TO APPEAR VIA VIDEO LINK 
(Skype) PURSUANT TO SECTION 51 OF THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE ACT 2003 AS 

AMMENDED BY THE CORONAVIRUS ACT 2020 

1. This Defendant is charged with an offence of Harassment without violence in relation

to e-mails he sent to employees of Womble Bond Dickinson solicitors. The case was

listed before me at North Tyneside Magistrates’ Court on the 15/1/20 for plea and

case management and the Defendant appeared in person but without representation.

2. The Defendant denied the allegation and the issues in the case were considered.

The Defendant accepted that he had sent the e-mails in question but denied that the

content of them amounted to material capable of causing harassment. In view of the

nature of the case an order was made prohibiting the Defendant from cross

examining the prosecution witnesses himself and he was directed to instruct a

solicitor to carry out this function for him under the terms of section 38 of the Youth

Justice and Criminal Evidence Act 1999. The Defendant was required to provide the

court with the details of his instructed solicitor by the 1/3/20. He was made aware by

the court that he was entitled to credit for pleading guilty at an early stage and also

that if he failed to attend court for the hearing then the trial may proceed in his

absence. The trial was originally listed at 10am on the 4/5/20 before me. At this time

the Defendant expressed no concerns regarding his ability to attend the trial in

person and did not provide any indication that he intended to move abroad meaning

he would not be available at certain times.

3. Since that hearing the Defendant has not attended court on any other occasions and

did not attend when the case was listed for a further case management hearing on

the 5/3/20. Following this further case management hearing the trial date was moved

to the 19/6/20. Prior to the hearing on the 5/3/20 the Defendant in an e-mail sent on

the 13/2/20 to the court indicated that he did not intend to attend the hearing stating
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that he had left the country and was in South East Asia. He expressly stated that he 

would not be returning to the UK as “its public authorities and justice system are 
ruinated (sic) and rotten to the core with corruption.” 

4. Despite failing to attend the case management hearing the Defendant has repeatedly

engaged in sending voluminous e-mails to the court and many other individuals

concerning in part this case but largely regarding the conduct of others with whom he

has found himself in dispute. He has frequently made allegations regarding the

supposed criminal conduct of others he has encountered and stated many times that

he will not take part in the proceedings against him as he regards the judicial process

as being “corrupt”. He has openly stated that he will not attend the hearing and he

has left the country and will not return so dissatisfied is he with the way he perceives

he has been treated.

5. In some of his correspondence he has indicated that he would seek to take part in

hearings by phone but in the course of the same messages has repeated his view

that he refuses to participate in the trial process at all. (I note that there is no

provision for a Defendant to attend his trial and give evidence using an audio link

only- Schedule 3A para. 4(2). of the Crime and Disorder Act 2003)

6. On the 17/6/20 the Defendant sent an e-mail in which he again reiterated his

intention not to attend the trial in the following terms:-

“As I have made clear on a multitude of occasions, I will not be attending the
malicious rigged hearing and I shall appeal forthwith any decision made
contrary to the law.”

7. However, towards the end of the same e-mail the Defendant made the following

statement:-

Now, provide me with the dial in it is my right to attend by telephone or Skype. 
You can arrange it for the Covid nonsense so you can arrange it for me now 
because I am over 6,500 miles away.  

8. The court has interpreted the Defendant’s message (considering he is

unrepresented) as an application to have the hearing conducted with him in

attendance by video link. The recently enacted provisions of section 51 of the
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Criminal Justice Act 2003 as amended by the Coronavirus Act 2020 enable the court 

to consider and grant an application such as this if the making of the direction is 

found to be in the interests of justice. 

9. In considering this application, I have considered all the circumstances of the case

and in particular the behaviour of the Defendant throughout these proceedings (as

detailed above). I note specifically that he has consistently expressed his intention

not to take part in the proceedings and also not to attend in response to his bail.

10. Prior to considering the application the Defendant was invited to provide information

to the court concerning his reasons for making the application. He was asked to

provide details concerning the following matters:-

i. The reason why you are unable to attend in person;

ii. The details of your current location;

iii. Where you propose to dial into the hearing from;

iv. What arrangements are in place for you to take part in the proceedings at

your current location; and

v. Why the application is being made at this late stage in proceedings.

11. The Defendant replied to these requests in the following manner:-

i.  The reason why you are unable to attend in person;

I am not a UK resident and I am in Cambodia and will not be returning to the 
UK cesspool of corruption that works to assist criminals in defrauding me 
and then reserving me into the defendant.  I will not tolerate corruption, 
diminishment of the rule of law and human rights abuse.  

ii.  The details of your current location;

Cambodia. 

iii.  Where you propose to dial into the hearing from;

A house with an internet connection 

iv.  What arrangements are in place for you to take part in the proceedings

at your current location; and 
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A skype connection with decent enough broadband 

v.  Why the application is being made at this late stage in proceedings.

The application was made months ago and many times since but all of my 
submissions have been evaded, you are working under instructions of the 
order givers, the kleptocrats who have been interfering with our justice 
system.    

I ask you, why do you take it upon yourself to appoint a solicitor to act for 
you to cross examine witnesses against me when he is working for 
you?   That does not work, there is a blatant contravention of Article 6 and 
Article 7 of the Human Rights Act 1998.  

My right to be heard is infringed and the court is only considering 
information I have not been privy to from the corrupt CPS who are 
connected with the offenders.  

Why did you seek to employ him at this late stage of proceedings when he 
has not even had a chance to review the papers and my comprehensive 
submissions that you have evaded?    

I can prove that you have ignored all of my submissions in detriment to the 
interests of justice because you are working for Womble Bond Dickinson 
who are guilty of indictable offences.   You will find out what I am doing 
about all that soon enough without further notice.  

What happened to the statutory defence? 

What happened to the order wherein it was ordered that the corrupt 
common purpose CPS who are  one and the same as Womble Bond 
Dickinson were to serve evidence at my London office by 4pm on 5th April 
2020?    On today's date, no evidence has been forthcoming.     

What are you actually thinking of with this lawless total nonsense ruination 
of our justice system?  

Please provide me with those answers and send me the dial in for 
tomorrow.    
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12. The views of the prosecution in response to the application were provided in an email

from Mr J Moore. They opposed the application on the basis that the Defendant had

failed to provide an explanation as to why he will not be attending the hearing and rather

had consistently stated he would not attend his trial.

13. The default position in any criminal case is that the Defendant is required to attend his

trial in person. I am concerned that the Defendant has failed to provide any explanation

as to why he has absented himself and cannot attend the hearing in person. Indeed, it

appears that he has never intended to attend his trial. He has provided no explanation as

to why it is he has left the UK (if indeed he has left the UK) and at no stage during the

management of the case has he indicate he would have difficulty attending the trial as a

result of any other personal commitments. His response regarding his reason for

requiring the video link is particularly telling:

I am not a UK resident and I am in Cambodia and will not be returning to the UK 
cesspool of corruption that works to assist criminals in defrauding me and then 
reserving me into the defendant.  I will not tolerate corruption, diminishment of the 
rule of law and human rights abuse 

14. In my view the Defendant has failed to provide any satisfactory reason as to why he has

been unable to attend his trial in person.

15. Furthermore, the application he has now made is at the very last minute and he has

provided very scant information concerning his proposed arrangements. He has failed to

provide specific details of his location and has indicated an unwillingness to cooperate

with the court process. I am concerned that the trial, if conducted over a link from private

premises, would not maintain the dignity of the court room. I am also concerned that

there would be no way of satisfactorily ensuring the Defendant provide his evidence

without the help or assistance of others in what would be a completely uncontrolled and

indeed unknown environment.

14. In all the circumstances and for the reasons I have explained in this document the

application is refused as it would not be in the interests of justice to allow the Defendant

to attend the hearing by video link.
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DJ(MC) Paul CURRER 

NORTH TYNESIDE MAGISTRATES’ COURT 

18TH JUNE 2020 
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Regina 

And 

PAUL MILLINDER 

JUDGMENT 

1. The Defendant in this case, Paul Millinder, is charged with an offence of

harassment without fear of violence that is said to have occurred between the

15th May 2019 and the 6th June 2019. The victims in the case are all employees

of Wombell Bond Dickinson, Solicitors (WBD).

2. The Defendant did not attend his trial today, 19th June 2020 and this was not

unexpected as he had indicated his intention to be absent a number of times in

many e-mails he had sent to the court prior to the hearing. The Defendant had

attended the initial hearing on the 15th January 2020, when he entered a not

guilty plea and on that occasion was not represented. At that hearing I impressed

upon him the importance of obtaining legal representation especially as I also

made an order under section 36 of the Youth Justice and Criminal Evidence Act

1999 prohibiting him from cross examining the prosecution witnesses. However,

he failed to instruct a solicitor of his own and for that reason a court appointed

solicitor was made available to him prior to the hearing. Mr Matthew Purvis of

Hay and Kilner Solicitors was present in court for the trial and he informed me

that he had been able to take instructions from the Defendant after speaking to

him at some length and therefore was able to conduct cross examination of the

witnesses.

3. At the hearing on the 15th of January it was also made clear to the Defendant that

should he fail to attend on the trial date then the case may proceed in his

absence. He provided no indication at this hearing that there might be any
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difficulties in him attending the trial. Since this first hearing he has sent a large 

number of e-mails to the court in which, amongst other things, he has repeatedly 

criticised the criminal justice process and stated that he has no intention of taking 

part in the proceedings. 

4. The Prosecution applied for the trial to proceed in the absence of the Defendant

under the terms of section 11 of the Magistrates’ Court Act 1980 and that

application was allowed given that the Defendant was well aware of the trial date

and as I considered it in the interests of justice for matters to proceed. All the

required witnesses had attended court as requested.

5. I mention at this stage that the Defendant in an e-mail dated the 17th June 2020

indicated that he wished to appear at his trial via video link and stated that he

was in Cambodia. I regarded this information as an application by him to take

part in the hearing remotely. The application was refused in open court on the

18th of June. Representations were made by the prosecution who opposed the

application. My judgment in relation to that application was entered into the

register of proceedings.

6. Finally another matter raised by the Defendant in the course of correspondence

with the court prior to the trial was that he considered I might be required to

recuse myself from the case because of the following reasons:-

a. I had been appointed to the post of District Judge (MC) on the advice

of the Lord Chief Justice by the Lord Chancellor and he had contacted

both of these individuals in the course of his complaints about other

proceedings;

b. I had been barrister at Trinity Chambers which had connections with

WBD Solicitors; and

Therefore, would not be able to try the case fairly as there may be a 

perception of bias. 
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7. I raised this issue with the parties before the trial proceeded and Mr Payne for the

Prosecution informed me that he had spoken to all of the prosecution witnesses

in attendance and none of them had any knowledge of me at all. I confirmed this

to be the case and clarified that I had never practiced in the area of commercial

law and had never had any connection with this firm of solicitors when in private

practice. In my view there was no reason whatsoever which would prevent me

from hearing the case (authority of Porter v Magill [2002] 2 AC 357 applies in

such matters).

8. The majority of the evidence in the case was agreed. The prosecution led

evidence that the Defendant had been the company director of companies which

had been providers of wind turbine power and had previously entered into

negotiations with Middlesbrough Football Club (MFC) with a view to providing a

wind turbine at the football ground. These negotiations did not end well and

litigation followed which ultimately resulted in the Defendant’s companies being

made subject to winding up orders. MFC instructed WBD Solicitors to act on their

behalf in these matters. This process was contested by the Defendant who

pursued further civil actions through the courts, however, these ultimately were

not resolved in his favour. WBD acted for MFC throughout these proceedings and

the individuals, Paul Stewart, Kevin Grey and Julian Gill amongst others, were all

involved in dealing directly on occasions with the Defendant.

9. In the result the Defendant harboured significant bad feeling towards these

employees of WBD. He considered that they had behaved improperly and

expressed his views in less temperate terms on a number of occasions in

correspondence.

10. It is important to note at this stage that I did not make any enquiry as to the merits

of the civil cases pursued by both the Defendant and MFC. The reason for this is

that I consider such matters as being completely irrelevant to the matters at hand

in the trial. The only relevant matter for consideration in the trial was whether or

not the messages sent at the relevant time by the Defendant amounted to the

harassment of the complainants and whether the Defendant knew or ought to

have known that they amounted to harassment. Equally I am aware that the
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Defendant has repeatedly claimed that he has evidence that the employees of 

WBD are guilty of indictable offences. However, these matters were not of any 

relevance to this trial which was solely concerned with the allegations made 

against the Defendant. 

11. I heard evidence from the following witnesses:-

Paul Stewart;

Kevin Grey;

Julian Gill; and

Michael Brown.

All of these witnesses gave evidence in accordance with their written statements

and spoke of what they described as the Defendant bombarding them with e

mails over long period up to and including the time of this allegation. Mr Brown

stated that by May 2019 he was no longer personally receiving the e-mails from

the Defendant as they had been blocked from reaching him (despite the fact that

they were addressed to him) by the firm’s IT systems. In view of this evidence I

concluded, and the Crown properly conceded, that Mr Brown could not be said to

have been harassed by the Defendant in the time frame of this allegation.

Therefore, his evidence played no part in my consideration of the case.

12. The prosecution introduced evidence from all the witnesses regarding the

abusive and threatening content of the e-mails they had received from the

Defendant. The following e-mails were specifically quoted:

22/05/19 - To Paul Stewart, Julian Gill and Kevin Gray:

"I lost my family, 6 years of my life and my money because of you fraudster

dishonest scum. Now it’s payback time you pieces of shit.

It is evidenced that you have defrauded me, again you don’t have the honour to

do anything about it other than seek to hide and ignore.

Well scumbags you won’t be ignoring any more this is going wide open to expose

what a dirty, collusive bunch of shitbags you really are. "
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CASE FILE: Page 728 PDF Page: 565

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight



24/05/19 - To Kevin Gray: 

“You are a total deluded piece of shit criminal I am not playing your games any 

more I take it personally, because it is personal and I hold you, with the rest of 

the cabal personally liable." 

06/06/19- To Paul Stewart and Julian Gill: 

"Where is my money you useless fraudster bastards? 

I will take it out on you personally before much longer and without further notice.  

I have all of your addresses and where there is no justice we shall create it. That 

is not a threat. It is a promise" 

16/06/19- To Paul Stewart: 

"You read away soon I will take this to your doorstep stealing from me in the way 

you have I take it personally I have all of your addresses and where there is no 

justice we shall create it. That is not a threat. it is a promise" 

13. When he gave evidence Mr Stewart explained his reaction to receiving the

messages. He initially attempted to ignore them in the hope that they would

eventually stop as he believed reporting them could make the situation worse.

However, he described that when the Defendant began making reference to

things being personal and stating that he knew where his home address was his

view changed. He interpreted the messages to have a far more menacing tone

which caused him concern for not just his welfare but that of his family. It was this

that prompted him along with his colleagues to report the matter to the police. In

short the messages caused him distress and concern. He stated that he had

come to know the Defendant over the time he had been involved with him during

the civil litigation and had formed the view that he was articulate and believed in

what he was saying. It was this view of the Defendant which led him to conclude

the comments directed at him were calculated to have a particular effect.

14. He explained that the Defendant had been in the habit of sending the messages

to a very large distribution list often including senior members of the judiciary,

police and politicians. He stated the Defendant would use differing e mail

accounts but that the content was always the same in that it would refer to
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allegations concerning the civil litigation and include abuse directed at the 

recipients. WBD took steps to block some of these e-mails to prevent them 

causing distress to other employees who had been included on the distribution 

list used by the defendant.   

15. Mr Stewart noted that on occasions when he read messages sent by the

Defendant a “read receipt” message would be sent back to the Defendant and

once that had happened he would often receive another message directed to him

alone which would often include abuse. The message sent on the 16/6/19 (see

above) is an example of such a follow up message where the Defendant

references the fact that Mr Stewart has just read one of his messages when he

says, “you read away…”.

16. Mr Purvis cross examined Mr Stewart on behalf of the Defendant and asked him

to clarify some of the details surrounding the civil proceedings that had taken

place prior to the allegation of harassment. Mr Stewart confirmed that at the start

of these proceedings the Defendant had instructed solicitors named Penningtons’

but thereafter he had represented himself. The witness described how he had

received a huge number of e-mails from the Defendant so much so that it had

been impossible to reply to them all and in any event when he did reply it seemed

that the Defendant would ignore everything that was said to him. Under cross

examination the witness reiterated that he understood the Defendant believed

firmly that he had been the victim of fraud at the hands of WBD and this had

affected his reaction to the abusive e-mails he received from him. When the

Defendant’s e-mails made reference to matters being personal and knowing the

whereabouts of his home the witness stated that he felt he had no choice other

than to report matters to the police.

17. The next witnesses were Mr Grey, the operations manager for WBD and Mr Gill

who was another partner in the firm. They too gave evidence in similar terms to

Mr Stewart and confirmed how they had each had contact with the Defendant

during the time in which they had been involved in the litigation on behalf of their

client MFC. Mr Grey had cause to have contact with the Defendant as a result of
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him making complaints against members of the firm where as Mr Gill’s contact 

was as a lawyer who was dealing with the litigation. 

18. Both of these men provided evidence that they had received a huge number of e-

mails from the Defendant which were frequently abusive and unpleasant. Mr

Grey said that he sensed the Defendant was becoming more and more frustrated

with the “process” referring to the litigation and this was reflected in the tone of

the messages he sent. However, he describes being particularly “spooked” by e-

mails he received in May and June of 2019 when the Defendant specifically said

that he regarded what was going on as being personal and made it clear that he

knew the home addresses of members of the firm. He said he was concerned

that things were now getting out of hand and for the first time in his career of 40

years he felt the need to discuss the situation with his wife and warn her to be

careful about answering the front door to people she didn’t know. He said he was

stressed by the e-mails the Defendant sent and simply did not know what he

might be capable of.

19. Mr Gill in his evidence gave a very similar account to that of the other witnesses

and described when the later more abusive and personalised messages were

sent, indicating that the Defendant claimed to know his home address, he too felt

obliged to discuss the matter with his wife as they caused him concern and

anxiety. He stated that the messages went far beyond what he might expect in

the course of “normal” business from a client or opponent. He also confirmed that

he felt obliged to report the matter to the police when matters had reached this

stage.

20. The witness statement of PC Hall was read which exhibited the police interview

conducted with the Defendant as part of the police investigation into the

harassment allegations. The police interview was digitally recorded and a 71

page transcript of it was prepared for the court hearing. I read this document in its

entirety and during questioning the Defendant accepted that he had been

responsible for the e-mails sent to the various employees of WBD but denied that

they amount to harassment of them. The basis he put forward in denying the

harassment was he considered WBD had committed offences against him by the
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way in which the civil litigation was conducted and as a result he judged he was 

entitled to respond by sending the e-mails in the terms he had. 

 

21. The Defendant was specifically asked the following regarding the content of the 

relevant e-mails:- 

 

Q.So do you, so in the context of this of the emails in which those comments 

were contained, the ones that we’ve gone through, would you argue that the 

other content, the remaining content of the email makes those comments 

acceptable? 

R. I WOULD SAY THAT THE COMMENTS ARE HARSH, I DON’T DISAGREE 

THAT THE COMMENTS ARE HARSH BUT ULTIMATELY I WAS 

EXPRESSING EMOTION WHICH I SHOULDN’T HAVE DONE BUT ANYONE, 

NORMAL, RATIONAL PERSON IN MY POSITION AFTER BEING TREATED 

THE WAY I’VE BEEN TREATED BY THESE PEOPLE, WOULD FEEL 

EXACTLY THE SAME. I ADMIT I WAS WRONG, I ADMIT I WAS WRONG, I’M 

HONEST, I WOULDN’T DO WHAT THESE PEOPLE HAVE DONE FIRSTLY, 

IT IS OUT OF THE ORDINARY SO CAN’T… 

Q But two perceived wrongs Mr MILLINDER don’t make a right… 

R. I ACCEPT, I ACCEPT THAT, I ACCEPT THAT. 

 

The officer then asked the Defendant about the abusive terms he used in the 

relevant e-mails and the Defendant replied as follows:- 

 

I ACCEPT THAT SOME OF THE WORDING IN THERE I SHOULDN’T HAVE 

USED, RIGHT, AND I APOLOGISE, I SHOULDN’T HAVE USED THAT 

WORDING. 

Q. So like I say, don’t get me wrong, if it was one email, yeah it could possibly be 

you know, put down to frustration, ‘Yeah, the guy’s been through a lot, he’s 

been through the wringer, it’s affected him massively’ and as my colleague 

says, we get that… 

R YEAH. 

Q … but there’s a way to conduct yourself and that series of emails, ill advised, 

definitely, it’s a course of conduct that you shouldn’t have involved yourself in or 
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certainly not using those strong words or abusive words in my opinion on a 

repeated basis. Would you accept that advice, would you say that that’s right? 

R YEAH I WOULD, YEAH. 

Q Yeah? 

R YEAH. 

Q. So you accept that you’ve pursued a course of conduct that’s resulted in…

R. NO, WHAT I WOULD, WHAT I WOULD ACCEPT IS, I’VE BEEN

EXPRESSING MY FRUSTRATION AT THIS PROLONGED FRAUD AGAINST 

ME ULTIMATELY… 

22. There was no further evidence heard.

23. Mr Payne for the prosecution made closing submissions simply in relation to the

law and Mr Purvis, given his limited role in the proceedings, did not make any

closing submissions.

Conclusion 

24. There was no dispute that the Defendant had been responsible for sending a

series of unpleasant and abusive e-mails to various employees of the law firm

WBD at the relevant time. The only matter for me to decide is whether or not

these e-mails and this conduct amounted to harassment and if it did, did the

Defendant know it or ought he to have known it. Having heard the evidence of

some of those employees who bore the brunt of the Defendant’s messages it is

abundantly clear to me that they have been caused some significant degree of

stress and anxiety as a result of the abusive e-mails sent to them by the

Defendant. I readily conclude that the Defendant deliberately set out to cause

them to feel this way in adopting the combative and abusive tone he did within

the messages. They were clearly personal and calculated to cause distress to the

recipients. In all the circumstances the case against the Defendant is proved.

Paul CURRER DJ(MC) 
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North Tyneside Magistrates’ Court 

1st July 2020 
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In the North Tyneside Magistrates’ Court                  10U40587119        
___________________________________________________________________ 

 

Regina  
Vs 

Mr Paul Millinder 

 
APPLICATION FOR DISCONTINUANCE 

___________________________________________________________________ 
 

1. This is an application pursuant to Sections 23 and 23A of the Prosecution of 

Offences Act 1985 for the CPS to discontinue the malicious prosecution for 

the alleged offence of section 2 harassment.  

 

2. In this application I refer to my skeleton dated 14th January 2020 which has 
not yet been considered by the Court.   It was brought to my attention by the 
Judge at the initial hearing that no evidence of harassment was provided by 
the prosecution prior the case being brought to Court.   The police also 
produced no such evidence despite me expressly requesting to inspect such 
evidence.   In essence, there was no evidence of harassment with either the 
police or the CPS and I was unlawfully arrested and detained on hearsay 
evidence.  
 

3. It is requested firstly that the CPS Prosecutor give due regard to the contents 

of my skeleton.  Starting at paragraph 3 of page 2.  It is submitted that no 

offence has ever been committed.   

 

4. The emails said to have amounted to a course of conduct constituting 

harassment were sent in the pursuance of a criminal investigation, cross 

examination, service of evidence in both civil and criminal prosecution of 

Womble Bond Dickinson UK LLP.     The statutory defence applies in all three 

scenarios.  
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The order of 15th January 2020 is void ab initio:    

5. I submit that the alleged offence was extinguished by virtue of the statutory 

defence and that as of the date of the Court hearing, no evidence of 

harassment was presented either to the CPS, the Court and neither was any 

such evidence in the possession of police.  I submit that the order of 15th 

January 2020 is void ab initio for the following reasons; 

 

• That the Court has acted unlawfully by contradicting the applicable rule of 

law that provides 6 months from which evidence of harassment must be 

laid with the Court or the prosecution authority.  That did not happen and 

the Court sought to assist the prosecution unlawfully by granting extra time 

to lay evidence even though the offence was out of time to prosecute on 

and after 6th December 2019.  

 

• In any case, no offence was ever committed by virtue of the statutory 

defence and that the entire prosecution is a clear and flagrant abuse of 

process and is contrary to a Convention Right, namely Article 6 of the 

Human Rights Act 1998.   I shall not be party nor victim of corruption and 

lawlessness on the part of criminals in the various public authorities that 

conspire to provide dishonest and unjust assistance to the offenders.  The 

order is entirely unlawful and is, I submit, void ab initio; 

 
• A void order results from a ‘fundamental defect’ in proceedings (Upjohn LJ 

in Re Pritchard (deceased) [1963] 1 Ch 502 and Lord Denning in Firman v 

Ellis [1978] 3 WLR 1) or from a ‘without jurisdiction’/ultra vires act of a 

public body or judicial office holder (Lord Denning in Pearlman v 

Governors of Harrow School [1978] 3 WLR 736).  In this respect the Court 

had no jurisdiction because on 15th January 2020 no evidence was laid 

and in order to prove alleged harassment evidence must be laid within six 

months of the alleged offence taking place.   A “fundamental defect” 

includes instances where the parties to a case fail to comply with a 

statutory requirement.  
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• Failure to comply with a statutory requirement includes rules made 

pursuant to a statute (Smurthwaite v Hannay [1894] A.C. 494) and it does 

apply both in relation to the full code test that every Crown Prosecutor 

must meet before initiating proceedings and; 

 
• The fact that the section 2 offence is out of time and that in any event the 

statutory defence proves beyond doubt that no offence has been 

committed by sending emails in pursuance of a criminal investigation and 

prosecution against the offenders.  

 

6.  I submit that the public authorities are acting unlawfully to support white collar 

criminals disguised as lawyers and the court is being used as the vehicle from 

which to achieve injustice.   That conduct also diminishes the overriding 

objective insofar as the overarching duty of the Court is to do justice.  I quote 

from the criminal Procedure Rules accordingly:   

 

The overriding objective of the CrimPR is that cases are dealt with 'justly'. 

This includes acquitting the innocent, convicting the guilty and dealing with the 

prosecution and defence fairly. The concept of 'justly' also means dealing with 

a case 'efficiently and expeditiously'. 

 

The duty of the participants in a criminal case; 
1.2.— (1) Each participant, in the conduct of each case, must― 

(a) prepare and conduct the case in accordance with the overriding objective; 

(b) comply with these Rules, practice directions and directions made by the 

court; and (c) at once inform the court and all parties of any significant failure 

(whether or not that participant is responsible for that failure) to take any 

procedural step required by these Rules, any practice direction or any 

direction of the court. A failure is significant if it might hinder the court in 

furthering the overriding objective. 

 

(2) Anyone involved in any way with a criminal case is a participant in its 

conduct for the purposes of this rule. 
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7. It is not in the interests of justice for this Court to be used as the means to 

achieve injustice.   The primary function of this Court is to administer justice 

fairly and it is clearly and obviously against the public interest to progress a 

prosecution against the victim of most serious and protracted financial crime 

whilst failing to deal with the offenders, the complainant, Womble Bond 

Dickinson who are guilty of multiple frauds and indictable offences.     

 

8. I have brought it both to the Court’s and to the CPS attention herein that the 

offence is out of time to prosecute.  It was on 15th January 2020 when I 

attended Court where it was proven beyond doubt that neither the CPS nor 

the Court were in possession of any evidence whatsoever and the file 

provided by the Police contained no evidence of harassment.    It is also 

proven beyond doubt that I was arrested and charged off the back of hearsay 

evidence on the part of Stewart, the fraudster white collar criminal, but yet 

when I provided evidence and proof of serious indictable offences committed 

by Stewart and his cohorts, the corrupt police fail to act since I reported those 

crimes on 20th March 2017.   This tyranny must be stopped, this is outright 

corruption and the police are guilty of assisting the offenders in detriment to 

my interests.  

 

9. Paragraph 5 of page 3 of my skeleton refers to the fact that Northumbria 

Police have “cherry picked” evidence, only relying on what was said by 

Stewart, the complainant, who is in any event guilty of perjury, fraud by false 

representation, fraud by non-disclosure and making false instrument 

applications to Bristol County Court.  Womble Bond Dickinson are guilty of 

multiple indictable offences, including conspiracy to defraud, to pervert the 

course of justice and blackmails.  

 

10. Those false instrument applications cumulated in unwarranted demands with 

menaces.  Stewart is not a credible witness.    The alleged harassment 

offence must first be established on a prima facie basis, but the offence never 

was.  Had the Police operated with any degree of diligence whatsoever, they 

would have produced the evidence on which they had sought to have relied.   
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11. It is necessary to produce all of the emails referred to so that they may be 

examined in context with the statutory defence as referred to in paragraph 4 

of page 2 of my skeleton.  The Police failed to do it and so have the CPS.  I 

believe the failure to produce the emails is intentional. Had those emails been 

produced It would have been clear that the statutory defence applies and that 

Womble Bond Dickinson are guilty of serious financial crimes against me.  

 

12. I assert that this entire position has been orchestrated by collusive dishonest 

lawyers within the public authorities that are seeking, as they have done 

throughout and in the civil courts, to spoilate evidence and to reverse me into 

the defendant to provide dishonest and unjust assistance to the true offenders 

with intent to interfere with the proper administration of justice.  

 

13. It is alleged on the charge sheet that:  
Offence Sequence No. 001 H.O. Class 195/94 MCS Code 30FN CCCJS Code PH97004 
ON DATES BETWEEN FRIDAY 15-MAY-2019 TO THURSDAY 06-JUNE-2019 AT NEWCASTLE 
UPON TYNE PURSUED A COURSE OF CONDUCT WHICH AMOUNTED TO HARASSMENT OF PAUL 
STEWART,JONATHAN BLAIR,MICHAEL BROWN,JULIAN GILL,KEVIN GRAY AND WHICH YOU 
KNEW OR OUGHT TO HAVE KNOWN AMOUNTED TO HARASSMENT OF HER IN THAT ON 
REPEATED OCCASIONS SENT EMAILS CONTAINING ABUSIVE LANGUAGE. CONTRARY TO 
SECTION 2(1) AND (2) OF THE PROTECTION FROM HARASSMENT ACT 1997 

 

14. The emails that have never even been produced contained cross examination 

questions and categoric proof that Womble Bond Dickinson and their 

conspirers have committed serious financial crimes.  It is, I contend, for this 

reason the evidence was “cherry picked” both by police and Womble Bond 

Dickinson focusing only on where I expressed my sheer frustration after 

having been defrauded by them, causing serious financial harm, the break-up 

of my family and loss of contact with my 13 year old daughter and loss of 

quality of life for over 5 years.   What ordinary, honest and reasonable person 

would not be aggrieved after being defrauded in this way by dishonest 

collusive white-collar criminals disguised as lawyers?    Calling them wxxkers, 

dishonest idiots and other similar terms was entirely proportionate and 

justified in the circumstances.  Swearing is not a criminal offence.  
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The offence is out of time to prosecute, period:  
 

15. As it appears that the CPS have a problem comprehending the law, I shall 

make it abundantly clear for the third time.  As a summary only offence, the 

section 2 offence requires information to be laid within 6 months from the time 

when the offence was committed, or the matter of complaint arose. The 6 

months' limitation should run from the last date of the course of conduct 

alleged, which is said to be 6th June 2019.  

 

16. On 6th December 2019 the offence was out of time to prosecute and by that 

time neither the police, nor the CPS or the Court had in their possession any 

evidence to prove any such offence of harassment, period.  It is therefore 

proven beyond reasonable doubt that the offence is out of time to prosecute 

and that the continuance of the prosecution was entirely vexatious.    

 

17. Neither the Police nor the CPS had any evidence of harassment and the 

allegation on the charge sheet is that I sent emails containing abusive 

language, swearing is not a criminal offence in any event.  

 

18. It is evidenced in the bundle disclosed to me during the hearing of 15th 

January 2020 that the emails referred to were not contained and therefore 

were not presented to either the police or the CPS.   I refer to the recording 

between North East CPS and I on 17th December 2019.  A copy of the 

recording can be downloaded or played by following this link: 

http://www.stopcorruption.co.uk/CPS_North_East_17_12_2019.m4a  

 

19.  It was confirmed by the CPS on 17th December 2019 the file was not even 

received by the CPS and in any event the file contained no evidence of 

harassment.   The bundle, being that file sent by police is contained at tab 003 

of my exhibit with this application. It does not contain any evidence of 

harassment and it is proven that no information was laid within the six months 

from the date of the alleged offence.    
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20. The police were under a duty to have consulted with the CPS prior to charging 

me with the offence, that did not happen either.   There was no necessity for 

my arrest, it was fabricated and forced because the police were working for 

the offenders and they have done since 20th March 2017.  I was unlawfully 

arrested and detained on 18th November 2019 and the police did so, only to 

assist Womble Bond Dickinson, a firm of fraudster purported lawyers.   

   

21. I refer to the call between Fowler and I of 26th November 2019.  A copy of the 

recording can be played here; 

http://www.stopcorruption.co.uk/Northumbria_Police_26_11_2019.m4a.  It is 

proven beyond doubt that at no point was the CPS had any review of the file 

for the alleged offence of harassment.  It was all fabricated off the back of 

cherry picked evidence provided by the fraudster, Paul Robert Stewart of 

Womble Bond Dickinson.    

 

22. I now refer to the second recording between Fowler and I of 26th November 

2019 where he asserts “it is probably right that police should have referred the 

file to the CPS”:   

 

23. http://www.stopcorruption.co.uk/DS_Fowler_Northumbria_26_11_2019.m4a  

 

24. And the recording of 9th December 2019 between Fowler and ; 

http://www.stopcorruption.co.uk/DI_Fowler_09_12_2019.m4a  

 

25. An examination of the allegations by Stewart only contain examples of 

swearing at the offenders, Womble Bond Dickinson, who have defrauded me 

of my life savings, ruined by family through their abuse and harassment over 

five years.  

 

26. Swearing at them in these circumstances is not and cannot possibly constitute 

harassment, aside from the fact that the course of conduct in sending those 

emails was to cross examine, to present evidence and facts and to prosecute 

the offenders in line with the statutory defence, in fact all three parts of the 

statutory defence.  
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27. I called them dishonest, because they are proven to dishonest. I called them 

cretins, because they are idiots and any lawyer that has behaved in the way 

that they have should be expected to be called an idiot, their behaviour is 

entirely idiotic.  I called them wxxkers, because in essence in the modern 

world, this term is used to describe an extremely stupid person and calling 

them wxxkers is not a criminal offence.    

 

28. In the Oxford Dictionary, the term “wxxker” is described as “a contemptible 

person”.  I consider the definition to be accurate in the case of these white 

collar criminal purported lawyers.  In the Collins English Dictionary the term is 

described as;  

 

“If someone calls a man a wanker, they do not like him and they think he is 

very stupid or unpleasant” 

 

29. It is an opinion in that context and it is reasonable in the circumstances, given 

that these criminals have defrauded me and ruined my life, to call them such. 

It certainly does not constitute harassment and it is a total disgrace that the 

public authorities focus on this as their excuse to maliciously arrest me whilst 

ignoring the most serious and protracted financial crimes committed by them 

against me.  It is my learned opinion that all of the police officers involved 

need to be prosecuted pursuant to section 26 of the Criminal Justice and 

Courts Act 2015 and so does anyone else in public office or otherwise that 

has been working in this way to assist the offenders that are guilty of 

indictable offences in conspiracy.  

 

 

30. In the case of Harvey v Director of Public Prosecutions [2011] All ER (D) 143 

the case required the High Court to re-examine the not uncommon situation 

where a person has been charged with a section 5 offence after swearing at a 

police officer. The fairly short and ex-tempore judgment provides some fresh 

guidance on determining whether words will be considered “abusive” under 

section 5, and when evidence of their impact upon individuals will be required.  
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The court was asked whether a police constable was a person likely to be 

caused harassment, alarm or distress contrary to s. 5(1)(a) of the Public 

Order Act 1986. The appellant had been approached and searched by police 

officers and swore at them.  He now appealed against a conviction under 

section 5 of the 1986 Act.  It was held that the use of the word ‘fuck’ was 

common in such situations. 

 

31. In this particular situation, where the purported lawyers, Womble Bond 

Dickinson have defrauded me of huge sums of money and then singularly 

failed to answer one single email asking them to quantify their positions and 

seeking to ask why they raised a claim exceeding £4.1 million when no such 

claim could possibly be established, it is entirely proportionate to use the term 

“wxxkers” and likewise, in this particular situation, any normal, honest and 

reasonable person would be minded to call them the same or similar.    In this 

day and age, swearing is not a crime because any adult hears such language 

too frequently’ to be offended.  The latter was, in essence, the finding of the I 

refer to appeal.     The term is often used jokingly amongst friends.    

 

32. In any event, here, there is absolutely no evidence of harassment presented 

either before police, the CPS or magistrates by 6th December 2019, therefore 

progressing on this ground alone is an abuse of process contrary to the rule of 

law and therefore the prosecution must be discontinued.  

 

An examination of the conduct of the Police and the CPS:  
 

33. I refer to the sentencing guidelines set down by the CPS respective of the 

alleged offence contrary to section 2 of the Protection from Harassment Act  

 

Early consultation and charge 

Generally, the police should provide the following background information: 

the ability and willingness of the victim to testify; 

the history of any relationships or contact, particularly if there has been violence 

and/or abuse in the past; 

details of any civil orders made and whether there have been any breaches; 
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whether the suspect has made any threats since the incident; 

the police officer's view on the chances that the defendant will re-offend; 

the status of the relationship between the victim and the defendant; 

the effect on the relationship of continuing with the prosecution against the victim's 

wishes; 

the victim's view on their own and their children's safety if a prosecution does or 

does not follow; 

whether counter allegations have been made; 

information on whether the victim has been contacted by the defendant, his/her 

friends, relatives, or associates (either since the incident or post-charge); and 

information from other agencies or organisations who are involved with the family. 

 

34. It is evidenced here that Northumbria Police did not consult the CPS on any of 

the matters above and in addition, they are guilty of Human Right Abuse 

contrary to Article 6 of the Human Rights Act 1998 by knowingly disallowing 

and dismissing the many counter allegations made against Womble Bond 

Dickinson and the fact that they are guilty of most serious and protracted 

fraud in conspiracy that originated by contact with them in the first instance.   

 

35. I submit that it was for this reason the police, or Womble Bond Dickinson 

failed to produce any of the emails, because doing so would have firstly 

demonstrated that Womble Bond Dickinson are guilty of serious indictable 

offences in conspiracy and secondly before disclosure would have proven that 

the statutory defence to harassment applied.    

 

36. The police have acted dishonestly and have abused their positions with intent 

to procure a benefit for the offenders, Womble Bond Dickinson whilst acting in 

detriment to my interests.  They are corrupt, collusive and of common 

purpose.  I reported Womble Bond Dickinson to Northumbria Police on 20th 

March 2017 when I found that Gill, also a partner of the firm, made a further 

fraud by false representation in the sum exceeding £4.1 million just three 

weeks after attending an ex-parte hearing on 9th January 2017.  
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37.  During that ex-parte hearing, Stewart, Gill, Bloom (their former senior partner 

now residing at Middlesbrough FC fraudulently withheld 172 pages of witness 

exhibit from the ex-parte hearing that would have otherwise proven my 

company’s statutory demand against them in the sum of £530,000.   The 

background to that is referred to very clearly and is pleaded properly within 

my statement of case delivered to this Court and dated 18th October 2019.   

 

38. In essence, Sally Macdonald (7574), Alan Hull (8641) and Tomasz Fowler 

(933) are, I allege, guilty of the offence of section 26 of the Criminal Justice & 

Courts Act 2015 for wilfully failing in their duty to deal with the offenders to 

achieve a benefit for the offenders and a detriment to me, the victim.  Further, 

Fowler has acted dishonestly by lying to state he witnessed a call between 

DC Dan Hall and I where I stated that I refused to co-operate.   

 

39. It is the outright failure of Northumbria Police that has cumulated in this 

entirely malicious prosecution for harassment which is not only unjust but it is 

also contrary to the overriding objective and the applicable rules of law.  It was 

pre-meditated, orchestrated corruption for which those offenders have 

breached their oaths as police constables to assist the offenders by failing in 

duty when they had ample evidence of the frauds and indictable offences and 

the evidence to prove dishonesty in their possession from 20th March 2017 

when I reported the crimes.     The crux of the offence I reported on 20th 

March 2017 against Womble Bond Dickinson is that; 

 

The defendant:  

- made a false representation  

- dishonestly  

- knowing that the representation was or might be untrue or misleading  

- with intent to make a gain for himself or another, to cause loss to another 

or to expose another to risk of loss. 

 

40.  Now, one must focus on the evidence and the facts.  I refer to my statement 

of 18th October 2019.   
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This evidence was delivered both to North Tyneside Magistrates and to the 

CPS in my email dated 3rd January 2020 at 3.24PM, just 3 days prior to the 

expiration of the 6-month timeframe from which evidence must have been laid 

to prosecute the alleged harassment offence.   I turn to page 3, paragraph 8, 

referring to the first unwarranted demand with menaces as in section 21 of the 

Theft Act 1968 that also constitutes a false invoicing fraud.    Moving to 

paragraph 13 on page 4, the source of the false invoicing fraud and 

unwarranted demand with menaces is identified as being the conditional 

Energy Supply Agreement, but also the Lease that required the turbine to be 

capable of commercial operation.   Read paragraphs 14 and 15.  It is proven 

beyond doubt that the offenders were abundantly well aware that no such 

claim could be established prior to making that demand on 25th June 2015.   

The 4th count of fraud by false representation made by Gill was sought 

pursuant to same.  It is clearly and obviously false and the demander and 

Womble Bond Dickinson knew full well that the claims are false.   

 

41. In fact, it was admitted in writing by their own barrister who made dishonest 

and misleading statements during the ex-parte hearing of 9th January 2017 

where the offenders also withheld 172 pages of witness exhibit that would 

have otherwise proven my demand against them for some of my abortive 

costs accrued through unlawful forfeiture of the Lease based on the sum of 

the unwarranted demand after the offenders “u-turned” on the connection that 

was jointly negotiated, agreed and completed during the option period for the 

project.  

 

42. Page 5, paragraph (a), 17 through to 19 sets out that the offenders are also 

guilty of fraud by failing to disclose information, (section 3 of the Fraud Act 

2006) which is also set out in far more detail in my skeleton also included 

within that same email.    

 

43. I move to page 21 of my statement firstly, paragraph 71 sets out the motive in 

Gill and his conspirers making those false representation claims.  Paragraph 

75 refers to the same note of hearing ex-parte that Gill sent to me on 9th 

January 2017 at 5.30PM by email.   

CASE FILE: Page 746 PDF Page: 583



13 
 

44. The highlighted point is somewhat material, because Staunton, their own 

barrister, stated categorically “Force Majeure has effect”.   Any lawyer would 

know, after conducting 5 minutes of due diligence, that no such claim could 

possibly be established pursuant to either the Lease or the Energy Supply 

Agreement.  It was deliberate, pre-mediated dishonesty with intent to defraud 

me of the revenue I would have otherwise gained from the turbine were it not 

for the unlawful forfeiture.  Gill knew full well that no claim could be 

established, not the first claim in the sum of £256,268.89 let alone the last 

exceeding £4.1 million.   

 

45.  Paragraphs 76 through to 89, whilst focusing predominantly on Hannon, the 

dishonest purported Official Receiver the offenders were colluding with to 

defraud me, also made that clear.    Neither this Court, nor the CPS or the 

corrupt police that have attempted to do so will get away with concealing the 

crimes to assist the offenders.  Those that do, will join them.  

 

46. The fact is that Gill attended on that ex-parte hearing, he was party to 

fraudulently withheld 172 pages of witness exhibit with intent to mislead the 

Court and to defraud me also of my abortive costs that were assigned to Earth 

Energy. In essence, the corrupt purported judges involved just stepped into 

their shoes to assist them in doing so.   Hence, they too are being prosecuted, 

all 7 of them.  Nobody is above the supremacy of the rule of law, least of all 

those that are paid by the taxpayer to act “without favour or ill-will according to 

the law” and do precisely the opposite.  We have a cabal of malicious 

deceitful criminals that have infested our public authorities and for sure I am 

going to clean it up.  They made it my business to do so, I will do so. I am 

honest, I know the law and I am the victim of these atrocities.  I will not 

tolerate it, nobody should.  

 

47. I move to my skeleton, also dated 18th October 2019.  One will have to read 

the entire document to become fully acquainted with the particulars.  Please 

do so, it is your duty to do so.  No public authority shall be used as vehicles 

from which to assist the defendants in further defrauding me.   
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48. I assert that in any event, the CPS, the Police and this Court have already 

failed in duty by acting unlawfully contrary to the applicable rules of law and 

overriding objective to assist the offenders and doing so is a clear and flagrant 

human rights abuse and that it is entirely unlawful for both public authorities 

(this Court and the CPS) to behave in a way that is flagrantly incompatible 

with a Convention Right.   

 

49. Article 1 of the 1st Protocol of the Human Rights Act 1998 and Article 6 are 

both Convention Rights that appear to have altogether gone out of the window 

and same in respect of the common purpose police that have been assisting 

the offenders.   

 

50. I start at page 8 and refer to paragraphs 25 through to paragraph 42 of page 

12.  It is proven beyond doubt that all of the offenders knew that no such 

claims could be established and that the non-disclosure of such a substantial 

portion of the witness exhibits at the ex-parte hearing could be nothing other 

than pre-mediated and deliberate.   

 

51. On that note, I refer to the applicable part of the sentencing guidelines set out 

by the CPS respective of the fraudulent non-disclosure at that ex-parte 

hearing where the offenders were under a legal duty to disclose all material 

and facts relevant to the application:  

 

"Failure to disclose information" 
 
There is no requirement that the failure to disclose must relate to "material" 
or "relevant "information, nor is there any de minimis provision. If a 
Defendant disclosed 90% of what he was under a legal duty to disclose but 
failed to disclose the (possibly unimportant) remaining 10%, the actus reus of 
the offence could be complete. Under such circumstances the Defendant would 
have to rely on the absence of dishonesty. Such cases can be prosecuted under 
the Act if the public interest requires it, though such cases will be unusual. 
 
It is no defence that the Defendant was ignorant of the existence of the duty, 
neither is it a defence in itself to claim inadvertence or incompetence. In that 
respect, the offence is one of strict liability. The defence must rely on an 
absence of dishonesty and the burden, of course, lies with the prosecutor. 
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Prosecutors must be acutely aware of the public interest in such cases, bear in 
mind the relative standing of the parties and pay particular regard to any 
explanation for the failure given by the Defendant. 
 
A legal duty to disclose information can arise as a result of a contract between 
two parties or because of the existence of a particular type of professional 
relationship between them; for example, a solicitor/client relationship. In its 
report on fraud (No. 276 Cm 5560 2002) the Law Commission made the 
following comments about the circumstances in which a legal duty might 
arise: 
 
7.28 ... Such a duty may derive from statute (such as the provisions governing 
company prospectuses), from the fact that the transaction in question is one of 
the utmost good faith (such as a contract of insurance), from the express or 
implied terms of a contract, from the custom of a particular trade or market, 
or from the existence of a fiduciary relationship between the parties (such as 
that of agent and principal). 
 
7.29 For this purpose there is a legal duty to disclose information not only if 
the defendant's failure to disclose it gives the victim a cause of action for 
damages, but also if the law gives the victim a right to set aside any change in 
his or her legal position to which he or she may consent as a result of the non- 
disclosure. For example, a person in a fiduciary position has a duty to 
disclose material information when entering into a contract with his or her 
beneficiary, in the sense that a failure to make such disclosure will entitle the 
beneficiary to rescind the contract and to reclaim any property transferred 
under it. 
 

52. In respect of Hannon, he is acting as Liquidator of Empowering Wind MFC Ltd 

and his legal duty to disclose the proofs of debt is one of the law of statute, 

namely rule 14.6 of the Insolvency Rules 2016.  In respect of Womble Bond 

Dickinson, Middlesbrough FC and Staunton, their duty to disclose lays in the 

statutory duty to disclose all material facts and information ex-parte and it is 

their duty as litigants to do so. It is a duty owed to the Court as well as their 

opposing litigant ex-parte.  They all breached that duty and the non-disclosure 

was pre-meditated, significant and protracted with intent to defraud me of 

£530,000 respective of the ex-parte application and in relation to Hannon’s 

non-disclose, to conceal the second and third count of fraud by false 

representation committed in conspiracy by these white collar criminals 

disguised as lawyers.   There are category A aggravating factors.  
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53. I turn to page 23 of my skeleton and read paragraph 86 through to 99 of page 

27, referring to the fact that Stewart is also guilty of perjury in making a 

deliberately misleading and factually inaccurate witness statement when he 

too attended on the ex-parte hearing, he knew of the correct factual position 

insofar as no money was ever owed to Middlesbrough FC.  He was in receipt 

of the Nugee judgment of 5th February 2018 long before he made that witness 

statement wherein the judgment confirmed precisely the same, yet in his 

witness statement he states the opposite.  His actions are clearly dishonest 

made with further intent to mislead the Court.  

 

54. I move now to the same email I sent to North Tyneside Magistrates and the 

CPS on 3rd January 2020.   I move to the exhibit (PDF portfolio – 

“Unwarranted Demands 01148”.     

 

55. Tab 1 contains an unwarranted demand with menaces originating from the 

false instrument application certified as true by Womble Bond Dickinson 

instructing agents to enforce that debt.  Tab 2 is a copy of the N293A 

application they made to Bristol County Court.  Tab 3 is the false instrument 

High Court Writ that was issued in error on 2nd October 2017 by the Court as 

a result of the false instrument application dated 7th September 2017.   Note 

that the offenders did receive a copy of the High Court Writ on or around 2nd 

October 2017, they did not seek to cancel it, on the contrary, they instructed 

Mr White of Court Enforcement Services Ltd to enforce the demand by 

seeking to levy distress on my goods on 21st November 2017 and in full 

knowledge that I had made an application to the High Court of Justice on 15th 

November 2017 to deal with the frauds committed by this cabal collectively, 

including the fraudulent non-disclosure and the false representations.   It is for 

that reason I sent a copy of the sealed unwarranted demand contained at tab 

1 back both to Womble Bond Dickinson and Court Enforcement Service on 

the same day, with the High Court of Justice seal in that application made on 

15th November 2017 (CR-2017-008690).    
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56. Page 2 of tab 2, the application in the sum of £555,000 is certified as true by 

the applicant.   Any lawyer acting reasonably would know full well that no such 

order of the court existed.   

 

57. In fact the only order in their possession was the order that was then and is 

now, subject to challenge, being the false instrument consent order that was 

fabricated by Womble Bond Dickinson who were colluding with Penningtons 

who were not even acting for me on 16th January 2017.  They all knew, long 

before 7th September 2017 that any such claim for £25,000 was disputed on 

the grounds that the order of 16th January 2017 was founded by fraudulent 

non-disclosure and that I did not consent to any such costs and in any event, 

logic would imply that I am not going to agree to pay them £25,000 when they 

owe my company £530,000 after having fraudulently withheld all of the 

evidence that would have otherwise proven my demand against them.  

Hence, I am perfectly right when I say the legal and insolvency cabal and the 

corrupt judges that support them are totally 100% out of control and their 

conduct is utter insanity and criminality of the extreme.    

 

58. Again, in the circumstances, calling them cretins, wxxkers and dishonest 

losers is perfectly justified, because in my opinion, after being on the receiving 

end of their extreme abuse that has ruined my life, that is precisely what they 

are.   There is nothing harassing about it, it is the truth, now, get into the real 

world for god’s sake this is pathetic total nonsense by the abusive cabal of 

criminals that collude to support other criminals disguised as lawyers and 

judges.  It is a direct attempt to discredit me whilst attempting to defame me 

and to assist the offenders.  I hold the police referred to herein personally 

liable for their criminal malfeasance as I do the CPS for bringing this 

nonsense prosecution in the first place to assist the offenders whilst failing in 

their duty to have discontinued.  It is neither the function of the Police, the 

CPS or the Court to assist criminals, but that is precisely what has happened 

here. I will not be a part of it and I will not be a victim of this outright corruption 

and abuse.    The order of 15th January 2020 is void ab initio and has no legal 

effect in any event, period.   
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59. I move now to tab 4, we have the email chain between Womble Bond 

Dickinson and I in relation to the unwarranted demand.  The chain is also 

sealed in CR-2017-008690 on the same day as the email was sent, 22nd 

November 2017.    

 

60. The first paragraph refers to where Stewart lied and attempted to blame the 

High Court Enforcement Officer for the false instrument application resulting in 

the unwarranted demand.  That was not the case, Mr White confirmed it 

originated from Womble Bond Dickinson.  This particular exhibit also proves 

the point entirely, because Stewart did exactly the same again in full 

knowledge of the circumstances.   

 

61. They are also guilty therefore of making and using a false instrument as in 

section 3 of the Forgery and Counterfeiting Act 1981, but on the third count 

also, in conspiracy in making and using the ECRO false instrument to conceal 

the frauds committed by these criminals in conspiracy.  

 

62. Tab 6 refers to my cross examination questions that Pelling, the other corrupt 

judge that was working for the defendants spoilated with intent to interfere 

with the proper administration of justice whilst making that ECRO false 

instrument after ignoring all of the evidence that proved my applications from 

the outset.  Pelling certified applications as “totally without merit” to give 

himself false jurisdiction to make the ECRO to achieve a benefit for the 

offenders and a detriment to me and he too is guilty of the principle indictable 

offences in conspiracy, perverting the course of justice and in making and 

using a false instrument as in section 3 of the Forgery and Counterfeiting Act 

1981. 

 

63. To make the position abundantly clear, I turn to tab 7, we have yet another 

unwarranted demand with menaces originating from yet another false 

instrument application to Bristol County Court made by Stewart as a means of 

covering for the last.   
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64. This time the demand is in the sum of £29,851.98 but indeed it is proven 

beyond doubt that Stewart knew only too well of the application in the High 

Court of Justice that sought to deal with their frauds collectively in setting 

aside the order said to originate their £25k claim that was in any event 

extinguished. No money was ever owed to any of the offenders, period, it was 

all protracted conspiracy to defraud.    In full knowledge of those 

circumstances, Stewart make that application contained at tab 04 of my 

exhibit herein (Earth Energy Investments WOC application 24 11 

2017_attachment_2_of_email_26_01_2018) that he yet again certified as true 

when it is plainly evidenced he was only too well aware of the application on 

foot, the one that was “to be heard by a High Court Judge” that was 

circumvented by Registrar Clive Hugh Jones who is connected with Hannon 

and Staunton and was intent on allocating himself to it, in full knowledge that 

the application sought to deal with frauds of plenty and dishonesty on the part 

of Hannon, Middlesbrough FC and their purported lawyers whilst stating;  

 

“Honesty and dishonesty is not going to matter because I cannot judge”  

 

Whilst Vos then attempts to justice Pelling certifying the application to recuse 

Jones as “totally without merit” when he had neither the capability nor the 

locus from which to have heard the application in the first instance.  

 

I will just take a look at that 2nd false instrument writ application.   I quote:  

 

 
65.  Yet it is plainly evidenced that he knew precisely of the application and 

procedures pending and in full knowledge, he yet again made a false 

declaration of truth.  He did so, because he is a dishonest white collar criminal 

and so are all of those that have been pretending to be judges whilst stepping 

into the shoes of the fraudsters and assisting them in further wasting my life 

and defrauding me with their nonsense abuse.  
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66. Their actions are contrary to every applicable law in the United Kingdom then 

seeking to use the ECRO false instrument to conceal it.   They are beyond a 

joke, it is complete and utter insanity and out of control corruption.   These are 

the people that soak up taxpayer’s funds pretending to act in the interests of 

justice.  What a total sham and a disgrace to our people.  

 

67. As a result, I contend that the CPS should discontinue the malicious 

orchestrated, pre-determined prosecution forthwith.  I repeat, I shall not and 

will not further entertain this ruination of our justice system convened with 

intent to assist criminals.     

 

68. I am a free man of this world, I contest jurisdiction of the UK because those 

tasked with acting in the interests of justice do not. Most need to be locked up 

themselves and the government and its law enforcement agents are tyrants 

that engage in this kind of malfeasance to assist criminals in their quest to 

defraud whilst working in collusion to assist them in evading justice.  This is 

lawlessness and total outright corruption and I shall not be a part of it. I refuse 

outright to be made into the defendant by the corrupt establishment.   Hence, I 

am no longer a UK resident, I contest jurisdiction and I shall attend any future 

hearing by telephone only.    

 

This application, comprising of 20 pages is also my witness statement and I 

declare that all of the statements made by me referred to are true and are 

accurate to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

 

I make this statement knowing that, being tendered in evidence, I shall be 

liable to prosecution if I have wilfully stated in it anything which I know to be 

false, or do not believe to be true. 

 

Signed: 

 

 

Mr Paul Millinder 

Dated:  10th February 2020  
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South East Northumberland Magistrates' Court
Code 2360

Magistrates' Court, PO Box 839, Market St, Newcastle, NE99 1AU. Tel 0191 2327326
Magistrates' Court, Tynemouth Rd, North Shields, NE301AG. Tel 0191 2960099

Magistrates' Court, The Law Courts, Bedlington, NE22 7LX. Tel 01670 531100

Directions in criminal proceedings

Paul MILLINDER
Not GIven Case number: 101900555666

Born: 7 March 1978

Order
The court makes the following directions:

● 1) CPS are to serve all e-mails that they seek to rely upon by 5th April 2020 and to disclose all
e-mails by the 5th April 2020. 2) The defendant must notify the court and CPS who has been
nominated to cross examine by 5th April 2020. 3) The case has been brought in a timely manner
and the application for discontinuance has been rejected. 4) New trial date is fixed as the 19th
June 2020 at 10am, Newcastle Magistrates Court.

Justices' Clerk

Benjamin Wood

Date: 5 March 2020

Cases

101900555666/1 Harassment without violence.

Paul MILLINDER 6 March 2020/CRDIR_28_0/69409/1

Tab_03: Pages 37 - 38
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South East Northumberland Magistrates' Court
Code 2360

Magistrates' Court, PO Box 839, Market St, Newcastle, NE99 1AU. Tel 0191 2327326
Magistrates' Court, Tynemouth Rd, North Shields, NE301AG. Tel 0191 2960099

Magistrates' Court, The Law Courts, Bedlington, NE22 7LX. Tel 01670 531100

Paul MILLINDER
Not GIven Case number: 101900555666

Directions in criminal proceedings

I enclose a copy of the directions made for the hearing of the case in these proceedings.

You can ask the court to change any of the directions, and you can ask for the court for further directions. To
do this you should telephone the court office on the number shown above and tell the listing officer how
urgent it is. A directions hearing may be fixed before the case is next due to be heard so that there is enough
time to carry out any directions before the hearing.

Justices' Clerk

Benjamin Wood

Date: 5 March 2020

Paul MILLINDER 6 March 2020//CRCLCP_32_0/69408/1
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In the North Tyneside Magistrates’ Court  
___________________________________________________________________ 

In the matter of malicious prosecution of Mr Paul Millinder with intent to 
interfere with the proper administration of justice 

Regina  
Vs 

Mr Paul Millinder 

DEFENCE SKELETON 

1. The purported defendant has prepared this short skeleton for the hearing.   I

refer in this skeleton to my PDF portfolio of exhibits (EX_PM_01) laid before

the Court well in advance of the hearing.

2. I begin at tab 01 of my exhibit, being my statement dated 18th October 2019

setting out the background as to how I first came into contact with Womble

Bond Dickinson (UK) LLP, the true defendant who is being prosecuted in the

York Magistrates for numerous counts of fraud and making unwarranted

demands with menaces.    To cut a long story short, whilst I could go into the

extremely lengthy detail, I do not need to save for stating that Womble Bond

Dickinson (UK) LLP are the defendants. It was Paul Robert Stewart who came

up with this nonsense allegation of harassment but yet it is Stewart that is

guilty of indictable offences after defrauding me and the Chancery High Court

with his nonsense.      I direct Magistrates to page 3, paragraph 8 of my

statement and through to paragraph 16 of page 5.    Bloom is the former

senior partner of Womble Bond Dickinson and in essence, the putative

defendants have been working for him to further defraud me of my rightfully

owned assets.     The extent of that fraud and the loss caused is set out in

paragraph 17.

Tab_04: Pages 39 - 45
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A complete defence in statute law:  
 

3. It is alleged, somewhat illogically that I have harassed the defendants, 

Womble Bond Dickinson (UK) LLP after they have defrauded me and ruined 

my life with their multiple frauds, unwarranted demands and extreme 

dishonesty.    This allegation came about because I was sending emails to 

them, asking them to quantify their position and serving on them by email 

evidence and statements I intend to rely on in the prosecution against them.   

I am a private intelligence expert and I am prosecutor in this case against 

them, I reserve my constitutional right to investigate, to cross examine, by 

email and orally and to serve evidence on the defendants on which I seek to 

rely.     

 

4. It is alleged that I have committed the offence of section 2 of the Protection 

from Harassment Act 1997.  The elements of the section 2 offence are: 

 

• a course of conduct;  

• which amounts to harassment of another; and  

• which the defendant knows, or ought to know amounts to harassment of 

another. 

 

Three defences are available to the section 2 offence: 

 

• (a) that the course of conduct was pursued for the purpose of preventing 

or detecting crime;  

• (b) that it was pursued under any enactment or rule of law or to comply 

with any condition or requirement imposed by any person under any 

enactment; or  

• (c) that in the particular circumstances the pursuit of the course of conduct 

was reasonable. 
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5. In essence, Northumbria Police have “cherry picked” the emails alleged to 

constitute the offence, when in fact those emails were sent for the purpose of 

cross examining, investigating and detecting the crimes committed by them 

against me that are far more serious and aggravated than the alleged 

harassment offence that has ever even been committed.   All three defences 

to the alleged offence apply in this situation.   

 

6. On 20th March 2017 I reported Womble Bond Dickinson (UK) LLP to 

Northumbria Police when Julian David Gill, another of their partners 

committed fraud by false representation on the 4th count,  in abuse of his 

position when he made a claim in the name of Middlesbrough FC in the sum 

exceeding £4.1 million to the Office of the Official Receiver.  Gill knew that the 

claim was a fraud, but he made that claim with intent to defraud my fellow 

creditors and I by working in collusion with Hannon, the purported Official 

Receiver who is also being prosecuted with them for this most serious 

aggravated conspiracy to defraud.    To cut to the chase, I can simply turn to 

tab 02 of my exhibit and refer to page 15, paragraphs 51 through to 54 and 

then on to page 23, paragraph 85 through to para 90.  The point being, it was 

Gill that provided me with a copy of that note of hearing where Staunton made 

that admission.    Moving to page 26, para 93, Stewart made a dishonest and 

misleading witness statement in the Chancery High Court of Justice when any 

lawyer acting reasonably would know full well that Empowering Wind never 

became liable to MFC for any payment whatsoever, it was all orchestrated 

conspiracy to defraud from the outset and Stewart attended that ex-parte 

hearing.  He read the statutory demand, they could not defend it, so they 

fraudulently withheld 172 pages of witness exhibit during the ex-parte hearing 

to defraud me of £530,000.   In summary, Stewart is guilty of conspiracy to 

defraud, perjury and making 2 false instrument applications certified as true to 

Bristol County Court and making 2 unwarranted demands with menaces.   

What honest, reasonable and ordinary person would not be annoyed with 

Womble Bond Dickinson if they were on the receiving end of their extreme 

dishonesty and criminal misconduct.    In the circumstances, I consider calling 

them wxxkers and deceitful dishonest cowards is 100% justified in the 

circumstances.    
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7. It is not harassment, on the contrary, these clowns have wasted huge sums of 

my money and years of my life through their collusion games and most 

serious and protracted fraud, why are they not the ones in the dock?  

   

8. I shall continue to cut to the chase, I think I have made the point clear.   I turn 

to tab 03, the 12 page exhibit being the email chain dated 17th December 

2019 at 16.27PM seeking directions from the Court.     On the first page, Mr 

Martin, the Court’s legal advisor indicates the obvious, the alleged section 2 

offence is out of time anyway.  For avoidance of doubt, I refer to the second 

paragraph.   I now refer to those directions sought at the bottom of the first 

page.     

 

The full code test that every Crown Prosecutor must establish cannot possibly 
be met in this case:  

 

9. I turn to page 2 of the 12 page exhibit (the last 2 pages were stripped as they 

were not material).  It is clearly not in the public interest to prosecute when no 

offence has been committed and it is not in the public interest to prosecute the 

victim of fraud to assist the fraudsters in concealing their crimes.  It is however 

in the public interest to prosecute dishonest collusive purported lawyers that 

engage in fraud and making unwarranted demands with menaces and readily 

mislead the court and everyone around them with intent to defraud and make 

gains through their principle frauds.      At the bottom of page 2 and on to 

page 3, there is an email from me to Fowler of Northumbria Police who lied 

and made a false alibi to conceal the fact that I was unlawfully arrested after 

being asked to attend a voluntary interview.  

 

Unlawful arrest and detention:  
 

10. I turn to page 7 of that exhibit referred to above.  There is an email from me in 

response to DC Hall’s email below it dated 4th November 2019 where Hall 

requests to know where my nearest police station is so that I could attend 

voluntary interview.    
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My reply to Hall was on the same day, 4th November 2019 at 16.41PM.  The 

email stated clearly that I was willing to attend York Police Station.  

 

11. Turning back to page 6, paragraph 6, Fowler lied and stated  
 
“I was personally present on 2 separate occasions when DC Hall tried to 
arrange an appointment, at the time you were not willing to attend. The 
next proportionate action was to circulate you as wanted” 
 

12. Fowler is a blatant liar and he is, I allege guilty of perverting the course of 

justice.  I am intelligent, articulate, highly trained and honest.  I stated at all 

times I would co-operate with police and same is confirmed in writing.  That 

said however, they made sure that they cherry picked evidence and 

completely evaded anything to do with the counter allegations against 

Womble Bond Dickinson and the multiple indictable offences they have 

committed against me.     Fowler was clearly now aware that I had recorded 

those calls for the purpose of a criminal investigation into corruption.     

Paragraph 3 refers to those recordings and I requested on multiple occasions 

for Fowler to provide accountability for his lies, he failed to do so.    
 

13. I refer to that recording of 18th November 2019 where I stated categorically 

that I would attend York Police Station on Wednesday at 1PM.   Hall stated “If 

you leave it with me I will make those arrangements”. 
 

14.  I was arrested less than 24 hours later, after catching fly tippers on my farm 

and reporting them to police.   I was informed by the officers at North 

Yorkshire Police that I had been circulated as wanted by Northumbria Police.    
 

15. I refer to that recording and I reserve my right to play this oral evidence in 

these proceedings to prove that the police have been perverting the course of 

justice and working for the fraudster lawyers by failing in their statutory duty to 

prosecute the true offenders, in detriment to my interests and to achieve a 

benefit for the criminals: 
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16. A link to my website containing the oral recording between Hall and I on 18th 

November 2019:  
 
http://www.stopcorruption.co.uk/Dan_Hall_18_11_2019.m4a 
 

17. During that call, Hall attempted to assert that; “what I want to avoid is you 
stating that you will not attend my email” 
 

18. Yet there has been no such email. In essence, they were colluding and lying 

to condone their entirely unlawful and unjust actions to assist the offenders.   
 

19. It is proven beyond doubt that I stated clearly, both by email and by phone 

that I would attend a voluntary interview and I accepted Hall’s proposal to 

attend my local police station to do so.  Their circulation as “wanted” was 

wholly unwarranted and unjust abuse of police powers and privileges.  
 

20. Aside from that, no offence has been committed, for the reasons made 

abundantly clear in paragraph 4 above.  I move to page 9 of that exhibit and I 

request to the entirely onerous bail conditions set out in para 2 and I refer the 

learned Magistrates to the nonsense answers to my questions presented to 

Fowler on the rest of that page and on to page 10, 11 and 12.  
 

21. I now refer to page 12. At the top of page 12 I referred to the six statutory 

grounds for an arrest, citing one of those grounds as necessity.   There was 

absolutely no necessity whatsoever, I was willing to attend York Police Station 

and Hall had confirmed during the call that he was making arrangements for 

me to so so.  The emails I sent confirmed the same, as per his suggestion to 

do so.  In essence I was unlawfully arrested and detained when firstly there 

was absolutely no necessity whatsoever and secondly, no offence was ever 

committed.    
 

22. As such, it should follow clearly enough that I plead not guilty and that I seek 

an order against the prosecution for wasted costs.  They had ample 

opportunity to have withdrawn this malicious prosecution but failed to do so. I 
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later established that Jonathan Paul Moore is connected with Womble Bond 

Dickinson.  It is for that reason he stated, on a recorded call that he would not 

swear under oath that he is not connected with them.  The whole position is 

an orchestrated conspiracy to pervert the course of justice by the corrupt 

establishment of tyrants that are connected with the offenders.  
 

23. I request that the court deals with the matter of costs on paper following the 

hearing and awards costs and damages to me, summarily assessed in the 

sum of £15,500 plus the sum of £5,000 for the unlawful arrest and detention 

against Northumbria Police to be paid within 7 days from the date of the order.  
 

24. If this Court is not minded to discontinue these whole vexatious proceedings 

then I request a trial in the Crown Court by Judge and Jury wherein I reserve 

my right to present and rely on all of the evidence and the counter allegations 

against Womble Bond Dickinson and their conspirers accordingly.   
 

 

--- Paul Millinder 
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In the North Tyneside Magistrates Court                 Case reference: 101900555666 

___________________________________________________________________ 
Application pursuant to section 142(1) of the Magistrates Court Act 1980 

 
Applicant’s skeleton argument dated 8th February 2021  

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

1. In this skeleton I refer to my PDF portfolio titled: PM-01-02-2021.    Tab_00 is the 
s.142(1) Magistrates Court Act 1980 application I made on 29th July 2020.   The Court 
has sat on the application and done absolutely nothing with it for 196 days (6-months 
and 12 days).   A case of justice delayed, justice denied, but the real motive is an intent 
to pervert the course of justice, because the Court, like the civil court purported judges, 
has been coerced and instructed to ignore (spoliate evidence) and to prevent justice 
being served on the offenders, whilst reversing me into the defendant.  This process is 
part of the inter-agency collusion, systemic corruption and lawlessness I have endured 
from the outset in both civil and criminal proceedings.  Fellow corruptors and members 
of this racketeering enterprise are provided impunity.  This conduct will have its own set 
of separate consequences you will find.    

Application under special jurisdiction of the Senior District Judge 

2. In accordance with Criminal Practice Direction Division (CPDD) 13 Annex 1 para 5, my 
application under section 142(1) of the Magistrates Court Act 1980 and my private 
prosecution falls under the special jurisdiction of the Senior District Judge. The 
applications relate to corruption of public officials, including DJ Currer.    None of my 
applications have ever been dealt with.   
 

3. The allegation that I have “harassed the fraudsters” originated from emails sent during a 
private criminal investigation and both civil and criminal litigation.  The background as to 
why the emails were sent has been evaded entirely, along with all my submissions 
proving serious criminal offences by Womble Bond Dickinson and their conspirators.  I 
have never had sight of those emails, the evidence on which the prosecution sought to 
rely, no evidence was served, despite an order of the Court of 5th March 2020 (tab_03) 
directing that evidence be served by 5th April 2020.   Sending emails during investigation 
or litigation is not harassment and, in any event, unwanted emails can be blocked at the 
touch of a button.  It is therefore in the control of the recipient as to whether emails are 
read or blocked.    
 

4. Statutory law, the defence to section 2 harassment determines no offence has been 
committed.   I was deprived of the right however to make out my defence and in my 
absence, my defence was not read out in Court. I was deprived the right to further 
counter allegations when it was the counter allegations that founded the emails in the 
first instance.   

Tab_05: Pages 46 - 55
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The application under section 142(1) of the Magistrates Court Act 1980:  

5. Is to set aside the order made by DJ Currer, the order at tab_01, on the grounds set out 
in that application as well as tabs 02 and 04.    The application and submissions refer to 
statutory criminal offences committed by the complainants, who had me unlawfully 
arrested for alleged harassment when the statutory defence to the section 2 
harassment offence applies on all 3 grounds.    
 

6. Currer prevented me from making my defence, so no defence grounds were ever 
considered, it was a one-sided, ex-parte trial.  An abuse of process and human rights 
abuse on many levels, my right to a fair trial was compromised.  There can be no 
punishment without law.  
 

7. There is, however, no defence to the multiple indictable offences Womble Bond 
Dickinson and their co-conspirators have committed against me and again, I had filed a 
private prosecution against them, on 2nd June 2020.  The Court has sat on those 
applications for 253-days (8-months and 8 days).  The application should have been 
processed within 14-days.    Again, the maxim, “justice delayed, justice denied” applies.  
 

8. I refer to the recent authority in Muncipio De Mariana v. BHP Group Plc (2020) (See: 
Authorities_Portfolio_1 – tab-B).  Page 5, paragraph 16, refers to the Court’s overriding 
objective insofar as cases being dealt with justly. That has not happened in this case.  In 
the circumstances of this case with regard to the Covid pandemic, the same 
consideration applies as set out at paragraph 17 of the judgment; 
 
“In so far as compatible with the proper administration of justice, the court will take into account 
the impact of the Covid-19 pandemic when considering applications for the extension of time for 
compliance with directions, the adjournment of hearings, and applications for relief from 
sanctions.” 
 

9. At tab_01, the judgment of Currer, page 5, paragraph 12, it was cited that: 
 
The views of the prosecution in response to the application were provided in an email 
from Mr J Moore. They opposed the application on the basis that the Defendant had 
failed to provide an explanation as to why he will not be attending the hearing and 
rather had consistently stated he would not attend his trial. 
 

10. Mr J Moore is the corrupt CPS prosecutor who is intimately connected with Womble 
Bond Dickinson UK LLP.     The reason I could not attend the hearing was in fact provided 
directly in response to the questions asked of me by the Court at pages 3 and 4.  At 
paragraph 11(i) I explained that I am not a UK resident and I am in Cambodia and will 
not be returning to the UK.    
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11. It should be self-explanatory that I could not fly back to the UK in June, due to Covid-19 
and that the Prime Minister did not ease lockdown restrictions until 23rd June 2020.    
 

12. The impact of the Covid-19 was not considered at all in relation to my inability to fly or 
to attend trial from March 2020 onwards in the peak of the pandemic.  Instead, Currer 
denied my right to attend the trial via Microsoft Teams or Zoom, in tandem with 
denying the right to present my defence and denying my right to cross examine the 
offenders.     
 

13. That is an injustice and a flagrant violation of Article 6 of the Human Rights Act 1998.   
Any act that conflicts with our Constitution is unlawful and is void as ultra vires.    It is 
my constitutional right to do all those things and in reality, the reason I was denied the 
right to cross examine, or to make counter allegations or to make my offence is that 
firstly, no offence has been committed by me, secondly it would have come to light that 
Womble Bond Dickinson are guilty of multiple offences and thirdly that I would have 
referred to the emails said to have been presented as evidence that proves I was 
sending the emails because I had been defrauded by Womble Bond Dickinson and their 
cohorts in conspiracy.   
 

14. At tab-B of my authorities PDF portfolio bundle, I recite the applicable passage of 
paragraph 20 of the judgment;  
 
Teare J took that approach in the light of the guidance as to remote hearings given by the Lord 
Chief Justice on 19th March 2020. In that guidance (quoted more fully in the decision in Re 
Blackfriars Ltd which I consider below) the point had been made that remote hearings would 
become the default position and that inevitably hearings would have to be conducted remotely 
in order to ensure the continued provision of access to justice. 
 

15. At page 8, paragraph 24(i) it is cited: 
 
Regard must be had to the importance of the continued administration of justice. Justice delayed 
is justice denied even when the delay results from a response to the currently prevailing 
circumstances. 
 

16. In this case, there is no reason whatsoever for the incredibly significant delay in 
determination of the applications by the Senior District Judge other than the fact that 
the corrupt system is interfering with the proper administration of justice to assist the 
offenders and prevent them from being prosecuted.  
 

17. At page 8, paragraph 24(iii), is it cited: 
 
The courts must be prepared to hold remote hearings in circumstances where such a move would 
have been inconceivable only a matter of weeks ago. 

CASE FILE: Page 766 PDF Page: 603

https://intelligenceuk.com/PM-01-02-2021/Tab-B---Muncipio_De_Mariana_v._BHP_Group_Plc_(2020).pdf


4 
 

18. At page 8, paragraph 24(iv), it is cited:  
 
There is to be rigorous examination of the possibility of a remote hearing and of the ways in 
which such a hearing could be achieved consistent with justice before the court should accept 
that a just determination cannot be achieved in such a hearing. 
 

19. In the decision of Currer’s judgment, there was no reason why I could not attend my 
trial by video link. The fact is, he prevented my right to make my defence and I was 
deprived of the right to a fair and unbiased trial or even to attend my own trial in 
circumstances that precluded me from being able to attend anyway.  The malfeasance 
has led to Currer issuing a warrant for my arrest. There can be no punishment without 
trial or without law.   
 

Substantive grounds for reopening pursuant to section 142 of the MCA 1980:  

 
20. The first ground for reopening and rescinding the order made is at page 1, paragraph 3 

of tab_00.  Fundamentally, that no offence has been committed by me and for the 
following reasons;  
 
(a) I was prevented from my right to attend my own trial due to the fact I am non-UK 

resident and could not fly back due to the corona outbreak.   Prevention of my right 
to attend my own trial is a flagrant violation of Article 6 of the Human Rights Act 
1998.  
 

(b) There was no service of any of the evidence on which the prosecution sought to 
have relied.  I have never had sight of any of the emails on which the prosecution 
have sought to relied whatsoever.  
 

(c) I was prevented from my constitutional right to cross examine the accusers or the 
main witness against me.  This conduct also contravenes Article 6 of the Human 
Rights Act 1998.     The Court appointed solicitor did not cross examine.  

 
(d) Judge Currer prevented my defence from being stated in my absence and whilst he 

evaded all the evidence I submitted on 2nd June 2020, assisting the offenders 
evading justice knowing they have committed indictable offences against me.  It is 
my democratic right to present my defence and to be heard. 

 
(e) The conduct of this case constitutes human rights abuse in contravention of 

Convention Rights of the Human Rights Act 1998, namely Article 6, the right to a fair 
and unbiased trial and Article 7, that there can be no punishment without law.    
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It is incontrovertible that preventing me from accessing my own trial, preventing me 
from stating my defence and preventing me from cross examining the accusers is a 
clear and flagrant violation of Article 6 of the Human Rights Act 1998.  

 
(f) The orders made by Currer are void ab initio and I have a right ex debito justitiae to 

set aside such orders.  That right was also denied, by virtue of the fact the Court is 
working for the offenders, preventing justice being served on them.  The acts are 
illegal and procedurally, the order is also void as ultra vires.  

 
21. In; Pritchard (deceased) [1963] (See: Authorities_Portfolio_1 - tab-C) it was cited that;  

 
(i) a fundamental defect in proceedings will make the whole proceedings a nullity; 
(ii) a nullity cannot be waived; 
(iii) it is never too late to raise the issue of nullity; and 
(iv) a person affected by a void order has the right – ex debito justitiae ("as of Right" 
(v) i.e. a litigant is entitled to it merely upon the asking for it - as opposed to 

something which may be a matter of judicial discretion or determination.) – to 
have it set aside. 
 

22. In Bellinger v Bellinger [2003] (See: authorities – tab-D) the House of Lords confirmed 
that: 
 
(i) a void act is void from the outset; and that no Court – not even the House of Lords has 
jurisdiction to give legal effect to a void act no matter how unreasonable that may seem, 
doing so would mean reforming the laws. 

 
23. Paragraph 4 of tab_00 refers to the fact that the CPS deliberately failed to determine my 

application for discontinuance made on 10th February 2020 pursuant to sections 23 and 
23A of the Prosecution of Offences Act 1985.   
 

24. In absence of determination of the application for discontinuance, furtherance of the 
prosecution for the alleged offence in absence of the CPS decision is an abuse of process 
and any subsequent decision is ultra vires.  That position is also incontrovertible. 
 

25. Page 2, paragraph 6, refers to my democratic right to further counter allegations against 
the fraudsters.  This right was also prevented and denied, both by the corrupt common 
purpose police and the Magistrates Court.  This is, fundamentally, because the 
kleptocrats who have been unduly influencing civil and criminal proceedings have 
instructed this action, to reverse me, the innocent party into a defendant whilst 
providing impunity (perverting the course of justice) and ensuring that the true 
offenders evade justice.   
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26. It is for that reason that Currer evaded both my defence and the prosecution 
information laid against Womble Bond Dickinson long before the rigged predetermined 
ex-parte trial.      
 

27. At paragraph 8 I refer to the fact that Currer “dismissed” my defence statement, seeking 
to assist the offenders when he knew that the statement contained both my defence 
and was my application for discontinuance to the CPS.   
 

28. It was ultra vires (beyond his powers) for Currer to dismiss my application to the CPS 
under sections 23 and 23A of the Prosecution of Offences Act 1985 and it was unlawful 
for him to disregard my defence.  That malicious act came in tandem with Currer 
evading the prosecution information, the statutory defence that applies on all 3 grounds 
in my favour and whilst disallowing any defence or counter allegations to be progressed 
at trial.  The conduct conflicts with the overriding objective of the public body in doing 
justice.     
 

29. The 6-page application under section 142(1) of the Magistrates Court Act 1980 does 
need to be considered and a standard of review is necessary.   In absence of 
determination of the application, the matters remain sub judice, as does my prosecution 
against the principal offenders and their co-conspirators.    The warrant for my arrest is 
further illegal human rights abuse. There can be no punishment without law.  
 

30. The rule of law and our constitutional principles do not allow provision for diminishment 
or destruction. The Act of Settlement (12 & 13 Wi. 111. c.2) affirms that the laws of 
England are the birthright of the people thereof and all the kings and queens who shall 
ascend the throne of this realm ought to administer the Government of the same, 
according to said laws and all their officers and ministers ought to serve them 
respectively according to the same.    
 

31. Any unlawful act by the Public Authority or its officers that conflicts with the principles 
of our written constitution and the rule of law is void as ultra vires, as is any act by the 
Public Authority or its officers that conflicts with Convention Rights of the Human Rights 
Act 1998.  
 

32.  In Crane v Director of Public Prosecutions [1921] (See: authorities – tab-E) it was found 
that:  

 
“If an order is void ab initio (from the beginning) then there is no real order of the Court” 

 
33. A void order results from a fundamental defect in proceedings (See: Upjohn LJ in Re 

Pritchard (deceased) [1963] 1 Ch 502 and Lord Denning in Firman v Ellis [1978] 3 WLR 1); 
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or from a without jurisdiction/ultra vires act of a public body or judicial office holder 
(Lord Denning in Pearlman v Governors of Harrow School [1978] 3 WLR 736).  
 

34. A fundamental defect includes a failure to serve process where service of process is 
required. See: Lord Greene in Craig v Kanssen Craig v Kanssen [1943] 1 KB 256) (See: 
authorities – tab-F); or where service of proceedings never came to the notice of the 
defendant at all; 
 
(e.g. he was abroad and was unaware of the service of proceedings); or where there is a 
fundamental defect in the issuing of proceedings so that in effect the proceedings have 
never started; or where proceedings appear to be duly issued but fail to comply with a 
statutory requirement (Upjohn LJ in Re Pritchard [1963]). Failure to comply with a 
statutory requirement includes rules made pursuant to a statute. 
 

35. Tab_03 is the order dated 5th March 2020.  It was ordered that all evidence on which the 
the Prosecution seeks to rely was to be served and disclosed by 5th April 2020.   No 
evidence was served at all.     
 

36. Tab_08, is my 14-page email chain with North Tyneside Magistrates Court requesting 
directions in relation to the order of 5th March 2020.  No such directions were ever 
forthcoming.   At page 1, the email of 29th May 2020 at 10.04AM from the Court refers 
to “A problem serving these items arose” clearly denoting that by 29th May 2020 no 
evidence was served whatsoever.    However, the transcript of my interview was served 
at that same office in March, yet nothing else was ever served.   There is a fundamental 
defect to proceedings by virtue of lack of service and in any event, no permission was 
sought to serve out of jurisdiction when the Court were abundantly well aware I am 
non-UK resident.     
 

37. At page 2 of tab_08, the email from Mr Petraeus of 2nd June 2020 at 15.18PM requested 
on my behalf that the Court responded in relation to my directions application 
contained in that email chain.   
 

38.  The email at the bottom of page 2 from me to the CPS asked them why they failed to 
make any decision in relation to my application of 10th February 2020 pursuant to s.23 
and 23A of the Prosecution of Offences Act 1985.    No response was forthcoming.   The 
email refers to the fact that the order of 5th April 2020 ordering that evidence be served 
by 5th April 2020 was not complied with.  Again, no response was forthcoming.   
 

39. At page 13, paragraph 23.9, I made it absolutely clear, contrary to Currer’s assertions, 
that I am; “not a UK resident and I would not be returning”.  I reiterate, there was no 
consent sought for the Prosecution to serve out of jurisdiction, they just failed to serve 
anything whatsoever.  
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40. An ultra vires act is any act which a court did not have power to do. See: Lord Denning in 
Firman v Ellis [1978].  In this case, there is a conundrum of ultra vires acts but also a 
fundamental defect in relation to failure to serve process and, most critically, the failure 
to allow my defence to be advanced when statutory law denotes that the course of 
conduct did not amount to any offence.  The statutory defence applies on all 3 grounds.  
 

41. At tab_002, this is my application for discontinuance that the CPS evaded and my 
combined defence statement.  At page 5, paragraph 13, it was alleged I had sent emails 
containing abusive language.   
 

42. Paragraph 14 refers to the fact that the emails have never been served or produced 
before me and pleads that in any event, swearing is not a criminal offence and that in 
the circumstances the course of conduct was reasonable.   
 

43. Page 8 of tab_002, paragraph 30 refers to the findings in Harvey v Director of Public 
Prosecutions [2011] All ER (D) 143, (See: authorities – tab-G) denoting that commonly 
used day to day language is not considered offensive.  Paragraph 31 refers to the fact 
that the term “wxxker”, defined in the Oxford English Dictionary as a “contemptable 
person” is often used jokingly amongst friends, as well as in context of describing a 
contemptable person in other circumstances.    Calling someone a wxxker is not 
harassment.   In that case, it was held by the Court of Appeal that use of the word “fxxk” 
was also common in certain situations and the conviction was quashed.  
 

44. In a recent landmark Court of Appeal decision (Scottow v CPS [2020] EWHC 3421 - See: 
authorities – tab-A ), Lord Justice Bean and Mr Justice Warby ruled that the right to 
offend is under freedom of speech. This decision also substantially undermines the 
wrongful conviction against me in context with the submission at paragraph 18 above.  
It was cited that: 
 
“Freedom only to speak inoffensively is not worth having.” 
 

45. Page 12 of the 22-page judgment, paragraph 24 sets out case law that synergises 
perfectly with the present case.   At page 13 the applicable case law set by the superior 
court (Hayden v Dickenson [2020] EWHC 3291 (QB) [40-44]) is recited; 
 
“(ii) The behaviour said to amount to harassment must reach a level of seriousness 
passing beyond irritations, annoyances, even a measure of upset, that arise occasionally 
in everybody’s dayto-day dealings with other people. The conduct must cross the 
boundary between that which is unattractive, even unreasonable, and conduct which is 
oppressive and unacceptable. To cross the border from the regrettable to the 
objectionable, the gravity of the misconduct must be of an order which would sustain 
criminal liability under s.2 … 
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(iii) … It does not follow that any course of conduct which causes alarm or distress 
therefore amounts to harassment; that would be illogical and produce perverse results 
…. 
 
(iv) s.1(2) provides that the person whose course of conduct is in question ought to know 
that it involves harassment of another if a reasonable person in possession of the same 
information would think the course of conduct involved harassment. The test  
is wholly objective. “The Court’s assessment of the harmful tendency of the statements 
complained of must always be objective, and not swayed by the subjective feelings of the 
claimant”. 

46. At paragraph 25 of the judgment (Scottow v CPS [2020] EWHC 3421), further evaluation 
was provided in relation to section 2 harassment. I recite the applicable passages:  
 
A person alleging harassment must prove a “course of conduct” of a harassing nature. 
Section 7(3)(a) of the PfHA provides that, in the case of conduct relating to a single 
person, this “must involve … conduct on at least two occasions in relation to that 
person”. But this is not of itself enough: a person alleging that conduct on two occasions 
amounts to a “course of conduct” must show “a link between the two to reflect the 
meaning of the word ‘course’”: Hipgrave v Jones [2004] EWHC 2901 (QB) [62] 
(Tugendhat J). Accordingly, two isolated incidents separated in time by a period of 
months cannot amount to harassment: R v Hills (Gavin Spencer) [2001] 1 FLR 580 [25]. In 
the harassment by publication case of Sube v News Group Newspapers Ltd [2020] EWHC 
1125 (QB) [2020] EMLR 25 I adopted and applied this interpretative approach, to 
distinguish between sets of newspaper articles which were “quite separate and distinct”. 
One set of articles followed the other “weeks later, prompted, on their face, by new 
events and new information, and they had different content” 
 

47. I refer to the decision made by Currer to convict me of harassment in my absence, the 
judgment at tab_01.  At paragraph 2, Currer cited that:  
 
At this time the Defendant expressed no concerns regarding his ability to attend the trial 
in person and did not provide any indication that he intended to move abroad meaning 
he would not be available at certain times. 
 

48. Firstly, when I attended Court on 15th January 2020 there was no corona outbreak, that 
did not occur until March 2020.   Secondly, there was no “move abroad” I was living 
abroad long before my arrest, I was visiting the UK on holiday.    
 

49. At paragraph 4 of his mala fide order, Currer refers to;  “with whom he has found 
himself in dispute. He has frequently made allegations regarding the supposed criminal 
conduct of others” 
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50. There has never been any dispute, the underlaying civil issue that has been concealed 
by the corrupt judiciary is the fact that Middlesbrough FC unlawfully forfeited the Lease 
I paid them £200,000 for after refusing the connection.    That is not a dispute, it cannot 
be disputed.  The first instalment of rent (£15k) was not payable until 15th September 
2015 and no energy supply payments were ever payable.  On 25th June 2015 
Middlesbrough FC made an unwarranted demand with menaces after refusing the 
connection, preventing energy from being suppled and preventing me from performing 
under the rights granted under the Lease.     
 

51. Even of Middlesbrough FC did not refuse the connection, no payment was owed until 
15th September 2015 but they unlawfully forfeited back on the sum of their 
unwarranted demand on 18th August 2015, demanding payment in the sum of 
£256,269.89.  That position was already tried and found to be correct by Nugee J on 5th 
February 2018, there is no dispute.      
 

52. At the time of writing that Judgment, Currer had before him tab_07, my 54-page report 
proving a multitude of criminal offences in conspiracy.   It was that report that was 
submitted along with the index of exhibits with the prosecution information I laid on 2nd 
June 2020.   Currer evaded that evidence and the submissions entirely, as he did my 
defence.   
 

53. Currer has been perverting the course of justice and it is for that reason he referred to 
“supposed criminal conduct” whilst he evaded all of my defence entirely and whilst he 
evaded the counter allegations I was progressing in that report that was before him.    
 

54. As a result of Currer’s malfeasance and this Court’s failure to determine the prosecution 
applications, further indictable offences of fraud have been committed.     That is what 
happens when the corrupt system provides impunity to criminals, they become overly 
complacent.       
 

55. In review of all the circumstances it is clear and obvious that no offence has been 
committed by me and that the proceedings are fundamentally defective and void.   
 

56. It is also contrary to the public interest to prosecute me for allegedly harassing the 
fraudsters whilst allowing them to go unpunished for the multiple indictable offences 
they committed against me.  Our justice system is not designed to work that way.  

 

 

Paul Millinder 

10th February 2021  
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In the Newcastle Magistrates Court                            Case reference: 101900555666 

___________________________________________________________________ 
Application pursuant to section 142(1) of the Magistrates Court Act 1980 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

1. I make this application pursuant to section 142(1) of the Magistrates Court Act 1980 and I quote 
the applicable passage of the act accordingly, highlighting the relevant parts respective of this 
application for avoidance of doubt: 

“A magistrates’ court may vary or rescind a sentence or other order imposed or made by it when 
dealing with an offender if it appears to the court to be in the interests of justice to do so and it is 
hereby declared that this power extends to replacing a sentence or order which for any reason 
appears to be invalid by another which the court has power to impose or make.” 

2. The Court has jurisdiction to rescind or quash an order if it appears in the interests of justice to 
do so.  The grounds for doing so are fundamentally straight forward and I set out those grounds 
below.  

(Ground 1) - No offence was committed – The Statutory Defence applies on all 3 
grounds 

 
3. I was prevented, throughout these proceedings, from stating my case and making a defence.  

The conduct is a flagrant violation of Article 6 of the Human Rights Act 1998.  I was prevented 
from the right to cross examine the alleged victims, who are in fact the defendants and my 
defence statements were ignored by the compromised judge, DJ Currer, who has worked very 
hard to assist the offenders whilst deliberately evading the evidence before him that proves 
beyond doubt that the emails were sent in pursuance of a private investigation and prosecution 
against Womble Bond Dickinson, who have committed indictable offences against me, the 
victim of serious financial crimes.  
 

The application to the CPS to discontinue pursuant to s.23 & 23A of the 
Prosecution of Offences Act 1985 

4. At tab_02 of my exhibit I refer to my application for discontinuance I made to the CPS 
prosecutor, Jonathan Paul Moore, who is connected with Womble Bond Dickinson.   I made an 
application to the CPS on 10th February 2020 pursuant to sections 23 and 23A of the Prosecution 
of Offences Act 1985 for the CPS to discontinue the prosecution on the specific grounds set out 
in that application.   The application was not determined by the CPS, it was evaded, yet the 
Decision-Making Authority is under a duty to have determined the application.  In absence of 
determination of the application for discontinuance the decision on whether to discontinue is 
sub-judice and therefore the furtherance of the prosecution for the alleged offence is an abuse 
of process and any subsequent decision is ultra vires.      
 

Tab_06: Pages 56 - 61
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5. I believe the CPS did not determine the application, because the intent was to progress the 
malicious prosecution to reverse me into the defendant whilst ignoring the content of my 
defence and counter allegations was pre-determined.  
 

6. It is my democratic right to further counter allegations against the fraudsters who accuse me of 
harassing them.  The emails I sent to them came about directly because of their frauds and 
criminal abuse.  In the judgment at tab_01, DJ Currer seeks to evade the issue originating the 
alleged harassment altogether.   
 

7. DJ Currer only refers to “civil proceedings” and a “dispute”, yet he had before him that 
application for discontinuance which is also my defence statement.   On 5th March 2020 Currer 
“dismissed” my defence statement without consideration, making a manifest mistake.  It is not 
for the Court to determine an application to the CPS to discontinue a prosecution, it is for the 
CPS to make the decision as a prosecuting authority.  
 

8. The fact is however that Currer sought to “dismiss” my defence statement is clearly against the 
interests of justice and conflicts entirely with Article 6 of the Human Rights Act 1998. I was 
prevented and denied the right of stating my defence, as I was also denied the right to access 
my own trial when the Court knew full well I am non-UK resident and that flights had all been 
cancelled from mid-February onwards due to the Corona Virus outbreak.  
 

9. The actions of the Court in denying me my right to attend my video link due to the Corona 
outbreak went hand in hand with DJ Currer “dismissing” my defence statement prior to the trial.   
I later found that none of my defence grounds were advanced at all.  
 

10. None of my grounds in defence were even considered, not in mitigation nor in application 
respective of the statutory defence to harassment which constituted one of my many grounds in 
defence.  It is clearly in the interests of justice to quash the void order because in law, no 
offence has been committed, period.     
 

11. I refer to tab_04, my skeleton for the first hearing of 15th January 2020, the hearing I did attend. 
DJ Currer did not consider the skeleton and despite multiple requests for directions since, no 
directions were ever provided.  The proceedings were rigged, Currer was acting under the 
instruction of Burnett the kleptcract who has been meddling with the judiciary to assist the 
offenders both in the criminal and civil proceedings from the outset.    This is how it originated.   
 

12. I turn to page 2 of tab_04, my skeleton, paragraph 4(a), (b) and (c) lists the statutory defence to 
the allegation of harassment.  Moving to page 4, paragraph 8, it is referred to by Mr Martin, the 
Courts legal advisor that the offence is out of time.    
 

13. Paragraph 9 refers to the Full Code Test that cannot possibly have been established in this case 
by the CPS.   They did not have the evidence in their possession and no evidence was served on 
me, period.  Paragraph 10 refers to the fact I was unlawfully arrested, there was no necessity for 
my arrest, as pleaded from paragraph 10 through to paragraph 21 of page 7.  None of it was 
ever mentioned in court, my right to make my defence was denied by the corrupt system. 
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The public interest test:   

14. It is clearly contrary to the public interest to use the Court to assist the offenders in reversing 
me, the prosecution, into the defendant with a false allegation of harassment when Womble 
Bond Dickinson (UK) LLP have committed multiple indictable offences of fraud and it was their 
frauds that originated  the emails alleged to have been sent to them anyway.    The emails were 
sent for the purpose of detecting and prosecuting crime. 
 

15. The actions of this Court and Currer, in evading the evidence and my defence and the counter 
allegations proves actual bias and strengths my pleading that the court is being used as the 
vehicle from which to assist fraudsters disguised as lawyers in evading justice.  Essentially, the 
judicial mechanics are compromised.  
 

16. It is plainly contrary to the public interest to progress a prosecution against me in absence of 
evidence and whilst denying me my right to state my defence when the statutory defence to 
section 2 harassment applies on all 3 grounds.   
 

Ground 2 – No evidence was served  

17. I refer to the order of 5th March 2020 at tab_03.  It was ordered that the evidence on which the 
prosecution seek to have relied was served on me at my office by 5th April 2020.  No evidence 
was ever served and as far as I am aware, no evidence was ever even presented during the 
predetermined trial. 
 

18. No evidence was in possession of the corrupt police who sought to assist Womble Bond 
Dickinson whilst failing in their duty to prosecute them for the serious crimes committed against 
me.    By 15th January 2020 when I attended court for the first hearing, the court was not in 
possession of the evidence and neither was the CPS.  By then the offence was out of time to 
prosecute and no evidence of the offence was present.   
 

19. Currer however, granted the prosecution extra time to deliver the evidence and they never did.  
It was physically impossible for the CPS to have completed the evidential test, because they 
never had the evidence, period.  The prosecution is an abuse of process and is ultra vires on this 
ground alone.  Essentially, Currer, who lied and stated he is not connected with any of the 
offenders when he is, was working to continue a prosecution against me that was dead from the 
outset.     The prosecution failed to serve any evidence, period.  
 

20. If any evidence was presented, it would have been proven that the emails were sent in 
pursuance of a prosecution and contained cross examination questions and material on which I 
sought to have relied.  If such evidence was present at the trial in my absence, then Currer has 
perverted the course of justice because same evidence proves that Womble Bond Dickinson 
(UK) LLP are guilty of indictable offences, as does my report dated 2nd June 2020 that was 
delivered to the Court long prior to the mooted trial.    
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21. Essentially, the court was working to assist Womble Bond Dickinson (UK) LLP, acting under 
orders of Burnett, who has been meddling with our justice system to provide impunity to the 
fraudsters for a protracted period of time. 
 
  

Human rights abuse:  

22. It is my democratic right to further counter allegations against the defendants, Womble Bond 
Dickinson and their conspirers.  The corrupt police disallowed me the right to do so and so did 
the court and yet it is the counter allegations that gave cause for the emails to be sent to them 
in the first place. None of the originating facts were taken into consideration, the trial was 
conducted with genuine bias and I was disallowed the opportunity to prevent my case or my 
defence.  
 

Article 6 of the Human Rights Act 1998 – The right to a fair trial  

23. Section 6(1) of the Human Rights Act 1998 states that:  
 
“It is unlawful for a public authority to act in a way which is incompatible with a Convention 
right” 
 

24. Section 6(3) of the Act refers to a “public authority” including: 
 
(a) a court or tribunal, and 
(b) any person certain of whose functions are functions of a public nature 
 

25. It is submitted that this Court and DJ Currer its officer has acted entirely unlawfully and contrary 
to the statutory defence of section 2 harassment in the Protection from Harassment Act 1997. 
Essentially, that harks back to yet another human rights violation on the part of Currer and this 
public authority that I address under the title of Article 7 of the Act below.  
 

26. I refer to the provisions of Article 6, a Convention Right of the Human Rights Act 1998 and I 
quote those provisions accordingly: 
 
1. In the determination of his civil rights and obligations or of any criminal charge against him, 

everyone is entitled to a fair and public hearing within a reasonable time by an independent 
and impartial tribunal established by law. Judgment shall be pronounced publicly but the 
press and public may be excluded from all or part of the trial in the interest of morals, public 
order or national security in a democratic society, where the interests of juveniles or the 
protection of the private life of the parties so require, or to the extent strictly necessary in 
the opinion of the court in special circumstances where publicity would prejudice the 
interests of justice. 
 

2. Everyone charged with a criminal offence shall be presumed innocent until proved guilty 
according to law.  
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3. Everyone charged with a criminal offence has the following minimum rights: 
 
(a)to be informed promptly, in a language which he understands and in detail, of the nature and 
cause of the accusation against him; 
 
(b) to have adequate time and facilities for the preparation of his defence; 
 
(c) to defend himself in person or through legal assistance of his own choosing or, if he has not 
sufficient means to pay for legal assistance, to be given it free when the interests of justice so 
require; 
 
(d) to examine or have examined witnesses against him and to obtain the attendance and 
examination of witnesses on his behalf under the same conditions as witnesses against him; 
 

27. Article 6 of the Act was breached fundamentally in these proceedings.  I was disallowed the 
right to attend my own trial by video link when it was impossible to attend due to the Corona 
Virus flight restrictions.   The emergency provisions laid out by Parliament provided for the Court 
to make arrangements for trials to take place remotely and yet I was denied this right. Currer 
made various pathetic, nonsensical excuses to provide false reasoning for denying my right to 
attend the trial remotely.      
 

28. I was disallowed the right to put forward my defence, my defence statements and pleadings 
were evaded and were not put forward in court in my absence and I was denied the right to 
cross examine the defendants.     The defence I had put forward proves beyond reasonable 
doubt that the statutory defence to the allegation applied on all three grounds. I was prevented 
from advancing the statutory defence.  The trial was pre-determined and sections 6(1), 6(2), 
6(3)(c) and 6(3)(d) were violated.   
 
 

Article 7 of the Human Rights Act 1998 – No punishment without law 

29. I refer to Article 7 of the Human Rights Act 1998.  Given that I was prevented and disallowed the 
right to make my defence, the public authority and its officer failed to consider my pleadings 
insofar as the statutory defence to section 2 harassment applies on all three grounds.  Those 
pleadings were contained clearly in my statement and yet by DJ Currer’s own admission in his 
order of 5th March 2020 (tab_03) my defence statement was “rejected” and my defence 
skeleton was ignored.    I quote from the order of 5th March 2020: 
 
3) The case has been brought in a timely manner and the application for discontinuance has 
been rejected. 
 

30. It is not for the court to reject an application for discontinuance made to the CPS pursuant to 
sections 23 and 23A of the Prosecution of Offences Act 1985.  Sections 23 and 23A of the 
Prosecution of Offences Act 1985 (“the POA”) provides prosecutors the power to discontinue 
proceedings without the need to obtain the leave of the court.  Discontinuance avoids the need 
for a court hearing and the unnecessary attendance of the parties.    
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31. The CPS failed to deal with the application to discontinue, the defence was never considered, 
neither by the Court nor by the CPS.   In absence of the CPS decision and reasoning not to 
discontinue the prosecution, continuance of the trial was an abuse of process also on this 
ground alone.  
 

32. Moving back to tab_02, paragraph 2 of my statement refers to my skeleton that was not 
considered either.  Paragraphs 3 & 4 denote that the statutory defence applies on all 3 grounds, 
the CPS never considered this, neither did this public authority.  Therefore, there has been a 
miscarriage of justice as well as human rights abuse. There can be no punishment without law, 
no offence has ever been committed and my defence was evaded deliberately.  
 

33. The entire statement at tab_02 and my defence skeleton was disregarded, violating both 
Articles 6 & 7 of the Human Rights Act 1998 and in addition the full code test that every crown 
prosecutor must establish cannot possibly be established in this case, for the reasons made 
abundantly clear within my skeleton and my 20-page defence statement.     
 

34. On the balance of probabilities DJ Currer deliberately sought to dispose of my defence 
statement because he was assisting the offenders, Womble Bond Dickinson in evading  justice in 
full knowledge they have committed indictable offences and that the statutory defence apples 
on all three grounds. DJ Cutter was conflicted, the orders he has made are void ab initio.    
 

35. My defence statement at tab_02 and my skeleton must be duly considered with this application 
to rescind the orders of DJ Currer and I request a properly reasoned judgment that I am entitled 
to review in relation to any decision made  respective of this application.  
 

36. In view of this submission, I contend that the prosecution is an abuse of process and that the 
CPS have failed both in their duty to firstly determine the application and secondly to 
discontinue the prosecution resulting in protracted distress and a miscarriage of justice.   It is 
submitted therefore that the orders of DJ Currer are void ab initio and must be set aside 
accordingly and that I am awarded compensation in aggravated damages in the sum of 25,000 
against the CPS in restitution for this human rights abuse and protracted nonsense.  I further 
add that all of the evidence, the report of 2nd June 2020 and all of my submissions made in 
mitigation were evaded by Currer, who appears to have acted with intent to assist the 
offenders.  
 

37. My defence statement of 21 pages, dated 10th February 2020 contains a statement of truth, as 
follows: 
 
“This application, comprising of 20 pages is also my witness statement and I declare that all of 
the statements made by me referred to are true and are accurate to the best of my knowledge 
and belief.  I make this statement knowing that, being tendered in evidence, I shall be liable to 
prosecution if I have wilfully stated in it anything which I know to be false, or do not believe to be 
true” 
 
 
 Mr Paul Millinder  - 29th July 2020  
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APPEAL TO THE CROWN COURT FROM A MAGISTRATES’ COURT 
(Criminal Procedure Rules, rule 34.3) 

Use this form ONLY for an appeal to the Crown Court under CrimPR Part 34 about a conviction, sentence or 
order in a criminal case. There is a different form for applying or appealing to the Crown Court after a 
magistrates’ court has made a decision about bail, under CrimPR 14.8. This form is NOT for use in a non-
criminal case, e.g. one about licensing. 

Case details 
Name of defendant: 
Address: 
If the defendant is in custody, give prison and prison number, if known. 

Email address: 
Phone:          Mobile: 
Appeal from North Tyneside Magistrates’ Court 
Magistrates’ court case reference number: 101900555666
Appeal to the Crown Court at: Newcastle 

This is an appeal to the Crown Court about: 

On 18th June 2020 I was convicted in my absence for an offence I did not even commit.  I have 
not been served any evidence on which the prosecution sought to have relied.  I explained I 
was non UK resident and that I could not travel due to corona restrictions.  I was denied the 
right to make my defence or attend my own trial by video link.    I made a section 142 
application on 30th July 2020 and the Court has ignored all of my correspondences and has 
failed to determine the application.  When I phoned the Court today quoting the reference they 
provided, the clerk confirmed there is no such case reference on file.   I refer to my skeleton 
and evidence with this application to appeal non-determination of the s.142 and my conviction.
I have asked the magistrates’ court to reconsider my case     Yes  No 
You may not need to appeal. Sometimes a magistrates’ court can change a decision which it has made, under 
section 142 of the Magistrates’ Courts Act 1980. Ask at the magistrates’ court office. 
I need an extension of time for this appeal       Yes  No 
See the time limits listed below. If your appeal is late, you must answer question 1, on the other side of this form. 
Only the Crown Court can extend the 21 day time limit for appeal. 

1. Complete the boxes above and give the details required in the boxes below.  If you use an
electronic version of this form, the boxes will expand1. If you use a paper version and need more space, you may
attach extra sheets.

2. Sign and date the completed form.
3. Send a copy of the completed form to:

(a) the magistrates’ court, and
(b) the other party to the case (e.g. the prosecutor, if you are the defendant).

You must send this form so as to reach the recipients not more than 21 days after: 
 the date you were sentenced or your sentence was deferred (whichever was earlier), if your appeal is

against conviction or against a finding of guilt,
 the date you were sentenced, if your appeal is against sentence, or
 in any other case, the date of the order or failure to make an order about which you want to appeal.

1 Forms for use with the Rules are at: www.justice.gov.uk/courts/procedure-rules/criminal/formspage. 

 1

Paul Millinder
Non UK resident - C/O 3rd Floor, 277-281 Oxford Street, London, W1C 2DL 

police@intelligenceuk.com 
0207 866 2401 07717 669648 

Tab_07: Pages 62 - 63
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1) Extension of time (if you need one: see the notes on the front page).  My appeal is late because:
Explain why your appeal is late. Attach copies of any letters or other documents you want the court to see.

There has been no determination of my application pursuant to S.142 of the Magistrates Court Act 1980 
since I made the application on 30th July 2020 and all of my correspondence has been ignored.   

I appeal non-determination of my application and against my conviction on the grounds set out clearly in my 
skeleton and evidence with this appeal as submitted by email. 

2) The issues in this case are:
Summarise the matters of fact or law, or the reasons for sentence or other order, which are in
dispute.

No offence has been committed, the statutory defence applies on all 3 grounds and I was prevented 
from making my defence and from my right to a fair trial, which I was prevented from attending.  See 
further submissions in my skeleton dated 12th February 2021. 

3) Appeal against conviction: case management in the Crown Court.
Only answer these questions if you are appealing against conviction or a finding of guilt.

How long did the trial last in the magistrates’ court ?  Not sure I could not attend

Which of the prosecution witnesses in the magistrates’ court do you want to ask questions 
if they are witnesses again in the Crown Court ?  Paul Stewart, Julian Gill, Kevin Gray, for they 
have conspired to defraud me of my assets exceeding £10 million in loss. 

How long do you expect the appeal to take in the Crown Court ?   1 hour

4) Other applications.  I am also applying for:
pending my appeal, the suspension of my disqualification e.g. from driving. 
You can ONLY apply for the suspension of a disqualification imposed in this case. 

 pending my appeal, bail. 
Give reasons for any application you are making: 

I want my application(s) considered by   the magistrates’ court  the Crown Court 
Each court can consider these applications. You can apply to both. 

Signed2: …………………………………………… [defendant / defendant’s solicitor] 

……………Date: …02/03/2021 

2 If you use an electronic version of this form, you may instead authenticate it electronically (e.g. by sending it from an email address 
recognisable to the recipient). See Criminal Procedure Rules, rule 5.3. 63684



REGINA 

 

AND 

 

PAUL MILLINDER 

 

 

APPLICATION TO SET ASIDE CONVICTION UNDER SECTION 142 OF THE 
MAGISTRATES’ COURT ACT 1980 

 

 

1. In this case the Defendant was charged with an offence of harassment under 

section 2 of the Protection From Harassment Act 1997. 

 

2. The Defendant pleaded not guilty when he appeared before the court in 

January 2020 and the matter was set down for trial. At the plea hearing the 

Defendant indicated his intention to represent himself and conduct his own 

defence but an order was made prohibiting him from cross examining any of 

the witnesses himself and he was informed of the need for him to appoint and 

instruct a firm of solicitors to conduct the cross examination on his behalf at the 

trial. At this hearing the Defendant gave no indication that he was intending to 

leave the country or that he may be absent for the trial. 

 
3. The allegation concerned emails the Defendant admitted sending to a firm of 

solicitors called Wombell Bond Dickinson who had previously acted for a party 

in dispute with the defendant. There had been protracted commercial litigation 

in this dispute where judgement was finally made against the Defendant. The 

content of these emails, sent after the conclusion of the case, was said to 

amount to harassment. The Defendant denied this. Therefore, the only issue in 

the case before the magistrates’ court was whether or not the content of the 

messages amounted to harassment.  

 

Tab_08: Pages 64 - 67
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4. The Defendant’s trial was heard by me sitting at the North Tyneside 

Magistrates’ Court on the 19th June 2020. The Defendant did not attend for trial 

and had applied to the court for the hearing to be conducted remotely. This 

application was considered and refused by me in a written decision made on 

the 18th June 2020. The Defendant did have a solicitor appointed by the court 

to conduct the cross examination on his behalf of the prosecution witnesses. 

This was Mr M Purvis of Messrs Hay and Kilner Solicitors. Prior to the start of 

the trial Mr Purvis was able to confirm to the court that he had been able to take 

the Defendant’s instructions for the purpose of carrying out the cross 

examination of the witnesses. 

 
5. At the conclusion of the trial I found the case against the Defendant proved and 

issued a warrant for his arrest so that his attendance at court might be secured 

for the sentencing hearing. As yet, the Defendant has failed to surrender to the 

court for the sentencing hearing and the warrant remains unexecuted. 

 
6. The Defendant has now made a written application under section 142 of the 

Magistrates’ Court Act in which he seeks to have his conviction set aside. I have 

today considered the merits of this application. 

 
7. Section 142 of the Magistrates’ Court Act states as follows:- 

 

Power of magistrates’ court to re-open cases to rectify mistakes etc. 

(1) A magistrates’ court may vary or rescind a sentence or other order imposed or 
made by it when dealing with an offender if it appears to the court to be in the 
interests of justice to do so; and it is hereby declared that this power extends to 
replacing a sentence or order which for any reason appears to be invalid by 
another which the court has power to impose or make. 

(1A)The power conferred on a magistrates’ court by subsection (1) above shall 
not be exercisable in relation to any sentence or order imposed or made by it 
when dealing with an offender if— 

(a)the Crown Court has determined an appeal against— 

(i)that sentence or order; 
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(ii)the conviction in respect of which that sentence or order was imposed or 
made; or 

(iii)any other sentence or order imposed or made by the magistrates’ court 
when dealing with the offender in respect of that conviction (including a 
sentence or order replaced by that sentence or order); or 

(b)the High Court has determined a case stated for the opinion of that court on 
any question arising in any proceeding leading to or resulting from the 
imposition or making of the sentence or order.] 

(2)Where a person is convicted by a magistrates’ court and it subsequently 
appears to the court that it would be in the interests of justice that the case 
should be heard again by different justices, the court may, so direct. 

 

8. In his application the Defendant has listed at paragraph 20 grounds (a) to (f), 
which he asserts provide justification for setting aside the conviction and re-
opening the case under section 142. In summary these grounds claim that the 
hearing was conducted in a manner which was unfair and denied him his right 
to a fair trial. I find the matters raised in these grounds both inaccurate and 
devoid of any merit. I quite understand that the Defendant might disagree with 
the findings of the court in relation to the allegation of harassment, however, 
there is nothing raised in his application which would support the contention 
that it would be properly in the interests of justice to set aside the conviction 
and have the matter heard again before a differently constituted court. Section 
142 is generally seen as a method of rectifying procedural errors in the form of 
a slip rule. However, in this case the Defendant is not asserting that such an 
error has occurred but rather claims that the court has erroneously decided the 
case against him. 
 

9. The application to have the conviction set aside is refused as I conclude it would 
not be in the interests of justice to do so. 
 

10. The Defendant can of course appeal against his conviction to the Crown Court 
which would be by way of a hearing de novo where he would have the 
opportunity of attending in person and raising all the issues he asserts were 
overlooked in the magistrates’ court trial. 
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PAUL CURRER 

DISTRICT JUDGE MAGISTRATES’ COURT 

9TH APRIL 2021 
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In the St Albans Crown Court 

On appeal from North Tyneside Magistrates Court  

Case must be heard out Northumbria Circuit – Entails corruption  

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

EMAIL A:  

From: CDN.LTM <CDN.LTM@justice.gov.uk> 
Date: Fri, 21 May 2021 at 15:00 
Subject: RE: Application - Section 142 MCA 1980 / CR: 101900555666 
To: Police 1 <police@intelligenceuk.com> 
 

Dear Mr Millinder, 

Thank you for your recent emails. Having been unfamiliar with your matters it has taken me 
some time to read through the correspondence you have sent in to bring me up to date. 

I understand you have previously submitted an application pursuant to s142 of the Magistrates 
Court Act to reopen a case. This application has been put before a District Judge to consider and 
I have been provided with a copy of the Judge’s decision which I have attached to this email for 
you. 

I appreciate you will be disappointed with the outcome of your application, however please note 
that this will be our last reply to you about this case. I am unable to add anything new to what 
has already been said about the points you’ve made in your emails. In order to make sure we use 
taxpayers’ money efficiently, we won’t be writing to you about this again. You can of course 
appeal against your conviction to the Crown Court. 

 Sincerely, 

Anthony Baker 

Legal Team Manager (Crime) 

Cleveland, Durham and Northumbria Legal Team | HMCTS | Newcastle-upon-Tyne Combined Court | 
The Quayside | NE1 3LA 

Web gov.uk/hmcts  

 

_____________________________________EMAIL A ENDS___________________________ 
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EMAIL B 

From: Police 1 <police@intelligenceuk.com>  
Sent: 21 May 2021 13:40 
To: NO-Listings <NO-Listings@Justice.gov.uk>; Orr, Ashley <ashley.orr@Justice.gov.uk>; 
Baker, Anthony <Anthony.Baker@justice.gov.uk>; CDN.LTM <CDN.LTM@justice.gov.uk>; 
Newcastle Crown, Enquiries <enquiries.newcastle.crowncourt@justice.gov.uk> 
Subject: Fwd: Application - Section 142 MCA 1980 / CR: 101900555666 

Dear Sir / Madam 

On 2nd March 2021 I made an application to appeal non-determination of my application 
pursuant to section 142(1) of the Magistrates Court Act 1980.   The application was "put on 
hold", because the Magistrates then purported to deal with the section 142 application I made to 
set aside the malicious prosecution for section 2 harassment on 30th July 2020.   

That's 295 days, or 9-months and 21-days failing to determine and application to set aside a void 
order.  It is disgraceful.  A case of "justice delayed, justice denied", but in reality, just corruption 
and justice denied.  

I have set out the position very clearly in the table of contents below. 

You will need to log in to access the contents:   https://intelligenceuk.com/index.php/login/ 

Username:   Ashley-01  

Password:   33Mil3754s 

Once logged on, you can easily navigate the table of contents.  

Can you now, please, by return, send me a copy of the purported order under section 142(1) that 
was made approx. 6 weeks ago?    

Thank you. 

Regards, 

Paul Millinder  

Note: The submission in the table of contents below is contained at EX-PM-2-22-05-21 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Table of Contents 
•         Introduction 
•         Email from Applicant of: Sun, 9 May 2021 at 05:41 
•         Email from Applicant of: Thu, 29 Apr 2021 at 13:33 
•         Email from Ms Orr of Thu, 29 Apr 2021 at 13:01 
•         Email from Applicant of 29th April 2021 at 11.40AM 
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•         – CHRONOLOGY – Email from Applicant of 26th April 2021 at 14.16PM 
•         29 July 2020 at 06:30AM – Applicant made an application to set aside the void order of Currer 
who has been assisting the offenders:  
•         29 October 2020 at 17:08PM – Email in response from Leslie Moss, the legal advisor from 
Middlesbrough:  
•         16th November 2020 at 13.13PM – Email in response from Leslie Moss – Moss misrepresents 
the law to attempt to evade having the application heard:  
•         The legal position:  
•         31st March 2021 at 16.11PM –  You, Ashley Orr wrote to me relaying the message from the 
lawless legal services corruptors at North Tyneside / Middlesbrough:  
•         16th April 2021 – Email from Ashley Orr now stating that an order has been made pursuant to 
the section 142(1) application in absence of the hearing that was to be listed:  
•         20th April 2021 at 10.33AM – Email from me to Ashley Orr setting out the legal position in 
relation to the ex-parte order under section 142(1) of the Magistrates Court Act 1980 without a 
hearing: 
•         The law – Section 142(1) of the Magistrates Court Act 1980 and the Criminal Procedure Rules:  
•         26th April 2021 – I write with this email as part of my complaint of corruption against North 
Tyneside Magistrates, Moss and Currer who have been acting lawlessly interfering with the proper 
administration of justice to provide impunity to the true offenders:  

 _______________________________EMAIL B ENDS________________________________ 

 

 EMAIL C 

On Tue, 2 Mar 2021 at 15:15, Police 1 <police@intelligenceuk.com> wrote: 

APPLICATION TO APPEAL AGAINST A CONVICTION AND NON-
DETERMINATION OF MY SECTION 142 MAGISTRATES COURT ACT 1980 
APPLICATION  

Dear Sir / Madam, 

I need to appeal the below mentioned case.  I was prevented by Judge Currer from attending my 
own trial for alleged harassment.  The Judge knew I was non UK resident and that I could not fly 
during the Corona outbreak to attend a trial in the UK, as I live 6,500 miles away.   

I made the enclosed section 142 application to deal with the obvious errors and procedural 
defects that nullify the proceeding.  The application falls under the special jurisdiction of the 
senior district judge, there has been no determination whatsoever for over 7 months.   

No evidence has ever been served on me, despite directions being issued on 5th March 2020 that 
the evidence relied on was to be served by 5th April 2020.  I have never seen any of the evidence 
relied on. 

I made a section 142 application on 30th July 2020 and the Magistrates have failed to respond 
whatsoever or deal with the application.  It appears to be an orchestrated fix up. I refer below to 
the chain of emails, none of which have been dealt with.   
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Likewise, I laid an information against Womble Bond Dickinson on 2nd June 2020 and nothing 
has been done to determine my private prosecution.   

It is a case of justice delayed, justice denied, or more like, the Magistrates Court has been "got 
at" by corrupt central government officials who have been perverting the course of justice, trying 
to reverse me into the defendant for a crime I did not commit whilst preventing justice being 
served on the offenders who have committed multiple indictable offences against me.  

I appeal non-determination of my application pursuant to section 142(1) of the Magistrates Court 
Act 1980 first.   I require a video link hearing as I am non UK resident and I cannot fly back to 
the UK.  

I enclose:  

A: Skeleton_S142_MCA_1080_12_02_2021 

1. Section 142(1) Application: (Application_P_Millinder_S142_MCA_1080)  

2. Tab_01---Currer_Millinder_Judgment 

3. Tab_02---Application_Discontinuance_CPS_10_02_2020_PM_V01 

4. Tab_03---Directions_05_03_2020 

5. Tab_04---Skeleton_14_01_2020 

6. Tab_7  - Report delivered to this court on 2nd June 2020 together with the information laid 
against Womble Bond Dickinson (UK) LLP and their conspirators.  

Please confirm receipt and lodge this appeal.   The Magistrates issued a warrant for my arrest for 
non attendance, knowing that it was impossible for me to attend. The entire procedure is flawed 
and my right to a fair trial and my right to state my defence, to review the evidence used against 
me or to cross examine the defendants (the accusers) has been denied, constituting a flagrant 
violation of Article 6 of the Human Rights Act 1988.     

The case has just been left in limbo my the Magistrates.  Every time I phone them, they are 
obnoxious and evasive.  It is obvious something very untoward is going on.  

Many thanks and I look forward to hearing from you.  

Yours sincerely, 

Paul Millinder  

 

___________________________EMAIL C ENDS____________________________________ 
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EMAIL D 

---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: Police 1 <police@intelligenceuk.com> 
Date: Tue, 23 Feb 2021 at 09:05 
Subject: Re: Application - Section 142 MCA 1980 / CR: 101900555666 
To: Buglass, Janice <janice.buglass@justice.gov.uk> 

Ms Buglass, 

I note the number of times you and others have read the emails I have sent, but yet you are 
failing to act according to the law and in accord with due process. A case of "justice delayed, 
justice denied". 

In reality, perversion of the course of justice, acting under orders by the corrupt establishment.  

Can you confirm when you placed my private prosecution information before the Senior District 
Judge?  

What about my s.142 application?   Skeleton attached.    My application for warrants was 
supposed to be dealt with in 14-days, nothing has ever been dealt with, but you were all very 
quick to try and prosecute me when no offence was committed.   

If I do not hear from you by close of business today I will appeal non determination and put it all 
into the Crown Court where it should have been anyway.   What a total and utter disgrace.  

I want answers.  

Thank you.   Paul Millinder 

_________________________EMAIL D ENDS______________________________________ 

 

EMAIL E 

 On Thu, 30 Jul 2020 at 14:05, Buglass, Janice <janice.buglass@justice.gov.uk> wrote: 

All emails are sent to the Legal section and you will be contacted by either them or the Listing 
section at NO-Listings@justice.gov.uk 

Regards 

 

__________________________EMAIL E ENDS_____________________________________ 
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EMAIL F 

 From: Police 1 [mailto:police@intelligenceuk.com]  
Sent: 30 July 2020 14:03 
To: Buglass, Janice <janice.buglass@Justice.gov.uk> 
Subject: Re: Application - Section 142 MCA 1980 / CR: 101900555666 

Ok thanks.  What about the applications and the information I laid before this Court in early 
June? 

What has happened to that?   

It is somewhat material to the statutory defence that applies on all three grounds that I am 
prosecuting Womble Bond Dickinson for multiple indictable offences.   

Why was this ignored?   Why was I disallowed the right to a fair trial and why was my defence 
dismissed without consideration? 

Outright human rights abuse and corruption.  

I want answers and I will get them in more than one way I assure you.  

Regards,  

Paul Millinder 

_______________________EMAIL F ENDS_______________________________________ 

 

EMAIL G 

On Thu, 30 Jul 2020 at 13:31, Buglass, Janice <janice.buglass@justice.gov.uk> wrote: 

Your email has been sent to the Legal Section and our Listing Section will respond in due course 

Regards 

 

_______________________EMAIL G ENDS________________________________________ 
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EMAIL H 

From: Police 1 [mailto:police@intelligenceuk.com]  
Sent: 30 July 2020 11:26 
To: NO-Newcastle <no-newcastle@Justice.gov.uk>; NO-Listings <NO-
Listings@Justice.gov.uk>; no-results@justice.gov.uk 
Subject: Re: Application - Section 142 MCA 1980 / CR: 101900555666 

Dear Sir / Madam, 

Can you now explain to me why you have failed to respond to the email yet you have read it 4 
times? 

Can you explain why the emails containing the evidence and defence statements on which I 
sought to rely on that were delivered a week prior to the hearing remain unopened?  

For your information, it is proven beyond doubt that this Court has been engaging in corrupt 
practices, contrary to the interests of justice and contrary to the law, to assist the offenders in 
evading justice.  

Now, I will ask you again, to confirm receipt and to let me know what is happening with my 
applications against the true defendants that you have failed to even acknowledge.  

Please respond, by return.  I will produce an intel report with an analysis of the contents of all of 
the evidence you have deliberately ignored.    

This corruption is going to be brought to an end.  You will find out. 

--- Paul Millinder:  

  

no-newcastle@justice.gov.uk read this email 14:35, Jul 29 

no-newcastle@justice.gov.uk read this email 14:12, Jul 29 

no-newcastle@justice.gov.uk read this email 9:46, Jul 29 

no-newcastle@justice.gov.uk read this email 9:30, Jul 29 
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On Wed, 29 Jul 2020 at 06:30, Police 1 <police@intelligenceuk.com> wrote: 

Dear Sir / Madam, 

I enclose my application pursuant to section 142(1) of the Magistrates Court Act 1980 with 
tabulations 1 - 4; 

Enclosures: 

1. Section 142(1) Application: (Application_P_Millinder_S142_MCA_1080)  

2. Tab_01---Currer_Millinder_Judgment 

3. Tab_02---Application_Discontinuance_CPS_10_02_2020_PM_V01  

4. Tab_03---Directions_05_03_2020 

5. Tab_04---Skeleton_14_01_2020 

6. Report_Systemic_Corruption_02_06_2020_PM_VF  - Report delivered to this court on 2nd 
June 2020 together with the information laid against Womble Bond Dickinson (UK) LLP and 
their conspirators.  

I have reason to believe that the case reference provided is a fake, because in fact these 
proceedings are all fake, part of the systemic corruption.  

The application must be heard by the Senior District Judge accordingly.   

If it is not dealt with properly, it is my intention to take this to the Queen's Bench Division and 
deal with it in the open court. This is a case of national public interest and this public authority is 
guilty of gross human rights violations.  

I will not tolerate it.   

I do hope the application makes the position clear. Please expedite it and confirm receipt.  Thank 
you. 

Yours faithfully, 

Paul Millinder 
 

____________________________EMAIL H ENDS___________________________________ 
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1. Introduction  

The Applicant has included the email chain with the table of contents for seamless 1 
navigation of the various issues.  2 

2. Email from Applicant of: Sun, 9 May 2021 at 05.41 

Paul Millinder <pm@intelligenceuk.com> wrote: 3 

Dear Ashley, 4 

I am referring to the chain below, it is going to be used accordingly.    5 

Is Currer still purporting to be a judge, sitting on cases after he has breached his oath and 6 
perverted the course of justice?   The report at tab_Z9?   He issued a warrant for my arrest 7 
after preventing me from attending my own trial when no offence has even been 8 
committed.   9 

In my email of 26th Apr 2021 at 14:16PM, paragraph 8, I referred to the fact that on 16th 10 
April 2021, you were told that "I can confirm that the application was dealt with last week by 11 
the Judge" 12 

To be conservative, let's assume the order you refer to was made on Friday 9th April 2021. 13 
(I don't even believe it was made, the corrupt legal services department probably made it 14 
themselves), for in any event, paragraph 9.3(a) & (b) is the correct position in law, applying 15 
accordingly.   However, that's 31-days from the date the purported ex-parte order was 16 
made.   The timing to appeal is 21-days.  17 

My right to appeal has been prejudiced, once again, but the lawless, utterly corrupt court 18 
who has prosecuted me in my absence, in absence of evidence, in absence of allowing me 19 
the constitutional right of making my defence and in absence of my right to attend my own 20 
trial knowing that the corona restrictions prevented me doing so, has failed altogether to 21 
determine the section 142 application to overturn the malicious, void prosecution. Now we 22 
are on day 301.   It is a case of "justice delayed, justice denied, but moreover, outright 23 
corruption, perversion of the course of justice and "justice subject to status".   I will not 24 
tolerate my human rights being violated in this way by criminals in judicial and public office, 25 
purporting to do justice when they serve only injustice and lawlessness.  26 

On 2nd March 2021 at 15:15PM I made an application to appeal non-determination of the 27 
section 142 application and against the unlawful conviction.  That was not dealt with 28 
either.   It was not dealt with because it was purported that the section 142 application was 29 
in fact going to be dealt with when it has not been.    What is happening with that?  30 
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Any lay person can understand the clear submission I have made below. It proves that 1 
Leslie Moss is just a lying abuse of the public's trust and that this court has been working 2 
for the defendants whilst serving only injustice and failing in its duty.        If I do not have a 3 
copy of the purported order by 10AM tomorrow (Monday 10th May 2021) this will go 4 
public, for starters. The people have the right to see justice being done, or, not being done 5 
as is the case here.  6 

Why has nobody got back to me in relation to my complaint?      7 

Kind regards, 8 

Paul Millinder 9 

3. Email from Applicant of: Thu, 29 Apr 2021 at 13:33 

From: Paul Millinder <pm@intelligenceuk.com> 10 
Date: Thu, 29 Apr 2021 at 13:33 11 
Subject: Re: COMPLAINT OF CORRUPTION --- Application - Section 142 MCA 1980 / CR: 12 
101900555666 --- IMPORTANT - CHOREOGRAPHY 13 
To: Orr, Ashley <ashley.orr@justice.gov.uk> 14 

Dear Ashley, 15 

You have just admitted to me that legal services are producing the order.  That is the 16 
correct factual position.  We have a kangaroo court run by inter-agency colluding corruptors 17 
within the legal services departments.  That is where this systemic corruption is 18 
originating.    19 

It is the Judge that is supposed to produce the order, not legal services.  Aside from that, 20 
paragraph 9.3(a) & (b) from my email of 26/04/2021 applies.  21 

I am certainly not buying into this nonsense.  We shall fully expose it and deal 22 
accordingly.    What is happening with my complaint? 23 

You will note, the email setting out the choreography also came with tab_Z9, the 54-page 24 
report with the page 1 table of contents that Currer evaded because he has been perverting 25 
the course of justice.   You will all find out what we have in store, without further notice. 26 

Many thanks and I look forward to hearing from you. 27 

Kind regards,    Paul Millinder 28 
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4. Email Ms Orr of: Thu, 29 Apr 2021 at 13:01 

On Thu, 29 Apr 2021 at 13:01, Orr, Ashley <ashley.orr@justice.gov.uk> wrote: 1 

Hello 2 

I have spoken to legal again this week and they are still waiting on the reasons to be able to 3 
produce the order 4 

They will be in touch as soon as they receive them 5 

Im sorry I cant be of more help than that at the moment 6 

Kind regards 7 

Ashley 8 

5. Email from Applicant of; 29th April 2021 at 11.40AM 

From: Paul Millinder <pm@intelligenceuk.com> 9 
Sent: 29 April 2021 11:40 10 
To: Orr, Ashley <ashley.orr@Justice.gov.uk> 11 
Subject: Re: COMPLAINT OF CORRUPTION --- Application - Section 142 MCA 1980 / CR: 12 
101900555666 --- IMPORTANT - CHOREOGRAPHY 13 

Dear Ashley, 14 

I am still awaiting sight of this purported order and a response to my email. What is 15 
happening? 16 

Please let me know. 17 

Many thanks. 18 

Kind regards, 19 

Paul Millinder:  20 

__________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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6. CHRONOLOGY - Email from Applicant of 26th April 2021 at 14.16PM 

On Mon, 26 Apr 2021 at 14:16, Paul Millinder <pm@intelligenceuk.com> wrote: 1 

Dear Ms Orr, 2 

I am still waiting to see the statutory decision made by the public authority respective of the 3 
application pursuant to section 142(1) of the Magistrates Court Act 1980.  Given that no 4 
offence has been committed and that the statutory offence applies on all three grounds, I 5 
am going to scrutinise this decision in line with the law.   6 

I wish to refer to the order in the ongoing corruption proceedings I have effected in the QBD 7 
Divisional Administrative Court and overseas. 8 

Please follow this carefully.  The items in the choreography referred to or points raised are 9 
headlined in large blue underlined text:  10 

Choreography / evidential summary:  

7. 29 July 2020 at 06.30AM - - Applicant made an application to set aside the 
void order of Currer who has been assisting the offenders: 

1. The application was filed containing the following key documents:  11 

A - Section 142(1) Application: (Application_P_Millinder_S142_MCA_1080) 12 
2. Tab_01---Currer_Millinder_Judgment 13 
3. Tab_02---Application_Discontinuance_CPS_10_02_2020_PM_V01 14 
4. Tab_03---Directions_05_03_2020 15 
5. Tab_04---Skeleton_14_01_2020 16 
6. Report_Systemic_Corruption_02_06_2020_PM_VF  - Report delivered to this court on 2nd 17 
June 2020 together with the information laid against Womble Bond Dickinson (UK) LLP and 18 
their conspirators.  19 

The report proves indictable offences committed against me by Womble Bond Dickinson, 20 
this was before Currer during his predetermined hearing to reverse me, the victim of these 21 
serious financial crimes, into the defendant.  Currer evaded the report altogether.  The 22 
report is attached, now described as tab_Z9.  23 

Despite multiple requests by email and telephone, North Tyneside Magistrates evaded 24 
dealing with the application whatsoever.  I do hold an intelligence report to prove how many 25 
times the documentation, including the emails was read by legal services and court admin, 26 
but they evaded it, because it proves that the corrupt Northumbria Police have been party to 27 

CASE FILE: Page 798 PDF Page: 635

mailto:pm@intelligenceuk.com
https://intelligenceuk.com/PM-s-142-mca/Application_P_Millinder_S142_MCA_1980.pdf
https://intelligenceuk.com/PM-s-142-mca/Tab_01---Currer_Millinder_Judgment.pdf
https://intelligenceuk.com/PM-s-142-mca/Tab_02---Application_Discontinuance_CPS_10_02_2020_PM_V01%20(1).pdf
https://intelligenceuk.com/PM-s-142-mca/Tab_03---Directions_05_03_2020%20(1).pdf
https://intelligenceuk.com/PM-s-142-mca/Tab_04---Skeleton_14_01_2020%20(1).pdf
https://intelligenceuk.com/PM-s-142-mca/Tab_Z9---Report_Systemic_Corruption_02_06_2020_PM_VF.pdf
https://intelligenceuk.com/PM-s-142-mca/Tab_Z9---Report_Systemic_Corruption_02_06_2020_PM_VF.pdf
https://intelligenceuk.com/PM-s-142-mca/Tab_Z9---Report_Systemic_Corruption_02_06_2020_PM_VF.pdf
https://intelligenceuk.com/PM-s-142-mca/Tab_Z9---Report_Systemic_Corruption_02_06_2020_PM_VF.pdf


6 
 

this fraud and perversion of the course of justice and that the DI Lied to fabricate grounds 1 
for my arrest when no evidence was even in their possession.  Tab_02 contains links to the 2 
recordings with those corrupt officers.  3 

Tab_3 refers to the fact that it was ordered that evidence was served, but it never was. I was 4 
prosecuted in absence of evidence and in absence of a fair trial. I was prevented from 5 
attending my own trial when Currer knew I could not fly due to the coronavirus outbreak and 6 
that I am not a UK resident.   In truth and reality, Currer prevented me from attending my 7 
trial because he knew the counter allegations would be advanced and he wanted to avoid 8 
that at all costs.  He wanted to pervert the course of justice, terrorizing me, the victim of 9 
their conspiracy to defraud.  10 

8. 29 October 2020 at 17.08PM - - Email in response from Leslie Moss, the 
legal advisor from Middlesbrough: 

It was stated in that email that "your application can then be listed for hearing". It never was. 11 

9. 16th November 2020 at 13.13PM - Email in response from Leslie Moss - 
Moss misrepresents the law to attempt to evade having the application 
heard: 

Moss stated "An application to re-open a case under s142 Magistrates’ Courts Act 1980 can 12 
not be dealt with over the telephone unfortunately. Paragraph 4(2), Schedule 3A of the 13 
Criminal Justice Act 2003 precludes you from taking part in such proceedings by audio 14 
means. As you state you have no intention of attending a hearing, the application is unable to 15 
be considered further"  and:  16 

"For the avoidance of doubt, the decision of Judge Currer as set out in his judgment of 1st July 17 
2020 stands". 18 

In the same email, Moss seeks to rely on the mala fide, void decision of Fanning, one of the 19 
offenders who was instructed by Burnett to prevent justice being served on Hannon and 20 
Staunton.  Fanning never had jurisdiction to hear the application that falls under the special 21 
jurisdiction of the Chief Magistrate because Hannon is a corrupt public official.   Fanning 22 
evaded all the evidence and we have the evidence to prove it.   Those matters are subject to 23 
proceedings in the superior Court.  The order by Currer is void.  24 

__________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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10. The legal position 

The contradictions by Moss affronts the Coronavirus Act 2020, the legislation that was by 1 
then in force (See: https://www.cps.gov.uk/legal-guidance/coronavirus-act-2020 ). I quote 2 
the law: 3 

"Expansion of availability of live links in criminal proceedings: Section 53 and Schedule 23 4 
Criminal Justice Act 2003 amends the Criminal Justice Act 2003 (CJA 2003) in order to 5 
extend the circumstances in which a criminal court can use audio and live links during 6 
hearings. Paragraph 3 of schedule 23 extends the list of “eligible criminal proceedings” to 7 
include: 8 

A hearing under section 142(1) or (2) of the Magistrates’ Courts Act 1980" 9 

My application is under section 142(1) of the Magistrates Court Act 1980.   I refer to 10 
schedule 3A of the Criminal Justice Act 2003 11 
(See: https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2003/44/schedule/3A/paragraph/2) and again, 12 
I quote the applicable law:  13 

1)  Eligible criminal proceedings may be conducted wholly as video proceedings only if the 14 
proceedings meet one of the following conditions: 15 

8) Condition G:— (a) the proceedings are a summary trial in a magistrates' court 16 

The originating rigged trial in June 2020 was a summary trial in the magistrates, but Currer 17 
prevented me from my right to a fair trial or even attending my trial. His conduct was 18 
unlawful and was contrary to the law that provided I could attend by video link as I 19 
requested:  20 

(9) Condition H: the proceedings are a hearing under section 142(1) or (2) of the Magistrates' 21 
Courts Act 1980 or under section 155 of the Powers of Criminal Courts (Sentencing) Act 22 
2000. 23 

The application I have been denied the right of a trial within is under section 142(1) of the 24 
Magistrates Court Act 1980.  One of the many problems is the likes of Moss are both 25 
corrupt, dishonest and they don't actually have the first clue about the law they purport to 26 
advocate.   27 
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11. 31st March 2021 at 16.11PM - You, Ashley Orr wrote to me relaying the 
message from the lawless legal services corruptors at North Tyneside / 
Middlesbrough 

In that email it was stated: “The s142 application is currently being looked at to find a suitable 1 
listing date and the court will contact Mr Millinder as soon as that is done – that’s as much 2 
information as I currently have” 3 

That listing never happened either.  4 

12. 16th April 2021 - Email from Ashley Orr now stating that an order has been 
made pursuant to the section 142(1) application in absence of the hearing 
that was to be listed 

It was stated in that email that "I can confirm that the application was dealt with last week by 5 
the Judge we are waiting on his reasons then the legal team will be in touch with you" 6 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 7 

13. 20th April 2021 at 10.33AM- Email from me to Ashley Orr setting out the 
legal position in relation to the ex-parte order under section 142(1) of the 
Magistrates Court Act 1980 without a hearing 

I responded to the email from Ms Orr of 16/04/2021 setting out the legal position:  8 

14. The law - The law - Section 142(1) of the Magistrates Court Act 1980 and the 
Criminal Procedure Rules 

Part 44 of the Criminal Procedure Rules deals with the correct process under Section 9 
142(1) of the Magistrates Court Act 1980. CPR Part 44(3)(3) is that: 10 

(3) The court must not exercise its power in a party’s absence unless— 11 

(a) the court makes a decision proposed by that party; 12 

(b) the court makes a decision to which that party has agreed in writing; or 13 

(c) that party has had an opportunity to make representations at a hearing (whether or not 14 
that party in fact attends). 15 
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__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

15. 26th April 2021  - I write with this email as part of my complaint of corruption 
against North Tyneside Magistrates, Moss and Currer who have been acting 
lawlessly interfering with the proper administration of justice to provide 
impunity to the true offenders 

271 days, or 8-months and 28-days from when I made the application under section 142(1) 1 
of the Magistrates Court Act 1980 to set aside the mala fide void order that was founded by 2 
a without jurisdiction ultra vires act by Currer, a corrupt, dishonest judicial office holder who 3 
has been providing impunity to criminals and I am still being tortured by this corrupt rotten 4 
system of inter-agency colluding white-collar criminal human rights abusers.  5 

The report at tab_Z9 proves a number of indictable offences committed in conspiracy by 6 
Womble Bond Dickinson and offences under the Insolvency Act 1986 committed by 7 
Hannon.   Currer evaded that deliberately, whilst preventing me from accessing my own 8 
trial, preventing me from my right to cross examine the primary witnesses (the offenders) 9 
and preventing me from stating my defence or having the defence stated on my behalf 10 
whilst prosecuting me for a crime that was never even committed in absence of production 11 
of any evidence whatsoever.  12 

Now, I am going to prosecute all responsible, including Currer. Purported judges who act 13 
with favour and ill-will are not judges, they are afforded no protection by virtue of judicial 14 
immunity.  You should now evict Currer from the Court, he has no standing to continue 15 
presiding over cases.  16 

PLEASE NOW SEND ME THE ORDER YOU REFER TO AT ONCE, BY RETURN AND PLEASE 17 
DISCLOSE THE NAME OF THE JUDGE THAT MADE IT AND THE DATE IT WAS MADE.  18 

I request a comprehensive response to the issues raised herein.  The public authority and 19 
all its officer have a duty to act with honesty, integrity, according to the law and according 20 
to the Nolan Principles, aside from you Ms Orr, who I have found to be courteous and 21 
professional, that has never happened.  The people at North Tyneside involved have treated 22 
me with distain and they have been unaccountable and obnoxious, to say the least.   I have 23 
many oral recordings to prove it.  24 

Many thanks and I look forward to hearing from you. 25 

Kind regards, 26 

Paul Millinder 27 

Investigations & Litigation - Intelligence UK International S.A 28 
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EMAIL A: 

From: CDN.LTM <CDN.LTM@justice.gov.uk> 1 
Date: Mon, 16 Nov 2020 at 17:00 2 
Subject: RE: Case reference 10U40587119 3 
To: Police 1 <police@intelligenceuk.com> 4 

Dear Mr Millinder 5 

 District Judge Fanning holds judicial office and has considered and refused your applications for 6 
warrants of arrest. This court does not have jurisdiction to consider applications afresh where 7 
they have already been determined by a court at the same level. There exists a court hierarchy 8 
and you could have had recourse to the High Court if you were aggrieved by the lower court’s 9 
decision. 10 

 In connection with the application to re-open under s142, you had suggested telephone be used which 11 
is not permitted. There is provision for the application to take place via live videolink if the court is 12 
satisfied that it is in the interests of justice to make a live link direction. The Crown Prosecution Service, 13 
as the other party to the proceedings, would need to be given an opportunity to make representations 14 
before any direction could be made. In terms of dealing with the application on paper, the application 15 
can only be dealt with in your absence, by virtue of Rule 24.18 of the Criminal Procedure Rules 2015, if it 16 
is to be resolved in your favour or you have had an opportunity to make representations at the hearing. 17 

 If you wish the court to consider dealing with the matter via live videolink (which could mean via Cloud 18 
Video Platform or Skype), please confirm your availability to participate during December and we will 19 
obtain the views of the CPS and make a decision about whether live link is in the interests of justice. If 20 
you would prefer that the matter is dealt with in your absence, please indicate which particular pieces of 21 
your correspondence you rely upon to support your application or submit new written representations 22 
setting out what legal or procedural error you feel was made by the court in trying you and convicting 23 
you in your absence. 24 

 Yours sincerely 25 

Lesley Moss 26 

Legal Team Manager (Crime) 27 

Cleveland & Durham Legal Team| HMCTS | Teesside Justice Centre| Middlesbrough | TS1 2AS 28 

 _____________________________EMAIL A ENDS_________________________________ 

Tab_11: Pages 85 - 96

In the St Albans Crown Court 

On appeal from North Tyneside Magistrates Court  

Case must be heard out Northumbria Circuit – Entails corruption 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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EMAIL B:  

From: Police 1 <police@intelligenceuk.com> 1 
Sent: 16 November 2020 13:54 2 
To: CDN.LTM <CDN.LTM@justice.gov.uk> 3 
Subject: Re: Case reference 10U40587119 4 

Dear Ms Moss, 5 

The s.142 application can be dealt with over skype, the Corona Legislation makes provision for 6 
that, or, it can be dealt with on paper.  The fact is that the order is mala fide, no offence has been 7 
committed. 8 

This is another example of how the collusive corrupt system works to provide one another with 9 
impunity.    Fanning is a defendant, he was deployed by Burnett to prevent justice being served 10 
on the offenders. Nothing has ever been determined, not in the civil courts nor the magistrates, 11 
because Fanning and others have been perverting the course of justice, acting under orders. 12 

Nothing is malicious, I was defrauded by the offenders and my report makes this abundantly 13 
clear.  The crimes are proven to the criminal standard of proof and the evidence proves the 14 
offences.    This is what happens when kleptocrats are in charge of the justice system, we become 15 
lawless. 16 

None of my applications have ever been dealt with, the most simple, proven preliminary 17 
considerations have been evaded throughout.   In the meantime, the applications do need to be 18 
dealt with by a judge, as does the application.   Why have I waited since 2nd June for you to 19 
come back with this and still no decision by a judge?   20 

I have already sought advice here, we know precisely what is going on and why.   You have a 21 
duty to place the information I laid before the Judge, it should have been done in June.   22 

The report itself proves indictable offences.  Just because Fanning has perverted the course of 23 
justice, that does not excuse the offences that have been committed.   I refer to the enclosed 24 
report, it is self explanatory, nobody has ever considered it. 25 

Please will you ensure that this is dealt with properly. 26 

Thank you. 27 

Regards, 28 

Paul Millinder 29 

____________________________EMAIL B ENDS___________________________________ 
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EMAIL C:  

On Mon, 16 Nov 2020 at 13:13, CDN.LTM <CDN.LTM@justice.gov.uk> wrote: 1 

Dear Mr Millinder 2 

An application to re-open a case under s142 Magistrates’ Courts Act 1980 can not be dealt with 3 
over the telephone unfortunately. Paragraph 4(2), Schedule 3A of the Criminal Justice Act 2003 4 
precludes you from taking part in such proceedings by audio means. As you state you have no 5 
intention of attending a hearing, the application is unable to be considered further. For the 6 
avoidance of doubt, the decision of Judge Currer as set out in his judgment of 1st July 2020 7 
stands. 8 

Regarding your applications for warrants of arrest, you direct me to tabs 1 and 22 of your index 9 
which relate to applications dated 2/11/19 that have already been determined by District Judge 10 
Fanning on 13th February 2020. Judge Fanning’s reasoning in refusing your applications 11 
included the following – 12 

The pursuit of Messrs. Staunton and Hannon by the applicant is malicious. 13 

As against Middlesbrough Football & Athletic Company (1986) Ltd and Womble, Bond 14 
Dickinson, the suggestion of criminality is fanciful. Again, the applicants allegations are bound 15 
up in his failed litigation in the civil courts. There is no evidence of criminality as against either 16 
of these bodies. 17 

One Magistrates’ Court cannot act as an appellate court in respect of a decision taken by another, 18 
whether that decision was made by a lay bench or a District Judge (Magistrates’ Court).  Your 19 
avenue of appeal, if you thought there had been an error of law, would have been to the 20 
Divisional Court by way of Judicial Review.  21 

Yours sincerely 22 

Lesley Moss 23 

Legal Team Manager (Crime) 24 

Cleveland & Durham Legal Team| HMCTS | Teesside Justice Centre| Middlesbrough | TS1 2AS 25 

_____________________________EMAIL C ENDS_________________________________ 
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EMAIL D:  

From: Police 1 <police@intelligenceuk.com> 1 
Sent: 30 October 2020 06:00 2 
To: CDN.LTM <CDN.LTM@justice.gov.uk> 3 
Subject: Re: Case reference 10U40587119 4 

Dear Ms Moss, 5 

Thank you for your email.   Firstly, the application to re-open is one that can be dealt with over 6 
the telephone.  I am not a UK resident and I have not been for several years. I was not at the time 7 
I was unlawfully arrested and detained by the corrupt police who work for the establishment.    I 8 
was there on holiday. 9 

Secondly, there are no flights and in any event, I have no intention of returning to the UK for the 10 
foreseeable future , after being defrauded by the corrupt establishment who provide impunity to 11 
fraudsters, I am sick of the sight of the place, the UK is a cesspool of corruption.  I certainly 12 
would not spend £10k or so on travel back there for quarantine for 2 weeks for a rigged hearing 13 
where the odds are stacked so firmly against because the establishment are preventing justice 14 
from being served on the offenders. 15 

The application is uncontroversial and the grounds for reopening it are absolutely clear, the 16 
statutory defence to the alleged section 2 harassment applies on all 3 grounds, no offence was 17 
committed, period.    That is not complex, the conviction should have already been overturned, 18 
we have lost over 3 months, what has been going on exactly? 19 

In relation to the prosecution, the information was laid, comprehensively, meeting the criteria of 20 
CPR rule 7, on 2nd June 2020.  Again, 150 days later, still nothing has been done. A case of 21 
justice delayed, justice denied, or moreover, the fact that this is all being controlled by the 22 
kleptocrats at the helm of the injustice system that supports criminals disguised as lawyers 23 
against the public interest.  24 

 I refer to: 25 

1. The index of statements and evidence on which I seek to26 
rely:   INDEX_EXHIBITS_02_12_2019___PM____UPDATED_23_05_2020 27 

1.1. The application against Hannon is at tab-1.  The application against the rest is at tab-22.  28 

1.2.  All of the evidence on which I seek to rely is there. 29 

2. Due to the fact that this Court has failed in its duty to issue the warrants, nor process the30 
applications whatsoever since 2nd June 2020, further indictable offences have been committed 31 
and Hannon has been free to inflict his atrocities, presenting risk to the public and all of the 32 
creditors he comes into contact with of similar serious financial harm, likewise with the corrupt 33 
judiciary who have been perverting the course of justice and fraudulently abusing their positions 34 
to obtain pecuniary interest for the principal offenders by deception.  This Court has 100% failed 35 
in its duty in all ways.    36 
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2.1. I made a further comprehensive s.9 statement regarding the 3rd offence of fraud by failing to 1 
disclose information ex-parte committed on 23rd October 2020.  That is also attached. It is 2 
simple to navigate all of the documents from that, the password access is provided:    You will 3 
note, I have made an application in the corrupt Insolvency & Companies List to set aside the 4 
order obtained by fraud wherein the same offenders dishonestly withheld a vast number of 5 
material exhibits whilst conveying a false case ex-parte as an attempt to defraud me of my 6 
abortive costs in the sum of circa £1.17 million.   WITNESS-STATEMENT-P.MILLINDER 7 

3. The report I delivered to this Court with the prosecution bundle on 2nd June 2020 also makes 8 
the offences absolutely clear. The report is comprehensive and is again, very easy to navigate.  It 9 
is also attached:  Report_Systemic_Corruption_02_06_2020_PM_VF 10 

Please explain to me why this information was not presented to the Court.  11 

Please explain why I was disallowed from making out my case and why DJ Currer attempted to 12 
"dismiss" my defence statement whilst then failing to read out any part of my defence in my 13 
absence during the predetermined hearing to prosecute me for alleged harassment of the 14 
fraudsters whilst concealing the multitude of indictable offences they have committed.  15 

Please explain why I was prosecuted when the statutory defence to the alleged section 2 16 
harassment applies on all 3 grounds.  If you read my email of 15th September below, I was not 17 
being abusive to you in any way shape or form, I was merely stating the correct factual position, 18 
stating the truth.  People seem to have a major problem with the truth, the law, the facts and 19 
reality.  20 

I hope this clarifies.  21 

Many thanks and I look forward to hearing from you.  22 

Yours sincerely, 23 

Paul Millinder 24 

 
 
 
 
 
_________________________________EMAIL D ENDS______________________________ 
 
 
EMAIL E:  
 
From: CDN.LTM <CDN.LTM@justice.gov.uk> 
Date: Thu, 29 Oct 2020 at 17:08 
Subject: RE: Case reference 10U40587119 
To: Police 1 <police@intelligenceuk.com> 
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Dear Mr Millinder 1 

Please provide your availability to attend court to make your application to have your case re-2 
opened under section 142 Magistrates’ Courts Act 1980 and your application can then be listed 3 
for hearing. 4 

In response to your query about my involvement in trying to assist you, all Legal Team 5 
Managers have a base court but undertake work across a much wider area – in my case it extends 6 
across Durham, Cleveland and Northumberland. 7 

In connection with applications to have prosecutions brought against named individuals, I would 8 
refer you again to Rule 7 of the Criminal Procedure Rules 2015 (as amended). Please set out 9 
your applications as required by the Rule, providing specific details of offences known to law, 10 
factual particulars of alleged offences referencing them to the elements of the offences, dates and 11 
places of commission of alleged offences. Once this is received, I will refer your applications to 12 
one of the local District Judges for consideration. There is no requirement to have it dealt with by 13 
a Senior District Judge, by which I take it you mean the Chief Magistrate who is the senior DJ 14 
for Magistrates’ Courts. 15 

Please be advised that if you respond with abuse as you did on 15 September 2020, I will not be 16 
able to assist any further. 17 

Yours sincerely 18 

Lesley Moss 19 

Legal Team Manager (Crime) 20 

Cleveland & Durham Legal Team| HMCTS | Teesside Justice Centre| Middlesbrough | TS1 2AS 21 

   

__________________________________EMAIL E ENDS_____________________________ 

EMAIL F 

From: Police 1 <police@intelligenceuk.com>  22 
Sent: 15 September 2020 06:47 23 
To: CDN.LTM <CDN.LTM@justice.gov.uk>; NO-Newcastle <no-newcastle@Justice.gov.uk>; 24 
NO-Listings <NO-Listings@Justice.gov.uk> 25 
Subject: Re: Case reference 10U40587119 26 

Dear Ms Moss, 27 

Following on from our investigation, you are not an officer of Newcastle Magistrates Court 28 
where this prosecution was laid.   You are another  member of the "Cleveland Cabal" of white 29 
collar criminals sponsored by the taxpayer to prevent justice from being served on the Principal 30 
Offenders.  31 
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My application pursuant to section 142(1) of the Magistrates Court Act 1980 was to be ruled on 1 
and comes under the special jurisdiction of the Senior District Judge sitting in the court of which 2 
the originating order was made. It entails corruption.   You are not the Senior District Judge, on 3 
the contrary, you are yet another corrupt lawyer acting illegally to provide impunity to the 4 
Principal Offenders who have committed a range of proven indictable offences.      There has 5 
been no decision forthcoming respective of my S142(1) application, yet the application contains 6 
numerous grounds in the interests of justice to reopen and dispose of the originating order, 7 
fundamentally because no crime has been committed in law and the statutory defence applies on 8 
all three grounds, but moreover, because there can be no punishment without law (human rights 9 
abuse) and that the corrupt establishment (including Currer and his fellow corruptor (the Lord 10 
Chief Justice) has been perverting the course of justice.  11 

There has been no judgment made in respect of the prosecution I laid before the Court 12 
(Newcastle Magistrates).  You are in Teesside, not even in the same circuit.    13 

Fundamentally, I have been disallowed the right to present my defence case and prevented from 14 
accessing my own trial (flagrant human rights abuse) when all along the Court were abundantly 15 
well aware I am not a UK resident and I could not travel because there were no flights.    The 16 
emergency legislation made provision for the trial to be conducted remotely. Currer denied me 17 
that right and refused me the right of stating my defence.  That in itself is a ground to re-open the 18 
case.    This is premeditated orchestrated conspiracy to pervert the course of justice and I for one 19 
will not tolerate this lawless reckless abuse of the rule of law and the principles of natural justice 20 
that underpin our common law jurisdiction.  21 

I refer to that report that was laid before the Court.  It cannot be ignored by Currer who was 22 
working for the Principal Offenders in this way.    I make the following submissions respective 23 
of the prosecution I have brought in Newcastle Magistrates Court has, to date been 24 
completely and deliberately evaded by the corrupt purported judges who appear more intent on 25 
preventing justice from being served on the offenders.    26 

The offences are indictable and must be tried in the Crown Court, the warrants are mandatory, 27 
not optional and the offences are proven beyond doubt.    28 

I submit as follows: 29 

 1. Page 2 of 54:  "Criminal offences under the Insolvency Act 1986".  It is proven beyond 30 
doubt that Hannon has committed all of those offences under the Insolvency Act 1986, they are 31 
criminal offences.   32 

2. Page 14 of 54:  "Ulick Staunton – Counsel for MFC admitted in writing that the claims are 33 
false on 9th January 2017" , the purported barrister white collar criminal, Staunton, who was 34 
instructed by MFC and Womble Bond Dickinson admitted the claims were false in writing 35 
during the same ex-parte hearing on 9th January 2017.  24-days later, Gill, of Womble Bond 36 
Dickinson, who himself provided me with a copy of that same note of hearing referred to, made 37 
a £4.1 million proof of debt when it is proven beyond reasonable doubt that he knew the claim he 38 
was making was false.  They were working in conspiracy with Hannon, using the facade of 39 
insolvency to defraud me of my rightful assets.  The claim that is founded by unlawful forfeiture 40 
when the unlawful forfeiture has been found and proven (issue estoppel apples).    41 
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I adduce fresh evidence:  1 

2.1. I have only just obtained the transcript of the hearing ex-parte 2 
(see: Transcript_&_Judgment_hearing_09_01_2017 ).  Page 3 (F) through to  page 4 (D) are 3 
all false statements made by Staunton, the dishonest alcoholic clown.   4 

2.2. The judgment at page 11 is a false instrument, as in section 3 of the Forgery and 5 
Counterfeiting Act 1981.  It was created by Arnold after 5th February 2018 and in it he states at 6 
paragraph 3, attempting to conceal the blatant fraud committed by the Principal Offenders that 7 
the rent was £550,000, an absolute outright lie and nonsense.   This is what the majority of you 8 
purported  lawyers and judges do, lie and deceive.  A bunch of fraudsters in your own right, 9 
relying on a spin of bullshit, legal trickery and deceit to dupe your opposition and victims of your 10 
flagrant abuse.   The majority need to be jailed.   11 

2.3. At paragraph 2 of his nonsense false instrument order, Arnold, who has continually worked 12 
to assist the offenders by preventing justice form being served on them cites: 13 

twofold: first, that, if there is a claim, the claim is that of Empowering Wind MFC Limited, a 14 
company in liquidation, and not of the respondent; secondly, and in any event, the claim, 15 
whichever be the correct party, has been disputed by the applicant for some time. 16 

2.4. Those are the two reasons alleged to have founded the order.   Firstly, the assignment was 17 
withheld and Bloom lied about it in his statement when he knew the statement he was making 18 
was false  (see page 27 of the 54 page report, line 26 through to line 30 of page 30).  It is proven 19 
beyond reasonable doubt by the evidence that Bloom knew the statement he was making was 20 
false.  He had that assignment in his possession by electronic copy on 3rd January 2017 and in 21 
hard copy with the demand (part B also referring to it) on 6th January 2017.  It was found (issue 22 
estoppel) that the assignment was also withheld from the ex-parte hearing.  23 

2.5. I refer to page 34 of the 54 page report, line 28 through to 29.  Staunton refers to "what's 24 
assigned are the investments, the £200,000", so it is proven beyond reasonable doubt that he 25 
knew that the investments in Empowering Wind MFC Ltd had been assigned, he made that 26 
admission himself during the later hearing before Nugee, the white collar criminal purported 27 
judge.  28 

2.6. Moving to page 36 of the 54 page report "Nugee J dishonestly manipulated the terms of 29 
and misrepresented the assignment", Nugee knew that the assignment that was fraudulently 30 
withheld was an absolute assignment that was served on the defendants and as referred to at page 31 
4, part B of the demand, so he tampered with the evidence and dishonestly misrepresented the 32 
terms of the assignment in his order so he could then rely on his corrupted version to assist the 33 
offenders in defrauding me of my rightful asset in full knowledge that the alleged £25k was 34 
extinguished by the cross claim of £530,000 plus standard 8% interest from the date of the 35 
assignment.    36 

Read from line 1 through to line 18 of page 37 of 54.  It is proven beyond doubt, that the 37 
assignment meets the criteria of section 136(1) of the Law of Property Act 1925, but you corrupt 38 
controlled white collar criminals who have ruinated the rule of law and our justice system do not 39 
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do factual evidence or laws, you only do deceit and legal trickery and then you attempt to 1 
prosecute me for calling those responsible "wxxkers" for defrauding me and ruining my life.    2 

I stand by it, it is justified, they are wxxkers and speaking the truth is not a criminal offence.  I 3 
also consider all of those that have abused their positions for this length of time to provide 4 
impunity to the Principal Offenders to be the same and that too is not a criminal offence, it is the 5 
truth.   In the modern day and age, a "wxxker" is defined in the Oxford English dictionary as "a 6 
contemptible person", which they all are.    7 

2.7. Ok, now we get to the nitty gritty, proving my case beyond doubt respective of the 8 
5th count of fraud by false representation convened by Staunton to defraud me of over 9 
£666,000 (my assigned abortive costs plus standard interest at 8% from the date the 10 
assignment was served on MFC.   Just because they have defrauded me under the 11 
facade of insolvency, that does not alleviate the issue, far from it, the interest is 12 
increasing, Hannon is equally culpable for fraudulently abusing his position (a fiduciary 13 
duty) to assist this cabal of useless dishonest criminals in defrauding me in this way 14 
whilst the judicial clowns and white collar criminals jump on the bandwagon to assist the 15 
Principal Offenders in doing so.  16 

3. I turn to page 39 of 54 "Staunton lied to Registrar Barber and falsely misrepresented the 17 
cross claim that extinguished the (non-existent) alleged petition debt" , reading from line 9 18 
through to line 39 of page 40 of 54.   It is proven beyond reasonable doubt that Staunton is guilty 19 
of fraud by false representation as in section 2 of the Fraud Act 2006 when he knew that the 20 
statements he was making to cause the insolvency of my sole purpose company were false.  They 21 
did so because they have been using the facade of insolvency to defraud and the offences have 22 
been committed in conspiracy, there are aggravating factors of the extreme.    23 

There is a cover up by the corrupt establishment and utterly dishonest, pathetic total loser 24 
jobsworths hiding behind the facade of "justice" to effectively "step into the shoes of the 25 
fraudsters".  26 

 3.1. Now we move to page 23 of the 54 page report "THE OFFENCE OF FRAUD BY 27 
FAILING TO DISCLOSE INFORMATION – section 3 of the Fraud Act 2006" , reading from 28 
line 16 right the way through to line 25 of page 27 of 54.  It is proven beyond doubt that the 29 
Principal Offenders are guilty of fraud by failing to disclose information, as they are perjury, 30 
perverting the course of justice, making and using false instruments and 5 counts of fraud by 31 
false representation.  You and the rest of these hoodlum criminals and state terrorists sponsored 32 
by the taxpayer have been tasked, in abuse of your positions, to provide impunity to the 33 
fraudsters, perverting the course of justice whilst attempting to reverse me into the defendant.  A 34 
sick, deluded twisted rotten system of corrupt dishonest cowards and criminals hiding behind the 35 
facade of "justice" whilst advocating gross injustice, multiple indictable offences and extreme 36 
human rights abuse.  37 

3.2.  Your actions, collectively, affront the supremacy of the rule of law and makes a mockery of 38 
our justice system and the principles of natural justice that is supposed to be advocated within 39 
our common law jurisdiction.   40 
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Now, take this email, put it before the Senior District Judge and ask him / her to provide me with 1 
a properly reasoned, balanced and weighted judgment respective of both my prosecution and the 2 
section 142 application which is separate and don't you dare, ever write to me with such utter 3 
nonsense again.  It is my finding that in fact most need to be locked up, a total and utter disgrace 4 
from a bunch of collusive fraudster advocating dirtbag human rights abusing criminals that ride 5 
roughshod over the rule of law, fairness, impartiality and the proper administration of justice.  6 

I do hope this makes the position absolutely clear.  Thank you very much.  7 

 Yours faithfully, 8 

 Paul Millinder 9 

_______________________________EMAIL F ENDS________________________________ 

EMAIL G: 

On Wed, 9 Sep 2020 at 11:59, Police 1 <police@intelligenceuk.com> wrote: 10 

Dear Ms Moss, 11 

No it makes absolutely no sense to me whatsoever other than what is clear is that I am dealing 12 
with an utterly lawless and corrupt system run by kleptocrats who have been preventing justice 13 
from being served on the true defendants whilst reversing me, the victim of serious financial 14 
crime into the defendant for allegedly "harassing the fraudsters".  15 

It appears that you are seeking to limit the wide jurisdiction of the court's power to vary or 16 
revoke an order pursuant to section 142(1) of the MCA 1980.   17 

Further abuse of the rule of law by corrupt public officials who are intent on decimating our 18 
justice system to provide impunity to the fraudster purported lawyers and their cohorts.  19 

Why are you involved, coming from Teesside?  This malicious prosecution was brought in 20 
Newcastle, out of circuit, or are you just running everything for the Club from Middlesbrough 21 
anyway?  22 

An application pursuant to section 142(1) of the MCA 1980 is a judicial decision and that 23 
application was to be dealt with under the special jurisdiction of the Senior District Judge in 24 
accord with procedure.   No judicial decision has been reached respective of the application so 25 
the matter is sub judice.  The grounds for making the application however are abundantly 26 
clear.    It would be that decision I would be appealing, for the applicable law makes provision 27 
for the court to re-open, to dispose of or amend any order made by it if it is in the interests of 28 
justice for do so or if the order is manifestly wrong.  In this case, no offence has been committed, 29 
the statutory defence applies on all three grounds and there can be no punishment without 30 
law.   Aside from that, I was disallowed the right to present my defence, therefore the order is 31 
void ab initio and you cannot appeal a void order it must be dealt with by the court that made the 32 
order.  33 
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I refer to the 54-page report, enclosed. The report proves beyond doubt that the Club and their 1 
affiliates have committed indictable offences.  The information was laid at Northumbria 2 
Magistrates on 2nd June 2020. The information was evaded by the corrupt judiciary, that neither 3 
alleviates the fact that the prosecution has been brought, nor the offences committed.  I suggest 4 
you follow that very carefully.  5 

Further, I refer to the index of evidence with my prosecution and the applications contained 6 
within.   That prosecution is not against Currer and I will be bringing a separate prosecution 7 
against him for perverting the course of justice in an (undisclosed) magistrates court out of 8 
circuit.     9 

The point I make is a simple one, Currer had this evidence before him, he evaded it all to assist 10 
the offenders by preventing justice from being served on them. That does not alleviate the fact 11 
that I brought a prosecution against them and nothing has ever been dealt with.      12 

Lastly, I made a Subject Access Request to be provided with the notes of hearing in my absence 13 
and all information held by the court against me.  That is long out of time and there are some 14 
serious disclosure breaches as well as dishonest concealment and malicious prosecution to attend 15 
to.  16 

You may think you are being clever with this out of control corruption, but my team and I are 17 
several moves ahead.   You will find out in due course what I mean. All of this is being dealt 18 
with internationally and all responsible shall be exposed and prosecuted.  19 

Now, I request sight of a properly reasoned judgment in respect of my section 142 20 
application.  Please send me that along with the disclosure request outstanding.   Thank you very 21 
much indeed. 22 

Yours faithfully, 23 

Paul Millinder 24 

______________________________EMAIL G ENDS_________________________________ 

EMAIL H: 

On Wed, 9 Sep 2020 at 11:20, CDN.LTM <CDN.LTM@justice.gov.uk> wrote: 25 

Dear Mr Millinder 26 

I have had sight of correspondence in which you seek to have the above case re-opened pursuant 27 
to Section 142 Magistrates’ Courts Act 1980. That provision allows a court to re-open cases to 28 
rectify mistakes or where it would otherwise be in the interests of justice. It is not to be viewed 29 
as a power equivalent to an appeal or a general review. 30 

You were convicted in absence at a hearing on 19th June 2020. Where a defendant who has 31 
attained the age of 18 does not appear for their trial, Section 11 Magistrates’ Courts Act 1980 32 
directs the court to proceed in their absence unless it appears to be contrary to the interests of 33 
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justice to do so. The District Judge presiding over the hearing produced a full written judgment 1 
giving reasons for his decision and I understand you have been provided with a copy of that. The 2 
correct procedure has been followed and there has been no legal or procedural error that would 3 
enable the case to be re-opened under s142 MCA. 4 

If you maintain that there has been such an error, you are entitled to seek the permission of the 5 
Administrative Court to bring a claim for judicial review. If you wish to take that course of 6 
action, the time limit is 3 months after the grounds for making the claim first arose which means 7 
you would need to move quickly. I have attached a guide to help you consider whether that is an 8 
appropriate step for you to take. 9 

You also seek to have individuals prosecuted for alleged criminal offences, including District 10 
Judge Currer. Rule 7 of the Criminal Procedure Rules 2015 (as amended) sets out the procedure 11 
to be followed by anyone wanting to start a prosecution in the magistrates’ court. I have attached 12 
a copy of the relevant Rule so that you can see what information needs to be included. Please be 13 
advised that the magistrates’ courts in Cleveland, Durham and Northumbria will not be able to 14 
consider any request to have one of the local District Judges prosecuted. I am sure you can 15 
appreciate that there is a need to avoid any perception of bias wherever a decision like this has to 16 
be made which means that any such application would need to be pursued in a different court 17 
area.  18 

I hope this is of some assistance to you. 19 

Yours sincerely 20 

Lesley Moss   Legal Team Manager (Crime) 21 

Cleveland & Durham Legal Team| HMCTS | Teesside Justice Centre| Middlesbrough | TS1 2AS 22 

 

 

 

 

_________________________EMAIL H ENDS______________________________________ 
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The offences I reported to North Yorkshire Police 
 

1. The offences I reported were perverting the course of justice on the part of Michael Fanning and 
Mark Daley at York Magistrates York and perverting the course of justice on the part of the 6 
corrupt judges of Chancery whom I am prosecuting at York Magistrates Court with the principal 
offenders, MFC, Womble Bond Dickinson, Ulick Staunton and Anthony Hannon. 

 
2. Apart from the obvious acts of corruption prevalent across all the public authorities, what I find 

completely shocking is that all the work was done for you and you still evaded exercising your 
duties. 

 
3. I work from my index of exhibits in the prosecution that was completely evaded by the corrupt 

York Magistrates and by Hodgeon. The contents of the index prove the indictable offences 
beyond reasonable doubt. 

 
4. Michael Fanning, who has a close relationship with the one of the dishonest, cowardly taxpayer 

sponsored state terrorists who is responsible for the ruination of our justice system, Ian Burnett 
of Maldon, was following orders to assist the offenders in evading justice. It is for that reason 
he evaded all the evidence. No police force, nor any court has ever addressed the offences, 
contrary to your bald assertions. North Yorkshire Police has not investigated a single thing, 
there is no crime reference and no investigation has taken place. Police and the courts are 
supposed to protect the public from tyranny, yet instead, they have become the tyrants, a cabal 
of taxpayer sponsored state terrorists and puppets to the puppet masters. 

 

Criminal offences under the Insolvency Act 1986 
 

5.  I move to tab 1 of my index referred to in paragraph 3 above, tab 1 is the SP0001 against 
Hannon. I refer to the 4 criminal offences committed by Hannon under the Insolvency Act 1986. 
Those offences are complete when the liquidator fails in his duty to perform on those express 
obligations. It is proven beyond doubt that Hannon has failed to send any single progress report 
to members or creditors. It is proven beyond doubt that Hannon has failed to summon a single 
meeting of creditors at each year end, as it is that Hannon failed to send a copy of the account 
of winding up to creditors and as it is that Hannon failed to publish notice of his appointment in 
the Gazette. 

 
6. You will note, the Gazette is a public record, anyone can search the record. The search for Earth 

Energy Investments LLP is here. You will note, that there is no notice of Hannon’s appointment 
published whatsoever. Likewise, I can confirm, as member and otherwise majority creditor of 
both Empowering Wind MFC Ltd and Earth Energy Investments LLP, Hannon has deliberately 
failed to call any single meeting of creditors despite multiple requests for him to have done so. 

 
7. My fellow creditors and I have been trying to call a meeting since 6th March 2017 to replace 

Hannon but he has kept the £4.1 million false claim there stating that MFC is majority creditor 
and that my fellow creditors and I therefore don’t have sufficient voting interest to requisition a 
meeting. I refer to: Exhibit_GMR_Consulting_26_09_2017, for example. 
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8. Were it not for the false circa £4.1 million claim, I would have over 95% of the requisite majority 
voting interest and it would be impossible for the remaining creditors to vote down my 
proposal. The fact is that Hannon is under a legal duty to have requisitioned a meeting at each 
year end, as he is to have provided progress reports to creditors and members but he failed to 
do both, because he has been conspiring to defraud with MFC, Womble Bond Dickinson and 
Staunton. On 6th March 2017 he was under a duty to have adjudicated on the proof of debt 
when a meeting of creditors was called to replace him.  Hannon by then had 3 proofs of debt 
in his possession and they were all false.   He received my request to disclose the proof of debt 
in his possession on 4th January 2017 and many times thereafter but he accepted the 3rd proof 
of debt, failed to disclose the first and second and failed to disclose the 3rd until 20th March 2017 
when by then he was duty bound to have adjudicated upon and rejected the proofs that he 
knew were false from 11th October 2016. He did not disclose and neither did he reject the 
proofs of debt he knew were false what he owes a fiduciary duty to my fellow creditors and I to 
have done so.  Hannon dishonestly abused his position to effect pecuniary interest for MFC 
using the false claims to stymie the liquidation, to make a gain and to cause a loss to my fellow 
creditors and I, when I was otherwise majority creditor. Hannon is, in addition to the offences 
under the Insolvency Act 1986, guilty of fraud by failing to disclose information (s3 Fraud Act 
2006), fraud by abuse of position (s4 Fraud Act 2006) and of conspiracy to defraud, all are 
indictable offences. 

 
9. Those 4 criminal offences under the Insolvency Act 1986 overlap with the more serious Fraud 

Act 2006 offences committed by Hannon, acting dishonestly in fraudulent abuse of his fiduciary 
duty to my fellow creditors and I. 

 

Perversion of the course of justice 
 

10. Principally, I reported Fanning, a purported District Judge, for perverting the course of justice on 
two counts, along with the legal advisor, Mark Daley, his conspirer. They abused their positions 
of trust by failing in their fundamental duty to prosecute the offenders and they do so in full 
knowledge that their actions would do so and that they had the intent to pervert the course of 
justice. I turn to 

 
11. I refer to tab 28 of my index, my 28-page prosecution statement. The defendants are listed on 

page 1. I refer to page 4, the table of evidence and click on (D), the 35 page submission. The 
entire submission should have been read and digested with some high level of attention to 
detail, that did not happen either. I doubt Hodgeon even looked at it, or if he did, he is guilty of 
perverting the course of justice anyway. 

 
12. I turn to page 14 of (D), the 35 page submission linked to paragraph 53.A1. The link titled 

“Questions for York Magistrates….--- 661219” I refer to that and I turn to page 7, paragraph 7 
underneath Rowland’s nonsense designed to assist the offenders in evading justice. There are 
5 email return receipts all dated 17/19/2019 that were “deleted without being read”, confirming 
that Fanning, nor Daley who is under a duty to assist Fanning in dealing with the evidence and 
application submissions, did not even read the ex-parte application nor evidence prior to the 
rigged hearing of 22nd November 2018. 
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13. Therefore, it is proven beyond doubt that the evidence, statements and submissions with the 
application for warrants of arrest against Hannon and Staunton were not even considered by 
Fanning and that would tie in well with his nonsense, unfounded allegation of lack of duty of 
candour when in fact I did disclose all material and facts relevant to the application and it is 
proven beyond doubt that I did. Fanning however, accuse me of lack of duty of candour, when 
the accusation was entirely false but then it was proven, nearly a year later, that Fanning nor 
Daley even considered the application or the evidence with it, it was all orchestrated conspiracy. 
Had they done so, the emails containing that evidence would not have returned “not read” 
receipts. It so happens, that the choreography of the deletion of that evidence came the 
following morning, out of the blue, after I had sent the email to Daley, Shrimplin and York 
Magistrates. 

 
14. I refer to that email contained at page 9 of (D), being the email from me dated 16th October 

2019 at 15.11PM. The email is headlined: 
 

You Mark Daley and York Magistrates are next in line. Fanning of Kirklees Magistrates Court and you, 
Mark Daley and you, Katy Shrimplin are guilty of conspiring to pervert the course of justice and as such I 
shall have you arrested and put where you rightfully belong with the rest of the criminals you have 
worked so hard to support in defrauding me. 

 

The rest of the evidence will be served on you in due course. But indeed you have it, you rigged the 
hearing and spoilated all of the evidence with Fanning so you know full well what it is all about. 

 
15. It was no coincidence that the evidence that was to be considered in advance of the hearing of 

22nd November 2018 was then deleted early the following morning after Daley, Shrimplin and 
York Magistrates received that email. Daley, Fanning, Shimplin and undoubtedly the corrupt 
admin staff at Kirklees and York Magistrates, their aiders and abettors, had the premeditated 
intention to dishonestly conceal the evidence. They did so, because I was right, they did rig the 
hearing and they did spoilated all of the evidence with Fanning and then, they sought to dispose 
of the evidence in the hope of concealing their criminality. Little did they know that we track all 
of the emails. Hence it is proven beyond doubt that Fanning, Daley and Shrimplin are guilty of 
perverting the course of justice. 

 
16. At the bottom of page 9 of that exhibit is the email that I had referred to York Magistrates, 

Daley, Fanning and Shrimplin. The email dated 16th October 2019 at 15.06PM. I turn to page 10 
and I quote: 

 
"I can see no evidence of fraud" That is the punchline used by you idiotic dishonest abusers at the 
Insovlency Service and it was later also adopted by Vos and the rest of the purported judges that 
advocate fraud and corruption in conspiracy to pervert the course of justice. 

 

It was for the same reason Vos allowed Staunton to retract his statement where he also "u-turned on the 
claims" and which is why he then dishonestly omitted any mention of the frauds nor the 4th count of 
fraud by false representation exceeding £4.1 million from his malafide judgment designed with intent to 
retain the ECRO false instrument founded by fraud and collusion fraud upon the court. 
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I have enclosed Hannon's misleading and blatantly dishonest witness statement, for ease in reference. 
The rest I will serve on you in the form of a prosecution statement very shortly along with the rest of the 
exhibits referred to. Although admittedly, you have all seen them many times already, you just evaded 
them in spoilation of evidence with intent to pervert the course of justice. 

 
17. Paragraph 1 of page 10 through to paragraph 8 of page 16 (there is a numbering issue with the 

paragraphs) proves that Hannon has made a false statement and that he has dishonestly abused 
his position and has dishonestly withheld the proofs of debt he is under a legal duty to have 
disclosed. It was the foundation of the application for a warrant for Hannon’s arrest that he is 
guilty of fraud by failing to disclose information and fraud by abuse of position. Both offences 
are proven beyond reasonable doubt and that email chain proved it. It was for that reason that 
Daley then rushed to seek to dispose of the evidence submitted to Kirklees Magistrates and, as I 
observe, little did he know that I would be informed when he did so. 

 
18. That is the same as what you, North Yorkshire Police have sought to conceal, to assist the 

offenders collectively in evading justice contrary to your statutory duties. You are all corrupt 
deceitful taxpayer sponsored quislings and that too is proven beyond reasonable doubt, which is 
why both Winward and Hodgeon but also Rowland, sought to delete evidence from their PCs. 

 
19. I refer to the decision of Fanning of 22nd November 2018 and I turn to page 2 of his order. 

Paragraph 5(b) confirms that were the ingredients of the offence are prima facie present, 
magistrates ought to issue summons, unless there are compelling reasons not to and he quotes: 

 
“vexatious (which may involve the presence of an improper purpose and or long delay); or is an abuse of 
process; or is otherwise improper” 

 
20. Fanning knew, as any judge would do, that it is in the public interest to prosecute a liquidator 

that acts dishonestly in abuse of his fiduciary duty to creditors in which he owes that duty and 
likewise it is in the public interest to prosecute dishonest barristers (Staunton) who misled the 
court and conspired to defraud with MFC and their cohorts. The public interest element is 
present and proven. At (g) Fanning refers to the duty of candour of the prosecutor in all ex- 
parte applications. (h) and (i) both hark back to the same duty of candour, essentially. 

 
21. At page 6, Fanning refers to the ECRO false instrument and asserts in paragraph 6 through to 9 

that I had not disclosed the presence of the ECRO. This is an outright lie and I prove beyond 
reasonable doubt that Fanning was made abundantly well aware of the ECRO and the 
proceedings that were then in process to set it aside. I specifically drew the Court’s attention to 
those proceedings that were listed for a hearing on 14th November 2018. That hearing was 
adjourned and did not commence until 2nd February 2019 before Vos LJ. In the conclusion at 
paragraph 10 through to paragraph 12 it is evidenced that Fanning’s decision is based on the 
false accusation and he seeks to rely on the mala fide decisions of the compromised judges of 
Chancery who have been perverting the course of justice because they too are being unduly 
influenced by political interference which is the driver of this out of control corruption. 

 
22. Firstly, on 8th November 2018 I had sent a copy of my skeleton for the hearing listed for 14th 

November 2018 in the High Court of Justice to York Magistrates. I refer to that; skeleton. 
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23. The first page of the skeleton refers to the frauds committed by MFC, Womble Bond Dickinson, 
Hannon and Staunton. The second page, paragraph 8 is titled “The application to set aside the 
ECRO”. Paragraph 8 through to paragraph 44 is all dedicated to setting aside the ECRO. 

 

24. The skeleton for the hearing of 14th November 2018 was tendered as evidence in the 
prosecution that Fanning disposed of. It is abundantly clear from his order that he did not even 
read that either, or he did but he was working for the defendants assisting them in evading 
justice under orders. 

 
25. I move now to my exhibit: Tab_3M_EXHIBIT PM_Court_Disclosures_24_11_2018. Page 1 

contains an email from me to York Magistrates on 14th August 2018 at 11.19AM. The headline 
of that email states: 

 
By means of an update and in relation to the foregoing, you will note from below and enclosed that I am 
awaiting a response from the Chancellor of the High Court 

 
26. The email refers to the chain of emails below from the bottom of page 1 through to the line 

break a third of the way down page 5. Page 2 contains a directions application that I specifically 
drew the Court’s attention to and the first paragraph refers to the ECRO. I quote: 

 
Dear RCJ & Lord Vos, 

 

I write to notify you that this week I am laying the rest of the information on the Magistrates in relation 
to the conspiracy to defraud, blackmails, frauds by abuse of position, perverting the course of justice and 
the offence of Forgery in making and using a False Instrument ECRO. Our Court and our justice system has 
been corrupted with this nonsense abuse, remedy denial and ignorance of the rule of law. I am back to 
get the long outstanding remedy that has been denied to me by these criminals. 

 
27. The bottom of page 3 twice refers to the ECRO. Page 4 also twice mentions the ECRO and the 

detailed background as to how it originated. At the top of page 6 there is an email from 
Richardson of York Magistrates on 10/09/2018 at 12.43PM confirming receipt of the email 
below and that the evidence and application has been provided to the judge. At the bottom of 
page 6 there is an email that Richardson responded to also clearly referring to proceedings 
being sub judice before Vos LJ with the chain from the bottom pf page 6 through to page 15 also 
setting out the detailed background. It is abundantly clear that I had disclosed all of the 
particulars surrounding the ECRO and it is therefore proven that Fanning has lied when it is also 
later proven that he did not even read any of the statements, evidence of submissions with the 
application ex-parte. 

 
28.  Fanning had the audacity to falsely accuse me of a lack of duty of candour after he 

premeditated the hearing for disposal whilst intentionally disregarding all of the evidence to 
interfere with the proper administration of justice. Essentially, it was all orchestrated 
dishonesty with intent to pervert the course of justice, the false accusation founded his excuse. 

 
29. Moving back to Fanning’s order of 22/11/2018, at page 4, paragraph 11 Fanning states that; 

CASE FILE: Page 820 PDF Page: 657

https://intelligenceuk.com/legal/york/Tab_3M_EXHIBIT%20PM_Court_Disclosures_24_11_2018.pdf
https://intelligenceuk.com/legal/york/Decision_Fanning_J_22_11_2018.pdf


7  

“He is precluded from pursuing them in the civil courts as a result of the ECRO and so he chooses to 
pursue them in the criminal courts. That is to misuse the criminal process - especially where there is (on 
my assessment) no prima facie criminal case. If his application to have the ECRO set aside succeeds, then 
he can seek to use the civil courts to adjudicate on what is a civil dispute” 

 
30. His comments above are a total nonsense. I was not “precluded from pursuing MFC in the civil 

courts” and the application Fanning had in his possession together with the skeleton proves the 
fraud. Fanning made no mention whatsoever of the comprehensive submission of 16 pages 
dated 19th November 2018, fundamentally, because that was not even read or considered by 
him when it is clearly relied upon in the prosecution. The entire submission proves dishonesty 
and fraud, yet the email containing that submission is one of the 5 emails I had sent to Kirklees 
magistrates for the hearing that was “deleted without being read” on 17th October 2019. 

 
31. I move back to tab 28. The second bullet point on page 2 refers to Fanning’s order of 13th 

February 2020 dismissing the against all of the offenders prosecution. The 28-page statement 
proves that Fanning has perverted the course of justice by doing so. Page 4 contains a table of 
evidence and paragraph 2 refers to the proven fact that Fanning has ignored the offences 
committed by Hannon. He has ignored all of the evidence in the first and second application 
altogether and he has done so to assist the offenders in evading justice, making pathetic, 
nonsensical malicious excuses for doing so. 

 
32. I addressed the offences and the evidence in some finite detail within that 28-page statement. I 

move to page 22 that focuses on the offences committed by Fanning and Daley. At page 23 I 
provided a comparative case.  I quote: 

 
“People get imprisoned just for taking driving points for another. They get charged and sentenced for 
perverting the course of justice when they act dishonestly to assist an offender by interfering with the 
course of justice” 

 
“The classic comparative case is that of Huhne and Constance Briscoe. Briscoe, one of the first black 
women to sit as a judge in Britain, became embroiled in the Vicky Pryce and Chris Huhne points swapping 
scandal in 2013. 71.Both Pryce and Huhne were jailed for perverting the course of justice after Pryce 
revealed she had taken the former Liberal Democrat MP's speeding points ten years earlier. Briscoe was 
jailed for 16 months for perverting the course of justice after it emerged she had altered witness 
statements to help Pryce. The originating driving offence was minor and would have merely resulted in a 
small fine and 3 points on Huhne’s license.” 

 
33. In this case, we have Fanning and Daley, paid by the taxpayer to act in the interests of justice 

with Fanning performing on his duties under judicial oath in office with a high degree of care 
and skill. Fanning disposed of the prosecutions, not once, but twice whilst bundling the 
applications together to assist the offenders who are guilty of indictable offences in evading 
justice. 

 
34. The puppet police have done precisely the same. It is the age-old story, would one jump off a 

bridge if Buckland / Burnett told you to? 
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35. The comparative case is similar, although the principal offences on the part of all of the 
offenders are much more serious than driving offences, we have indictable offences committed 
in conspiracy.   As such, the aiders and abettors that have abused their positions of trust to 
assist the offenders in evading justice are also guilty of the principal indictable offences by virtue 
of their actions. There was no mention in Fanning’s order of the criminal offences under the 
Insolvency Act 1986 that are proven to have been committed by Hannon. There was no 
mention of the fact that MFC, Staunton and Hannon are all guilty of conspiracy to defraud and 
fraud by failing to disclose information. 

 
36. There was no mention of the fact that Staunton “u-turned” on all of the claims he knew were 

false by his own admission on 9th January 2017 and there was no mention of the fact he did so 
precisely 21 days after making me personally liable for circa £44,500 originated by virtue of the 
£4.1 million fraud by false representation. 

 
37. On the same basis, you, in your nonsense letter implied that Northumbria Police had 

investigated my allegations of corruption, it was a blind assertion and a total nonsense. I refer 
to my exhibit: Northumbria_Police_Excuses_13_02_2020. At page 1, at (b) and (c) DS Morgan 
seeks to rely on the CoLP peer review that was orchestrated to assist the offenders in evading 
justice when he knew that the review was compromised because DI Bell of Cleveland 
dishonestly withheld evidence on which I had sought to rely. At (d) it is stated that “the lawyer 
does not accept that this is a new head of fraud” 

 
38. The claim made by Gill of Womble Bond Dickinson on 2nd February 2017 is however a fraud and 

it was committed whilst he was in his office at Newcastle in their jurisdiction. Pages 2 – 6 
contain the “watering down” common purpose nonsense form the corrupt police who have 
been intentionally acting to pervert the course of justice, following instructions. Nothing was 
ever investigated, period. 

 
39. Hodgeon of North Yorkshire deliberately evaded all of the evidence to prove that the judges 

have been perverting the course of justice. Hodgeon then deleted evidence that proves fraud 
and dishonesty on the part of the Insolvency Service and one day later stated: “I can see no 
evidence of criminality”. 

 
40. I refer to my submission against Hannon of 21/05/2020. Hannon made a false unsworn 

statement and he is guilty of fraud by abuse of position, fraud by failing to disclose information 
and the offence of section 5 of the Perjury Act 1911. The statement proves that Hannon has 
dishonestly withheld the proofs of debt and that he lied multiple times within his statement. 
Those are all criminal offences as are those committed by Hannon under the Insolvency Act 
1986. Pages 2 – 4 prove that Hannon has dishonestly withheld the proof of debt submitted by 
Bloom on 1st December 2016 in the sum of £256,269.89. Line 14 / 15 of page 4 refers to the 
legal duty on Hannon to disclose. Lines 32 / 33 of page 4 quotes Hannon’s lie within his 
statement. At page 2, lines 10/11 Hannon lies and states it was me that claimed MFC is a 
creditor, referring to the email of 11/10/2016. Lines 12 through to 32 refer to the 2 emails of 
11/10/2016 and both state the opposite of what Hannon implied within his statement. 
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The entire submission is concise, factually and lawfully accurate and proves dishonesty on the 
part of Hannon in multiple different ways. 

 
41. I move to the statement that Hodgeon deleted from his PC one day prior to his nonsense 

assertion designed to assist the offenders in evading justice; Statement_ _18_05_2020. The 
submission dated 18th May 2020 deals with dishonesty on the part of David Chapman, the 
Senior Official Receiver and Hannon with whom he was conspiring to defraud me, a creditor, in 
proceedings designed to recover assets of creditors of companies in liquidation. At the bottom 
of page 1 I reference the “Tier 2 complaint response”, the focal point of the submission. The 
entire submission focuses on fraud and dishonesty, proving the offences. 

 
42. It is for that reason that Hodgeon deleted that email. Below is a copy of the receipt to prove 

Hodgeon deleted that evidence one day prior to stating “I can see no evidence of criminality”. As it 
happens, the case is mired in multiple indictable offences and any ordinary, honest and 
reasonable person could make that determination. 

To: Hodgeon, Jonathan 
Subject: Re: CR-2017-000140 --- QUESTIONS FOR THE "SOR" 
Sent: 19 May 2020 08:45:41 (UTC+00:00) Dublin, Edinburgh, Lisbon, London 
was deleted without being read on 19 May 2020 08:47:11 (UTC+00:00) Dublin, Edinburgh, Lisbon, London 

 
43. There is some pattern of the corrupt police deleting evidence in this case and it is evidence we 

have on the record. Police are supposed to take custody of evidence, not to dispose of it. 
Disposing of evidence is what you do best, that and “spoilation of evidence”, meaning the 
intentional disregard of evidence in a proceeding, combined with dishonest concealment, such 
as “I can see no evidence of criminality”. That conduct has direct tendency to interfere with the 
proper administration of justice. 

 
44. If you, Mr Walker were worth your sort, you would have made at least some level of 

investigation rather than writing to be with the gibberish you have done. You would have then 
discovered that I have already made a complaint to the Office of the PCC because CC Winward 
was also deleting evidence in the same way. All have been perverting the course of justice and 
so have you. 

 
45. All the corrupt police responsible shall be prosecuted pursuant to section 26 of the Criminal 

Justice & Courts Act 2015 along with the those who have been working for the offenders in the 
other forces you mentioned. 

 
46. My covert private intelligence group has some of the best in the business, members from 

several different countries, each trained to an exceptionally high standard and operating with 
one common goal and that is, to “drain the swamp” and to bring all of the perpetrators to 
justice. Our mission is to restore the rule of law and to take direct action against the ones at the 
top of the food chain who have been controlling you and instructing both you and the purported 
judges to behave in this way. 
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47. We shall make an example of all concerned, the deceitful cowardly parasites within the police 
forces and our courts, through to the principal offenders. The establishment and its offshoot 
public authorities has been infected with common purpose taxpayer sponsored state terrorists. 

 
48. The judicial mechanics are compromised and the courts are places of injustice and human rights 

abuse, the police don’t police, the regulatory authorities don’t regulate and the Commissioner 
for Standards fails to regulate the standards. The UK has been transformed into a cesspool of 
corruption courtesy of the tyrants of the establishment. There is a complete lack of 
accountability, diminishment of the rule of law and of the standards that are designed to 
protect the public from this outrageous abuse. 

 
49. The rule of the laws of the United Kingdom are being diminished courtesy of the corrupt public 

and judicial official and the primary driver is that of political interference by kleptocrats who are 
both guilty of criminal offences and are in breach of the Ministerial Code. Those responsible are 
also in contempt of Parliament. It is one law for the cabal and their affiliates and a completely 
different treatment for everyone else. 

 
50. You state you can see no evidence of criminality. Quite frankly, the problem is, because the 

ones doing the investigating are criminals who are working to assist other criminals in evading 
justice. That is the reason our justice system is shot to bits and is absolutely rotten to the core 
with corruption because the controlled police don’t do their jobs, justice is selective and when 
they do, most are not up to the job anyway. What are Hodgeon’s professional qualifications? 
My money is on the fact he has none whatsoever. I am educated to an exceptionally high 
standard, I am legally trained and over 18 years-experience in litigation and contentious 
business experience, including development of large complex infrastructure projects. 

 
51. You people are either entirely corrupt and dishonest or are just jobsworths that get paid 

irrespective of performance, or a combination of the two together. It is foolish to state there is 
no evidence of criminality, particularly so when Hodgeon deleted the evidence I sent to him one 
day before his assertion. If you state you see no evidence of crime, then you are contradicting 
the laws you purport to enforce. You are in fact, only fooling yourselves. Neither you, nor 
Hodgeon nor any other dishonest common purpose cretin within your legal services department 
could advise me of anything whatsoever. 
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DEGRADATION OF THE RULE OF LAW AND THE CONSTITUTIONAL PRINCIPLES THAT 
UNDERPIN OUR DEMOCRACY 

 
52. I state as follows: 

 
53. The principles of our Constitution are fundamentally self-preserving: They do not allow 

provision for diminishment or destruction. The Act of Settlement (12 & 13 Wi. 111. c.2) affirms 
that the laws of England are the birthright of the people thereof and all the kings and queens 
who shall ascend the throne of this realm ought to administer the Government of the same, 
according to said laws and all of their officers and ministers ought to serve them respectively 
according to the same. 

 
54. The supremacy of the rule of law is our birthright: The birthright (privileges or possessions that 

a person has or is believed to be entitled to as soon as he is born) of Englishmen and women 
depends upon the supremacy of the rule of law, its observance and their right to control their 
laws. The right to self-determination under the rule of our own law is the very fabric of the 
liberty of our society. The rules of law and custom that determine that we have as a 
"birthright" our liberty are all the prerequisite duty of office to uphold and maintain. This is 
sworn to be upheld by those taking up any office under the Crown. 

 
55. You, I and every man and woman in the United Kingdom all have the responsibility of preserving 

this birth right gift from our forebears so that in turn, every future generation may benefit from 
and enjoy this liberty under the rule of their laws. That however is not happening. 

 
56. Diminishment of the rule of law and the constitutional principles that underpin our 

democracy: The tyranny comprising of corrupt central government officials, ministers, judges 
and police are diminishing the rule of law. Our laws are the best in the world, it is a case of one 
law fits all, yet in this day and age it is a case of not what you know, but who you know and your 
status in society. That is because of kleptocracy and the underhanded bribery that takes place 
behind the scenes, which is why corruption in the UK prevails. It is that principle factor, in 
combination with the fact that freedom of the press in the UK is also vastly compromised that 
causes this problem. The problem you all have is that we know who has been doing it. 

 
57. The UK’s courts, police and regulatory authorities are infiltrated by criminals of common 

purpose who are only too keen to engage and condone the kind of malfeasance we have in this 
case but also in many others we have investigated. 

 
58. The police, in most of these cases, are instrumental in perpetrating the offences and all collude 

together to achieve the common aim in perverting the course of justice and dishonestly 
concealing offences to ensure the victim never gets justice. That is precisely what has 
happened in this case. Hodgeon, like the rest of the jobsworth abuses of taxpayer’s funds, 
relied on the wrongdoing of the other to evade his duty to investigate but in fact, nobody has 
ever investigated anything, because all are being controlled by the same criminals, Buckland and 
Burnett of our injustice system. The problem you have is that we have the evidence to prove it. 
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59. You thought you would play these devious games to assist the offenders by perverting the 
course of justice, you too will learn the hard way Mr Walker, you are acting in the capacity of a 
police constable under oath and you have breached your duty to assist the offenders in evading 
justice, following in the footsteps of your idiotic corrupt colleagues without exercise of any 
diligence whatsoever. 

 
60. I did in fact provide the correct analogy within my letter to Buckland when he failed in his duty 

to prosecute the obvious civil contempt to assist his buddies in evading justice when he was 
obligated to do so in his role as Solicitor General. These criminals have been promoted for their 
acts of corruption. All the same ilk, supporters of paedophiles and white-collar criminals of 
plenty disguised as lawyers and insolvency practitioners. He continued to interfere with our 
justice system thereafter to ensure he did precisely as I described in the letter. I quote below: 

 
Perhaps they believed they would be afforded protection in any event from the “legal old boys club” that 
would turn a blind eye to their actions in maintaining any level of integrity within the profession if such 
conduct was brought to justice, or it may be just that they seriously undermined my capabilities. 

 

I provide another analogy, “Jimmy Saville”, the authorities kept turning a blind eye due to his status in 
society also, so that he could continue to inflict damage right up to his last days. The same could be said 
for those I describe as the Teesside Labour Cabal, the close-knit society connected with the Airport and 
the Football Club that have been subject to an intensive private investigation for quite some time. 

 
61. In summary of the submissions from page 1 through to the paragraph above, I conclude that 

North Yorkshire Police, Northumbria Police, Cleveland Police and City of London have conspired 
to pervert the course of justice by acting under instructions from corrupt central government 
officials and this conduct has been perpetrated upon me, the victim of crime to achieve a 
benefit for the offenders and a detriment to me, the victim of serious financial crimes. It is the 
dishonesty and acts of malfeasance and corruption on the part of the controlled police that 
allows this human rights abuse and injustice to prevail to the extent it has done. I conclude that 
not only are all of those officers under the Crown involved guilty of the principal indictable 
offences and conspiracy to pervert the course of justice, but they are guilty of gross human 
rights violations. 

 
62.  The UK’s courts are controlled and the justice system as a whole is vastly compromised by the 

corrupt establishment and is therefore unfit for purpose. The combination of overseas and 
domestic litigation to combat this problem is prerequisite. 

 
63. From here on each page is line numbered enabling both me, the prosecutor and the reader to 

refer to each line within each page accordingly for ease in reference. 
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PROOF OF CRIMINAL OFFENCES AND DISHONESTY – Selective justice & controlled 
corrupt police 

 
1 No matter how you try to conceal these crimes, you will fail. The fact you have already done so 
2 demonstrates my contention precisely. The majority of police are trained to deceive and no 
3 longer act in the public interest. Police are there these days only to protect the corrupt 
4 establishment who are essentially responsible for gross human rights violations and oppressive 
5 malicious acts of corruption the same and similar as the conduct I have endured in this case. 
6 You work to conceal the crimes, operating under instructions of the perpetrators, hence, when I 
7 say you are just puppets to the puppet masters, I am 100% correct. Dancing puppet clowns 
8 that spring into action and dance to the tune of the corrupt establishment. 

9 You are supporting collusive white collar criminals who rely on safety in numbers and a rotten 
10 system of deceitful cowards disguised as legal services lawyers in your police forces, purported 
11 judges that act to support them, their own regulators that don’t regulate and corrupt police 
12 who rely on a MoU with the Law Society as an excuse to shun their responsibility to deal with 
13 the perpetrators. The offenders have already been caught and we are streets ahead of all of 
14 the public sector clowns who are paid courtesy of the taxpayer irrespective of performance. 
15 You have all backed the wrong horses and you are destined to lose. 

16 Most of the lawyers within your departments are not up to the standard, which is why they 
17 ended up in the public sector, rather than in private practice earning proper money. Same with 
18 many of the police, they could not get proper jobs in the private sector for lack of qualifications 
19 or deficit in character so they join the parasites in blue who are trained to deceive and these 
20 days act only for the establishment and their supporters. One must scrutinise the 
21 demographic, most are morally bankrupt from the start, which is why they have no qualms 
22 about engaging in this gross malfeasance and abuse. The vast majority are enforcers and 
23 revenue collectors for the taxpayer sponsored state terrorists. 

24 Most do not have the capability to diligently investigate, they are just collusive cowards who 
25 were bullied at school so they turn into the bullies and get some perverse kick out of causing 
26 misery to others through their outright deceit, willful failure in duty and collusion games. Most 
27 need to be jailed. 

28 What we have here is systemic corruption, a taxpayer sponsored criminal racketeering 
29 enterprise of collusion at the core of the justice system, central government and all of the 
30 offshoot public authorities. Systemic corruption is characterised by many corrupt officials 
31 within the public authorities, each act in different roles, yet follow a common rules of 
32 corruption. Abidance by these rules is collectively enforced and rewarded, while 
33 noncompliance is penalised. Thus, systemic corruption is more than individual behavior. 

34 This complex social phenomenon involves shared expectations, internalised beliefs, rules, social 
35 bonds and networks and procedures as well as mechanisms of generating common strategies, 
36 planning, logistic control of corrupt transactions and protecting them from exposure. 
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delay in performance, or non-performance of any of its obligations due to an event of Force Majeure” 

1 This systemic corruption is being orchestrated by Buckland, Burnett and a number of other 
2 corrupt politicians and minister of the Conservative establishment. The culture of corruption 
3 runs deep throughout our justice system. Masonic code and the craft of freemasonry is used to 
4 covertly communicate in the courtroom. I am a freemason, I have witnessed it first-hand. 

 
 

Ulick Staunton – Counsel for MFC admitted in writing that the claims are false on 
9th January 2017 

 

5 Ulick Staunton, MFC’s own barrister admitted in writing on 9th January 2017 that “for the 
6 purpose of the Energy Supply Agreement, Force Majeure has effect”. For clarity, the meaning of 
7 Force Majeure is the same in both the Lease and the Energy Supply Agreement, only in the 
8 Lease it operates solely in favour of Tenant. Staunton admitted in writing that he knew, on 9th 
9 January 2017 no claims could be established by virtue of Force Majeure. 

10 I quote from the Energy Supply Agreement: 
 

11 
12 . 

13 The definition of Force Majeure within the Energy Supply Agreement is: 
 

14 means in respect of any party any event or circumstance which is beyond the reasonable control of such 
15 party and which results in or causes the failure of that party to perform any of its obligations under this 
16 Agreement 

17 Staunton was referring to when on 7th February 2015 MFC reneged upon their express 
18 obligation to take ownership of the substations so that Northern Powergrid could establish the 
19 wind turbine’s connection. There is a completed collateral contract affirming the connection 
20 configuration for the wind turbine that was jointly negotiated, agreed and completed during 
21 the option period. The delay act of Force Majeure was caused by MFC themselves and 
22 operates therefore solely in favour of me, the Tenant. The terms of Force Majeure, both the 
23 definition and the operative provision are clear, concise and non-contentious. The definition of 
24 Force Majeure is wide and concerns any act by any party, event or circumstance beyond 
25 reasonable control and that in such event, the affected party shall not be liable to the other by 
26 reason of delay in performance or non-performance. 

27 What Staunton was staying, quite categorically is that Force Majeure has effect. I refer to my 
28 statutory demand originating the defendant’s ex-parte hearing. Paragraph 1 essentially states 
29 that MFC unlawfully forfeited the Lease when Force Majeure applied and no payment was due. 
30 Paragraph 1 refers to both clause 6 of the Energy Supply Agreement and clause 6 of the Lease. 
31 The statement of the statutory demand concisely set out that no claims could possibly be 
32 established by MFC, which is why, their own barrister, Staunton, made the admission of 
33 precisely that during the ex-parte hearing and in writing. 

“Neither party shall be in breach of this Agreement, or otherwise liable to the other, by reason of any 
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THE OFFENCE OF FRAUD BY FAILING TO DISCLOSE INFORMATION – section 3 of the 
Fraud Act 2006 

 
1 Fundamentally, the position I convey from line 5 of page 18 above through to line 33 cannot be 
2 disputed nor defended. It was that position in combination, that MFC, Womble Bond Dickinson 
3 and Staunton were seeking to dishonestly conceal. They could not defend the claim of the 
4 statutory demand, so they dishonestly withheld all of the evidence that proved it instead. 

5 Specifically, they withheld the connection related contracts and the email chains proving 
6 beyond doubt that the connection was jointly formulated, agreed and completed during the 
7 option period, they also withheld the later email chains from April 14th 2015 through to 8th June 
8 2015 because those emails proved that MFC refused the connection. 

9 In the note of hearing ex-parte page 1, paragraph (3), there is that written admission that I 
10 quote in line 5 of page 18 above. Staunton knew Force Majeure has effect respective of the 
11 Lease for precisely the same reason, which is why at paragraph (2), he said “there is no other 
12 reference to Force Majeure in the Lease”. The statement in itself is false, but aside from that there 
13 was no disclosure whatsoever during the ex-parte hearing of the fact that MFC refused the 
14 connection for the turbine and that Force Majeure applied from 7th February 2017. 

15 Staunton did however state that Force Majeure has effect respective of the Energy Supply 
16 Agreement and therefore he clearly did know that MFC had refused the connection and 
17 therefore it is proven that Staunton was also seeking to conceal the same material fact as MFC 
18 and Womble Bond Dickinson. The conduct was dishonest and it is proven by virtue of the fact 
19 that there is absolutely no mention whatsoever of the fact that MFC reneged upon the 
20 connection within Bloom’s witness statement of 8th January 2017, that the concealment of the 
21 material facts and the non-disclosure was pre-meditated and was therefore indisputably of 
22 dishonest intent. 

 
 

Gill of Womble Bond Dickinson, Bloom and MFC knew the claims were false long 
prior to 9th January 2017 

 

23 I refer to my statement dated 18th October 2019 and I turn to page 3, paragraph 8, reading to 
24 paragraph 13 of page 4. The contention is simple, the Energy Supply Agreement is conditional. 
25 Any lawyer, of which Gill, Bloom and Womble Bond Dickinson are, would know that no claim 
26 could possibly be established pursuant to either the Lease or the Energy Supply Agreement 
27 without having to have been told that anyway by Staunton. 

28 Paragraphs 14 and 15 of my statement refer to tab 1 of my PDF portfolio of exhibits. Page 8 of 
29 tab 1, the exhibit of 12 pages of emails between the parties, contains the email from Ellis of 
30 MFC to me on 9th June 2015. 
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1 I quote below the salient parts of that email from MFC proving categorically that they were 
2 abundantly well aware of both the Force Majeure position and obviously the fact that they “u- 
3 turned” on the completed connection configuration for the turbine from 8th June 2015. 

4 Ellis, the Chief Operations Officer for MFC stated in that email that: 
 

5 “Ironically, whilst you criticise us for not responding to your email of 5th February, you conveniently 
6 overlook the fact that the discussions on the configuration were stalled whilst the merits of your claim to 
7 Force Majeure were discussed” 

8 There were however, no “discussions” to be had on the configuration. In the closing comments 
9 of his email at page 9, Ellis stated: 

 

10 “Obviously if we were to reach an agreement on the configuration we will still need to finalise what is 
11 happening in relation to your claim relating to Force Majeure bearing in mind we will be issuing the 
12 invoice for the next instalment of rent and the electricity used in the last year soon after the anniversary 
13 date of 17th June” 

14 I responded to Ellis on 9th June 2015 at 22.24PM and I clearly explained that: 
 

15 “Adopting that network is part of the EW / NPG Connection Agreement and the Connection Deed was 
16 made in accord with that document, which Michael Brown requested at the time. This Connection 
17 Agreement has been available to MFC since 2012 and nothing has changed within the configuration.” 

 

18 “EW cannot become liable for any costs associated with replacement or upgrades (due to a load increase 
19 for example) of your dedicated substations. All we are doing is making the connection within your HV 
20 switchboard to the wind turbine in line with that Connection Deed relating to the NPG / EW Connection 
21 Agreement. It is beyond our scope to become liable for these upgrade or replacement costs, save for if 
22 such replacement, repair or downtime was caused as a direct result of the wind turbine plant” 

23 The chain of emails working back from the bottom of page 6 through to page 1 prove 
24 categorically that MFC were abundantly well aware that it was their reneging upon the 
25 connection that caused failure of the project. I refer to the passage where I had told them 
26 expressly in the email at page 1, the email of 15th June 2015 that: 

 

27 After wasting our time and money by refusing to acknowledge the Force Majeure provisions within the 
28 contractual documents, you now confirm that I cannot do what is intended by the Connection Deed and 
29 the associated Connection Agreement and therefore it is not possible for me to perform on my 
30 obligations under the Lease, the Energy Supply Agreement or the Connection Deed due to MFC's refusal 
31 to make the grid connection. 

32 Any lawyer reading that would know that Force Majeure therefore applies in my favour 
33 because MFC had prevented me from enjoying the rights granted under the Lease, Energy 
34 Supply Agreement and the Connection Deed. Bloom and Brown of Womble Bond Dickinson 
35 were both actively involved in the same email chain. They clearly then knew that Force 
36 Majeure applied. The 4th paragraph states: 

 

37 I also note that the defective planning permission was finally resolved in 23rd December 14 and in accord 
38 with the contract, no payments would become due until 12 calendar months from that date. 
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1 I state this because you previously made it clear you had intended to invoice my company for payments 
2 that are clearly not due. 

3 In the closing paragraphs of that email from me to MFC and Womble Bond Dickinson at page 2, 
4 I stated categorically that: 

 

5 Given the circumstances, it would be inappropriate to rely on arbitration when both the refusal of grid 
6 connection and the delays caused by the Club's refusal to assign the Lease (due to demanding payments 
7 that would otherwise not be due) have resulted in my inability to connect the wind turbine or to further 
8 perform on my contractual obligations. 

9 Any lawyer reading that email, which Brown and Bloom of MFC did, would have been 
10 abundantly clear that no payments were owed to MFC and that Force Majeure applied in the 
11 operative provision solely in my favour, the Tenant. Just 10 days later, MFC made that 
12 unwarranted demand (Exhibit 8) and used that as their excuse to unlawfully forfeit the Lease 
13 after rendering the project useless by refusing the connection. It is proven beyond doubt 
14 therefore that from 15th June 2015 at the latest, MFC and Womble Bond Dickinson knew that 
15 no such claim could possibly be established and they knew what they were doing in then 
16 making that demand was dishonest, any lawyer in their position would do. Their actions in 
17 doing so would be viewed as dishonest in the opinion of any decent and honest individual in 
18 review of the circumstances. 

19 I move now to Exhibit-AC1 and I turn to page 8, the email from me to MFC and Gill of Womble 
20 Bond Dickinson dated 5th January 2017 at 13.52PM. 

21 The email contained a copy of the statutory demand proving categorically that the claim by 
22 MFC presented by Staunton on 19th September 2016 to cause the winding up and then 
23 presented by Bloom on 1st December 2016 is false. I tell them yet again, categorically, that the 
24 claim is false in that same email. I quote: 

 

25 “I have requested that the Official Receiver provides me with information held on file in respect of your 
26 false claim and I will inform you once received of my intention to make that submission in addition to the 
27 enclosures. I am not sure why you have not provided me with copies of any such submission or any legal 
28 basis for making such representation at the High Court?” 

29 Moving to page 7 of Exhibit-AC1, Bloom responds at 14.11PM and seeks to mislead Campbell of 
30 Hannon’s office into belief that the alleged debt had been proven in the winding up petition 
31 when that was not the case. He knew full well that the claims were not due and he had the 
32 statutory demand in his possession confirming precisely that. That in itself was a false 
33 representation made with dishonest intent. 

34 Bloom refers to Force Majeure in that email. At page 6, I respond to Bloom and tell him again 
35 that the claim in the sum of £256,269.89 is false and that he “unlawfully forfeited the Lease and 
36 outright failed to provide a single valid legal argument as to why” 

37 At page 5, Bloom responds at 09.32AM on 6th January 2017 and stated that the matter is now 
38 being handled by Bond Dickinson and that he will block my emails. Gill of Womble Bond 
39 Dickinson is copied into the same email chain. 
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1 At page 4, at 09.43AM I write to Gill and ask him to respond to the email that Bloom failed to. I 
2 asked for disclosure of the proof of debt made by Bloom and I asked for explanation as to how 
3 the “purported debt” increased to circa £500k. I asked, because I was clearly well aware that no 
4 such claim could possibly be established, they knew it and so did I, which is why they failed to 
5 respond. At page 3, at 11.51AM also on 6th January 2017, Gill responded to me and stated that 
6 he is instructed. I responded to him at 17.07PM and asked again for him to disclose the 
7 submission made to the Official Receiver. At page 2, Gill responded at 17.28PM and stated, 
8 “we are instructed to consider this issue and will respond next week”. They never did respond, they 
9 withheld the proof of debt, failed to inform me how the claim was arrived at in the 

10 circumstances which both they and I were acutely aware and they then attended the ex-parte 
11 hearing on 9th January 2017 to mislead the court over the same facts. (See: page 28 line 24 
12 through to line 16 of page 29 below). 

 

 
STAUNTON “U-turns” on the claims on 14th November 2018 

 

13 After attending court on 21st December 2017, 26th March 2018 and on 22nd October 2018 
14 working in collusion with Registrar Clive Hugh Jones with whom he has a long established 
15 relationship, Staunton “U-turned” on the claims he and his client have been making, just like 
16 MFC “U-turned” on the completed collateral contract forming the connection agreement. 

17 Jones, in any event, by his own admission on 21st December 2017, after circumventing the 
18 application that sought to deal with the multiple frauds and dishonesty that was expressly “to 
19 be heard by a High Court Judge” stated that: 

 

20 THE REGISTAR: I just need to know if he's right or wrong. 
 

21 THE REGISTRAR: I may not even know that, but it's probably easier just to sort of say, "He's wrong when 
22 he says that." Maybe in other proceedings -- who knows -- honesty and dishonesty may come into it, but 
23 for my purposes it's not going to matter because I can't judge. 

24 Jones had no jurisdiction from which to have heard any part of the application that sought to 
25 deal with fraud by failing to disclose information ex-parte, frauds by false representation and 
26 fraud by breach of fiduciary duty on the part of Hannon. As it happens, it was Registrar Briggs 
27 who met with Hannon on the evening of 22nd November 2017 at Staunton’s Chambers who 
28 “crossed out” my request that the application be heard by a High Court Judge. It was Briggs 
29 who however approved the confidential filings I made on CR-2017-008690, that same 
30 application of 16th November 2017 just one day prior to meeting with Hannon, the first 
31 defendant in that application. Briggs knew full well that the claims were fraudulent, Briggs 
32 knew that the defendants were guilty of fraud and making false statements and false 
33 instrument applications for High Court Writs sworn as true when they were false. Briggs knew 
34 that no Registrar had jurisdiction to have heard the application that sought to deal with the 
35 frauds collectively when dishonesty is an issue. Briggs was perverting the course of justice on 
36 21st November 2017 in full knowledge he was to meet Hannon at Staunton’s chambers the next 
37 day. 
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1 I refer to the witness statement I obtained from Fiona Fitzgerald, the Chief Executive of 
2 Radcliffe Chambers to confirm that fact. In summary, Jones was instructed by Briggs to dispose 
3 of the application whilst retaining the £4.1 million fraudulent claim to assist the offenders in 
4 evading justice and whilst defrauding my fellow creditors and I at the same time. Both Jones 
5 and Briggs are guilty of perverting the course of justice. It was however that application of 
6 16th November 2017 that sought to deal with the frauds collectively, that never happened, the 
7 compromised purported judges were conspiring to conceal the frauds to assist the offenders in 
8 evading justice. That is the common synergy that prevails amongst the lawless public 
9 authorities. 

10 At page 10 of the transcript, (B) Jones admitted his intent: 
 

11 THE REGISTRAR: It's as though it never existed and therefore the proofs of debt which have been sent in 
12 fallaciously or otherwise apply to something which doesn't even exist, so there” 

13 Staunton knew, by his own admission on 9th January 2017 that Force Majeure applied in the 
14 Lease solely in favour of Tenant from 7th February 2015 when MFC reneged upon their express 
15 obligation to take ownership of their substations so that the connection can be established. 

16 It was for that reason he dishonestly omitted the operative provision of Force Majeure within 
17 the Lease that I clearly referred to in the first paragraph of the statutory demand. 

18 I refer to Staunton’s skeleton for the hearing of 14th November 2018, page 12, paragraph 37. I 
19 quote: 

 

20 37. Para 110 of the ske. The assertion that Rs did something wrong in respect of the wind turbine project 
21 is one that may provide a foundation for a claim by Empowering, not A. The para ends with an assertion 
22 that “the Defendant” cannot bring any claim against “the Applicant”; this is not understood. Rs do not 
23 bring any claim against A, or Empowering or Earth Energy, save that Rs claim £25,000 from Earth 
24 Energy under the consent order of 16 January 2017. 

25 Staunton waited until he and his conspirers, MFC, Womble Bond Dickinson, Hannon, Jones and 
26 Briggs had made me personally liable for circa £44,500 in costs founded by their £4.1 million 
27 fraudulent claim used to stymie the liquidation, causing me over £45,000 in legal expenditure 
28 (see: order_fraud_costs_jones_22_10_2018) and exactly 21 days later, Staunton “U-turned” on 
29 the claims he himself admitted could not be established on 9th January 2017. 

30 It is if the claims they all made that they all knew were false they never even existed. Their 
31 actions are blatantly dishonest and Vos, the purported Chancellor of our High Court, after being 
32 informed of the dishonesty, then allowed Staunton to retract and replace his skeleton minus 
33 the dishonesty when I made him aware of it. Vos too is guilty of perverting the course of 
34 justice. Hence, when I state that we have a taxpayer sponsored criminal racketeering 
35 enterprise within our public authorities and that there is systemic corruption, I am also nothing 
36 other than 100% accurate. 

37 It was blatantly dishonest of Gill of Womble Bond Dickinson to then make that £4.1 million 
38 claim just 24 days after attending that ex-parte hearing on 9th January 2017 when Staunton 
39 admitted in writing that the claims cannot be established by virtue of Force Majeure. 
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1 For Womble Bond Dickinson, Staunton and MFC to then attend court to defend the claims that 
2 they all knew were false, working in conspiracy with Staunton’s close associate, Registrar Jones 
3 under the instruction of Registrar Briggs to maintain the claim to defraud my fellow creditors 
4 and is undoubtedly a serious conspiracy to defraud. The fact that you, DCI Walker and 
5 Hodgeon state “I can see no evidence of criminality” just that lie, that lame pathetic nonsense, 
6 proves my contention entirely. You are all utterly corrupt and form a part of the taxpayer 
7 sponsored criminal racketeering enterprise, turning the wheels of the systemic corruption I 
8 refer to. You are firmly part of the problem, not the solution and so are the compromised 
9 courts, including York, Kirklees, Bromley and Westminster Magistrates, along with the 

10 compromised High Court of Justice. 

11 I refer to Exhibit 15 , the 8 page email chain starting with the email from Drewett, Arnold J’s 
12 clerk to me on 15th November 2017, the day the application was filed. At the bottom of page 1 
13 is the email from me to the Court, Hannon, Womble Bond Dickinson (Drummond and Gray) and 
14 to Buckland via the Attorney General’s Office. I refer to the highlighted passages on page 1. I 
15 move to page 2 and also refer to the highlighted passages, in particular questions 1, 2 and 3. I 
16 turn to page 3, Drummond of Womble Bond Dickinson confirms that Gibson is aware of my 
17 correspondences as at 4th July 2017 “but will not be corresponding with me directly”. They were all 
18 by then abundantly well aware that all of the claims made by MFC are false and it is evidenced 
19 and proven beyond doubt that they did. At the bottom of page 3, on 23rd June 2017 at 
20 15.01PM Gray of Womble Bond Dickinson stated: 

 

21 “While noting the contents of your communications, on the substantive points, I am satisfied that the 
22 lawyers who have been involved in dealing with you have acted entirely properly in accordance with both 
23 the law and their professional obligations” 

24 Committing fraud in conspiracy is not acting in accord with the law nor their professional 
25 obligations. Gray knew that also, which is why, after I then called upon Hannon to exercise his 
26 duty to refer the matter to Court (Hannon refused to so I made the application myself), at page 
27 4, after reading my request to summons all of the offenders, Gray also loses his nerve and 
28 stated that: 

 

29 “For the record, I would make it clear that I am not a solicitor. I am the Operational Risk Director and an 
30 member of the Risk and Best Practice Team at Bond Dickinson LLP” 

31 As it happens therefore, Gray was not in a position to have asserted, as he did, that the lawyers 
32 involved had acted properly, yet he did state “while noting the contents of your communications on 
33 the substantive points”. Gray also knew what he was doing was dishonest and misleading. He 
34 referred to the “substantive points” being the points on pages 5 – 8 that focus on the false 
35 representations made by MFC and Gill. 

36 They all knew then, in June 2017 but in fact long before, that all of the claims were false. MFC 
37 and Bloom, the former senior partner of Womble Bond Dickinson knew the claims were false 
38 two years prior, on 8th June 2015 and it is evidenced and proven beyond doubt that he did. 
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1 The laws of statute that create criminal offences are not subject to diminishment, neither is the 
2 evidence that proves those offences but yet Hodgeon and others within the compromised 
3 police forces and the corrupt courts have been doing precisely that, which is why they seek to 
4 delete certain evidence. The conduct is prevalent, even Chief Constable Winward did it. 

5 Police are supposed to take custody of evidence, but your force has been selectively deleting 
6 that evidence. Cleveland Police did it, Northumbria Police did it and so did the Met and City of 
7 London. Defacing or disposing of evidence in an investigation is also a criminal offence. 

 
 

THE OFFENCE OF PERVERTING THE COURSE OF JUSTICE – Corrupt Judges of 
Chancery and of the magistrates courts 

 
 

8 I refer to my submission against Nugee J proving his dishonesty beyond reasonable doubt: 
9 Submission_Nugee_23_05_2020. Like the common purpose, controlled police, the 

10 compromised judiciary have done precisely the same. I reiterate, political interference is the 
11 driver of this insanity and out of control corruption. 

12 Nugee J failed in his duty to prosecute the civil contempt and he failed to provide remedy for 
13 the most serious and pre-meditated fraud by failing to disclose information or the false 
14 representations that he found to be false on 5th February 2018. Where there is wrongdoing, 
15 there must be restitution. It has long been established in law that “no man shall be allowed to 
16 make an advantage gained by fraud”, yet not only did Nugee J and the other compromised judges 
17 conceal the fraud and blatant dishonesty, but they denied remedy and assisted the offenders in 
18 making further disproportionately inflated gains founded by fraud. 

19 The court is being used as the vehicle from which to defraud, a cash cow for the fraudsters to 
20 further their offences with the assistance of the corrupt judiciary who are acting under orders 
21 from Buckland and Burnett. A typical trait of systemic corruption, it is Burnett and Buckland 
22 who have been promoting judges once they have executed their orders. Arnold was promoted 
23 to a Lord Justice of Appeal after wilfully evading all of the evidence after being assigned to the 
24 false instrument ECRO. Pelling was promoted to the judge in charge of the London circuit after 
25 making and using the false instrument ECRO he had no jurisdiction from which to have made. 
26 They should have been jailed, instead they are promoted by the orchestrators, the linchpins of 
27 the injustice, human rights abuse and ruination of our rule of law and the very principles of 
28 justice, all courtesy of the taxpayer. 

29 I refer to page 6, lines 4 – 9 of my submission against Nugee J. The old proof of debt form that 
30 Gill used to submit the c£4.1 million fraud by false representation contains a penal notice on it, 
31 because it is a criminal offence to make false representations in proceedings pursuant to the 
32 Insolvency Act 1986. 

33 It is proven beyond doubt that the offenders are guilty of fraud by false representation, that is a 
34 criminal offence and the evidential test and the test for dishonesty is complete. The offence is 
35 far from isolated. 
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1 I now refer to my letter to Mr Stansfeld focusing on the dishonest conduct of Nugee J, Arnold J, 
2 Vos, Pelling, Briggs and Jones and how they all acted to assist the offenders in evading justice. 

3 Dishonesty however, although prevalent on the part of Nugee J, Arnold, Vos, Pelling, Jones and 
4 Briggs, is not an essential ingredient to the offence of perverting the course of justice, of which, 
5 I allege that they are all guilty in conspiracy. There is certainly more than sufficient evidence to 
6 prosecute the offences, but Hodgeon, like the other purported police officers, replicated the 
7 same malfeasance as the corrupt purported judges I was complaining about. 

8 The offence is complete when a person prevents justice from being served whether on himself 
9 or on another party. The offence is one of common law, carrying a maximum sentence of life 

10 imprisonment. In this case, there are category A aggravating factors and the levels of harm 
11 and culpability are also at the highest thresholds. 

12 The classic trait of the offence is where dishonest omissions of statements of fact or in this 
13 case, dishonest omissions of the applicable laws, are made with intent to interfere with the 
14 proper administration of justice. 

15 The submission and the evidence referred to proves beyond doubt that Nugee intentionally and 
16 dishonestly omitted the 3rd of the 3 Tibbles Criteria to evade setting aside the orders of Arnold J 
17 that were founded by manifest error. He did so as an excuse to evade providing me with an 
18 order for disclosure of the proofs of debt that were dishonestly withheld by Hannon and he did 
19 so in full knowledge that Hannon is guilty of fraud by failing to disclose information, an 
20 indictable offence. 

21 Nugee knew that ordering disclosure, with a penal notice, as I had proposed, would, on the 
22 balance of probabilities, have enticed Hannon to disclose the proofs of debt he had dishonestly 
23 withheld when he is under a continuing legal duty to have disclosed, but yet Nugee also sought 
24 to misrepresent the rule of law that places Hannon under that legal duty. 

25 It is proven beyond doubt that Nugee has acted dishonestly with intent to pervert the course of 
26 justice when he knew that Hannon and his cohorts, MFC, Womble Bond Dickinson and 
27 Staunton, had committed multiple criminal offences. Even then Nugee’s conduct in doing so is 
28 far from isolated and my submission also proved those instances of dishonest 
29 misrepresentation beyond reasonable doubt. 

30 Moreover, Nugee failed in his duty to act in the public interest on 5th February 2018 to 
31 prosecute the most serious case of fraud by failing to disclose information. Nugee failed to 
32 disclose that he is connected with and socialises with Staunton and was therefore conflicted. 

33 Nugee wholly failed to deal with the fraud by failing to disclose information when the public 
34 interest in doing so is at stake. Nugee J was, on 5th February 2018 working for the offenders, 
35 MFC, Womble Bond Dickinson and Staunton, in full knowledge that they had commissioned 
36 indictable offences in conspiracy. 
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1 It is for the same reason he evaded dealing with the application for an order for disclosure, 
2 because the statement with that application,(pages 3 – 7) referred specifically to the same 
3 dishonest non-disclosure and the duty of candour that had been breached by the offenders 
4 collectively. It is proven beyond doubt that Nugee J is guilty of perverting the course of justice 
5 and so is Arnold J. 

 
 

INCHOATE OFFENCES - Assisting or Encouraging Crime 
 

 
6 Part 2 of the Serious Crime Act 2007 creates, at sections 44 to 46, three inchoate offences of 
7 intentionally encouraging or assisting an offence; encouraging or assisting an offence believing 
8 it will be committed; and encouraging or assisting offences believing one or more will be 
9 committed. 

10 These offences replace the common law offence of incitement for all offences committed after 
11 1 October 2008. They allow people who assist another to commit an offence to be prosecuted 
12 regardless of whether the underlying substantive offence is actually committed or attempted. 

13 Gary Clark, Pauline Drewett, Wilf Lusty, Helene Newman, Natalie Ford, Stephen Shearsby and 
14 Adam Davies and Charlotte Brice, all clerks in the Chancery High Court of Justice are guilty of 
15 the offence of assisting and encouraging crime. 

 
 

THE OFFENCE OF FRAUD BY FAILING TO DISCLOSE INFORMATION – section 3 of the 
Fraud Act 2006 

 
16 The law of statute defines the offence as: 

 

17 Fraud by failing to disclose information (Section 3) 
 

18 The defendant:  

19 • failed to disclose information to another person  

20 • when he was under a legal duty to disclose that information  

21 • dishonestly intending, by that failure, to make a gain or cause a loss. 
 

22 Like Section 2 (and Section 4) this offence is entirely offender focused. It is complete as soon as the 
23 Defendant fails to disclose information provided he was under a legal duty to do so, and that it was done 
24 with the necessary dishonest intent. It differs from the deception offences in that it is immaterial whether 
25 or not any one is deceived or any property actually gained or lost. 

CASE FILE: Page 837 PDF Page: 674

https://intelligenceuk.com/legal/Witness_Statement_P.Millinder_13_04_2019.pdf
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2007/27/part/2


24  

Drafting the charge 
 

1 The focus will be on: 

2 • the prosecution assertion that there was a legal duty to disclose information; 

3 • the precise relationship that gave rise to that duty; 

4 • the information that it is alleged that the defendant failed to disclose; 
 

5 Whether the facts as alleged are capable of giving rise to a legal duty will be a matter for the judge; 
6 whether on the facts alleged, the relationship giving rise to that duty existed will be a matter for the jury. 
7 For example, was there a solicitor/client relationship or an agent/ principal relationship? 

 

 
The legal duty to disclose 

 
8 It is common knowledge that there is a legal duty on all litigants in ex-parte financial 
9 proceedings to disclose all information relevant to the application, even if such disclosure is 

10 detrimental to the Applicant’s case. 

11 I refer to the Supreme Court judgments of Sharland v Sharland [2014] EWCA Civ 95 and Gohil v 
12 Gohil [2014] EWCA Civ 274 where there were the same financial disclosure obligations as that 
13 of the ex-parte financial proceeding in this case. 

14 In summary of the Sharland / Gohil case, it has long been established that the litigant has an 
15 absolute duty to provide full, frank and clear financial disclosure whether within the context of 
16 informal and voluntary discussions and negotiations or as part of financial remedy proceedings. 

17 If a party is in breach of the duty, whether by failing to disclose certain relevant facts and 
18 circumstances or actively presenting a false case then the court may set aside the order and 
19 make a costs order against that party. 

20 In that case, despite Mr Sharland’s deliberate and dishonest non-disclosure the judge and 
21 subsequently the Court of Appeal, decided not to set aside the order in the circumstances. 
22 Macur LJ pointed out however that other sanctions could include a criminal prosecution or civil 
23 contempt proceedings. 

 
 

Details of the offence 
 

24 On 9th January 2017 MFC, Mr Staunton and Womble Bond Dickinson attended an ex-parte 
25 financial proceeding to refrain presentation of a winding up petition I had served on the Club at 
26 MFC Riverside Stadium on 6th January 2017 in the sum of £530,000, for abortive costs I had 
27 incurred in the project that I had assigned to Parent Company on 29th June 2015, 4 days after 
28 receiving an unwarranted demand with menaces from MFC in the sum of £256,269.89. 
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1 I will address the unwarranted demand and the false instrument applications made by the 
2 offenders certified as true when they were both false further into this submission. 

3 On 9th January 2017 during the ex-parte hearing that commenced at 10.30AM in the Rolls 
4 Building in London before Mr Justice Arnold, MFC, Womble Bond Dickinson and Thomas Ulick 
5 Staunton dishonestly withheld 172 pages of witness exhibit that would have otherwise proven 
6 my demand against them in the sum of £530,000. The offence of fraud by failing to disclose 
7 information is an indictable offence and this offence was committed in conspiracy. 

8 I move to tab_24 of the index, being the index of exhibits for the hearing of 16th March 2020. I 
9 turn to tab A of that index, the 12-page submission. 

10 For avoidance of doubt, no judge has ever made any determination respective of the offence of 
11 fraud by failing to disclose information. 

12 I turn to page 6. Pages 6 – 8 set out numerous issues entailing dishonesty and failing to disclose 
13 material information and facts inextricably linked to the core arguments of the statutory 
14 demand, namely that MFC made an unwarranted demand for payment that was never even 
15 owed and used that to unlawfully forfeit the Lease after reneging upon the connection 
16 configuration affirmed during the option period. 

 
 

The actus reus of the offence 
 
 

17 I move to page 8 of tab A and I quote the law. Paragraph 3.1 outlines the indictable offence of 
18 fraud by failing to disclose information. I quote: 

 

19 “It is complete as soon as the Defendant fails to disclose information provided he was under a legal duty 
20 to do so, and that it was done with the necessary dishonest intent” 

21 I move to page 9, paragraph 3.4 and I quote, also from the CPS prosecution guidelines: 
 

22 “There is no requirement that the failure to disclose must relate to "material" or "relevant "information, 
23 nor is there any de minimis provision. 

 

24 If a Defendant disclosed 90% of what he was under a legal duty to disclose but failed to disclose the 
25 (possibly unimportant) remaining 10%, the actus reus of the offence could be complete. 

 

26 Under such circumstances the Defendant would have to rely on the absence of dishonesty. Such cases 
27 can be prosecuted under the Act if the public interest requires it, though such cases will be unusual. It is 
28 no defence that the Defendant was ignorant of the existence of the duty, neither is it a defence in itself to 
29 claim inadvertence or incompetence. 

 

30  In that respect, the offence is one of strict liability. The defence must rely on an absence of dishonesty 
31 and the burden, of course, lies with the prosecutor. 
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Proof & test for dishonesty 
 

1 I applied the correct test for dishonesty as in the Supreme Court judgment of Ivy v Genting 
2 casinos (2017) relative to the material non-disclosure of all of the evidence set out in the 
3 Penningtons Manches LLP letter dated 11th January 2017. The offenders also failed in their 
4 continuing duty to disclose that letter whereas had they done so, any judge would not have 
5 made the order of 16th January 2017. It is therefore proven beyond reasonable doubt that both 
6 the order of 9th January 2017 and of 16th January 2017 were founded by fraud. The orders were 
7 not however set aside, although there is an application in progress of 27th January 2020 that 
8 adduces fresh evidence seeking to set those orders aside. 

 
 

Judicial findings of non-disclosure ex-parte 
 

9 I move to the 94-page exhibit, the Transcript & judgment of Nugee J of 5th February 2018. 
10 Nugee J found the fraudulent non-disclosure and the false representations but he, like you, 
11 North Yorkshire Police, were working under instruction to assist the offenders in evading 
12 justice. I quote the salient points accordingly: 

13 (Page 90 of 94 – the Judgment) – Paragraphs 3 & 4, Nugee J found that MFC unlawfully 
14 forfeited the Lease and that no payment was owed. 

15 (Page 91 - the Judgment) – Paragraph 5, I quote: “It is now suggested by Mr Millinder on behalf of 
16 EEI that the order of 16th January was obtained as a result of material non disclosure before Mr Justice 
17 Arnold on the without notice application on the 9th January. 

 

18 He relies for this on non disclosure of a large number of documents which, as I understand it, supported 
19 the statutory demand and which explained the background to the dispute, in particular the connection 
20 agreement which, in his submissions to me, he explained was the foundation of his argument that the 
21 project was, effectively, killed by Middlesbrough” 

22 Paragraph 6, I quote: It is not disputed that those documents were not put before Mr Justice Arnold. I 
23 was also shown a note of the hearing in which Mr Staunton, who appeared for Middlesbrough then as he 
24 does for Middlesbrough today, says this: 

 

25 “There is a definition of force majeure in the lease. There is no other reference to force majeure in the 
26 lease.” That was something he repeated before me, but in fact, there was a provision in the lease at 
27 schedule 5, paragraph 6, which provided that: 

 

28 “If either party is prevented for any period of time from performing its obligations under this lease by 
29 reason of force majeure, that party shall not be in breach of such obligations for so long as, and to the 
30 extent to which such reason shall subsist.” 

31 Page 92 – Paragraph 8: “whether there was a cause of action for the sums which had been thrown 
32 away as a result, and it does seem to me that the bulk of the non disclosure went to that issue. The other 
33 was a question as to whether EEI had any cause of action vested in it at all” 
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1 Page 92 – Paragraph 9: I quote: “EEI’s appearance on the scene, as I understand it, was first apparent 
2 to Middlesbrough in the statutory demand, there having been correspondence before that date in which 
3 EW had been putting forward various claims against Middlesbrough. This was all dealt with in the 
4 evidence of Mr Bloom, who said that according to the statutory demand, the alleged debt was assigned 
5 by EW to EE on the 29th June 2015, and then makes a number of points in that regard, namely, that the 
6 lease had not been terminated on that date, therefore EW’s alleged claim against MFC did not even exist 
7 at the purported date of assignment, and then he refers to an email of 15th December 2016 in which Mr 
8 Millinder stated that he had the right to progress the claim: 

 

9 “But I shall assign to its parent company.” 
 

10 and that: “EW’s liquidation did not prevent us from signing rights.” 
 

11 and put forward the contention that it was to be implied from these statements that as at 15th 
12 December 2016 no such assignment had occurred. 

13 At line 30 and 31 of page 8 above, Nugee J appears again to be assisting the offenders by 
14 stating: 

 

15 This was all dealt with in the evidence of Mr Bloom, who said that according to the statutory demand, 
16 the alleged debt was assigned by EW to EE on the 29th June 2015 

17 In summary, Nugee J found that the material that would have otherwise proven the demand 
18 had been withheld and Staunton did not dispute the fact that the evidence had been withheld. 
19 Nugee J wilfully failed in his duty to deal with any of the dishonesty made clear to him, the most 
20 significant material non-disclosure or the false witness statement on the part of Bloom failing to 
21 disclose any of the material facts relevant to the application. 

22 I refer to my letter to Drewett and I turn to page 6 paragraph 20, I quoted the applicable 
23 precedent and I ask you to read through to paragraph 28 of page 8. It is proven that Nugee J 
24 was working for the offenders and he did so with intent to interfere with the proper 
25 administration of justice. 

 
 

Perjury – section 5 of the Perjury Act 1911 
 

26 Contrary to Nugee J’s assertion at lines 17 and 18 above stating that “this was all dealt with in the 
27 evidence of Mr Bloom”, in fact, absolutely nothing was dealt with in the evidence nor the witness 
28 statement of Bloom, on the contrary in fact. Bloom lied about the existence of the assignment 
29 and stated he had seen no evidence of it, implying that the cause of action has not arisen by 
30 29th June 2015 when he knew full well that it had. That statement in itself is dishonest, 
31 Bloom was seeking to conceal the fact that by 25th June 2015 he, acting in house for MFC had 
32 rendered the project useless. MFC refused the connection when the contracts intended the 
33 turbine to be capable of commercial operation and then invoiced for rent and energy supply 
34 after preventing me from enjoying the rights granted. It is that simple and it is that proven and 
35 indisputable fact that MFC, Womble Bond Dickinson and Staunton were all seeking to 
36 dishonestly conceal from the court. 
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1 I turn to page 8 of Exhibit_October_2016_PM_007. Bloom confirms that he has received and 
2 read the statutory demand on 3rd January 2017 at 20.38PM. Moving to page 7, there is an 
3 email from Bloom to me at 21.18PM stating: 

 

4 “how you can purport that any claim was assigned to another company, for you to suggest there is not a 
5 genuine dispute over your claims is clearly mischievous and an abuse of process. 

6 Bloom knew then that the abortive costs had been assigned. Not the “claim” but the abortive 
7 costs and he knew that the demand could not be disputed, because MFC’s unlawful forfeiture 
8 cannot be disputed. He had the intention, on 8th January 2017 if not before, to withhold all of 
9 the evidence, including the assignment, that would have otherwise proven the demand. It is 

10 proven beyond doubt that the sum of the demand cannot be disputed, MFC and their cohorts 
11 could not defend the demand, so they dishonestly withheld all of the material that proved it 
12 instead. 

13 I move to the top of page 7, there is an email from me of 3rd January 2017 at 21.36PM 
14 responding to Bloom’s. I quote: 

 

15 “We assigned the investment made in the project to Empowering's parent on 29th June 2015 during a 
16 board meeting after receiving the Notice to Terminate from you and at that time, its Parent took on the 
17 debt. There is no dispute, there is your version of events, then there is what we have in black and white, 
18 which is substantive and conclusive” 

19 On 3rd January 2017, at 10.10PM, Bloom had the assignment in his possession via electronic 
20 copy and on 6th January 2017, by 4.30PM he had the assignment in his possession in hard copy. 

21 Moving briefly back to the judgment of Nugee J of 5th February 2018 , at page 92 of 94 it was 
22 found that the counterpart assignment referred to in the demand had also been withheld. I 
23 quote: 

 

24 It is true that one of the documents relied on as not having been disclosed is board minutes of EW dated 
25 29th June 2015, in which there was some discussion of how to react to Middlesbrough’s demand for 
26 £255,000 

27 It is material, aside from the fact that the £530,000 was assigned to Earth Energy Investments 
28 LLP, that the assignment refers to the fact that no claim is owed to MFC in the sum of circa 
29 £255,000. 

30 At page 1 and on to page 2 of Bloom’s statement of 8th January 2017, paragraph 4, Bloom 
31 refers to paragraph 22 (page 7 of his statement). At paragraph 22 he states: 
32 
33 “According to the statutory demand the alleged debt was assigned by EW to EE on 29th June 2015” 
34 
35 In paragraph 22.2 Bloom refers to me talking about the right of the claim, being; right of action 
36 from EW as majority creditor” and “I shall assign to Parent Company”. It was that right as majority 
37 creditor MFC and their conspirers, including Hannon later sought to deprive me of. It was all 
38 part of their conspiracy to defraud and there is incontrovertible evidence of pre-meditation. 
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1 At the bottom of paragraph 22.2 Bloom makes the obvious dishonest representation in line 
2 with trying to misrepresent the two causes of action clearly referred in the assignment of 29th 
3 June 2015 that he withheld. Bloom states that; 
4 
5 the clear implication from these statements is that, as at 15 December 2016, no such assignment had 
6 occurred and I have seen no evidence of any assignment. It is therefore wholly unclear on what basis EE 
7 asserts that it is a creditor of MFC and no explanation Is provided in the statutory demand. 
8 

 

9 The cause of action originates from the tort of fraudulent misrepresentation in contract law 
10 wherein I was enticed to complete the Lease on the basis of the pre-agreed connection 
11 configuration when it later transpired that MFC had absolutely no intention of providing the 
12 connection they were obligated to provide. 

 
 

The evidence that was withheld from the ex-parte hearing 
 
 

13 I refer to the fresh evidence I have adduced in the ongoing civil proceeding after recovering the 
14 emails from the hard drive of my old PC: Exhibit_October_2016_PM_007 and I turn to page 9, 
15 the email from me to Bloom dated 3rd January 2017 at 20.23PM. The email refers specifically 
16 to the chain of correspondence proving that it was MFC’s duty to take ownership of its 
17 substations so that the connection for the wind turbine can be established. 

18 The email refers to the Connection Offer that was amongst the 172 pages of witness exhibit 
19 fraudulently withheld by MFC and refers to the chain of emails starting at the bottom page 9, 
20 the email from Bloom to me dated 16th October 2012 at 13.07PM and ending at the bottom of 
21 page 15. It was that email chain that MFC and their cohorts also fraudulently withheld from 
22 the ex-parte hearing in conjunction with the 3 contracts making up the Connection Agreement, 
23 namely the Connection Offer, the Connection Deed and the (unsigned) Northern Powergrid / 
24 MFC Agreement dated February 2015 for making the connection. 

25 MFC and their cohorts were seeking to dishonestly conceal the fact that MFC had reneged upon 
26 the connection, rendering the project useless. 

27 At the bottom of page 13, there is an email from Mr Ryan at Northern Powergrid dated 16th 
28 October 2012 at 08.15AM, it is that email Bloom responded to in his email at the bottom of 
29 page 16. I quote from that: 

 

30 “The stadium has two substations both connected to the same 11KV system. These will need to be 
31 disconnected from the Northern Powergrid system and connected to the customer owned 11KV network 
32 which in turn will be connected to a new 11kv switch house where the turbine would also be connected” 

33 I move to the top of page 12, there is a further email from Mr Ryan at Northern Powergrid 
34 dated 19th November 2012 at 15.44PM. 

35 I quote from that: 
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1 “The 1.5MVA turbine can be connected locally to the existing supply stadium. The connection 
2 arrangement will be similar to that discussed earlier with the two existing substations being 
3 disconnected from our system and transferred to the clubs ownership and a new single HV point of 
4 supply established” 

5 MFC were seeking to conceal the fact that they refused the connection, which is why they 
6 withheld the 3 connection contracts referred to at page 33 above, lines 23 and 24. They also 
7 withheld the entire chain referred to at page 32 line 15 through to line 18 relating to the 
8 assignment, yet it is both of those arguments that are central and are foundation to the 
9 statutory demand originating their ex-parte hearing, namely, the fact MFC refused the 

10 connection rendering the project useless and the assignment of the £530,000 abortive costs. 

11 I move to Bloom’s witness statement. Nowhere within his witness statement is there any 
12 mention whatsoever of the Connection Offer, the Connection Deed, the (unsigned) Northern 
13 Powergrid / MFC Standard Adoption Agreement nor the fact that they refused the connection. 
14 This fact alone proves that the non-disclosure was pre-meditated. The grid connection 
15 documents were clearly referred to in the statutory demand multiple times and the argument 
16 that they refused the connection goes to the heart of the claim. 

17 It is proven beyond doubt that the non-disclosure was therefore pre-meditated and was 
18 convened with dishonest intent to conceal the fundamental position founding the statutory 
19 demand, namely that MFC refused the connection and then made an unwarranted demand 
20 when Force Majeure applied solely in favour of Tenant when in any event no money was owed. 
21 It is therefore proven beyond reasonable doubt that the defendants, MFC, Staunton and 
22 Womble Bond Dickinson are guilty of the indictable offence of fraud by failing to disclose 
23 information as in section 3 of the Fraud Act 2006 and that the offence was committed in 
24 conspiracy and that the fraud by failing to disclose information is not in isolation, on the 
25 contrary there are four counts of fraud by false representation all made with dishonest intent in 
26 proceedings designed to recover assets for creditors of companies in liquidation. 

27 They were using insolvency as the means to defraud creditors and all of the offences were 
28 committed in conspiracy. It is proven beyond doubt that Hannon, Staunton, Womble Bond 
29 Dickinson and MFC are guilty of conspiracy to defraud, they were working in collusion with the 
30 compromised judiciary. 

 
 

Nugee J was colluding with Staunton and Womble Bond Dickinson 
 

31 Moving to page 72, (A17) of the transcript of the hearing of 5th February 2018 it is stated that 
32 Mr Justice Arnold granted the injunction on two-grounds; Nugee J: “There’s doubt, doubt over 
33 the assignment and dispute over the claim” 

34 As proven above, it was those two grounds and the facts behind them that were dishonestly 
35 concealed by MFC, Staunton and Womble Bond Dickinson. By Staunton’s own admission, it 
36 was both of those grounds that founded the order of 9th January 2017. 

CASE FILE: Page 844 PDF Page: 681

https://intelligenceuk.com/legal/Tab_001---Witness_Statement_of_Jeremy_Robin_Bloom_08.01.17.PDF
http://intelligenceuk.com/legal/Transcript_%26_Judgment_05_02_2018.pdf


31  

1 It is those two grounds that Staunton misrepresented during that hearing and with the second 
2 ground, being Force Majeure, he also misrepresented during that hearing and the ex-parte 
3 hearing of 9th January 2017. Again, this fraud by false representation, fundamental 
4 dishonesty, has been evaded and has never been tried in any of the proceedings. There was 
5 no standard of review when dishonesty and fraud was at the heart of the applications. 

6 Buckland QC MP did precisely the same, failing in his duty as Solicitor General to prosecute the 
7 civil contempt, then making various lame and pathetic excuses for failing in his duty to have 
8 done so. 

9 Moving to (A18) Nugee asks Staunton: 
 

10 Nugee J: “Do you want to, do you want to say anything about the statement on the first page of the 
11 attendance note, which I think is a statement by you?” 

12 We turn briefly to the ex-parte attendance note referred to in that comment above. We have 
13 numbered the citations of the note in the left-hand column for ease in reference. Paragraphs 1 
14 – 6 are all false statements made by Staunton. In paragraph 2 Staunton stated: 
15 definition of Force Majeure in the Lease. There is no other reference to Force Majeure in the Lease 

16 Turning back to the transcript, page 73, (A19), Staunton lied about the same position for the 
17 second time; 

 

18 Mr Staunton: “Indeed, so I drew the attention of the Lord, of Mr Justice Arnold to the provision in the 
19 lease defining force majeure, and my simple point was and thereafter the lease is silent on force 
20 majeure, left hanging, which is” 

21 When Nugee J informed him that I had cited that his position is false, Staunton immediately 
22 replied and stated (A20): 

 

23 Mr Staunton: “I don’t, it’s not.” 

24 Staunton was very quick to deny that he was wrong, but he knew that he was wrong and his 
25 dishonesty can be nothing other than pre-meditated. 

26 At (A22) Nugee again informs Staunton that he is wrong: 
 

27 Nugee J: “Yes, but Mr Millinder says that’s wrong” 

28 I envisage that Staunton was again relying on the fact that Nugee would assist him, but this 
29 time he did not, probably because I had been insistent in proving this part of Staunton’s 
30 dishonesty. Staunton lied twice, once ex-parte and once during this hearing about the same 
31 point, he then tried to conceal it by stating: 

 

32 Mr Staunton: “Well, he hasn’t shown me the relevant paragraph” 

33 Staunton stated that in the hope Nugee J would continue to support him, but is then taken to 
34 the relevant paragraph: 

 

35 Nugee J: Well, page 44 schedule five, paragraph six -- 
 

36 Mr Millinder: Schedule five, paragraph six. 

There is a 
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1 Nugee J: And there’s a schedule headed Agreements and Declarations. 

2 Turning to page 74, Staunton is then told: 
 

3 Nugee J: So, I think it wasn’t correct telling Mr Justice Arnold that there was no further reference to force 
4 majeure in the lease. I think that’s the point Mr Millinder was making. 

5 Note how Nugee states “I think” it wasn’t correct and “I think that’s the point Mr Millinder was 
6 making”. The position is however, it was most certainly dishonest of Staunton to retract the 
7 operative provision of Force Majeure within the Lease because same is absolutely material to 
8 the entire position of the statutory demand. This omission was not accidental, and neither was 
9 the non-disclosure that went with it. 

10 There was absolutely zero standard of review in relation to this collective dishonesty against 
11 the material non-disclosure because essentially Nugee was assisting the offenders in evading 
12 justice. At page 75 of the transcript, this intent is made only too clear; 

 

13 Mr Staunton: Yeah. Well, I wouldn’t wish to be cavalier, nonetheless, 
14 the time Pennington Manches -- 

 

15 Nugee J: Well, I understand that. 
 

16 Mr Staunton: Yeah, absolutely, yeah. 
 

17 Nugee J: I understand that point. 

18 Any judge would know that consent order can be set aside for non-disclosure if it is later found 
19 that the order was founded by fraud, it is common knowledge, just as any other order can be 
20 that was founded by fraud in one form or the other, or if for other reasons the order was made 
21 improperly. 

22 Nugee just swept the dishonesty and the most significant material non-disclosure “under the 
23 carpet” when he did clearly know that the court is penal by nature respective of any non- 
24 disclosure. It was not accidental at all, it was deliberate, pre-meditated dishonesty as was the 
25 fraud by failing to disclose information. The information withheld alone would have proven 
26 that and any judge, if they were not corrupt and working for the offenders, would have set 
27 aside the order. 

28 It was Nugee’s malfeasance in concealing the blatant fraud by failing to disclose information, 
29 the frauds by false representation and the false instrument applications that enabled MFC and 
30 their conspirers to then present a petition to wind up Earth Energy Investments LLP for 
31 £25,000. 

32 The closing comments at page 75 of the transcript makes it clear that Nugee had prior 
33 knowledge of the conspiracy to defraud using the non-existent petition debt. I quote: 

 

34 Nugee J: And also, simply identifying that there is an argument which gives rise to a dispute doesn’t, 
35 doesn’t entail the consequence that the -- 

 

36 Mr Staunton: No, absolutely. 
37 Nugee J: Petition should go forward. 

it’s all water under the bridge by 
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1 Mr Staunton: Absolutely. 
2 Nugee J: Yes. 
3 
4 The comments above denote the level of pre-meditation between Nugee and Staunton who are 
5 personal friends. Nugee refers to the “petition going forward” proving that he knew Gill of 
6 Womble Bond Dickinson would later present a winding up petition against Earth Energy 
7 Investments LLP on 12th February 2018. The entire position was pre-meditated. 

8 There was no other “petition” in process that he could have been referring to, there was no 
9 “petition to go forward” against any other party. In relation to MFC, there was an application 

10 to refrain presentation of the winding up petition” it would be entirely out of context and of the 
11 opposite effect to suggest that the “petition should go forward”. 

12 It is proven beyond doubt upon this analysis that Nugee and Staunton were colluding and they 
13 had the pre-meditated intention to dispose of Earth Energy Investments LLP and it was for that 
14 reason that Nugee then failed to provide those directions I applied for on 7th February 2018. 

 

 
THE 5TH COUNT OF FRAUD BY FALSE REPRESENTATION 

 
The directions application of 7th February 2018 

 

15 Immediately following Nugee J’s decision on 5th February 2018 I made a directions application 
16 to deal with his failure to address the dishonesty on the part of the defendants. I refer to that 
17 directions application of 7th February 2018. The directions application letter deals with 
18 dishonesty that Nugee J failed to address during the hearing and seeks to set aside the order 
19 and requests permission for a re-trial. Nugee J failed to provide the directions, because he 
20 was working to assist the offenders, however, the offenders were served a copy of the 
21 directions application on 7th February 2018. They knew that there are proceedings in process 
22 respective of the conduct of the hearing and the matters in issue within that directions 
23 application letter. 

24 On 12th February 2018, in full knowledge that the alleged £25,000 debt was subject to 
25 challenge, Gill of Womble Bond Dickinson then presented a covert (without notice) winding up 
26 petition against Earth Energy Investments LLP. 

27 It was that “petition should go forward” that Nugee was referring to that I quoted at page 30, 
28 line 10 above. The petition was not made until 12th February 2018 proving beyond doubt that 
29 the position was pre-mediated between the offenders and the compromised judiciary. Nugee 
30 himself admitted he knew about the plan to wind up. 
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The winding up of Earth Energy Investments LLP was illegal in any event 
 
 

1 It has long been the law that where an alleged debt is subject to challenge or otherwise where 
2 the alleged debt is disputed on genuine and substantial grounds, presenting a winding up 
3 petition is an abuse of process. 

4 In this case, the compromised judiciary, MFC, Womble Bond Dickinson and Staunton were well 
5 aware that the order of 16th January 2017 said to have originated the alleged £25,000 costs was 
6 subject to challenge. They received the directions application letter of 7th February 2018 that 
7 sought to deal with the dishonestly and fraud originating the order in the first place. The fact 
8 that Nugee J was working for the offenders and failed to provide the directions by virtue of that 
9 fact does not excuse the fact that the principal offenders were acutely well aware that the 

10 alleged debt was subject to challenge. They presented that covert (without notice to me) 
11 winding up petition just 4 days later when they knew neither I nor Earth Energy Investments 
12 LLP owed MFC a single penny, the position was precisely the opposite. 

13 Womble Bond Dickinson, MFC and Staunton knew that their combined actions in winding up 
14 Earth Energy Investments LLP would have genuine tendency to interfere with the proper 
15 administration of justice, they did so to enable the application, that Nugee J had ordered to be 
16 listed for a hearing in the usual way on 21st March 2018, to fall back to Hannon, the defendant 
17 in the application Jones disposed of just two days prior. They did so to evade prosecution for 
18 the frauds that Jones was concealing whilst operating outside of his jurisdiction to do so. 

 
 

Staunton, MFC and Womble Bond Dickinson knew that Earth Energy’s claim 
extinguished their non-existent £25k alleged debt 

 
 

19 It is plainly evidenced that MFC, Womble Bond Dickinson and Staunton, but also Hannon, knew 
20 full well that Earth Energy’s claim of £530,000 extinguished MFC’s alleged claim of £25,000. 
21 They could not defend the statement of the demand so they dishonestly withheld all of the 
22 evidence that proved it instead. It was proven that on 9th January 2017 they all knew that Earth 
23 Energy Investments LLP has a claim far exceeding the £25k they obtained by misleading the 
24 court. 

25 By Staunton’s own admission during the hearing of 5th February 2018, he knew that the cross 
26 claim extinguished the alleged £25,000. 

27 I move back to the transcript of that hearing, turning to page 70, (A11). I quote: 
 

28 Mr Staunton: “Second page in. Reading that second paragraph, what’s assigned to EEI are the 
29 investments, the £200,000” 

30 At A12, Staunton admitted that the investments are assigned and then stated “so it’s still its 
31 claim”, he was referring to the multi-million-pound claim for unlawful forfeiture that allegedly 
32 vests in Empowering Wind MFC Ltd. 
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1 The liquidation of which they had stymied with their £4.1 million fraud by false representation 
2 that Staunton himself knew was false by his own admission on 9th January 2017. Again, they 
3 made that £4.1 million to stymie the liquidation in full knowledge that the claim for unlawful 
4 forfeiture of the Lease is proven. They could not defend the claim for unlawful forfeiture and 
5 the only way they have sustained themselves for the length of time they have done is because 
6 they have dishonestly concealed the facts, deliberately misleading the court with false 
7 statements, fraudulent non-disclosure and general deceit whilst purporting to be upstanding 
8 lawyers when in reality it is proven they are just scheming dishonest criminals. The fact that 
9 they are protected by a rotten system and systemic corruption courtesy of taxpayer sponsored 

10 state terrorists does not alleviate the issue. 

11 The frauds are all inextricably linked and the principal offenders were colluding with the 
12 compromised judiciary to defraud me not only of my claim in damages, but also by abortive 
13 costs that I had assigned to Earth Energy Investments LLP on 29th June 2015. It was for that 
14 reason that Bloom dishonestly withheld that assignment, the absolute assignment of the 
15 abortive costs and then lied about it within his witness statement. 

 
 

MFC HAD ALREADY TAKEN THE LEASE AND THE RIGHT OF ACTION OUT OF 
EMPOWERING WIND MFC LTD 

 
 

16 Whilst it is clear that MFC and their conspirers made every concerted effort to use insolvency as 
17 the means of defrauding me, a creditor of my rightful assets, being the abortive costs I had 
18 assigned to Earth Energy Investments LLP and the claim for unlawful forfeiture that is 
19 quantified to a high degree of accuracy exceeding £18.7 million including aggravated damages, 
20 they themselves had already taken the rights of the Lease outside of Empowering Wind MFC 
21 Ltd over a year prior to the insolvency they caused through their fraud by false representation. 

22 On 18th August 2015 MFC unlawfully forfeited the Lease. Unlawful forfeiture was founded by 
23 their unwarranted demand with menaces of 25th June 2015 made after they refused the 
24 connection, rendering the project useless. The right of action in restitution for the fraud and 
25 unlawful forfeiture already vests in me, the investor and ultimate beneficiary of the project. 
26 The winding ups were entirely consequential, a continuance of their frauds and further frauds, 
27 collusion and perversion of the course of justice. 

28 One cannot assign the rights to a Lease that has been terminated. There is nothing to assign. 
29 Therefore, whilst the intent was to use insolvency to defraud of the proven claim in damages, 
30 being the revenue I would have otherwise gained from the wind turbine, the right of restitution 
31 already vests in me and that right had occurred on 18th August 2015. 

32 On precisely the same basis, Hannon had taken the right of action out of the Company if there 
33 ever was one to assign, by disposing of Empowering Wind MFC Ltd and Earth Energy 
34 Investments LLP without notice when he knew the company had assets to be realised for 
35 creditors. It was all fraud on top of fraud and for that there must be restitution. 
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Nugee J dishonestly manipulated the terms of and misrepresented the assignment 
 
 

1 It was for the same reason, being fraudulent concealment, that Nugee manipulated and 
2 misrepresented the terms of the assignment in his judgment. I refer to page 92 of the 94-page 
3 transcript & judgment, being page 4 of the 6-page judgment. I quote from paragraph 10: 

 

4 “We agreed to tidy up loose ends on some of the feeds and the 200K that we paid from other accounts of 
5 Earth Energy Investments as parent of Empowering MFC, as assigning those investments representing 
6 what we put into project” 

7 The position was entirely misrepresented and the reason that Nugee did so is because he was 
8 seeking to conceal the fact that there is an absolute assignment of the abortive costs. I refer to 
9 the assignment counterpart and quote accordingly from the paragraph (B): 

 

10 “so that Earth Energy Investments, as Parent of empowering MFC is assigned those investments, 
11 representing what we put into project. We agreed to separate out what went in as investment to the 
12 project so that there are two causes of action, with the Parent recovering funds invested and 
13 Empowering MFC recovering consequential loss, including the feed in tariff revenue” 

14 The particulars and detail of the assignment is substantially different from Nugee’s manipulated 
15 version I quoted at lines 4 through to 6 above. He was seeking to conceal the fact that there is 
16 an absolute assignment of the £530,000 abortive costs. His conduct in doing is undoubtedly of 
17 dishonest intent. There would have been no other reason to manipulate that statement, which 
18 is an absolute assignment. Nugee had the premeditated intention to do so, he manipulated 
19 the terms of the assignment and at paragraph 12 of his judgment he then stated: 

 

20 “It does not seem to me that disclosure of the material other than the board minutes would have caused 
21 any change in Mr Justice Arnold’s view on that question, the two being quite separate questions. And I 
22 do not think that the disclosure of the board minutes, although it would have explained the basis upon 
23 which it was said that the assignment had taken place on the 29th June would have been likely to have 
24 persuaded Mr Justice Arnold that the position as to assignment was so clear as to give rise to no bona 
25 fide and substantial dispute, because of the material that was put before him by Mr Bloom. Even taking 
26 the board minutes on their own face, they discuss doing various things but end up with the decision to 
27 discuss matters with various solicitors and get another legal opinion, and I think it likely that had that 
28 been before Mr Justice Arnold the conclusion that one would have drawn from all the material is that it 
29 was still unclear whether the assignment had taken place on the 29th June 2015 or whether it was 
30 something that was being discussed as a way forward” 

31 Nugee J had dishonestly misrepresented the correct terms of the assignment with the intent to 
32 then undermine validity of the assignment. There is some clear and prolific pattern of him 
33 doing the same throughout these proceedings. Nugee’s dishonesty is prevalent and on this 
34 occasion he did so to assist the offenders by undermining the validity of the assignment but 
35 whilst diminishing the rule of law. The terminology that: 

 

36 “so that Earth Energy Investments, as Parent of empowering MFC is assigned those investments” 

37 The assignment is signed under hand by me, the assignor, and by me, the assignee and on 6th 
38 January 2017 the assignment was served by hand at MFC Riverside Stadium. 
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1 I refer to section 136(1) of the Law of Property Act 1925 and I quote accordingly: 
 

2 (1)Any absolute assignment by writing under the hand of the assignor (not purporting to be by way of 
3 charge only) of any debt or other legal thing in action, of which express notice in writing has been given 
4 to the debtor, trustee or other person from whom the assignor would have been entitled to claim such 
5 debt or thing in action, is effectual in law (subject to equities having priority over the right of the 
6 assignee) to pass and transfer from the date of such notice. 

7 The rule of law of the United Kingdom is not subject to diminishment or degradation. Nugee 
8 failed altogether to account for the fact that page 4, Part B of the statutory demand is also an 
9 absolute assignment of the abortive costs in the sum of £530,000 and together with the 

10 assignment of 29th June 2015 there is an absolute assignment of the funds invested in the wind 
11 turbine SPV that passed from the date of the notice on the assignment. 

12 The fact is that Nugee was working in conspiracy with Staunton to defraud and to pervert the 
13 course of justice, which is why he referred to the “petition going forward” on 5th February 2018 
14 and with Staunton agreeing and for the same reason, he failed in his duty to provide directions 
15 accordingly on 7th February 2017 when I had applied by letter for directions to deal with 
16 Staunton’s dishonesty and which is why, on 21st March 2018 when Nugee J dismissed MFC, 
17 Staunton and Womble Bond Dickinson’s application to dismiss my application of 28th February 
18 2018, he again failed to provide directions. 

 
 

The cross claim extinguished the alleged (non-existent) petition debt 
 
 

19 They were conspiring to defraud, using insolvency as the vehicle from which to do so and they 
20 all had the pre-meditated plan to wind up Earth Energy Investments for £25,000 that was not 
21 even owed, that is why Nugee misrepresented the assignment, but yet Staunton, in his own 
22 words at the same hearing of 5th February 2018 stated: 

 

23 Mr Staunton: “Second page in. Reading that second paragraph, what’s assigned to EEI are the 
24 investments, the £200,000” 

25 It is again proven beyond reasonable doubt, by Staunton’s own admission that he knew that 
26 what was assigned is to EEI (Earth Energy Investments) are; “the investments, the £200,000” 
27 and the £330,000, legal and project development costs. 

28 I refer to the order of 21st March 2018 by Nugee J. The order refers to the application of 1st 
29 March 2018, being the date that the application of 28th February 2018 was sealed by the court. 
30 That is the application that seeks to set aside the order of 16th January 2017 because the order 
31 was founded by fraud and it is that order that originated the alleged £25,000 in costs that was 
32 in any event extinguished by the £530,000 cross claim plus the standard 8% interest from the 
33 date of the assignment. It is clear from the order that Nugee J had dismissed the defendant’s 
34 application and had listed the application to set aside the order of 16th January 2017 for a 
35 hearing in the usual way. 
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The alleged £25k petition debt was subject to challenge and listed for a hearing on 
28th March 2018 

 
 

1 An alleged debt that is subject to challenge by order of a High Court Judge is not and cannot 
2 possibly be a debt that can be recovered by winding up petition. The alleged debt is disputed on 
3 genuine and bona fide grounds. 

4 MFC were permitted to refrain presentation of my demand that cannot possibly be disputed 
5 after fraudulently withholding all of the evidence that would have proven it on the basis of 
6 alleging that the claim is disputed on genuine and substantial grounds, but yet MFC were 
7 permitted to wind up Earth Energy Investments LLP when no debt was even owed and in any 
8 event the alleged debt was subject to challenge by virtue of an order by the High Court Judge 
9 just one week prior. The position is double standards bias and outright fraud and corruption. 

10 I refer to my skeleton of 18th March 2020, page 1, paragraphs 4 and 5 refer clearly to the cross 
11 claim that extinguished the alleged petition debt. Paragraph 1 refers to the fact that there is an 
12 application seeking to set aside both the order of 9th January 2017 and the order of 16th January 
13 2017 because both orders were founded by fraud. The principal offenders, MFC, Staunton and 
14 Womble Bond Dickinson had a copy of that skeleton in their possession by email on the same 
15 day it was made. 

16 On 28th February 2018 I had paid for and filed the application to set aside the order of 16th 
17 January 2017 in conjunction with the directions application that Nugee J failed to provide. 

18 I move to my 30 page exhibit titled: Met_Police_02_08_2018_marked_up_by_PM and I turn to 
19 page 22. At the bottom of page 22 there is an email from me seeking directions from Nugee J 
20 dated 21st March 2018 at 21.11PM. The email is copied to Gill, Stewart and Brown of Womble 
21 Bond Dickinson and also to Staunton. The directions sought were to strike out the abuse of 
22 process petition that conflicts directly with the order made by Nugee J that both I and my 
23 opposing litigants had in our position on that same afternoon. At the top of page 22 there is 
24 an email from Clark, Nugee’s Clerk, stating that I would have to make an application. I had 
25 already made an application and it was that application which resulted in the order listing the 
26 application to set aside the £25k order aside on the grounds that the orders were founded by 
27 fraud. 

28 MFC, Staunton and Womble Bond Dickinson on the other hand, did not make any application 
29 and yet their directions were provided straight away, resulting in that order of 21st March 2018, 
30 again double standards and actual bias. 

31 I move now to the transcript of the hearing Staunton attended on 28th March 2018 to wind up 
32 Earth Energy Investments LLP for the non-existent £25k that was in any event subject to 
33 challenge. 

34 The transcript evidences the most serious dishonesty on the part of Staunton and that 
35 dishonesty founded the order. 
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1 What they were doing was again using insolvency to defraud me of my rightful assets, £530,000 
2 plus standard interest in lieu of an alleged £25k “debt” that firstly was extinguished by the cross 
3 claim and secondly was subject to challenge by order of Nugee J, a High Court Judge. What 
4 they wanted to do is wind up Earth Energy so that the right of action I was taking, the 
5 application of 28th February 2018 that also deals with the multiple frauds and the blatant 
6 dishonesty of Staunton, so that the right of action fell back to Hannon, the defendant in the 
7 application Jones unlawfully disposed of just two days prior. It is a most serious and protracted 
8 conspiracy to defraud and to pervert the course of justice at the same time. 

 
 

Staunton lied to Registrar Barber and falsely misrepresented the cross claim that 
extinguished the (non-existent) alleged petition debt 

 
 

9 I move to page 3 of the document (page 1 of the transcript). At the very start of the hearing 
10 Staunton misled Registrar Barber in my absence. At (F) Registrar Barber stated: 

 

11 JUDGE BARBER: -- saying in his email that the – the petition is disputed 

12 Staunton immediately interjects and lies to Registrar Barber. I quote: 
 

13 MR STAUNTON: Indeed, but that matter has been fully ventilated in front of Judge Jones, terminating 
14 Monday of this week when he dismissed (inaudible) application. 

15 Staunton made absolutely no mention whatsoever of the order he had in his possession on 21st 
16 March 2018 when Nugee J listed the application setting aside the order originating the alleged 
17 £25k petition debt aside. Staunton did however prepare the skeleton seeking to dismiss my 
18 application of 28th February 2018. I refer to that skeleton dated 20th March 2018. 

19 Staunton did also read my skeleton dated 1st March 2018 with the application long prior to 
20 making his of 20th March 2018. He knew that the application was substantially different. 

21 It was not the same as the application that came before Nugee J on 5th February 2018 and all 
22 facts at that hearing were not taken into consideration. The standard of review was non- 
23 existent, yet the Court and its officers owe a duty in the public interest to prosecute dishonest 
24 lawyers, yet this Court and Nugee J, along with the rest of the compromised judges in this case 
25 were supporting and aiding and abetting the offenders. That conduct prevails. 

26 Page 8, paragraph 32 refers specifically to the cross claim that extinguished the alleged £25k 
27 petition debt. 

28 Moving to Met_Police_02_08_2018_marked_up_by_PM, back to page 22, it is plainly 
29 evidenced that Staunton and Womble Bond Dickinson were copied into that email. They did 
30 receive a copy of the order sent by Clark to all of the parties on 21st March 2018. It is proven 
31 beyond doubt that Staunton knew about the order dismissing his and his instructing solicitor’s 
32 application to dismiss my application of 28th February 2018. 
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1 It is proven beyond doubt that Staunton was only too well aware of the cross claim that 
2 extinguished the alleged petition debt of £25k. He received the skeleton of mine on 1st March 
3 2018 that refers specifically to it. He also received the skeleton of mine dated 18th March 2018 
4 that also refers specifically to it. 

5 Now move back to the transcript of the hearing of 28th March 2018 between Staunton and 
6 Registrar Barber in my absence due to sickness. 

7 At page 3 off the document (page 1 of the transcript) (G) & (H), Staunton makes a false 
8 representation that he knew was false and it is proven beyond doubt that he knew it was false. 
9 I quote: 

 

10 Can we go back? Earth Energy has a fully owned subsidiary, Empowering Wind, which is now in the 
11 process of being wound up. The liquidator is Mr Hammond from the OR’s office. The subsidiary had an 
12 agreement with the petitioner. The petitioner has, as part of that group, terminated the agreement and 
13 also a lease underlying it and Mr Millinder then said, “Well, the subsidiary has a significant claim for 
14 damages against Middlesbrough”, but it never brought any proceedings” 

 

15 JUDGE BARBER: It’s not a cross-claim then. 
 

16 MR STAUNTON: That is the cross-claim. 
 

17 JUDGE BARBER: Well, it’s not a cross-claim though, is it? 
 

18 MR STAUNTON: Well, I – in my submission, no, however, the company – the subsidiary then goes into 
19 liquidation and Mr Hammond’s the OR. Mr Hammond’s filed a report that the subsidiary has no assets, 
20 so he cannot investigate the claim that Mr Millinder says the subsidiary has against Middlesbrough. 

21 I move to page 2 of the transcript (page 4 of the document) and I quote from (C) – (E): 
 

22 MR STAUNTON: On 15th November, Earth Energy issued another application, amongst other things that 
23 it wants directions that that claim should be pursued. That came on before Judge (inaudible) for the first 
24 hearing on 21st December, where he made it clear to Mr Millinder that as the subsidiary had no assets it 
25 couldn’t pursue the claim unless Mr Millinder could put forward proposals to finance that claim, and he 
26 adjourned it to allow Mr Millinder to put in such evidence. It came back before Judge Jones on Monday of 
27 this week where Mr Millinder had failed to put in any sensible evidence to finance the claim and Mr 
28 Hammond said that obviously the subsidiary couldn’t pursue it. Judge Jones then dismissed that 
29 application. That’s the cross-claim. That’s disposed of Monday of this week. 

30 On 15th November 2017 that was the only application Earth Energy Investments LLP had made. 
31 It was the application that sought to deal with the fraud by failing to disclose information ex- 
32 parte, the frauds by false representation, the fraud by breach of fiduciary duty and the false 
33 statement of Bloom. It was the originating application that was “to be heard by a High Court 
34 Judge” that was circumvented by Jones under the instruction of Registrar Briggs. Those issues 
35 were never tried, they compromised judiciary had, essentially, stepped into the shoes of the 
36 fraudsters. 

37 It is proven beyond reasonable doubt that Staunton is guilty of fraud by false representation 
38 and he made that false representation with intent to make a gain and to cause a loss to me of 
39 the £530,000 cross-claim he has been acutely well aware of since 9th January 2017. 
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1 At (F) and (G) Staunton tells more lies and states that the application is identical to the one that 
2 came before Nugee J on 5th February 2018 when he knew it was fundamentally different in 
3 many ways. The application is a fresh cause of action that sought to deal with what was not 
4 dealt with during the hearing of 5th February 2018. I refer to the Supreme Court judgment in 
5 Takhar v Gracefield Developments & others (2018). In summary of the judgment, I condense 
6 as follows: 

7 The question of whether there is a “reasonable diligence” requirement in cases involving fraud 
8 had been the subject of conflicting authority in the lower courts. It reflects a tension between, 
9 on the one hand, the public policy in favour of the finality of litigation and, on the other, the 

10 desire to do justice in individual cases and not permit fraudsters to benefit from misuse of the 
11 court system. This judgment comes down in favour of the latter in this context and to that 
12 extent can be seen as an illustration of the principle that “fraud unravels all”. 

13 The following principles govern applications to set aside judgments for fraud (as summarised by 
14 the Court of Appeal in Royal Bank of Scotland plc v Highland Financial Partners LP [2013] EWCA 
15 Civ 328, and endorsed by the Supreme Court in the present case): 

16 - There has to be a “conscious and deliberate dishonesty” which is relevant to the 
17 judgment sought to be impugned. 
18 - The relevant dishonest evidence or action must be “material”, in that the fresh evidence 
19 would have entirely changed the way in which the first court came to its decision. 
20 - The materiality of the new evidence is to be assessed by reference to its impact on the 
21 evidence supporting the original decision, not its likely impact if the claim were to be 
22 retried on honest evidence. 

23 The key dispute was whether there is also a further requirement to show that the new evidence 
24 could not with reasonable diligence have been obtained at the time of trial. This was dealt with 
25 as part of a trial of a preliminary issue. 

26 At first instance, Mr Justice Newey concluded that there was no authority binding on him that 
27 confirmed the existence of such a “reasonable diligence requirement” and that, as a matter of 
28 principle, he should not apply it. 

29 The Court of Appeal disagreed, concluding that it was bound by House of Lords authority to find 
30 that there was such a requirement. The Court of Appeal’s conclusion was clearly reached with 
31 some reluctance, with Patten LJ (giving the lead judgment) commenting that there is “clearly a 
32 powerful argument” that the policy against re-litigation ought to be subject to an exception in 
33 cases of fraud, regardless of whether the due diligence condition is satisfied. 

34 The Supreme Court allowed the appeal, holding that where it can be shown that a judgment 
35 has been obtained by fraud, a requirement of reasonable diligence should not be imposed on 
36 the party seeking to set aside the judgment. 
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1 In other words, we can re-litigate to prove fraud and as with the application of 28th February 
2 2018, new evidence was adduced based the point of law that was not considered insofar as the 
3 continuing duty to disclose and that the application seeks to deal with everything that Registrar 
4 Jones did not, namely the fact that all of the frauds are interlinked. 

 
 

Rescission of the winding up order founded by fraud upon fraud 
 

5 On 29th March 2018 I had made an application to rescind the winding up order of 28th March 
6 2018 on the grounds that firstly, the petition was subject to challenge and was therefore an 
7 abuse of process and secondly that the alleged petition debt was not even owed, it was 
8 extinguished by the cross claim that Staunton dishonestly misrepresented. 

9 Both grounds were proven beyond reasonable doubt. I had expressly requested that the 
10 application be heard by a High Court Judge. 

11 Briggs however, assigned himself to the application and he did so to assist the offenders in 
12 defrauding me whilst denying remedy. It is common knowledge that where a petition to wind 
13 up has been presented that is a clear abuse of process the restitution in damages is often 
14 considerable and the court is penal in dealing with such abuses that detrimentally affect 
15 businesses. 

16 Briggs knew he was conflicted, having met with Hannon on the evening of 22nd November 2017 
17 and after having “crossed out” the request that my application that sought to deal with the 
18 frauds collectively was to be heard by a High Court Judge. He allocated himself to the 
19 rescission to maliciously deny remedy and rather than dealing with he application and providing 
20 the remedy for the clearly illegal winding up, he identified both the cross claim and the fact that 
21 the alleged petition was subject to challenge but then adjourned the case and arranged for 
22 Pelling to be factored in to execute the ECRO false instrument. 

23 I refer to the transcript of that hearing of 11th April 2018 that Briggs circumvented and I turn to 
24 page 10 of 41 (page 8 of the transcript). I ask the reader to carefully digest from (D) through 
25 until (F) of page 11. Staunton seeks to rely on the misrepresentation of the assignment 
26 manufactured by Nugee. I quote: 

27 MR STAUTON: Yes. It's set out in detail in the decision of Mr Justice Nugee. If you turn to vol.2. 

28 Staunton clearly did know that Nugee had dishonestly misrepresented the terms of the 
29 assignment and it is for that reason he referred to that decision. I refer to page 40 above, lines 
30 4 - 6 and the correct version at lines 10 - 13. Nugee fabricated the evidence because there is 
31 an absolute assignment of the investments made in Empowering Wind MFC Ltd to Earth Energy 
32 Investments LLP. 

33 I ask the reader to carefully digest the contents of page 12 of the transcript (page 14 of 41) 
34 through to page 13 of the transcript (D). Staunton lied again, I quote below: 
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1 MR STAUNTON: That's an exact quote by Mr Justice Nugee of the resolution 

2 Staunton knew it was not an exact quote of the terms of the assignment at all and we have 
3 already proven beyond doubt that it was not. 

4 Now I ask the reader to carefully digest the contents of page 14 of the transcript (page 16 of 41) 
5 and read through to (B) of page 16. The assignment was addressed sufficiently and it was 
6 summed up that the assignment extinguished the alleged petition debt. I quote from (A): 

 

7 THE CHIEF REGISTRAR: Now the, the picking out - so I've got your point about the assignment and I've 
8 summed that up to you and you’ve said that's correct. In relation to -my summary was correct - in 
9 relation to the, the first point you made, I still haven't quite grasped, or understood perhaps sufficiently 

10 well, so I ask you about this so that I do understand it sufficiently well. That is the proceedings which you 
11 say are currently on foot 

12 I move to page 17 of the transcript and I request the reader to carefully digest the contents of 
13 the submissions at (D) through to (B) of page 18. At (C) of page 18 I quote: 

 

14 THE CHIEF REGISTRAR: Well I, I - Mr Staunton, you're free to obviously go through - I've read your 
15 skeleton argument as I've read Mr Millender's skeleton argument, but I am interested obviously in it as 
16 an outstanding matter which is to be decided. I'm particularly interested in that. 

17 Briggs stated he was particularly interested in that because he knew as well as I do that an 
18 alleged debt that is subject to challenge by order of a High Court Judge listing the application 
19 seeking to set aside the order said to have originated the alleged £25k is not and cannot 
20 possibly be a petition debt. Any lawyer knows that and presenting a petition in those 
21 circumstances, the circumstances of which my opposing litigants were only too well aware is a 
22 clear and flagrant abuse of process. It is more pre-meditated dishonesty intended to pervert 
23 the course of justice and to defraud me of £530,000 so that the right of action fell back to 
24 Hannon who then appointed himself as liquidator of Earth Energy and “refused to deal with 
25 me” its sole creditor. 

26 I quote from (F) and (H) of page 18: 
 

27 MR STAUNTON: The reason for this essentially is if the injunction is discharged on the grounds of 
28 material non-disclosure the petitioning debt goes, because the petitioning debt is £25,000 of costs 
29 ordered by consent in January 2017. That's the reason I think for that attack by Mr Millender. In late 
30 March my solicitors wrote to Mr Justice Nugee asking him to dismiss the application for the hearing 
31 because it was simply a repetition of what he had already decided. 

 

32 THE CHIEF REGISTRAR: Was that late June --- ? 
 

33 MR STAUNTON: Pardon me? 
 

34 THE CHIEF REGISTRAR: Did you say late June? I couldn’t hear you. 

35 Briggs was referring to “late June” because he had then found that the alleged petition debt 
36 was indeed subject to challenge by order of Nugee J of 21st March 2018. 

37 At page 19, (A) I quote: 
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1 MR STAUNTON: No, no, late March. 
 

2 THE CHIEF REGISTRAR: Late March. 
 

3 MR STAUNTON: This year, 2018. 
 

4 THE CHIEF REGISTRAR: Yes, I see. So it's identified 

5 Briggs identified that the petition was an abuse of process. 

6 Moving to page 20 of the transcript (page 22 of 41) Staunton lies yet again and stated: 
 

7 MR STAUNTON: So that application was on foot when the winding up petition came before Judge Barber 
8 on 28th March. You’ve got my skeleton. The application to rescind doesn’t introduce any new grounds. 
9 There's nothing new in this at all. It was all deal with by Judge Barber. 

10 It is evidenced however that it was not dealt with by Judge Barber at all because Staunton 
11 made absolutely no mention of the order of 21st March 2018. On the contrary, he stated during 
12 the hearing before Registrar Barber that: 

 

13 MR STAUNTON: Indeed, but that matter has been fully ventilated in front of Judge Jones, terminating 
14 Monday of this week when he dismissed (inaudible) application. I can explain what that is. And also, the 
15 adjournment to 10th June is because he wanted to make a second application, the first having been 
16 dismissed by Mr Justice Nugee on 5th February. 

17 Also at page 20 of the transcript (A) and (B) I quote: 
 

18 THE CHIEF REGISTRAR: Mmm hmm. 
 

19 MR STAUNTON: And I support that. So if you look - the first ground, if you look at the thin ring binder, tab 
20 1, s.3, two things put forward; the, the Winding Up Order was an abuse of process; and this cross claim 
21 for a sum exceeding £900,000. 

22 Now I quote from (C) through to (D): 
 

23 MR STAUNTON: Now as I understand it, that is the argument that the January 2017 order should be 
24 discharged for material non-disclosure, and they are the orders which provide the petitioning debt, and if 
25 that was to happen and the liability to pay costs of 25,000 went, then, of course, the petition would not 
26 have a debt in which to be founded. 

 

27 THE CHIEF REGISTRAR: No. 
 

28 MR STAUNTON: That was all before Judge Barber. Can I take you to tab 4? 

29 It is however plainly evidenced from the transcript of the hearing of 28th March 2018 that none 
30 of it was before Registrar Barber during the summary Wednesday winding up list because 
31 Staunton dishonestly misrepresented both the fact that Nugee J made the order listing the 
32 application to set aside the order of 16th January 2017 for a hearing on 21st March 2018 and 
33 that there is a cross claim that extinguished the petition debt. Staunton stated that the cross 
34 claim was the claim that allegedly vests in Empowering Wind MFC Ltd when it is proven beyond 
35 doubt that he knew full well of the cross claim in the sum of £530,000 plus interest. 
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1 Staunton himself referred to that cross claim being valid in the proceedings before Nugee J on 
2 5th February 2018, just 51 days prior to making those false representations before Registrar 
3 Barber. It is proven beyond doubt, with incontrovertible evidence that Staunton knew what he 
4 was doing was dishonest and his intent was to mispresent to defraud me of £530,000 plus 8% 
5 standard interest. That, in itself it a serious fraud with aggravating factors, yet, as evidenced, 
6 the frauds are a long way far from isolated, they are prevalent and committed in conspiracy. 

7 I move back to the transcript of the hearing of 11th April 2018 before Briggs who was conflicted 
8 anyway. I turn to page 21 and quote from (A): 

 

9 MR STAUNTON: Now that's the second application to be heard in the window of 6th June. That was 
10 before Judge Barber. Can I take you please to tab 2? Do you have that, Judge, tab 2? 

 

11 THE CHIEF REGISTRAR: Just give me some time. (sneeze) Excuse me. Judge, before Judge Barber on 28th 
12 March, yeah. 

 

13 MR STAUNTON: Well I'm going to take you to what was before her. You'll see it's identical to what's now 
14 in the skeleton argument to support the application to rescind. Can I take you to tab 2? 

15 Staunton’s lies prevail, yet Briggs does not seek to address his dishonesty, he fakes a sneeze to 
16 warn him and just carries on with their premeditated plan to deny remedy. 

17 Between (G) and (H) at page 21, I quote: 
 

18 MR STAUNTON: On 10th June he hears the case to which the £25,000 costs relates. 

19 Briggs says “yes” but in full knowledge that the 10th June had not even arrived, Nugee J had 
20 listed the application for a hearing on 21st March 2018. At page 22 (A) Staunton lies again and 
21 states that the order of 21st March 2018 was before Registrar Barber when he knew it was not. I 
22 quote: 

 

23 MR STAUNTON: --and if you look at the second page, it’s the 21st March, and this is before Judge Barber- 

24 It is evidenced that there was no such order of 21st March 2018 before Registrar Barber. You 
25 should note, the corrupt coward, Burnett of Maldon, has renamed Registrars as “ICCJ Judges” in 
26 an attempt to legitimise their conduct, but they are not judges and by Jones’s admission, they 
27 “cannot judge”. When criminals are put in to run the justice system, things are bound too go 
28 horribly wrong, that is what’s happened. What the majority of these insolvency registrars are, 
29 are dishonest common purpose collusive fraudsters, soldiers of the establishment who defraud 
30 people of their assets using insolvency as the façade from which to do so. 

31 At (F) and (G) I quote: 
 

32 MR STAUNTON: --and paras.17 to 24. So there's a cross claim which extinguishes the liability to pay 
33 £25,000. 

 

34 THE CHIEF REGISTRAR: Yeah. 
 

35 MR STAUNTON: But we see that also was before Judge Barber and she made the Winding Up Order. Tab 
36 2. 
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1 Staunton knew however none of what he refers to was before Registrar Barber and he certainly 
2 did not take Registrar Barber to any of the documents, the transcript of the hearing evidences 
3 that he did not. 

4 I move to page 25 of the transcript (page 21 of 41) and I quote from (A) to (G). I highlight below 
5 all of Staunton’s continued lies: 

 

6 MR STAUNTON: There is the cross claim. There is the assignment. So the two grounds upon which Earth 
7 Energy invite you to rescind the Winding Up Order were before Judge Barber---- 

 

8 THE CHIEF REGISTRAR: Yes. 
 

9 MR STAUNTON: --and she considered them. I attended that hearing. 
 

10 THE CHIEF REGISTRAR: Yes. 
 

11 MR STAUNTON: I explained the situation to her. She was well aware of the two arguments, namely there 
12 was an application to set aside the injunction of January 2017 on the grounds of material non-disclosure, 
13 and if that succeeded it would eliminate the petition debt. I told her of course it had been heard by Mr 
14 Justice Nugee on 5th February 2018 and he dismissed the application on 1st March. Mr Millender issued 
15 another application to be heard in the window of 6th June. I told your Lord this. 

 

16 I also explained to Judge Barber how the cross claim came about, going back to 2014 when Empowering 
17 Wind entered the various grievances on Middlesbrough and there was a falling out between them. The - 
18 Middlesbrough forfeits the lease and the Energy Supply Agreement just comes to nothing and then that 
19 gives rise to substantial correspondence, during which Mr Millender had advanced all these claims. I 
20 explained all this to Judge Barber, and despite these claims by Empowering Wind, the winding up 
21 petition in - came on for hearing in September 2016---- 

 

22 MR MILLENDER: Sixteen. 
 

23 MR STAUNTON: --I think it was. It was a petition by HMRC supported by Middlesbrough. It was not 
24 Middlesbrough's petition and Mr Millender attended that hearing, and nevertheless Mr Registrar Baister, 
25 having been told that the company had been dissolved, made a double barrel order. So on what, on 
26 what---- 

 

27 THE CHIEF REGISTRAR: You’ve made this submission. 
 

28 MR STAUNTON: --legitimate grounds can Earth Energy invite you today, Judge, to rescind the Winding 
29 Up Order? You have my written submissions and I've just explained to you, I hope clearly enough, that 
30 both of the grounds now relied upon by Earth Energy were before Judge Barber on 28th March, and she 
31 decided to make the Winding Up Order. 

32 All of Staunton’s comments are lies. I reiterate, for the purpose of clarity, the evidence to prove 
33 the dishonesty. I move back to the transcript of the summary winding up hearing in my 
34 absence on 28th March 2018. 

35 The hearing began at 12.07PM and ended at 12.12PM. The hearing was therefore a total of 5 
36 minutes. It is the duty of the court to consider mutual dealings and set off pursuant to what is 
37 known as rule 14.25 of the Insolvency Rules 2016. 
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1 None of that was considered, because Staunton had made dishonest misrepresentations and 
2 his lies prevailed during the rescission application. All of the facts stated by Staunton were 
3 dishonestly misrepresented, the winding up order is also void ab initio. Firstly because Briggs 
4 was conflicted and had no locus from which to have heard the application in the first place, the 
5 hearing was predetermined. Secondly, because the order was founded by fraud, fraud on the 
6 part of Staunton and fraud upon the court. Likewise, rule 14.25 of the Insolvency Rules 2016 
7 was not applied on 19th September 2016 either during the summary hearing that had been 
8 adjourned so that I, as Director of Empowering Wind MFC Ltd could enter a CVA with its 
9 legitimate creditors of which I was creditor with Earth Energy in the sum totaling £810,000 and 

10 the remaining creditors, HMRC, Smith Brothers Contracting and GMR Consulting were owed 
11 less than £35,000 cumulatively. Staunton appeared, making a false representation, claiming 
12 that MFC was a creditor in the sum of £256,269.89 when he knew that they were not. There is 
13 some synergy in his dishonesty and intent to defraud. 

14 In examination of the transcript of the hearing before Registrar Barber, there is evidence only 
15 that Staunton misrepresented the cross claim, referring only to the claim that allegedly vests in 
16 Empowering Wind MFC Ltd. Contrary to his lies contained at page 50 above, lines 30 and 31, 
17 none of the ground were before Registrar Barber at all. 

18 At page 50 above, lines 6 and 7, Staunton stated that the cross claim and the assignment was 
19 before Registrar Barber. Blatant lies. There is absolutely no reference whatsoever to the 
20 assignment to Earth Energy Investments LLP whatsoever in the proceeding before Registrar 
21 Barber. On the contrary, at page 1 (H) through to page 2 (A) it is clearly evidenced that 
22 Staunton misrepresented the cross claim. I quote: 

 

23 “Well, the subsidiary has a significant claim for damages against Middlesbrough”, but it never brought 
24 any proceedings” 

25 Staunton is stating, categorically that it is Earth Energy’s subsidiary that has a claim for damages 
26 as the cross claim. He dishonestly omitted that the investments in Empowering Wind MFC Ltd 
27 had been assigned. It was that lie that caused Registrar Barber to believe that there was not a 
28 cross claim. I quote: 

 

29 JUDGE BARBER: It’s not a cross-claim then. 
 

30 MR STAUNTON: That is the cross-claim. 
 

31 JUDGE BARBER: Well, it’s not a cross-claim though, is it? 
 

32 MR STAUNTON: Well, I – in my submission, no, however, the company – the subsidiary then goes into 
33 liquidation and Mr Hammond’s the OR. Mr Hammond’s filed a report that the subsidiary has no assets, 
34 so he cannot investigate the claim that Mr Millinder says the subsidiary has against Middlesbrough. 

35 It is proven beyond reasonable doubt that Staunton is guilty of fraud by false representation 
36 and he made that false representation on 28th March 2018 with intent to defraud me of the 
37 £530,000 cross claim that was assigned to Earth Energy Investments LLP on 29th June 2015. 
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The Option Agreement from 15th June 2012 – 17th June 2013 
 

1 The option agreement was completed on 15th June 2012 and was not exercised until 17th June 
2 2013. If, during the option period, either party was aggrieved with the technical or commercial 
3 terms being proposed, the aggrieved party could negate the option without financial 
4 commitment. Doing so is the entire purpose of having an option agreement to start with. That 
5 did not happen. 

6 MFC and Bloom indicated they were completely satisfied with the terms of the Connection 
7 Offer with its condition precedent that MFC was to take ownership of its substations so that the 
8 connection for the turbine could be established. Bloom then extended the option agreement 
9 on 7th November 2012 to enable me to secure that same and only connection, constituting a 

10 completed collateral contract affirming the express requirement of the Distribution Network 
11 Operator in MFC taking ownership of its substations so that the connection for the turbine can 
12 be established. 

13 I refer to the Option Agreement. The Option Agreement defined the purpose of the project on 

14 page 3, paragraph (B) as; “The Developer intends to construct, connect to the Grid and operate a 90m 

15 high Wind, turbine at the Property” 

16 It was that completed collateral contract that MFC reneged upon two years and four months 
17 later after making a ransom demand for payment that was not and could not possibly be owed 
18 in accordance with the contracts between the parties. 

19 The subsequent frauds by false representation are all inextricably linked to the dishonest non- 
20 disclosure of the material information and the particulars concerning the fact that MFC reneged 
21 upon that completed collateral contract rendering the project useless. They all root back to 
22 the unwarranted demand with menaces of 25th June 2015 used by MFC to unlawfully forfeit the 
23 Lease after they rendered the project useless. 

24 I could not operate a turbine without a connection, anyone would know that, yet MFC had 
25 refused the connection and then invoiced for supply of energy. It is that material fact that 
26 went to the heart of the non-disclosure and the failure in duty of candour of all of the 
27 defendants. 

28 It is in fact utter madness, but the purported judges and police that advocated their actions are 
29 even worse than the principal offenders. There is a fraud upon the court in this case and all of 
30 the orders made, both in the High Court of Justice and in the magistrates court are void ab 
31 initio. The judicial mechanics are vastly compromised, the hearings were pre-determined and 
32 the orders were all mala fide. Equally, all of the decisions of the compromised police are 
33 likewise, nothing has ever been investigated whatsoever. 

34 This lunacy shows how far gone our justice system has become. Nobody in their right mind 
35 could even begin to condone the conduct of MFC and their cohorts, but this rotten corrupt 
36 system protects them. 
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1 It is clear that “Exhibit 8” in the sum of £256,269.89 is the same as the sum of the “Notice of 
2 intention to appear” The first claim is a fraud by false representation that was made by MFC 
3 and Staunton to cause the winding up when they claimed, on 19th September 2016, to be a 
4 creditor of Empowering Wind MFC Ltd, the wind turbine sole purpose vehicle, when they were 
5 not. 

6 Moving to Exhibit AC1 , it is evidenced that Campbell of Hannon’s office had that demand in 
7 their possession also on 4th January 2017 and all of the evidence referred to that proves beyond 
8 doubt that MFC’s claim is false. 

9 Moving to page 7, Bloom responded to that email on 5th January 2017 at 14.11PM and stated 
10 that: 

 

11 “as you have chosen to copy in Mr Campbell I will respond fully. 
 

12 1. The debt proved in the Winding Up Petition was for the invoices delivered to the Company for rent and 
13 the payment in lieu of free electricity. These sums were due under legally binding agreements. You have 
14 argued that Force Majeure applied and no payments were due. We have never accepted this and you 
15 chose not to challenge this through the courts. We have no reason to treat the sums as other than a debt 
16 due.” 

17 Bloom was lying to Campbell in full knowledge that he had submitted the proof of debt to his 
18 office on 1st December 2016. He attempted to mislead Campbell into belief that the “debt” was 
19 proved in the winding up petition when it was not. It could not possibly be, it is false. 

20 I refer to the statement of the statutory demand that was in Bloom’s possession on 3rd January 
21 2017. Paragraph 3 refers to the conditional Energy Supply Agreement, clause 2.2. I refer to the 
22 Energy Supply Agreement, page (6 of 15), page 4 of the Agreement, clause 2. Clause 2 is 

23 “COMMENCEMENT & TERM”. Clause 2.1 states that: 
 

24 Clauses 3.1 - 3.3 and 4 shall commence on (and be conditional on) the satisfaction in full of the following 
25 conditions precedent: 

 

26 2.1.1 the occurrence of Commissioning; 
 

27 and 2.1.2 the Generator entering into a Connection Agreement in respect of the Equipment. 

28 It is evidenced that I could get no “satisfaction of” entering into a Connection Agreement in 
29 respect of the Equipment because MFC reneged upon its obligation to provide the connection 
30 in accordance with the entire purpose of the project. Any lay person would know that in 
31 absence of a connection, the turbine cannot be commissioned. 

32 Any lay person, conducting 2 minutes of due diligence on the terms of the completed contract 
33 between the parties in preparation for the ex-parte hearing where there is a legal duty on MFC 
34 to disclose all material facts relevant to the application even if the facts are detrimental to the 
35 case, would refer to clause 3.1 of the Energy Supply Agreement. Clause 3.1 is contained on 
36 page 7 of 15 (page 5 of the Agreement), it is titled; “Entitlement to agreed output”. 
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1 In absence of my “full satisfaction of” the Connection Agreement and Commissioning of the wind 
2 turbine there is no “Entitlement to agreed output” and therefore there is no agreement by me 
3 to supply any power to MFC, period. Any lay person acting with a reasonable level of diligence 
4 in reviewing the Energy Supply Agreement said to have originated £171,269.89 of the 
5 unwarranted demand with menaces of 25th June 2015 could determine that MFC was not owed 
6 any money for energy supply. That fact cannot be disputed. The completed contractual terms 
7 are not subject to diminishment. Clause 3.3 of “Commencement & Term is not material. 

8 Clause 4 of the conditional agreement, “Commencement & Term” is most certainly material 
9 and is contained at page 8 of 15 (page 6 of the Agreement). This is “INVOICING & PAYMENT”. In 

10 absence of my, “full satisfaction of” the Connection Agreement and Commissioning of the wind 
11 turbine, any “Invoicing & payment” is also contractually prohibited. 

12 It is evidenced that MFC and in particular Mr Bloom, the former senior partner of Womble Bond 
13 Dickinson knew that they reneged upon the completed collateral contract forming the 
14 connection for the wind turbine. There was absolutely no mention of that whatsoever either 
15 in his statement or during the ex-parte hearing. It was that material fact they sought to conceal 
16 and that went hand in hand with the non-disclosure of all of the evidence that would have 
17 proven it. MFC knew what they were doing was dishonest, Bloom, a 25 year plus experienced 
18 lawyer and former senior partner of Womble Bond Dickinson surely did know of the legal duty 
19 to disclose all material facts and information relevant to the application. He made the 
20 conscious and pre-meditated effort to withhold the evidence that would have proven that they 
21 did unlawfully forfeit the Lease after refusing the connection and that therefore the abortive 
22 costs were due and payable and the unlawful forfeiture of the Lease cannot be disputed. 

23 Moving to Exhibit JRB BD, there is an email chain between MFC and I dated 15th June 2015, just 
24 10 days prior to them making their unwarranted demand with menaces. Page 1 contains the 
25 email from me at 13.55PM to Ellis, Bloom and Brown, their instructed lawyer of Womble Bond 
26 Dickinson. 

27 The first two paragraphs confirm the obvious, that it was MFC’s responsibly to take ownership 
28 of the two substations and it was condition precedent of the connection offer for them to have 
29 done so. The second paragraph refers to the fact that Brown requested a copy of the 
30 Connection Offer prior to completing the Connection Deed on 7th November 2013 in full 
31 knowledge that the contracts are inextricably linked. I quote from the 3rd paragraph of that 
32 email: 

 

33 “After wasting our time and money by refusing to acknowledge the Force Majeure provisions within the 
34 contractual documents, you now confirm that I cannot do what is intended by the Connection Deed and 
35 the associated Connection Agreement and therefore it is not possible for me to perform on my 
36 obligations under the Lease, the Energy Supply Agreement or the Connection Deed due to MFC's refusal 
37 to make the grid connection” 

38 Now I quote from the 4th paragraph: 
 

39 I also note that the defective planning permission was finally resolved in 23rd December 14 and in 
40 accord with the contract, no payments would become due until 12 calendar months from that date. 
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1 I state this because you previously made it clear you had intended to invoice my company for payments 
2 that are clearly not due. 

3 The position conveyed is identical to that of the statutory demand, it says, essentially that MFC 
4 made an unwarranted demand after rendering the project useless by refusing the grid 
5 connection. That is precisely what they did. Their demand came just 10 days after they 
6 engaged in that email chain of 15th June 2015, when in full knowledge of those circumstances, 
7 MFC made an unwarranted demand with menaces and when I did not pay, because no money 
8 was owed, they used that as an excuse to unlawfully forfeit the Lease on 18th August 2015. 

9 That in itself is a serious criminal offence and they did so to defraud me of £200,000 that I had 
10 paid them for the Lease that intended the wind turbine to be capable of commercial operation. 
11 It was that false claim they later presented on 19th September 2016 to cause the winding up of 
12 Empowering Wind MFC Ltd when the hearing was previously adjourned so that I could enter 
13 into a CVA with the legitimate creditors who were owed less than £40k collectively. 

14 Again, there was absolutely no mention whatsoever that Force Majeure applied in favour of the 
15 Tenant from 7th February 2015 when MFC themselves caused unreasonable, unforeseen delay 
16 beyond reasonable control of me, the Tenant. Had that disclosure been made it would have 
17 been proven that no money was ever owed to MFC. 

18 MFC knew they refused the connection, they therefore knew no such claims could be 
19 established. MFC prevented the Tenant, me, from performing on the rights granted by the 
20 Lease and Energy Supply Agreement and then demanded I paid money that was not and could 
21 not possibly be owed. 

 
 

Unwarranted demands with menaces 
 

22 I refer to section 21 of the Theft Act 1968. The demand of 25th June 2015 was unwarranted and 
23 there are menaces. The demand was made in an attempt to coerce me into paying MFC a 
24 further £256,269.89 with a threat (menaces) to terminate the Lease I paid them £200,000 for 
25 unless I paid them the sum of the demand. There were no reasonable grounds for making the 
26 demand, MFC were told categorically just 10-days prior that no money is due. MFC knew that 
27 they had refused the connection, preventing me from performing on the rights granted by the 
28 Lease, they also knew that no money was owed to them whatsoever and they knew of the 
29 substantial sums of money and commitment I had dedicated to the project over 3 years. 

30 Clearly they knew that threatening to terminate the Lease on the grounds of alleged non- 
31 payment when no funds were owed would apply a significant degree of coercion and 
32 particularly so given the urgency in getting the project completed. 

33 The demand of 25th June 2015 was to be the first of 3 unwarranted demands. 

34 I move to my exhibit, the PDF portfolio: Unwarranted_Demands_01148. Tab 1 is the second 
35 unwarranted demand with menaces made by MFC in the sum of £619,774.48. 
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1 The demand came about when on 7th September 2017, in full knowledge of the proceedings on 
2 foot respective of the false representations and fraudulent non-disclosure, MFC made a false 
3 instrument application to Bristol County Court for a High Court Writ in the sum of £555,000 said 
4 to have originated from the order of 16th January 2017 when no such order of the court exists. 
5 I refer to that N293A application at tab 2. The application is certified as true by the lawyer 
6 acting on behalf of MFC when it is false. It was false because MFC and their cohorts were 
7 acutely well aware of a procedure in process respective of the order of 9th an 16th January 2017. 

8 I refer to Exhibit 15 and turn to page 4. On 27th June 2017 Mr Gray of Womble Bond Dickinson 
9 responded to my email calling upon the Assistant Official Receiver, Ms Hallamore to apply to 

10 the court for directions in relation to the liquidation. Page 5 names the defendants. Page 8 sets 
11 out material non-disclosure at the hearing of 9th January 2017. It was abundantly clear to MFC 
12 that litigation was underway respective of the order of 9th and 16th January 2017 and it is 
13 evidenced that their legal advisors were well aware of this from 26th June 2017 onwards. They 
14 had no position from which to have applied for a High Court Writ when they knew that there 
15 was a procedure in process. The Official Receiver is an officer of the Court with locus from 
16 which to bring those proceedings. The fact that he was colluding to defraud in conspiracy with 
17 Womble Bond Dickinson does not alleviate the fact that there was a procedure in process. 

18 I move to tab 3, the sealed High Court Writ originating from the false instrument application 
19 certified as true when it was false. The Writ is dated 2nd October 2017. On or around 2nd 
20 October 2017 Womble Bond Dickinson would have been in possession of the Writ in the sum of 
21 £583,582.41. Clearly they would have seen that the sum of the Writ was obviously wrong, it 
22 was in fact all wrong, they knew that neither I nor my companies owed MFC a single penny, the 
23 position is entirely the opposite. They could not defend the demand against MFC so they 
24 fraudulently withheld all of the evidence that would have proven it instead. 

25 MFC knew that Earth Energy has a cross claim of £530,000 plus standard interest that 
26 extinguished their alleged claim for £25,000 that was founded by fraud. They knew they had 
27 no position from which to have applied for any Writ against Earth Energy Investments LLP, 
28 primarily because no money was owed and because their order of 9th January 2017 and 16th 
29 January 2017 were subject to challenge. They knew the sum of the Writ was entirely invalid, 
30 they did not seek to cancel the Writ. On the contrary, they waited 50 days and then instructed 
31 Mr White of Court Enforcement Services to attend my offices to levy distress on my goods to 
32 the value of £619,774.48 threatening to cease my goods unless I paid them immediately. That 
33 is, quite categorically an unwarranted demand with menaces. 

34 I move to tab 4, the email chain between Womble Bond Dickinson and I of 22nd November 2017 
35 at 15.10PM. At page 6 it is evidenced that Gill had read the email from me containing the 
36 sealed unwarranted demand (tab_1) on 21st November 2017. On 16th November 2017 they 
37 were served with a copy of the application, CR-2017-008690 that sought to deal with the 
38 fraudulent non-disclosure and the false representations collectively. Moving back to page 1 of 
39 tab 4 at the bottom of page 1, Stewart of Womble Bond Dickinson responded to the email. 

40 At paragraph 3 of Stewart’s response, he stated this: 
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1 “The papers served on you yesterday related to EEI's failure to pay in accordance with the terms of the 
2 Consent Order. There was an error in the papers prepared by the High Court Enforcement Officer 
3 because the amount referred to as being outstanding should have been £25,000 plus interest and costs. I 
4 anticipate that your response to this error will be to assert that we have acted fraudulently. We have not 
5 – this was an honest mistake made by the High Court Enforcement Officer, which will be rectified” 

6 Stewart lied again. The High Court Enforcement Officer confirmed that it was they who applied 
7 for the Writ and in any event, Womble Bond Dickinson has the sealed writ in their possession 
8 on 2nd October 2017. They knew it was false. 

9 On 24th November 2017, in full knowledge of the application that was served on them and in 
10 receipt of the sealed unwarranted demand and related correspondence, MFC, via Womble 
11 Bond Dickinson made yet another writ application. I refer to that Writ application. Again, the 
12 application is a false instrument, certified as true by the lawyer acting for MFC when they all 
13 knew that there was an application on foot that sought to deal with their frauds, false 
14 instrument applications and the fraud by failing to disclose information ex-parte originating 
15 their mala fide orders. 

16 Logic would in itself imply that it is illegal to invoice for energy supply after refusing the 
17 connection for the turbine so it can first supply power. That aside, it was condition precedent 
18 of the Connection Offer that MFC took ownership of its substations so that the connection 
19 could be established. The Connection Deed is construed “in accord with the Connection Offer” 
20 and the Energy Supply Agreement completed on the same day has its condition precedent that 
21 I am to gain “full satisfaction of” the Connection Agreement and Commissioning of the wind 
22 turbine prior to any agreement to supply power / commencement & term and prior to any 
23 invoicing and payment. 

24 All logic, decency, morals and logic are far departed, a thing of the past with the dishonest 
25 common purpose useless cowards who maliciously abuse their positions to assist these pathetic 
26 criminals in evading justice. 

27 That goes for the purported judges involved and the corrupt puppet police that come out with 
28 utter bollocks to evade their duty to prosecute the offenders. I quote “I can see no evidence of 
29 criminality”. 

30 In the UK, justice is subject to status, it is not what you know it is who you know and the 
31 establishment has a tendency to support paedophiles and fraudsters provided they are 
32 members of the cabal, in evading justice at whatever cost. Jimmy Saville and the Westminster 
33 pedophile cover ups being the classic examples, this case being another. 

34 A bunch of common purpose sick, corrupt dishonest deluded clowns and taxpayer sponsored 
35 state terrorists that all collude together to defraud and then to ensure that the victim of the 
36 collective abuse never gets justice. Well, I have news for all of you, this time, you have all come 
37 unstuck so you had best get with the program you bunch cowardly quislings. 
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That completes my submission. You had best pay diligent attention. I will be referring back to 
this with a skeleton and same shall be tendered as evidence in the prosecutions, both in the 
compromised UK corrupt courts and in the overseas courts. I am done with this nonsense 
systemic corruption. 

I demand that you now provide me, by return, with a properly balanced and reasoned decision 
for stating that “I can see no evidence of criminality” 

Thank you very much indeed. 
 
 
 
 

--- Paul Millinder 
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Application notice 

For help in completing this form please read 
the notes for guidance form N244Notes. 

Find out how HM Courts and Tribunals Service 
uses personal information you give them 

Name of court I Claim no. 
QBD Divisional Administrative CO/3966/2020 
Fee account no. Help with Fees - Ref. no. 
(if applicable) (if applicable) 

IHIWIFH I I H I I 
Warrant no. 
(if applicable) 

Claimant's name (including ref.)

Mr Paul Millinder 
when you fill in a form: https://www.gov.uk/ 
government/organisations/hm-courts-and
tribunals-service/about/personal-information
charter 

Defendant's name (including ref.)

The Attorney General (1) & defendants specified in 
the continuation sheet appended - N244 Cont 05 04 
Date 05/04/2021 

1. What is your name or, if you are a legal representative, the name of your firm?

I Mr Paul Millinder

2. Are you a [Z] Claimant D Defendant D Legal Representative 

D Other (please specify) 

If you are a legal representative whom do you represent? 

3. What order are you asking the court to make and why?
1. To order a trial for fraud, criminal offences and civil contempt pleaded during the hearing of 30/03/2021:
2. To set aside void orders and orders founded by fraud, including the GCRO and to adjourn the S42
Senior Courts Act application pending outcome of the trial of untried issues: See: N244_Cont_05_04

4. Have you attached a draft of the order you are applying for?

5. How do you want to have this application dealt with?

6. How long do you think the hearing will last?

Is this time estimate agreed by all parties?

7. Give details of any fixed trial date or period

8. What level of Judge does your hearing need?

9. Who should be served with this application?

9a. Please give the service address, (other than details 
of the claimant or defendant) of any party named in 
question 9. 

□ Yes [Z] No 

[Z] at a hearing D without a hearing 

Dat a telephone hearing 

�Hours 

□ Yes

□ Minutes

[Z] No 

I 09/04/2021 - 30/04/2021 

I Defendants 

Paul Stewart 
Womble Bond Dickinson (UK) LLP 
St Anns Wharf 
112 Quayside 
Newcastle, NE1 3DX 

I 

N244 Application notice (01.21) © Crown copyright 2021 

QBD Divisional Court 

Tab_13: Pages 151 - 169
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10. What information will you be relying on, in support of your application?

the attached witness statement

the statement of case

the evidence set out in the box below

✔

✔

If necessary, please continue on a separate sheet.

The continuation sheet appended to this application notice titled: N244_Cont_05_04 - Continuation Sheet:

The witness statement titled: WS_P.Millinder_05_01_2021_CO_3966_2020

All the PDF portfolios of evidence, statements, skeletons and written submissions by the Claimant in the 
originating proceeding of which this application is founded contained in; INDEX-05-04
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Statement of Truth

I understand that proceedings for contempt of court may be 
brought against anyone who makes, or causes to be made, a false 
statement in a document verified by a statement of truth without 
an honest belief in its truth. 

I believe that the facts stated in section 10 (and any 
continuation sheets) are true.

The Applicant believes that the facts stated in section 10 
(and any continuation sheets) are true. I am authorised by the 
applicant to sign this statement.

 Signature

 Applicant

Litigation friend (where applicant is a child or a Protected Party)

Applicant’s legal representative (as defined by CPR 2.3(1))

Date

Day Month Year

Full name

Name of applicant’s legal representative’s firm

If signing on behalf of firm or company give position or office held

✔

✔

04 04 2021

Mr Paul Millinder
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Applicant’s address to which documents should be sent.

Building and street

Second line of address

Town or city

County (optional)

Postcode

If applicable

Phone number

Fax number

DX number

Your Ref.

Email

By email only - pm@intelligenceuk.com

N/A

N/A

N/A

0207 866 2401

pm@intelligenceuk.com
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IN THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISIONAL ADMINISTRATIVE COURT          CO/3966/2020 
___________________________________________________________________ 

N244_Cont_05_04_- Continuation Sheet 
Pursuant to Section 9 of the Criminal Justice Act 1967 

___________________________________________________________________ 
DEFENDANTS:  

Stephen Gibson, (Chairman) Jeremy Robin Bloom, (legal counsel) Middlesbrough Football & 
Athletic Company (1986) Ltd (Principal offender) & Gibson O Neill Company Ltd (Parent 
adjoined by cross undertaking of 09/01/2017)  
(Second Defendant)  

Paul Robert Stewart of Womble Bond Dickinson (UK) LLP 
(Third Defendant)  

Julian David Gill of Womble Bond Dickinson (UK) LLP 
(Fourth Defendant)  

Michael Arthur Brown of Womble Bond Dickinson (UK) LLP 
(Fifth Defendant)  

Anthony Hannon – Official Receiver formerly liquidator of Empowering Wind MFC Ltd and 
Earth Energy Investments LLP  
(Sixth Defendant)  

Thomas Ulick Staunton – Formerly counsel for Defendants 2 – 5 
(Seventh Defendant)  

Dov Ohrenstein - Counsel for Defendants 2 – 5 
(Eighth Defendant)  

Addresses for service – Continued:  

The address for service on the 6th Defendant, Anthony Hannon is:   

The Insolvency Service, 16th Floor, 1 Westfield Ave, London, E20 1HZ 

The address for service on the 7th and 8th Defendant is:  

Radcliffe Chambers, 11 New Square, Holborn, London WC2A 3QB 
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GROUNDS - The order I am asking the Court to make and the relief sought: 

1. To join the Defendants named above to the proceeding brought by the Attorney
General and first heard on 30th March 2021 so that the allegations of fraud and
criminality are tried over a minimum of 21 hours and extended as the Court may
consider necessary:  It is the Claimant’s democratic right to a fair trial. As evidenced and
accepted, nothing in this case has ever been tried.   It is the Court’s duty to do justice
and further the Court has a duty in the public interest to prosecute breaches of criminal
law, fraud, acts of corruption and dishonesty by lawyers, public and judicial office
holders and in particular by Hannon, the Official Receiver.

2. To set aside void orders and orders that are proven to have been founded by fraud:
It is my democratic right, ex debito justiciae to have all of the orders that are clearly and
obviously both void and founded by fraud, set aside accordingly.  It is a right the
Claimant is entitled to exercise merely by asking the Court to do it.

Inherent jurisdiction: 

3. The Divisional Court is a Court of Appeal dealing with both civil and criminal cases
therefore having jurisdiction over and above the false instrument void GCRO of the
Business & Property Courts.  A void order does not have to be obeyed, and the orders
that are founded by any void, without jurisdiction act, are void ab initio and there is no
real order of the Court. (See: Crane v Director of Public Prosecutions 1921).

4. Likewise, the Divisional Court has inherent jurisdiction of the Insolvency & Companies
Court by administrative function and can exercise its jurisdiction and applicable law
under the Insolvency Act 1986 and Insolvency Rules 2016 respective of the prima facie
case made out by the Claimant to deal with the fraudulent liabilities.  The Claimant asks
the Court to set aside those liabilities and to grant remedy accordingly.

5. It was clearly identified by Her Ladyship, Andrews LJ that the allegations of fraud could
be tried on application within proceedings to attach the offenders, giving them the
opportunity to answer the allegations.   It was established and is evidenced that same
never happened in the inferior Court, despite the Claimant’s applications and the claims
seeking to do so.

To set aside the GCRO void order: 

6. During the hearing of 30th March 2021, it was common ground that the GCRO was
founded by an ultra vires act by Fancourt J who had no jurisdiction to make it.

7. Fancourt J was disqualified from continuing to preside over the case from 10th

November 2020 when I had by then filed and served upon him both the recusal
application and an application for a warrant for his arrest for fraud by abuse of position
in defrauding me of the sum of the statutory demand exceeding £1.17 million.
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8. Fancourt knew, on 6th November 2020 that neither the claim, nor the assignment could
be disputed.   Again, that wrongdoing has not been remedied.  The Claimant will not
tolerate being defrauded in the hands of a corrupt Court and its judges who have been
preventing justice being served on the offenders.

9. The Claimant will neither tolerate his rights of access to justice being fettered by false
instruments and it is the Claimant’s constitutional right to prosecute the principal
offenders, both criminally and civilly, for the wrongdoings inflicted.   That right shall not
be fettered on the basis of unlawful void orders sought to have been relied upon by the
1st Applicant.

10. It was ultra vires (beyond the powers) of any judge to continue presiding over a case in
those circumstances and in absence of determination of the application to recuse the
judge from hearing the case.   The orders of 11th November 2020 and the orders
founded by them thereafter are also void from the outset and cannot be relied upon.
Those orders must be declared void and set aside.   The same applies respective of the
order of 6th November 2020, there is no real order of the Court.

To declare that the ECRO of 28th June 2018 and all orders founded upon it thereafter are void 
ab initio:    

11. The ECRO was also founded by an ultra vires, without jurisdiction act by a judicial office
holder.  The fact of the matter is that all of the orders from 28th June 2018 (the date of
the ECRO) are void and one cannot rely on nothing, which is what the 1st Defendant has
sought to have done in his application, founded upon those void orders.  That includes
the mala fide order of Vos of 8th February 2019 made purely to conceal the fraud, to fail
to do what the application sought to have done in trying the frauds and to sustain the
void ECRO.  It is all void ab initio.

12. Something cannot be founded upon nothing and all of the “TWM” declarations
contained in those void orders are also void ab initio.  One cannot rely on void orders to
found any restraint order, for the orders cease to exist in law from the outset.  That is,
essentially, what the Attorney General and Fancourt J sought to have done.

13. Vos and the rest of the corruptors “stepped into the shoes of the offenders” to defraud
me of my constitutional right of access to justice whilst further defrauding me of my
right to remedy and my assets in the name of law and justice.

14. The conduct is extreme human rights abuse contrary to both Article 1 of the First
Protocol and Article 6 of the Human Rights Act 1998.  I have been unlawfully deprived of
my possessions because the Court has been party to and has assisted the offenders in
furthering their frauds and whilst acting entirely unlawfully since 16th November 2017.
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15. The conduct by the judiciary involved, concealing multiple frauds, depriving me of my
right to a fair trial and then certifying everything as “TWM” whilst fettering the
jurisdiction of the Insolvency Court to do what is required of it in setting aside the
fraudulent liabilities constitutes a most extreme and protracted fraud on the Court.  A
fraud on the Court is a fresh cause of action in which all the orders in the case are void.
The impartiality of the Court has been so disrupted by undue political interference in
this case that it can't perform its tasks without bias or prejudice.

16. Equally, the conduct of Nugee J in preventing justice being served on the offenders for
what is the most prevalent case of fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte in the history of
UK law, whilst then finding that the claim of the demand is proven by virtue of unlawful
forfeiture is a serious breach of duty.  Nugee found that the information withheld would
have otherwise proven the demand. He found that the injunction was sustained on two
grounds “dispute over the claim and doubt over the assignment” and in doing so, he
then misrepresented (deliberately or otherwise) the terms of the assignment to make it
not absolute when it was and without considering and completely evading the proven
perjury on the part of Bloom in his ex-parte witness statement also constitutes a fraud
on the Court.      The standard of review where ex-parte non-disclosure that is
inescapable in the public interest, has bene deliberately non-existent respective of all
four counts of fraudulent non-disclosure by lawyers.

17. The orders are also void on the ground of the Court failing to exercise its duty in the
administration of justice. It was ultra vires of the judges involved to have made any
order in absence of the standard of review.

18. One thing is for sure, is that Nugee J did know that any absolute assignment served on
the affected party is effectual in law from the date of service, the law makes it so.
Therefore, he knew, in truth and reality that the assignment cannot be disputed.  It is
proven therefore that Nugee knew, by his own finding that the claim for unlawful
forfeiture of the Lease cannot be disputed and he knew that the assignment cannot be
disputed for doing so only serves to affront the rule of law that makes it so and
therefore it is proven beyond doubt that he knew the sum of the demand cannot be
disputed.  That, aside from the fraudulent non-disclosure of 172-pages of witness
evidence, would be good grounds from which to have set aside the order of 16th January
2017.   The sum of the demand cannot be disputed, which is why the demand came
about in the first instance.  Statutory demands are for indisputable debts.

19. One must naturally scrutinise therefore, why, aside from the above, given that Nugee
had the precise terms of the assignment before him, he misrepresented and made the
assignment terms not absolute when the original was.    On the balance of probabilities,
given that Nugee J is a close personal associate of Staunton and considering that he
prevented justice from being served on the offenders for the clearly and obviously
deliberate non-disclosure, his actions were of deliberate and dishonest intent.
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20. It is evidenced that Staunton then sought to rely on the misrepresentation during the
hearing of 11th April 2018 to further mislead the Court.

21. Likewise, in Snowden J’s void order of February 2021, he sought to diminish the
assignment, when the law makes it valid.  Snowden was implemented to the GCRO to
ensure my rights of access to justice were fettered, certifying everything as “TWM”
under the guise of the void GCRO, with totally no consideration whatsoever.  That was
the strategy with the ECRO and history repeats itself.  It is not all “mistakes”, there are
deliberate, conscious and premeditated attempts by the judges involved in this case to
interfere with the proper administration of justice and to conceal the multiple frauds
and acts of dishonesty.

22. All the orders in this case are void ab initio, founded by bias, fraud and ultra vires acts by
judicial office holders.  It for that reason these unlawful restraint orders have been
fabricated in the first place, when there never was any lawful jurisdiction to have made
any of them.

The ECRO is void as ultra vires: 

23. The ECRO made by Pelling on 28th June 2018 is void as ultra vires for he never had the
jurisdiction to make it.

24. A without jurisdiction / ultra vires act is any act which a Court did not have power to do
(See: Lord Denning in Firman v Ellis [1978]). Same applies in respect of the malicious and
unjust certifications as “TWM”. The acts are void as ultra vires.

25. Jurisdictionally, to make an ECRO, the procedure is set out in CPR Practice Direction 3C
and there must be 3 or more applications that are “totally without merit”, the meaning
of which is defined in the Court of Appeal judgment; Wasif v Secretary of State for Home
Department 2016, which is essentially that the application is “no more or less than
bound to fail”.   That is certainly not the case in any of the Claimant’s applications, quite
on the contrary, as discovered during the hearing of 30th March 2021.

26. Pelling’s ECRO was founded upon his own certification of the following applications as
being “TWM”:

(a) The application of 1st March 2018 to set aside the consent order where there was no
genuine consent and where in any event the order was founded by fraud;

(b) The application to recuse Registrar Jones from the application of 16th November
2018 that he, by his own admission, had no jurisdiction to hear;
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27. The 10-page letter sent by the Claimant to Ms Drewett dated 20th May 2020 (tab_13)
set out in concise detail at page 4, paragraph 17 – paragraph 20 of page 6 that the
applications are not and cannot possibly be “TWM”.

28. There was one application to set aside the order of 16th January 2017, with the first
application of 30th January 2018 being to set aside the order of 9th January 2017 when in
any event it is proven both of those orders were founded by fraud.    The fact that the
judges have failed to do justice and failed in their duty to remain impartial whilst assisting
the offenders is their problem, not the Claimant’s.  Their misconduct does not excuse the
fact that the orders are void ab initio, founded by proven fraud by non-disclosure.

29. Likewise, statutory law creates the criminal offence of fraud by failing to disclose
information (S.3 of the Fraud Act 2006) and the Claimant already explained during the
hearing of 30th March 2021 that the actus reus of the offence is complete on all four
counts.   The legal duty to disclose is established, the dishonest intent is established and
the offences were committed in statutory conspiracy.    It was tab_13 referred to at
paragraph 16 above that was amongst the 13-exhibits fraudulently withheld from the ex-
parte hearing of 23rd October 2020.   It is indisputable that its contents are absolutely
material in respect of the ex-parte case to progress the application to refrain presentation
of the winding up petition, but moreover, the application ex-parte to extend the false
instrument ECRO.

30. I repeat, these false instrument restraint orders serve no purpose in the administration
of justice, only to prevent justice being served on the offenders and that is why they came
about.   That is why the corrupt Attorney General brought this proceeding for the “all
proceedings restraint order”, knowing that the offences committed by the principal
offenders are proven and knowing that the police are utterly useless and have been in
any event instructed to ignore the Claimant, just as the judges in this case have been.
Inter-agency collusion led by corrupt central government officials is the driver.  It is all
about providing impunity to fellow corruptors, because they are associated with the
Conservative kleptocracy and that Womble Bond Dickinson and Hannon, are employed
by BEIS.

31. The authority that I referred to in my skeleton: SKE_RESPONDENT_24_03_2021, page
19, paragraph 105, applies equally in respect of setting aside the consent order because
there is no consent, as do the other insolvency-based authorities I referred to and the
fact that it is not res judicata to set aside any order in the Insolvency Court.  I refer
within that submission to; Barclays Bank v Atay [2015] EWHC 3198 (Ch); [2016] B.P.I.R.
12.

32. Page 4, paragraph 11 of Pelling’s mala fide order originating the false instrument ECRO
entirely contradicts the duty of the Insolvency Court to go behind judgments and in
particular, the decision in Atay.
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The doctrine of illegality: 

33. Likewise, the application for the ECRO made by the principal offenders in the first
instance (aside from the offences under PoCA 2002) defeats the doctrine of ex turpi
causa non oritur actio (from a dishonorable cause an action does not arise).

34. There was no jurisdiction in law or grounds from which the principal offenders had to
make any application whatsoever against the Claimant, least of all for a restraint order,
as the doctrine referred to above prevents the plaintiff from lawfully pursuing legal
relief and damages if it arises in connection with their own tortious act. This is
particularly relevant in the law of contractual tort.   The illegality defence precludes the
principal offenders from founding restitution based on their own criminal and civil
wrongdoings.  A plaintiff that breached contract, or in this case, unlawfully forfeited
after preventing the Claimant from performing on the rights granted, cannot sue or seek
restitution in the civil Courts whatsoever.  On this ground alone, the applications made
by the principal offenders are nullities.

35. On the same ground, any order founded by any one of nullity applications, is also void
ab initio and that starts with the application to refrain presentation of 9th January 2017,
which then founded more illegality, because the claim of the demand cannot be
disputed.

36. The demand could not be disputed, so the principal offenders fraudulently withheld all
the evidence that proved instead in tandem with Bloom making an entirely false
statement and in conjunction with Staunton lying about the operative provision of Force
Majeure in the Lease, because he knew it also had effect, for the same reason he
admitted it did in the Energy Supply Agreement.

37. The ECRO came about firstly, because Pelling cited the information relied upon was not
materially different to the submissions that were before Nugee J on 5th February 2018.
That position is entirely untrue, for the application of 1st March 2018 sought to deal with
the breach of continuing duty to disclose and the Penningtons Manches LLP letter of
11th January 2017.  It is indisputable that had that letter been disclosed, any judge
would have discovered the “shopping list” of material exhibits withheld and that there
was no genuine consent and no judge would have continued the order.  On that ground
alone, the application of 1st March 2018 is not and cannot possibly be “TWM”.

38. Secondly, aside from the above, there is the ground that the cross claim extinguished
the alleged £25k false liability by 26 times and that the claim of the demand is proven
and cannot be disputed.   That ground, although absolutely material, was also evaded
entirely, essentially, because the Court has been part of the fraud against me.
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39. Thirdly, at paragraph 106 of my 24th March 2021 skeleton, I recited the passage from
paragraph 172 of the judgment in Atay and specifically, I refer to:

The ability of the Bankruptcy Court to go behind a judgment where necessary was well 
established by a series of 19th Century cases and although this species of scrutiny is not 
carried out as a matter of course, it is always possible for it to be done if it is expressly 
requested, whether by the debtor himself or by the trustee in bankruptcy”.  
“Nor is it any obstacle to the invocation of this doctrine that the debtor has originally 
consented to the very judgment against himself which he is now attacking, or that his 
earlier appeal from the judgment was dismissed. 

40. The application of 1st March 2018 asked the Court to set aside the false liability and
because there was no genuine consent.  It is proven beyond doubt that the Insolvency
Court had jurisdiction to do that, but it failed to do it, because Pelling was perverting the
course of justice and assisting the offenders, as was Nugee, who also sought to fetter
the Insolvency Court’s jurisdiction to do precisely what it is under a duty to do within
jurisdiction as per that judgment and the many others we addressed during the hearing
of 30th March 2021.

41. Likewise, Nugee allowed the offenders to make further gains, founded by their illegality,
again, defeating the duty of the Court to do justice and its duty to be penal by nature of
any non-disclosure ex-parte, even innocent non-disclosure.   The acts in him doing so
were ultra vires, defeating the authorities of the superior courts in this regard.

42. The position pleaded at paragraphs 35 and 36 proves that it is not an abuse of process
to make a second application to set aside, even if there had been an appeal.  The Court
can exercise jurisdiction, whenever a prima facie case is made out to suggest that the
liability within the insolvency proceeding, is false.  I most certainly did that, both in
respect of the £4.1 million fraudulent claim and the £25k fraudulent claim.    It is proven
therefore that none of my applications are without merit and therefore Pelling never
had the jurisdiction to have made the ECRO on all the grounds set out in this
application.

43. Additionally, aside from the above, at paragraph 13 of his order of 28th June 2018,
Pelling sought to rely on Nugee’s corrupted version of the assignment, which is valid in
law and effectual from the date of service.  The validity of the assignment, together with
the demand served by email on 3rd January 2017 and in hard copy on 6th January 2017
constitutes effectual and good service and the law makes the assignment valid.  The
willingness of Nugee to first misrepresent the assignment to make it not absolute when
it was and then of Pelling to undermine the law that makes the assignment valid is a
fraud upon the Court.

44. The fresh evidence adduced in this proceeding (tab_Z10) has never been considered
previously.
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45. That evidence is material in proving the offence of S.5 of the Perjury Act 1911, both
against Hannon and Bloom respective of his false statement ex-parte of 8th January
2017.

46. Likewise, it was ultra vires of Murray J to have certified the committal claim as “TWM”
in absence of first trying the issues, when it is proven that the principal offenders have
made false statements they knew to be false.   The application that Murray J certified as
“TWM” is proven, it sought disclosure of the evidence and the exhibit that Hannon has
in his possession and that he withheld.

47. The application dealt with an irrefutable position in law, the fact that the Master was
precluded from making any order in the case, period.    The claim for committal and the
petition seeking damages under the Human Rights Act 1998, nor the application can
possibly be “TWM” and again this evidences the corrupt practice of the Court, acting
under orders by third parties, to behave in this entirely unlawful and unconstitutional
way to interfere with the proper administration of justice.

48. Pelling also sought to undermine the cross claim whilst concealing the fraud committed
by Staunton when he lied about the cross claim during the hearing of 28th March 2018
after he first admitted it had taken place on 5th February 2018.   Pelling failed altogether
to accede to the fact that Staunton himself admitted that the assignment was valid and
that the assignment extinguished the cross claim during the hearing of 11th April 2018,
just as he also lied about the order of 21st March 2018 proving the alleged petition debt
was in any event subject to challenge by order of a High Court Judge. Everything was
concealed and evaded, invalidating the orders.

49. The Claimant reiterates, for good measure, that an alleged debt, which is subject to
challenge is not and cannot possibly be a petition debt.   On all grounds, the ECRO and
the order of 28th June 2018 are void as ultra vires.

50. The additional jurisdictional issue that has again never been addressed, only evaded, is
that I was never the Applicant bringing the applications that were falsely certified as
“TWM” in the first instance.  The Applicant is Earth Energy Investments LLP.

51. The law in question, namely Practice Direction 3C does not provide for a non-party to be
made subject of a civil restraint order brought by another party.

52. The “Party” bringing the action is Earth Energy Investments LLP and from 28th March
2018, Earth Energy Investments LLP was illegally wound up, therefore effectually, there
was never any jurisdiction to make the ECRO against the Claimant on this ground, for I
am not the “Party” bringing the applications, the Company was.
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53. The Company ceased to have legal effect by 28th June 2018 when Pelling made his void
order, therefore the “party” bringing the proceedings, could not bring the proceedings
anyway, notwithstanding the fact that in accord with he Court of Appeal decision in
Wasif, none of the applications were “TWM” anyway.

54. At paragraph 4 of his order Pelling referred to; CFC 26 Ltd v Brown Shipley and Co Ltd
and Others [2017] EWHC 1594.   The judgment clarified the meaning of "persistently"
under Practice Direction 3C paragraph 3.1 and whether a CRO can be made against third
party.   The meaning of “persistently” was referred to at paragraph 10 of the Judgment
and the Applicant quotes the salient passage:

What seems, therefore, to be required is a persistence in making wholly unmeritorious
claims. I note that in Supperstone –v- Hurst [2009] EWHC 1271 Mr Bernard Livesey QC
(sitting as a Deputy Judge of the Chancery Division) regarded three wholly unmeritorious
claims or applications by Mrs Hurst as being sufficient to constitute 'persistence'

55. However, that threshold of persistence cannot be attained in the jurisdiction of the
Insolvency Court when firstly none of the issues have never been tried, secondly that
the statutory demand claim and the assignment is proven,  thirdly, that there was no
genuine consent and the order was founded by fraud by non-disclosure and fourthly,
because it is not res judicata to make 2 or more applications to set aside where there is
not a liability due to the creditor in truth and reality.   The fact that the Court failed to
grant the Claimant the right to a fair trial or do what any of the applications sought to
have done does not make the application “TWM”, it just means that nothing has ever
been tried.

56. The grounds on which the applications can succeed are proven by all of those
authorities referred to by the Claimant.   In absence of trying the issues, it is ultra vires
for any judge to have certified any one of the Claimant’s applications as “TWM”, as it
was ultra vires for the inferior Court to substantially contradict the Court of Appeal
decision in Wasif that proves none of the Claimant’s applications can possibly be
“TWM”.

57. In the present case, there were no applications that were “no more or less than bound
to fail” from which the ECRO was founded.   There was no “persistence” and in fact only
one application that sought to set aside the order of 16th January 2017, when the order
was in any event founded by fraud.   There was never any jurisdiction to certify any one
of the Claimant’s applications as “TWM”, neither in the criminal or civil courts, the acts
are entirely unlawful and unjust, convened only with sinister intent to found false
instrument restraint orders as a form of dishonest concealment.

58. It is therefore proven that the 1st Defendant’s application is totally without merit and is
no more or less than bound to fail and the Claimant applies to strike out the application
accordingly.
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59. At paragraph 15 of the Brown Shipley judgment it was cited specifically that:

“There is plainly a case for saying that the language of Practice Direction 3C suggests 
that it looks no further than the named claimants or applicants. Paragraph 3.1 of the 
Practice Direction, for example, refers to "a party" who "has persistently issued claims or 
made applications". The "party" who has "issued" a claim would normally be taken to be 
the named claimant, and the "party" who has "made" an application would ordinarily be 
understood to be the person identified as the relevant claimant or defendant. On that 
basis, the Practice Direction would not apply unless the person against whom a CRO was 
sought had made the relevant number of claims or applications in his own name. By the 
same token, a CRO could not, presumably, debar the person against whom it had been 
made from causing an individual or entity associated with him from making a claim or 
application” 

60. The law is to be taken as read and is not to be dissected or diminished to take any other
meaning than as it is intended and as it is read.  It is not for judges to re-write the law,
for only Parliament can do that.

61. The Judge in that case seeks to rely on the criteria used in non-party costs orders, being
around “the real party to proceedings”, whereas the law does not state that.  There is
no decision that would rule that the law should be taken as any different in context as to
how it is described at paragraph 15 of that judgment accordingly.   The Claimant
reiterates, it is not for the Courts to “re-invent the law”, for doing so would be tyranny,
similar to that endured by the Claimant in this case.

62. In any event, in this case, within the jurisdiction of the Insolvency Court it is not res
judicata to make 2 or more applications to set aside any judgment where there is not a
debt due in truth and reality.    Likewise, the Supreme Court in Takhar v Gracefield 2017
UKSC but moreover in Takhar v Gracefield Developments Ltd and others [2020] EWHC
2791 where a judgment obtained 10-years earlier was set aside on the ground of fraud.

63. In the latter case, the Claimant sought to overturn a judgment made against her in 2010,
which was decided on the basis of an agreement in which the Defendants had forged
her signature.  The test was essentially that:

(a) if it can be shown that a judgment has been obtained by fraud; and

(b) no allegation of fraud was raised at the original trial that culminated in that
judgment (as it had not been here, following the Court’s refusal of permission for
expert handwriting evidence),

then a party seeking to set aside the judgment does not have to show the fraud could 
not, with reasonable diligence, have been uncovered in advance of the judgment. 
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64. The test applies in this case, as there never was a trial of the issue in question respective
of the Penningtons Manches LLP letter of 11th January 2017 and the effect had the
offenders maintained their continuing duty to disclose all material facts and any change
in circumstances up until the first hearing on notice.     No allegation of fraud was made
prior to that order of 16th January 2017 being made and it is proven that had disclosure
been made, no judge would have made the order, proving that the order of 16th January
2017 was founded by fraud.

65. The order by Nugee J of 21st March 2018 listed the case to try the fraud founding the
order for a hearing in the usual way.  Pelling did not try the fraud, he concealed it,
because he was working for the offenders.

66. Taking all matters into account, it is proven beyond doubt on all grounds that Pelling
had no jurisdiction to have made the ECRO and therefore the order of 28th June 2018 is
void as ultra vires and that all orders founded upon it thereafter, including automatically
striking out the claim the Applicant paid £10,000 for that was to be heard in tandem
with the application that came before Vos, and the orders of Vos of February and March
2019 are all void as ultra vires and one cannot found something on nothing.

67. One further issue that the Claimant must address is that during the latter part of the
hearing of 30th March 2021, Mr Lewis attempted to imply that the Claimant had made
some kind of error within the insolvency proceedings.   Whilst he could not specify what
the alleged error was, what the Claimant sought only to set aside the fraudulent £4.1
million claim that was preventing creditors from calling a meeting to replace Hannon
with a liquidator the Claimant had already engaged with who had agreed to assign the
right of action to the Claimant, as all the other creditors were in agreement to do so.

68. It is requested that Mr Lewis provide further and better particulars to substantiate his
allegation that the Claimant did something wrong when Hannon was sustaining the
claim to deprive creditors of the right to call a meeting to replace him.

Application to recuse Swift J: 

69. It was clear to the Claimant that Swift J was making ridiculous, totally unfounded
comments that contradict the supremacy of the rule of law itself and the jurisdiction of
the Insolvency Court.   The Claimant was aware from the outset that Swift J was the “go
to” Judge for the corrupt establishment and that there is an obvious conflict.

70. This application seeks also to recuse Swift J on the grounds of perceived bias due to him
seeking to lend credence to the Vos void order, citing that it was correct of Vos to
suggest that the Claimant was out of time to set aside the fraudulent liabilities, knowing
that nothing has ever been tried and my right to have done so was at all times certified
as “TWM”.
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71. The Claimant not been able to exercise the right, because the purported judges have
been working for the offenders, sustaining the fraudulent claims in the same way as the
offenders have done.    There is no time limit for asking the Court to remove the
fraudulent liabilities within insolvency proceedings.   Vos sought to fetter that, because
he too has been “got at” by corrupt central Government officials.

72. Swift J was the former chief counsel to the Treasury.  It is wrong, as a matter of
principle, for him to preside over the case brought by the Treasury Solicitor who he
undoubtedly had an established relationship with.   The Claimant was initially prepared
to allow that to run, however, as the hearing progressed it was clear from the
comments made by Swift J and only by Swift J, that he was favouring the other side on
totally illogical grounds.   The Claimant applies therefore for Swift J to recuse himself on
the basis of perceived bias.

73. To restore Empowering Wind MFC Ltd and Earth Energy Investments LLP to the
Companies Register:   Because the companies were illegally dissolved by Hannon to
defraud me of the asset, the claim that vests in Empowering Wind MFC Ltd:

74. To restore the Claimant’s damages claim of 1st November 2018 against the 2nd

Defendants and to assign that right of action from Empowering Wind MFC Ltd: To
grant restitution for the illegal winding up of Earth Energy Investments LLP founded
both by the malicious winding up petition of 12th February 2018 and the 7th Defendant’s
conscious and premeditated dishonesty founding the order of 28th March 2018 and the
order of 11th April 2018.   The claim was automatically struck out under the guise of the
false instrument void ECRO and therefore it was ultra vires for Arnold J to have done so.
The claim is proven on a prima facie basis, by virtue of unlawful forfeiture.

75. To award further aggravated damages compensation proposed at £5 million and
pursuant to the claim for the malicious and protracted distress caused: resulting in
irreparable damage to the Claimant’s personal life, the breakup of my family and loss of
contact with my 14-year old daughter, damages of which were all caused by the anguish
by virtue of the Defendant’s conspiracy to defraud and the malicious litigation founded
as a result.

76. The Claimant asks the Court to consider in line with aggravated damages, the harm
caused by damages to feelings and irreparable damage to the Claimant’s business
reputation.  The Claimant was branded as a “Timewasting businessman” in the Gazette
Live newspaper when I set out only to perform on the rights granted by the Option
Agreement, subsequent Lease and Energy Supply Agreement.    Whenever someone
does a Google search for the Claimant, the newspaper article is revealed.

77. A case of unfair defamatory comments causing serious and long-term personal
embarrassment and loss of business all founded by the Defendant’s wrongdoings.
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78. The application to set aside the order of 6th November 2020 as the order is also void as
ultra vires:  It is evidenced that Fancourt failed to hear the Claimant’s application for
trial of 28th November 2020 and that he acted with genuine bias to assist the offenders
by making an order to sustain the injunction after admitting numerous times during the
hearing and as evidenced in the transcript that he did not examine a single part of the
Claimant’s evidence or submissions.  It was ultra vires of Fancourt to have made any
order in absence of hearing the other side. The second principle of natural justice was
violated and the order is therefore void as ultra vires.

79. The void orders are incurably void and all proceedings based on the invalid claim or void
act are also void. Even a decision of the higher Courts (High Court, Court of Appeal and
Supreme Court) will be void if the decision is founded on an invalid claim or void act,
because “something cannot be founded on nothing”. (See: Denning LJ in MacFoy v
United Africa Co. Ltd. [1961] ).

80. A party affected by a void order, or in this case, multiple void orders, can ignore the void
order or claim and raise it as a defence when necessary and it is never too late to raise
an issue of a nullity.  (See:  Wandsworth London Borough Council v. Winder [1985] A.C.
461, Smurthwaite v Hannay [1894] A.C. 494,  Upjohn LJ in Re Pritchard (deceased) [1963]
and Lord Denning in MacFoy v United Africa Co. Ltd. [1961])

81. The Court does not have discretion to refuse to set aside the void orders, nor to go into
the merits of the case.  In Craig v Kanssen 1943 it was held that;

“in the exercise of its inherent jurisdiction, the Court was entitled to set it aside without
the need for an appeal.  A person who is affected by an order of the Court which can
properly be described as a nullity, is entitled ex debito justitiae to have it set aside”.

82. The alleged £25,000 petition debt is a nullity, for one cannot bring a petition on an
alleged debt that is subject to challenge.   Therefore, aside from the fact that the alleged
debt is extinguished by over 20-times and that the order of 28th March 2018 was
founded by Staunton’s fraud (conscious and premeditated dishonesty), the order of 28th

March 2018 is also void as ultra vires.

83. Pursuant to rule 14.11 of the Insolvency Rules 2016, the Claimant requests that the
Court set aside the proof of debt fraudulent claim made by the defendants against
Empowering Wind MFC Ltd and orders that Mr Parkman be appointed as liquidator in
replacement of Mr Hannon.

84. To set aside the void orders by Registrar Jones:   The orders made by Registrar Jones
are void as ultra vires as by his own admission, he never had jurisdiction to hear the
application for trial of the frauds together of 16th November 2017 that was expressly “to
be heard by a High Court Judge”.
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85. The application for trial of 16th November 2017 sought to deal with the dishonesty and
fraud collectively.  That has never happened and I quote from the hearing before Jones
on 21st December 2017:

“for my purposes, dishonesty is not going to matter because I can’t judge”

86. That, in itself was the proven ground for recusal that Nugee failed to deal with. Nugee
failed to deal with it so that Jones could fail to recuse himself and then go on to dispose
of the application without trying the frauds he had no jurisdiction to hear.   It is proven
therefore that firstly, the orders of Jones are void as ultra vires and that secondly, the
orders were founded by the fraudulent £4.1 million claim the offenders knew to be false
and fraud does indeed unravel all.

87. To set aside the two void orders made by Murray J and to hear the Claimant’s
committal claim: To try all of the issues raised in the Claimant’s submissions and witness
statements and to provide remedy for the wrongdoings, including to prosecute and
sentence the offenders for contempt of Court and to order that the indictable only
offences be tried in the appropriate jurisdiction of The Old Bailey, Central Criminal
Crown Court for England and Wales by Judge and Jury accordingly.

88. To hear the Claimant’s petition for mandatory order that was also never heard and
unlawfully disposed of by Murray J and the claim under the Human Rights Act 1998
seeking remedy for the clear and obvious abuses inflicted upon the Claimant by the
corrupt judiciary.
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GROUND 1 - A’s case is proven, issue estoppel applies in favour and the 

certifications as TWM are ultra vires. The orders founded by the ultra vires 

void acts are void ab initio, including the s.42 Senior Courts Act 1981 

judgment and order 

1. The Judge erred because it was ultra vires for any judge to defeat the Court of Appeal 
decision in Wasif v Secretary of State for Home Department 2016, which determined that 
certifying any one of the Appellant’s (“A’s”) applications as totally without merit (no 
more of less than bound to fail) when the case is tried and proven, is ultra vires. How 
can the case that was tried and proven by a High Court Judge of the same court, be then 
certified as “no more or less than bound to fail” by others?

2. Appellant (“A”) refers to BUNDLE-A, ("Bundle-A") turning to tab_11 the transcript and 
order of the hearing of 5th February 2018

3. From the order of 5th February 2018, page 90 & 91 I quote:
Paragraph 3 of the order:
“…in effect, all Middlesbrough’s fault for failing to enter into an agreement called the connection 
agreement. The upshot of that was that EW was unable to generate any
money, that meant it wasneither able to pay rent under the lease, nor to pay what were
quite substantial charges ostensiblypayable under something called the energy supply 
agreement“
Paragraph 4 of the order:
“on the basis of those matters Middlesbrough demanded payment of money from EW, terminated 
theLease for non payment and subsequently appeared as a supporting
creditor”

4. Issue estoppel applies to the finding of Nugee J on 5th February 2018. It is ultra vires for 
any judge of the same court (the High Court) to then rule to the contrary, defeating the 
decision in A’s favour.

5. It is ultra vires for the inferior court to defeat the judgment of the Court of Appeal 
decision in Wasif v Secretary of State for Home Department (2016) where the Court set 
out the correct approach to be taken in any certification as “TWM”.

6. None of A’s applications are TWM and there was never any jurisdiction from which to 

have made the section 42 order. The Court of Appeal in Wasif held that:

“applications should not be certified as “totally without merit” if: (b) the application, although not 

been pleaded properly, has an arguable basis of claim”.
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7. In the same Court of Appeal judgment, at p17(2), it was further held in the decision in
Grace by Maurice LJ that:

“No judge will certify an application as TWM unless he is confident after careful consideration
that the case truly is bound to fail. He or she will no doubt have in mind the seriousness of the
issue and the consequences of his decision in the particular case"

8. The fact that Middlesbrough FC (“D2”) did unlawfully forfeit the Lease and that no
money was ever owed to them, “goes to the heart” of A’s case. There is a properly
arguable basis of claim, but one that has already been found and proven by Nugee J on
5th February 2018.

9. On 5th February 2018, Nugee J refused to certify A’s application as “totally without
merit”, undoubtedly because he knew that a proven case, is not and could not possibly
be “no more or less than bound to fail”.

10. At page 87 of the transcript (tab_11) Staunton asked Nugee J to certify the application
as totally without merit. Nugee refused to do so:

Nugee J: Yes. You want, you want it to be said to be without, without, totally without merit.

Mr Staunton: Yeah. Know how much the, that the order should record that fact and the Court
should consider whether to make a Civil Restraint Order. I needn’t repeat what has been said.
Your Lordship hasclearly in mind arguments about merits.

Nugee J: I don’t think I will record it as totally without merit. It seemed to me that, that, that
there were matters which Mr Millinder drew my attention to which required some consideration.

11. The Judge erred therefore, because he never had any jurisdiction from which to make
the section 42 judgment or order. None of A’s applications were “vexatious”, for the
case is proven in every respect.

12. There are three elements to A’s case, firstly the fact that the claim, founded by unlawful
forfeiture of the Lease is an asset to be realised for creditors.

13. Secondly, that neither A, nor any of his companies has ever owed D2 a single penny.

14. Thirdly, that A himself has a claim against D2 which cannot be disputed. A was
defrauded of the right to recover the indisputable sum of the statutory demand by
Fancourt, who evaded all A’s evidence to make a false instrument GCRO to prevent
justice being served on the fraudsters. It was ultra vires for Fancourt to have done so.
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GROUND 2 - Ultra vires acts and void orders originated more void orders 

15. Just because A did not appeal the void orders and decisions founded by fraud upon the 
court, that does not lend credence to the malicious and unjust certifications as “TWM”. 
Far from it, the fact of the matter is that the jurisdictional hurdle from which to have 
made any single certification as “TWM” has never been reached, let alone originating an 
ECRO / GCRO. 

 
16. The winding up petition hearing of 19th September 2016 is void, because Baister failed 

to act according to the law in applying the rule on set off against D2’s fraudulent claim 
that originated from their blackmail of 25th June 2015 (the unwarranted demand with 
menaces in the sum of £256,269.89). 

 
17. It was ultra vires for the Court to fail to apply the law in set off, namely, rule 14.25(2) of 

the Insolvency Rules 2016 that determines: 
 

(2) An account must be taken of what is due from the company and the creditor to each other in 
respect of their mutual dealings and the sums due from the one must be set off against the sums 
due from the other. 

 
18. Baister was aware that D2’s claim was false and that EW’s claim in set off extinguished 

D2’s fraudulent claim anyway, but he deliberately failed to apply the law, because the 
Court has been as much as part of the fraud as the principal offenders. It was ultra 
vires for the judges to defraud A whilst failing to administer the law. Any order founded 
by the void, ultra vires act by the judicial office holder thereafter is void ab initio. There 
is no real order of the Court. 

 
19. On 15th November 2017, EEI (Parent Company of EW) made an originating application 

pursuant to rule 14.11 of the Insolvency Rules 2016 to remove the £4.1 million 
fraudulent claim made by D2. The application was to be heard by a High Court Judge” 
as it sought to deal with fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte (on 9th and 16th January 
2017). Fraud by failing to disclose information on the part of Hannon (breach of 
fiduciary duty by Liquidator) and his abuse of position, fraud in the form of perjury by 
Bloom of D2 respective of his false witness statement of 8th January 2017 and later 
perjury in the form of the applications to Bristol County Court resulting in more 
blackmails against A.  The application was circumvented by Registrar Clive High Jones, 
a corrupt, dishonest coward who has some protracted “form” in defrauding innocent 
parties in the name of justice. Jones never had any jurisdiction to hear any part of the 
application, but he sought to conceal the fraud, knowing, by his own admission, he had 
no jurisdiction to hear it. Likewise, Jones failed to act according to the law and remove 
the £4.1 million fraudulent claim, because he is as much a part of the fraud as the 
principal offenders. It was ultra vires of Jones to have done so, the order is also void 
and any order founded upon it thereafter is void ab initio. 
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20. The order by Jones was void because Jones had no jurisdiction, as well as because Jones 
failed to act according to the law and do what the application sought to have done. 
Jones defrauded A and EEI of rights of which he and EEI are entitled to in law. 

 
21. A ‘without jurisdiction’/ultra vires act is any act which a Court did not have power to do 

(Lord Denning in Firman v Ellis 1978). 
 

22. The ECRO was founded by a void, without jurisdiction act by Pelling. All orders founded 
upon it thereafter are void ab initio. All orders founded by any ultra vires certification as 
“TWM” are void ab initio and that includes the section 42 Senior Courts Act 1981 order. 

 
23. A void order is incurably void and all proceedings based on the invalid claim or void act 

are also void”. Even a decision of the higher Courts (High Court, Court of Appeal and 
Supreme Court) will be void if the decision is founded on an invalid claim or void act, 
because “something cannot be founded on nothing” (See: Lord Denning in MacFoy v 
United Africa Co. Ltd. [1961]). 

 

24. A void order results from a ‘fundamental defect’ in proceedings (Upjohn LJ in Re 
Pritchard (deceased) [1963] 1 Ch 502 and Lord Denning in Firman v Ellis [1978] 3 WLR 1) 
or from a ‘without jurisdiction’ or ultra vires act of a public body or judicial office holder 
(See: Lord Denning in Pearlman v Governors of Harrow School [1978] 3 WLR 736). 

 

25. In Bellinger v Bellinger [2003] UKHL 21 the House of Lords confirmed that a void act is 
void from the outset and no court has jurisdiction to give legal effect to a void act no 
matter how unreasonable that may seem, because doing so would mean reforming the 
law which no court has power to do. Such power rests only with Parliament. 

 
26. Although an appeal is not necessary to set aside a void order, if permission to appeal is 

requested and if out of time the Court should grant permission because time does not 
run because the order is void and the person affected by it has the right to have it set 
aside (Lord Greene in Craig v Kanssen [1943]. 

 

27. It is never too late to raise the issue of nullity and a person can ignore the void order or 
claim and raise it as a defence when necessary (Wandsworth London Borough Council v. 
Winder [1985] A.C. 461; Smurthwaite v Hannay [1894] A.C. 494). 

 

28. Swift and Andrews erred because they have relied on void, ultra vires orders and judicial 
acts to originate the S.42 of the Senior Courts Act 1981 order, without having 
jurisdiction to have done so and when in any event the order is void ab initio. 
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29. It is ultra vires for any judge of the inferior court to substantially defeat the authority of 
the senior Court and in this case, the Court of Appeal decision in Wasif, determines that 
no judge should certify any application as “TWM” in circumstances where there is a 
properly arguable basis of claim. 

 

A's case has a properly arguable basis of claim: there was never jurisdiction 

to make the section 42 order additionally on this ground: 

30. None of A’s applications are “vexatious”, nor “no more or less than bound to fail. The 
issue of “vexatiousness” was addressed at paragraph 2, page 3 of the judgment. 

 
31. In Attorney General v Baker [2001] FLR 759 Lord Bingham CJ described the notion of 

vexatiousness: 
 

“Vexatious is a familiar term in legal parlance. The hallmark of a vexatiousness proceeding is in 
my judgment that it has little or no basis in law (or at least no discernible basis); that whatever 
the intention of the proceedings may be, its effect is to subject the defendant to inconvenience, 
harassment and expense out of all portion to any gain likely to accrue to the claimant; and that 
it involves an abuse of the process of the court, meaning by that a use of the court process for a 
purpose or in a way which is significantly different from the ordinary and proper use of the court 
process.” 

 
32. There is none of that here. The proceedings brought by A were in the Insolvency Court 

and the judiciary failed to apply the law because they were instructed by the corrupt 
Attorney General’s Office to assist the offenders. 

 
33. It is not res judicata to set aside fraudulent liabilities in the Insolvency Court, even when 

those fraudulent liabilities as founded by a judgment, if there is not a debt due in truth 
and reality. 

 
34. The judge erred by undermining all those long established authorities referred to herein 

by A, namely: Re Fraser, ex parte Central Bank of London (1892) 2 QB 633 (See: p48 
below). Re Hawkins (1865) 1 QB 404 (See: p54 below). Dawodu v American Express 
[2001] BPIR 983 (See: p55 below). Livesey v Jenkins [1984] UKHL 3 (re the failure in the 
continuing duty to disclose the Penningtons complaint of fraudulent non-disclosure 
originating the purported consent order. – See: p54 below). Barclays Bank v Atay [2015] 
EWHC 3198 (Ch); [2016] B.P.I.R. 12 (re the failure of all the judges to have ever evoked 
the duty of inquiry to set aside the fraudulent £25k liability when there was no consent. 
See: p61 – 64 below). 

 
35. The properly arguable basis of claim is threefold: 
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36. Firstly, that it was tried and proven that Middlesbrough FC (“MFC”) did unlawfully forfeit 
the Lease when no money was owed and therefore the claim that vests in Empowering 
Wind MFC Ltd is a substantial asset to be realised for the benefit of creditors. That did 
not happen because of Hannon’s fraud by abuse of position that was also concealed by 
the corrupt judiciary. 

 
37. Secondly, that no money was ever owed to MFC, not £25k, £256,269.89, £541,308.89 

nor £4.1 million and that the judge erred substantially by failing to evoke the inherent 
jurisdiction from the Insolvency Court in setting aside the false liabilities where the 
Insolvency Court consistently failed to do so. 

 
38. Thirdly, that the cross claim, being the assigned investments extinguished the liability to 

pay MFC £25,000. The £25k was in any event founded by fraud and on 5th February 2018 
the assigned investments (the sum of the statutory demand plus standard interest) 
extinguished the purported £25k liability by 26.6 times. 

 
39. On 5th February 2018, just 4-days prior to Gill of Womble Bond Dickinson (Staunton’s 

instructing solicitor), presenting the covert (without notice), winding up petition for the 
£25,000 false liability against A’s Parent Company, Earth Energy Investments LLP (“EEI”), 
Staunton said this: 

 
“What’s assigned are the investments, the £200,000” 

 
40. On 29th June 2015, the assignment, which is an absolute assignment of all the 

investment A made in Empowering Wind MFC Ltd (“EW”) was assigned to EEI. The sum 
totaling £770,000, plus standard interest accruing from 29th June 2015 was assigned. 
On 30th June 2015, the assignment was served on D2. 

 
41. On 3rd January 2017, Bloom of D2 confirmed receipt of the assignment, by email, 

together with the statutory demand. On 6th January 2017, Bloom received the 
assignment, together with the statutory demand, in hard copy by process server. 

 
42. On 9th January 2017, MFC called on an ex-parte hearing to refrain A from presenting a 

winding up petition founded by the assigned investments and the indisputable claim of 
the demand. MFC could not defend the demand, so they fraudulently withheld 172 
pages of witness evidence served with it, including the assignment. 

 
43. Throughout the proceedings, the politically controlled judiciary have concealed the most 

obvious and blatant fraud, but also the fact that it is proven Bloom made an entirely 
false witness statement, denying all knowledge of the assignment he had in his 
possession three times over. 
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44. The order of Swift is also void as ultra vires because it is ultra vires for judges to conspire 
to pervert the course of justice, whilst acting with favour and ill-will, concealing 
indictable only offences. It is A’s right, ex debito justitiae to have the void orders set 
aside and the Court does not have the discretion to investigate the merits of the case in 
doing so. 

 
45. One week after Nugee J listed EEI’s application to set aside the consent order (there was 

no consent), Staunton attended a winding up hearing in A’s absence to wind up EEI for 
the £25,000 that was firstly extinguished by the cross claim. Secondly, was subject to 
challenge by order of a High Court Judge (disputed on genuine and substantial grounds) 
and thirdly, was founded by fraud. 

 
46. On 28th March 2018, in A’s absence, Staunton lied to ICCJ Barber and committed perjury 

and fraud by false representation. Staunton lied about the cross claim that he had 
admitted was assigned. He lied about the order of 21st March 2018 and he made no 
mention of the assignment. The order was founded by fraud. 

 
47. On 11th April 2018, the application that was listed for hearing by Nugee J on 21st March 

2018 had still not been tried, but Chief Registrar Briggs, who was conflicted, presided 
over A’s application of 29th March 2018 to rescind the malicious winding up order 
founded by Staunton’s fraud. 

 
48. The orders, founded by fraud are void ab initio. One cannot rely on one void order to 

originate another, yet that is precisely what all the “judges” have done in this case. The 
fact is, that the s42 order and judgment are void ab initio. 

 
49. The conduct of all the purported judges in this case defeats the principle that fraud 

unravels all and all the precedents in insolvency that provides a duty of inquiry if there is 
not a debt due in truth and reality. 

 
50. A refers to the singular line numbered submission (bundle-A: tab_12) which was evaded 

entirely by Swift, along with all of A’s evidence (further invalidating the void order).   
The 11- page line numbered submission proved that Bloom of D2 is guilty of perjury and 
that, Nugee is guilty of fraud, for misrepresenting the assignment and that Staunton is 
guilty of perjury and fraud.   Swift and Andrews evaded it, because they have been 
acting under orders by the corrupt Attorney General’s Office to prevent justice being 
served on  the offenders. 

 
51. Likewise, on 9th January 2017, when Staunton, counsel for D2 himself admitted that 

“Force Majeure has effect”, issue estoppel applies and both counsel and his conspirers, 
D2, D3, D4, D5, D6 and D8, all knew, from that date on, that no money was ever owed 
to D2. There is common ground that Force Majeure absolved any liability to pay. 
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52. There was always a prima facie case made out to set aside the void, without jurisdiction 
order by the offender, Clive Hugh Jones, who sustained the £4.1 million claim against 
Empowering Wind MFC Ltd, but the corrupt judiciary failed whatsoever to have done so, 
certifying A’s proven case as “TWM” when it was already tried and found that the claim 
is false. 

 
53. The Administrative Court, Swift and Andrews erred because they failed to exercise their 

inherent duty of inquiry, knowing that the claims, the £4.1 million claim and the 
fraudulent petition debt of £25k were not due and wherein the Insolvency Court also 
failed whatsoever to exercise jurisdiction. 

 
54. The fraudulent liabilities defrauded creditors, defeating all the long-established case 

precedents set out below. 
 

GROUND 3 – Ignorance of the Insolvency Court’s duty of inquiry 

55. Swift and Andrews both deliberately sought to evade whatsoever the long-established 
authorities that provide a duty of inquiry on the Court to investigate wherever there is a 
prima facie case made out to set aside a debt in insolvency, even if the debt is founded 
by a judgment. 

 

The authorities – The Insolvency Court’s duty of inquiry was evaded by Swift 

and Andrews 

56. At paragraph 22 through of the judgment, Swift affronted the multitude of authorities 
from the superior court that provides the Insolvency Court’s duty of inquiry. Swift 
sought to do that, because he knew that it is not res judicata for A to ask the Court to 
inquire whenever a prima facie case is made out to do so. He knew for certain that the 
Insolvency Court had altogether failed to do so and that fraudulent liabilities have been 
concealed and he did precisely the same. From paragraph 22 of the judgment, A recites 
the passage: 

 
“I suspect these submissions were little different to those made on previous occasions to Judge 
Pelling and to the Chancellor. Mr Millinder continues to contend now, as he did in those earlier 
hearings, that the issue in the underlying proceedings – whether the proofs of debt made by MFC 
against Empowering Wind were legitimate – remains unresolved and still needs to be resolved. 
At the hearing of this application Mr Millinder placed particular reliance on the judgment in Re 
Fraser, ex parte Central Bank of London (1892) 2 QB 633 in support of the proposition that in 
bankruptcy proceedings it could not be any form of abuse of process to apply to set aside an 
order previously made if that order had been made the basis of a false liability” 
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57. There was one application that came before Pelling to set aside the fraudulent £25k 
liability. He evaded evoking the duty of the Insolvency Court to inquire, when he was 
asked to do so. He did precisely the same with the void order of Jones and Vos did 
precisely the same. 

 
58. A was denied the right of inquiry, but there was always a prima facie case made out 

from which to have done so. At no time did the Insolvency Court ever inquire into the 
fact that there is not a debt due in truth and reality, because the politically controlled 
courts are part of the fraud. 

 

Re Fraser, ex parte Central Bank of London (1892) 2 QB 633 

59. Swift referred to in re Fraser, one of the several authorities A relied on. At page 18 of 
the skeleton, p99, A provided concise analysis of the authority: 

 
Analysis: Fraser was a judgment debtor, who had exhaustively challenged the imposition of a 
judgment debt upon him, but without success. Fraser’s application to set aside the judgment 
debt had failed before a Master (twice), Judge (once), Divisional Court (once) and Court of 
Appeal (once), yet this presented no bar in the Bankruptcy Court. Fraser’s applications were not 
maliciously certified as “totally without merit” to conceal the frauds. 

 
60. The Administrative Court in exercise of its administrative function, has the same duty of 

inquiry. It is for that reason Swift evaded altogether doing what the directions of 15th 
March 2021 and the Petition sought to have done and which is why he relied on the 
false instrument void GCRO to prevent A from his right to have the application for trial 
heard. 

 
61. On 1st March 2018 EEI made an application to set aside the purported consent order 

that was founded by fraud of 16th January 2017. On 21st March 2018, after dismissing 
D2, D3, D4 and D7’s application to strike out EEI’s application of 1st March 2018, Nugee 
listed the 1st March application for a hearing in the usual way. 

 
62. On 7th June 2018, that application came before Pelling, who evaded all A’s evidence, just 

as all the rest of the purported judges in this case have done from the outset. 
 

63. Pelling had before him evidence of Staunton’s proven dishonesty founding the winding 
up order of 28th March 2018 and then the admission by on 11th April 2018 that the cross 
claim assigned investments extinguished the £25,000. 

 
64. Pelling was asked to inquire into the validity of the purported £25k. He failed in his duty 

to do so, because he was perverting the course of justice, just as Swift and Andrews 
have done. There was a prima facie case made out to set aside the purported consent 
order. 
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Re Hawkins (1865) 1 QB 404 

65. Page 18 of the skeleton of 24th March 2021 that was evaded by Swift and Andrews 
referred to the many authorities. Paragraph 10 refers to Re Hawkins (1865) 1 QB 404, 
where the authority was made absolutely clear: 

 
“the Court of Bankruptcy is not bound by a judgment at law, but is entitled to investigate all the 
facts of the case whenever, but not before, a prima facie case impeaching the judgment is made 
out. Otherwise a man might defeat all his just creditors by allowing judgment to be taken by 
default or consent” 

Dawodu v American Express [2001] BPIR 983 

66. P96 refers to the more recent judgment by the former Master of the Rolls in Dawodu v 
American Express [2001] BPIR 983. The authority is the same: 

 
“What in my judgment is required is that the Court be shown something from which it can 
conclude that had there been a properly conducted judicial process it would have been found, or 
very likely would have been found, that nothing was in fact due to the Claimant”. 
It is clear that in those circumstances the Court can enquire into the judgment and the judgment 
debt, even though the debtor himself has previously applied to have the judgment set aside, and 
even though that application has been refused and that refusal has been affirmed by the Court 
of Appeal” 

 
67. After the application that came before Nugee J on 5th February 2018, A made just one 

further application, the one that Nugee J listed for a hearing by order of 21st March 2018 
to set aside the purported consent order. It was that application which Pelling certified 
as “TWM”, but his doing so was ultra vires and the decision was therefore void. 

 
68. Everything founded upon the void act thereof by the corrupt judicial office holder, is 

void ab initio, again, there’s no real order of the Court. 
 

69. Pelling had before him something to conclude that had there been a properly conducted 
judicial process, it would have been found that nothing was due to the purported 
petitioner. Namely, their own instructed counsel’s admission of 11th April 2018 that: 

 
MR STAUNTON: “and paras.17 to 24. So there’s a cross claim which extinguishes the liability to 
pay £25,000” 

Livesey v Jenkins [1984] UKHL 3 

70. Moreover however, the position conveyed by A, reciting the Livesey v Jenkins [1984] 
UKHL 3 authority respective of the failure by the offenders in their continuing ex-parte 
duty to disclose the Penningtons Manches LLP letter is irrefutable. 
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71. Had the letter been disclosed, as it should have been, it would have been discovered by 
any judge that the offenders, D2, D3, D4 and D7, fraudulently withheld 172 pages of 
witness evidence from the ex-parte hearing of 9th January 2017 and no judge would 
have continued the order. Further, it would have been discovered that there was no 
consent by A to pay D2’s costs, the letter stated precisely that. Again, Pelling certified 
the proven case as “TWM”, to originate a false instrument restraint order founded by 
his own fraud and perversion of the course of justice. 

 
72. That is how all the false instrument, void restraint orders were established, only to 

prevent justice being served on the offenders. 

Barclays Bank v Atay [2015] EWHC 3198 (Ch); [2016] B.P.I.R. 12 

73. At page 19 of A’s skeleton dated 24th March 2018, p105, A cited the recent authority in 
Barclays Bank v Atay [2015] EWHC 3198 (Ch); [2016] B.P.I.R. 12, which synergises 
perfectly with the consent order when there was no consent. The authority applies 
equally with the fraudulent proof of debt in the sum exceeding £4.1 million as it does 
the false £25k liability. 

 
74. From page 20, A recites the precise terminology of the authority: 

 
“The ability of the Bankruptcy Court to go behind a judgment where necessary was well 
established by a series of 19th Century cases and although this species of scrutiny is not 
carried out as a matter of course, it is always possible for it to be done if it is expressly 
requested, whether by the debtor himself or by the trustee in bankruptcy”. 

 

“Nor is it any obstacle to the invocation of this doctrine that the debtor has originally consented 
to the very judgment against himself which he is now attacking, or that his earlier appeal from 
the judgment was dismissed. 

 
One justification for the existence of this power is that a debtor might connive with others to 
allow a number of bogus default judgments to be entered against himself by his ‘allies' who 
could rescue some of his estate on his behalf by later proving for the debts in the bankruptcy” 

 
75. The position is identical in this case. There was no consent, the order of 16th January 

2017 was founded by fraud and the cross claim extinguished it anyway. 
 

76. Even in light of that, Pelling certified A’s proven case as “TWM” after evading all A’s 
evidence and written submissions. 

 
77. There was just one application that was dismissed by Nugee (but not certified as TWM”) 

before the case came before Pelling (“the executioner”). 

CASE FILE: Page 901 PDF Page: 738



13  

78. All three grounds in the authority cited above apply, but Pelling certified as TWM, just as 
the rest have done, to further their corrupt practice in abusing A by branding him a 
vexatious litigant when the case is proven to prevent justice being served on the 
offenders. 

 
79. It was ultra vires for all the judges in this case, including Swift and Andrews, to fail to act 

according to the law when the many established legal precedents provide the duty on 
the Court of inquiry. It had already been tried and proven on 5th February 2018 that the 
claims made against EW were false, but at no time did any one of the purported judges 
exercise their duty of inquiry. On the contrary, they all deliberately sustained the £4.1 
million fraudulent claim to assist the offenders in defrauding A of his rights in law. 

 
80. Fraud upon the Court and miscarriage of justice are grounds to set aside each and every 

order in this case, for all the orders are void. 
 

The statutory demands (both of them), cannot be disputed or challenged 

81. On 5th February 2018 Nugee J had found that the claim of the demand is proven, 
founded by unlawful forfeiture of the Lease originating the abortive costs that were 
assigned on 29th June 2015. The claim of the demand cannot therefore be disputed. 

 
82. Section 136(1) of the Law of Property Act 1925 commits the assignment as being 

effectual from the date notice of the assignment was given. 
 

(1) Any absolute assignment by writing under the hand of the assignor (not purporting to be by way 
of charge only) of any debt or other legal thing in action, of which express notice in writing has been 
given to the debtor, trustee or other person from whom the assignor would have been entitled to 
claim such debt or thing in action, is effectual in law (subject to equities having priority over the right 
of the assignee) to pass and transfer from the date of such notice 

83. Notice of assignment was given on 30th June 2015, then on 3rd January 2017 (by email) 
then on 6th January 2017 (by process server), then on 12th October 2020 (the demand by 
A with the assignment). 

 
84. It is ultra vires (and unlawful) for the purported judges to affront the law they are paid 

to administer. 
 

85. At all times from 30th June 2015 onwards any claim by D2 was extinguished by the cross 
claim that was assigned to Earth Energy Investments LLP “EEI” and then back to A by EEI 
on 18th March 2018. 
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86. At page 72 of the same transcript of 5th February 2018 (that was fraudulently withheld 
from the ex-parte hearing of 23rd October 2020 to defraud A in the same way as the first 
ex-parte hearing of 9th January 2017), it was found by Nugee that the injunction was 
made by Arnold on 2 grounds: 

 
Nugee J: There’s doubt, doubt over the assignment and dispute over the claim. 

 
87. Law makes the assignment effectual from 30th June 2015 and neither the claim, nor the 

assignment can be disputed. The position was identical on 23rd October 2020 respective 
of the assignment of the investment from EEI back to A, but Fancourt, the offender, 
came to their rescue, once again certifying the proven case as “TWM” after deliberately 
evading all of A’s evidence, to defraud A of over £1.17 million. 

 
88. The corrupt practice in evading all the evidence to prevent justice being served, whilst 

denying A’s right of a trial and to be heard whatsoever, has prevailed throughout the 
proceedings, constituting fraud upon the court. 

 

Human rights violations 

89. The conduct constitutes gross human rights violations contrary to Article 1 of the First 
Protocol. A has been arbitrarily and unlawfully deprived of his property assets by the 
principal offenders and the corrupt public authorities who have assisted them. 

 
90. A has been deprived of his right to a fair trial, contrary to Article 6 of the HRA 1998, and 

at other times of any trial whatsoever because the corrupt judiciary have been 
preventing justice being served on fellow Tory affiliates. 

 
91. A’s skeleton for the hearing of 30th March 2021 proved fraud and dishonesty. Fraud is 

supposed to unravel all, but it is evident, the judges in this case themselves are a large 
part of the fraud. It is for that reason that both fraudulent liabilities within insolvency 
proceedings were sustained by the Court. 

 
92. The false instrument restraint orders were fabricated only to prevent justice being 

served on the offenders whilst concealing further fraud and criminality. 
 

93. The ECRO is void as ultra vires, there was never any jurisdiction to make it. Likewise, the 
GCRO is also void as ultra vires, but Swift and Andrews used the false instrument as an 
excuse to prevent A from his right to have tried the fraud pleaded and proven in the 
application of 5th April 2021. 

 
94. Fancourt never had any jurisdiction to make the GCRO, firstly, because he relied on 

certifying the application to discharge the order of 16/01/2017 as TWM. 
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95. Secondly, because on 10th November 2020, after Fancourt defrauded A of the proven 
statutory demand in the sum exceeding £1.17 million, and after Fancourt openly 
admitted to evading all A’s evidence on 6th November 2020 and after suppressing A’s 
application for trial of 28th October 2020, A made an application to recuse Fancourt 
from further hearing the case. 

 
96. It was ultra vires for Fancourt (or any judge) to continue presiding over the case in 

absence of dealing with the recusal.  Therefore, it is proven beyond doubt that Fancourt 
had no jurisdiction to continue presiding over the case after 10th November 2020 when 
the application was issued. 

 
97. The GCRO was founded by a void, ultra vires, without jurisdiction act by Fancourt, who 

has perverted the course of justice and defrauded A of the indisputable sum of the 
demand on 6th November 2020. 
 

98. At p39 of his judgment (Bundle-A: tab_8), Swift sought to conceal the fact that the 
application was not just to set aside his mala fide orders, but to recuse Fancourt.
Swift said this: 

 
“The day before the application for a new civil restraint order was due to be heard, 10 November 
2020, Mr Millinder made an application to set aside Fancourt J’s order of 6 November 2020.” 

 
99. The application was to recuse Fancourt from the case because he was 
concealing the fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte and because he was  working for 
the offenders, granting an injunction founded by fraud, in full knowledge that it was 
already tried and proven that the claim of the demand cannot be disputed (founded 
by unlawful forfeiture) and that statutory law (S.136(1) of the Law of Property Act 
1925), commits the assignment as being effectual from the date notice was given.   
 

100. At Bundle_B: tab_8, I exhibit the application to recuse Fancourt. The grounds for 
recusal at set out at page 1, box 3 of the application notice, and continued at page 3 – 
6. The application is supported by the statement at page 7 – 34.   
 

101. Fancourt abused his position, acting with genuine bias to prevent justice being 
served on the offenders whilst suppressing A’s application for trial of the issues in 
question. 

 
102. Swift was concealing the recusal application because he knew that Fancourt 

had no jurisdiction to make the GCRO and that the recusal application was 
suppressed entirely so that Fancourt could steamroller ahead, affixing himself to the 
case he was being recused from and make the GCRO to conceal the fraud. 
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103. Swift then used the void GCRO as an excuse to suppress the application for trial 
of the fraud that has never been tried of 5th April 2021 when the evidence and skeleton 
before him proved the offences.  That application, complete with the comprehensive 
grounds set out in the continuation sheet is at Bundle B; tab_9. 
 

104. Throughout the politically controlled, corrupted proceedings the practice has 
been to deprive A of the right to be heard whilst concealing the most obvious and 
proven fraud. It was ultra vires for any judge to have done so. Likewise,  any orders 
founded  thereafter by the void, without jurisdiction act by Fancourt, are void as 
ultra vires, that includes the S.42 order.  

 

GROUND 4 – Dishonest concealment of evidence and fraud 

105. The judge erred because he was acting under orders to evade A’s proven case 
and evidence of fraud.  A refers to Bundle B; tab_7, the skeleton dated 24th March 
2021.  

 

106. Tab_7: page 7, p23 refers to the fact that on 9th January 2017 Staunton did 
know, by his own admission that the effect of Force Majeure in the Lease would excuse 
A from paying rent.  At page 8, p31 (cited from the ex- parte hearing transcript of 
09/01/2017 ( transcript-09-01-2017) Staunton said this: 

 
“Now, I do not have, in the evidence, any answers to why there is an effective force majeure in 
the energy supply agreement but not in the lease, but that is the evidence before you”. 

 
107. Staunton admitted that he knew the effect of Force Majeure in the Lease would 

excuse A from paying, and he clearly knew that the effect is the same in the ESA. 
 

108. On 9th January 2017 Staunton (D7), D2, D3, D4 and D5 all knew that £181,269.89 
of the unwarranted demand was false and that he knew £75,000 was also false, because 
Force Majeure had effect in the Lease. In reality, they all knew that no money was 
owed whatsoever, which is why Staunton lied and said there was no operative provision 
of Force Majeure in the Lease, because they all knew it had effect. 

 
109. The first paragraph of A’s statutory demand by EEI (See: tab_Z8, page 4), 

referred to Force Majeure having effect in both the Lease and the ESA. 
 

110. The ESA is conditional: upon A’s “satisfaction in full” of “entering into a 
connection agreement” which D2 refused. In absence of, there was no “Entitlement to 
agreed output” (agreement by A to supply any power whatsoever). 

 
111. Any “Invoicing & payment” was also contractually prohibited.  
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112. Of the unwarranted demand used to unlawfully forfeit, £181,269.99 was 
invoices for energy supply. 

 
113. On both grounds, Force Majeure and by simply reading the terms of the 

completed ESA, any lay person could determine, in around 5-minutes that no claims 
could possibly be established, for both reasons. 
 

114. At 5.30PM on 9th January 2017 Gill provided A with that note of hearing and 
their ex-parte hearing bundle (missing 172 pages of witness evidence served with 
the demand). 

 
115. 24-days later, Gill, who provided A with that note of hearing (Bundle B; tab_12) 

where Staunton admitted on Womble Bond Dickinson’s headed paper that Force 
Majeure has  effect in the ESA, Gill claimed over £4 million for energy supply.   

 
116. It is the failure by the Insolvency Court and then by the Administrative Court to 

act lawfully that has caused A to be defrauded in this way. 
 

Fraud: On 12th November 2018, Staunton “U-turned” on the claims he 

admitted could not be established on 9th January 2017 

117. A refers to Bundle B: tab_15, which is Staunton’s skeleton dated 12th 
November 2018.  At paragraph 37, Staunton said this: 

 

The para ends with an assertion that “the Defendant” cannot bring any claim against “the 
Applicant”; this is not understood. Rs do not bring any claim against A, or Empowering or Earth 
Energy, save that Rs claim £25,000 from Earth Energy under the consent order of 16 January 
2017. 

 
118. Staunton’s position changed yet again, it is only slightly obvious, but even with 

incontrovertible evidence of fraud (when even D2’s own barrister admits in writing that 
the claims are false), the purported judges still concealed and evaded A’s evidence. 

 
119. On 11th April 2018, after committing further fraud by false representation and 

perjury on 28th March 2018 to wind up EEI for £25k that was subject to challenge by 
order of Nugee J just one-week prior, Staunton said this: MR STAUNTON: “and paras.17 
to 24. So there’s a cross claim which extinguishes the liability to pay £25,000” 

 
 

120. 7-months and 1 day after admitting that the cross claim (£770,000 plus standard 
interest accruing from 30th June 2015) extinguished the liability to pay the £25,000, 
Staunton “U-turned” again. 
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121. This time, the U-turn by Ulick Staunton was on the £25,000 that he knew, by his 
own admission on 5th February 2018 was assigned. 
 

122. Once D7 and his conspirers had finished defrauding A, and only after making A 
personally liable for £45,500 in costs encountered the £4.1 million fraud by false 
representation that Clive Hugh Jones sustained to assist the offenders, Staunton “U- 
turned” on the claims. (£256,269.89 / £541,308.89, c£4.1 million, then the £619,774.48 
unwarranted demand with menaces also originating from their ex-parte hearing). 

 
123. Jones, by his own admission, said on 21st December 2017 that “dishonesty is not 

going to matter, I can’t judge” whilst affixing himself to the application that sought to 
deal with the fraud collectively that was to be heard by a High Court Judge. 

 
124. Jones never had jurisdiction, his job was to assist the offenders in defrauding A, 

that is precisely what he did. Jones affixed himself to the application he had no 
jurisdiction to hear, only to pervert the course of justice. 

 
125. It follows that the orders of Jones, and all orders founded upon them thereafter 

are void ab initio, founded by the without jurisdiction, ultra vires act by the corrupt 
Registrar. 

 

GROUND 5 – The point of law: A’s entire case is proven – What is no more 

or less than bound to fail? 

126. The claim founded by unlawful forfeiture of the Lease is proven, issue estoppel 
applies to the finding, as it does that A, nor any of my companies, owed D2 a single 
penny. 

 
127. How can any one of A’s applications be “no more or less than bound to fail” 

when at the heart of the case is unlawful forfeiture originated by D2’s blackmail of 25th 
June 2015, the unwarranted demand with menaces in the sum of £256,269.89? 

 
128. Blackmail is a fraud and the fact is that the insolvency proceedings and each and 

every single order, but all the loss and protracted distress caused to A was as a direct 
result of their blackmail (section 21 of the Theft Act 1968) resulting in unlawful 
forfeiture of the Lease. 

 
129. The doctrine of illegality voids each and every single order in this case, aside 

from the fact they are all void anyway. Through illegality, a cause of civil action may not 
arise. Here, the corrupt judiciary have assisted the offenders in furtherance of their 
fraud, all founded by that unwarranted demand with menaces. 
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130. Dishonest concealment (spoliation of evidence) by the corrupt judiciary and 
wilfully abusing one’s position to defraud A of his rights in law, is a fraud upon the Court 
for which all the orders in the case are void. 
 

131. How can A’s case to set aside the false liabilities, both the £25k fraudulent 
petition debt and the c£4.1 million fraudulent proof of debt be “no more or less than 
bound to fail” when it was found and proven that D2 did unlawfully forfeit the Lease and 
that no money was ever owed to them? 

 
132. How can A’s application to set aside the ex-parte orders that were founded by 

fraud and presentation of an entirely false case be “no more or less than bound to fail” 
when it was found that the material information was withheld? 

 
133. How can A’s application to set aside the ex-parte orders that prevent A from his 

right to recover the indisputable claim by winding up petition be no more or less than 
bound to fail when the statutory demands are indisputable? 

 
134. All the certifications as “TWM” are ultra vires, malicious and unjust. They were 

deployed as a corrupt practice of dishonest concealment, to conceal the fraud around 
the assignment and fraud around the proofs of debt. It is for that reason the corrupt 
judiciary have also evaded the duty of inquiry in insolvency. (See p91 below). 

 
135. The assignment is effectual in law from 30th June 2015 and Staunton himself 

admitted that the £25,000 is extinguished by the cross claim. Staunton lied to ICCJ 
Barber about the cross claim to wind EEI up knowing that firstly the purported petition 
debt was subject to challenge (disputed on genuine and substantial grounds) and 
secondly, that no money was owed to D2 anyway. 

 
136. It is ultra vires for Andrews LJ and Swift J to make any order that is designed to 

prevent justice being served, knowing, only too well of the multitude of indictable only 
offences committed. The skeleton itself refers to and clearly evidences those 
offences. It is ultra vires for judges to spoliate (deliberately and recklessly evade 
evidence to assist the offenders). 

 
137. It is ultra vires for the corrupt Attorney General to seek to apply for an “all 

proceedings restraint order” to conceal indictable offences and criminal property A has 
been defrauded of. 

 
138. It is a criminal offence (section 327(1) and section 328(1) of the Proceeds of 

Crime Act 2002), for the corrupt Attorney General to have made an application to 
conceal fraud and criminal property. 
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139. It is ultra vires for the court to have made that order without jurisdiction, to 
conceal the criminal property (exceeding £23 million) that it has defrauded A of in 
conspiracy with the principal offenders, D1 – D8. 
 

140. The Attorney General did fail to seek consent from the National Crime Agency 
prior to effecting his application that was made only to assist the offenders and to 
conceal multiple indictable only offences. 

 
141. Ellis and the Attorney General’s Office did therefore commit both offences 

outlined at p86 above, as did Swift and Andrews by following his orders. That is not 
“vexatious”, as Swift, the oath breaking offender implied, but it is the law. Swift 
affronts the law, as well as perverts the course of justice. 

 
142. The Administrative Court is supposed to remedy wrongdoing by public and 

judicial office holders. It has become the wrongdoing. 
 

GROUND 6 – The proceedings are irredeemably defective and void from the 

outset, founded upon failure of the court to apply the law and do justice 

 
143. There was an outright and deliberate failure to apply the law in set off in both 

the winding up of EW and EEI from the outset. It was ultra vires for the court to act 
unlawfully in absence of applying the law. All orders founded by the ultra vires, void 
winding up orders are, in addition, void ab initio on this ground alone. 

 
144. Rule 14.25 of the Insolvency Rules 2016 determines that: 

 
Winding up: mutual dealings and set-off 
14.25.—(1) This rule applies in a winding up where, before the company goes into liquidation, 
there have been mutual dealings between the company and a creditor of the company proving 
or claiming to prove for a debt in the liquidation. 
(2) An account must be taken of what is due from the company and the creditor to each other in 
respect of their mutual dealings and the sums due from the one must be set off against the sums 
due from the other. 

 
(3) If there is a balance owed to the creditor then only that balance is provable in the winding up. 

 
(4) If there is a balance owed to the company then that must be paid to the liquidator as part of 
the assets. 
(5) However if all or part of the balance owed to the company results from a contingent or 
prospective debt owed by the creditor then the balance (or that part of it which results from the 
contingent or prospective debt) must be paid in full (without being discounted under rule 14.44) 
if and when that debt becomes due and payable. 
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GROUND 7 - Without jurisdiction, ultra vires acts by Fanning, Pelling, Arnold, 

Murray, Fancourt, Miles, Snowden, Swift and Andrews 

 
145. Pelling never had any jurisdiction to make the ECRO, A’s case is proven and it 

was ultra vires for him to have certified A’s application as “TWM”. 
 

146. Pelling certified the application to recuse Jones from the application that was “to 
be heard by a High Court Judge” as “TWM” when by Jones’s own admission he said 
“dishonesty is not going to matter, I can’t judge”.   The application sought to try the 
fraud collectively. The fraud was only concealed and evidence was deliberately 
suppressed throughout. 

 
147. By Jones’s own admission, he did not have jurisdiction to “judge” when the 

application sought to try the fraud by false representation, fraud by breach of fiduciary 
duty on the part of Hannon, fraud by failing to disclose information ex-parte before 
Arnold J. When fraud is an issue, dishonesty does matter. Hence, the orders by Jones 
were founded by a without jurisdiction, void act by a judicial office holder. There was no 
real order of the court. 

 
148. The claim, founded by unlawful forfeiture was tried and proven. Law makes the 

assignment valid from the date of service. Staunton himself admitted that the assigned 
investment extinguished the cross claim but the order of 28th March 2018 was founded 
by his own conscious and premeditated dishonesty where it is proven beyond doubt he 
lied about the assignment cross claim. 

 
149. Pelling certified the application that Nugee refused to certify as “TWM” as 

“TWM” when the application is proven, for the assignment is proven and that the entire 
case is mired in fraud. Likewise, he did the same with Jones, when the application was 
proven. Jones failed to act according to law and remove the £4.1 million fraudulent 
claim, because he is a fraud and he has perverted the course of justice. 

 
150. Pelling never had jurisdiction to make the ECRO, for none of A’s applications can 

possibly be “TWM”. 
 

151. Everything done by these offenders purporting to be judges has been founded 
upon void, ultra vires acts by judicial office holders. Everything founded by Pelling’s void 
order is void ab initio, there is no real order of the Court. 
 

152. Likewise, Fanning never had jurisdiction to hear the application against Hannon 
for fraud by abuse of position. The application that he purported to hear (but evaded 
all the evidence) fell under the special jurisdiction of the Chief Magistrate. 
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(See: Criminal Practice Directions CPD XIII Annex 1 (5): The Special Jurisdiction of the 
Senior District Judge (Chief Magistrate) concerns cases which fall into the following 
categories: 

 

i. cases with a terrorism connection; 
ii. cases involving war crimes and crimes against humanity; 
iii. matters affecting state security; 
iv. cases brought under the Official Secrets Act; 
v. offences involving royalty or parliament; 
vi. offences involving diplomats; 
vii. corruption of public officials; 
viii. police officers charged with serious offences; 
ix. cases of unusual sensitivity. 

 
153. Hannon is a corrupt public official, the Official Receiver of London. Additionally, 

as evidenced in A’s submission: Tab_AA, page 3, that the emails containing A’s 
submissions for the hearing of 22nd November 2018 before Fanning were “deleted 
without being read” on 17th October 2019, proving beyond doubt that Fanning never 
even read any single part of A’s case. None of those emails were ever even opened if 
they were, the returns would not have come back “not read”.  

 
154. The order made by Fanning on 22nd November 2018 is void as ultra vires and 

those thereafter founded upon it, including the s.42 order are void ab initio. There is no 
real order of the Court. 

 

CONCLUSION 

155. A void order results from a ‘fundamental defect’ in proceedings (Upjohn LJ in Re 
Pritchard (deceased) [1963] 1 Ch 502 and Lord Denning in Firman v Ellis [1978] 3 WLR 1) 
or from a ‘without jurisdiction’ or ultra vires act of a public body or judicial office holder 
(See also: Lord Denning in Pearlman v Governors of Harrow School [1978] 3 WLR 736). 

 
156. It is never too late to raise the issue of nullity and a person can ignore the void 

order or claim and raise it as a defence when necessary (Wandsworth London Borough 
Council v. Winder [1985] A.C. 461, Smurthwaite v Hannay [1894] A.C. 494  Upjohn LJ in 
Re Pritchard (deceased) [1963] and Lord Denning in MacFoy v United Africa Co. Ltd. 
[1961]). 

157. The proven case was certified as “no more or less than bound to fail”.  
 

158. At the heart of it is proven unlawful forfeiture of the Lease and the fact that 
the assigned investments are effectual in law from 30th June 2015 and that interest 
continues to accrue on the investments assigned to A. 
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159. A has been unlawfully deprived of his assets by a shockingly corrupt justice 

system that is proven to be politically controlled and unfit for purpose. 
 

160. Fraud does unravel all, even post judgment and there has been a most serious 
and protracted fraud upon the Court.  
 

161. All the orders in the case are void from the outset, but moreover, A’s case 
against the offenders is proven. 

 
162. In account of all matters, A requests that the appeal be granted and that all 

orders in the case be set aside and declared void and that A’s claim, pilfered from him, 
under the guise of the ECRO false instrument be restored and that A be awarded the 
sum of the claim against Middlesbrough FC, plus standard interest accruing until the 
judgment is paid in full. 
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Tab_2: Pages 24 - 40 

IN THE COURT OF APPEAL 

On appeal from the QBD Divisional Administrative Court: Case ref: CO/3966/2020 & pursuant 
to section 6 Prosecution of Offences Act 1985 

 
 

APPELLANT’S FIRST SKELETON ARGUMENT  
DATED 3rd NOVEMBER 2021   

 
 
The Appellant (“A”) provides the Court with this skeleton to consolidate the issues.   The two 
bundles referred to (A) and (B) contain the page number for the tab on the right-hand side, and in 
the centre, the page number within the bundle.   
 

The entire case was founded by blackmail and unlawful forfeiture of the Lease: 
 

1. I was blackmailed, when on 25th June 2015, after refusing the connection for the wind 
turbine and preventing me from enjoying the rights granted by the Lease, 
Middlesbrough FC (“MFC”) made an unwarranted demand with menaces in the sum 
of £256,269.89. 

 
2. The demand contained menaces, with the threat to forfeit the Lease I paid them 

£200,000 for the benefit of, unless I paid MFC a further £256,269.89 that they knew 
contractually was not owed. 

 
3. The sum of the unwarranted demand was then used to unlawfully forfeit the Lease 

that was completed on the sole basis and understanding of the completed connection 
configuration affirmed during the option period. 

 
4. All the further offending, the false representations presented to cause insolvency of 

both EW and EEI were all originated from this principal indictable only offence of 
blackmail, a fraud. The authority: Lazarus Estates Ltd v Beasley [1956] 1 QB 702 
applies.    

 
5. The politically controlled, entirely corrupt inferior courts however, denied all 

remedy, concealed the fraud and the criminal property I have been defrauded of, 
and then covered it all up with false instrument, void restraint orders.  That is how 
the S.42 SCA 1981 all proceedings void restraint order was originated.  

 
6. The case  is so fundamentally simple, a schoolkid could determine it, which is why, 

throughout, knowing that the case is proven, the purported judges involved, have 
evaded the preliminary consideration, because it is inextricably linked with the 4 
counts of fraud by failing to disclose information during the ex-parte injunction 
hearings, the 5 counts of fraud by false representation used to cause the insolvency 
and then to stymie the insolvency, because the claim is a substantial, proven asset, 
and the further perjuries and blackmails.  

CASE FILE: Page 913 PDF Page: 750



2  

 
 

7. MFC “U-turned” on the connection for the turbine they had jointly negotiated, agreed 
and completed during the option period, when it was an option, if either party 
became aggrieved with either   the technical or commercial terms being proposed, to 
negate the option without further commitment. Having that option, is the entire 
purpose of the Option Agreement. 

 
8. On 8th November 2012, Mr Bloom of D2 extended the Option Agreement so that I 

could complete that same and only connection, doing so, affirmed a completed 
collateral contract. 

 
9. After having refused the connection, knowing that they rendered the project entirely 

useless, they defrauded me of the £200k plus all the investment and 3 years of work, 
then demanded payment, after preventing me from performing on the rights granted. 

 
10. My report at Bundle-B; tab_3 of A’s appeal bundle, contains an active table of 

contents at page 2 for ease in navigation.  Part 1 – part 5 sets out the position 
conveyed above in finite detail. 

 
11. Swift J and Andrews LJ in the Administrative Court, failed altogether to account for the 

fact that none of A’s applications are “TWM” nor vexatious, for it is proven that D2 did 
unlawfully forfeit the Lease, that no money was owed to them and that law makes the 
assignments effectual from the date notice was given.  

 
12. How can advancement of a proven case be “no more or less than bound to fail”? 

 
13. In truth and reality, the restraint orders deployed against A are void, false instruments 

deployed as a form of concealment to prevent justice being served on the offenders 
because they are part of the Tory political kleptocracy in Teesside. 

 
14. Likewise, it is proven that Hannon and all the principal offenders have committed 

serious criminal offences and it is A’s right to prosecute them for doing so. The truth 
and reality is that the Attorney General’s Office has been meddling and coercing the 
judiciary to prevent that from happening.  
 

The truth cannot be deceptive, and one who sees it cannot be deceived: 
 

15. For avoidance of doubt, to make it absolutely clear, I will not be restrained and have 
my rights violated by offenders in either ministerial or judicial office who are intent on 
perverting the course of justice. I will not comply with any void order, for there is no 
real order of the court. I will not stand for lawless abuse and violation of my rights to 
a fair trial because the political kleptocracy have been coercing the judiciary to behave 
in this way. I am no vexatious litigant and none of my applications are vexatious. I 
am just someone that knows the law and knows that I have been defrauded. It is a 
case of one law fits all.  
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16. I will continue to fight, both in the UK and from international courts until justice is 
served and I shall have each and every single person who has engaged in this fraud 
and corruption, jailed and fully exposed internationally, so that nobody else, ever, has 
to suffer similar abuse in the hands of a corrupt judiciary.  Nobody is above the law. 

 
Four counts of fraud by failing to disclose information: 

 

17. I refer to Bundle-A: tab: 13. Read page 23 "THE OFFENCE OF FRAUD BY FAILING TO 
DISCLOSE INFORMATION – section 3 of the Fraud Act 2006". Then to page 24, line 1 - 
7 "Drafting the charge". Page 24, line 8 - 23 "The legal duty to disclose". Page 24, line 
24 - 16 of page 25 "Details of the offence". Page 25, line 17 - "The actus reus of the 
offence". Page 26, line 1 - 8 "Proof & test for dishonesty". Page 26, line 9 - 25 of page 
27 "Judicial findings of non-disclosure ex-parte". Page 27, line 26 - 7 of page 29 
"Perjury – section 5 of the Perjury Act 1911". The offence was committed on 4 counts 
in conspiracy on 9th – 16th January 2017 (2 counts) and on 23rd October 2020 – 6th 
November 2020 (2 counts). These serious offences were concealed. 

 
Offences committed by Hannon (liquidator): 

 
18. Schedule 10A of the Insolvency Act 1986 lists the offences Hannon is proven to have 

committed at page 3.  
 

19. I refer to Bundle-A: tab_5.  Page 2, p8, through to p40 proves beyond reasonable 
doubt that Hannon has committed serious criminal offences and all the offences 
listed under the Insolvency Act 1986.  

 
20. Hannon committed all those offences by failing to call a meeting of creditors at each 

year’s end, by failing to provide creditors with any progress reports whatsoever and 
by failing to advertise his appointment as liquidator of EEI in the Gazette. 
 

21. Clearly, Hannon is not going to call a meeting of creditors, because he was sustaining 
the £4.1 million fraud by false representation to prevent A and fellow creditors from 
calling a meeting to replace him, knowing that is what we all wanted to do.  
 

22. Hannon was sustaining the fraudulent claim to prevent A and fellow creditors from 
suing his conspirers (perverting the course of justice). Likewise, Gill, of Womble 
Bond Dickinson, who knew the claim he was making was false, submitted the £4.1 
million proof of debt to defraud creditors.  

 
23. It is therefore proven that A’s applications for prosecution of the offences have a 

reasonable prospect of success and are not and cannot possibly be, vexatious.   
 

24. Quite on the contrary. It is in the public interest to prosecute dishonest officers of the 
Court who conspire to defraud creditors they purport to act in the interests of, as it is 
the lawyers they conspired with to do so. 
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25. Likewise, it is in the public interest to prosecute dishonest judges who conceal 
evidence of offending, as it is Law Ministers who conceal criminal offences and 
criminal property whilst failing in their reporting duties under the Proceeds of Crime 
Act 2002.  

 
26. I refer to Bundle-A; tab_1, my grounds of appeal.  Once again, there is an active table 

of contents at page 1, making navigation seamless.     I refer to page 2, reading p1, 
through to p14 of page 3.     

 
27. There is a properly arguable basis of claim, but moreover, the case is proven, for it 

was found that MFC did unlawfully forfeit the Lease and that no money was ever 
owed to them.    

 
28. Likewise, the criminal offences committed by Hannon, Staunton, Middlesbrough FC 

and Womble Bond Dickinson in conspiracy are proven beyond reasonable doubt.  Just 
because the offences have been concealed by the corrupt political establishment who 
have coerced the judiciary to do so, does not diminish the rule of law, and those 
criminal offences do not expire.      

 
29. In accord with your own Court of Appeal decision in Wasif, as referred to at page 2, 

p6 of the grounds, no judge should certify an application as “TWM” if the case has a 
properly arguable basis of claim.    

 
30. The claim, founded by unlawful forfeiture of the Lease, was already tried and proven, 

issue estoppel applies to the finding.      
 

31. It was ultra vires for judges of the same court to certify the proven case as “no more 
or less than bound to fail”.  Likewise, it was ultra vires of the inferior court to 
substantially defeat the findings in Wasif by the Court of Appeal by doing so.  

 
32. It is therefore proven that it was ultra vires for any one of my applications (all of 

which are proven) to be certified as “TWM” and likewise it is proven that there was 
never any jurisdiction to have ever made one single restraint order against me. 

  
33. Any deviation away from that position only contradicts the well-established Court of 

Appeal judgment in Wasif which determines the correct factual position with a high 
degree of accuracy.   

 
34. Now for the detail.  I refer to my second skeleton at Bundle-A, tab_3.  It’s 4-pages, 

please read it and digest the position.     
 

35. I now refer to my third skeleton (Bundle A; tab_4) which is my core skeleton proving 
the fraud that has been concealed throughout the rigged proceedings in the inferior 
courts.    At page 5, p32 I evidence that MFC have known, since 7th March 2015 if not 
long prior, that they were not owed a single penny.    They were told expressly that 
by my lawyer, Andrew Lindsay, a 30 plus year corporate lawyer, a partner of Lupton 
Fawcett.  
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36. My third skeleton must be read and digested with a diligent standard of review.  It 
contains an active table of contents at page 1.  It is only 17-pages. 

  
37. To cut to the chase and consolidate substantially, I refer to tab_4, page 7, p50 – 54.  

The operative provision of Force Majeure within the Lease “goes to the heart” of my 
case, insofar as, even if MFC did not refuse the connection, they still unlawfully 
forfeited the Lease based upon their unwarranted demand with menaces on 25th 
June 2015.   

 
38. I refer to page 11 of my third skeleton, reading p80 through to p83.  It was found that 

Staunton, counsel for MFC, twice lied about the operative provision of Force Majeure 
in the Lease which was then found by Nugee to have effect.   

 
39. It is proven beyond reasonable doubt therefore that no rent was ever owed to MFC 

and they unlawfully forfeited the Lease.  Therefore, the claim, founded by unlawful 
forfeiture of the Lease, is a very substantial asset that I have been defrauded of, 
constituting criminal property as in section 340 of the Proceeds of Crime Act 2002.   

 
40. Concealing criminal property (S.328(1) of PoCA 2002), is a very serious offence. I do 

hope you will not continue to do that as the corruptors purporting to be judges in the 
inferior courts have done throughout.   

 
41. I refer to page 13, reading p93 through to p103.   It was the planning documents to 

prove that the delay was Force Majeure (See: 3rd ske, page 8, p57), along with the 
failure whatsoever to disclose the fact that MFC refused the connection, in tandem 
with failing to disclose the 3 contracts making up the entire “Connection Agreement” 
that MFC and their conspirators withheld from the ex-parte hearing.    

 
42. Their failure in duty of candour and dishonest non-disclosure resulted because they 

knew, as well as I do, that the sum of the demand is proven and cannot be disputed. 
Nugee (no credit to him, he is a liar and a cheat who has perverted the course of 
justice), found just that.   

 
The Energy Supply Agreement (“ESA”): 

 
43. In tandem with the dishonest non-disclosure of the connection and planning 

information that proved the statement of the demand, MFC and their cohorts failed 
whatsoever to disclose the fundamental fact that the ESA is conditional.  

 
44. Moreover, even after I had provided Hannon (liquidator of EW) with the order by 

Nugee J and the transcript where it was found that MFC unlawfully forfeited and that 
no money was owed to them, he still retained the fraudulent claim of which 
£4,036,874.75 was for energy supply they prevented from being supplied.  

 
45. On 9th January 2017, in the note of hearing, (Bundle-B: tab_12) and in the transcript 

of that hearing, Staunton admitted that “for the purpose of the Energy Supply 
Agreement, Force Majeure has effect”.  

CASE FILE: Page 917 PDF Page: 754

https://intelligenceuk.com/MFC/Tab_01f---Note%20of%20Hearing_CR-2017_000140_MFC_09_01_2017.pdf


6  

46. Staunton, MFC, Womble Bond Dickinson and Hannon knew it had effect, because 
MFC refused the connection, but it had effect much sooner, the effect being that no 
rent or energy supply was ever owed.  

 
47. The point being is that on 9th January 2017, by Staunton’s own admission, they all 

knew that no energy supply was owed (and no rent was owed) and therefore they all 
knew what they were doing was indisputably dishonest.   

 
48. £181,269.89 of the unwarranted demand used to unlawfully forfeit was for energy 

supply, with the remaining £75,000 being for rent of which the first installment 
(£15,000) was not payable, until 17th September 2015.    MFC unlawfully forfeited on 
19th August 2015.  

 
49. Of the second proof of debt made by Bloom of MFC on 20th December 2016 in the 

sum of £541,308.89, £466,308.89 was for energy supply.  
 

50. Of the third proof of debt fraud by false representation made by Gill of Womble Bond 
Dickinson exactly 24-days after he attended that ex-parte hearing on 9th January 2017 
after instructing Staunton, and after he himself provided me that note of hearing art 
5.30PM on 9th January 2017 by email, Gill claimed £4,111.874.75.  

 
51. Aside from that indisputable fact which proves my case solely on the basis of the 

completed contracts, both of which contain that Force Majeure operative provision, 
the ESA is conditional.  

 
52. There was absolutely no disclosure whatsoever that MFC refused the connection and 

that falls in line with the fact that I made any “Entitlement to agreed output” 
(agreement to supply any power), conditional upon my “satisfaction in full” of 
“entering into a connection agreement”, which MFC refused, and “commissioning” of 
the wind turbine, which first requires a connection so that the turbine can 
commercially operate.  

 
53. The “Start Date” of the conditional ESA is not a fixed date, but it is the date from 

which the conditions precedent in clause 2 are satisfied.   
 

54. The conditional ESA, completed on 7th November 2013, contained 1-year from which 
to procure the “Start Date”, notwithstanding the fact that there was no “Entitlement 
to Agreed output” because the two conditions precedent were not satisfied.  

 
55. I repeat, on 9th January 2017, Staunton himself admitted Force Majeure has effect, 

that is because he knew, as well as MFC, Womble Bond Dickinson and Hannon did, 
that they refused the connection, rendering the project entirely useless.  

 
56. Everything has been originated by their fraud and the corrupt judiciary has “stepped 

into the shoes of the fraudsters” to continue where MFC left off.  
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57. The point is that from 5th February 2018 when Nugee found that the £4.1 million 
claim was false, Hannon was asked to reject the £4.1 million fraud by false 
representation.   

 
58. Hannon did not remove it, because he knew that Clive Hugh Jones, who had 

circumvented my originating application of 16th November 2017 which sought to deal 
with the fraud (that Jones had no jurisdiction to deal with), would sustain it anyway, 
to assist the offenders in defrauding me whilst defacing the rule of law, conspiring to 
defraud and perverting the course of justice.   

 
59. The rest of the unconstitutional, lying, cheating, oath breaking white-collar criminals 

purporting to be judges all followed in Jone’s footsteps, conspiring to defraud and 
perverting the course of justice.    

 
60. That brings me back to my third skeleton (tab_4), page 2, reading “Failure of the 

courts to act lawfully in applying the law in set off (r.14.25 IR 2016)”, reading p1 
through to p14.  

 
61. The point being is that statutory law, namely section 136(1) of the Law of Property Act 

1925 commits the assignment of the debt (£770,000 plus standard interest and all 
costs) as being effectual from the date notice was given (30/06/2015).    

 
62. It was for that reason Nugee tampered with the evidence (perverting the course of 

justice) and made his corrupted version of the assignment not absolute, when the 
original was, and then he relied on his corrupted version to assist the offenders.  (See: 
Bundle-A; tab_13, page 36, line 1 – line 27 of page 37).  

 
63. Once again, the 54-page report that proves every part of my case, was dishonestly 

withheld from the ex-parte hearing of 23rd October 2020 to defraud me of the 
investments I had assigned back from EEI to myself on 18th March 2018.   

  
64. The offenders once again had no worries, Fancourt, their fellow Jewish freemason 

white-collar criminal came running to their aid, suppressing the application I made for 
trial of their once again prevalent and proven fraudulent non-disclosure, whilst 
granting a permanent injunction to defraud me of the indisputable statutory demand 
in my personal name, exceeding £1.17 million (the £770k plus costs and interest).   

 
65. All the money I have been defrauded of, including the claim that vests in EW, which 

Hannon disposed of to defraud my fellow creditors and I after retaining the £4.1 
million claim and causing me huge loss and distress by his blatant fraudulent abuse of 
position, is criminal property and I want a confiscation order.  

 
66. All the purported judges in this case have conspired to pervert the course of justice.  
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67. I have a huge amount of evidence to prove all the offending, but for these purposes, 
case proven, it is proven the S.42 order is void, it was just part of the protracted fraud 
and conspiracy to pervert the course of justice by the corrupt, politically controlled 
judiciary.   

 
68. All you need to do is read and act lawfully, without fear, favour, affection or ill-will.   

 
69. One final point I will make is that why do you think that all the purported judges in 

this case failed whatsoever to either disclaim the ESA (which would have had the 
same effect as removing the £4.1 million fraudulent claim) or, exercising the 
insolvency court’s duty of inquiry?  Once again, I do know the answers.  

 
70. I refer to my grounds of appeal at Bundle-A, tab_1, ground 3, page 8, p55 through to 

p80.   I do know, that each and every single part of my case is proven and, I repeat; “A 
man that knows the truth, cannot be deceived”.   

 
71. Enough of the bullshit, lawlessness and corruption, unless of course, you would like to 

join the rest of them in prison.  The choice is yours.  I am not bothered; I have my own 
agenda.  I am brighter than to rely solely on a system operated by criminals.  

 
The comparative case: Huhne, Briscoe and Pryce: 

 

72. Huhne, was the former BEIS Secretary of State. He, like the current one, altogether 
lacks integrity. It is the lack of integrity within the leadership that degrades the rule of 
law and paves way for this kind of criminal malfeasance and human rights abuse. 

 
73. On 3rd February 2012, Huhne was charged with perverting the course of justice over a 

2003 speeding case.  His wife, Vicky Pryce, had falsely claimed that she was driving the 
car, and accepted the penalty points on his behalf so that Huhne could avoid a 
temporary ban from driving. Huhne denied the charge until the trial began on 4th 
February 2013 when he changed his plea to guilty. 
 

74. Huhne and Pryce were each sentenced at Southwark Crown Court on 11th March 2012 
to eight months in prison for perverting the course of justice. 

 
75. Briscoe, was one of the first black female judges. In May 2014, Briscoe was jailed for 

three counts of perverting the course of justice in the same case: R v Huhne and 
Pryce. 

 

76. Briscoe, a barrister, practiced criminal law and specialised in fraud. 
 

77. In February 2013, during the trial of Vicky Pryce, police stated that Briscoe's arrest 
related to the release of information to the press on behalf of Pryce contrary to 
statements Briscoe had made, and the police could not rely upon Briscoe as a "witness 
of truth". Pryce was a friend and neighbour of Briscoe.  
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78. There are synergies there, in respect of Buckland being a friend of Bloom and, Gibson, 
the Chairman of D2, being a Tory politically connected with other Tory ministers. 
Likewise, there are synergies respective of the false statements made by Bloom, 
Stewart and Hannon. 

 
 

79. On 12th June 2013 Briscoe was charged with two counts of perverting the course of 
justice.  

 
80. The first count alleged that she provided police with two inaccurate statements, and 

the second alleged that she produced a copy of her witness statement that had been 
altered. On 2nd May 2014 Briscoe was jailed for 16 months. 

 
81. Unlike all the judges in this case, Briscoe was not in office at the time. The offence, 

driving points, in all triviality, resulted in 3 being jailed for perverting the course of 
justice. The offence is complete when one prevents justice being served on himself or 
on another.   That is precisely what the purported judges, all of them, have done in 
this case. Likewise, it is precisely what Buckland (the Lord Chancellor) and Ellis (the 
Attorney General) have done, which is why the false instrument, void restraint orders 
were originated and then maintained. 

 
82. There were not multiple indictable only offences concealed, nor was millions in 

proceeds of crime involved, neither were there protracted aggravating factors and 
involvement in conspiracy by 15 judicial officers and two Law Ministers, all named in 
paragraph 83 below:  

 
83. Buckland, Ellis (Attorney General’s Office), Jones, Nugee, Briggs,    Pelling, Arnold, Vos, 

Murray, Fanning, Fancourt, Miles, Snowden, Currer and Prince, along with Swift and 
Andrews of the Administrative Court.  

 
Conspiracy to pervert the course of justice: 

 

84. Is when 2 or more persons agree to prevent justice being served on themselves or on 
another, which is again, precisely what has happened here, both in the civil and 
criminal proceedings. There has been a most serious, elaborate and protracted 
conspiracy to pervert the course of justice with category A aggravating factors driven 
by corrupt Law Ministers. All the judges in this case have allowed their independence 
to be compromised to such an extent as to prevent justice being served on the 
offenders, when all knew of the offences committed. 

 
Criminal offences under the Insolvency Act 1986 and serious offending: 

 

85. Comparative to driving points in the Huhne, Briscoe, Pryce case, the Insolvency Act 
offences committed by Hannon are just summary offences, a large fine is the 
maximum sentence.   
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86. However, those insolvency misdemeanors overlap with serious offences; 2 counts of 
fraud by failing to disclose information (S3. Fraud Act 2006), 2 counts of fraud by 
abuse of position (S4 Fraud Act 2006), one count of S.5 of the Perjury Act 1911, one 
count of section 327(1) and one count of section 328(1) of the Proceeds of Crime Act 
2002, along with conspiracy to defraud and conspiracy to pervert the course of justice 
against all the principal offenders. 

 
87. Hannon was prevented from being prosecuted by Buckland, Ellis, all of the purported 

judges in Chancery, Murray in the Queen’s Bench, Fanning in Kirklees Magistrates, 
Currer in North Tyneside Magistrates and by Swift and Andrews in the Administrative 
Court, then by Prince in Newcastle Crown Court.  All of whom were acting under 
orders of Ellis and formerly by Buckland, the former Lord Chancellor and former 
Solicitor General.  

 
88. It is proven that Swift and Andrews of the Administrative Court were taken to all of 

this evidence of fraud and indictable offences in that skeleton, but they made the 
conscious and premeditated decision to conceal it all, to prevent justice being served 
on the offenders. 

 
89. Swift and Andrews had over 3-months, from the hearing on 30th March 2021, until 6th 

July 2021 when they handed down judgment (98-days), 3-months and 6 days, from 
which to have read all the papers, as they had said they were going to do. 

 
90. It was 98-days (3-months and 6-days) into the 12-month period free of rent that the 

delay of Force Majeure that Staunton lied about during the 9/01/2017 ex-parte 
hearing and then before Nugee on 5th February 2018 occurred. What a coincidence. 

 
91. Force Majeure suspended the 12- month period free of rent from which to 

commission the turbine. I had successfully resolved the issue on 23rd December 2014. 
Thereafter, I had 296-days free of rent from which to commission the turbine. The 
first instalment of rent was not therefore payable until 17th September 2015. 
However, on 7th February 2015, D2 began to procrastinate, “u-turning on the 
connection” and thereafter Force Majeure continued to suspend any liability 
accordingly, solely in my favour. 

 
92. The point I make, in this simple 2-paragraph submission (90 & 91 above), without 

meaning to detract, is that even if D2 did not refuse the connection (preventing me 
from performing on the rights granted), they still unlawfully forfeited the Lease. No 
rent was owed, and no energy supply was owed. The significance of this submission 
will become very clear, below. 
 

93. The skeleton at tab_7 of Bundle-B took Swift and Andrews to all the offending in 
some intricate detail, particularly just from pages 1 – 4 of the skeleton. They 
deliberately evaded everything, acting under orders of Ellis, the corrupt Attorney 
General, to prevent justice being served. 
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94.  It was a replication of what the Insolvency Court (and Murray) has done, but also 
what Fanning and Currer did in the magistrates, and what Prince has now done in 
Newcastle Crown Court.  

 
Ex turpi causa non oritur action (no action can be based on a disreputable cause): 

 

95. The Court allowed D2 to present an entirely false claim to cause the winding up of EW, 
being the sum of that unwarranted demand (£256,269.89).  

 
96. The false representation was made to prevent A from completing the CVA arranged 

with the legitimate company creditors. 
 

97. The fraudulent liability was transformed into the first proof of debt made by Bloom of 
D2 on 1st December 2016, then to the second claim in the sum of £541,308.89 on 20th 
December 2016 and then to the third, submitted by Gill, D2’s instructed solicitor, in 
the sum of £4,111,874.75 on 2nd February 2017. 

 
98. All the action taken by D2, their conspirers, Hannon, Womble Bond Dickinson, 

Staunton and Ohrenstein, was all founded by fraud, originating from their blackmail of 
25th June 2015, and then from their offending during the ex-parte hearing of 9th 
January 2017.   Everything has been founded by fraud and illegality, then a protracted 
cover up by the corrupt, politically controlled judiciary.  

 
Outright failure by the Court to act according to the law founded further fraud: 

 

* Failure to comply with the law on set off (rule 14.25 of the Insolvency Rules 2016): 
 

99. On 19th September 2016, Registrar Baister, a close personal associate of Staunton, 
purported counsel for D2, had a cross claim before him in favour of the Company. He 
deliberately failed in his duty to apply the law. 

 
100. The failure of Baister to act lawfully voids the winding up order against EW. All 

orders founded upon the void order thereafter, are void ab initio. The authorities 
referred to at page 9, p 71 – 75 apply in relation to each and all orders founded by 
the winding up of EW. The proceedings are a nullity, founded by fraud and then 
judicial fraud upon the court. 

 
Vos, the oath breaking white-collar criminal, Master of the Rolls has perverted the course of 
justice 

 

101. The head of the sham UK civil justice system, your Master, is one of the 
offenders. It is for that reason, amongst others, that Swift and Andrews in the 
Administrative Court evaded all my evidence and submissions, to prevent justice 
being served both on him and the principal offenders, knowing of the fraud 
committed. 
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102. I refer to tab_7 of Bundle-B. Read page 9, p34, through to p48 of page 11.  
 

103. At the bottom of page 9, it is evidenced that Vos “stepped into the shoes of the 
offenders” to defraud me in the name of justice, quoting from p109 of his judgment: 

 
"Middlesbrough invoiced Empowering Wind MFC for a quantified claim for rent in the 
sum of £256,269.89" 

 
104. Judges that pervert the course of justice, acting with favour and ill-will are not 

judges. Why is he still in office when he has no standing as a Judge?  Where is the 
enforcement of the law and regulation? 

 
105. £181,269.89 of the claim Vos lied about and said was a quantified claim for rent 

comprised of an invoice for energy supply. (See: Exhibit 8, page 2). It is  no 
coincidence that this was the first of the 2 proofs of debt Hannon lied about and 
withheld. 

 
106. How well quantified is the £256,269.89 and why did Vos say it was a “quantified 

claim for rent” when he knew the bulk of it was for energy supply invoices D2 were 
contractually prohibited from making? How well quantified is the c£4.1 million claim 
that Vos was concealing? 

 
107. The Promissory Oaths Act 1868 was designed to protect the British people from 

this kind of corruption and tyranny by judicial office holders. It is law today, why is it 
never enforced? Protection of one’s rights is the function of that Act, it’s there to 
preserve our rights, to retain impartiality and the principles of natural justice and to 
ensure that the law and justice is administered fairly and impartially. Where is the 
fairness and impartiality in this case? Where is the administration of the rule of law? 

 
108. Under this vile kleptocracy of white-collar criminals in power, judicial 

independence is    non existent. This case provides the classic example of judicial 
corruption by undue political interference and how preventing the offenders from 
prosecution takes precedence over fairness, law and impartiality. 

 
109. This case also highlights that in the UK, no developer or property investor is safe, 

for one cannot rely on an Option Agreement, nor the completed terms of a Lease to 
gain restitution. Likewise, the conduct of the judges in this case defeats the purpose 
of having any contract whatsoever, or making any submissions to court whatsoever, 
everything just gets ignored. 

 
110. All the judges in this case have conspired to defraud and have perverted the 

course of justice, taking me on a spin of trickery and deceit, wasting years of my life, 
ruining my business, my family, my business reputation, violating my right of access to 
justice and my right to a fair trial, whilst only seeking to prevent justice being served 
on the offenders, because my case against them is proven. 
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111. This case proves that one cannot rely on the UK courts to act lawfully, or 
impartially in  the administration of justice.  

 
112. That proven fact threatens the future of our country and   our democracy as a 

whole.  
 

113. Moving to Bundle-B, my skeleton at tab_7, P39 of page 12 refers to the 
application for trial of the fraud that has been concealed by the politically controlled 
conspiring offenders purporting to be Chancery High Court Judges sitting in the 
Insolvency Court. Read that   application notice at tab_X1. 

 
 

The Insolvency Court’s duty of inquiry: 
 

114. Did Vos exercise the duty of inquiry he was asked to exercise, knowing that the 
rest of the purported judges were also concealing the fraud and never exercised it? 

 
115. Did Pelling exercise the duty of inquiry (See: Bundle-A, tab_1: “the authorities”, 

pages 9 – page 12, p77), in particular: Barclays Bank v Atay [2015] EWHC 3198 (Ch); 
[2016] B.P.I.R. 12 respective of the purported £25k consent order when there was no 
consent and the fact that Pelling had before him the categoric admission from 
Staunton that: 

 

MR STAUNTON: “and paras.17 to 24. So there’s a cross claim which extinguishes the liability to 
pay £25,000” 

 
116. Did Vos exercise the duty of inquiry when he had all of that fraud by Staunton 

pleaded  and proven in the skeleton before him, along with the admission from 
Staunton himself that the cross claim (£770,000 plus standard interest) extinguished 
the £25k obtained by fraud? 
 

117. Any judge would know, an alleged debt that is subject to challenge is disputed 
on genuine and substantial grounds is not, and cannot possibly be, a petition debt. 
They all knew D2’s petition debt was false and that it was an abuse of process. 

 
118. They did not withdraw the petition, because they were using insolvency to defraud. 

 
119. The key point I make, in case it is not clear, is that both Pelling and Vos had 

before them absolute categoric proof that the purported £25k petition debt is a 
nullity, but they all kept it alive, then deploying false instrument, void restraint orders 
to conceal their fraud and the fraud on the part of the principal offenders they have 
worked for.  

 
120. Did the Insolvency Court exercise the duty of inquiry that all the applications 

asked the  court to deal with?   Did the Administrative Court exercise their inherent 
duty to do the same? The answer is no, none of them did, not whatsoever.  

 

CASE FILE: Page 925 PDF Page: 762

https://intelligenceuk.com/PM-29-05-2021/SKE_RESPONDENT_24_03_2021.pdf
https://intelligenceuk.com/PM-15-03-2021/Tab_X1---Sealed_application_28_09_2018.pdf
https://uk01.co.uk/secure/ct-appeal/Tab_1---GROUNDS-OF-APPEAL.pdf


14  

I can say at once that I have been through all the papers in this case in meticulous detail, and I 

121. That is why Swift and Andrews relied on the void GCRO to prevent A’s application 
of 5th April 2021 (Bundle-B: tab_9) for trial from being heard. The conduct was 
replicated yet again, nothing was ever tried, only concealed. 
 

122. It was no abuse in making a second application to deal with the fraud that Nugee 
had concealed. (See: Barclays Bank v Atay [2015] EWHC 3198 (Ch); [2016] B.P.I.R. 12). 

 

123. Pelling just followed orders, certifying the proven case as “TWM”, making the 
false instrument restraint order after evading all the evidence, as all have done 
throughout, without fail. 

 
124. They all knew that that claim, founded by unlawful forfeiture of the lease, is a 

substantial asset, worth millions, which is why the fraudulent claim was made in the 
first place and which is why the corrupt judiciary have sustained it, contrary to the law 
and all the long-established precedents. 

 
125. What about in Re Fraser, ex parte Central Bank of London (1892) 2 QB 633 

and the  concise analysis Swift and Andrews evaded at page 10, p59 of the 
Grounds? 

 
126. Vos knew that Nugee already tried and found that the proofs of debt 

deployed in conspiracy to prevent me from suing D2 are all false. 
 

127. Moreover, Vos had precisely that judgment articulated to him in concise format, 
where he was asked to exercise jurisdiction in the Insolvency Court, within 
proceedings under the Insolvency Act 1986 and set aside the void, without jurisdiction 
order of Registrar Jones, who was sustaining the fraudulent claim, contrary to law, 
whilst concealing the further serious offences of fraud, knowing, by his own 
admission, he had no jurisdiction. 

 
128. At page 7 of the judgment by Swift in the Administrative Court, he had the brazen 

audacity to recite the judgment of Vos, who concealed the fraud. I recite from p103 of 
the Vos judgment: 

 

“ 
have seen no evidence of any kind for any of the allegations of fraud, conspiracy or misdealing 
that Mr Millinder has made”. 

 
129. At p47 of the Vos mala fide judgment, Vos said this: 

 

On 26th March 2018, ICCJ Jones dismissed Earth Energy’s application in Empowering Wind MFC’s 
winding up (petition number CR-2017-008690) (a) asking the court to reject Middlesbrough’s 
proof of debt in the sum of £256,269.89 

 
130. What meticulous detail was Vos referring to? His meticulous attempt to conceal 

the fraud? 
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131. At p48 of the Vos judgment, knowing that the £4.1 million fraudulent claim was 
being  sustained to defraud creditors, Vos firstly condoned the fact that Jones was 
affronting  the law, rule 14.11 which is the Court’s duty to exclude, reject or amend 
down any proof of debt admitted by the office holder. 

 
132. Secondly, Vos then introduced rule 15.33(3) in an attempt to cover the fact that 

Jones     had fraudulently abused his position and perverted the course of justice. Rule 
15.33(1) is that: (1) The convener or chair in respect of a decision procedure must 
ascertain entitlement to vote and admit or reject claims accordingly. 
 

133. That is a duty on Hannon to first ascertain entitlement to vote and then to 
admit or reject claims accordingly. 

 
134. Hannon knew the claims he accepted for voting were false and therefore he 

knew what he was doing was dishonest. A clear and obvious breach of fiduciary 
duty (fraud). (See: tab_5, page 17, p122 - Re Home and Colonial Insurance). 

 

135. See also tab_7, the primary skeleton before Swift and Andrew, page 25, p135 and 
136 (Re Windsor Steam Coal Co [1929] 1 Ch 151). 

 

136. It is for this reason, Vos sought only to jump to 15.33(3), because 15.33(2) is this: 
 

(2) The convener or chair may admit or reject a claim in whole or in part. 
 

137. And 15.33(3) was misrepresented by Vos in any event, for that rule applies 
only to proofs of debt that have been ascertained as first having entitlement to 
vote. (See: rule 15.33[1] – p82, above): 

 
(3) If the convener or chair is in any doubt whether a claim should be admitted or rejected, the 
convener or chair must mark it as objected to and allow votes to be cast in respect of it, subject 
to such votes being subsequently declared invalid if the objection to the claim is sustained. 

 
138. The rule is that the claim should be marked as “objected to”, but here, it is plain 

and obvious that the proof of debt is bad, Hannon had a duty to have rejected it. 
Anyone, acting with 5-minutes of diligence could determine that the proof of debt is 
bad. 

 
All evidence of fraud & dishonesty was concealed by the Administrative Court, as it has been 
by the Insolvency Court and Murray in the Queen’s Bench: 

 

139. I refer to tab_6 of Bundle-B , which is the directions application I made on 15th 
March 2021 to deal with the dishonesty that had been concealed.  
 

140. Swift and Andrews evaded both that document and the petition at tab_5, 
because both of those proved fraud. There is some pattern in that conduct (perverting 
the course of justice) throughout this case. 
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141. Perverting the course of public justice in conspiracy is a very serious offence, but 
when committed by colluding purported judges who have been “got at” by the 
political kleptocracy of fellow white-collar criminals, that is a serious aggravating 
factor.    Please bear that in mind if you are considering the same. 

 
 

Failure of the Court to comply with Part 14 of the Insolvency Rules 2016: 
 

142. My originating application of 15th November 2017 was made pursuant to rule 
14.11 of the Insolvency Rules 2016.  
 
It asked the Court to remove the fraudulent proof of debt in the sum exceeding £4.1 
million that was being used to prevent my fellow creditors and I from progressing the 
liquidation of EW. 

 
143. The claim was sustained to prevent my fellow creditors and I from calling a 

meeting to replace Hannon, who was conspiring with D2, Womble Bond Dickinson and 
Staunton. 

 
Exclusion of proof by the court 
14.11.—(1) The court may exclude a proof or reduce the amount claimed— 

 
(a) on the office-holder’s application, where the office-holder thinks that the proof has been 
improperly admitted, or ought to be reduced; or 

 

(b) on the application of a creditor, a member, a contributory or a bankrupt, if the office-holder 
declines to interfere in the matter. 

 
144. The application sought to deal with the fraud by non-disclosure at the ex-parte 

hearing of 9th January 2017, the false instrument applications for High Court Writs to 
Bristol County Court, the false witness statement of Bloom (D2) ex-parte and 
Hannon’s (the Liquidator) misfeasance all together. 

 
145. The application was to be heard by a High Court Judge. The application was 

circumvented by Jones, on instruction of Briggs, to prevent justice being served on 
Hannon and his conspirers, after Hannon and Briggs met together on the evening of 
22nd November 2017, one day after Briggs approved the confidential filings to do with 
the blackmail originating from the false instrument application to Bristol County Court. 

 
146. I refer to tab_3 of Bundle-B, the detailed part 1 report. I did in fact 

exhaustively address all the fraud in those reports, which is why Swift and Andrews 
evaded them entirely, along with everything else. 

 
147. I turn to page 28 of the report, part 9, p6, refers to “tab_AH1” which is Hannon’s 

false statutory Official Receiver’s report to Court dated 15th December 2017.  
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148. At part 9.1, p1, I refer to the fact that Hannon first misrepresented the 
application of rule 14.11, attempting to imply it is only applicable to proofs accepted 
for dividend, when there is no differentiation. Read part 9.1, p2 through to p28 of 
page 31. Pelling and Vos carried on Hannon’s lies to defraud me in the name of justice. 
Fancourt, Snowden and Miles, then Swift and Andrews followed suit. 

 
149. I refer back to that skeleton at tab_7. You should read and digest all of the 

contents of that skeleton and all the submissions and evidence referred to, but I take 
you to page 1, p(B), where I recite what Fancourt said on 6th November 2020 when he 
prevented the application for trial of the fraud going forward, whilst concealing the 4th 
count of fraud by failing to disclose information ex-parte and the false ex-parte 
witness statement made by Stewart, solicitor for D2: 
“the underlying substantive issues have never in fact been tried” 

 
150. It is in fact evidenced that nothing whatsoever has ever been tried, because the 

purported judges involved are a bunch of politically controlled, colluding offenders 
who have conspired to pervert the course of justice. 

 
151. Vos is one of them, so is Snowden, Nugee and Arnold. How can I possibly have 

faith or put any trust in the Court of Appeal to do justice when the criminals who 
have perverted the course of justice firstly were promoted to it for following their 
orders, and secondly, that your Master, is also one of the offenders?  
 

152. What is the function of the Promissory Oaths Act 1868 when most of the 
purported judges breach it and get away unpunished to continue defrauding 
innocent parties in this way?    

 
153. They should be hung from the tower and left for the ravens to peck their eyes 

out as a warning to all the rest.   
 

154. These dishonourable, lawless terrorists of the state literally have blood on their 
hands.  They are responsible for more deaths through suicide, loss of quality of life, 
family break ups and homelessness than all the Islamic State terrorists on British soil 
combined.    

 
155. I repeat, for clarity, all the orders in this case are void ab initio, founded by one 

void order upon the other and fraud upon fraud. In lieu of this fact, the void, false 
instrument s.42 order must be set aside and that all the orders be declared void ab 
initio.   This submission and all the evidence presented is lodged in the international 
courts against the corrupt UK state, all the criminals involved in this case and their 
sympathisers.  

 
 
 

Paul Millinder 
03/11/2021  
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Tab_3: Pages: 45 - 60

IN THE COURT OF APPEAL 

On appeal from the QBD Divisional Administrative Court: Case ref: CO/3966/2020 & pursuant 
to section 6 Prosecution of Offences Act 1985 

APPELLANT’S SECOND SKELETON ARGUMENT DATED 3RD NOVEMBER 2021 

The logic, before law: 

1. It is common knowledge, that in order to operate, a wind turbine needs a grid
connection, so that the power it generates, can be sent back to the grid. Or, as is the
case here, so that power is delivered from it, to the unit it is designed to power, the
Middlesbrough FC stadium.

2. It is common knowledge that Middlesbrough FC did refuse the connection that they
were obligated to provide and that the Lease and the Energy Supply Agreement
intended that the turbine be capable of commercial operation. It follows therefore,
without any further diligence, that Middlesbrough FC and their cohorts, prevented me
from performing on the rights granted. Case proven.

Issue estoppel: 

3. On 5th February 2018, finding the obvious, Nugee J found that Middlesbrough FC did
unlawfully forfeit the Lease, after refusing the connection, preventing me from
performing on the rights granted, and that no money was ever owed to them.

4. The finding “goes to the heart” of my case, insofar as the preliminary consideration,
that Middlesbrough FC did unlawfully forfeit the Lease, proves that the claim which
vests in Empowering Wind MFC Ltd that Hannon, the Official Receiver as liquidator has
defrauded me of in conspiracy, is a very substantial asset, proven by unlawful
forfeiture.

5. It was also found and proven that no money was ever owed to Middlesbrough FC and
therefore, my civil case is proven.

Lead questions: 

6. Why therefore did the corrupt High Court Insolvency & Companies Court, retain the
£4.1 million fraudulent proof of debt against Empowering Wind MFC Ltd when all
knew it was false?
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7. Why did any judge of the same court then certify the proven case as “no more or less 
than bound to fail”, when they had no jurisdiction do so? 

 
8. Why did Vos use a false instrument, void ECRO to conceal fraud and criminal property 

when he knew the ECRO was originated by malicious, ultra vires certifications as 
“TWM” (no more or less than bound to fail)? 

 
9. Why did Pelling certify the proven case as “TWM” when he was asked to exercise the 

Insolvency Court’s duty of inquiry in setting aside the fraudulent proof of debt (fraud 
by false representation) that was being sustained by Hannon to defraud creditors of 
the asset? 

 
The Insolvency Court’s duty of inquiry and the authorities: 

 

10. I refer to the Grounds of Appeal, ground 3, reading p55 through to p80. I recite the 
applicable authorities in: 

 
a) Re Fraser, ex parte Central Bank of London (1892) 2 QB 633 (page 10, p59); 

 

b) Re Hawkins (1865) 1 QB 404 (page 11, p65); 
 

c) Dawodu v American Express [2001] BPIR 983 (page 11, p66); 
 

d) Livesey v Jenkins [1984] UKHL 3 (page 11, p70 – p72) and in respect of the 
failure to disclose the assignment with the statutory demand (ex-parte) in 
tandem with Bloom’s knowingly false statement where he lied about the 
assignment, denying all knowledge of it when he had it in his possession 3 
times over prior to making his ex-parte statement of 9th January 2017; 

 
e) Barclays Bank v Atay [2015] EWHC 3198 (Ch); [2016] B.P.I.R. 12 (page 12, p73 – 

p80 of page 13). The position conveyed is incontrovertible. 
 

11. There was always a prima facie case made out from which to impugn the £4.1 million 
fraudulent proof of debt, and thus, all failed to exercise the Court’s jurisdiction to 
inquire into the validity of the proofs of debt, because, essentially, the judges involved 
have been perverting the course of justice. That is the truth and reality. 

 
12. There was never a petition debt, for the petition debt is a false instrument and there 

was never £25k owed to Middlesbrough FC, on several grounds in fact, but  again, the 
courts (including the Administrative Court who had inherent jurisdiction), all failed to 
act lawfully, because the corrupt system has been assisting the offenders. 

 
13. The proven fact is that the claim, founded by unlawful forfeiture of the Lease for 

the wind turbine is quantified with a high degree of certainty and it is for that 
reason, the £4.1 million fraud by false representation was sustained, in 
conspiracy, by Hannon, Middlesbrough FC and Womble Bond Dickinson. 

CASE FILE: Page 931 PDF Page: 768



3  

14. There never was a “petition debt” against Earth Energy Investments LLP. The alleged 
debt of £25k was extinguished by 26.6 times as of 5th February 2018 when Staunton, 
the white-collar criminal, admitted that himself. (See: grounds, page 7, p39 and page 
11, p69).    
 

15. In any event, the £25k fraudulent liability originated from the offender’s fraudulent 
non-disclosure between 9th January 2017 and 16th January 2017.  That too was 
concealed.  

 
16. The point being, to make it absolutely clear, is that on 21st March 2018, Nugee J 

dismissed the offender’s (Middlesbrough FC and their conspirers) application to 
dismiss Earth Energy’s application of 1st March 2018 seeking to set aside the order of 
16th January 2017 (because there was no consent and that the order was founded by 
fraud). 

 
17. On 28th March 2018, when Staunton lied to ICCJ Barber and said that all proceedings 

were concluded by ICCJ Jones, he knew that Nugee J had listed Earth Energy’s 
application to set aside the £25k purported consent order, see: Barclays Bank v Atay 
[2015] EWHC 3198 (Ch); [2016] B.P.I.R. 12. 

 

18. Moreover however, Staunton himself admitted during the hearing of 5th February 
2018 that “what’s assigned are the investments, the £200,000” and he knew that I had 
invested £770,000 in Empowering Wind MFC Ltd, therefore, it is proven beyond doubt 
that he knew, as did his instructing solicitors, Womble Bond Dickinson, and 
Middlesbrough FC, that they had no position to present a petition for £25k, their claim 
was extinguished by Earth Energy’s assigned investments. 

 
19. An alleged debt, that is subject to challenge, by order of a High Court Judge, is not, 

and cannot possibly be, a petition debt. 
 

20. If what the offenders have done was lawful, there would never be any trials in the civil 
courts, for one’s opposition would just fabricate a petition like the offenders have 
done, and wind them up on the fictitious debt, to prevent justice being served on 
them. 

 
21.  At page 11 of the grounds, p65, I recite what Staunton himself admitted on 11th April 

2018. 
 

22. On 11th April 2018, the hearing of the application to set aside the alleged consent 
order had still not been heard, it was not listed and heard until June 2018. I quote: 

 

MR STAUNTON: “and paras.17 to 24. So there’s a cross claim which extinguishes the 
liability to pay £25,000” 

 
23. Staunton himself admitted that the cross claim extinguished the purported petition 

debt that was founded by fraud anyway, but moreover: 
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24. Staunton’s fraud founded the winding up order of 28th March 2018 and Staunton 
committed perjury and fraud by false representation by lying to ICCJ Barber. Vos 
deliberately acted to conceal those frauds and so did Fanning, because they were all 
acting under orders of Buckland, the then Solicitor General, to provide impunity to 
Bloom of Middlesbrough FC of whom Buckland is intimately connected. 

 
25. The point being, is that it is proven beyond reasonable doubt that Staunton has 

committed criminal offences, so has Hannon, Middlesbrough FC, Womble Bond 
Dickinson, Vos and all the judges involved. They have conspired to defraud and have 
perverted the course of justice, so have Swift and Andrews. 

 
26. We move back to my first skeleton (Bundle-A, tab_2), turning to page 2, reading 

p14 through to p22 of page 3. The point I make is that those who conspire to 
pervert the course of justice (judges or otherwise), get jailed. Nobody is above the 
supremacy of the rule of law, and: 

 
27. That all the offences committed by the principal offenders are proven to the criminal 

standard and that all are now being prosecuted in the Crown Court who have also had 
sight of this skeleton. 
 

28. I refer to page 8 of my first skeleton, reading p72 through to p90.  The point made is 
that when Huhne, Pryce and Briscoe were jailed for perverting the course of justice, 
Briscoe was not in judicial office at the time and unlike here, there were not multiple 
indictable only offences and over £23 million in criminal property in issue.  

 
The section 42 order is void ab initio: 

 
29. In accord with the Court of Appeal judgment in Wasif (see grounds, page 2, p5 through 

to p11), all the “TWM” certifications are void as ultra vires. You cannot certify a 
proven case as no more or less than bound to fail and that therefore, all the orders 
founded by the void, ultra vires act by those judicial office holders, are void ab initio. 

 
30. Likewise, the criminal offences that have been concealed by the racketeering criminal 

offenders who used the façade of insolvency law and these false instrument, void 
orders to defeat the ends of justice, are also proven beyond reasonable doubt. None 
of the 2 criminal applications I made are vexatious, it’s just that Fanning had been 
instructed to provide impunity to the offenders and he did precisely that. 

 
31. This case is proven beyond doubt on all fronts, and it is my right, ex debito justitiae, to 

have all the void orders set aside by this Court and I demand restitution and full 
restoration of my status.  It is a right that this Court cannot lawfully deny. 

 
 
 

-  Paul Millinder 
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IN THE COURT OF APPEAL 

On appeal from the QBD Divisional Administrative Court: Case ref: CO/3966/2020 & pursuant 
to section 6 Prosecution of Offences Act 1985 

 
 

APPELLANT’S THIRD & FINAL SKELETON ARGUMENT DATED 1st NOVEMBER 2021 
 
 

For further ease in navigation the Appellant has included the active table of contents below and 
all the tabs can be accessed at one-click where referenced. 
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D. MFC’s “U-turn” and refusal of the only connection for the wind turbine .............................................. 5 
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A. Failure of the courts to act lawfully in applying the law in set off (r.14.25 IR 

2016) 

1. The prevailing issue is the fact that the courts have been acting entirely unlawfully, 
diminishing the rule of law altogether. The issue is centered predominantly around 
the failure to have applied the law in set off respective of both Empowering Wind MFC 
Ltd (“EW”) and then Earth Energy Investments LLP (“EEI”) in knowledge that there 
were mutual dealings and in knowledge that both companies have a claim in set off 
(cross claims) that substantially exceed the fraudulent liabilities created by 
Middlesbrough FC (“MFC”) and their cohorts. 

 
2. Had the court acted lawfully by applying set off, it would have been discovered, 

without any significant investigation, that in fact nothing whatsoever is owed to MFC 
and neither EW or EEI would have been wound up. Insolvency has been used to 
defraud me of my rightful assets. 

 
3. Rule 14.25(1) and (2) of the Insolvency Rules 2016 states that: 

 

(1) This rule applies in a winding up where, before the company goes into liquidation, 
there have been mutual dealings between the company and a creditor of the company 
proving or claiming to prove for a debt in the liquidation. 

 
(2) An account must be taken of what is due from the company and the creditor to 
each other in respect of their mutual dealings and the sums due from the one must be 
set off against the sums due from the other. 

 
4. The laws have been flaunted to assist the offenders in furtherance of their blatant 

fraud and political interference is the driver. 
 

5. It is for this reason the inferior courts have sought to conceal and sustain the 
fraudulent proofs of debt, and likewise, had altogether failed to exercise the 
insolvency court’s duty of inquiry when at all times a case was made out to impugn 
the false liabilities, both against EW and EEI. The Appellant is asking this Court to 
exercise its inherent jurisdiction to do so, and to make right this gross miscarriage of 
justice. 

 
6. I refer to; EX-PM-16-07, we have the   letter from my solicitors, Lupton Fawcett dated 

09/09/2016. The letter was delivered to the Court 10-days prior to the adjourned 
hearing of the EW winding up petition.  Page 1 is where my solicitors set  out the cross 
claim which extinguished MFC’s fraudulent claim in the sum of £256,269.89.  The 
cross claim is set out at page 17 through to 24 and the claim is  founded by proven 
unlawful forfeiture of the Lease. 

 
7. Registrar Baister failed whatsoever to apply the law in set off, resulting in my fellow 

creditors of EW and I being defrauded by Hannon (liquidator) and his conspirers. 
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8. At all times, from 30th June 2015 onwards, MFC and their cohorts have known that the 
investment I made in EW had been assigned to EEI. Statutory law makes the 
assignment valid from the date notice was served, on 30th June 2015. The cross claim 
that then vested in EEI, which, in part later formed the statutory demand of 6th 
January 2017, extinguished MFC’s later fraudulent £25k purported debt by over 26.6 
times as of 5th February 2018. 

 
9. Notwithstanding the fact that either EW or EEI ever owed MFC a single penny, 

Staunton, their barrister acting, admitted himself on 5th February 2018 that; 
 

“What’s assigned are the investments, the £200,000” 
 

10. On 21st March 2018 Nugee J listed EEI’s application to set aside MFC’s fraudulent 
liability in the usual way. By 28th March 2018, when Staunton committed perjury and 
fraud by false representation, the application to set aside the order of 16th January 
2017 originating the fraudulent £25,000 liability had not been heard. 

11. On 11th April 2018, after Staunton wound up EEI for the debt that he knew never even 
existed, the application of 1st March 2018 by EEI to set aside the fraudulent £25k 
liability had still not been listed. On 11th April 2018, during that hearing to rescind the 
malicious winding up order of 28th March 2018 when there was no debt, Staunton 
himself admitted this: 

 
MR STAUNTON: “There is the cross claim. There is the assignment. So the two 
grounds upon which Earth Energy invite you to rescind the Winding Up Order were 
before Judge Barber“ 

 
12. I had already proven that Staunton was lying and that he knew the statement he was 

making was false. Staunton altogether lied about the cross claim during the hearing of 
28th March 2018 before ICCJ Barber and that fraud has been concealed altogether by 
the corrupt judiciary, along with everything else. I quote: 

 
MR STAUNTON: “Well, the subsidiary has a significant claim for damages against 
Middlesbrough”, but it never brought any proceedings" 
JUDGE BARBER: It’s not a cross-claim then. 
MR STAUNTON: That is the cross-claim. 

 
13. I refer to my email copied to this Court dated 22nd October 2021 at 06.39AM 

containing the related submission. 
 

14. It is proven beyond reasonable doubt that the winding up orders against both EW and 
EEI were founded by conscious and premeditated fraud. Fraud that has been 
concealed by the corrupt judiciary. 
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B. Contractually tortious fraudulent misrepresentation founded serious fraud 

15. In my 2nd skeleton (Bundle A: tab_3) I set out at page 1, p1 & p2, that at in order to 
operate, a wind turbine needs  a grid connection, so that the power it generates, can 
be sent back to the grid. It is apparent that the lunatics involved in this case, and the 
principal offenders they have been supporting, take issue with that.  

 
16. MFC refused the connection, rendering the project useless. Everything has been 

founded upon that contractually tortious fraudulent misrepresentation, and 
then blackmail, and then fraud by failing to disclose information, and frauds by 
false representation, and then fraud upon the court.  

 
17. I refer to Bundle-B;  tab_3 , the report dated 5th May 2021. Page 2 contains an active 

table of contents for ease in navigation. I click on part 1, taking us to page 4. 
Paragraph (“p”) 1 is the recital purpose of the Option Agreement of which I quote: 

 

“The Developer intends to construct, connect to the Grid and operate a 90m high wind 
turbine at the Property” 

 
18. Page 4, p2 through to p26 of page 7 proves beyond reasonable doubt that the 

Distribution Network Operator (“DNO”) specified that the connection method was 
that MFC was to take ownership of its substations so that the connection for the wind 
turbine could be established. 

 
19. It is evidenced that Michael Brown, the lawyer acting from MFC was aware of the 

requirement from as early as September 2012, as was MFC. (See: Bundle-B; tab_3 
page 5, p9 & p10). 

 
20. At page 6, p15, referring to tab_Q2, the grid connection email chain, it is evidenced 

that Bloom of MFC extended the Option Agreement on 3rd November 2012 knowing of 
the connection configuration specified by the DNO, so that I could complete it. 

 
21. The Option Agreement period ran from 15th June 2012 through to 17th June 2013 

when the Lease was completed off the back of what was expressly agreed and 
completed during the option period. 

 
 

C. A completed collateral contract affirming the connection configuration 

22. The connection for the wind turbine, so it can operate, is the single most integral part 
of the project. 

 
23. It was for that reason I required comfort over the method of connection as a pre- 

requisite to exercising the Option Agreement and prior to entering into the lease. 
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24. The Option Agreement was completed so that the parties could establish the 
timeframe for making the connection, the costs for establishing the connection and 
certainty that the DNO could deliver the connection in line with my pre-requisite 
requirements. 
 

25. The purpose of the Option Agreement was to provide an option, if either party 
became dissatisfied with either the technical or commercial arrangements, to negate, 
without financial commitment. 

 
26. On 3rd November 2012, when Bloom of MFC extended the Option Agreement for the 

specific purpose of securing that same and only viable connection for the turbine, as 
specified by the DNO, doing to constitutes the completed collateral contract on the 
DNO’s express obligation for MFC to take ownership of its substations so that the 
connection could be established. 

 
27. Even then, MFC had from 3rd November 2012, right the way through until 17th June 

2013, when the Lease was completed (139-days / 4 months and 17-days) from which 
to negate if they were genuinely dissatisfied with the connection configuration 
specified by the DNO. 

 
28. Once the Lease was completed the terms of the connection, and all that was 

implemented during the Option Period, was made final, constituting a completed 
collateral contract. 

 
D. MFC’s “U-turn” and refusal of the only connection for the wind turbine 

29. The fact is that MFC raised absolutely no contention in respect of the connection 
whatsoever. They wanted my money, to defraud me of the £200,000 Lease Premium, 
plus all the investment I made in the project, when it later became apparent that they 
had no intention whatsoever of providing the connection that formed the entire basis, 
and purpose of the project. 

 
30. At Bundle-B; tab_3, the bottom of page 2, I exhibit the connection line diagram that 

MFC had in their possession from 4th January 2013 when my electrical engineers 
completed the design and provided the final costs for establishing the connection. 

 
31. At page 11 of tab_3, p8, it was not until 5th February 2015 that MFC raised any 

contention whatsoever in respect of the connection for the wind turbine. 
 

32. At page 12, p12, it is evidenced that by 7th March 2015, MFC began then to demand 
money that was not contractually owed, cumulating in the email from Mr Lindsay, my 
solicitor at Lupton Fawcett, which stated:     
 
“EW does not, in my opinion, have any obligation to pay the football club any 
sums by reason of the delays, because the delays were Force Majeure  events” 
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33. At all times from 7th March 2015 onwards, MFC and their lawyers have known that no 
money was owed to them as the delay was an act of Force Majeure. 
 

34. At p18, on 16th April 2015, Bloom of MFC made another unreasonable demand, 
knowing that the connection configuration, ownership of the grid and maintenance 
arrangements were all finalised during the Option Period: 

 
“…to record the configuration, infrastructure, ownership and maintenance 
of the electricity supply network on which we have been seeking 
clarification for over 12 months” 

 
35. On 20th April 2015, Bloom of MFC admitted at 20(a) of his email as recited, that the 

intent was maintained: “save for Empowering Wind taking over ownership of 
the high voltage side from NPG” (Northern Powergird, the DNO). 

 
36. Bloom had admitted that MFC had completely changed the terms of the connection 

configuration that was pre-agreed during the Option Period when it was an option to 
negate. 

 
37. At 20(b) Bloom stated that “We believe that in order for progress to be made 

an alternative connection must be established”. 
 

38. There was only one viable connection for the wind turbine, and it was the connection 
that incited me to exercise the Option Agreement. For clarity, I go back to the 
specified terms of that connection. 

 
39. At page 14, p25, I recite what Brown of Womble Bond Dickinson acknowledged in his 

email of 25th September 2015: 
 

“…the need to transfer the two existing substations from the DNO to the 
club” 

 
40. At page 13, p23, on 2nd November 2012 Bloom was responding to the email chain 

from the DNO that specified the connection as recited at p24, the top of page 14. 
 

41. At page 14, p26, it is evidenced that on 30th April 2015, Bloom and MFC “U-turned” 
and outright refused me the right to connect the turbine to the grid: 

 
“WE WILL NOT TAKE ON THE LIABILITY FOR THE HV NETWORK CURRENTLY 
OWNED BY NPG. WE HAVE CONSISTENTLY SAID THIS AND YOU JUST SEEM 
TO IGNORE IT”. 

 
42. Evidentially, the statement is another lie, but from 30th April 2015 MFC and their 

lawyers all knew that Force Majeure applied solely in my favour. 
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43. MFC had prevented me from performing on the rights granted by refusing the 
connection, so that the turbine could be connected to the grid and commercially 
operate. 

 
44. The entire purpose of the Option Agreement and subsequent contractual documents 

was so that I could “construct, connect to the grid, and operate” the turbine. 
 

E. Delay of Force Majeure which prevented the turbine from lawful operation 

45. Staying at Bundle-B;  tab_3; page 8, p1 refers to the fact that on 22nd September 
2013 I had submitted a scheme to discharge the pre-commencement planning 
condition 7 of the planning permission for the wind turbine. 

 
46. Condition 7 was on the following terms: 

 
“Prior to the operation of the wind turbine, the scheme to alleviate the 
impact of the development upon the Durham Tees Valley Airport radar 
shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority and such scheme as maybe approved shall be implemented 
before the use of the wind turbine commences. 

 
Reason: To minimise the impact on radar reception”. 

 
47. The parts highlighted is what I had done by 23rd September 2013. Please read and 

digest page 8, p3, through to p5 of page 9. It is proven beyond reasonable doubt and 
admitted by both the senior planning officer and the in-house lawyer of the Council 
that I had done what was required to discharge the condition. 

 
48. The Council however failed in their duty to discharge the condition and sustained it 

due to false allegations made by the Airport around aviation safety, when they knew 
that no such aviation safety concern ever existed. 

 
49. As a result, due to the delay caused by third parties beyond my reasonable control, 

the turbine could not operate, until the issue was resolved. 
 

50. The delay of Force Majeure in accord with clause 6 (Schedule 5 - Agreements & 
Declarations) of the Lease subsisted until 23rd December 2014, when I successfully and 
single handedly overcame the issue. 

 
51. Schedule 7 of the Lease (Rent) provided for 12-months free of rent from which to 

commission the wind turbine. 
 

52. The delay of Force Majeure was encountered 3-months and 5-days into the 12-month 
period free of rent, suspending any obligations accordingly. 
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53. Consequentially, with the carry-over of 296-days contractually free of rent, the first 
instalment of rent, (£15,000), would not have been payable until 17th September 
2015. Clearly things are not that simple, because from February 2015, when the 
issue of Force Majeure was successfully resolved and when the turbine was ready to 
construct, MFC themselves began to procrastinate, cumulating in outright refusal of 
the connection on 30th April 2015. 

 
54. Thereafter, Force Majeure continued to suspend any liability, solely in favour of my 

sole purpose vehicle, EW, the Tenant. 
 

55. At page 10 of Bundle-B; tab_3, p8, it is proven that after I had successfully 
overcame what was a highly contentious and costly issue which resulted in a 
26% loss of tariff I would have otherwise gained, in their letter of 5th January 
2015 to the Airport, the Council  admitted they did not have the expertise to 
do what was required of them in approving the scheme anyway: 

 

“the Council do not have the expertise to assess the conflicting conclusions 
of your report and those in the report submitted by the applicant”. 

 
56. At p9, from the same letter, it was emphasised that the Council sought advice from 

the CAA (which they could have done in September 2013). It was further admitted: 
 

“The CAA advised that the development of a single turbine in this 
particular location does not represent a significant threat to flight 
safety…” 

 
“In light of guidance from the Civil Aviation Authority the Council consider 
that the condition can be removed without impacting on public safety” 

 
 

F. It was all the material information that proved the case that was deceitfully 

withheld from the ex-parte hearing of 9th January 2017 

57. Tab_3, page 10, p11 refers to the fact that it was the planning decision notice, the 
DTVA notification of decision of 5th January 2015 referred to at p41 above, the 
complaint assessment response and the accompanying statement with the 
application to discharge the condition that Bloom, MFC and their lawyers withheld 
from their ex-parte injunction hearing of 9th January 2017. They also withheld the 
email chain of 25th September 2013 proving the correct factual position. 

 

58. MFC and their lawyers were concealing the fact that the delay from 23rd September 
2013 through to 23rd December 2014 was a delay of Force Majeure completely 
beyond my reasonable control. 
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59. Moreover, they were concealing that I had done as required by the condition to 
discharge it on 23rd September 2013 and the Council, including their in-house lawyer, 
had admitted just that. 

 
60. Contrary to the advice of Mr Roberts, the Council’s in house lawyer, the condition was 

sustained unlawfully, causing the delay which prevented the turbine from lawful 
operation. 

 
61. The effect of the application of Force Majeure and those documents withheld is of 

paramount importance to the present case, and the ex-parte case being advanced by 
them. 

 
62. Even if MFC did not then go on to refuse the connection when the project was ready 

to construct, (they did), they still unlawfully forfeited the Lease on 19th August 2015. 
The first instalment of rent was not due until 17th September 2015. 

 
 

G. Bloom’s 08/01/2017 ex-parte witness statement misled the court as to 

Force Majeure 

63. I refer to Bloom’s statement at Bundle-B; tab_17. At page 2 (page 338  of the bundle), 
p5 of his statement, Bloom refers to the failure of the planning authority to act in 
accord with planning law, but he dishonestly withheld all the information referred to 
at p42 above which proved just that. 

 
64. At page 4, p11 and 12, Bloom misled the court by lying and stating that the scheme 

was not approved by the planning authority. Bloom had the email chain of 25th 
September 2013 in his possession with the demand and he withheld it, knowing of the 
correct factual circumstances. 

 
65. For clarity, I recite what the Council’s legal advisor stated on 22nd September 2013: 

 
“…we can discharge the condition, irrespective of the views of the airport” 

 
66. It was that advice delivered to the senior planning officer that resulted in the decision 

being made: 
 

“Clearly we do not have the expertise to consider fully the radar mitigation 
scheme but we would expect that Airport Safety is not reliant solely on the 
Planning System. Following Bryns advice (see below) it is our intention to 
discharge the condition and write to the Airport and the applicant to 
advise that the information necessary to discharge the condition has been 
submitted and that any further safety issues are a matter to be resolved 
between the applicant and the Airport” 
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67. The material that MFC withheld contained the clear admission that the Council does 
not have the expertise to do as required of them by the condition they installed. 

 
68. In the same email, the senior planning officer admitted that they do not have the 

expertise to consider the radar mitigation scheme, yet the condition they imposed, 
made it their responsibly to approve it. 

 
69. More critically, it was admitted that it was the intention of the Council to discharge 

the condition and that the information necessary to discharge it has been submitted. 
 

70. It is clearly misleading, and Bloom knew it was misleading to state that the system was 
not approved, as he did at p11 of his witness statement. To then withhold the 
evidence proving the correct factual circumstances is indisputably dishonest. 

 
71. P12 of his statement is entirely inaccurate. Bloom knew there was no disagreement 

over the suitability of the scheme, for he knew that the scheme had been submitted 
and that the information necessary to discharge the condition was admitted by the 
Council to have been accepted by 23rd September 2013. 

 
72. At p5 of his statement, Bloom stated that the argument that Force Majeure 

constituted failure of the planning authority to act in accord with planning law was 
“without merit”. The information he withheld however, proved that in fact it was a 
failure to act according to planning law that caused the delay beyond reasonable 
control which prevented the turbine from lawful operation. 

 
73. The Council admitted in writing that I had done what was required to discharge the 

condition, but they sustained it unlawfully for over a year. 
 

74. At p13 of his witness statement Bloom lied again, stating that it was the expert report 
I had commissioned which resulted in the condition finally being removed. Once 
again, he withheld the evidence proving the correct factual position. 

 
75. At p22 above, I cited from the letter to the Airport (DTVA) of 5th January 2015 that it 

was admitted by the Council that they did not have the expertise to assess the 
conflicting positions within the report I provided and the one from the Airport. 

 
76. Once again, Bloom knew this, which is why he withheld the DTVA notification of 

decision which proved the correct factual position. The dishonest non-disclosure by 
MFC came in tandem with Bloom’s false and factually inaccurate witness statement. 

 
77. Moving back to Bundle-B; tab_3, the report, page 19, p13, Mr Ritchie, head of 

aerodromes and airspace at the CAA wrote to the Council on 10th November 2014 
and stated this: 
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“The CAA position remains unchanged from that detailed last month. The 
CAA understands that the planning condition was established to reflect an 
aviation safety concern raised by Durham Tees Valley Airport, and we 
would expect that the condition be sustained until such time as the 
concern has been mitigated or both parties agree that it can be removed” 

 
78. Bloom was privy to the same email and indeed, the decision that came about as a 

result of my lobbying with CAA officials exactly 43-days later, which turned their 
decision around. 
 

79. It was for that reason, acting dishonestly, that Bloom withheld that notification of 
decision, but moreover, the planning decision notice dated 23rd December 2014. It 
was therein stated categorically that: 

 
“1. REASON FOR APPROVAL: “Condition No. 7 attached to Planning 
Approval M/FP/0917/14/P can be removed without compromising Aircraft 
Safety” 

 
 

H. MFC’s counsel twice lied about the existence of Force Majeure in the Lease 

 
80. Knowing that Force Majeure was the primary argument that proved my case against 

MFC, Ulick Staunton, counsel for MFC then twice lied (once during the ex-parte 
hearing of 9th January 2017 and again before Nugee J on 5th February 2018), about the 
operative provision of Force Majeure in the Lease. 

 
81. I refer to my skeleton in the prosecution at tab_36 . It would be prudent of the 

Judges to read and acquaint with the skeleton, however, I will cut to the chase. At 
page 6, read p33 and 34. The point made is that it was found on 5th February 2018 
that Force Majeure has effect, but not only in respect of the delay caused by the 
Council, but then by the fact that MFC themselves vandalized the project, by refusing 
the connection. 

 
82. From page 3, p6 of that judgment, I quote: 

 
It is not disputed that those documents were not put before Mr Justice 
Arnold. I was also shown a note of the hearing in which Mr Staunton, who 
appeared for Middlesbrough then as he does for Middlesbrough today, 
says this: “There is a definition of force majeure in the lease. There is no 
other reference to force majeure in the lease.” 

 
That was something he repeated before me, but in fact, there was a 
provision in the lease at schedule 5, paragraph 6, which provided that: 
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“If either party is prevented for any period of time from performing its 
obligations under this lease by reason of force majeure, that party shall 
not be in breach of such obligations for so long as, and to the extent to 
which such reason shall subsist.” 

 
83. The delay subsisted right the way through until 19th August 2015 when MFC unlawfully 

forfeited the Lease after then refusing the connection, but no money was ever owed 
to them and same was found by Nugee on 5th February 2018. 

 
 

I. Criminal offences and the criminal property I have been defrauded of 

84. The perjuries / contempt of court, fraud by failing to disclose information on 4 counts, 
frauds by false representation on 5 counts and 3 counts of blackmail, have all been 
completely concealed, along with the fraud by abuse of position on the part of 
Hannon, the liquidator, who is also guilty of 9 counts of the offences under the 
Insolvency Act 1986. 

 
85. Instead, the corrupt establishment, in particular the Attorney General’s Office, but all 

the corrupt judiciary involved, have perverted the course of justice in conspiracy, 
denied all remedy and have sought to conceal all this offending with 3 false 
instrument, void civil restraint orders to prevent justice being served on the offenders, 
whilst all remedy for the wrongdoing has been consistently denied. 

 
86. I refer to Bundle-B;  tab_5 , my comprehensive submission dated 15th March 2021 

that was entirely concealed and evaded by Swift in the Administrative Court. It proves 
criminal offences against MFC and their corrupt lawyers. Swift’s role was to make the 
false instrument restraint order to conceal the offending and the criminal property I 
have been defrauded of.  That submission should be considered in detail. 

 
87. I refer to Bundle-A: Tab_7 , the 29-page report for the Crown Court which 

consolidates the offending down substantially. Page 1, in red, refers to the 
comparative case, Huhne, Briscoe & Pryce, who were all jailed for perverting the 
course of justice. The offence is complete when one prevents justice being served on 
themselves or on another, or others. That is precisely what has been going on here, 
throughout both the civil and criminal proceedings. 

 
88. The false instrument, void S.42 order and the penal notice that went with it, was the 

icing on the cake, so to speak. 
 

89. The top of page two of the report (tab_7) again contains an active table of contents, 
so that any reader can easily acquaint with the contents. It is all self-explanatory. 

 
90. Likewise, self-determination under the rule of law is the very fabric of the liberty of 

our society. 
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91. The Judges should read each part of that report with a detailed standard of review. 
 

J. MFC failed whatsoever to disclose the fact they refused the connection 

92. We move back to my report at Bundle-B; tab_3.   At page 2, we click on “Part 4” 
taking us to page 10. Part 4 (p1) refers to EX-05-07-06 - Asset Sale MBC 200115 Cl”, 
which is the agreement between MFC and the DNO dated February 2015 that they 
refused to sign, rendering the project useless. 

 
93. Page 10, p2, lists the connection offer and the connection deed, which, together with 

the MFC / NPG agreement makes up the entire Connection Agreement. Those 
documents were found to have been withheld from the ex-parte hearing of 9th 
January 2017. 

 
94. Nowhere whatsoever, in any of the submissions, nor in Bloom’s ex-parte witness 

statement is there any mention whatsoever of the fact that MFC refused the 
connection when the project was ready to construct. 

 
95. Once again, fraudulent non-disclosure came in tandem with a failure to disclose 

pertinent material facts that “go to the heart” of the case. The offenders had no 
worries, the corrupt judiciary were instructed to assist them. 

 
96. Clearly the Option Agreement, the subsequent Lease, the Energy Supply Agreement 

and the Connection Deed, intended that the turbine would be capable of commercial 
operation. They all knew that MFC refused the connection, which is why they 
withheld the 3 salient connection contracts making up the entire Connection 
Agreement. 

 
97. At bundle A, tab_7, page 3, p9 through to p31 deals with the judicial findings of non- 

disclosure ex-parte and the fact that Nugee committed fraud by false representation 
to assist the offenders in defrauding me of over £640,000 (the indisputable sum of the 
demand plus standard interest). 
 

98. Page 6 of tab_7, p33 – 34 is where Nugee found that the 3-connection contracts  had 
been withheld from the ex-parte injunction hearing in breach of the duty to disclose. 
 

99. Page 8, p54 is where Nugee cited that the injunction was granted because he 
alleged “doubt over the assignment” (which statutory law makes valid from the 
date notice was given – cannot be disputed) and “dispute over the claim” (which 
he himself found cannot be disputed, because it is proven that MFC did unlawfully 
forfeit the Lease, and that no money was ever owed to them). 

 
100. Page 9, p67 – 72 details the actus reus of the offence of fraud by failing to 

disclose information, which MFC and their conspirers are proven to be guilty of on 4- 
counts. 
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101. Likewise, as it is proven that Hannon is guilty of fraud by abuse of position and all 
those offences by liquidator under the Insolvency Act 1986, but moreover, the 
offences committed by Staunton (perjury and fraud by false representation). 

 
102. It is therefore proven beyond reasonable doubt that my application for a 

criminal prosecution against Hannon, Staunton, MFC and all their conspirers is not 
“oppressive, nor vexatious”, but the offences are proven beyond reasonable doubt, 
serious, indictable only offences. 

 
 

K. MFC, Hannon and their lawyers failed to disclose that the ESA is conditional 

103. We have established that no rent was ever due and that MFC had unlawfully 
forfeited the Lease after refusing the connection. Issue estoppel applies to that 
finding.  

 

104. What has not been addressed, or, should I say, what has been entirely concealed 
by the corrupt judiciary who have been working for the offenders, is again a matter of 
serious material non-disclosure ex-parte, and that is, that I made my Energy Supply 
Agreement conditional. 

 
105. There was never any “Entitlement to Agreed Output” (agreement by me to 

supply power) and any “Invoicing & payment” was also contractually prohibited, 
notwithstanding the fact that on 9th January 2017, Staunton himself admitted that “for 
the purpose of the Energy Supply Agreement, Force Majeure has effect”. 

 
106. I refer to tab_1 of B, my skeleton of 13-pages which deals exclusively with the 

frauds by false representation made to defraud creditors in proceedings under the 
Insolvency Act 1986 that criminalises any such activity. The Judges should read that 
very carefully, but once again, I will cut to the chase. 

 
107. Page 2, p9 and p10 summarises the position. P9 refers to my skeleton at tab_2 

of B, which goes into much further detail on the issues. 
 

108. Again, the Judges should read that skeleton very carefully, but I will cut to the 
chase. 

 
109. At page 15 of tab_2, I highlight where Vos, the dishonest, oath breaking cretin 

who still purports to be “Master of the Rolls” after breaching his oath and acting with 
ill-will, was concealing the blatant fraud whilst seeking to sustain the false instrument 
ECRO. Read p91 through to p108. 

 
110. The point being is that Vos knew that £181,269.89 of the unwarranted demand 

with menaces was fraudulent, so he lied and stated that the £256,269.89 was a; 
“quantified claim for rent”. 

 
111. The correct position however is that there was no “Entitlement to agreed 
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output”, because there was never a “Start Date”, and any “Invoicing & payment” was 
also contractually prohibited. 

 
112. Page 17, p102 through to 105 referred to more dishonesty on the part of Vos 

(acting with favour and ill-will). 
 

113. The point made is that nowhere, within any of the offender’s submissions, did 
they make any mention of the fact that the ESA is conditional upon my “satisfaction in 
full” of “entering into a connection agreement” which MFC refused, and, 
“commissioning” of the wind turbine, which first requires a connection so that the 
turbine be capable of commercial operation. 

 
114. It was the fraudulent claim in the sum of £4,111,874.75 of which £4,036,847.75 

was for energy supply, that I asked Vos to remove. He kept it there, because he, like 
the principal offenders he has been working so hard to assist, have been using the 
façade of insolvency law to defraud me, a creditor, of my rightful assets whilst 
preventing justice being served on the perpetrators. 

 
115. It was, for that reason, that all the oath breaking white-collar criminals in this 

case, purporting to be judges, entirely evaded the insolvency court’s duty of inquiry I 
distinctly pleaded in my Grounds of Appeal (See: bundle A, tab_1, page 1, ground 3, 
p55 through to p80. 

 
116. Likewise, the other criminal racketeer, Arnold, who has again been promoted to 

a Lord Justice of Appeal for following orders, disposed of the claim I paid £10,000 for, 
which I asked Vos to assign to me, that was to grant remedy for the fraud committed 
by MFC and Staunton by winding up Earth Energy Investments LLP (“EEI”) when no 
debt existed. 

 
117. Arnold used the guise of the false instrument, void ECRO to defraud me not only 

of the £10,000 I paid after he stated he had no jurisdiction to continue dealing with 
the application that Vos provided permission to make, but also of the proven damages 
claim. 

 
118. Vos deliberately failed to exercise the insolvency court’s duty of inquiry when 

prima facie grounds were made out to prove that the £4.1 million claim is fraudulent. 
He did so, because doing so would enable my fellow creditors and I to replace Hannon 
with a liquidator we had already engaged with, who had agreed to assign the claim 
vesting in Empowering Wind MFC Ltd (“EW”), to a company under my control upon his 
appointment. 

 
119. Likewise, Vos concealed the fraud and prevented the claim from being heard, 

because he knew that the preliminary consideration, ie, that MFC had unlawfully 
forfeited the Lease and that it was already tried and found that no money was owed 
to them whatsoever, because he is as much a part of the conspiracy to defraud as the 
principal offenders.  
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120. It was for that reason he lied implied in his order that the unwarranted demand 
with menaces used to unlawfully forfeit the Lease was a 
“quantified claim for rent”, knowing that neither rent, nor energy supply was owed. 

 
121. The Part 7 claim which was to provide restitution for the malicious winding up of 

EEI, and the application to try the fraud which Vos concealed, specifically addressed 
the fact that the winding up order of 28/03/2018 originated by Staunton’s fraud. 
 

122. Vos and Arnold denied remedy and perverted the course of justice, because they 
are part of the fraud. That is the truth and reality. 

 
 

L. The EW claim and the assigned investments in the project are criminal 

property 

123. The claim that I have been defrauded of by Hannon, MFC and their corrupt 
lawyers, Womble Bond Dickinson, is a substantial asset of very significant value. 

 
124. The claim is quantified with a high degree of certainty based upon the OFGEM 

Feed in Tariff that I would have otherwise gained by sale of electricity generated by 
the turbine. 

 
125. As of 1st November 2018 (when the claim was issued and served) interest at 8% 

continues to accrue on the claim, defined in section 340 of the Proceeds of Crime Act 
2002 as a “thing in action” constituting criminal property. 
 

126. I refer to bundle A, tab_36, my skeleton of 26th June 2021 in the prosecution 
dealing with the multiple indictable only offences. We turn to page 22. P133 through 
to 137 deals with the criminal property definition in law and how the principal 
offenders and their  conspirators have used the £4.1 million fraud by false 
representation to make gains and to cause extreme and protracted losses to my 
fellow creditors and I. 

 
127. Page 23, p138 denotes that the criminal property, being the claim I was 

defrauded of by the principal offenders, and then by Vos and his fellow colluders 
purporting to be judges, now exceeds £23 million including interest to today’s date. 

 
128. Page 23, p139, denotes the criminal property, being the assigned investments 

Fancourt and his conspirers defrauded me of, being the indisputable statutory 
demand, plus standard interest totalling £1.2 million. 

 
129. I am seeking a confiscation order under PoCA 2002 in the sum of £24.2 million, 
along with a claim in aggravated damages against the Lord Chancellor and HMCTS for 
allowing me to be defrauded and terrorised by criminals in judicial office since 9th 
January 2017.                                    
                                                              Paul Millinder 
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 IN THE  CROWN COURT                                                                       CASE REF: 

 Pursuant to section 6 Prosecution of Offences Act 1985 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

DIRECTIONS APPLICATION DATED 24TH AUGUST 2021 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

By email only:  

Dear HHJ 

On 18th August 2021 I was served by  with a single witness statement by 
Gill of Womble Bond Dickinson.   Mr Gill objected to being cross examined, however, he is an 
offender, and it is my right to prosecute the offenders in this honourable Court.  

 It’s a 
case of one-way justice, or “justice subject to status”.  

I have been terrorised in both the civil courts and magistrates by politically controlled 
purported judges who have been intent solely on preventing the offenders from prosecution. 
That is why their false instrument, void restraint orders came about.    All responsible are 
finished anyway, for the case has gone international.   

All the evidence I have presented is being adjudicated upon in a court that is not controlled by 
colluding dishonest criminal racketeers in positions of trust who provide impunity to one 
another.  By that I mean Ellis, the AG and Buckland the LC, the Tory kleptocracy.  

I have numbered the paragraphs below for ease in reference.  

My private criminal prosecution in magistrates was concealed and never determined: 

1. This appeal deals with everything the magistrates failed to deal with.  Our laws and
administration of justice was not designed to be selective.  The CPS have tried very hard,
working under instruction of the criminals in the Attorney General’s Office (“AGO”), to
prevent the offenders from being prosecuted throughout.   It is continuing.

2. I

3. The email at the bottom of page 2 of 21/07/2020 at 15.11PM seeks to inquire into what
the court was doing about my private criminal prosecution laid against Womble Bond
Dickinson and others on 2nd June 2020.   The court evaded it entirely.  It appears that the
CPS are doing precisely the same.   The CPS are supposed to prosecute offenders.

Tab_5: Pages 61 - 65
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13. The last of the 8 offences Hannon has committed is:  
 
“1 count of the offence of section 109(2) of the Insolvency Act 1986 in Hannon failing as 
Liquidator failing to publish notice of his appointment in respect of Earth Energy 
Investments LLP” 
 

14. All liquidators must publish notice of their appointment in the Gazette.  It is a criminal 
offence not to do so and the offence is complete when the Liquidator fails to do so.   
 

15. At EX-HANNON-1, page 1, I include the complete notice timeline in the Gazette for 
Earth Energy Investments LLP.  The timeline was obtained today, 24/08/2021.  The only 
notice published is the winding up order.  It is therefore proven beyond reasonable 
doubt that Hannon is guilty of 1 count of the offence of section 109(2) of the Insolvency 
Act 1986.    
 

16. Page 4 of the same exhibit is the counterpart order appointing Mr Dionne, the Official 
Receiver as liquidator of Earth Energy Investments LLP.   He too failed to publish notice 
of his appointment.  That may be because, Earth Energy Investments LLP was never 
insolvent, neither was Empowering Wind MFC Ltd, however, the offenders have been 
using the façade of insolvency and “justice” to defraud and pervert the course of justice.  
 

17. Fanning prevented Hannon from being prosecuted for this offence, as did Swift, 
Andrews and Ellis in the Attorney General’s Office, but so as Lamping, Easton and 
Palmer of the Northeast CPS.  They all sought to conceal the offending, using their false 
instrument “all proceedings restraint order”.  They are all guilty of conspiracy to pervert 
the course of justice.  That is the law.  
 

18. We move back to page 11, the SP0001, the offence under the Insolvency Act 1986 
described correctly as:  
 
“2 counts of the offence of section 92A(2) of the Insolvency Act 1986 in Hannon failing as 
Liquidator failing to send progress report to members” 
 

19. I turn back to EX-HANNON-01. At page 6 I exhibit an unrelated company filing history 
for Sol Lueshing Ltd, a company in liquidation.   The liquidator of that company has filed 
progress reports on 29/04/2019, on 28/04/2020 and on 23/04/2021 (each year).     
Hannon failed to send any single progress report to either my fellow creditors or I from 
19th September 2016 through to 31st March 2020.  Hannon disposed of the Company to 
defraud my fellow creditors and I of the proven asset later referred to herein.  
 

20. At page 5, I exhibit the filing history for Empowering Wind MFC Ltd, my wind turbine 
sole purpose Company. From 8th November 2016 through to 31st March 2020 there is no 
evidence of any progress report being filed.   
 

21. At pages 7 – 9 I exhibit the standard progress report form that Hannon was to file and 
send to all members of the Company.  
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22. In the 3-years, 6-months and 12-days since the winding up order, Hannon failed to 
either send a progress report to members or to have filed one.  It is proven beyond 
reasonable doubt that Hannon is guilty of the offence of section 92A(2) of the 
insolvency Act 1986 on in fact 4 counts (including Earth Energy Investments LLP).  
 

23. Moving back to the SP0001 at page 11, I list 3 further offences committed by Hannon:  
 
“3 counts of the offence of section 93.3 of the Insolvency Act 1986 in Hannon failing as 
Liquidator to summon general meeting of company at each year’s end” 
 

24. Clearly Hannon is not going to comply with his duty to summon a meeting of creditors of 
the Company at each year end.  Hannon sustained the £4.1 million fraudulent claim to 
defraud my fellow creditors and I of our democratic right to call a meeting to replace 
him, so we could assign the proven damages claim to me on pre-agreed terms.    
 

25. In the SP0001 form I also listed the offence on 2 counts committed by Hannon as:  
 
“2 counts of the offence of section 94.4 of the Insolvency Act 1986 in Hannon failing as 
Liquidator to send to company members a copy of account of winding up” 
 

26. Hannon failed whatsoever to send members a copy of the account of winding up and   
Hannon failed to file that notice of doing so at Companies House.  
 

27. The SP0001 deals with fraud by abuse of position on 2 counts respective of his conduct 
in defrauding creditors of both Empowering Wind MFC Ltd and Earth Energy 
Investments LLP.     The statement of the SP0001 is comprehensive, proving those 
offences.  The offences were concealed by the corruptors involved, including Fanning 
and Currer.  
 

28. Page 21 – 24 of EX-HANNON-01 is the letter of claim I paid £10,000 to Edmund Robb of 
counsel to serve on Hannon on 18/08/2017.   Page 23 sets out what he knew all along, 
that the £4.1 million proof he accepted to defraud creditors is false.   Hannon has 
indeed dishonestly abused his position to obtain pecuniary interest for Middlesbrough 
FC and their conspirers.   
 

29. The £4.1 million fraud by false representation was sustained by Hannon to prevent my 
fellow creditors and I from suing Middlesbrough FC, when it was already found that they 
unlawfully forfeited the Lease and that no money was ever owed to them.  
 

30. Page 26 of the Prospect Law letter of claim, p45 – p49 sets out another separate breach 
of duty by Hannon, in failing to disclose the onerous contract (the conditional Energy 
Supply Agreement).  Hannon failed to disclaim, because doing so would enable my 
fellow creditors and I to call a meeting to replace him, which is what we all wanted to 
do.  
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31. Page 29, p55 – p63 sets out the quantum of claim (the asset), which is £9,231,096 net.  
It is for that reason Womble Bond Dickinson, Hannon and Middlesbrough FC made the 
£4.1 million fraudulent claim in the first place and which is why Hannon sustained it, to 
defraud creditors of that very substantial asset.   
 

32. Page 31, p70 – p73 set out what Hannon was asked to do, but he did nothing, save for 
continuing to defraud creditors in conspiracy, hence, it is proven beyond reasonable 
doubt that Hannon has committed the offence of fraud by abuse of position on 2 
counts. 
 

33. It is proven beyond doubt that Hannon did withhold the first proof of debt, contrary to 
his legal duty to disclose, conferred in rule 14.6 of the Insolvency Rules 2016 when he 
had that proof of debt in his possession on 1st December 2016 as submitted by Bloom in 
that sum of £256,269.89. 
    

34. Hannon also withheld the second proof of debt, in the sum of £541,308.89 which he had 
in his possession since 20th December 2016.  Hannon has consistently lied in letters, 
denying that the proofs of debt exist.  In his statutory Official Receiver’s Report to Court 
dated 15/12/2017, Hannon also lied and said the 2 proofs of debt don’t exist when it is 
proven they do, even counsel for Middlesbrough FC was forced to admit those proofs 
were made   It is proven beyond reasonable doubt that Hannon has committed 2 counts 
of fraud by failing to disclose information as he has 1 count of section 5 of the Perjury 
Act 1911 for making knowingly false statements in that statutory report to Court.  
 

35. Page 33 is the letter from my fellow creditor, GMR Consulting Ltd to Hannon, dated 
26/09/2017 telling him categorically that the £4.1 million proof of debt is false (stating 
the obvious) and that they wish to replace him as liquidator of Empowering Wind MFC 
Ltd.  
 

36. Page 34 is the letter from my fellow creditor, Smith Bros Contracting Ltd, also agree to 
my proposal to replace Hannon and to have the claim assigned to me by a liquidator 
who is not a criminal offender (Mr Parkman) who I had already engaged with.    That 
concludes the offending by Hannon, aside from the fact he is also guilty of:  
 
(a) Conspiracy to defraud:  
 
(b) Conspiracy to pervert the course of justice: 
 
(c)  1 count of section 327(1) of the Proceeds of Crime Act 2002 for concealing criminal 
property 
 
(d)  I count of section 328(1) of the Proceeds of Crime Act 2002 for failing in his 
reporting obligations.  
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37.  
 

   
 

38. I request from this honourable Court an order directing that the offenders provide 
witness statements in response to those PTQs served on them by 4PM on 10/09/2021.   
 

39. I request that the learned Judge pre-read and acquaint with those PTQs and the 
evidence referred to prior to the next hearing and I ask that the Court make any other 
order it deems appropriate in review of these directions in the proper administration of 
justice, including having Hannon arrested and brought before this Court for trial.  
 

40. It is in the public interest to prosecute liquidators and an Official Receiver officer of the 
Court who actively defrauds creditors whilst making knowingly false statements to 
Court.    

 
 
 
 
Paul Millinder  
24th August 2021  
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______________________________________________________________________________ 
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Ol!lte Description 

16 Jui 2019 Finl!II Gl!lzette dissolved following liquidation 

16 Apr 2019 Completion of winding up 

16 Apr 2018 Order of court to wind up 

29 Mar 2018 Confirml!ltion stl!ltement made on 6 February 2018 with no updates 

17 Oct 2017 Accounts for l!I dorml!lnt compl!lny made up to 30 September 2016 

05 Sep 2017 Compulsory strike-off l!lction ht!!s been discontinued 

29 Aug 2017 First Gl!lzette notice for compulsory strike-off 

22 May 2017 Accounts for l!I dorml!lnt compl!lny made up to 30 April 2015 

06 Feb 2017 Confirml!ltion statement made on 6 February 2017 with updates 

23 Sep 2016 Annul!II return made up to 28 April 2016 

07 Sep 2016 Current l!lccounting period extended from 30 April 2016 to 30 September 2016 

07 Sep 2016 Registered office l!lddress chl!lnged from Unit 1, Seavegate Farm Moor Lane East Ayton 

Scarborough North Yorkshire YO13 9EW to C/O Mill Proper1y Developments Lip 3rd Floor, 14 

Hanover Street 14 Hanover Street London W1S 1YH on 7 September 2016 

22 Oct 2015 Annul!II return made up to 28 April 2015 

20 Oct 2015 Terminl!ltion of t!!ppointment of Clean Tech Investments Ltd as a member on 12 June 2015 

20 Oct 2015 Terminl!ltion of t!!ppointment of Clean Tech Investments Ltd as a member on 12 June 2015 

20 Oct 2015 Registered office l!lddress chl!lnged from C/O Clean Tech Investments, 3rd Floor 277-281 Oxford 

Street London W1C 2DL England to Unit 1, Seavegate Farm Moor Lane East Ayton Scarborough 

North Yorkshire YO13 9EW on 20 October 2015 

View/ Downlol!ld 

View PDF (1 page) 

View PDF (1 page) 

View PDF (2 pages) 

View PDF (3 pages) 

View PDF (2 pages) 

View PDF (1 page) 

View PDF (1 page) 

View PDF (1 page) 

View PDF (4 pages) 

View PDF (2 pages) 

View PDF (1 page) 

View PDF (1 page) 

View PDF (3 pages) 

View PDF (1 page) 

View PDF (1 page) 

View PDF (1 page) 

.... 
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EMPOWERING WIND MFC LTD 
Companynumber08369504 

Follow this company 

Overview Filing history People Insolvency More 

Filter by category 
□ 

□ Show filing type 
□ 

Accounts 

Capital 

D Confirmation statements/ Annual returns 

D Incorporation

Deite Desc:ription 

□ Charges

31 Mar 2020 Fineil Geizette dissolved fol lowing liquidation 

31 Dec 2019 Completion of winding up 

D Officers

26 Nov 2018 Registered offic:e eiddress c:heinged from 277-281 Oxford Street London W1C 2DL to 4 Abbey 

Orchard Street London SW1P 2HT on 26 November 2018 

08 Nov 2016 Order of c:ourt to wind up 

08 Nov 2016 Order of court - restore and wind up 

View/ Downloeid 

View PDF {1 page) 

View PDF (1 page) 

View PDF (2 pages) 

View PDF (2 pages) 

View PDF (2 pages) 

.... 
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SOL LUESHING LIMITED 
Company number 05027306

Follow this company File for this company 

Overview Filing history 

Filter by category 

□ Show filing type

Ol!lte Description 

People Charges 

□ Accounts

□ Capital

□ Charges

23 Apr 2021 Progress report in a winding up by the court 

24 Sep 2020 Notice of removl!II of liquidator by court 

24 Sep 2020 Appointment of l!I liquidl!ltor 

28 Apr 2020 Progress report in a winding up by the court 

29 Apr 2019 Progress report in a winding up by the court 

Insolvency More 

D Confirmation statements/ Annual returns 

D Incorporation

D Officers

View/ Downlol!ld 

View PDF (27 pages) 

View PDF (13 pages) 

View PDF (3 pages) 

View PDF (20 pages) 

View PDF (19 pages) 

.... 
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04/17 Version 1.0

WU07
Notice of progress report in a winding-up by the court

d d m m y y y y
Signature date

8 Sign and date
SignatureLiquidator’s signature

The progress report is attached

7 Progress report

6 Period of progress report
d d m m y y y y

From date
d d m m y y y y

To date
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APPLICATION FOR SUMMONS OR WARRANT FOR ARREST 
FOR ALLEGED OFFENCE 

(Criminal Procedure Rules, rule 7.2(6); section 1, Magistrates’ Courts Act 1980) 

This is an application by Paul Millinder for the court to issue a warrant of arrest or in the alternative a 

summons against the proposed defendant. 

Applicant’s address:  3rd Floor, 277-281 Oxford Street, London, W1C 2DL 

Email address:           pm@intelligenceuk.com  

Phone:             0207 866 2401               Mobile: 07775 669648  

Alleged offence(s):   2 counts of Fraud by failing to disclose information as in section 3 of the Fraud 
Act 2006 

2 counts of Fraud by Abuse of Position as in section 4 of the Fraud Act 2006. 

Offences pursuant to the Insolvency Act 1986 as defined:  

2 counts of the offence of section 92A(2) of the Insolvency Act 1986 in Hannon failing as Liquidator 
failing to send progress report to members; 

3 counts of the offence of section 93.3 of the Insolvency Act 1986 in Hannon failing as Liquidator to 
summon general meeting of company at each year’s end; 

2 counts of the offence of section 94.4 of the Insolvency Act 1986 in Hannon failing as Liquidator to 
send to company members a copy of account of winding up;  

1 count of the offence of section 109(2) of the Insolvency Act 1986 in Hannon failing as Liquidator 
failing to publish notice of his appointment in respect of Earth Energy Investments LLP; 

Date(s) of alleged offence(s):   From 1st December 2016 until 6th June 2021

Proposed defendant: 

Name: Anthony Hannon (Liquidator) office holder of the Insolvency Service 
Address: 4 Abbey Orchard Street, London, SW1P 2HT 
Email address (if known): tony.hannon@insolvency.gsi.gov.uk 
Phone: 020 7637 6284 Mobile: 07971 279932 

1. Complete the box above and give the details required in the boxes below.1

2. Sign and date the completed form.
3. Send or deliver a copy of the completed form to the magistrates’ court office.

Do not send this form to the proposed defendant unless the court tells you to do so. 

1 Forms for use with the Rules are at: www.justice.gov.uk/courts/procedure-rules/criminal/formspage. 10
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The court may determine your application with or without a hearing and without receiving representations from 
the proposed defendant. The court will not usually arrange a hearing so it is important that the information you 
put in this form is complete and accurate. 

(1) Consent to prosecute
Do you need consent to prosecute?  Yes  No 

11
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(2) Previous application(s)
Have you applied before for the issue of a summons or warrant in respect of any of the allegations you
are making?           Yes  No

York Magistrates Court – Transferred out to Kirklees Magistrates where Deputy Judge Fanning acted 
in total disregard of the evidence, the facts and the applicable rule of law in making a void order 
against the interests of justice.  

This application seeks to deal with new evidence of dishonesty that has come to light in civil 
proceedings whereby it was found by Nugee J on 16th June 2019 that Hannon had dishonestly 
withheld the proofs of debt contrary to his legal duty to disclose pursuant to Rule 14.6 of the 
Insolvency Rules 2016.    

(3) Other proceedings
Has any other prosecutor ever brought a criminal case against the proposed defendant in respect of
any of the allegations you are making?        Yes  No

If yes, give details. Include the name of the prosecutor, the court in which the case was brought and the result. 

(4) Details of the alleged offence(s)
CrimPR 7.3 requires that an allegation of an offence in an application for the issue of a summons or warrant 
must contain (a) a statement of the offence that (i) describes the offence in ordinary language, and (ii) identifies 
any legislation that creates it; and (b) such particulars of the conduct constituting the commission of the offence 
as to make clear what the prosecutor alleges against the defendant. 

(1) Fraud by abuse of position:

Triable on indictment, the offence is defined as follows: 

(1) A person is in breach of this section if he;

(a) occupies a position in which he is expected to safeguard, or not to act against, the financial
interests of another person,
(b) dishonestly abuses that position, and
(c) intends, by means of the abuse of that position—
(i) to make a gain for himself or another, or
(ii) to cause loss to another or to expose another to a risk of loss.

(2) A person may be regarded as having abused his position even though his conduct consisted of an
omission rather than an act.

12
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(2) Fraud by failing to disclose information:

(1) A person is in breach of this section if he;
(a)dishonestly fails to disclose to another person information which he is under a legal duty to disclose,
and
(b)intends, by failing to disclose the information—
(i)to make a gain for himself or another, or
(ii)to cause loss to another or to expose another to a risk of loss.

(3) Offences of the Liquidator in proceedings pursuant to the Insolvency Act 1986:

Where a direct failure to perform creates the offences listed in Schedule 10 of the Insolvency Act 1986 
and as defined specifically on page 1 above.  

13
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(5) Summary of the circumstances
CrimPR 7.2(6) requires that an application for the issue of a summons or warrant for arrest must concisely 
outline the grounds for asserting that the proposed defendant has committed the alleged offence or offences. 
Summarise your grounds for alleging that the proposed defendant has committed the offence(s) for which you 
want the court to issue a summons or warrant. Give an indication of the evidence on which you will rely if the 
court agrees to do so. 

On 19th September 2016 the Applicant’s Company, a wind turbine sole purpose vehicle was wound up 
and the putative defendant was appointed by the Court as liquidator.  Since that time, the putative 
defendant has consistently acted against the interests of the company creditors by failing in his duty to 
act in accordance with the provisions of the Insolvency Act 1986, the Insolvency Rules 2016 and the 
Insolvency Service Technical Manual.  

Hannon had in his possession the bundle from Lupton Fawcett LLP setting out the detailed claim the 
Company has against Middlesbrough Football Club on 16th October 2016.  Hannon failed in his duty to 
reject bad proofs of debt and instead he accepted three proofs of debt for voting in the Empowering 
Wind MFC Ltd insolvency in substantially differing amounts to obtain pecuniary interest for the 
defendants by deception.    I refer to that Lupton Fawcett letter contained in my bundle of exhibits with 
this application and described as: 08. Lupton Fawcett letter 09 09 2016 sealed 16 11 2017 

Hannon had a duty to creditors to reject bad proofs of debt.  He had an overwhelming amount of 
evidence in his possession from 16th October 2016 and thereafter to prove that no such claim by 
Middlesbrough Football Club could be established, yet on 1st December 2016 Hannon accepted the 
first proof of debt lodged by Bloom of Middlesbrough Football & Athletic Company (1986) Ltd in the 
sum of £256,269.89.   On 10th January 2017, Hannon accepted a second proof of debt in the sum of 
£541,308 and on 2nd February 2017 he accepted the third, submitted by Julian Gill of Womble Bond 
Dickinson (UK) LLP.  

Hannon had in his possession the Note of Hearing of the ex-parte hearing convened by 
Middlesbrough Football Club on 9th January 2017.   The Note of Hearing prepared by Staunton, 
counsel for the Club referred specifically to the Energy Supply Agreement and “Force Majeure” 
applying in relation to it.      

On 28th March 2018 the Parent Company of Empowering Wind MFC Ltd was unlawfully wound up by 
virtue of a false representation made by Thomas Ulick Staunton, barrister acting for Middlesbrough 
Football Club.   Staunton acted dishonestly to misrepresent the cross claim in the Company’s favour in 
the sum of £530,000 plus standard interest at 8% that extinguished the alleged petition debt.    Two 
days prior to the winding up of Parent Company, the Company was Applicant in proceedings against 
Hannon whereby Hannon was defendant.  Hannon fraudulently abused his position by deliberately 
acting in a position of obvious conflict, thereafter refusing to deal with the Applicant and refusing to 
accept the Applicant’s proof of debt claim.   On 16th July 2019 Hannon dissolved Earth Energy 
Investments LLP without providing any report to the Applicant, who was majority creditor of the 
Company.    

Hannon failed to deliver any progress reports whatsoever in respect of his appointment as Liquidator 
of both Empowering Wind MFC Ltd and Earth Energy Investments LLP.    Hannon failed to publish any 
notification whatsoever of his appointment as Liquidator of Earth Energy Investments LLP and has, 
throughout his two appointments as liquidator, acted dishonestly with intent to defraud creditors, to 
make a gain and to cause very substantial and protracted loss to the Applicant and his fellow creditors 
acting with intent to defraud and in conspiracy, by assisting Middlesbrough FC and their lawyers in 
defrauding the Applicant out of the revenue from the wind turbine and the abortive costs that were 
assigned to Earth Energy Investments LLP.    The total loss caused by Hannon’s fraudulent abuse of 
position exceeds £11.5 million.   

14
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Hannon is under a continuing duty to have disclosed the proofs of debt, he has consistently refused to 
do so.      

The Applicant refers to my witness statement of 18th October 2018 and the skeleton of the same date. 
I refer specifically to page 13 of my witness statement, paragraph 46, refers to Hannon providing a 
dishonest account of the correct factual position in his statement in proceedings at the High Court of 
Justice.  

Paragraph 52 of page 15 refers to Hannon’s dishonesty within his statement that I referred to.  

Paragraphs 54 through to 87 proves Hannon’s dishonesty beyond reasonable doubt and 
demonstrates his willingness to defraud creditors in abuse of position whereas he occupies a fiduciary 
duty to act in the interests of creditors at all times.  The Applicant is otherwise majority creditor of 
Empowering Wind MFC Ltd were it not for Hannon accepting the 4th count of fraud by false 
representation, being the 3rd proof of debt he has accepted for voting to permanently deprive my fellow 
creditors and I from our right to call a meeting to replace him.    His motive was to make a gain for 
Middlesbrough FC whilst causing the Applicant most serious and protracted loss when on the balance 
of probabilities he knew, by virtue of the overwhelming amount of evidence in his possession, that the 
claim that vests in the Company against Middlesbrough FC is already proven by virtue of the fact that 
they unlawfully forfeited the Lease after refusing the connection.  Without a connection, the turbine 
cannot operate.   

Any professional or reasonable and honest person could establish that.  Any reasonable and honest 
person conducting a 5 minute due diligence exercise into the contracts originating the claims could 
determine that no such claim could possibly be established by Middlesbrough FC and yet Hannon, in 
his statement, asserts that he had twice adjudicated on the proofs of debt.  I refer to paragraph 87 of 
my witness statement, referring to his.  

The Full Code Test: 

The Prosecution has applied the applicable test for dishonesty set out in the more recent Supreme 
Court case of Ivy v Genting Casinos, being the applicable test in both civil and criminal proceedings.  
Conclusively, looking at all of the instances of Hannon’s dishonesty collectively and moreover given 
the fact that Hannon has a duty to reject any bad proof of debt and had an overwhelming amount of 
evidence in his possession, including admissions from Staunton himself that the claims are false, in 
the opinion of any honest and reasonable person, his actions are clearly dishonest on multiple levels.    

Hannon, as any professional with his qualifications would do, would know of his duty to exercise 
reasonable diligence in making determinations in the course of his duties.   Any reasonable and 
honest person could establish that the claims are false, by virtue simply of the fact that the Applicant 
required “full satisfaction of” the “connection agreement” and “commissioning of the wind turbine” prior 
to agreement to supply power.  Any “Invoicing & Payment” is subject to same conditions precedent.  
The “State Date” is the date from which the conditions precedent set out in clause 2 are satisfied. 
Hannon however, had a further admission from Staunton himself in his possession on 9th January 
2017, whereas Staunton made the admission in writing that “For the purpose of the Energy Supply 
Agreement, Force Majeure has effect”.   Both the conditional nature of the Agreement and the fact that 
Force Majeure applies proves categorically that no such claim could possibly be established pursuant 
to that Agreement in the circumstances made only too clear to Hannon.   

In full knowledge of the circumstances, in the transcript of the call the Applicant had with him on 15th 
August 2018, Hannon outright refused to remove the proof of debt when it was made abundantly clear 
on so many occasions and admitted by Staunton himself, that the claims cannot be established.  His 
actions are clearly and obviously dishonest and any honest and reasonable person would conclude 
the same. 

15
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Hannon as a liquidator, occupies a fiduciary duty where he is to safeguard the interests of creditors.  
He has a duty, as in ex-parte James to act in an honourable fashion.  

It is clearly in the public interest to prosecute a Liquidator, also who is also an Official Receiver for the 
Insolvency Service that occupies a fiduciary duty to act in the interests of creditors and does the 
opposite.  The function of his role is principally to act to recover assets for creditors of companies in 
liquidation.  He describes himself as acting in the public interest for the Insolvency Service.  The 
principle rules of law he is duty bound to advocate is designed to prevent creditors from being 
defrauded, yet Hannon has demonstrated most serious and protracted intent to defraud the Applicant 
and his fellow creditors.    It is clearly in the public interest to prosecute a dishonest Official Receiver, 
his dishonesty and willingness to defraud poses a significant risk to all company creditors he comes 
into contact with.   Hannon is duty bound to act with integrity and to act in the interests of justice at all 
times according to the applicable laws of the Insolvency Act 1986 and the Insolvency Rules 2016.  
Hannon has demonstrated a willingness to evade the applicable rules of law and to disobey them on 
multiple counts.    

It is further evidenced, noting that adducing of hearsay evidence does not form the basis of this 
prosecution, it is worth noting that there is an unrelated complaint against Hannon dating back from 
2007 whereas the complainant is making allegations of similar dishonesty to that I have proven in this 
prosecution on the part of Hannon.   It appears to follow with my finding that the corrupt officials within 
the Insolvency Service and the Minister, BEIS, as well as the corrupt officials within the Chancery High 
Court that I have proven to have colluded to conceal these fundamental frauds with intent to pervert 
the course of justice, is the reason that Hannon has not been brought to justice long ago.   What 
happened first time around with the “transfer out” of York Magistrates in my prosecution against him, 
orchestrated by Shrimplin of BEIS is a classic example of why his conduct has been allowed to prevail 
for the length of time it has.   

The key statements that appear to synergise are listed below and I set out the source of the 
information which, on analysis I believe to be true:  

Source:  https://solicitorslayer.blogspot.com/2007/03/chapter-official-reciever-of-cambridge.html 

Anthony Hannon 
Anthony Hannon, Official Receiver for the Cambrideshire region of the Insolvency Service was 
appointed as the Official Receiver for my family business. As a number of the Company Director's 
were also creditors, we expected him to support us in our fight against the solicitors that wound my 
family business up. How wrong we were… 

In my extensive dealings with Hannon he has shown that he cannot stand being challenged and he 
believes that he is always right, even in light of evidence that shows he is clearly wrong. When 
Hannon has made mistakes, he won't admit to them and he has shown a complete disregard for the 
truth. In my and the former Directors' view, Hannon gets some perverse pleasure from overseeing the 
full closure of a Company and I believe he has a personal loathing for me. 

Indeed, since his appointment Hannon has shown himself to be dishonest; has knowingly misled to 
the former Directors of the Company, his employers and the Government solicitors; has provided 
information to the Courts that he knew was incorrect and misleading, and most damning of all Hannon 
has misled the Peterborough police and the Peterborough Magistrates Court in an attempt to get my 
son a criminal record for threatening behaviour. 

Hannon falsely alleged that my son had threatened him. Although there were seven other witnesses to 
the alleged incident, the police only took statements from Hannon and hos two work cronies. My son 
did not threaten Hannon and he pleaded not guilty. I believe Hannon's false and unproven allegations 
were an attempt to get at me personally by attacking my family. 

16
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At the Court hearing, and only after reading the statements of Hannon and his cronies, hearing their 
conflicting and inconsistent evidence, and reading the statements and hearing the evidence of my 
son's witnesses, the District Judge dismissed the charges. 

The actions of Hannon in making these false allegations was a clear and flagrant abuse of his position 
and it is is outrageous that this man still remains in his job. 

An example of Hannon lying: At a meeting attended by myself, his boss and colleagues (a meeting 
that was recorded), Hannon denied any knowledge of a loan repaid by the Company, the implication 
being that the Directors has spent the money. Following the meeting, when again challenged with the 
truth, Hannon confirmed in writing that he had checked his files and stood by his statement. However, 
Hannon had submitted correspondence clearly detailing the loan and its repayment to the Court a few 
weeks earlier. Hannon's bosses have done nothing about the fact that their employee lied to them. 

Hannon's bosses do nothing to protect people from Hannon
Even in light of a mass of evidence that Hannon has misled all parties involved, Hannon, an appointee of the 
Court, is still acting. 

It is a scandal that someone who is immune from prosecution can get away with misleading the Courts, lying 
to the police and attempting to pervert the course of justice. 

This is just another example of how a system designed to protect the public, does 
nothing but protect those we all believe should be upholders of the law.

Hannon must be removed from office before he can inflict damage on any other 
innocent parties!

(6) Application for warrant
Complete this box only if you are applying for the court to issue a warrant for the defendant’s arrest. Under s.1, 
Magistrates’ Courts Act 1980 the court can issue a warrant for the defendant’s arrest only where (a)(i) the 
offence to which the warrant relates can be, or must be, tried in the Crown Court, (ii) the offence is punishable 
with imprisonment, or (iii) the defendant’s address is not sufficiently established for a summons to be served on 
him or her, and (b) the Director of Public Prosecutions consents to the issue of the warrant, if the offence to 
which the warrant relates is one to which s.1(4A) of the 1980 Act applies (certain offences that can be 
prosecuted in the UK even though committed elsewhere). 

In all cases 

(a) Conditions relating to the offence or the defendant. Tick as many boxes as apply.

(i) the offence can be, or must be, tried in the Crown Court
(ii) the offence is punishable with imprisonment
(iii) the defendant’s address is not sufficiently established for a summons to be served
Explain why, including what you have done to find an address for the defendant.

Despite a search of the public register, it appears Hannon’s address is redacted from the public 
domain by virtue of his role as Official Receiver.  

If applicable 

(b) The Director of Public Prosecutions consents to the issue of a warrant for the defendant’s arrest
 Yes  No 

If yes, you must include with your application written evidence of that consent. 

17
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(7) Declaration.  See Criminal Procedure Rules r.7.2(6), (7). You may be asked to make this declaration on
oath.

To the best of my knowledge, information and belief: 
(a) the allegations contained in this application are substantially true,
(b) the evidence on which I rely will be available at the trial,
(c) the details that I have given in boxes (2) and (3) are true, and
(d) this application discloses all the information that is material to what the court must decide.

Signed: …………………………………………………………………………………………… (applicant) 

Date:  01/06/2021 
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Decision – this record must be kept by the court 

I considered this application today [at] [without] a hearing. 

[The applicant confirmed on oath or affirmation the declaration in box (7).] 

[The applicant gave me additional information [the essence of which was:]]2 

[The proposed defendant gave me additional information [the essence of which was:]]3 

On the basis of the information contained in this application [as supplemented by the additional 
information described above]: 
(a) I [am] [am not] satisfied that the requirements for the issue of a summons are met

[(b) I [am] [am not] satisfied that the additional requirements for the issue of a warrant are met]4

and I [issue] [refuse to issue] a [summons] [warrant] accordingly.

My reasons are these: The court should give a brief indication of its conclusions. 

Signed: ………………………………………..…………………………………………………………...… 

Name: ………………………………………..…………..…..… [Justice of the Peace] 
[District Judge (Magistrates’ Court)] 
[Justices’ Clerk / assistant clerk] 

Date: …………………………. 

2 Include a brief summary of any information unless it is recorded elsewhere. 
3 Include a brief summary of any information unless it is recorded elsewhere. 
4 Complete only if the application includes an application for the issue of a warrant. 19
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Page 2 of 12 

i. Disclaim the Energy Supply Agreement dated 17 June 2013;

ii. Reject, in whole or in part, MFC’s Proof of Debt;

iii. Prosecute, or assign and permit our client to prosecute, EWMFC’s claim against MFC.

6. Our client seeks the Official Receiver’s voluntary co-operation in these matters. We have
advised our client that he has the alternative of an application to court for an order in these
terms.

7. Naturally it would be to the mutual benefit of our client and the Official Receiver to agree
matters, as an application to court would inevitably entail significant legal costs.  In
circumstances in which the Official Receiver had a duty to act and has declined to do so, and,
therefore, has necessitated an application to court, an order for costs would lie against the
Official Receiver.

8. Our client does not wish to appear tendentious, only to stress that there are substantive
grounds upon which the Official Receiver can, and in our client’s view, should act.  In these
circumstances, the present lack of decision cannot be allowed to continue for a long or
indefinite period. For this reason, our client seeks a substantive decision within 14 days of the
date of this letter, after which an application to court will be made.

9. By this letter, we seek to furnish the Official Receiver with sufficient information to allow the
Official receiver to make a decision.

Background – The Wind Turbine Project 

10. Our client undertook to install a wind turbine on MFC’s land, adjacent to MRC’s stadium.

11. EWMFC was the special purpose vehicle by which our client was to deliver the project. The
intention of the parties was for EWMFC to take a lease of and occupy land adjacent to MFC’s

stadium.  On this land EWMFC would build and commission a wind turbine, which would then
be connected to MFC’s infrastructure and to the National Grid. The wind turbine would

generate free electricity for the stadium and also attract income in the form of the Government
subsidy paid for the generation of electricity by this renewable source and in respect of the
export of electricity to the Grid.

12. The project was funded by EWMFC using third party funding.  A key part of the project’s

viability was the availability of a Government renewable energy subsidy known as the Feed-in
Tariff.  The tariff was available up to 31 December 2015.  The project was scheduled to
complete by 15 December 2015.  At that point it would be accredited and gain a vested right to
receive the, then, feed in tariff rate for a period of 20 years following accreditation.
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13. The wind turbine itself would have enjoyed a minimum working life of 30 years, so further
benefit would accrue to the parties for a further ten years following the cessation of the feed-in
tariff payments.

14. As a result of the project, MFC would benefit from free electricity and reduced bills, and the
subsidy tariff receipts would go to EWMFC and provide a return on investment for both
EWMFC and the funder.

15. The benefit to EWMFC would have been considerable – in excess of £9million – this fact, and
the fact that MFC’s claim pursuant to its proof of debt is disputed in full, should explain why Mr

Millinder has been so assiduous in pursuing the matter of EWMFC’s claims and defences and

why it is not acceptable that the appropriate action is not taken by the Official Receiver, who
remains the Office Holder in this instance.

MFC’s alleged claims are not due 

16. The alleged the debt that MFC seeks to prove in the liquidation is said to have arisen pursuant
to the Lease made on 17 June 2013, and varied by Deed on 7 November 2013, between MFC
and EWMFC (“the Lease”) (copies attached), and the Energy Supply Agreement dated 17
June 2013 (“ESA”) (copy attached).

17. The project was held up, prior to 23 December 2014, by objections from Durham Tees Valley
Airport (“DTVA”) that the risk of RADAR interference had not been mitigated and by the failure
of the local council to act promptly on evidence showing that this was not so.

18. It should be noted that the delay ultimately caused the project to miss the opportunity to gain a
higher tariff under the Government’s subsidy scheme, but the project remained financially

viable and able to complete.

19. In relation to this delay, our client’s stance was that MFC should not insist upon the payment of
rent, or the payment for electricity in lieu of generation, provided for under the Lease and ESA
respectively.  This was on the basis that the delay caused by DVTA was an instance of force
majeure.

20. Following 23 December 2014, our client’s position is that delay, and the eventual failure to

complete the project, was the result of obstruction by MFC.

The Lease 

21. According to the proof of debt lodged by MFC on 2 February 2017, only £80,209.95 of the
£4,111,874.75 claimed is sought pursuant to the Lease.

22. Contractual arrangements were such that EWMFC assumed an obligation to pay rent, and
liability for paying for the electricity used by MFC after 12 months in lieu of generation.  On the
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face of it, these sums were due under the Lease notwithstanding the inability to commission 
the generating station pursuant to the ESA. 

23. Matters are clearly not that simple, however. The commercial arrangement or scheme outlined
above involved a number of separate agreements, each of which was an essential component
of the development.  The two most important components of the deal between MRC and
EWMFC were the ESA and the Lease, indeed, the Lease had no purpose save for providing
the land for the development. Though it suits MFC to view the terms of each agreement in
isolation, the reality of the matter was that, where the performance of the ESA was delayed or
frustrated, it was an instance of force majeure affecting performance of other elements of the
arrangement, including the Lease.  It follows that EWMFC has a perfectly cogent defence in
relation to claims for sums otherwise due under the Lease for the period from September
2014, the point time at which Mr Millinder originally claimed that the project was subject to
force majeure.  It might be that upon investigation, the period of force majeure commenced at
an earlier date.  For however long the project was subject to this force majeure, however,
performance of EWMFC’s obligation to pay rent or other sums pursuant to the Lease should

be regarded as suspended.

24. Further, our client contends that MFC was in breach of covenant 6 in Schedule 4, in that it did
not assist EWMFC in its attempts to remove the planning condition imposed as a result of
DTVA’s intervention. MFC cannot expect to stand idly by, in breach of its duty to assist, and
yet be rewarded for doing so.

25. From December 2014, the planning issue was resolved, however, enabling the project to go
forward.  The fact that the project did not complete was, our client maintains, the result of
deliberate non-co-operation by MFC, which had clearly lost its appetite for the project by this
stage. From the correspondence it is clear that the parties fell to bickering, with our client, who
was unrepresented, continually battling against the obstructive and evasive correspondence
produced by MFC’s lawyers.

26. In retrospect, a clear pattern of deliberate non-co-operation emerges where delays occur and
potential exposure for EWMFC accrues, but, at the time, it appeared to Mr Millinder that the
successful conclusion of the project, always capable of completion, was almost within his
grasp.    We deal with MFC’s effective sabotage of the project below, but in connection with the

Lease, our client’s case is clear; where MFC acted to prevent the successful completion of the
project, it should not be permitted to enjoy rent under the Lease, and, indeed, it would be
inequitable were it to do so.

The ESA 

27. The ESA contained EWMFC’s agreement to supply energy to MFC.

28. According to the proof of debt lodged on 2 February 2017, the majority of the £4,111,874.75
submitted in the proof, some £4,031,664.80, is due pursuant to clause 3.4.2 of the ESA.

23
CASE FILE: Page 979 PDF Page: 816



Page 5 of 12 

29. This clause provides that if the Start Date for on-site generation has not been achieved within
12 months of entering into the ESA, EWMFC must pay £0.08 per kWh of electricity consumed
by MFC.  The proof of debt claims this payment from the first anniversary of the ESA (17 June
2014) to the expiration of the ESA’s term (17 June 2034).

30. The ESA’s termination provisions permit MFC to terminate the ESA, but not EWMFC.  It would
seem that, by claiming the payment for the full term of the ESA, MFC has elected not to treat
the agreement as terminated.

31. The term of the ESA runs from the date of the agreement until the earlier of:

i. 20 years after the Commissioning Date (which has never occurred); and,

ii. Termination under clause 7 (which can only be by MFC).

32. MFC is wrong to claim, as it does in the proof of debt form, that it has a claim for payments
pursuant to clause 3.4.2 for a period of 20 years, as if this were a fixed-term contract.  Clearly
it was not, and at the point at which it became clear that the project would not complete, that
should have been the end of any contractual entitlement.

MFC causes the project to fail 

33. The long-stop date for completion of the project was December 2015, after which, access to
the Government’s subsidiary would be lost.  Both parties were well aware of this.

34. The planning condition, caused by DTVA, was withdrawn in December 2014.  It had a knock-
on effect in that the delay caused by this issue cost 26% of the projected tariff income under
the Government subsidy scheme.  This third-party funder was no longer prepared to fund the
project as a result of this reduction in income and, so, EWMFC could not complete first round
funding.

35. Mr Millinder was able to procure alternative funding, but this required a new SPV company to
take on the project, Wind Energy Renewables LLP (“WER”). EWMFC attempted to assign the
Lease to WER and to have the ESA novated.

36. MFC objected to this assignment on various pretexts throughout March 2015, even though it
should have been quite clear that, without third-party funding, the project could not be
delivered.  Rather than agree a basis to continue, MFC was content to frustrate progress on
the basis that it had rent due under the Lease, and would have its electricity paid for pursuant
to the ESA were the Start Date to be delayed beyond a certain point.

37. The second opportunity MFC took to prevent EWMFC’s delivery of the project was to raise
objections concerning the configuration of the project; in layman’s terms, the plumbing where

the installation connected to the Grid; i.e. what was required and who was responsible for
what.  Again, these were not reasonable or necessary objections, and MFC must have

24
CASE FILE: Page 980 PDF Page: 817



Page 6 of 12 

understood that failure to meet Northern Power Grid’s requirements would prevent connection 
and defeat the entire project.   

38. Again, while success was tantalisingly close so far as Mr Millinder could see, in retrospect it
appears to us that MFC by this stage, if not considerably earlier in 2015, were pursuing an
entirely cynical course of action to the detriment of EWMFC, causing it to continue to incur
liabilities and shoulder risk for the sake of a project that MFC had no intention of completing.

39. MFC’s objections to Northern Power Grid’s required configuration dragged on through April
and May 2015.  The area of disagreement centred on the configuration of MFC’s private

network.  MFC was strongly resistant to the suggestion that it should be responsible for high
voltage transformer equipment or the connection to the distribution system (the Grid).  MFC
sought to rely upon the claim that there was no express or specific contractual obligation to do
so.  MFC also claimed, quite erroneously, that it would be contrary to standard industry
practice for a landowner to do so.

40. MFC’s position was entirely unnecessary and unreasonable; it was a Northern Power Grid
requirement that the landowner must own its side of the network. EWMFC could, thus, not own
MFC’s substations, which would provide power to the stadium, or, assume liability for them.
These were MFC’s dedicated substations and clearly were integral to the stadium.  MFC was
responsible for maintaining the connection to the Grid, having acquired and paid for these
dedicated substations, which formed part of MFC’s infrastructure.  An asset sale agreement
with Northern Power Grid made this clear (copy attached). Mr Millinder explained all this in
some detail and warned that MFC’s “demands make the project non-investable at this late
stage”.

41. On 9 June 2015, MFC made it clear that they are not going to accept the necessary
configuration in terms that sought to pass the blame for this to EWMFC.  Mr Millinder had
already warned MFC, on 24 April, that delivery times for vital components meant that the
configuration needed to be agreed or it would be too late to complete the project y the
December deadline for tariff accreditation.  By early June 2015, MFC must have realised that,
although the tariff accreditation deadline was the end of December, it was already too late to
build-out the project.  MFC had effectively succeeded in killing off the project in circumstances
that, MFC clearly believed, entitled them to claim very considerable sums pursuant to the
Lease and the ESA.

42. The final break-down of the project, which prevented commissioning and a Start Date pursuant
to the ESA, was caused by MFC, rather than by EWMFC or a third party.  The project could
have completed but for MFC’s failure to co-operate. In summary:

i. The planning issue was resolved on 23 December 2014 and the delay and loss of the best
tariff rate was not fatal to the project;
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ii. New funding was in place, or, would have been in place but for MFC’s refusal to co-
operate with an assignment reasonably required by EWMFC in March 2015;

iii. MFC’s refusal to co-operate with the assignment/the conditions it imposed were
unnecessary and unreasonable;

iv. EWMFC’s position regarding the configuration of the installation was 
correct/necessary/industry practice, and that, therefore; 

v. Throughout April and May, and until the effective demise of the project in June 2015,
MFC’s position regarding the configuration was incorrect/inconsistent with the

requirements of Northern Power Grid/inconsistent with industry practice and that MFC was
acting unreasonably in the circumstances.

vi. The wrongful failure/refusal of MFC to agree to the reasonable/necessary/required
configuration caused the project to fail and constituted fundamental or repudiatory breach
of the ESA by MFC.

43. Had EWMFC enjoyed the benefit of legal representation and advice, it is unlikely that MFC
would have been able to engineer such a situation, but, had MFC nevertheless prevented to
the completion of the project in this way, with the benefit of legal advice, EWMFC would have
understood that it had a right to terminate the ESA and the Lease on the ground of
fundamental and/or repudiatory breach on the part of MFC.

44. Further, and in any event, MFC’s breach provides EWMFC with grounds to elect to treat the
ESA as terminated.  Were the company to terminate the ESA, the sum claimed in the proof of
debt would be reduced significantly. Clearly the Official Receiver should communicate this
election to MFC in the circumstances.

Duty of Office Holders to disclaim onerous contracts 

45. Office holders are given wide powers to enable them to perform their functions (ss.165, 167
and Schedule 4 of the Insolvency Act 1986) and (s.314 and Schedule 5 of the Act) these
powers include the right to disclaim "onerous property".   As a consequence, a liquidator has
the power to disclaim a contract where it is unprofitable.  When considering whether a contract
is "unprofitable", the liquidator must balance the benefit to creditors that the company derives
from the contract against the liability that the contract imposes on the company. So, for
example a contract is, in principle, unprofitable if it:

i. Requires the company in liquidation to discharge a financial obligation in circumstances
where the discharge of that financial obligation is, in some way, detrimental to the interests
of the company's creditors.
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ii. Contains a financial obligation, compliance with which would prejudice the liquidator's
ability to realise the value of one or more of the company's assets and distribute the
proceeds to creditors.

46. A liquidator is not obliged to disclaim a contract, but one who fails to disclaim in circumstances
where he should, may be treated as having failed in his duties.

47. Pursuant to s.178, a disclaimer:

i. Operates, as from the date of the disclaimer, to determine the rights, interests and
liabilities of the insolvent party in, or in respect of, the property disclaimed;

ii. Does not operate, except so far as is necessary for the purpose of releasing the insolvent
party from any liability, to affect the rights and liabilities of any other person.

48. Thus, the effect of disclaiming the ESA is to bring to an end MFC’s claim for contingent liability

pursuant to the ESA. It does not, however, affect EWMFC’s accrued rights and, therefore, its

ability to pursue claims pursuant to the ESA against MFC, or, indeed, to rely upon such
defences as it has to claims made by MFC pursuant to the ESA.

49. A “person interested in the property” to be disclaimed may serve notice on an office-holder
requiring him to disclaim it (s.178(5)).  Our client may be regarded as an interested person for
these purposes, and the Official Receiver should regard this letter as notice pursuant to that
section to disclaim the ESA.

Conclusion 

50. Our client’s primary position in relation to claims pursuant to the Lease and the ESA is that:

i. There should be no liability for rent under the Lease or payments under the ESA whilst the
actions of third parties (the local authority and DTVA) prevented the performance of the
contractual arrangements between EWMFC and MFC, of which the Lease and the ESA
were part.

ii. In any event, there should be no liability for rent under the Lease or payments under the
ESA whilst by its own actions MFC delayed and ultimately prevented the performance of
the contractual arrangements between EWMFC and MFC, of which the Lease and ESA
were part.

On this basis, there are no monies owing by EWMFC to MFC pursuant to the Lease or the 
ESA and EWMFC has a complete defence to the claim that is the subject of MFC’s proof of 

debt.  

51. Further, and in the alternative, as at latest 9 June 2015, the project was incapable of
performance due to the actions of MFC, there should be no further liability accrued pursuant to
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either the Lease or the ESA.  The MFC as landlord had derogated from its grant, and as 
counter-party to the ESA had committed a fundamental and/or repudiatory breach. 

52. On this basis, there are no monies owing by EWMFC to MFC pursuant to the Lease or the
ESA and EWMFC has a complete defence to the claim that is the subject of MFC’s proof of

debt.

53. In the premises, the Official Receiver should reject in its entirety MFC’s proof of debt lodged on
2 February 2017.

54. Further and in the alternative, the Official Receiver should elect to terminate the ESA for
fundamental and/or repudiatory breach and should, in any case, disclaim the ESA as an
onerous contract.  This would have the effect of limiting the extent of any claim that MFC might
otherwise or on appeal seek to establish. Such a course of action would certainly be in the
best interests of the genuine creditors of EWMFC; our client and HMRC.

EWMFC’s claim against MFC 

55. It will be clear from the matters outlined above that the facts and matters that give rise to a
defence to MFC’s claims, also represent a cause of action on the part of EWMFC. MFC
breached its obligations, express and implied, by acting to prevent the performance by
EWMFC of its obligations pursuant to the ESA and the Lease and to render the project
incapable of completion.

56. Naturally there is loss to EWMFC that flows from MFC’s breach.  The nature of this loss would

seem to us obvious and uncontroversial; it is the lost profit from the project that would have
accrued to EWMFC but for the wrong-doing of MFC that caused the project to fail. This claim is
an asset of EWMFC and should be realised for the benefit of all the genuine creditors of the
company, and any surplus distributed to the company’s contributories.

57. The profit is not speculative. Rather, it can be calculated with a considerable degree of
accuracy.

58. The loss in revenue from the wind turbine is calculated based on the net energy production of
the wind turbine of 4.62GWh (4,620 Mega Watt Hours) average Net Energy Production per
annum, when deployed in accordance with planning permission and taking into account
verified wind speeds, over the 20 year tariff lifetime.   Net Energy Production means the
electricity yield, after accounting for electrical system losses in transporting the electricity from
the wind turbine to the local Northern Power Grid network.

59. The feed in tariff rate for the wind turbine was available until 31 December 2015.   The turbine
was scheduled for commissioning by 15 December 2015.  The basis of the tariff rate is
therefore fully quantifiable and as listed in OFGEM’s website under Renewable Energy Feed in

Tariff Information.    The Generation tariff from 31 December 2015 is £72.40 / MWh (Mega
Watt Hour) and the Export Tariff element of the Feed in Tariff Scheme is £46.40 / MWh.
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60. On the basis of these tariff entitlements, a 20-Year FIT Net Operating Position has been
calculated after Operating Costs.  The Net Operating Position from 31 December 2015 until
the Feed in Tariff End Date, 31 December 2035, is £8,922,394.

61. With regards to inflation, a 2.5% average rate of Inflation has been applied to the Generation
and the Export Tariff and the result is multiplied by the Net Energy Production of the wind
turbine each year from 31 December 2015 and until 31 December 2035 (Feed in Tariff End
Date).

62. Our client has calculated an additional 5-year Market Value Electricity in relation to the
remaining 10years of minimum anticipated operation.  The wind turbine has an operational life
of 30 plus years under good operational maintenance.    On the conservative assumption that
the wholesale market price per MWh of electricity is £72.40 / MWh, the market value of
electricity over the five years from 31 December 2035 until 31 December 2040 is calculated as
Generation Tariff x Net Energy Production less Operating Expenses, plus 2.5% Inflation. The
5-Year Net Operating Position from 31 December 2035 until 31 December 2040 is £308,702.

63. Thus, the Cumulative Net Operating Position from 31 December 2015 until 31 December 2040
is the 5 Year Net Operating Position plus the 20 Year FIT Net Operating Position; totals
£9,231,096. This is the basis of the quantum of EWMRC’s claim against MFC, although there
might well be further heads of loss, representing consequential damages, though these are
unlikely to amount to more than a few 10s of thousands of pounds.

The Legal Position 

64. The Official Receiver has the power to reject the proof of debt (Insolvency Rules, 1986, Rule
14.7). An office-holder's decision on a proof may be challenged.

65. There is clearly a defence to the claims, and, there is clearly a corresponding claim, and one of
far greater value. Rule 14.25 is potentially of great importance in this regard.  It provides inter
alia as follows:

14.25.—(1) This rule applies in a winding up where, before the company goes into 
liquidation, there have been mutual dealings between the company and a creditor of 
the company proving or claiming to prove for a debt in the liquidation. 

(2) An account must be taken of what is due from the company and the creditor to each
other in respect of their mutual dealings and the sums due from the one must be set off
against the sums due from the other.

(3) If there is a balance owed to the creditor then only that balance is provable in the
winding up.

(4) If there is a balance owed to the company then that must be paid to the liquidator as
part of the assets.
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(5) However if all or part of the balance owed to the company results from a contingent
or prospective debt owed by the creditor then the balance (or that part of it which
results from the contingent or prospective debt) must be paid in full (without being
discounted under rule 14.44) if and when that debt becomes due and payable.

66. This right of set-off is clearly extremely important on the facts of this case.  As, if and when it is
established that MFC owes a balance to the company, this must be paid to the company.  After
the other creditors are satisfied, any surplus should be available for the members.

Assignment of EWMFC’s claims 

67. We understand that the Official Receiver has indicated that he might assign EWMFC’s claims

to MFC. We find this both surprising and inappropriate. The claim subject of this letter lies
against MFC, so MFC’s purchase of it would merely be in order to suppress it. MFC’s claim is

for approximately £4M, but is, as we have explained, in fact worth nothing.  EWMFC’s claim is

worth approximately £9M.

68. On this basis, the company is clearly solvent and there should be a considerable surplus
available for distribution.  In the circumstances, we cannot believe that the Official Receiver is
seriously suggesting acting to the detriment of legitimate creditors and the members in this
way.

69. The assignment of the claim is necessary in the interests of the company, its genuine creditors
and, once these are satisfied, its members. While the claim could be assigned to anyone,
save, of course, to the party against which it lies, in practice we do not consider that it would
be possible for a third-party to prosecute the claim without the benefit of Mr Millinder’s

knowledge, expertise and evidence.

What the Official receiver is asked to do 

70. The Official Receiver is asked to exercise his powers to reject in whole MFC’s proof of debt
form lodged on 2 February 2017 in respect of a claim of £4,111,874.75 on the ground that the
alleged debt is disputed, that there is a substantive defence to the entirety of the claim and that
the claim is in any case extinguished by the set-off of EWMFC’s claim against MFC.

71. That, without prejudice to the foregoing and for the avoidance of any doubt, the Official
Receiver disclaims the ESA.

72. Agree in principle to an assignment of EWMFC’s claims to an entity under the control of our

client, and enter into discussions with our client concerning the terms of such an assignment.

73. As this matter has already been the subject of lengthy correspondence and the issues have
been fully ventilated by Mr Millinder, we do not think it unreasonable to seek a substantive
response from the Official Receiver to this letter with 14 days, i.e. by 4pm, Friday, 1 September
2017.
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We look forward to hearing from you. 

Yours faithfully, 

Prospect Law Ltd 

E: info@prospectlaw.co.uk 
Reply to: Regus House, Pegasus Business Park, Castle Donington, Derbyshire DE74 2TZ 
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UNTRIED AND CONCEALED CRIMINAL OFFENCES 
Case reference: A-2021-0089 

Dear Mr Prince,     20th October 2021 

I am doubtful that you have even read any single one of my submissions.  It’s all orchestrated. 

Unlike the principal offenders and all their supporters, including the CPS, my position is steadfast, it 
does not change.  I know the law, and I know this case better than all put together.  

In the case of Huhne, Briscoe and Pryce, all were jailed for perverting the course of justice over the 
driving points scandal. Unlike you, Briscoe, a recorder judge, was not in office at the time, and 
there were not multiple indictable only offences and over £23 million in criminal property involved, 
like there is here.  – See: page 20 below (Section K).  

In accord with the Nolan Principles and your judicial oath, you have a duty to act with integrity, 
“without favour and ill-will”, impartially, to administer criminal justice and the law.  That has not been 
happening.  You have behaved unconstitutionally, to conceal criminal offences.  

Nowhere in the law does it state that criminal offences are to be selective and that you must provide 
impunity to fellow racketeering white-collar criminals.  That is something you and your Tory cabal 
have brought into the mix, contrary to law and the public interest.  

Your focus is solely on keeping alive a void prosecution against me, knowing there was never any 
service, for “harassing the fraudsters”, whilst you prevent justice being served on them and their 
conspirators, for the serious indictable only offences they have committed.   

That is, for avoidance of doubt, acting with “favour and ill-will” and as such you have no jurisdiction.  
The law is designed that way.    To then blatantly lie in court and state that “I am completely satisfied 
service was effective” when it is proven there was none, demonstrates your credentials.  

I have my own agenda and, as I said, I place you on notice.  I do not entertain, nor do I have to comply 
with your void orders, lawlessness and acts of corruption.    You have decimated the rule of law and 
you have violated my rights in every way possible.   

You have broken the law and have directly discriminated against me, colluding with your cabal of 
Jewish freemason racketeers purporting to be judges, contrary to section 13(1) of the Equality Act 
2010.  

Everything referred to therein and in this document is accessed at one-click (no password necessary).     
Page 2, below, contains an active table of contents for further ease in navigation. 

Paul Millinder 

Tab_7: Pages 98 - 126 
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English Constitutional principles are being widely violated:  
 

• The Crown is sworn by oath to protect all subjects from violation of their lawful rights and liberties, 
retaining the power and the responsibility to ensure redress is exercised. That duty has been breached.  

 
• “Justice delayed, justice denied”.  There must be no undue delay in legal proceedings.  If wronged, 

citizens are entitled to a remedy and to seek redress in law. Punishment must fit the crime and must 
not be excessive or unusual. Judgments must be exercised with impartiality and lawfulness at every 
level.   The excessive delays are deliberate and justice has been consistently denied.   
 

• The right to peaceful enjoyment of one’s property is being violated under the façade of “justice” and 
“insolvency”, constituting gross human rights abuse.  
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A. The offences of fraud by false representation & the test for dishonesty   

1. I refer to: EX-PM-14-10-2021, (“14-10”), my submission focusing on the offences of fraud by 
false representation, consolidating substantially, along with the fraud committed by Hannon 
and his conspirers in the Insolvency Service.    
 

2. There is a simple test I have established to prove dishonesty and the offences of fraud by false 
representation.  It is known as the test in Ivy v Genting Casinos (2017) UKSC. That test was 
established at tab_1 of my index, the skeleton of 27th May 2021, which is why Swift in the 
Administrative Court evaded it and which is why you, Mr Prince have done the same.  
 

3. First, before I go into the intricacy, just to get things into perspective, I refer to tab_36 of my 
index, which is my detailed skeleton proving all the offending to the required standard.   You 
need to read all of that skeleton.  
 

4. I don’t understand the function of any purported judge that spoliates evidence to conceal 
offending.   
 

5. You yourself said in writing that you have no jurisdiction to deal with criminal offences 
committed by Womble Bond Dickinson and their conspirators. You have no jurisdiction to 
continue the void prosecution, nor, for that matter, continuing to play judge after perverting 
the course of justice and acting with favour and ill-will.   The fact is, you don’t have any 
jurisdiction, you are right about that, at least.  

 

B. 4 counts of fraud by failing to disclose information (discounting the 5th by 

Staunton)   

6. I am going to consolidate this down substantially.  I refer to tab_2 (outside of the index), 
which is my second skeleton in the Court of Appeal proceeding to set aside the false 
instrument, void restraint order that was deployed to prevent justice being served on the 
offenders.   
 

7. Read tab_2 page 2, p14 through to p31 of page 5.    
 

8. Now we come to the nitty gritty, the 54-page report that both Fancourt and Currer 
deliberately evaded to assist the offenders, you did precisely the same, what a coincidence.  
 

9. I move back to page 4 of tab_2, p27.  It’s all consolidated there.  The paragraph directs you to 
tab_21.  Page 1 of the report has an active table of contents for further ease in navigation, but 
nobody reads anyway, it all just gets covered up to assist the offenders.  
 

10. The law does not deceive, neither does my evidence and the previous findings.  All you need 
to do is read and follow p27 of page 4, which refers to the pages and lines within that report.      
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11. To make it absolutely clear, to summarise, I refer to tab_21, page 25, “the actus reus of the 
offence” and then we go to page 26, line 9 through to line 25 of page 27 “judicial findings of 
non-disclosure ex-parte”.    
 

12. Whilst Nugee is one of the offenders, who perverted the course of justice, providing impunity 
to the white-collar criminal lawyers and their conspirators, he did find that 172-pages of 
witness evidence that otherwise proved the demand had been withheld. He admitted that 
himself in his judgment.  I quote: 

(a)  “He relies for this on non disclosure of a large number of documents which, as I 
understand it, supported the statutory demand and which explained the background to the 
dispute, in particular the connection agreement which, in his submissions to me, he explained 
was the foundation of his argument that the project was, effectively, killed by Middlesbrough” 

It is not disputed that those documents were not put before Mr Justice Arnold. 

(b)  “whether there was a cause of action for the sums which had been thrown away as a 
result, and it does seem to me that the bulk of the non disclosure went to that issue” 

13. From page 28, line 24 – 26, I also quote from that judgment of 5th February 2018:  

(c)   “It is true that one of the documents relied on as not having been disclosed is board 
minutes of EW dated 29th June 2015, in which there was some discussion of how to react to 
Middlesbrough’s demand for £255,000” 

14. Nugee was concealing the fact that the absolute assignment, meeting the criteria for 
assignment of a debt set out in section 136(1) of the Law of Property Act 1925, which 
founded the demand, (the assigned investments) was withheld.   
 

15. Knowing that the assignment was an absolute assignment of all the investment I made in 
Empowering Wind MFC Ltd, Nugee then committed fraud by false representation and 
dishonestly misrepresented the terms of the original assignment that he had in front of him, 
to make his corrupted version not absolute.   
 

16. The fraud by Nugee is proven beyond doubt at page 36 of the 54-page report (tab_21).   Line 4 
– 6 is Nugee’s fraud by false representation conveyed in his order of 5th February 2018.   
 

17. Line 10 – 13 is the original terms of the assignment which was served on Middlesbrough FC on 
30th June 2015. One day after it was made.   There is an absolute assignment of all the 
investment (£770,000) and fees in the project from Empowering Wind MFC Ltd to Earth 
Energy Investments LLP.    I quote from the assignment:  
 
(a) “…so that Earth Energy Investments, as Parent of Empowering MFC is assigned 
those investments representing what we put into the project”  
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(b) “We agreed to separate out what went in as investment to the project so that there 
are two causes of action, with the Parent recovering funds invested and Empowering 
MFC recovering consequential loss, including the feed in tariff revenue” 
 

18. 17(a) above, is, categorically, an absolute assignment of the investments made in Empowering 
Wind MFC Ltd to Earth Energy Investments LLP.  
 

19. 17(b) above defines that what is assigned is the investments, and that “Parent” Earth Energy 
Investments LLP is recovering the funds invested and Empowering MFC is recovering the 
consequential loss (the damages claim).    
 

20. I was defrauded of the assigned investment in the sum of £770,000 plus standard interest 
accruing from the date notice of the assignment was served (30/06/2015) firstly by their fraud 
by failing to disclose information and then secondly by the corrupt judiciary who worked to 
continue the injunctions founded by their fraud whilst awarding the principal offenders costs 
and perverting the course of justice.  
 

21. I was defrauded of the damages claim that vests in Empowering Wind MFC by virtue of the 
£4.1 million fraud by false representation made in conspiracy which Hannon sustained, 
fraudulently abusing his position (s.4 of the Fraud Act 2006) to keep assets (that were to be 
realised pursuant to rule 14.25(5) of the Insolvency Rules 2016), beyond reach of creditors. 
Hannon disposed of Empowering Wind MFC Ltd and appointed himself as liquidator of Earth 
Energy so he could ensure that I, majority creditor, was defrauded of both assets.    
 

22. You, Mr Prince, sit there, pretending to be a Crown Court Judge, concealing this most serious 
conspiracy to defraud, perverting the course of justice and concealing the criminal property I 
have been defrauded of. It is a fact that you are one and the same as the principal offenders.   

 

C. The statutory demands (both of them) served on Middlesbrough FC cannot be 

disputed and the sums I have been defrauded of is criminal property  

 
23. For absolute clarity, I quote the law and highlight the relevant terminology:  

136 Legal assignments of things in action. 

(1) Any absolute assignment by writing under the hand of the assignor (not purporting to be 
by way of charge only) of any debt or other legal thing in action, of which express notice in 
writing has been given to the debtor, trustee or other person from whom the assignor would 
have been entitled to claim such debt or thing in action, is effectual in law (subject to equities 
having priority over the right of the assignee) to pass and transfer from the date of such notice 

CASE FILE: Page 992 PDF Page: 829



6 
 

24. Nugee knew that the assignment was absolute, so he made his corrupted version not absolute 
to assist the offenders in defrauding me whilst perverting the course of justice, preventing 
them from being prosecuted for what is the most significant case of fraud by failing to disclose 
information during ex-parte injunction proceedings, by lawyers, in the history of UK law.   
 

25. As you do however know, Nugee did however find that Middlesbrough FC did unlawfully 
forfeit the Lease and that no money was ever owed to them.  (See: tab_38, page 2, p3 – 3.3).   
Issue estoppel applies in my favour.  
 

26. It is proven therefore, stating the obvious, that the statutory demand, comprising of the 
assigned investments £770,000 plus standard interest, cannot be disputed in any way, shape 
or form, which is why the principal offenders withheld all the evidence that proved it.   
 

27. Nugee, like all the fake judges involved in this case, is no judge, he has perverted the course of 
justice, not only because he is a proven fraudster, but also because he has been “got at” like 
you have been.    
 

28. The fact that there is no independence of the judiciary, and that the judges are offenders, 
does not alleviate the criminal offences that have been committed and then concealed by 
those racketeers purporting to be judges, including you.  
 

29. Statutory law makes the assignment effectual from 30th June 2015. That cannot be disputed.   
 

30. At tab_21, line 20 – 30, I recite from his order where Nugee then relied on his corrupted 
version of the assignment, which he made not absolute, to imply that the assignment was not 
effective.  That is called fraud by abuse of position and fraud by false representation.   
 

31. Nugee has dishonestly abused his position to make a gain for the offenders and to cause a 
very substantial loss to me, whilst perverting the course of justice.  It is proven beyond 
reasonable doubt that all the purported judges in this case are fraudsters and oath breaking, 
human rights abusers.  You, Mr Prince are the same.  

 

D. The actus reus of the offence of fraud by failing to disclose information (S4 Fraud 

Act 2006)  

32. At page 4, p 12 and at p 13(c), above, I recited the findings of Nugee where he found that the 
172 pages of witness evidence with the demand had been withheld.  
 

33. Nugee stated that:  

“in particular the connection agreement, which, in his submissions to me, he explained was 
the foundation of his argument that the project was, effectively, killed by Middlesbrough” 
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34. Nugee, by his own admission, knew that the 3-grid connection contracts were material in 
proving that Middlesbrough FC “killed the project”.    
 

35. I refer to the main index (INDEX-30-08-2021), tab_3, my detailed Part 1 Report.  
 

36. Page 10, part 4 (p1) through to page 11 (p5) refers to the three contracts that made up the 
entire “Connection Agreement” that were dishonestly withheld from the ex-parte hearing of 
9th January 2017.   
 

37. Part 4(p5) at page 11 refers to the fact that the fraudulent non-disclosure came in tandem 
with failure to disclose the fact that the Energy Supply Agreement was conditional upon my 
“satisfaction in full” of “entering into a connection agreement” that Middlesbrough FC 
refused.    
 

38. The fraudulent non-disclosure and the frauds by false representation are inextricably linked.  
 

39. The “Connection Offer” is conditional upon Middlesbrough FC taking ownership of their 
substations so that the connection for the turbine could be established.  
 

40. The “Connection Deed” is to ensure that for the duration of the Lease, Middlesbrough FC 
neither terminate nor tamper with the connection from the switchboard within their 
substation, to the turbine.  
 

41. The agreement: “EX-05-07-06 - Asset Sale MBC 200115 Cl” is the (unsigned) Middlesbrough FC 
/ Northern Powergrid agreement to facilitate the connection that they refused to sign.   
 

42. It is clear and obvious that disclosure of that material would have proven that Middlesbrough 
FC had “U-turned” and refused the connection, rendering the project entirely useless.      
 

43. Likewise, disclosure of the fact that the Energy Supply Agreement was conditional would have 
proven that £181,269.89 of the first claim, the unwarranted demand used to unlawfully forfeit 
when no money was owed was false.  It would further have been proven that the second 
claim in the sum of £541,308.89 and the third in the sum of £4,111,874.75 were all fraudulent.    
 

44. The bottom of page 2 of my report contains a plan showing the connection configuration.   
 

45. Page 4, part 1 (p1) of my report (tab_3) set out the purpose of the Option to Lease agreement 
and the subsequent Lease completed off the back of it:  
 
“The Developer intends to construct, connect to the Grid and operate a 90m high wind 
turbine at the Property” 
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46. Page 5 of my report, p6, through to p26 of page 7, evidenced that I was duped into 
completing the Lease off the back of the pre-agreed connection configuration.    
 

47. Page 6, p19 evidenced that it was the express requirement of the Distribution Network 
Operator that Middlesbrough FC took ownership of its substations so that the connection for 
the wind turbine could be established.    Northern Powergrid told them that no less then 5 
times during the option period from 15th June 1012, until 17th June 2013 when the Lease was 
completed.  
 

48. The dishonest non-disclosure during the ex-parte hearing of 9th January 2017, in tandem with 
Bloom’s false witness statement was all about the fact that they refused the connection they 
had jointly negotiated and agreed during the option period.  
 

49. Once the option was extended, for the purpose of securing that same and only connection, 
and once the Lease was completed, the collateral contract was affirmed.  
 

50. The dishonesty was in misleading the court into belief that Middlesbrough FC did not refuse 
the connection when disclosure would have proven that they did.  
 

51. The dishonesty entailed failing to disclose the assignment that originated the statutory 
demand, and then by Bloom lying about it in his witness statement, when, by then, he had the 
assignment in his possession 3 times over.  
 

52. The offenders withheld all the documentation referred to at page 10, p11, to conceal the fact 
that the delay from 25th September 2013 through until 23rd December 2014 when the issue 
was resolved, was a delay that was completely beyond my reasonable control (Force 
Majeure).     
 

53. It is proven beyond doubt (and found by Nugee on 5th February 2018) that Staunton twice lied 
about the operative provision in the Lease, because he knew it had effect, for the same reason 
as he admitted it did in the Energy Supply Agreement, on 9th January 2017.  (See: tab_21, page 
26, line 22 through to 30 – recited from Nugee’s order).  
 

54. Moving back to tab_21, I turn to page 30, line 32 and 33.  During the hearing Nugee said the 
injunction was continued because there is “doubt over the assignment and dispute 
over the claim”.    Nugee knew that statutory law makes the assignment valid from the date 
notice was given (30/06/2015) and he himself found that the claim could not be disputed.  
 

55. Now read page 31, line 10 through to line 7 of page 33.  
 

56. I will ask you again, Mr Prince, why do you think the principal offenders withheld the 54-page 
report from the ex-parte hearing of 23rd October 2020 knowing that the demand I issued is 
based on the investments I assigned from Parent Company back to me?  
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57. I move to tab_1 of the main index, my detailed skeleton dated 27th May 2021, turning to page 
3, reading p10.  That deals with the fact that any “invoicing & payment” for energy supply, 
was also linked to the same conditions precedent, was contractually prohibited.   
 

58. £181,269.89 of the unwarranted demand with menaces used to unlawfully forfeit the Lease 
(but not the Energy Supply Agreement), was invoices for energy supply.  
 

59. The remainder was for rent, wherein Force Majeure (owing to the delay beyond my 
reasonable control – See: tab_3, reading from page 2 – Part 3 & Part 4), when the first 
instalment of rent was not due until 17th September 2015.  
 

60. We move back to tab_1, my skeleton of 27th May 2021, turning to page 7, reading p32 
through to p43.     
 

61. The point I make, that you, or any lay person could determine, just by reading (because it is all 
proven beyond doubt), is that the primary argument is inextricably linked.   
 

62. The offenders could not defend the demand, founded by unlawful forfeiture of the Lease, so 
they dishonestly withheld 172 pages of witness evidence that proved instead.  
 

63. Their dishonest non-disclosure (in breach of their legal duty to disclose), came in tandem with 
Bloom’s knowingly false witness statement (perjury).  See tab_5, page 10, p73, reading to 
p104.  
 

64. I repeat, I think I need to:  It is proven beyond reasonable doubt that Bloom had the 
assignment in his possession on 30th June 2015, then on 3rd January 2017 (by email with the 
demand) and then on 6th January 2017 (by process server in hard copy with the demand).   
 

65. It is proven beyond doubt therefore that Bloom knew the statement he was making ex-parte 
on 8th January 2017 was false and once again, the dishonesty is around the assignment that 
was also withheld, which originated the statutory demand in the first instance.  
 

66. Swift, the criminal purporting to be head of the Administrative Court, concealed all that, 
because he too, like you, has been working under instruction of fellow racketeers within the 
Attorney General’s Office to prevent justice being served on fraudster lawyers.  Once again, I 
ask you, do you see the synergy?   
 

67. Tailing this part off, I recite the actus reus of the offence of fraud by failing to disclose 
information at tab_21, page 25 and I quote:  

“It is complete as soon as the Defendant fails to disclose information provided he was under a 
legal duty to do so, and that it was done with the necessary dishonest intent” 
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“There is no requirement that the failure to disclose must relate to "material" or "relevant 
"information, nor is there any de minimis provision”. 

“If a Defendant disclosed 90% of what he was under a legal duty to disclose but failed to 
disclose the (possibly unimportant) remaining 10%, the actus reus of the offence could be 
complete” 

68. The offenders failed to disclose 100% of what they were under a legal duty to disclose and on 
all four counts.   
 

69. Their dishonest non-disclosure in breach of their legal duty to disclose came in tandem with 
perjury, both on the part of Bloom’s witness statement and later, Stewart’s witness statement 
of 22nd October 2020 (also ex-parte).  
  

70. There are category A aggravating factors, the highest levels of harm and culpability and you, 
Mr Prince, sit there purporting to be a Crown Court judge, covering it all up, whilst seeking to 
prosecute me for “harassing the fraudsters”.   What are you thinking of exactly?  
 

71. Why do you think Currer evaded my private criminal prosecution?  
 

72. It is proven that Womble Bond Dickinson, Middlesbrough FC, Staunton and Ohrenstein are 
guilty of 4 counts of fraud by failing to disclose information during ex-parte injunction 
hearings, as they are of 5 counts of fraud by false representation.  
 

73. The offences were committed in conspiracy and over a protracted period of time by corrupt 
lawyers who owe a duty to the Court. That is also a category A aggravating factor.   
 

74. You and fellow racketeering criminals disguised as judges, acting under orders of the political 
kleptocracy, have perverted the course of justice, in conspiracy, to prevent justice being 
served.  That is also a category A aggravating factor.  
 

75.  I refer to tab_17, the PDF portfolio of tabulated exhibits 1 – 7, which is that application for 
trial of 28/10/2020 that Fancourt prevented from being tried.   (You need to download the 
PDF portfolio to view the tabulations – download it via the Dropbox link provided).    
 

76. The application for trial is at tab_1 of that tabulated PDF portfolio.   Tab_2 is my first witness 
statement with the application for trial dated 28th October 2020.   I titled it 28th August 2018 
to see if Fancourt would even pick up on that, but he did not, because he, like the rest of 
them, just evade everything.    Page 2 of tab_2 contains the active table of contents for ease in 
navigation.     
 

77. Page 17, p73(a) through to p73(p) lists the extent of the fraudulent non-disclosure during the 
ex-parte hearing of 23rd October 2020 (13-material exhibits).  
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E. Fancourt is factored in to defraud me of the indisputable demand and to make a 

false instrument restraint order to conceal fraud and criminal property 

78. Between 6th and 11th November 2020, Fancourt was factored in to conceal the 3rd and 4th 
counts of fraud by failing to disclose information ex-parte which occurred between 23rd 
October 2020 and 6th November 2020.     
 

79. Knowing of the significant fraudulent non-disclosure, Fancourt prevented my application for 
trial of 28th October 2020 from going ahead. 
 

80. Fancourt continued the injunction, knowing that it was founded once again by prolific 
fraudulent non-disclosure and by the offenders once again presenting an entirely false case, 
to assist the offenders in continuing to use the court to defraud, whilst preventing them from 
being prosecuted.   
 

81. On 10th November 2020, I made an application to recuse Fancourt, along with an application 
for a warrant for his arrest.   I served Fancourt with the warrant application and the recusal on 
the same day it was lodged with North Tyneside Magistrates.  
 

82. On 11th November 2020, knowing that he was conflicted after having defrauded me of the 
£1.17 million sum of the demand which is essentially the same as the first, that the offenders 
could not defend, Fancourt continued on his mission to defraud and pervert the course of 
justice.  
 

83. Fancourt, acting without jurisdiction affixed himself to the case he was being recused from, 
and in absence of dealing with the recusal, he maliciously and unjustly certified proven 
applications as “no more or less than bound to fail” to originate a false instrument General 
Civil Restraint Order (“GCRO”) to continue concealing the fraud and the criminal property I 
have been defrauded of.  
 

84. It is indisputable that no judge had jurisdiction to continue presiding over a case in absence of 
determination of the application that was issued to recuse him.  On that ground alone, the 
orders by Fancourt are void as ultra vires.  They were however, made by Fancourt, solely to 
pervert the course of justice and to defraud me of over £1.17 million.  
 

85. I refer to my witness statement with that application which is contained in INDEX-05-04 
(tab_8 of my main index).  That is the index of PDF portfolios evaded entirely by Swift and 
Andrews, the criminal offenders who were acting under orders in the Administrative Court to 
prevent justice being served on the principal offenders.  
 

86. Swift and Andrews relied heavily on the false instrument void GCRO to deprive me of my right 
to make the application of 5th April 2021, to have the principal offenders tried.    
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87. The intent of Swift and Andrews was precisely the same, to conceal the criminal offences and 
to steamroller ahead to create their without jurisdiction, void, section 42 of the Senior Courts 
Act 1981 order, to prevent me from prosecuting the offenders and to pervert the course of 
justice.      
 

88. You, Mr Prince have done precisely the same, knowing that the offending has been concealed 
in the inferior courts, both by the aptly named Fanning, who has been fannying around with 
the law and our justice system, and then by the other dishonest coward, Currer, who is 
connected with the principal offenders and closely resembles a remora fish, with inflated lips 
that look like he has been sucking on blunt instruments.  
 

89. Where do they find these pathologically dishonest quislings exactly?   I am asking you.  What 
gives you and these cretins the right to defraud and degrade the rule of law in the way you 
have done whilst purporting to administer it?     
 

F. The test for dishonesty respective of the false representations – Ivy v Genting 

Casinos (2017) UKSC 

90. At 14-10, page 2, line 40, we click on the link to the note of hearing of 9th January 2017.  This is 
the ex-parte hearing called on by Gill and Stewart of Womble Bond Dickinson for 
Middlesbrough FC, under instruction of Bloom, their former senior partner at Middlesbrough 
FC.   Staunton is their instructed counsel, the hearing is ex-parte.  
    

91. At page 1, (3) of that note of hearing, Staunton admitted that “For the purpose of the 
Energy Supply Agreement, Force Majeure has effect”.  It is proven beyond reasonable 
doubt therefore that on 9th January 2017, they all knew that no claims could be established, 
because Force Majeure absolves any requirement to pay.  That is one ground, but it is not the 
only one.   
 

92. At (2) Staunton lied about the operative provision of Force Majeure in the Lease (Schedule 5 – 
Agreements & Declarations, clause 6), because he knew it also had effect. It is proven beyond 
doubt that by 9th January 2017, the offenders, including Hannon, all knew that no claim could 
possibly be established, on that additional ground.   
 

93. £181,268.89 of the unwarranted demand of 25th June 2015 which they transformed into the 
first of 4 counts of fraud by false representation was for energy supply they prevented from 
being supplied.     
 

94. The remaining £75,000 was for rent, when the first instalment was not payable until 17th 
September 2015.   
 

95. They refused the connection (an act of Force Majeure) from 7th February 2015 and unlawfully 
forfeited on 19th August 2015.  It is not complicated.  
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96. At page 1 (14-10), line 23, tab_06 is the email chain to Campbell of Hannon’s office. The email 
at page 1 is the response from Campbell, the purported “Insolvency Examiner” dated 
26/01/2017 at 14.36PM.    
 

97. Referring back to 14-10, page 1, line 25, reading to line 25 of page 2, is self-explanatory.   
 

98. Campbell and Hannon knew that the claims were false, because they too had that admission 
from Staunton also in their possession on 9th January 2017, but moreover, because the email 
they responded to, told them precisely that.     
 

99. Read page 2 through to the end of page 4 of tab_06, the email that Campbell responded to.    
You will find that page 3, (2) through to the end of page 4, makes the position absolutely 
incontrovertible.    
 

100. To make it absolutely clear, once again, it is necessary, any “Entitlement to agreed 
output” (agreement by me to supply any power whatsoever) is conditional upon my 
“satisfaction in full of” entering into the connection agreement (which Middlesbrough FC 
refused) and commissioning of the wind turbine (connection of the capital equipment to the 
grid so that it is first capable of commercial operation).   This is the blatant fraud that has been 
concealed by the criminals in Chancery (and by Swift and Andrews), who make a mockery of 
the principle of justice and the law.    As I said, a schoolkid could determine it.  
 

101. Would the actions of the offenders be considered dishonest in the opinion of the 
ordinary, honest, informed observer?    Clearly the answer is absolutely, because:  
 
(a) They all knew that Middlesbrough FC refused the connection, rendering the wind turbine 
project useless:  
 
(b) They all knew that in order to operate, the turbine needs a connection:  
 
(c) They all knew that the purpose of the option agreement and the subsequent lease was for 
me to “construct, connect to the grid and operate the turbine”:  
 
(d) They all knew that the Energy Supply Agreement was conditional;  
 
(e) On 9th January 2017, their own instructed counsel admitted that Force Majeure has effect, 
because he knew they refused the connection and likewise, it is for that reason he lied and 
denied that there was an operative provision of Force Majeure in the Lease, because he knew 
it had effect for the same reason, because:  
 
(f) Even if Middlesbrough FC did not refuse the connection that they themselves jointly 
negotiated and agreed during the option period, when it was an option, if either party became 
aggrieved, to negate without financial commitment:  
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(g) The first instalment of rent (£15,000) did not fall due until 17th September 2015.  These 
people call themselves lawyers (and judges), but any lay person could determine that the 
claims are all blatantly false.   
 
(h) On 9th January 2017, Staunton, their own instructed counsel admitted that himself and 
therefore they all knew what they were doing was dishonest, which is why Hannon, Campbell 
and Beale first accepted the fraudulent £4.1 million claim, and secondly, why it was retained, 
so that Hannon could dissolve the Company to prevent justice being served on Middlesbrough 
FC and to defraud me of the multi-million pound claim, proven by unlawful forfeiture of the 
Lease.  
 

102. The point I make, is that the offence of fraud by false representation is proven on all 
counts, to the criminal standard. The correct test is applied, the actus reus of the offences, 
committed in conspiracy is complete.  
 

G. The directions of 24/08/2021 you evaded and the offences Hannon has committed 

on 9 counts under the Insolvency Act 1986 

103. I refer to tab_44, the directions you evaded.  You knew that the directions prove 
beyond doubt 9 counts of those offences under the Insolvency Act 1986, which is why you 
sought to conceal and failed to provide the directions.  
 

104. Tab_45 is the concise exhibit I referred to in tab_44 to prove Hannon’s offending.  
 

105. I refer to the Prospect Law letter of claim served on Hannon dated 18/08/2017.  I paid 
£10,000 to Edmund Robb of counsel to prepare and serve that letter of claim on Hannon.     
 

106. When it came to court, Registrar Jones, the parasite oath breaking criminal, perverted 
the course of justice and sustained the fraudulent £4.1 million claim to defraud me of the 
asset, the proven multi-million-pound damages claim that was to be paid as a dividend to 
creditors pursuant to rule 14.25(5) of the Insolvency Rules 2016.   
 

107. When did Baister, the corrupt Chief Registrar, set off the fraudulent £256,269.89 claim 
against the multi-million pound claim that Empowering Wind MFC Ltd has against 
Middlesbrough FC pursuant to rule 14.25(1) of the Insolvency Rules 2016?    
 

108. I will tell you right now, he did not, because he, like the rest of this cabal of racketeers, 
is a lawless, absolutely corrupt, oath breaking parasite who abuses his position to defraud 
creditors to assist fellow racketeers (Womble Bond Dickinson, Middlesborugh FC, Staunton, 
Ohrenstein / corrupt lawyers and insolvency practitioners) in furthering their frauds through 
the court.   
 

109. I turn to page 21 of tab_44,, page 1 of the Prospect Law letter of claim.  
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110. Page 1, p3(ii) of the Prospect Law letter refers to the obvious defence to the claim, 
namely, that it is a fraud and no such claim could possibly be established.  P3(iii) refers to the 
claim in set off.  Both of which are substantial grounds from which Hannon, who purports to 
occupy a fiduciary duty to creditors, was to have wholly rejected the fraudulent proof of debt.   
   

111. Hannon, knowing that the claim is fraudulent, kept it there to defraud creditors of the 
multi-million-pound claim and the utterly dishonest, lawless, oath breaking criminals in 
Chancery, assisted him and then conspired to pervert the course of justice, to prevent him 
being prosecuted for fraud by abuse of position.    What a coincidence, and as it is that 
Fanning and Currer did also.  It is all pre-meditated conspiracy to defraud and to pervert the 
course of justice and now you have jumped on the bandwagon to continue it. What a surprise.  
 

112. At the top of page 2, Hannon was asked to disclaim the conditional Energy Supply 
Agreement which supported over £4 million of the fraudulent claim for energy supply when 
there was no “Entitlement to agreed output” (agreement to supply power).  
 

113. Hannon, acting dishonestly, refused to disclaim the onerous Energy Supply Agreement 
which presented only downside to the general body of creditors he purported to act in the 
interests of, because doing so would have the same effect as removing the £4.1 million 
fraudulent claim.    
 

114. Either removing the fraudulent claim or disclaiming the Energy Supply Agreement 
would enable my fellow creditors and I to remove the offender, Hannon, as liquidator, and to 
replace him with Mr Parkman, a licensed insolvency practitioner I had already engaged with, 
who on pre-agreed terms, had agreed to assign the proven damages claim to me.      
 

115. That is what Hannon, Jones, Pelling, Nugee, Arnold, Vos and the other conspirators 
purporting to be judges, wanted to prevent happening, because they are all part of the fraud.  
That too is a proven fact.  It is for that reason that they too sustained the fraudulent claim.  
 

116. At page 23, p16, Hannon was once again told the obvious “MFC’s alleged claims are 
not due”.  
 

117. At page 26, p42, Hannon was told that “The final break-down of the project, which 
prevented commissioning and a Start Date pursuant to the ESA, was caused by MFC, 
rather than by EWMFC or a third party”. 
 

118. The “Start Date” is the date in which the conditions precedent in clause 2 of the ESA 
are satisfied.   They all knew, I could get no satisfaction of the connection agreement they 
refused, just as they did that a wind turbine needs a connection to operate.    
 

119. At page 27, p44, as per the notice I served Middlesbrough FC and their “Womble 
Solicitor” white-collar criminals you are working for, I elected to treat the ESA as terminated.  
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The agreement had no legal effect, notwithstanding the fact that the conditions precedent 
were not fulfilled.   
 

120. Even in light of those circumstances, Hannon continued to retain the fraudulent £4.1 
million proof of debt to defraud my fellow creditors and I, whilst the corrupt Chancery 
purported judges did the same, with Vos, the Jewish freemason, now head of civil justice, was 
the biggest culprit.     
 

121. They defraud and pervert the course of justice, following orders, then they get 
promoted.  Bribery at the expense of the taxpayer and the public interest.  Justice, fairness, 
law and impartiality does not figure in the equation.   
 

122. Their masonic oath conflicts substantially with the oath of judicial office.  
 

123. Page 27, p45 through to p54 denotes the duty of the liquidator to disclaim onerous 
property and sets out the case and what Hannon is asked to do in the interests of creditors. 
Hannon did nothing other than fraudulently abuse his position, retaining the knowingly false 
claim to defraud my fellow creditors and I of the proven damages claim.  
 

124. Page 29, p55 through to p63 sets out the quantum of claim of the claim that is to be 
realised as a dividend to creditors pursuant to rule 14.25(5) of the Insolvency Rules 2016.   
 

125. The quantum of claim, (less aggravated damages and a 50% loss of chance quantum in 
successfully completing at least one other project) is £9,231,096.   
 

126. The claim my fellow creditors and I have been defrauded of is criminal property as in 
section 340 of PoCA 2002.   
 

127. The Crown Court has exclusive jurisdiction to deal with the offences of section 327(1) 
and 328(1) of PoCA 2002 and to make the confiscation order.   It is clear however, that you, 
acting in abuse of your position, seek not only to pervert the course of justice, but to continue 
concealing the millions in criminal property I have been defrauded of.  
 

128. Rather than acting lawfully, to administer criminal law and justice, your focus is on 
furthering two orders made by a criminal, Currer, who has perverted the course of justice, 
when you know full well that no evidence was ever served.   
 

129. When did Hannon, Bloom of Middlesbrough FC (formerly of Womble Bond Dickinson) 
and Womble Bond Dickinson report the proceeds of crime they have defrauded me of to the 
National Crime Agency?     
 

130. You know the answer to that as well as I do, therefore it is proven beyond reasonable 
doubt they have committed the standalone indictable offence: s.328(1) of PoCA 2002.  
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H. Legal / statutory duties and functions of a liquidator  

131. A liquidator is the officer appointed when a company goes into liquidation who has 
responsibility (a fiduciary duty) in collecting in all of the assets of the company and settling all 
claims against the company, before putting it into dissolution. 
 

132. Liquidators have a duty to act in the interests of creditors and contributories generally 
and as such must exercise a high standard of care and skill. They must always act impartially 
and independently. 
 

133. A liquidator has a duty to creditors, in addition to his/her duty to the company, to not 
act in such a way whereby a breach of that duty might cause creditors some loss. 
 

134. In Re Windsor Steam Coal Co [1929] 1 Ch 151 it was said that: “The liquidator’s 
misfeasance may consist of negligence in admitting to proof claims against the 
insolvent estate without making proper inquiry”. 
 
“Where the conduct complained of relates to a decision made on a proof of debt, the 
court will take account of the duties imposed upon an office-holder to investigate the 
proof”.  
 
“It has long been the law that an office-holder is under a duty to examine every proof 
and consider the validity of the debt which is sought to be proved”: Re Home and Colonial 
Insurance Co [1930] 1 Ch 102.  
 
“He should require satisfactory evidence that the debt on which the proof is founded is 
a real debt”: Re Fraser, ex parte Central Bank of London [1892] 2 QB 633, CA. “And the 
obligation is not negated even where the proof is based on a judgment”: Re Van Laun, ex 
p Chatterton [1907] 2 KB 23, CA“ 
 

135. Accepting a knowingly fraudulent proof of debt exceeding £4.1 million and sustaining 
it, even after being provided a court judgment proving that the claim is false, is, a dishonest 
abuse of position.  All the resulting loss is criminal property.  
 

136. Tab_3 of my index, page 27, part 9(p1) through to p30 of page 32 deals in detail with 
Hannon’s prolific dishonest abuse of position where he has misrepresented the law whilst 
lying about the proofs of debt that were in his possession he is under a continuing legal duty 
to have disclosed.   
 

137. Page 28, p4, refers to tab_AH1, Hannon’s Official Receiver’s statutory report to court 
dated 15th December 2017.  P5 refers to tab_26, which is my line numbered 8-page 
submission proving that Hannon is guilty of s.5 perjury and fraud by failing to disclose 
information on 2 counts.   
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138. Once again, I know you have spoliated the evidence (deliberately and recklessly 
disregarded to pervert the course of justice).    If you had not, all the offenders would have 
been arrested by now. 
 

139. You, Mr Prince are replicating what Fanning and Currer did, which is also why you fail 
to recuse yourself, knowing you are conflicted and which is why you won’t transfer the case to 
St Albans as I applied for you to do.    
 

140. What use is a judge that deliberately conceals criminal offences and the evidence to 
prove those offences?   Answer that question.  That is precisely what you are doing and same 
is proven beyond reasonable doubt.    
 

141. You seek to make justice selective, as the satanic, politically controlled, oath breaking 
criminal offenders in the civil court, as well as Fanning and Currer have done.   
  

142. You are all the same, deceitful terrorists and enemies of the people who deface the 
rule of law and provide impunity to fellow racketeering criminals whilst defrauding their 
victims of their assets and rights in the name of law and “justice” when, because of you, there 
is none.  You are the lowest of the low.  That too is a fact.   
 

143. I am still waiting for answers I requested in the form of indictment I served on you as 
to why you said the Crown Court has no jurisdiction to deal with the indictable and indictable 
only offences committed by Womble Bond Dickinson and their conspirers.    
 

I. My application to transfer this prosecution to St Albans Crown Court 

144. I refer my directions application of Tuesday 8th June 2021:  EX-PM-15-06-2021 (“15-
06”).   
 

145. It was that submission which Rory confirmed (on a recorded call) that you were 
providing directions on.    
 

146. I applied to transfer out of circuit, knowing of the collusion within North Tyneside / 
Newcastle.  All are conflicted and working for the offenders. Certain individuals within the CPS 
and Currer are personal acquaintances of those at Womble Bond Dickinson.  
 

147. At page 1 of 15-06 it was confirmed that you had read all the emails and attachments 
by 15/06/2021 and at line 7 – 10, you implied that I had no case in the court and told court 
staff not to deal with me.    
 

148. This was the first attempt by you to evade what you have continued to evade ever 
since.  
 

CASE FILE: Page 1005 PDF Page: 842

http://uk01.co.uk/secure/newcastle-1/EX-PM-15-06-2021.pdf
http://uk01.co.uk/secure/newcastle-1/EX-PM-15-06-2021.pdf


19 
 

149. I refer to: EX-PM-20-06-2021 (“20-06”).  All those emails referred to the appeal (set 
aside void orders) and, moreover, the indictable offences that have been concealed by the 
corruptors in North Tyneside Magistrates, including Currer.  
 

150. At page 1, linked at line 6 (20-06), there is the audio recording between Rory and I of 
08/06/2021 at 11.47AM GMT.    Listen to the recording (3 mins 37 seconds).  
 

151. At 0.50 seconds into the call, I said “can you please tell me what’s going on?”.  The 
reply is transcribed at page 1, line 21 – 24.  Now read page 2, line 3 – 6.  
 

152. During the call I referred to the email chain dated 26/05/2021 at 03.37AM GMT. (See: 
15-06, page 3, line 19).     
 

153. On 08/06/2021 Rory confirmed that the directions application to transfer to St Albans 
was being considered by you, Mr Prince.    
 

154. All of those emails were forwarded by Rory to you.  In reading them, you knew that 
there was an appeal in Newcastle Crown Court and long prior to 8th June 2021.   
 

155. On 26th May 2021 you had the appeal notice and the tabulated PDF portfolio entitled: 
APPEAL-BUNDLE-PM in your possession.   
 

156. You were considering my directions to transfer the case to St Albans within the appeal 
between 26th May – 15th June 2021 but you wanted to keep it in your jurisdiction because you 
are acting under orders of the Attorney General’s Office to prevent justice being served on the 
offenders.  
 

157. It is for this reason both you, and the CPS have behaved in the way you have done.     
 

158. I want one order from you, it is the only order you have jurisdiction to make, and that 
is, to declare the prosecution against me as void and to set aside the two void orders made by 
Currer, and then to transfer this prosecution to St Albans Crown Court for trial of the 
indictable only offences by judge and jury.   

 

J. The corrupt CPS who are also working under instruction of the Attorney General’s 

Office 

159. We come on to the transcript of the recorded call I had with Palmer of the CPS, the 
corrupt liar and cheat who has been doing what all have been, making the rule of law, and 
administration of justice, selective, whilst providing impunity to criminals purporting to be 
lawyers.  
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160. I refer to:  Transcript_27_08_2021_Palmer_Millinder: the transcript of the call 
between Palmer and I of 27/08/2021 at 10.08AM GMT.     
 

161. Of course, Palmer did know that my emails were being incercepted by the AGO, he set 
it up.   Palmer then denied (on tape) any knowledge of it, later “U-turning” by stating “I 
cannot confirm or deny that your emails are being intercepted by the AGO”.   I have the 
evidence to prove it.  
 

162. I have highlighted the passages of the transcript as I refer to them herein:  
 

163. Page 1, line 9 – 17. The pathetic excuse applied by the CPS is that “police need to 
investigate”.     
 

164. Grade 3 criminal counsel has looked at my submissions and evidence, commenting 
that “this has been put together to an exceptionally high standard and the relevant 
tests are well established”.   
 

165. My firm is a professional investigation agency dealing with complex fraud and white-
collar crime.  We have investigatory expertise that far exceeds the any corrupt, common 
purpose police force.   The case is trial ready, both you and they know that as well as I do.  All 
you can do is concoct stories to evade the evidence, the PTQs and the order I requested from 
you being the prime example.   
 

166. At page 2, line 5 – line 16 of that transcript, I refer to the 9 counts of the criminal 
offences Hannon has committed under the Insolvency Act 1986 which overlap with the 
serious indictable only offence of conspiracy to defraud, perversion of the course of justice 
and 2 counts of fraud by abuse of position.      

 

K. The comparative case: Huhne, Briscoe, Pryce – Only Briscoe was not in judicial office 

at the time 

167. I correctly liken the fairly trivial Insolvency Act offences that Hannon has committed, to 
the originating driving points offence in the Huhne, Briscoe and Pryce case, where all were 
jailed for perverting the course of justice.     
 

168. I referred to the position in concise detail, both in the directions of 24th August 2021 
that you evaded to prevent Hannon from being prosecuted (tab_44, page 2, p7 – p40). 
 

169. I also referred succinctly to the comparative case at tab_2, my second skeleton lodged 
with the quislings in the Court of Appeal, where many of the corruptors have been promoted 
to by the corrupt establishment after following their orders.    
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170. It’s a form of bribery, at the expense of the taxpayer, when all need to be jailed.  
Instead, under this kleptocracy, they get promoted.  
 

171. I refer to page 1 of tab_2 (my skeleton for the Court of Appeal), reading p1, through to 
p33 of page 5.   As you do know, the offence of perverting the course of justice is complete 
when proceedings have started and one prevents justice being served on themselves or on 
others.    
 

172. Conspiracy to pervert the course of justice is an indictable only offence, as is 
conspiracy to defraud.   The actus reus is complete when two-or more engage in a scheme to 
prevent justice being served on themselves, or others, or in the latter, when two or more 
conspire to defraud.  
 

173. We move back to that transcript of the call between Palmer and I 
(Transcript_27_08_2021_Palmer_Millinder). At page 2, line 24, Palmer “U-turns” when I 
asked him “what needs investigating exactly”.   
 

174. His first excuse at page 1, line 12, was that “it needs investigating”.  Palmer then says 
“I’m not getting into that Mr Millinder”.  Palmer knew the correct position as well as you 
and I do.  
 

175. At page 3, line 11 – 12, Palmer relies on Fanning, the criminal offender who has 
perverted the course of justice to prevent Hannon and Staunton from being prosecuted.   
 

176. Tab_36 of my bundle is the letter to you of 12/07/2021. Page 6, p5.3 refers to the 
email of 24/05/2021.  It is obvious that neither you, nor he studied that.  
 

177. Swift, the offender in the Administrative Court, accused me, because he was 
perverting the course of justice, knowing that the email proved that Fanning had never even 
considered any evidence whatsoever.    His part of the conspiracy was to swiftly dispose of it, 
to conceal the offending and to make the false instrument restraint order to endure the 
offending was permanently concealed, at least that was his intention.  
 

178. The liar and cheat within the Government Legal Department, Suheera Abdulkadir, then 
replicated Fanning’s void order 7 times, to imply that he had refused applications 7-times over 
when his first order was void, and there was only 2 void orders by Fanning.  She did that to 
assist the freemason criminal, Ellis QC MP, another Jewish freemason who is intimately 
connected with Buckland, to make the false instrument “all proceedings restraint order” to 
further pervert the course of justice.     
 

179. Tab_AA, referred to in that email of 24/05/2021, page 3, contains the 5 emails return 
reports. The 5th contained the application for the summonses, and the rest contained all the 
evidence and submissions that Fanning evaded.  
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180. Fanning was instructed by Buckland, who was then Solicitor General, to prevent justice 
being served on the offenders.   
 

181. Buckland is personally connected with Bloom of Middlesbrough FC, the former senior 
partner of Womble Bond Dickinson, a fellow Jewish freemason.  Is it any coincidence that all 
the purported “judges” who have engaged in this conspiracy are all Jewish freemasons?  I 
think not.  

182. It is evidenced that the 5 emails to Kirklees Magistrates Court were “deleted without 
being read” on 17/10/2019, just one-day after I threatened to prosecute Fanning and Daley, 
the legal advisor, for perverting the course of justice.  
 

183. The point being, is that had any of those emails ever been opened once prior to the 
rigged hearing by Fanning on 22nd November 2018, the email returns to my sophisticated 
tracing system would not have come back “not read”.    
 

184. It is proven beyond reasonable doubt that Fanning did not even read any of the 
prosecution evidence.   Fanning perverted the course of justice, his orders are void.  However, 
the criminal offences, indictable only offences are proven to the criminal standard, and you 
know that, or you should do.  
 

185. It is proven beyond doubt that Currer also evaded all the applications for warrants for 
the indictable only offences committed in conspiracy.   The entire system is a fraud, most of 
the judges are useless, dishonest, oath breaking criminal racketeers.   
 

186. You, and the rest of these oath breaking quislings are nothing but puppets controlled 
by the political kleptocracy there only to terrorise innocent parties in the name of justice, 
whilst preventing justice being served on fellow racketeers who use the courts to defraud, or 
as is the case here, to make further gains founded by their principal frauds.    
 

L. Private criminal prosecutions falling within the exclusive Special Jurisdiction of the 

Chief Magistrate 

187. Also at page 3 of tab_AA, I exhibit the tracing returns for the emails I sent containing 
the private criminal prosecution to Westminster Magistrates Court.    
 

188. You do know that Currer, nor Fanning, had any jurisdiction to deal with the 
applications that deal with corrupt public (and judicial) officials.  The applications fall 
exclusively within the jurisdiction of the Chief Magistrate / Senior District Judge.   She resides 
at Westminster.  
 

189. Note, at no time did either Fanning or Currer seek to refer the applications to 
Westminster.   When I did, not knowing the emails were traced, the results are displayed at 
email no.6 down of page 3, through to the top of page 5.  

CASE FILE: Page 1009 PDF Page: 846

https://intelligenceuk.com/buckland_article_12_05_2021/Tab_AA---Exhibit_Buckland_21_09_2020_PM_VF.pdf


23 
 

190. All 12 emails containing my ex-parte applications for warrants of arrest were “deleted 
without being read”, by Westminster Magistrates Court.   Is that a co-incidence?  Or, is it 
categoric proof that the courts have been “got at” like you have by the criminals in central 
government?  
 

191. I refer to the crim-practice-directions-XIII-listing-2015, turning to page 21 of the 
criminal practice directions.   P5(vii) is “corruption of public officials”.    
 

192. Hannon, the Official Receiver of London is a corrupt public official, as are all the 
purported judges involved in this case, and as is Buckland.  The prosecution falls in the 
exclusive jurisdiction of the Chief Magistrate or Senior District Judge.  
 

193. Neither Fanning, nor Currer had jurisdiction to have made any order, nor to have tried 
the case (not that they did anyway), but yet it was the void, without jurisdiction, ultra vires 
orders of Fanning that the corruptors in the Administrative Court (and the Attorney General) 
relied on to originate their void “all proceedings restraint order” to prevent justice being 
served on the principal offenders.  

 

M. The fraudulent £25k petition debt and the cross claim that extinguished it 

146. Earth Energy Investments LLP was wound up for a £25k alleged “debt” that never even 
existed.    The purported “debt” was founded by what is the most prolific case of fraud by 
failing to disclose information (s.3 Fraud Act 2006), committed by lawyers in the history of UK 
law.    
 

147. On 5th February 2018, the purported £25k debt was extinguished by over 26.6 times, 
yet 4-days later, Gill presented a petition for that £25k.  
 

148. The cross claim, the indisputable sum of the statutory demand by Earth Energy 
Investments LLP in the sum of £530,000 plus standard interest from the date notice of the 
assignment was given (30th June 2015), did in fact do precisely what Staunton (Middlesbrough 
FC’s barrister) admitted it did, on 11th April 2018, but also on 5th February 2018, when 
Staunton admitted (on the transcript) that:  
 
“What’s assigned are the investments, the £200,000”  
 

149. At tab_2, my second skeleton, page 8, p55, I refer to the admission by Staunton (from 
the transcript of the hearing before Briggs on 11/04/2018) that:     
 
MR STAUNTON: “and paras.17 to 24. So there’s a cross claim which extinguishes the 
liability to pay £25,000” 
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150. What is also missing, or should I say, what has also been covered up, entirely, is the 
fact that on 28th March 2018, the purported “petition debt” of £25k that was firstly founded 
by fraud, but secondly, was extinguished by the cross claim by 26.6 times.  
 

151. On 21st March 2018 it was ordered by Nugee J that Earth Energy’s application of 
01/03/2018 to set aside the purported “consent order” (when there was no consent).   
 

152. On 28th March 2018, when Staunton lied to ICCJ Barber (See: tab_Z6, page 10 line 4 – 
line 38), the application to set aside the “consent order” had not been heard.  
 

153. On 11th April 2018 when Staunton himself admitted that “there’s a cross claim which 
extinguishes the liability to pay £25,000, that application to set aside the consent order 
founded by fraud, had still not been heard.  
 

154. The position conveyed in respect of the insolvency court’s duty of inquiry (See: tab_2, 
page 8, p55 – p62).  The authority I recited in Atay applies and synergises perfectly with the 
consent order, when there is no consent.   
 

155. It was in fact, the failure to disclose the Penningtons Manches LLP letter dated 11th 
January 2017 that misled the court into belief there was consent, when had disclosure been 
made, it would have bene discovered there was never any genuine consent.  Likewise, the 
“shopping list” of material exhibits withheld from the ex-parte hearing of 9th January 2017 
would also have been discovered and no judge would have continued the injunction.   The 
Livesey principle applies.  
 

156. This is a typical example as to how the criminal racketeering enterprise uses insolvency 
not only to defraud creditors, but also to pervert the course of justice.    
 

157. Of course, an alleged debt, that is subject to challenge by order of a High Court Judge, 
is not, and cannot possibly a petition debt, but yet here, they made it so.  
 

158. If what the principal offenders and the purported judges that have been supporting 
them had done was legal, there would be no litigation, for the opposing litigant would just 
create a fictitious petition debt, withhold all the evidence, and wind up their opposition like 
they have done.  
 

159. The fact is that there never was a petition debt, or any debt owed to Middlesbrough 
FC whatsoever, not a single penny.     
 

160. The abuse of process winding up order was founded by Staunton’s perjury and fraud 
by false representation.     

CASE FILE: Page 1011 PDF Page: 848

http://uk01.co.uk/secure/EX-PM-01/Tab_Z6---SUBMISSION-04-03-2021.pdf
https://uk01.co.uk/secure/EX-PM-01/Tab_2.pdf


25 
 

161. The application to set aside the purported consent order, when there was no consent,  
was not listed until June 2018, when Pelling, the corrupt “executioner” who is connected with 
the offenders, was factored in to come to their rescue, fabricating the “TWM” certifications 
and creating the false instrument ECRO to prevent justice being served on his conspirers.  
 

162. When did Pelling exercise the duty of inquiry referred to in Barclays Bank v Atay [2015] 
EWHC 3198 (Ch);[2016] B.P.I.R. 12?  
 

163. On 18th March 2018, I assigned the investment I made in Empowering Wind MFC Ltd 
back to me, knowing that the offenders and the purported judges who were assisting them, 
were using insolvency to defraud, just as they had done by retaining the £4.1 million 
fraudulent claim against Empowering Wind MFC Ltd.   
 

164. There never was a petition debt, the petition is a nullity and the order based upon the 
nullity petition, and all orders thereafter, are void ab initio.   It was all part of the fraud.  
 

165. None of that was ever tried. 
 

166. The point being is that the position was identical on 23rd October 2020, when the 
offenders once again dishonestly withheld 13 material exhibits (including the 54-page report – 
tab_Z9) to defraud me of the same claim of the statutory demand, because it cannot be 
disputed.      
 

N.  Summary and conclusions  

1. On 5th February 2018 Nugee J had found that Middlesbrough FC had unlawfully forfeited the 
Lease. Therefore, the claim founded by unlawful forfeiture is a substantial asset.  (See: 
tab_38, page 2, p3 through to p3.5).     
 

2. The claim, a “thing in action” is defined at section 340(9)(c) of PoCA 2002 and the 
indisputable £1.2 million demand I have been defrauded of by Fancourt, fits the definition at 
section340(9)(b).   
 

3. My fellow creditors and I, of Empowering Wind MFC Ltd, have been defrauded of the claim, by 
Hannon (Official Receiver as liquidator), Womble Bond Dickinson, Middlesbrough FC and 
Staunton, who made and used the £4.1 million fraudulent proof of debt to prevent my fellow 
creditors and I from calling a meeting to replace Hannon.    
 

4. The fraud by false representation, s.2 of the Fraud Act 2006 was made to make a gain and to 
cause a loss to my fellow creditors and I, when I was otherwise requisite majority creditor.     
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5. The proof of debt form (14.4 proof of debt form) that Gill used to make out the fraud by false 
representation in the sum exceeding £4.1 million against Empowering Wind MFC Ltd on 2nd 
February 2017 contains a penal notice on it.  I quote:  
 
“The information you provide in your completed proof of debt must be true and 
accurate to the best of your information, knowledge and belief. If you fail to do so, 
you may be committing a criminal offence for which you could be prosecuted” 

6. The proof of debt claim is the 4th count of fraud by false representation, originating from the 
unwarranted demand with menaces in the sum of £256,269.89 used to unlawfully forfeit the 
Lease.   

Incontrovertibly, it is proven beyond reasonable doubt that:  

I. Neither I, nor my companies ever owed Middlesbrough FC a single penny and that they 
unlawfully forfeited the Lease.  
 

II. All the claims they made in insolvency proceedings, including the £25k are false / fraudulent.  
 

III. Issue estoppel applies to the finding in my favour, and it was ultra vires for any judge of the 
same court to go on to certify the proven case as no more or less than bound to fail to assist 
the offenders.   Hence, all 3 false instrument civil restraint orders were part of the protracted 
conspiracy to defraud by criminals purporting to be judges.  
 

IV. The claim, exceeding £18.7 million, quantified with a high degree of certainty based on the 
guaranteed 20-year OFGEM Feed in Tariff payments is proceeds of crime.  
 

V. The claim is a substantial asset my fellow creditors and I have been defrauded of.    (See: the 
quantum in the tabulated PDF portfolio: BUNDLE-B – must be downloaded to view).    
 

VI. The claim was issued and served, but after telling me he had no jurisdiction to hear it, and 
that “ the claim must be heard by the Chancellor”, Richard Arnold, another Jewish freemason 
who was then High Court Judge and now prompted by Buckland to a Lord Justice of Appeal, 
“automatically stuck out the claim (See: Sealed_Claim_01_11_2018 ) that I paid £10,000 for, 
just a few days prior to the hearing before Vos.     
 

VII. Arnold knew the claim was proven, so he struck it out using the façade of the void, false 
instrument ECRO to continue defrauding me in the name of justice.     
 

VIII. The application that came before Vos with the claim, asked him to exercise the Insolvency 
Court’s duty of inquiry and to remove the £4.1 million fraudulent claim.  
 

IX. Vos then concealed it, stating that the £256,269.89 fraudulent claim was a “quantified claim 
for rent” when the application notice itself referred to the fact that Nugee had already found 
that the claim was false.    
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X. Vos, another Jewish freemason colluding, oath breaking criminal offender, now made head of 

civil justice for following his orders, knew, as anyone who was not entirely insane would do, 
that the claim in the sum of £256,269.89 comprised of £181,269.89 for energy supply that 
Middlesbrough FC and their conspirators prevented from being supplied, and £75k for rent, 
when the first instalment (£15k) was not payable until 17th September 2015.    

Conclusion:  

I reiterate, even if Middlesbrough FC did not refuse the connection, rendering the project entirely 
useless, they still unlawfully forfeited the Lease.     

Lead questions:  

A.  How well quantified is the £256,269.89 claim that Vos concealed, stating it was a “quantified claim 
for rent?   

B.  How well quantified is the £541,308.89 claim made just 20-days later?   

C. How well quantified is the claim for £4,111,874.75 made by Gill of Womble Bond Dickinson, just 
24-days after the hearing he called on wherein his own instructed counsel said; 

“for the purpose of the Energy Supply Agreement, Force Majeure has effect”?   

D. What about the fact that the ESA is conditional upon my satisfaction in full, of “entering into a 
connection agreement” that Middlesbrough FC refused?  

You all just make justice selective, only trying what suits your sinister motives and concealing 
everything else.  That is what the criminals in the civil court have done and you, Fanning and Currer 
have done precisely the same.  Is that a co-incidence?  

167. On 10th November 2020, I served Fancourt with the application for a warrant for his 
arrest, for fraudulently abusing his position, defrauding me of over £1.2 million, plus £45k 
costs he awarded to the fraudsters he was working for.    
 

168. On the same day, the application to recuse Fancourt (because he is a fraudster and a 
criminal) was made and issued.    

169. One day later, without jurisdiction and in absence of hearing the recusal, Fancourt 
conjured up yet another false instrument, this time in the form of a GCRO.  
 

170. Of course, it is indisputable that no judge had jurisdiction to continue presiding over a 
case of which he is being recused without first hearing the recusal.   
 

171. It is indisputable that the orders he made on 11th November 2020 are void as ultra 
vires. There is no real order of the court.  
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172. Swift, in the Administrative Court, relied heavily on the void GCRO as an excuse to 
continue perverting the course of justice, by evading the application I made for trial of the 
issues that have been covered up, on 6th April 2021.  
 

173. The result is that, quite obviously, nothing has never been tried, but moreover, it does 
not need to be, because the entire case is proven from start to finish, to the criminal standard, 
on all counts.  
  

174. What about the application of rule 14.25(1) and rule 14.25(5) of the Insolvency Rules 
2016?  
 

175. When did any  of these white-collar criminals purporting to be judges exercise the 
insolvency court’s duty of inquiry set out at ground 3 of my Grounds of Appeal?    
 

176. The rest of my submissions in my index at tab_2, tab_3, tab_4, tab_5, tab_6, tab_7, 
tab_10,  tab_18, tab_21, tab_23, tab_34, tab_35, tab_36, tab_37, tab_38, tab_41, tab_43, 
tab_44 & 45,  prove the case and all the offences, to the criminal standard.  
 

177. What is the point in even submitting anything to courts when the judges are utterly 
corrupt, nothing ever gets considered, because it is all pre-determined?  
 

178. What about my pre-trial questionnaires you sought to conceal, to assist the offenders? 
Tabs 49 – 51?  
 

179. You sit in there, playing “honourable judge”, paid by the taxpayer to administer justice 
and criminal law, fairly, impartially and in the public interest, whilst you conceal all these 
serious offences, whilst seeking to keep alive an entirely void and malicious prosecution 
against me for “harassing the fraudsters”.  
 

180. Not only are you morally bankrupt, but you are also proven to be nothing other than 
an oath breaking, colluding an abuse of the public’s trust. But moreover, you have conspired 
to pervert the course of justice.   As I said, I don’t recognise your jurisdiction, because you 
don’t have any.  
 

181. You have the audacity to demand that I provide you with my address, I am not 
providing you anything, other than this document.    
 

182. You clearly believe you can continue hiding behind the façade of justice, protected by 
fellow racketeers in ministerial and judicial office.  I have news for you, and you will find out 
what we are doing, without notice.  
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183. For avoidance of doubt, I will not be attending your rigged, without jurisdiction hearing 
to continue keeping alive your void prosecution whilst you pervert the course of justice, 
concealing the multitude of indictable only offences.    
 

184. I want the case transferred to St Albans for trial of these proven indictable only 
offences by Judge and Jury.   My rights to a fair, unbiased trial have been violated by you and 
your corrupt colleagues once too often.   
 

185. The rule of law, namely the Promissory Oaths Act 1868 is law today, law that is 
designed to regulate the judiciary and to ensure that the kind of tyranny I have had to endure 
by criminals in judicial office does not happen.  
 

186. Judges that breach their oaths, are not judges.  That is the law and it is law that you, 
Mr Prince, have broken, whilst also perverting the course of justice and acting with genuine 
bias.     
 

187. As such, you have no right to continue sitting as a judge in that court, so, I suggest, you 
take your things and “run for the hills”, because, you will find, only when it’s too late, that you 
are being chased, and we can run very fast.   I do hope this makes the position clear.  
 

188. You are a disgrace, and you have proven yourself to be, nothing other than: 
 

 “The Dishonourable Prince of Darkness”.   
 
 
 
Paul Millinder  

CASE FILE: Page 1016 PDF Page: 853



Neutral Citation Number: [2021] EWHC 1865 (Admin) 

Case No: CO/3966/2020 
IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE 
QUEEN'S BENCH DIVISION 
DIVISIONAL COURT  

Royal Courts of Justice 
Strand, London, WC2A 2LL 

Date: 06/07/2021 

Before: 

LADY JUSTICE ANDREWS  and  MR JUSTICE SWIFT 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Between: 

HER MAJESTY’S ATTORNEY GENERAL FOR 
ENGLAND AND WALES 

Claimant 

- and -

PAUL MILLINDER Defendant 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

MR JONATHAN LEWIS (instructed by the Government Legal Department) 
for the Claimant 

MR PAUL MILLINDER (represented himself)  

Hearing date: 30 March 2021 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Approved  Judgment 

Tab_8: Pages 127 - 160

CASE FILE: Page 1017 PDF Page: 854



Judgment Approved by the court for handing down. HM Attorney General v Millinder 

 

 

MR JUSTICE SWIFT:  

A. Introduction 

1. Her Majesty’s Attorney General for England and Wales applies for an all proceedings 
order under section 42 of the Senior Courts Act 1981 (“the 1981 Act”).  The material 
part of section 42 of the 1981 Act is as follows: 

“42.—Restriction of vexatious legal proceedings. 

(1)  If, on an application made by the Attorney General under 
this section, the High Court is satisfied that any person has 
habitually and persistently and without any reasonable 
ground— 

(a)  instituted vexatious civil proceedings, whether in the 
High Court or the family court or any inferior court, and 
whether against the same person or against different 
persons; or  

(b)  made vexatious applications in any civil proceedings, 
whether in the High Court or the family court or any 
inferior court, and whether instituted by him or another,  

or 

(c)  instituted vexatious prosecutions (whether against the 
same person or different persons), 

the court may, after hearing that person or giving him an 
opportunity of being heard, make a civil proceedings order, a 
criminal proceedings order or an all proceedings order.  

(1A) In this section— 

“civil proceedings order” means an order that—  

(a)  no civil proceedings shall without the leave of the 
High Court be instituted in any court by the person 
against whom the order is made; 

(b)  any civil proceedings instituted by him in any court 
before the making of the order shall not be continued by 
him without the leave of the High Court; and 

(c)  no application (other than one for leave under this 
section) shall be made by him, in any civil proceedings 
instituted in any court by any person, without the leave of 
the High Court; 

“criminal proceedings order” means an order that—  
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(a)  no information shall be laid before a justice of the 
peace by the person against whom the order is made 
without the leave of the High Court; and 

(b)  no application for leave to prefer a bill of indictment 
shall be made by him without the leave of the High Court; 
and 

“all proceedings order” means an order which has the 
combined effect of the two other orders.  

(2)  An order under subsection (1) may provide that it is to 
cease to have effect at the end of a specified period, but shall 
otherwise remain in force indefinitely. 

(3)  Leave for the institution or continuance of, or for the 
making of an application in, any civil proceedings by a person 
who is the subject of an order for the time being in force under 
subsection (1) shall not be given unless the High Court is 
satisfied that the proceedings or application are not an abuse of 
the process of the court in question and that there are 
reasonable grounds for the proceedings or application. 

(3A) Leave for the laying of an information or for an 
application for leave to prefer a bill of indictment by a person 
who is the subject of an order for the time being in force under 
subsection (1) shall not be given unless the High Court is 
satisfied that the institution of the prosecution is not an abuse of 
the criminal process and that there are reasonable grounds for 
the institution of the prosecution by the applicant. 

 (4)  No appeal shall lie from a decision of the High Court 
refusing leave required by virtue of this section. 

(5)  A copy of any order made under subsection (1) shall be 
published in the London Gazette.” 

An all proceedings order prevents the person concerned both from bringing or 
continuing any civil proceedings without the leave of the High Court, and from 
initiating any criminal proceedings (whether by information or bill of indictment) 
without the leave of the High Court.   

2. There is no dispute before this court on the principles relevant when determining an 
application made under section 42.  One or more of the conditions listed at section 
42(1)(a) must be met.  In Attorney General v Baker [2001] FLR 759 Lord Bingham 
CJ described the notion of vexatiousness: 

“Vexatious is a familiar term in legal parlance. The hallmark of 
a vexatiousness proceeding is in my judgment that it has little 
or no basis in law (or at least no discernible basis); that 
whatever the intention of the proceedings may be, its effect is 
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to subject the defendant to inconvenience, harassment and 
expense out of all portion to any gain likely to accrue to the 
claimant; and that it involves an abuse of the process of the 
court, meaning by that a use of the court process for a purpose 
or in a way which is significantly different from the ordinary 
and proper use of the court process.” 

3. In Attorney General v Covey [2001] EWCA Civ 254 Lord Woolf CJ emphasised that 
when considering whether the conditions for making an order were met it was 
necessary “to look at the whole picture” and consider the cumulative effect of the 
activities relied on “both against the individuals drawn into the proceedings and on 
the administration of justice generally”. 

4. If any of the conditions at section 42(1)(a) – (c) is met the court then has a discretion 
whether or not to make an order as requested.  Any form of order is a serious step; a 
balance must be struck between the respondent’s prima facie right to invoke the 
jurisdiction of the court and the need to protect the rights of others not to be faced 
with abusive and ill-founded claims.  In Attorney General v Jones [1990] 1 WLR 859 
Staughton LJ put the matter in the following way (at page 865 C-D). 

“The power to restrain someone from commencing or 
continuing legal proceedings is no doubt a drastic restriction of 
his civil rights, and is still a restriction if it is subject to the 
grant of leave by a High Court Judge.  But there must come a 
time when it is right to exercise that power, for a least two 
reasons. First, the opponents who are harassed by the worry and 
expense of vexatious litigation are entitled to protection; 
secondly the resources of the judicial system are barely 
sufficient to afford justice without unreasonable delay to those 
who do have genuine grievances, and should not be squandered 
on those who do not.” 

(1)  The June 2018 Extended Civil Restraint Order, and the November 2020 General Civil 
Restraint Order 

5. The Respondent, Paul Millinder, has been the subject of an extended civil restraint 
order (“ECRO”). ECRO’s are made pursuant the Court’s power at CPR3.11 and 
Practice Direction 3C; they may be made where the Court is satisfied that a person 
has “persistently issued claims or made applications that are totally without merit”. In 
this context too, “persistent” requires consideration of all relevant circumstances, but 
situations where the litigant makes repeated attempts to re-litigate matters are classic 
examples of relevant persistent behaviour.  A working description of a claim “totally 
without merit” is provided by Males LJ in his judgment in Sartipy v Tigris Industries 
Inc. [2019] 1 WLR 5892 at paragraph 27. 

“27.  A claim or application is totally without merit if it is 
bound to fail in the sense that there is no rational basis on 
which it could succeed … It need not be abusive, made in bad 
faith, or supported by false evidence or documents in order to 
totally without merit, but if it is, that will reinforce the case for 
a civil restraint order.” 
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6. On 28 June 2018 HHJ Pelling QC made an ECRO against Mr Millinder: see his 
judgment on that day in claim CR-2017-140 (“the 2018 ECRO”).  The order was for 
the maximum two-year period permitted by Practice Direction 3C.  The order was 
made on the basis of Mr Millinder’s conduct in legal proceedings that (put very 
generally), arose out of unsuccessful commercial dealings between Middlesbrough 
Football and Athletic Company (1986) Ltd. (“MFC”) and two companies controlled 
by Mr Millinder (Empowering Wind Ltd and Earth Energy Investments LLP).  Judge 
Pelling concluded that Mr Millinder had made three totally without merit 
applications: an application made on 30 March 2018 determined by Mr Justice 
Snowden on 16 May 2018; an application made on 1 March 2018 determined by 
Judge Pelling himself; and an application made on 29 March 2018 also determined by 
Judge Pelling (see respectively, Judge Pelling’s judgment at paragraphs 7-9, 11-14, 
and 15-18).  Judge Pelling then considered a series of intemperate emails sent by Mr 
Millinder between 7 June 2018 and 28 June 2018 to lawyers acting for MFC: see his 
judgment between paragraphs 22-31. These emails variously contained 
unsubstantiated allocations of fraud, dishonesty and criminal behaviour, threats of 
criminal proceedings, and general personal abuse. Taking all these matters into 
account Judge Pelling’s conclusion was as follows: 

“37. In all those circumstances I accept the submission that 
Mr Millinder has consistently refused to take no for an answer 
resulting in repetitious applications which go over the same 
ground again and again in order to advance claims that Mr 
Millinder is convinced are bound to succeed.  I accept too that 
this has resulted in [MFC] incurring significant legal expense 
that it would have otherwise avoided and use of public 
resources that would not have otherwise been needed for these 
proceedings. Mr Millinder has disclosed no insight into the 
vexatious nature of this activity.  On the contrary, in the course 
of his submissions, he very fairly said that it is precisely what 
he intended to continue as he has in the past. 

38. In those circumstances, I accept the submission that it 
is highly likely that further applications will be issued in the 
future designed to secure the ability of Mr Millinder to bring 
the claim he maintains is available to Earth Energy or its 
subsidiary, against [MFC].  It is likely, having regard to the 
correspondence that has passed before that if, and to the extent 
these further applications fail, there will be further unpleasant 
correspondence addressed to those who are doing their best to 
ensure that these various applications are dealt with in 
accordance with relevant legal principle. I am entirely satisfied, 
in the circumstances of this case, that the time has now come to 
put in place a filter that limits Mr Millinder to making 
applications that he can demonstrate are realistically arguable 
by making an Extended Civil Restraint Order. I propose to 
make one therefore which will identify the Judge to whom 
applications are to be made before they can be issued as being 
Mr Justice Arnold with the reserve Judge being Mr Justice 
Norris.” 
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7. On 30 September 2018 Mr Millinder applied to set aside the ECRO.  That application 
was heard on 22 January 2019 by Sir Geoffrey Vos, then Chancellor of the High 
Court (“the Chancellor”).  In a judgment handed down on 8 February 2019 ([2019] 
EWHC 226 (Ch) [2019] 1 WLR 3709), the Chancellor refused the application.  In his 
judgment the Chancellor went to great lengths to set out the history of the business 
dealings between MFC and Mr Millinder’s companies and the litigation that followed: 
see the judgment between paragraphs 11 and 65.  He then went on to explain the 
reasons why further applications in respect of decisions taken in the course of that 
litigation could serve no legitimate purpose: see the  judgment at paragraphs 104 to 
128 under the heading “A critical examination of the chronological events”. The 
Chancellor recognised that what Mr Millinder wanted was a court determination of 
whether MFC had acted in breach of contract or had any claim against either of his 
companies.   In his judgment the Chancellor explained very clearly and simply why 
the opportunity for any such court determination was now long passed.  In addition to 
the extended explanation in the “Critical Examination” section of the judgment, the 
Chancellor also summarised the position in this way (at paragraphs 97 to 103 of his 
judgment): 

“Three misunderstandings 

97.   This raises the first central problem that faces Mr 
Millinder. Mr Millinder has at times undoubtedly failed to 
understand that the claims that he has sought to advance and 
resist on behalf of his companies could only be pursued or 
resisted whilst he remained in control of those companies. Once 
the companies had been wound up, all he could do was 
challenge the windings up. Once that route had been exhausted, 
all he could do was to place the existing (or a new) liquidator in 
funds to pursue his companies' claims against Middlesbrough. 
If he was unable to do that, his routes of possible challenge 
were exhausted. These are some of the most important 
consequences of availing oneself, as an individual, of the 
benefits of trading through limited liability companies in the 
first place. In short, Mr Millinder is not and was never one and 
the same legal entity as either Empowering Wind MFC or Earth 
Energy. His actions lead me to believe that this may have been 
one of his central misunderstandings. 

98.   The new claim epitomises this problem. Mr Millinder 
has issued in his own name a claim for damages that can only 
be brought by either Empowering Wind MFC or Earth Energy. 
He cannot now claim to represent either of those companies, 
since they are both in compulsory winding up and are legally 
represented only by their liquidators. His attempt to replace that 
liquidator has failed and has not been appealed. 

99.   That brings me to the second of Mr Millinder's 
apparent misunderstandings. Mr Millinder's conduct leads me 
to believe that he has thought all along that it is or was open to 
him or his companies, as an alternative to appealing orders of 
the court, to apply (sometimes repeatedly) to different judges in 
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the same court that made those orders, to set them aside. I 
asked him about this in oral argument, and he said that he had 
never appealed the orders because the court had not addressed 
"the preliminary considerations, so there was really nothing 
much to appeal". 

100.   As I have already made clear, the circumstances in 
which a court can set aside or even investigate, the correctness 
of orders, save in the context of properly constituted appeals, 
are very strictly limited. Our courts rightly set great store by the 
finality of the orders that are made after argument. The options 
for taking two bites at the cherry are limited indeed. 

101.   This second misunderstanding may, I suspect, have 
given rise to some of Mr Millinder's more extravagant fraud 
and conspiracy allegations, on the basis, as he sees it, that fraud 
unravels all (see Lazarus Estates v Beasley [1965] 1 QB 702 
per Lord Denning MR). But, as I explained to Mr Millinder in 
the course of oral argument, fraud needs to be strictly proved in 
these courts. It cannot simply be assumed because it has been 
asserted. Mr Millinder's repeated practice has been to allege 
fraud against Middlesbrough and others, on the basis of what 
he perceives they knew or ought to have realised. But that is 
not an approach that the court can accept. Fraud can only be 
established after a detailed consideration of oral and written 
evidence at a trial at which those accused of fraud have the 
opportunity fairly to present their case.  

102.   That leads directly to what I see as Mr Millinder's third 
fundamental misunderstanding. That is that one can or properly 
should make allegations of fraud or conspiracy against anyone, 
let alone professionals, civil servants and judicial office 
holders, without a sound evidential basis for those allegations. I 
would want to emphasise that, however tempting it may seem 
to do so, the practice of making wild allegations of dishonesty 
against everyone involved in a case, as Mr Millinder has done 
here, is much to be deprecated. Mr Millinder seemed to accept 
in oral argument that he may have overplayed his hand. 

103.   I can say at once that I have been through all the 
papers in this case in meticulous detail, and I have seen no 
evidence of any kind for any of the allegations of fraud, 
conspiracy or misdealing that Mr Millinder has made. He has 
made these allegations when he became frustrated by his 
seeming inability to find a forum in which he would vindicate 
what he saw as his companies' irrebuttable claims. He should 
not have done so, nor should he have threatened any of these 
professionals or public servants as he has sought to do. I hope 
that, once he has read and digested this judgment, he will 
understand why this behaviour has been inappropriate. I hope 
also that it will hereafter cease.” 
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8. The 2018 ECRO expired 28 June 2020.  On 13 November 2020 Fancourt J made a 
General Civil Restraint Order (“the 2020 GCRO”), also for a period of two years, to 
expire on 11 November 2022.  By paragraph 4.1 of Practice Direction 3C a GCRO 
may be made where a party “persists in issuing claims or applications which are 
totally without merit, in circumstances where an extended civil restraint order would 
not be sufficient or appropriate”. While the effect of an ECRO is limited to 
proceedings “concerning any matter involving or relating to or touching upon or 
leading to the proceedings in which the order is made”, a GCRO applies to any civil 
claim or application the party subject to the GCRO may wish to issue.  The 
circumstances in which a GCRO may be appropriate have been considered in a 
number of judgments.  At paragraph 14 of his judgment in Chief Constable of Avon 
and Somerset v Gray [2019] EWCA Civ 1675 Irwin LJ cited with approval the 
following passage from the judgment of the first instance judge in that litigation: 

“The test for imposing a GCRO is stated by paragraph 4.1 of 
PD 3C to be that “the party against whom the order is made 
persists on issuing claims or making applications which are 
totally without merit, in circumstances where an extended civil 
restraint order would not be sufficient or appropriate”.  In 
R(Kumar) v Secretary of State for Constitutional Affairs [2007] 
1 WLR 536 at paragraph 60 the Court of Appeal said that this 
language: 

“… is apt to cover a situation in which one of these 
litigants adopts a scatter gun approach to litigation on a 
number of different grievances without necessarily 
exhibiting such an obsessive approach to a single topic that 
an extended civil restraint order can appropriately be made 
against him/her”.” 

9. The circumstances leading to Fancourt J’s decision and the reasons for it are 
explained in reasons given by Mr Justice Snowden when he refused an application by 
Mr Millinder to set aside Fancourt J’s order. 

“Events leading up to the GCRO 

32. On 12 April Nugee J was appointed first designated 
Judge under the ECRO in place of Arnold J.  Commencing on 
that date, Mr Millinder sent Nugee J or his clerk a total of 85 
emails containing a wide variety of request, demands and 
materials.  All of these were read and listed and those that 
could count as applications were comprehensively considered 
and rejected by Nugee J in a ruling on 18 June 2019.   

33.  After the ECRO expired on 28 June 2019, Mr 
Millinder made an application dated 20 July 2020 to set aside 
all previous orders that had been made.  Nugee J dismissed this 
application on 4 August 2020 and determined that it was totally 
without merit. 
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34. Mr Millinder then issued a claim in the Queen’s Bench 
Division on 7 August 2020 alleging “interference with the 
proper admiration of justice” and “breach of judicial and 
official duties” against a number of judges (including the 
Chancellor, Nugee J and HHJ Pelling QC), the Lord Chancellor 
and various government officials, lawyers and court staff.  The 
claim was stayed by Master Yoxall. 

35. On 24 August 2020 Murray J dismissed Mr Millinder’s 
application to set aside the stay and certified the application as 
totally without merit.  Murray J also struck out the claim in its 
entirety and certified the claim as being totally without merit.  
There was no appeal against those decisions or certification. 

36. In early October 2020 Mr Millinder resumed his 
offensive against Middlesbrough FC, serving it with a statutory 
demand based upon the same allegations of debt that had been 
made and comprehensively dismissed in the earlier 
proceedings.  Middlesbrough FC sought and on 23 October 
2020 obtained from Mann J an interim injunction to restrain 
presentation of a partition by Mr Millinder.  Middlesbrough FC 
also issued an application for a new extended civil restraint 
order against Mr Millinder.  In response, Mr Millinder sought 
to set aside Mann J’s order for alleged fraudulent non-
disclosure, as well as applying to set aside the Arnold J Order 
of 9 January 2017 and the Consent Order made by Norris J on 
16 January 2017. 

37. On 6 November 2020, Fancourt J granted 
Middlesbrough FC a permanent injunction against the 
presentation of a petition on the basis the alleged debt on which 
Mr Millinder relied was subject to a genuine dispute and that 
the petition would be an abuse of process. He also rejected Mr 
Millinder’s challenge to Mann J’s order of 23 October 2020.  

38. Fancourt J also dismissed the application to set aside 
the orders from 2017 as totally without merit, but adjourned the 
application for a new civil restraint order: see [2020] EWHC 
3159 (Ch).  That adjourned application was listed to be heard 
on 11 November 2020.  

39. The day before the application for a new civil restraint 
order was due to be heard, 10 November 2020, Mr Millinder 
made an application to set aside Fancourt J’s order of 6 
November 2020.” 

Fancourt J makes the GCRO 

40. On 11 November 2020, Fancourt J heard argument and 
gave a detailed judgment deciding to impose the GCRO on the 
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grounds that Mr Millinder had persistently made applications 
that were totally without merit: see [2020] EWHC 3202 (Ch). 

41. At paragraph 15 of his judgment, Fancourt J 
summarised what he understood to be Mr Millinder’s two 
essential contentions as regards the orders that had been made 
and the applications that had been certified as totally without 
merit,  

“First, that all the orders were made as part of a corrupt 
conspiracy involving the Judges in question in an attempt to 
defraud Mr Millinder and/or his companies and favour 
[MFC]. Second, on the basis that the basis of the underlying 
case that his companies originally sought and now he seeks 
to advance did have merit in terms of the contractual dispute 
and therefore any application made by him in that regard 
cannot have been made totally without merit”. 

42. As to the second ground, Fancourt J held (at paragraph 
16-17) that unless or until the various orders and “totally 
without merit” certifications of other Judges were set aside he 
was bound by them since they were matters of record, and that 
it was inappropriate to seek to go behind such orders and 
certifications.  That was obviously correct.  Mr Millinder had 
not sought to appeal any of the earlier decisions of Murray J or 
Fancourt J.   

43. On the first ground, and addressing the question of 
persistence in issuing applications that were totally without 
merit, Fancourt J held (at paragraph 17) that it was clear that 
Mr Millinder had continued persistently to make applications 
that are totally without merit. Again, that conclusion was 
obviously correct.   

44. Fancourt J then went on to consider, in his discretion, 
whether to make a civil restraint order.  He decided that it was, 
stating, at paragraphs 21-25,  

“21. As I have already said, I am quite satisfied that there is 
a need to restrain Mr Millinder and accordingly at least an 
Extended Civil Restraint Order is required in order to 
prevent a substantial waste of the court’s time, both judges’ 
time and judges’ clerks’ time and the time of the court staff 
in dealing with applications that have no merit; and also to 
prevent any Respondents from such applications [and] 
incurring very substantial costs in dealing with them. 

22. I also bear in mind when assessing the need for the 
Civil Restraint Order the nature of the applications that Mr 
Millinder makes and the abusive and threatening nature of 
the correspondence that he conducts, and outrageous 
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allegations of judicial impropriety (and impropriety on 
behalf of [MFC’s] lawyers) that he routinely makes.  The 
applications are burdened by extremely large exhibits of 
documents (indeed, a whole database on a website, which 
Mr Millinder expects to be read), and lengthy argumentative 
witness statements and written arguments, which require a 
considerable time to attempt to digest and understand. The 
applications that are made therefore impose a very 
substantial burden on anyone – respondent or judge – that 
has to deal with them. 

23. Since the hearing on 6 November 2020, there has 
be a torrent of vitriolic and threatening correspondence 
emanating from Mr Millinder and indeed repeated to a 
substantial degree in his skeleton argument in connection 
with this application. This is unjustifiable but for present 
purposes it is the irrational approach taken that underscores 
the likelihood of further meritless applications being made, 
at length. 

24. It is very clear to me that Mr Millinder genuinely 
believes himself (or his companies, or both) to have been 
treated unjustly and that he is entitled to a remedy.  It is 
evident that he will seek to pursue it at almost all costs.  He 
will do so by seeking to re-open all the matters that have 
previously been canvassed in hearings and decisions from 
2015 onwards. 

25. I have no doubt that he will seek by means 
reasonably available to him to continue to have such matters 
heard by the courts. There is currently outstanding an 
application that Mr Millinder seeks to have heard by the 
Master of the Rolls, alleging conspiracy and contempt of 
court against all those who have previously been involved in 
hearings. In my judgment it is not appropriate that Mr 
Millinder should   continue to be able to issue claims and 
make applications without restriction, because the 
applications that he persistently makes are entirely without 
merit. If any application he wishes to make is a reasonable 
application that has some prospect of success then a 
designated judge will give permission for it to be perused.” 

 

10. What is clear from this, is that the careful and thorough explanation by the Chancellor 
in his judgment on the 2018 ECRO had had no impact on Mr Millinder at all. He had 
continued to issue proceedings seeking to revisit all orders previously made against 
him or his companies, and had gone on to issue applications alleging that the judges 
who had considered the earlier applications (including Judge Pelling and the 
Chancellor) had acted in “breach of judicial and official duties”.  In short, far from 
moderating his behaviour, Mr Millinder had done precisely the opposite.   
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11. I have set out the above history at some length before addressing the application now 
made by the Attorney General and presently before the court, because all this provides 
important context in which to consider this application.   

(2) The Attorney General’s application under section 42 of the 1981 Act. 

12. The Attorney General’s application is premised on a range of material.  First, the 
matters I have already set out above: the proceedings considered by Judge Pelling and 
by the Chancellor, and the matters considered by Snowden J when refusing the 
application to set aside the 2020 GCRO that Fancourt J had made.   

13. Next, the Attorney General relies on attempts by Mr Millinder to prosecute a number 
of persons involved in the civil proceedings. This pattern of behaviour commenced in 
late 2018. In a decision dated 22 November 2018, District Judge Fanning, sitting at 
Kirklees Magistrates’ Court, refused an application made by Mr Millinder to issue 
summonses against Anthony Hannon and Ulick Staunton.  Mr Hannon was the 
liquidator of Earth Energy Investments and Empowering Wind; Mr Staunton was 
counsel for MFC (including in the proceedings before Judge Pelling in July 2018).  

14. District Judge Fanning refused the application. In the course of his decision he noted 
that Mr Millinder had failed to disclose the existence of the 2018 ECRO; he described 
the application as “nothing other than a collateral attack against the civil litigation 
process”.  At paragraph 11 of his decision District Judge Fanning said this: 

“Even though I am satisfied that the proposed prosecution falls 
at the first hurdle [on the facts, no evidence of dishonesty], if I 
am wrong about that I have no doubt that the sole motive in 
pursuing proceedings in the criminal courts has nothing 
whatsoever to do with protecting the public interest, and 
everything to do with attempting to right a civil wrong (as he 
sees it) by pursuing two individuals against whom Mr Millinder 
has a fixated and (given the findings to date of the High Court) 
unjustified malevolence. He is precluded from pursuing them   
in the civil courts as a result of the ECRO and so he chooses to 
pursue them in the criminal courts. That is to misuse the 
criminal process – especially where there is (on my assessment) 
no prima facia criminal case. If his application to have the 
ECRO set aside succeeds, then he can seek to use the civil 
courts to adjudicate on what is a civil dispute.” 

15. On 29 November 2018 District Judge Fanning gave his decision on an application 
pursuant to section 19 of the Prosecution of Offences Act 1985 that Mr Millinder pay 
the costs of the proceedings. The threshold for an award of costs in such proceedings 
is high; the court must be satisfied that the party against whom the order is sought has 
made “an unnecessary or improper act or omission”. District Judge Fanning 
concluded that standard was met and ordered Mr Millinder to pay costs.  At paragraph 
12 of his decision on this occasion, the judge said this: 

“Mr Millinder is not merely misguided. He is intent on harming 
Mr Hannon and Mr Staunton in their professional capacity.  
That he sought warrants of arrest, not merely the grant of a 
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summons, is an indicator of that.  The act of seeking the issue 
of summonses in the circumstances as I found them to be is an 
improper act. I am satisfied that I can and should make an 
award of costs against either or both Litigio LLP and Mr 
Millinder under section 19 of the Prosecution of Offences Act 
1985.” 

16. Further applications for summonses (10 in all) were considered by District Judge 
Fanning in a decision given on 13 February 2020.  The applications before the judge 
were as follows: 

(1) Dated 15 May 2019 and 2 November 2019: seeking the summons and arrest 
of ICCJ Jones, a judge who had dealt with an application in March 2018 in the 
proceedings between MFC and Earth Energy. 

(2)  Dated 2 November 2019: an application seeking the summons for arrest and 
prosecution of Anthony Hannon, the receiver for Earth Energy and Empowering 
Wind. 

(3)  Dated 15 August 2018 and 2 November 2019: seeking the summons and 
arrest and prosecution of Thomas Ulick Staunton, counsel who had acted for 
MFC. 

(4)  Dated 2 November 2019: for the arrest and prosecution of MFC, and 
Womble Bond Dickinson (UK) LLP, solicitors instructed by MFC. 

(5)  Dated 2 November 2019: seeking the summons for arrest and prosecution of 
Nicholas Briggs, the Chief Registrar of the High Court; Judge Pelling; Mr Justice 
Arnold; Mr Justice Nugee; and the Chancellor (Sir Geoffrey Vos). 

17. District Judge Fanning concluded that given there was no evidence of dishonest 
conduct by any of those against whom summonses were sought, there could be no 
prospect of a successful prosecution of any of them. At paragraphs 10-13 of his 
decision District Judge Fanning said this: 

“10.  The present applications as against Messrs. Hannon 
and Staunton are regurgitated re-hashes of everything that has 
gone before.  Nothing has changed.  The applicant ought to 
know that.  The pursuit of Messrs. Staunton and Hannon by the 
applicant is malicious.  I refuse to grant summonses against 
either of them.  

11.  As against Hugh Jones, nothing is disclosed at all in 
his [Mr Millinder’s] application dated 2 November 2019.  If he 
has submitted a separate application dated 15 May 2019 then it 
has not found its way to me.  If it exists at all, it is buried in a 
plethora of emails, statements, documents and further 
applications submitted by the applicant - all of which obfuscate 
rather than clarify. 
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12.  As against Middlesbrough Football and Athletic 
Company (1986) Ltd and Womble Bond Dickinson, the 
suggestion of criminality is fanciful.  Again, the applicant’s 
allegations are bound up within his failed litigation in the civil 
courts.  There is no evidence of criminality as against either of 
these bodies. 

13.  As against each of the remaining targets of the 
applicant’s ire – they are all judges who have at some stage 
been engaged in their judicial capacity in the civil proceedings 
in which the applicant was the losing party, or found to be no 
party at all.  The suggestion of criminality in the part of any one 
of them is again fanciful.  If the applicant was aggrieved at the 
decision of any of them, the proper avenue was appeal.  I refuse 
to grant summonses against any one of them.” 

18. Overall, District Judge Fanning concluded that the applications were “wholly without 
merit, malicious and vexatious”.  He concluded his decision with these observations: 

“16.  Finally, if I have been blunt in my determination of 
these applications, and robust in my language, then that is 
deliberately so.  HMCTS staff feel harassed and intimidated by 
the applicant’s conduct towards them, and overwhelmed by the 
volume of material submitted by him which he demands their 
response. In my view the applicant should not be entitled to 
submit unmeritorious applications such as these on a repeated 
basis. The civil courts have refused him the opportunity to do 
so. I would hope that the High Court would consider the 
applicant’s attempts to evoke the criminal law where the civil 
law is not available to him as an abuse that ought not to be 
encouraged.” 

19. Lastly, the Attorney General relies on Mr Millinder’s conduct when dealing with the 
court.  A representative description is given by Snowden J in his reasons for refusing 
Mr Millinder’s application to set aside the 2020 GCRO made by Fancourt J: 

“59.  In that regard I should add that, consistent to what 
appears to be Mr Millinder’s chosen modus operandi, after 
receiving the Application, myself and my clerk have been 
subject to a large number of emails from Mr Millinder or his 
proxies, many of which were largely duplicative of earlier 
communications.  By my count, Mr Millinder has sent me and 
my clerk about 30 such emails at about the rate of one a day.  
They are wide ranging in content and include numerous 
attachments that Mr Millinder apparently wished me to read.  
They also repeat Mr Millinder’s unfounded allegations of 
conspiracy, fraud and corruption, indicate that proceedings 
have been or will be commenced against various judges 
(including myself) and others in the UK and abroad, and have 
become increasingly wild, abusive and threatening. 
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60.  To give just one example I set out an email sent to 
myself and my clerk at 5am on Wednesday 10 February 2021: 

“Further to my submission, I want to add that you, Snowden 
J and the rest of your cohorts, the white-collar criminals 
pretending to be “honourable” judges are nothing other than 
a total disgrace, the lowest of the low, morally bankrupt 
traitors and enemies of the people who go to work only 
defraud innocent parties who seek justice in “courts”, 
assisting fellow criminals in using the court to defraud 
whilst providing impunity to the fraudsters. 

You can take your false instruments restraining orders, your 
legal fiction and your human rights abuse and enjoy while 
you still can, I am not playing your games any longer.  The 
corrupt court is unfit for purpose, you and the rest of the 
fake judges are one and the same as the principal offenders.  
Karma is coming to work its course. 

I have reviewed all of the applications I made, they will be 
used as evidence in the overseas indictment I have filed.  
Enough of your nonsense, enjoy playing judge whilst you 
still can with your spin of deceit and spoliation of evidence, 
I am coming to take each and every single one of you out 
and put you in prison where you belong.  Your games will 
be exposed internationally. 

Carry on evading the emails (they are all tracked so I have 
gathered the intel).  You have been instructed by the corrupt 
[Attorney General’s Office] to do this.  The conniving 
administrative staff who work to support you in stealing 
people’s assets, ruining people’s lives against the public 
interest at the expense of the taxpayer are just as bad, 
morally bankrupt quislings.  You are no judge, you have 
breached your oath many times over you are just another 
lawyer, a clog turning the wheels of the systemic corruption, 
part of the racketeering enterprise there to use the facade of 
insolvency law to defraud. 

Go and do what you want with the application, justice 
delayed, justice denied.  I do know the entire reasons 
Fancourt made the false instrument in the first place is so 
you can continue perverting the course of justice, which is 
why the first false instrument ECRO was created by the 
other parasite criminal Pelling. That is why Fancourt put 
you behind it.  You can all go to hell you bunch of 
cowardly, predatory, vile quislings. 

We are making a documentary to expose this cesspool and 
you will feature in it.  Take the application, roll it and stick 
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it in a dark place, I cannot trust any of you to do justice, you 
insult the name of justice.” 

61.  As other Judges have remarked, with remarkable 
temperance, such emails do not advance Mr Millinder’s cause. 
As Fancourt J and Miles J also rightly observed, such emails 
require time to read which could and should be given to the 
cases of other litigants who use these courts. Whatever Mr 
Millinder may or may not believe as to the rights and wrongs of 
his case, his campaign of vitriol and threats is wholly 
inappropriate and simply serves to reinforce the correctness of 
Fancourt J’s decision to make a GCRO.” 

20. Mr Millinder’s conduct when preparing his response to the Attorney General’s 
Application has been cut from the same cloth.  On 1 March 2021 he sent an email to 
me that included the following: 

“Mr Justice Swift,  

I note you are the Government’s “go to corrupter” within the 
UK injustice system, the “the executioner” who bows to orders 
given by the corrupt establishment.   

The maxim; Nemo judex in causa sua applies (I shall not be a 
judge of my own cause).  You have been factored in to do what 
the rest of these criminals have been doing, defrauding behind 
the façade of justice and then concealing the fraud with false 
instrument restraining orders, that is your strategy, perverting 
the cause of justice. 

I place you on notice. I contest jurisdiction, the UK’s courts 
and the establishment is utterly corrupt and my rights to a fair 
unbiased trial is compromised.  The case has been brought 
overseas and my attorney has made some observations. 

This will all be fully exposed. The ship is already sinking, so 
what I will say to you is “chose your side”, but in fact, you 
have already chosen, it, you are there to execute orders, making 
the false instrument all proceedings restraint order to pervert 
the course of justice, providing impunity to fellow criminals.” 

On 22 March 2021 I received a further email from “Mohammad Khan”.  The content 
of the email makes it clear either that “Mohammad Khan” is an alias used by Mr 
Millinder, or that Mr Millinder wrote the email and then procured Mr Khan to send it.  
This email included the following: 

“I made directions, the directions to further the Court's 
overriding objective to do justice and to try the multiple 
offences that have been concealed.  The directions have not 
been forthcoming. It is clear the intent is to steamroller ahead 
and conceal the offences with your false instrument restraint 
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orders. That is the strategy, as clearly demonstrated by 
Fancourt, the other criminal purported judge who defrauded me 
of £1.17 million whilst assisting the offenders (perverting the 
course of justice) and doing precisely that whilst failing to first 
deal with the recusal application I made against him because he 
defrauded me.  All orders from then on are void, as are all 
orders from the start, both civil and criminal, for there has been 
a fraud upon the court driven by political interference with our 
judiciary.  Therefore, the pre-determined hearing rigged before 
Swift is just a waste of time and is, in any event, void from the 
outset.  The impartiality of justice is non existent.   

Listen to the 3 minute recording between York Magistrates and 
I …  It is somewhat revealing.  Burnett, a close associate of 
Fanning, instructed Fanning to prevent justice being served on 
the offenders, that is the reason for the "transfer out" from 
York, where I commenced the prosecution, to Kirklees (out of 
circuit) for disposal before Fanning and now the idiotic corrupt 
clowns in the Government Legal Department have replicated 
the same void order x 6 over to make it look like there are 
multiple applications that have been founded to be "TWM" 
when in truth and reality there are none.  The Court of Appeal 
judgment in Wasif v Secretary of State for Home Department 
2016 determines that none of my applications can possibly be 
"TWM".  The criminals disguised as judges have been 
maliciously and unjustly certifying as so, because this is how 
the corrupt establishment provide impunity to fellow members 
of their cabal. A form of concealment of the frauds they have 
been concealing from the outset.   

You have been made abundantly well aware of the indictable 
only offences that have been committed.   You have been made 
aware that Nugee has committed fraud around the assignment 
and that Vos has perverted the course of justice, failing to try 
what has never been tried and then lying about the £256,269.89 
false liability used to unlawfully forfeit the Lease, causing me 
huge losses.   You are aware that the law makes the 
assignments valid and that the purported £25k petition debt is a 
nullity and ceased to exist from the outset on all grounds.     

Moreover, you know as well as I do that an alleged debt that is 
subject to challenge by order of a High Court Judge (as it was 
just one week prior to Staunton’s perjury and fraud by false 
representation), is not and cannot possibly be a petition debt.  
The position is absolutely incontrovertible.  You know 
therefore that my cross claim in the sum of £770,000, the 
assigned investments plus standard interest cannot be disputed.   

The court has been defrauding me and assisting the offenders 
and now you want to continue concealing it with your false 
instrument “all proceedings restraint order” to prevent justice 
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being served on the perpetrators. You know, only too well 
therefore that the proofs of debt used to keep the claim beyond 
my reach are all fraudulent and you know that my case is 
proven.  What is without merit exactly?   

I am not going to mince my words any more, all responsible 
can go to hell the lot of you vile, immoral oath breaking, 
unconstitutional dishonest cowards of common purpose. How 
dare you defraud me in the name of justice and then seek to 
conceal your wrongdoings in this way. We have the GLD lying 
in evidence, replicating the same void order made by Fanning x 
6 when it ceases to exist from the outset. You parasites do like 
founding something on nothing and committing fraud upon 
fraud in the name of law and "justice".   You are a disgrace to 
humanity and an insult to the name of law and justice.    

I am not playing your games in a system that is unfit for 
purpose and lawless.  I am not “dancing to the tune” of 
criminals in public and judicial office who all collude together, 
defeating the principles of justice and the law to provide 
impunity to fellow criminals.    I am getting a mandatory order 
in the superior court to injunct the criminal, Ellis QC MP, and 
the GLD, his footsoldiers, who have been instructed by 
Buckland to embark upon this entirely illegal cause of action to 
continue assisting the offenders, as he has been doing since his 
own role as Solicitor General.  Nugee and Arnold, the two 
conspirers have been promoted to Lord Justices of appeal for 
following their orders, so you wanted me to go into the Court 
of Appeal so they can continue assisting the offenders.  The 
entire system is finished.  

You put the aptly named “Swift” in place, the former chief 
counsel to the treasury in the application brought by the 
treasury (who is known to be biased and favour any application 
made by the corrupt establishment), so he can swiftly conceal 
all the fraud and make an all proceedings restraint order to 
prevent my right to a fair trial and assist the offenders by 
perverting the course of justice.   As I said, the principal of 
nemo judex in causa sua applies.  My right to a fair trial does 
not exist in the UK's corrupt courts controlled by dishonest 
freemason kleptocrats who have been providing impunity to 
fellow brethren because Buckland is connected with Bloom, 
they went to Uni together.   I am going to deal with you all 
from overseas.    

You have a duty to stop the criminality and outright human 
rights abuse being inflicted upon me right now.  I expect you, 
GLD and you, Swift J, to act lawfully and do it, for if you do 
not, you will join the rest of these criminals in prison.   Your 
game plan is busted and all responsible are finished so wake up 
and get with the program you dishonest bunch of inter-

CASE FILE: Page 1034 PDF Page: 871



Judgment Approved by the court for handing down. HM Attorney General v Millinder 

 

 

colluding parasites.  I will not mince my words, I speak the 
truth, I am honest, I know the law.  I will not stand for your 
bullshit.  I will not stand for being defrauded in the name of 
justice by criminals playing judge when they are one and the 
same as the principal offenders.    

You know that my case is proven because no money has ever 
been owed to Middlesbrough FC and that they unlawfully 
forfeited the Lease.  You therefore know that none of my 
applications can possibly be "TWM" and that part of the 
protracted fraud by criminals in judicial office has been to 
conceal the fraud by evading all my evidence from the outset 
(actual bias) and maliciously and unjustly certifying as "TWM" 
to originate false instrument restraint orders to conceal prevent 
justice being served on the offenders and to prevent me from 
getting justice and having tried the issues that have never been 
tried. ” 

21. At the beginning of the hearing of this application Lady Justice Andrews asked Mr 
Millinder whether he objected on grounds of bias (whether actual or apparent) to my 
sitting as part of the court that would determine the Attorney General’s application. 
Notwithstanding his prior emails Mr Millinder readily stated he had no objection and 
was happy to proceed. To my mind this sequence of events only serves to demonstrate 
the conclusion already reached by other judges: that Mr Millinder’s email barrages are 
not simply in the category of misguided communications of a litigant in person, but 
rather that they are a specific tactic which he deploys either to harass or in the hope 
that he may browbeat the recipients. 

(3) Mr Millinder’s response to the section 42 application  

22. Mr Millinder represented himself at the hearing. He relied on three skeleton 
arguments, one dealing with matters of fact (dated 24 March 2021), another with case 
law (also dated 24 March 2021), and a third described as a “short response” document 
(dated 26 March 2021).  The focus of each of these documents was the proceedings 
between Mr Millinder’s companies and MFC.  Similarly, Mr Millinder’s oral 
submissions concerned almost entirely explanation of why decisions taken in those 
proceedings were wrong.  I suspect these submissions were little different to those 
made on previous occasions to Judge Pelling and to the Chancellor.  Mr Millinder 
continues to contend now, as he did in those earlier hearings, that the issue in the 
underlying proceedings – whether the proofs of debt made by MFC against 
Empowering Wind were legitimate – remains unresolved and still needs to be 
resolved.  At the hearing of this application Mr Millinder placed particular reliance on 
the judgment in Re Fraser, ex parte Central Bank of London (1892) 2 QB 633 in 
support of the proposition that in bankruptcy proceedings it could not be any form of 
abuse of process to apply to set aside an order previously made if that order had been 
made the basis of a false liability.  On this basis Mr Millinder repeated the contention 
made to Judge Pelling and the Chancellor that he can properly continue to make 
applications to set aside any order made against him or his companies to date, on as 
many occasions as he chooses (presumably for as long as it takes for him to obtain the 
result he wants). 
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23. So far as concerns the applications to commence criminal proceedings, Mr Millinder 
denies that such applications have been made persistently or vexatiously.  He 
submitted that District Judge Fanning’s decision of February 2019 was “ultra vires” 
because he was disqualified from deciding the applications before him.  This is not 
further explained.  Further, submitted Mr Millinder, District Judge Fanning ignored 
all the evidence against Mr Hannon and Mr Staunton and for that reason was wrong to 
conclude that the applications for these summonses were totally without merit.   

B.       Decision 

(1) Service of the section 42 application 

24. At the beginning of the hearing, the Court raised with Mr Lewis (counsel for the 
Attorney General) how the section 42 proceedings had been served on Mr Millinder.  
The information on the face of the Claim Form suggested that it had been served at a 
business address in Oxford Street, London on or after 29 October 2020 (the date on 
which the Claim Form was sealed by the Court).  It appeared to the Court that it was 
unlikely that the Oxford Street address was or had been Mr Millinder’s place of 
residence, that being the place identified for the service of proceedings by CPR 6.9(7).   

25. At the hearing, Mr Millinder confirmed that the Oxford Street address was a business 
address, not his place of residence, and that he had lived outside the United Kingdom 
for some four years.   However, Mr Millinder also accepted that he had had notice of 
the proceedings and said that he wanted the hearing to proceed. In these 
circumstances, the court invited the Attorney General to make an application under 
CPR 6.15 for an order that steps already taken should be treated as good service of 
proceedings. Mr Millinder gave no indication he would object to any such application.  
Rather he appeared to accept that this approach would be pragmatic in the 
circumstances of the case and would permit the hearing to proceed as planned. 

26.  On 31 March 2021, the Attorney General made the application under CPR 6.15 
requesting orders (a) that he be permitted to rely upon the means of service already 
used as good service; and (b) that the Claim Form be deemed to have been served on 
7 December 2020.  The application was supported by a witness statement from 
Suheera Abdulkadir of the Government Legal Department.  In that statement Ms 
Abdulkadir explained that the Claim Form had first been sent to the Oxford Street 
address by post, on 12 November 2020, but that when it became apparent that Mr 
Millinder had not filed an Acknowledgement of Service the proceedings were then 
sent to Mr Millinder by email on 7 December 2020.  Mr Millinder had acknowledged 
receipt of that email.   

27. On 1 April 2020 Mr Millinder responded to the Attorney General’s application.  This 
time he opposed the application, describing the section 42 proceedings as 
“irredeemably defective”.  The grounds of objection to the application are to the effect 
that the Solicitor General had decided to make the section 42 application against Mr 
Millinder on 20 May 2020, and that by failing to serve the proceedings until 7 
December 2020 he had “deprived” Mr Millinder of the opportunity to challenge the 
20 May 2020 decision by way of application for judicial review.  Mr Millinder 
asserted that the reason why the proceedings were not served until 7 December was 
“solely to fetter my constitutional right” to issue such proceedings.  Mr Millinder’s 
response to the Attorney General’s application then goes on to assert that by bringing 
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the section 42 proceedings the Attorney General and the Government Legal 
Department has relied on “void orders” because all the court orders made against Mr 
Millinder had been obtained by fraud and are void so that the decision to bring the 
section 42 proceedings amounts to the commission of an offence contrary to the 
Proceeds of Crime Act 2002 by each of the Attorney General, the Government Legal 
Department and counsel instructed by the Government Legal Department. 

28. Having carefully considered the Attorney General’s application and Mr Millinder’s 
response to it I accept the explanation of events in Ms Abdulkadir’s witness 
statement.  Given that Mr Millinder had clear notice of the proceedings and has in fact 
fully participated in them, it is appropriate to make the order as requested.  I do not 
accept Mr Millinder’s assertion that the proceedings were not sent to him until 
December 2020 in pursuit of some improper purpose.  That suggestion is wholly 
unfounded, and in any event is entirely irrelevant to any matter logically bearing upon 
the exercise by the court of its power under CPR 6.15.  The further suggestion that the 
issue of the proceedings is or involves some form of criminality is vexatious.   

(2) The substance of the section 42 application   

29. I am entirely satisfied that the conditions for making an order stated at section 42(1) 
of the 1981 Act are met.   

30. Mr Millinder has instituted vexatious civil proceedings. Claim QB-2020-2769 filed on 
7 August 2020 and struck out by order of Mr Justice Murray on 25 August 2020 is the 
most recent example. Murray J concluded that the claim was an abuse of process and 
totally without merit.   His reasons included the following: 

“(1)  The claim is patently an abuse of process as it attempts 
to re-litigate matters and/or collaterally attack decisions in 
respective of those matters that have already been made by 
judges of the Chancery Division of this Court.  The Claimant 
refuses to accept those decisions and has filed this claim after 
the expiry of an extended civil restraint order (“ECRO”) 
originally made against him by HHJ Pelling QC on 28 June 
2018, which expired on 28 June 2020. 

(2) The Defendants named in the Claim include the Lord 
Chancellor, the Lord Chief Justice, the Chancellor of the High 
Court and various other judges of the Chancery Division, court 
employees, the Ministry of Justice, HMCTS, the Insolvency 
Service, Alok Sharma as Minister for BEIS and various parties 
to whom the Claimant refers to as the “Principal Offenders”, 
who were concerned in the underlying proceedings in the 
Chancery Division regarding which the Claimant feels 
aggrieved,  including Middlesbrough Football and Athletic 
Company (1986) Ltd. (“MFAC”) and individuals associated 
with MFAC and/or involved in the underlying proceedings. 

(3) Some of the background to the matter is set out in the 
judgment of Sir Geoffrey Vos C in Middlesbrough Football 
and Athletic Co (1986) Ltd. v Earth Energy Investments LLP 
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[2019] EWHC 226 (Ch), [2019] 1 WLR 3709, in which the 
Chancellor gave his reasons for upholding the ECRO made 
against the Claimant by HHJ Pelling QC.  That decision of Sir 
Geoffrey Vos C was apparently not appealed by the Claimant, 
but the Claimant continues to complain about it.   

(4) The Claim, which was filed on 7 August 2020, is 
supported by three affidavits, the first affidavit dated 5 August 
2020 and running to 26 pages, a second affidavit of the same 
date running to 14 pages and a third affidavit dated 10 August 
2020 and running to 84 pages. There are many strong scurrilous 
allegations made by the Claimant against various individuals, 
including senior judges and senior government officials, 
alleging gross human rights violations. The Defendants are 
guilty, according to the Claimant, of a “conspiracy to defraud 
on a grand scale and their frauds are proven beyond reasonable 
doubt in the Claimant’s submissions in this case” (para 34 of 
the Claimant’s third affidavit).   

(5) To give just one example of the absurd and abusive 
nature of this claim, the Claimant seeks as part of this claim an 
order from this Court (rather than the Court of Appeal) 
“quashing” orders made by Nugee J in the Chancery Division 
of this Court on 23 June 2020 and 4 August 2020 on the basis 
that they are “void ab initio” for reasons given in the 
Claimant’s second affidavit. 

(6) The Claimant also seeks to bring committal 
proceedings against the various judges who have ruled against 
him on the basis that he has “proven beyond reasonable doubt” 
that each of them has knowingly and dishonestly interfered 
with the proper administration of justice and therefore has acted 
in contempt of court. 

… 

(13) If there was any substance in any of the Claimant’s 
complaints about the decisions made in the relation to the 
underlying proceeding in the Chancellor Division, the 
Claimant’s proper course was to appeal to the Court of Appeal.  
This Claim, as a collateral attack on the decisions made by 
various judges in proceedings in the Chancery Division, is 
wholly improper and an abuse of process.  It is wholly without 
merit.” 

31. Mr Millinder has also issued vexatious applications in civil proceedings.  Since 2017 
he has issued 7 applications that have been marked as totally without merit.  These are 
as follows: 

 (1)  On 1 March 2018 Mr Millinder issued an application to set aside an 
order of Nugee J dated 5 February 2018 (which had refused to set aside a 

CASE FILE: Page 1038 PDF Page: 875



Judgment Approved by the court for handing down. HM Attorney General v Millinder 

 

 

Consent Order dated 16 January 2017 made by Norris J).  Nugee J’s order on 5 
February 2018 had been made in response to an application by Mr Millinder to 
set aside his own order of 30 January 2018 by which he had (already) refused 
to set aside the 16 January 2017 Consent Order. Judge Pelling concluded that 
the 1 March 2018 application was totally without merit (see his judgment of 26 
June 2018 at paragraphs 13-14).   

 (2)  On 26 March 2018 Mr Millinder made an application that ICCJ Jones 
should recuse himself from determining an application to reject MFC’s proof 
of debt against Empowering Wind. The Judge dismissed this application as 
totally without merit. 

 (3)  On 30 March 2018 Mr Millinder issued an application for an interim 
costs order against MFC.  The application was dismissed by Snowden J on 16 
May 2018.  In his judgment of 26 June 2018 Judge Pelling concluded that the 
application was totally without merit (see the judgment at paragraph 9). 

(4)  Mr Millinder made an application to set aside the order made by ICCJ 
Jones on 26 March 2018 – following Judge Jones’s decision not to recuse 
himself (see (2) above).  This application was refused by Judge Pelling on 28 
June 2018 and marked by him as totally without merit (see his judgment at 
paragraph 18). 

(5)  On 23 June 2018 Mr Millinder issued applications: (a) for damages 
on a cross undertaking given by MFC on 9 January 2017; (b) to set aside the 
order of ICCJ Jones of 28 March 2020 (again); and (c) to set aside an order 
made by ICCJ Barker on 28 March 2018.  These applications were refused by 
Arnold J on 24 July 2018 and marked totally without merit. 

(6)  On 27 July 2020 (shortly after the expiration of the 2018 ECRO) Mr 
Millinder issued an application to set aside various earlier orders.  This was 
refused by Nugee J on 4 August 2020 who adjudged it to be totally without 
merit. 

(7)  On 10 November 2020 Mr Millinder made an application to set aside 
an order of Fancourt J made on 6 November 2020.  This was refused by Miles 
J on 27 November 2020 and determined to be totally without merit. 

32.    In addition, I take note of a claim and various applications made by Mr Millinder 
during the life of the 2018 ECRO.  On 1 November 2018 he issued a claim against 
Gibson O’Neil Company alleging fraud and that the applications made to wind up Mr 
Millinder’s companies had been made maliciously.  On 26 November 2018 Mr 
Millinder made an application for proof of debts.  Both this application and the claim 
were made without permission and were, for that reason, struck out. Mr Millinder 
sought permission to make further applications variously on 13 April 2019, 15 April 
2019, 16 April 2019, 24 April 2019, 15 May 2019, 5 June 2019 and 7 June 2019. 
Nugee J considered all those applications on 18 June 2019.  All were refused. 

33. Even though these applications were dealt with summarily because of the terms of the 
2018 ECRO, it is apparent that each application revisited matters arising out of the 
business dealing between Mr Millinder’s companies and MFC, already addressed in 

CASE FILE: Page 1039 PDF Page: 876



Judgment Approved by the court for handing down. HM Attorney General v Millinder 

 

 

earlier proceedings.  These applications, even though not formally adjudged to have 
been totally without merit, lend support to the contention that an order under section 
42 of the 1981 Act is necessary to prevent Mr Millinder from making further 
vexatious claims and applications. This pattern of behaviour during the life of the 
2018 ECRO together with the application and claim made after that ECRO had 
expired demonstrate Mr Millinder’s continued fixation on what he considers to be 
injustices suffered by him and his companies in consequence of the actions of MFC 
and the various court decisions taken since 2017. 

34. Mr Millinder has also sought to institute vexatious prosecutions against persons 
(parties, legal representatives, and judges) involved in the litigation between him and 
his companies and MFC.  I have referred above to the applications for summonses 
and/or for the arrest of persons which were, on various occasions, considered by 
District Judge Fanning: the application of 29 May 2018 for a summons against Mr 
Hannon, Official Receiver; the application of 15 August 2018 for the summons arrest 
and prosecution of Mr Staunton, counsel for MFC; and the applications made on 2 
November 2019 for summonses against Mr Hannon, Mr Staunton, ICCJ Jones, and 
Chief Registrar Briggs, Judge Pelling, Mr Justice Arnold, Mr Justice Nugee, and the 
Chancellor, as well as against MFC and its solicitors Womble Bond Dickinson (UK) 
LLP.  All these applications were refused by District Judge Fanning because they had 
no foundation at all.    

35. On 15 May 2019 Mr Millinder applied (again) for orders for the summons arrest and 
prosecution of ICCJ Jones.  This application was refused by Deputy Chief Magistrate 
Ikram on 21 June 2019.   On 19 March 2020 Mr Millinder made an application to 
York Magistrates for permission to pursue private prosecutions against those who 
were the subject of the 2 November 2019 applications, and in addition, District Judge 
Fanning, Deputy Chief Magistrate Ikram, Mark Daley (the legal advisor to York 
Magistrates) and Kate Shrimplin (a barrister employed by the Insolvency Service).  
This Court has no further information about those applications. Yet it is self-evident 
that they too are vexatious and yet further examples of Mr Millinder’s general 
practice of seeking to pervert the processes of the court to further his obsession.   

36. The remaining matter is whether, as a matter or discretion, an order should be made 
against Mr Millinder.  Any order under section 42 is a serious step: see the passages 
referred to above in the judgments in Attorney General v Covey and Attorney General 
v Jones.  Nevertheless, I consider the present case is one where the need for an all 
proceedings order is overwhelmingly clear. Mr Millinder’s pursuit both of the matters 
litigated between his companies and MFC, and of various lawyers, judges and others 
who have played parts in those proceedings is incorrigible.  Even though the merits of 
the course of conduct he had pursued (and now continues to pursue) was the subject 
of the most careful and thorough explanation in the judgment given by the Chancellor 
in February 2019, Mr Millinder continued to attempt to make applications and 
commence proceedings during the life of the 2018 ECRO revisiting the same matters.  
When the 2018 ECRO expired, those matters were then the subject of further 
applications and a new claim.   

37. Mr Millinder’s continued fixation was highlighted in the course of the hearing of this 
application. As I have explained, the larger part of Mr Millinder’s submissions to this 
court were directed to showing he had acted correctly in making repeated applications 
to set aside the Consent Order made by Norris J on 16 January 2017.  In support of 
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this proposition he relied on the judgment of the Court of Appeal in Re Fraser, and 
the judgment of Etherton J in Dawodu v American Express Bank (GLC/590/00, 
judgment 31 January 2001).  In Fraser the Court of Appeal concluded that when 
considering whether or not to grant a receiving order against a judgment debtor, the 
Bankruptcy Court could go behind the judgment and enquire into the validity of the 
debt.  In Dawodu, Etherton J applied that principle but stated the following: 

“My only qualification to the summary by Warner J is that the 
cases establish that what is required before the Court is 
prepared to investigate a judgment debt, in the absence of an 
outstanding appeal or an application to set it aside, is some 
fraud, collusion, or miscarriage of justice.  The later phrase is 
of course capable of wide application according to the 
particular circumstances of the case. What in my judgment is 
required is that the court be shown something from which it can 
conclude that had there been a properly conducted judicial 
process it would have been found that nothing was in fact due 
to the Claimant. It is clear that in those circumstances the Court 
can enquire into the judgment and the judgment debt, even 
though the debtor himself has previously applied to have the 
judgment set aside, and even though that application has been 
refused and that refusal has been affirmed by the Court of 
Appeal - see Re Fraser …” 

38. This makes it clear that the principle Mr Millinder seeks to rely on can have no 
application on the facts of this case. As was made abundantly clear in the judgment of 
the Chancellor, there is no evidence of fraud in this case.  As inconvenient for Mr 
Millinder as that reality maybe, it cannot and does not change simply because he 
persists in his repetition of allegations that have been considered by the court and 
dismissed as unfounded.  Nothing occurred in the course of the hearing of this 
application to suggest that Mr Millinder now accepts that further claims should not be 
made.  Indeed, as I explain below, events following the hearing demonstrate the 
contrary.   

 39. In addition, since 2018 Mr Millinder has attempted to side-step the restraint on his 
access to the civil courts through liberal attempts to use criminal proceedings 
collaterally to attack those who have played any part in the civil litigation. This use of 
criminal process has been particularly cynical. I note in particular in the way Mr 
Millinder has sought to target lawyers who have acted for MFC, no doubt intending to 
cause them both personal and professional distress.  Mr Millinder said nothing at the 
hearing to suggest he would now desist from abusing the Court’s criminal process.  In 
the course of his submissions Mr Millinder repeated his accusations that judges who 
had not agreed with submissions Mr Millinder had made, had “acted dishonestly”.  He 
went further, asserting he had a “right to prosecute the offenders”. Taking account of 
what is said by Mr Millinder in his Skeleton Argument dated 19 March 2021, it is 
tolerably clear that this includes all those he has litigated against and all those who 
have played any part in that litigation, and in every successive application that Mr 
Millinder has made to date.   

40. A further matter relevant to characterising Mr Millinder’s conduct both as vexatious 
and as incorrigible is the scale and nature of his correspondence with the court prior to 
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and following the various applications he has made.  This feature of Mr Millinder’s 
behaviour has already been noted in earlier judgments: see, for example, in Judge 
Pelling’s judgment at paragraphs 22 – 32 and 38 and in the Chancellor’s judgment at 
paragraphs 64 and 70.   

41. Mr Millinder’s conduct in this regard has variously been described as “unnecessary”, 
“unpleasant” and “intemperate”.  The scale and content of Mr Millinder’s 
correspondence can be overwhelming, sometimes correspondence sent by him 
directly, on other occasions via email accounts in the name of proxies, or which use 
aliases, sometimes sent to judges, on other occasions to court staff.  Both prior to and 
following the hearing of this application Mr Millinder has behaved in the same way.  
Such behaviour in disregard of any standard of courtesy or moderation is not 
acceptable in any correspondence; certainly not when that correspondence is directed 
to a court.  In this respect also, Mr Millinder is persistent.  His hectoring manner and 
tone is not simply the consequence of occasional lapses of judgment, it is a calculated 
course of action, no doubt intended to threaten and intimidate.  In the premises, it 
further manifests Mr Millinder’s vexatious mindset.   

42. Drawing these matters together I am satisfied that an all proceedings order should be 
made. The course of conduct described in this judgment and in the earlier judgments 
to which I have referred amply warrants the conclusion that unless an all proceedings 
order is made Mr Millinder will continue to institute vexatious civil and criminal 
proceedings.  The all-proceedings order will, for a period, overlap with the 2020 
GCRO made by Fancourt J on 13 November 2020. That order is due to remain in 
force until 13 November 2022.  In my view such overlapping provision is not 
problematic.   Putting their respective scopes to one side, the effect of each order is to 
require the permission of the court to be obtained before further proceedings are 
issued. There is no inconsistency between the 2020 GCRO and the all-proceedings 
order that will now be made under section 42 of the Senior Courts Act 1981.  The 
provisions of each order can work harmoniously. The duration of the section 42 order 
should not be fixed. Orders for an indefinite period are envisaged by section 42(2) of 
the 1981 Act. Given Mr Millinder’s conduct to date – in particular for this purpose the 
way in which he was quick to take advantage when the 2018 ECRO lapsed – an 
indefinite order is appropriate. As explained by Lord Woolf CJ at paragraph 64 in his 
judgment in AG v Covey (above), it will remain open to the court to vary the terms of 
the order “in the light of entirely new circumstances”. Unless and until such 
circumstances arise, an order preventing Mr Millinder instituting either civil or 
criminal proceedings without the permission of the court will remain a necessity. 

43. The Attorney General has provided a proposed form of order. There are two specific 
matters arising from the proposed form that I should mention. The first is the request 
(see paragraph 6 of the draft order) that Mr Millinder should be prohibited from acting 
as a representative or McKenzie friend or as the representative of any company or any 
partnership in any proceedings.  Mr Lewis for the Attorney General, relying on the 
judgment of Bean LJ in Attorney General v Vaidya [2017] EWHC 2152 (Admin), 
submitted that a restriction in the form of paragraph 6 of the draft order is appropriate, 
in particular given that on occasion Mr Millinder has made applications purporting to 
act for one or other of his companies.  In his judgment in Vaidya, Bean LJ said as 
follows: 
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“I turn finally to the question of whether that section 42 order 
should extend to preventing Dr Vaidya from acting as a 
representative or McKenzie Friend in proceedings in any court 
of law or tribunal.  Dr Vaidya argued that such an order would 
impede other citizens’ access to justice although he did say in 
the last two or three years he has not acted as representative or 
McKenzie Friend.  In my view, when an order is made under 
section 42 against a vexatious litigant it should be standard 
practice to include a paragraph prohibiting a vexatious litigant 
from acting as representative or McKenzie Friend.  If a litigant 
is to be prevented without leave of the court from bringing 
cases himself, the case must surely be even stronger to prevent 
him from appearing as a representative.” 

 This reasoning applies equally in this case, in particular because Mr Millinder has on 
previous occasions sought to pursue applications and claims on behalf of his 
companies.  The order should therefore include a provision in the terms of paragraph 
6 of the draft order.   

44. The second matter regards paragraphs 7 – 10 of the draft order, which are in the 
following terms: 

“7.  The Respondent shall not seek leave under paragraphs 3 to 5 
above:  

7.1 More than twice per calendar month:  

7.2 In seeking leave shall send no more than five 
messages (whether by correspondence or email) in 
respect of each request. 

8.  Any requests or messages sent in breach of paragraph 7 
above will not receive any response nor be placed on the 
court file. 

9.  Save as provided in paragraph 7 above or by any further 
order of the Court, the Respondent shall not send any 
correspondence or emails or communicate with 

9.1 Her Majesty’s Courts and Tribunals Service in respect 
of the Respondent’s litigation or proposed litigation;  

9.2 The Insolvency Service;  

9.3 The Attorney General’s Office;  

9.4 The Government Legal Department. 

10.  Any correspondence or emails or communications sent in 
breach of paragraph 9 above shall not, unless the recipient 
decides otherwise, receive any acknowledgment or 
response.” 
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In this way, the Attorney General seeks to curb Mr Millinder’s opportunity to 
correspond with the Court, the Insolvency Service, his office, and the Government 
Legal Department. 

45. I consider an order in the form of paragraph 7 of the draft can be made pursuant to 
section 42 of the 1981 as a necessary adjunct to the power therein for the court to 
prevent abuse of its own process.  In this case such an order should be made.  The 
limits proposed are reasonable and are warranted by Mr. Millinder’s behaviour to 
date.  Paragraph 8 of the draft is consequential on paragraph 7 and is also appropriate.  
To the extent that paragraphs 9 and 10 of the draft concern corresponding with HM 
Courts and Tribunal Service (i.e. per paragraph 9.1) the same reasoning applies; that 
restriction too is appropriate in this case to prevent abuse of the Court’s process. 
Further, I think it needs to be made clear that the prohibition on correspondence 
provided for by this part of paragraph 9 applies equally to correspondence sent to 
judges or their clerks. The need for such an order has been amply demonstrated by Mr 
Millinder’s conduct to date: his persistent and unnecessary email correspondence has 
been referred to by several judges; this pattern of behaviour was repeated both before 
the hearing of this application and in the period since judgment on it was reserved (as 
to which, see below). However, I do not consider that an order in the form of any of 
paragraphs 9.2 to 9.4 of the draft order can be made.  Each proposes a restriction 
which is outside the scope of section 42 of the 1981 Act.  Therefore, my conclusion is 
that an order to the effect of the draft proposed by the Attorney General should be 
made, save in respect of paragraphs 9.2 to 9.4 of the draft order. The final order made 
by the court will be published when this judgment is handed down. 

(3) Matters arising after the hearing of the application 

46. Following the hearing on 30 March 2021, Mr Millinder sent an application notice to 
the court on 5 April 2021.  It is apparent that the purpose of this application is to 
avoid the court giving judgment on the Attorney General’s section 42 application.  Mr 
Millinder’s application seeks the following.  First, to add various parties to the section 
42 application.  These include MFC, Gibson O’Neil, the solicitors and counsel who 
have acted for them, and the Official Receiver. Second, Mr Millinder requests that the 
section 42 application proceed as or be converted to a trial of all the allegations of 
fraud and criminality he has previously made against all the parties who he wishes to 
be joined.  Third, Mr Millinder requests that the 2018 ECRO and the 2020 GCRO and 
all other orders made in consequence of them, be set aside.  He contends each order is 
“void” as being made “without jurisdiction”.   

47. What these applications come to is an attempt, through transformation of the section 
42 proceedings, to turn back the clock to the beginning of the dispute between Mr 
Millinder, his companies, and MFC, and to erase all orders made in those proceedings 
and subsequently.  There is no basis for any of these applications. There is no reason 
not to determine the Attorney General’s section 42 application; it is before the court 
and has been the subject of a full hearing. Given that, and given also the matters I 
have referred to in the course of this judgment, there is every reason why the section 
42 application should be determined. There is no reason to revisit any of the prior 
proceedings.  This part of Mr Millinder’s application is yet a further repetition of his 
argument that he is entitled, on as many occasions as he chooses, to apply to set aside 
any/all of the decisions made which are adverse to him or his companies.  That 
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argument has been rejected, repeatedly and correctly, by the other judges who have 
had cause to consider Mr Millinder’s claims.    

48. The further part of Mr Millinder’s 5 April 2021 application is that I should not be part 
of the court that deals either with the section 42 application or those proceedings as 
they would continue if transformed in the way Mr Millinder would like them to be. 
Mr Millinder submits that at the hearing of the application I made “ridiculous, totally 
unfounded comments that contradict the supremacy of the rule of law itself”; and by 
suggesting that the judgment of the Chancellor was correct, I have given Mr Millinder 
grounds to perceive I am biased against him.  In addition, Mr Millinder repeats his 
complaints made in writing before the hearing, but expressly not pursued by him at 
the beginning of the hearing, that I am a “go to judge for the corrupt establishment” 
and that my ability to act fairly in this case is affected because I was (between 2007 
and 2014) First Treasury Counsel.  All these matters, contends Mr Millinder, give rise 
to an appearance of bias.   

49. I have considered these submissions carefully.  The first question is whether there are 
any matters which have a bearing on the submission on the appearance of bias. If 
there are such matters, the second question is whether those matters either alone or 
together, would cause a fair-minded and informed observer to conclude there was a 
real possibility or danger of bias.   

50. I do not consider any matters exist that might cause a fair-minded and informed 
observer to conclude there is a real possibility or danger of bias. During the hearing I 
did put points to Mr Millinder to probe his submission based on the judgments in Re 
Fraser and Dawodu.  I suggested Mr Millinder’s reliance on those judgments did not 
assist him. These I suspect are the “ridiculous … totally unfounded comments” to 
which Mr Millinder now refers.  At the hearing Mr Millinder replied to my questions 
maintaining his reliance on those authorities.  Nothing in any of this could cause 
concern to any fair-minded and informed observer. One important purpose of any oral 
hearing is to allow submissions to be tested.  This testing often takes the form of the 
judge suggesting, for one reason or another, that one or other proposition relied on by 
a party is or may be incorrect.  This allows the party the opportunity to respond: 
perhaps to improve or refine its submission; perhaps to satisfy the judge that the point 
the judge has raised is not a good one after all.  Such exchanges do not of themselves 
provide any basis for a suggestion that the judge’s mind is, or might appear to be, 
closed. Considered fairly, such exchanges indicate only that a judge has considered 
the case papers before the hearing, and identified matters he thinks may be material 
and wishes to raise.  The exchanges between me and Mr Millinder in this case did not 
go beyond the usual ebb and flow of a court hearing.  Mr Millinder’s other point 
(repeating assertions he made prior to hearing of the application) do not take this part 
of his application any further.  An informed observer would know I stood down as 
First Treasury Counsel in 2014.  Mr Millinder’s references to “corruption” are no 
more than general abuse.  He has made similar allegations of fraud against many 
judges who have heard applications he has issued. A fair-minded observer would 
recognise this, conclude there was no substance to it at all, and attach no significance 
to it.  Strictly speaking, Mr Millinder’s 5 April 2021 application falls within the scope 
of the 2020 GCRO.  It should not have been issued without the permission of the 
relevant judge.  Be that as it may, and considered on its own terms, it raises no matter 
of any substance and should be refused.   
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C. Disposal 

51. For the reasons set out above I would if my Lady, Lady Justice Andrews agrees, make 
an order in the form requested by Attorney General subject to the matters referred to 
above, at paragraph 45. 

LADY JUSTICE ANDREWS:  

52.  I agree, and only wish to add a few observations of my own. First, when an individual 
persistently and habitually makes claims or applications in the civil courts which are 
totally without merit, a civil restraint order will generally suffice to contain that 
activity, whilst ensuring that any claims or applications which have merit will still be 
allowed to proceed. The requirement for permission acts as a judicial filter, though it 
may place a heavy burden on the supervising judges and the court staff who have to 
deal with applications for permission. Civil restraint orders do create some 
impediment to access to justice, but they are justified and proportionate, and 
compliant with Article 6 of the European Convention on Human Rights.  

53. Applications for an Order under section 42 of the Senior Courts Act 1981, which 
would contain a similar judicial filter, and are also compatible with Article 6 (as 
confirmed by the Court of Appeal in Attorney General v Covey, above) are very much 
a last resort. Therefore, if the individual concerned is already subject to a GCRO, as 
Mr Millinder is, the Court will need to be persuaded that it is insufficient to meet the 
situation.  That may well be the case where the person concerned is not just 
persistently abusing the process of the court in civil proceedings, but seeking to bring 
vexatious criminal prosecutions. In practical terms, an order under section 42 is the 
only means of preventing such prosecutions. On behalf of the Attorney General, Mr 
Lewis explained that the purpose of seeking such an order in the present case was to 
stop the unmeritorious criminal proceedings to which Mr Millinder had increasingly 
turned after the imposition of the ECRO.   

53. The jurisdiction of the court to make an order under section 42 does not depend on 
whether the vexatious litigant lives in the United Kingdom or abroad, as Mr Millinder 
at one time sought to suggest. Those who, like Mr Millinder, make their homes 
overseas are no more entitled to abuse the process of the Courts of England and Wales 
with impunity than those who live within the jurisdiction. The wrongful behaviour 
which the court is restraining occurs within the jurisdiction. In any event, in his 
communications with the court, Mr Millinder regularly uses email addresses of a 
company whose trading name is Intelligence UK and whose registered office is in 
Oxford Street in London. 

54. The statutory criteria for making an order under section 42 are different from, and 
more stringent than, the criteria for a civil restraint order. The court must be satisfied 
by the Attorney General that the civil proceedings or applications in civil proceedings 
or the private prosecutions instituted by the individual concerned are vexatious, in the 
sense described by Bingham LJ in Attorney General v Baker (above). That means that 
the court is not just considering whether the civil or criminal proceedings or 
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applications in question are hopeless, because they have no basis in law or are 
otherwise bound to fail (which would make them “totally without merit” for the 
purposes of a CRO even if they were not vexatious). It must consider whether they are 
also an abuse of the process, and what impact they have or are likely to have on the 
defendants or respondents. As Lord Donaldson MR said in Attorney General v Jones 
(above) at page 862H-863A, the mischief at which section 42 is directed is that: 

“The compulsive authority of the state vested in the courts and the judiciary 
shall not be invoked without reasonable cause to the detriment of other 
citizens and that, when someone takes this course habitually and persistently, 
that person shall be restrained from continuing to do so, but shall nevertheless 
be as free as any other citizen to use those processes if he has reasonable 
cause for so doing.” 

55.  Secondly, in determining whether the test is satisfied, the Divisional Court hearing the 
application is bound by any findings or rulings made in earlier proceedings as to the 
merits of previous claims and applications made by the respondent. It is not obliged to 
re-open those decisions, and it generally will not have the power to do so: see 
Attorney General v Jones at page 863E-F. 

56. Sadly, because he has apparently convinced himself that anyone who disagrees with 
his point of view must be dishonest or insane (because from his perspective, any 
rational and honest person would agree with him) Mr Millinder cannot accept that 
earlier judgments or orders which he made no attempt to appeal are binding upon him, 
as they would be on any other litigant in his position, and that in principle there must 
be finality in litigation. Before us, he sought to rely on Re Fraser as authority for the 
proposition that he was entitled to make any number of attempts to set aside the 
judgment debt upon which the petition to wind up his former company Earth Energy 
was based (on the basis that the court was misled into finding that Earth Energy had 
not been assigned a claim by Empowering Wind that far exceeded in value the costs 
awarded against Earth Energy by the consent order of Norris J.)  

57. For the reasons explained by Swift J, that is not what that case decides. It has nothing 
to do with giving the judgment debtor (in this case Earth Energy, not Mr Millinder) 
multiple bites of the cherry or allowing that person to bypass an appeal.  As Lord 
Esher MR explained in Re Fraser, the Bankruptcy court, when deciding whether to 
make a receiving order, has a discretion. When exercising that discretion, the court is 
entitled to satisfy itself that the money is in fact due and owing to the petitioning 
creditor, rather than treating a judgment in his favour as the final word on the subject 
(though the power to go behind the judgment is subject to the limitations explained by 
Etherton J in Dawodu). That power exists even if the judgment has been the subject of 
an unsuccessful application to set it aside or an unsuccessful appeal. The reason why 
that power exists is that a receiving order will affect other creditors of the debtor 
besides the petitioning creditor, and any judgment obtained by the creditor will not 
bind those other creditors, even though it is binding on the debtor. 

58. However, the Bankruptcy court has no duty to go behind the judgment, which is prima 
facie evidence of the debt, and it is for the Bankruptcy court to decide whether on the 
evidence before it, the circumstances that would justify it in doing so have been 
established. As the Chancellor explained in his judgment, the Bankruptcy court (ICCJ 
Barber) was satisfied that the debt was due when it made the winding up order in 
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respect of Earth Energy, and Mr Millinder has exhausted all legitimate attempts to set 
aside the winding up order. 

59. In the course of argument at the hearing before us, Mr Millinder accepted that all his 
complaints had been fully ventilated before the Chancellor; but that was in the context 
of a hearing of Mr Millinder’s application to set aside the ECRO. His grievance is that 
there has never been a trial, in which witnesses would be called and cross-examined, 
at which he would have the opportunity to convince a judge that his various 
allegations of fraud and similar wrongdoing on the part of MFC and its 
representatives, in particular, were fully justified. I understand that Mr Millinder feels 
frustrated about that, but he has now been told enough times for the message to have 
got home that, in order to get a claim based on fraud or dishonesty to the stage where 
it will be fully ventilated at a trial, there needs to be enough evidence to raise a case to 
answer. One cannot prove dishonesty by mere assertion, however strongly one feels 
that it must have occurred.  

60. Mr Millinder knows this, but he is still prepared to make the wildest of allegations 
against anyone and everyone who he perceives to be an obstacle to his getting justice, 
and that behaviour is what has led to my concluding, albeit with some reluctance, that 
this is one of those rare cases where the court has really no choice but to exercise its 
discretion in favour of making an order under section 42. All the requirements are 
met, for the reasons adumbrated in Mr Justice Swift’s judgment. If there had been any 
indication that, in the light of hindsight, Mr Millinder accepted that he should not 
have sought to bring the criminal prosecutions and undertaken not to do anything of 
the kind again, I might have been persuaded to give him one last chance on the basis 
that the GCRO would suffice. However, that is plainly not a viable option. 

61. In the same way as with the GCRO, if Mr Millinder ever did have sufficient evidence 
to raise a sufficiently arguable claim or application, then unless the claim or 
application would be an abuse of process (e.g. because it is an attempt to relitigate 
matters that have been finally determined, or it is a claim that Mr Millinder has no 
status to bring), an order under section 42 would not act as a barrier: the High Court 
would permit it. But whether a claim is legally arguable is a matter for the assessment 
of the judge considering the application for leave to bring the claim or make the 
application. The Chancellor made the same point at paragraph 39 of his judgment 
when he said of the ECRO that the judicial filter will not prevent the bringing of 
meritorious claims which are legally realistically arguable. 

62.    Mr Millinder has exhausted his rights to challenge the ECRO and GCRO and it is no 
longer open to him to dispute their validity or the jurisdiction of the court to grant 
them. However, if an Order is made under section 42 there would be a degree of 
overlap between that Order and the GCRO; in practical terms there will be no 
necessity for the GCRO to remain in force and the Attorney General has made it clear 
that he would not oppose its discharge. I do, however, think it should be kept in force 
at least until such time as Mr Millinder has exhausted his rights of appeal against the 
Order that this Court makes under section 42. In that way, if Mr Millinder were to 
succeed in setting the Order aside on appeal, there would still be an operative means 
of preventing him from engaging in vexatious civil litigation. The sensible course, it 
seems to me, is to specify that whilst the GCRO remains in force, one of the 
designated supervising judges under the GCRO should consider any applications for 
leave made by Mr Millinder pursuant to the Order under section 42, and to leave any 
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question of discharge of the GCRO to be considered on a future occasion. In that way, 
during such time as both orders are in force, any necessary applications made by Mr 
Millinder for permission to bring proceedings or make applications will be considered 
by the same judge. 

63. Thirdly, in anticipation of what Mr Millinder might allege when he becomes aware of 
our decision on this application, he had a fair hearing. Indeed, he sent an email to the 
Administrative Court office on 31 March 2021 which said, among other things: “A 
productive hearing yesterday. The Judges were brilliant, the first fair hearing I have 
had in all the proceedings.”  He was given a fair opportunity to raise and argue his 
previously-indicated objection to my Lord, Mr Justice Swift, sitting as part of the 
constitution. He declined that opportunity. Had he maintained the objection, it would 
have been heard and dealt with on its merits, after hearing and considering his 
submissions. That was his one and only chance to make the objection; he cannot have 
second thoughts about it after the hearing has ended. To allow him to do so would be 
to treat him more favourably than other litigants.  

64. In fact, the objection was fundamentally misconceived; the fact that a judge was, 
many years ago, and when still in practice at the Bar, First Treasury Counsel, does not 
predispose him or her to find in favour of the Government or the Attorney-General, 
nor would any fair-minded objective and impartial observer rationally believe that it 
would. I was under the impression at the hearing that Mr Millinder accepted the force 
of this point, and slightly surprised in the light of this to hear that he had tried to 
resurrect the objection after we had heard all the arguments and reserved judgment. 
There appears to be a huge disparity between the way Mr Millinder behaves in court 
and the way he behaves outside court. 

65. Mr Millinder had raised a point in correspondence with the Administrative Court 
office that the Attorney General should have applied for permission to serve the 
application on him out of the jurisdiction. That argument seemed to me to have some 
force. At the start of the hearing I raised with Mr Lewis the court’s concern that there 
had been a failure to comply with the necessary formalities in respect of service, 
because Mr Millinder lives abroad, I believe somewhere in the Far East (though his 
address may not be known to the Attorney General). The proceedings had been served 
at Intelligence UK’s registered office. So far as I had been able to ascertain, there had 
been no order for substituted service, and that was confirmed. As I pointed out to Mr 
Lewis, the Civil Procedure Rules apply as much to the law officers as they do to any 
other litigant. 

66. However, as it happened, the failure to effect personal service or to obtain an order for 
service out of the jurisdiction (if required) caused no unfairness, and at the hearing, 
Mr Millinder did not claim that it had. Mr Millinder undoubtedly knew of the 
application, he had copies of the evidence relied on in support of it, and he had had 
ample opportunity to respond to the application in writing and had availed himself of 
that opportunity in lengthy written submissions, which both members of the 
constitution had taken the time to read and digest in advance of the hearing. He was 
also aware of the time and date of the hearing. Indeed, he had participated in a 
successful test of the video link on the previous day. Every effort was made to 
mitigate any difficulties for Mr Millinder caused by the time difference. In those 
circumstances it was hardly surprising that Mr Millinder indicated that he was content 
to proceed with the hearing. However, I was not prepared to leave matters as they 
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were without requiring the Attorney-General to take the necessary steps to cure the 
service irregularity, which led to the application to which Swift J has referred. I agree, 
for the reasons given by my Lord, that the application should be allowed, but the 
Attorney General should bear his own costs of that application. 

67. I had not encountered Mr Millinder before and I went into the hearing with a 
completely open mind. I have not discussed this application with any of the other 
judges who have previously dealt with Mr Millinder’s applications. After hearing the 
application, I considered all the submissions carefully, and formulated my own views 
of the merits entirely independently of Mr Justice Swift, and without having seen the 
substance of some of the abusive emails directed to him by or on behalf of Mr 
Millinder. Now that I have read my Lord’s judgment in draft, I am fortified in my 
independently formed view that Mr Millinder is set on a campaign of vindictive 
harassment which will not stop unless he is constrained to stop by court order. 

68. On 14 June a message was sent to myself and Mr Justice Swift from the 
Administrative Court office complaining that Mr Millinder was continuing to email 
the general mailbox regularly and call the office by phone. This proliferation of 
correspondence appeared to pertain to the application notice he had filed, without first 
obtaining permission as required under the GCRO, on 5 April 2021, after the hearing 
of the Attorney General’s application, which Swift J has addressed in his judgment to 
the extent that it was relevant to the outcome of the section 42 application. These 
further developments have reinforced my conclusion that the Order should be 
couched in terms which preclude Mr Millinder from corresponding with the Court 
except for the purposes of issuing and paying the fees for an application for 
leave/permission made to the supervising judge, filing evidence in support of such an 
application, making any claims or applications permitted by the supervising judge, or 
complying with court directions. 

69. Finally, I will just add this. It is extremely ill-advised for any litigant who is facing an 
application of this kind to seek to influence the outcome after the hearing. It is in any 
event wholly inappropriate for such a litigant to send unsolicited correspondence 
directly to any judge, at any stage of the litigation, particularly to a judge who is 
considering a reserved judgment in a matter relating to the sender. Mr Millinder 
somehow got hold of my judicial email address and on 24 May, 2021 I received an 
unsolicited email which appeared to be a diatribe of invective aimed at the Attorney 
General and the Lord Chancellor. As soon as I realised what it was, and who the 
author was, I did not read any further and disposed of it. Further emails from Mr 
Millinder were received and disposed of in similar fashion without my opening them.  

70. It may not have occurred to Mr Millinder that on the face of it, this behaviour appears 
to be an attempt to pervert the course of justice as well as a contempt of court. He 
should be disabused of any notion that his place of residence makes him safe from 
prosecution for the former, or proceedings to sanction the latter. It is not too late for 
Mr Millinder to start thinking more carefully about the consequences of his actions. I 
hope that he does. Meanwhile, I agree with my Lord, for the reasons set out in his 
judgment, and in this short concurring judgment, that this application should be 
granted subject to the modifications to which my Lord has alluded. 
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE CO/3966/2020 

QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION 

DIVISIONAL COURT 

BEFORE LADY JUSTICE ANDREWS DBE AND MR JUSTICE SWIFT 

IN THE MATTER OF AN APPLICATION PURSUANT TO SECTION 42 OF THE 
SENIOR COURTS ACT 1981 

BETWEEN: 

HER MAJESTY’S ATTORNEY GENERAL FOR ENGLAND AND WALES 

Applicant 

-and-

PAUL MILLINDER 

Respondent
O6 JU L 2021 

7 

Ca L 0 N D 0 N 
ORDER403 

PENAL NOTICE 

T0: PAUL MILLINDER 

You must obey the terms of this Order. If you do not obey, you will be guilty of a 
contempt of court and you, Paul Millinder, may be sent to prison or fined. 

UPON an application by the Attorney General for an order pursuant to Section 42 of the Senior 
Courts Act 1981; 

AND UPON HEARING counsel for the Attorney General, and Mr Millinder, in person; 

AND UPON an application. by the Attorney General under CPR 6.15; 

AND UPON an application by Mr Millinder made on 5 April 2021 without obtaining the prior 
permission of the court as required by the terms of the General Civil Restraint Order (“GCRO”) 
made against him on 13 November 2020: 
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“ (1) To order a trial for fraud, criminal offences and civil contempt pleaded during the
hearing of 30/03/2021: (2) To set aside void orders and orders founded by fraud,

including the GCRO and to adjourn the S42 Senior Courts Act application pending 
outcome of the trial of untried issues” 1 

AND UPON the handing down of reserved judgments on 6 July 2021 

IT IS ORDERED THAT: 

1. The Applicant’s service of the section 42 application on Mr Millinder by email on 7
December 2020 is authorised pursuant to CPR 6.15. The date on which the application
is deemed to have been served is 7 December 2020. The period for filing an
acknowledgment of service is deemed to be 23 days after 7 December 2020. 

2. An all proceedings order is made in respect oer Millinder pursuant to the power under

section 42 of the Senior Courts Act 1981. 

3. Mr Millinder’s name shall be added to the list of vexatious litigants published by Her
Majesty’s Courts and Tribunal Service. 

4. Paul Millinder shall not, Without the leave of the High Court, whether personally or
through any other person on his behalf or acting under his direction, institute civil
proceedings or applications or criminal proceedings in any Court or Tribunal. 

5. Any civil proceedings or applications or criminal proceedings instituted by Mr
Millinder in any Court before the making of this order shall not be continued without
leave of the High Court. 

6. No application (other than one for leave under section 42 ofthe Senior Courts Act 1981)

shall be made by Mr Millinder, in any civil or criminal proceedings instituted in any
Court by any person, without the leave of the High Court. 

7. Mr Millinder shall be prohibited from acting as a representative or McKenzie Friend or
acting as the representative of any company or partnership in any proceedings in any
Court or Tribunal. 

8. Mr Millinder shall not apply for leave under any of paragraphs 4 to 6 above more than

twice per calendar month. Mr Millinder shall not in connection with any such
application send more than five messages (whether by correspondence or email) to the
Court. Whilst the General Civil Restraint Order made against Mr Millinder on 13

November 2020 remains in force, any such application shall be made only to one of the

supervising judges designated under that Order. 

9. Any applications requests or messages sent in breach of paragraph 8 above will not
receive any response nor be placed on the court file. 
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10. Save as provided in paragraph 8 above or by any further order of the Court, Mr
Millinder shall not send any correspondence or emails or communicate in any manner
(including by telephone) With Her Majesty’s Courts and Tribunals Service (that

expression including for this purpose any judge of any court or tribunal or any judge’s

clerk). 

11. Any correspondence or emails or communication sent in breach of paragraph 10 above

need not, unless the recipient decides otherwise, receive any acknowledgement or 
response. 

12. The terms of this Order shall have effect until further notice. 

13. All the applications made by Mr Millinder in his application notice dated 5 April 2021 
are refiJsed. ' 

14. Mr Millinder shall pay the Attorney General’s costs of and occasioned by the Attorney

General’s application (save for any costs of or occasioned by the application under CPR
6.15), to be assessed on the standard basis if not agreed. 

Dated 6 July 2021 

BY THE COURT 
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IN THE COURT OF APPEAL 

On appeal from the Administrative Court.  Case reference: CO/3966/2020

____________________________________________________________________________________

CHRONOLOGY & CONCLUSION AT PAGE 10 - 16 

____________________________________________________________________________________

Mr Paul Millinder – Appellant (“A”)  

V 

Attorney General – Respondent (“R”)  

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Refers to the tabulated PDF Portfolio: CR-BUNDLE-1 (Download via link to view or access individual tabs 
by clicking on links where referenced).  

Date     Application type / relief sought    Outcome / notes 

02/06/2016 HMRC present petition against 
Empowering Wind MFC Ltd (“EW”) the 
wind turbine sole purpose vehicle with 
its sole trading interest constructing, 
connecting to the grid and operating the 
1.5Mega Watt 136 metre high wind 
turbine at the overflow carpark of D2’s 
Riverside Stadium.   

18/07/2016 – Adjourned 

15/08/2016 

15/08/2016 

Return date on HMRC winding up 
petition.   

A completed a CVA arrangement with 
the 3 creditors and HMRC accepted the 
repayment proposal and took the first 
deposit.    HMRC then reneged upon the 
agreement without explanation.  

See: tab_C09 – Lupton Fawcett letter 
(page 1 & 2)  

D2 submits a “notice of intention to 
appear” falsely claiming to be a creditor 
in the sum of £256,269.89, being the 
sum of the unwarranted demand used 
to unlawfully forfeit the Lease dated 
25/06/2015 

Petition hearing adjourned until 19th 
September 2016 for A to complete a CVA 
with third party company creditors (owed 
less than £40k in total). The creditors are:  

Smith Brothers Contracting Ltd 
GMR Consulting Ltd 
HMRC    

See the cross claim that was in Registrar 
Baister’s possession 7-days prior to the 
hearing as referred to at page 2, p2.   

The Court fails in it’s duty to apply the law 
in set off, knowing that EW’s cross claim 
against D2 extinguished their fraudulent 
claim.  See: Rule 14.25(2) of the Insolvency 
Rules 2016.  

It was ultra vires of the Court to wind up 
EW in absence of applying the law.  

Tab_10: Pages 164 - 179
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19/09/2016 The return date hearing to finalise the 
CVA arrangement.   

Baister falsely accuses A of excluding D2 
from the CVA arrangement, knowing 
they are not creditors. 

The winding up order is void as ultra 
vires and any action founded upon it 
thereafter is void ab initio.  It was all 
fraud, because the corrupt Court 
worked to defraud A using the façade of 
insolvency. 

Staunton (D7) appeared, making a false 
representation that D2 is a creditor in that 
sum of £256,269.89.   

Baister fails to apply the law in set off, 
knowing of the mutual dealings and 
knowing that the MFC claim is false.    

Baister orders that EW be wound up 
without accounting for the mutual dealings 
conferred in rule 14/25(2) of the Insolvency 
Rules 2016.  It was ultra vires (beyond the 
court’s powers) to wind up in absence of 
applying the law.  

01/12/2016 Hannon, the Official Receiver of London 
(D6) is appointed as liquidator of EW 
from the date of the void winding up 
order.   

Hannon accepts the proof of debt from 
Bloom of D2 in the sum of £256,269.89 

20/12/2016 D6 accepts a second proof of debt from 
Bloom of D2 (contrary to his duty not to 
accept more than 1 proof from the same 
creditor) in the sum of £541,308.89 

Hannon fails to disclose either the first or 
second proof of debt to A when requested 
to have done so.  

09/01/2017 MFC (D2) ex-parte application to refrain 
presentation of a winding up petition by 
EEI in the sum of £530,000 plus standard 
interest in relation to the statutory 
demand served on 6th January 2017 
founded by the assigned investments.  

172 pages of witness evidence withheld by 
D2 and a false statement ex-parte by 
Bloom where he lied about the assignment 
and failed to disclose the fact that D2 
refused the connection, rendering the 
project useless.  

Injunction granted until 16th January 2017. 

09/01/2017 Police report: 
A discovered fraudulent non-disclosure 
at 5.30PM and reported the offence of 
fraud by failing to disclose information 
to Cleveland Police, along with the first 
and second count of fraud by false 
representation, the claims accepted by 
Hannon of £256,269.89 and 
£541,308.89. 

Cleveland Police waste 6-months, withhold 
evidence from City of London police stating 
they are reliant on a “peer review” when 
the case is proven and then terminate the 
investigation, preventing justice being 
served on their local Club.  

11/01/2017 A’s solicitor, Penningtons serve on D2 
solicitors, Womble Bond Dickinson 
(“WBD”) the letter with a “shopping list” 
of material information withheld ex-
parte. 

See: PM-EX-PART-3:  tab_P2 

Letter stated A did not consent to costs. 
A did not set aside due to potentially 
compromising police investigation.  
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16th January 
2017  

 D2 attend ex-parte on 16th January 2017 
to imply that A agrees to pay costs by 
consent in the sum of £25k, failing to 
disclose the 11/01/2017 letter.    
 

Injunction continued permanently by 
Norris J.  

02/02/2017  
 
 
 
 
 

3rd proof of debt false representation 
submitted by Gill to Hannon to prevent 
A from suing D2 and preventing the 
liquidation from progressing.   The proof 
is from the same non-existent source as 
the first and second.  
 
(See: Tab_C01 – Proof of debt)  
 

Gill of WBD submits a false representation 
claim of over £4.1 million in the form of a 
proof of debt to Hannon (D6).   
 
Hannon retains the proof of debt, knowing 
it is false. 
 

18/08/2017  Counsel for A served letter of claim on 
Hannon (D6), as well as D2, D3, D4 and 
D5.  
 
(See: Tab_C02 – sealed letter of claim)  

Edmund Robb, counsel for A (Prospect Law) 
served letter of claim telling them 
categorically that the proof of debt is false 
and asking Hannon to remove it.  The 
defendants ignored the letter and Hannon 
refused to perform on his duties.  
 

05/10/2017  Attorney General complaint of contempt 
of court by D2, D3, D4 and D7 relating to 
the ex-parte hearing of 09/01/2017.  
 
(See: Tab_C03 – Exhibit_Buckland)  
 

A delivered the evidence and submissions 
to Attorney General’s Office proving 
Bloom’s false witness statement and 
fraudulent non-disclosure of 172-pages of 
witness evidence that otherwise proved 
the demand of 6th January 2017.   
 
Buckland, then Solicitor General evaded his 
duty to prosecute Bloom, his personal 
affiliate.  (See: page 7 – 13, the letter to 
Buckland and his responses at pages 15 and 
16).     
 

15/11/2017  A filed the originating application to a 
High Court Judge to deal with the fraud 
by Hannon, the frauds by false 
representation and the fraud by non-
disclosure at the ex-parte hearing before 
Arnold J.  
 
 

See; INDEX-05-04, then to: PDF portfolio 
no 20 (download to view the tabs)  
 
Tab_BX1 is the application notice.  
Tab_BX2 is A’s first witness statement.  
Tab_BX3 is A’s second witness statement 
dealing with the fraud by failing to disclose 
information and the false statement by 
Bloom. 
 
Tab_BX4 is A’s third witness statement.  
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21/11/2017 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
21/11/2017   

Unwarranted demand and enforcement 
visit to 3rd Floor 277-281 Oxford Street, 
W1C 2DL by Court Enforcement Services 
seeking to levy distress on EEI goods in 
the sum of £619,774.48 
 
See: INDEX-05-04: PDF portfolio no 21 
 
 
Chief Registrar Nicholas Briggs approved 
and confidential filing in relation to the 
blackmail in CR-2017-008690. 
 
 
Chief Registrar Nicholas Briggs (on the 
Attorney General’s A-Panel) “crossed 
out” A’s request that the application of 
15/11/2017 be heard by a High Court 
Judge, knowing of the serious fraud 
committed.  
 

Tab_1 is the distress notice unwarranted 
demand with menaces seeking to levy on 
EEI goods. 
No order of the court existed. The 
demander referred to the order of 
16/01/2017 founded by D2, D3, D4 and 
D7’s fraud.  
 
 
A filed the demand on 21/11/2017 as a 
confidential filing and served a copy of the 
sealed notice on D2, D3, D4, D5, D6 and D7 
same day.  
 
Briggs insisted the application was “to be 
heard by a Registrar” knowing that a 
Registrar does not have jurisdiction to do 
what the application sought to have done. 

22/11/2017  Chief Registrar Briggs meets with 
Hannon (D6) at Radcliffe Chambers (D7’s 
Chambers) at a drinks reception during 
the evening.  
 
See: PDF portfolio 21: tab_9 – 
Fitzgerald’s statement, CEO Radcliffe 
Chambers dated 08/03/2018 and sealed 
on 21/03/2018  
 
 

22/11/2017, Briggs approved the further 
confidential filings in CR-2017-008690 at 
tab_2, tab_3 and tab_4 of PDF portfolio no 
21. 

21/12/2017 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Hearing of the application of 15th 
November 2017 is listed before 
Registrar Clive Hugh Jones who evaded 
all A’s evidence.  
 
See: tab_C04 - Transcript 21/12/2017)  

From the transcript (tab_C04), Jones stated 
at page 3(A):  
 
“Maybe in other proceedings -- who knows 
-- honesty and dishonesty may come into it, 
but for my purposes it's not going to matter 
because I can't judge”. 
 
Jones admitted he had no jurisdiction to try 
the fraud that A sought to have tried in the 
application that was to be heard by a High 
Court Judge.  
 
The transcript indicates genuine bias and a 
willingness of Jones to conceal the fraud 
whilst he was misrepresenting rule 14.11 of 
the Insolvency Rules 2016 to assist Hannon.  
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19/01/2018  
 
 
 

EEI made the application to recuse Jones 
from hearing the case.   
 
 

Jones listed the recusal for 26th March 2018 
and failed to recuse himself from the app 
he had no jurisdiction to hear.  
 

 
30/01/2018  
 

 
EEI applied to a High Court Judge to 
recuse Jones, to set aside the fraudulent 
£4.1 million claim and to try the 
fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte, 
Bloom’s false ex-parte witness 
statement and to set aside the orders of 
9th & 16th January 2017 because they 
were founded by fraud.  

 
See: tab_C06 – App 30/01/2018 containing 
the application and submissions.  

05/02/2018 
 
 

Hearing of the application of 
30/01/2018  
 
See: INDEX-05-04:  PDF portfolio no 26 
then to: tab_Z9, the 54-page report that 
has been concealed because it proves 
A’s case.  From page 1, the active table 
of contents, click: “Judicial findings of 
non-disclosure ex-parte” (page 26, 
reading line 9 through to line 25 of page 
27).  
 
See: INDEX-05-04: PDF portfolio no 1, 
tab_08, the transcript of that hearing, 
turning to page 12.  This is where Nugee 
sought to imply that the demand in the 
sum of £256,269.89 was only for rent. 
 
Jones QC said this: 
 
“in June 2015 Middlesbrough served not 
only invoices for rent but also invoices 
for payment under clause 3.4.2 of the 
energy supply agreement” 
 
Jones went on to state: 
“…clause 3.4.2 of the energy supply 
agreement, that being one of the clauses 
which was not conditional” 
 
Any “Entitlement to agreed output” 
(agreement by A to supply any power 
whatsoever), is conditional upon A’s 
“satisfaction in full of” “entering into a 
Connection Agreement” that D2 refused.  

Nugee failed to recuse Jones.  
 
 
Nugee prevented justice being served on 
D2, D3, D4 and D7 for what is the most 
significant case of fraudulent non-
disclosure by lawyers in the history of the 
UK after finding that 172 pages of witness 
evidence was withheld.  
 
 
 
Nugee found that no money was ever owed 
to D2 and that they unlawfully forfeited the 
wind turbine Lease after refusing the 
connection and making an unwarranted 
demand in the sum of £256,269.89.   
 
 
After being told that the demand was “not 
only invoices for rent”, but also invoices for 
energy supply, Nugee said this: 
 
Nugee J: For non payment of rent. 
Ms Jones: For non payment, yes. 
Nugee J: Rent, yes. 
 
Jones and Nugee were colluding to prevent 
justice being served on Staunton, D2, D3 
and D4.  They knew that any “invoicing & 
payment was contractually prohibited.  
 
A reiterates, these people are liars and 
cheats, masters of deception and are good 
for nothing much else other than fraud.   
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At page 19 of the transcript:   
Nugee J: £541,000 and then 4. -- 
Ms Jones: Yes, and then 4.1 million. 
Nugee J: Yes, I don’t think I know how 
those sums are made up. 
Ms Jones: No, I’m not sure I do either -- 
 
See page 90, 91, 92 and 93 of the 
transcript.  
 
 
At page 75 of the transcript, Nugee said 
this:  
 
Nugee J: Petition should go forward. 
Mr Staunton: Absolutely. 
 
 
See: tab_Z9, page 27, line 13 through to 
line 7 of page 29) 
 
See: tab_Z9, from page 1, click “Nugee J 
dishonestly manipulated the terms of 
and misrepresented the assignment”  
 
Read page 36, line 1 through to line 11 
of page 37.   

 
They knew the claims were precisely that, 
made up, frauds by false representation 
used to defraud A of the proven damages 
claim that is vested in EW.    
 
 
Nugee knew that Jones is conflicted and 
that he had no jurisdiction, which is why he 
failed to recuse him.  
 
 
 
 
Nugee clearly knew that Gill would submit 
the petition exactly 4-days later, there was 
no other petition in issue.  
 
Nugee concealed the false witness 
statement by Bloom.  (s.5 Perjury Act 1911) 
 
Nugee committed fraud by false 
representation and misrepresented the 
terms of the assignment that was also 
withheld to make it not absolute, then 
relying on his corrupted version within his 
order to state the assignment was not 
absolute when he knew it was.   
 

07/02/2018  EEI applied for directions to Nugee to 
address the instances of fraud and 
dishonesty he evaded 2-days prior.  
 
See: INDEX-05-04: PDF portfolio no 3, 
then to tab_T7 
 

The directions letter sought to deal with 
Staunton’s dishonesty that was evaded by 
Nugee on 5th February 2018.  
 
Nugee evaded the directions altogether. 

12/02/2018  
 

After being served the directions 
application of 07/02/2018, Gill 
presented the covert (without notice) 
winding up petition for £25,000 against 
EEI after Staunton (D7) admitted on 5th 
February 2018 that:  
 
“what’s assigned are the investments, 
the £200,000”  
 

Gill knew that EEI does not owe D2 a single 
penny, but they have been using the façade 
of insolvency and the corrupt judicial 
offenders to defraud A of his property.  
 
 
 
Staunton admitted categorically that he 
knew that the investments in EW were 
assigned to EEI. 
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28/02/2018 
and 
01/03/2018   

EEI issued the application to set aside 
Nugee’s order of 05/02/2018 and to set 
aside the order of 9th and 16th January 
2017 as all facts were not taken into 
consideration. 
 
The application within insolvency 
proceedings focused in particular on the 
failure of the offender’s continuing duty 
to disclose and the Penningtons letter of 
11/01/2017.  Nugee evaded that 
altogether. 
 

The application focused on the false 
instrument applications to Bristol County 
Court (certified as true when they were 
false).  
 
 
Failure to disclose the Pennington’s letter is 
indisputably material.  It was withheld to 
conceal their fraudulent non-disclosure on 
09/01/2017.  
 

20/03/2018  D2, D3 D4 and D7 make a covert 
(without notice) application to set aside 
EEI’s application of 1st March 2018 
which was to set aside the consent 
order and to try the blackmails and the 
false witness statement of Bloom.  
 

Nugee immediately determined D2’s 
directions application (without notice), 
whilst failing altogether to address A’s 
directions application of 11th February 
2018. 

21/03/2018  Order of 21st March 2018.  Nugee refuses to set aside EEI’s application 
and listed EEI’s application issued on 1st 
March 2018 for a hearing in the usual way.  
 
 

26/03/2018  Jones refused to recuse himself and 
certified the recusal application as 
“TWM” after admitting he had no 
jurisdiction to hear the application that 
sought to deal with the fraud 
collectively.  
 
 
Jones affixed himself to the application 
he knew he had no jurisdiction to hear.  
 
Jones retained the £4.1 million 
fraudulent claim that Nugee found to be 
false on 5th February 2018 to assist the 
offenders in defrauding A and by 
preventing A and his fellow creditors 
from furthering the liquidation to sue D2 
for damages. 
 

The fraud by false representation remained 
un-adjudicated upon and the fraud by 
failing to disclose information, the second 5 
Perjury Act offence on the part of Hannon 
and Bloom (both statements) was 
concealed.  Hannon’s fraud by breach of 
fiduciary duty was concealed.  
 
Jones dismissed the application he had no 
jurisdiction to hear and made A the 
applicant when the applicant was EEI so 
that he could defraud A of £45,500 in costs 
founded by his fraud and the £4.1 million 
fraud by false representation.  

28/03/2018  Staunton, D7 attends court before ICCJ 
Barber whilst A was ill and unable to 
attend, to wind up EEI for the £25,000 
he knew was firstly: 
 

At page 1 of the transcript (tab_14), F – G 
Staunton lied to ICCJ Barber about the fact 
that Nugee J listed EEI’s application to set 
aside the fraudulent £25k liability for a 
hearing in the usual way just one-week 
prior: 
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1. Subject to challenge by order of 
Nugee J on 21st March 2018 (therefore 
disputed on genuine and substantial 
grounds):  
 
2. Secondly, was extinguished by the 
cross claim assigned investments he 
himself had admitted were assigned on 
5th February 2018.  
 
See: INDEX-05-04: PDF portfolio no 1, 
then to tab_14, the transcript of that 
hearing.  
 
At page 2 of the transcript (D – E):  
 
Judge Jones then dismissed that 
application. That’s the cross-claim. 
That’s disposed of Monday of this 
week. 
 
This conscious and premeditated 
dishonesty, serious fraud by false 
representation and perjury has been 
concealed by Vos, Nugee, Murray (QBD), 
Fancourt, Miles, Snowden and then by 
Swift and Andrews in the Administrative 
Court.   They have conspired to pervert 
the course of justice, when the multiple 
frauds and indictable offences were 
pleaded and proven before them.    
 
The conspirers used false instrument 
restraint orders to continue perverting 
the course of justice, defaming A, 
knowing that his case is proven, whilst 
denying justice and violating A’s right of 
access to justice altogether.  
 

JUDGE BARBER: -- saying in his email that 
the – the petition is disputed. 
 
MR STAUNTON: Indeed, but that matter 
has been fully ventilated in front of Judge 
Jones, terminating Monday of this week 
when he dismissed (inaudible) application 
 
Staunton then lied about the cross claim 
and the assignment that he knew was 
effective from 30th June 2015:  
 
The petitioner has, as part of that group, 
terminated the agreement and also a lease 
underlying it and Mr Millinder then said, 
“Well, the subsidiary has a significant claim 
for damages against Middlesbrough”, but it 
never brought any proceedings. 
 
JUDGE BARBER: It’s not a cross-claim then. 
 
MR STAUNTON: That is the cross-claim. 
 
JUDGE BARBER: Well, it’s not a cross-claim 
though, is it? 
 
MR STAUNTON: Well, I – in my submission, 
no 
 
As a result of Staunton’s fraud and 
dishonesty, EEI was wound up when it’s 
application to set aside the fraudulent £25k 
liability was sub judice.  
 
Due to Staunton’s fraud, the rule in set off, 
rule 14.25 of the Insolvency Rules 2016 was 
not applied.    
 
Fortunately, A realised that the court is as 
much a part of the fraud as the principal 
offenders and on 18th March 2018, A 
assigned the investments from EEI back to 
A personally.    
 
EEI was still wound up due to Staunton’s 
fraud and even though it is indisputable 
that the alleged debt was subject to 
challenge (disputed on genuine and 
substantial grounds), the court continued 
the fraud and denied justice.  

CASE FILE: Page 1061 PDF Page: 898

https://intelligenceuk.com/PM-29-05-2021/INDEX-05-04.pdf
https://www.dropbox.com/s/3vc6bmtwtz19oru/1.%20EX-PM-27-10-2020_PDF_Portfolio.pdf?dl=0
https://intelligenceuk.com/MFC-DEMAND/23_10_2020/Tab_14---Transcript_Barber_28_03_2018.pdf


9 
 

29/03/2018  A’s application to rescind the winding up 
of EEI.  The application was expressly to 
be heard in the Interim Applications 
Court by a High Court Judge, as the 
application of 1st March 2018 was 
before a High Court Judge.  
 

See:  Tab_CO7 - Rescission_29_03_2018 

30/03/2018  
 

A’s application (A and EEI as applicants) 
to award damages in accord with the 
cross-undertaking of 9th January 2017 
for the malicious winding up of EEI when 
the purported petition debt was subject 
to challenge. 
 

 

11/04/2018  
 

Chief Registrar Briggs, knowing that he is 
conflicted, after having affixed Jones to 
the application to try the fraud and after 
approving the confidential filings related 
to the fraudulent non-disclosure ex 
parte and then meeting with Hannon on 
the evening of 22nd November 2018, 
affixed himself to the rescission 
application to deny remedy.  
 
See:  Tab_CO8 – 
Transcript_CR_Briggs_11_04_2018  
 

Briggs found that the cross claim assigned 
investments extinguished the £25,000.  
 
Staunton himself admitted at page 21 (F) 
that;    
 
…So there's a cross claim which 
extinguishes the liability to pay £25,000. 
 
But he lied and said:  
 
…that also was before Judge Barber and 
she made the Winding Up Order. 
 
To deny remedy and prevent justice being 
served, Briggs adjourned the recission.  
 
Pelling was then factored into the equation 
by Briggs to assist the corrupt judiciary and 
their conspirers in concealing the fraud and 
ensuring that A is denied justice.  
 

16/05/2018  Snowden dismissed A’s application of 
30/03/2018  
 

On 16/05/2018 the application that Nugee 
listed for a hearing (setting aside the £25k 
fraudulent liability) was still not heard.  
 
The purported debt was sub judice and yet 
reliance was placed on the illegal winding 
up. 
 

07/06/2018  
 

Hearing of A’s application of 01/03/2018 
that was listed for a hearing on 21/03/ 
2018 to set aside the order of 16th 
January 2017.  
 

Pelling evades all A’s evidence and certified 
the proven case as “TWM” when it is 
indisputable that had the Penningtons 
Manches LLP letter of 11/01/2017 been 
disclosed, no judge would have continued 
the injunction of 16/01/2017.    

CASE FILE: Page 1062 PDF Page: 899

https://intelligenceuk.com/CR-BUNDLE-1/Tab_C07---Rescission_29_03_2018.pdf
https://intelligenceuk.com/CR-BUNDLE-1/Tab_CO8---Transcript_CR_Briggs_11_04_18.pdf


10 
 

Hearing of the adjourned application by 
Briggs (who had no jurisdiction because 
he was conflicted) to rescind the 
malicious winding up order founded by 
Staunton’s fraud. 
 
 
 
Malicious and unjust certifications as 
TWM:  
 
(1) Pelling certified the application to 
recuse Jones from the application he 
had no jurisdiction to hear as TWM; 
 
(2) Pelling certified the application to set 
aside the consent order of 16th January 
2017 when there is no consent and 
when the demand cannot be disputed 
and when the order was founded by 
fraud as “TWM”: 
 
(3) Pelling certified the application of 
30/03/2018 that came before Snowden 
as “TWM” contrary to the court’s ability 
to award damages as per the cross 
undertaking of 09/01/2017 
 
It is proven that the petition debt was 
extinguished and that the purported 
debt was subject to challenge.  
 
“Nor is it any obstacle to the invocation 
of this doctrine that the debtor has 
originally consented to the very 
judgment against himself which he is 
now attacking, or that his earlier appeal 
from the judgment was dismissed”. 
 
“the far more usual occasion for 
invoking this doctrine is when it is the 
debtor who will otherwise suffer 
injustice, and this is particularly capable 
of occurring when the judgment was 
obtained by a compromise of action or 
by default. A default judgment, by its 
very nature involves a one-sided 
presentation of the facts which may lack 
objectivity and may even be inaccurate 
or unfair” 

Likewise, it would have been discovered 
there was no consent.  
 
It is another case of the purported judges 
perverting the course of justice, denying 
justice then certifying A’s proven case as 
“TWM” to originate the false instrument, 
void ECRO founded by the void, without 
jurisdiction act by the judicial office 
holders.  
 
See: PM-EX-PART-3: tab_P2 is the 
Penningtons Manches LLP letter. Tab_P1 is 
the mala fide order made by Pelling.  
 
At tab_P1, Pelling’s order, p7, Pelling knew 
that A was the applicant.  A had the right to 
progress the case.   The application is not 
and cannot possibly be without merit.  
 
At p8, Snowden did not certify as “TWM” 
because “….essentially because there was a 
pending application to rescind the Winding 
Up Order made in relation to Earth Energy 
Investments LLP”  
 
It is proven that the winding up was 
founded by fraud.   
 
At p11 and 12, this nonsensical decision 
affronts the authority A relied upon in 
Barclays Bank v Atay [2015] EWHC 3198 
(Ch); [2016] B.P.I.R. 12 
 
A refers to his skeleton of 24/03/2021, 
page 19, p105.  From the authority, A cites 
the correct part in the left-hand column 
herein.   
 
There was only one application that was 
dismissed by Nugee. It was not certified as 
“TWM”.   The application before Pelling 
sought to set aside the order, and the 
purported consent order, because there 
was no consent.   
 
The fact is that fraudulent non-disclosure 
founded the order of 16th January 2017. 
The Livesey v Jenkins rule applies.   
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A void, without jurisdiction act by 
Pelling in certifying proven applications 
as “TWM” and then making an ECRO 
off the back of them to conceal fraud 
(pervert the course of justice): 
 
The jurisdictional hurdle is that 3 or 
more applications must be “TWM” for 
any judge to have made the ECRO.  That 
is clearly not the case here. The TWM 
certifications are void, for there was no 
jurisdiction from which to have done so.  
 
 
 
Tab_Z6, A’s concise line numbered 
submission was evaded entirely by Swift 
and Andrews, because they have 
perverted the course of justice.  
 
It is however proven that Staunton 
himself admitted on 5th February 2018 
that the investments had been assigned 
and they all knew from then on but in 
fact much earlier, that EEI, nor A, nor 
EW, owed D2 a single penny.   

 
At p13 of his nonsense judgment, Pelling 
affronted the rule of law, section 136(1) of 
the Law of Property Act 1925 that makes 
the assignment effectual from date of 
service (30/06/2015).      
 
Pelling relied on Nugee’s fraud by false 
representation, where he made the 
assignment not absolute.   Because Pelling 
evaded all A’s evidence, he was entirely 
vacant of the fact that Bloom himself 
acknowledged the assignment he had in his 
possession with the demand on 3rd January 
2017, (the second notice).   
 
A refers to tab_Z6 (PDF portfolio 26 of the 
index).  The submission was evaded 
entirely by Swift and Andrews, it has never 
been considered.   
 
Page 2, line 16 exhibited fresh evidence 
that was also concealed by Nugee (because 
it proved fraud on the part of both Hannon 
and Bloom of D2).  
 
Like 18 – 20 is another notice of absolute 
assignment that was in Bloom’s possession 
on 3rd January 2017 with the demand.  

 

CONCLUSION:  

1. It is proven beyond doubt that Pelling never had jurisdiction to make the ECRO.  Practice 
Direction 3C, 3.1(3) states that: 
 
“where a party has persistently issued claims or made applications which are totally without 
merit” 
 

2. The application does truly have to be “totally without merit” meaning that there is no 
rational basis on which the claim could succeed. 
 

3. As Pelling did correctly cite at p3 of his order (tab_P1), the jurisdictional hurdle to be 
reached is that: 
 
“I must be satisfied that at least three claims or applications have been brought by the party 
against whom an Extended Civil Restraint Order is sought, which were totally without merit”. 
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4. At p4, Pelling referred to the fact that it is the party bringing the applications that must 
be made subject to the ECRO.  The applications were made by the Body Corporate, EEI, 
not A.  On this ground along, there was never any jurisdiction in law from which to have 
made the ECRO against A.   On 28th March 2018, EEI was wound up, therefore the party 
bringing the proceedings ceased to have legal standing to have done so.     
 

5. The law is not subject to dispute. It is not for the parties to dispute the law and the civil 
procedure rules are statutory law that dictates that the “party” is the party that is 
making the applications.   Statutory law commits the ECRO as being void from the outset 
on this ground alone.    The case law cited is nonsense, the “real party” is either the 
individual or Body Corporate bringing the litigation.  
 

6. At p12 – 14 of Pelling’s order, it was said at p12 that “there had been no agreement to 
the effect set out in paragraph 2 of the consent order”.   That is the correct position, but 
moreover, the correct position is that fraud by failing to disclose information, in breach 
of the continuing duty to disclose, would have revealed the correct factual 
circumstances, there was no consent.   That was not even considered by Nugee, nor 
Pelling.     
 

7. Firstly, the correct position is that had disclosure of the Penningtons Manches LLP letter 
(tab_P2) been made promptly on 11th January 2017 or up until 16th January 2017, the 
order of 16th January 2017 would not have been made, for any judge would have 
discovered the “shopping list” of material information withheld and no judge would 
have continued the order.  
 

8. Secondly, it would have been discovered, precisely what Pelling sited at p12 of his order.  
9. Thirdly, the Livesey v Jenkins rule applies respective of the failure to disclose that 

Penningtons Manches LLP letter.  A correctly pleaded that position at page 20, p109 of 
my skeleton dated 24th March 2021, but as usual, the corrupt judiciary evaded 
everything to prevent justice being served.  
 

10. Fourthly, non-disclosure of the Penningtons Manches LLP letter is material.  The 
authority; The Arena Corporation Limited v Schroeder [2003] EWHC 1089, as cited at 
page 22, p121 of A’s skeleton applies, in particular;  
 
“If the court finds that there have been breaches of the duty of full and fair disclosure on the ex 
parte application, the general rule is that it should discharge the order obtained in breach and 
refuse to renew the order until trial” 
 

11. The court deliberately failed to find the fraud, because its officers have been acting 
under orders of the political kleptocracy, the Attorney General’s Office in particular, to 
prevent justice being served on the offenders. 
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12. It is for this reason all the fraud has been concealed and which is why these false 
instrument restraint orders have materialized, founded by void orders.  

The committal claim, human rights claim and petition for mandatory order was suppressed:  

13. Any of A’s applications for trial have been suppressed and never considered.  The Part 8 
claim for committal, the human rights damages claim and the petition for mandatory 
order was disposed of without hearing by Murray, who, following suit, certified the 
proven case as “TWM” without a hearing.    The contempt on the part of Bloom and 
Hannon is however proven and indeed, all the purported judges have prevented justice 
being served.  Section 1, the strict liability rule of the Contempt of Court Act 1981 
applies.    All the offenders have interfered with the proper administration of justice, so 
did Murray.  
 

14. The Master was precluded in law from making any order in the case, a stay is an order. 
Murray likewise certified that application as “TWM”, but the application sought 
disclosure pursuant to CPR Part 31 of the exhibit and the proofs of debt that Hannon 
lied about in this witness statement.  The exhibit being AH1, that is referred to in 
Hannon’s false “Official Receiver’s Report to Court” dated 15th December 2017 that A 
has never even seen.  A has the right to inspect those documents, moreover, Hannon 
has a legal duty to disclose the proofs and he lied about them and denied they existed. 
Once again, the court perverted the course of justice, certifying the proven case as 
“TWM” with totally no consideration whatsoever.     
 

15. The order made by Murray is void as ultra vires, he did not have the power to certify the 
application and the committal claim as “TWM” without first addressing all the grounds 
raised.   The later false instrument GCRO was founded by that void, ultra vires act.  
 

The application for trial of 27th October 2020 for more fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte was 
suppressed 

16. Fancourt completely evaded all A’s evidence, witness statements, skeletons and 
perverted the course of justice on 6th November 2020 to prevent justice being served on 
the principal offenders, knowing that Stewart had made a knowingly false witness 
statement and that the offenders had once again fraudulently withheld 13 material 
exhibits, including the 54-page report from their ex-parte hearing of 23rd October 2020.  
 

17. Fancourt knew that Nugee had found that the claim of the demand is proven and that 
the Lease founding the claim was unlawfully forfeited.  Fancourt knew that law makes 
the assignment effectual from the date notice was served (12th October 2018).  Fancourt 
knew that the alleged petition of £25k is a nullity, but acting dishonestly, he abused his 
position to defraud A of over £1.17 million, the sum of the indisputable demand.  
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18. Fancourt found that all the information had been withheld, including the assignment
itself, but he failed in his duty to set aside the ex-parte injunction and made it
permanent, failing whatsoever to access any single part of A’s evidence with the
application for the 21-hour trial to deal with the fraud that has been concealed from the
outset.

19. It was ultra vires of Fancourt to have made an order in absence of considering A’s
application for trial.   A refers to INDEX-05-04: PDF portfolio no 8, then to tab_AG13.

20. The submission refers to the fact that Fancourt deliberately evaded all the evidence that
D2, D3, D4 and D8 dishonestly withheld from their ex-parte hearing of 23rd October
2020.   Fancourt was concealing the same evidence as the offenders were.

21. The entire application for trial by A of 27th October 2020 was evaded, along with all the
evidence, because Fancourt knew the offenders had committed further indictable
offences.  The transcript of that hearing of 6th November 2020 is somewhat revealing.

22. Fancourt, like the rest of these offenders, then stormed ahead on 11th November 2020,
evading the application that was issued on 10th November 2020 to recuse him from the
case, to make the false instrument GCRO to further pervert the course of justice.

23. No judge had jurisdiction to continue presiding over a case in absence of dealing with
the application to recuse that judge from it.  Once again, the GCRO is void as ultra vires
and ceases to exist from the outset, on this ground alone.

24. A void order does not have to be obeyed. In Crane v Director of Public Prosecutions
[1921] it was held that where an order is void ab initio (from the beginning) then there
is no real order of the Court.

25. The s.42 order was founded by void orders and ultra vires acts by corrupt judicial office
holders who have been working for the offenders.

26. The authority cited by A at page 23, p127 of the 24/03/2021 skeleton also applies
respective of the failure in continuing duty to disclose material information:

“If material non-disclosure is established the court will be “astute to ensure that a plaintiff who
obtains [an ex parte injunction] without full disclosure. . . is deprived of any advantage he may
have derived by that breach of duty:” see per Donaldson LJ in Bank Mellat v Nikpour, at p
91 citing Warrington LJ in the Kensington Income Tax Commissioners' case [1917] 1 KB
486, 509.

27. The applications were made in the Insolvency Court, within insolvency proceedings.
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28. The authority in Barclays Bank v Atay [2015] EWHC 3198 (Ch); [2016] B.P.I.R. 12,
provides the perfect comparative.  A cited this authority at page 19, p105 respective of
the void decision by Pelling, but again, it was evaded entirely.

29. Pelling’s lawless excuse for certifying A’s proven case as “TWM” was that it was an
abuse of process to apply to set aside the order of Nugee J for manifest mistake and to
re-apply to set aside the order of 16th January 2017 because it was founded by fraud.

30. The decision defeats the decision in Atay and all the long-established 19th century
decisions referred to by A at page 19 from p96 (including Takhar in respect of fraud),
through to p107.

31. The fact of the matter is however, that Pelling had distinctly pleaded and proven fraud
before him on the part of Staunton and he, like the rest of these dishonest, politically
controlled, unconstitutional oath breaking parasites, made the conscious and
premeditated decision to evade all that, to prevent justice being served on the
offenders.

32. Nowhere within Pelling’s judgment was any consideration given to the Penningtons
Manches LLP non-disclosure, nor Livesey v Jenkins and nor Atay (which synergises
perfectly).

33. It is no coincidence that the corruptors, Nugee, Pelling, Arnold, Vos, Fancourt, Snowden,
Miles, all of whom were hearing applications within insolvency proceedings on notice,
entirely evaded the authorities that apply equally to setting aside the order of 16th

January 2017 that was founded by fraud, as they do the order of 28th March 2018 that
was founded by fraud and as they do the orders of Jones that were founded by the £4.1
million fraud and then Jones’s fraud by abuse of position and without jurisdiction, ultra
vires act.

34. Swift and Andrews did precisely the same.  Perverting the course of public justice in
conspiracy is a serious criminal offence for which the offenders must be arrested and
trial by judge and jury of the Crown Court.

35. Pelling had before him categoric proof that Staunton himself admitted that the
assignment of the investments was valid on 5th February 2018, but then on 11th April
2018, Staunton admitted categorically that:

MR STAUNTON: “and paras.17 to 24. So there’s a cross claim which extinguishes
the liability to pay £25,000”
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36. On 11th April 2018, after winding up EEI for the £25k founded by fraud that he knew was
subject to challenge and disputed on genuine and substantial grounds, Staunton himself
settled the case, stating that the cross claim assigned investments extinguished the
liability to pay the £25,000 that never even existed.

37. The fact that Nugee committed fraud and misrepresented the absolute assignment to
defraud A of £640,000 on 5th February 2018 is somewhat material, Before he did that
however, Staunton said “what’s assigned is the investments, the £200,000”.

38. Tab_Z6 is the 11-page line numbered submission by A in the proceeding before Swift
and Andrews, both of whom made the conscious and premeditated decision to pervert
the course of justice.

39. They did precisely what Jones, Nugee, Pelling, Arnold, Vos, Fancourt, Miles, Murray and
Snowden did, but also Fanning of the magistrates, they deliberately evaded all A’s
evidence and submissions, knowing that the case is proven.    The submission itself is
self-explanatory.

40. In Swift’s void “Penal Order” , which has been spread over the internet by these vile,
lawless colluding oath breaking criminals to further destroy A’s business reputation, at
the bottom of the first page, Swift relied on the false instrument GCRO, knowing it was
void, to prevent the application for trial of the fraud and indictable offences that have
never been tried from going ahead.

41. At p13, Swift sought to dismiss the application for trial, once again to pervert the course
of justice.

42. All orders founded by the void, ultra vires acts by Jones and Pelling are void ab initio.
There is no real order of the court. The entire case is founded by fraud on the part of D2,
D3, D4, D5, D6, D7 and D8 and then D1 jumped on the bandwagon, perverting the
course of justice, seeking to, and obtaining a void, false instrument section 42 order
whilst failing in his duty to seek consent from the National Crime Agency knowing of the
offences committed and the criminal property that A has been defrauded of.

43. A refers to tab_18 –Submission_AGO_04_02_2021.  The email from A enquiring about
the Attorney General’s reporting obligations under PoCA 2002 was read 459 times by
the Director General from between 16th January 2021 and 3rd February 2021.  This is
undoubtedly because he knew of the offences committed.

44. We, the British people have the right to be governed justly, according to the law.  That
has not happened. A will not tolerate this lawless criminality and violation of my rights
in this way, nobody should.
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Monday 5th February 2018 

 

Court Clerk: Court rise. 

 

Nugee J: Yes, Ms Jones? 

 

Ms Jones: So, My Lord, what Mr Millinder and I have agreed is that I am going to take the 

Court through, as it were, the chronology -- 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: Explain how we got here -- 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: And take Your Lordship briefly through the documents and then Mr Millinder is 

going to make his submissions and an application. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: I think that’s the, that’s the best way that we can go forward. 

 

Nugee J: That, that sounds quite sensible.  Thank, thank you. 

 

Ms Jones: So, if I may I’ll hand -- 

 

Nugee J: Can I just ask you before you do that? 

 

Ms Jones: Yes, yes. 

 

Nugee J: Miss Bernard who is the other litigant-in-person -- 

 

Ms Jones: Yes. 

 

Nugee J: Is she making an application today? 
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Ms Jones: Well, that was being handled by the other Eclipse representative. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: I, I simply came in to hold the fort -- 

 

Nugee J: Mr, Mr Ulick. 

 

Ms Jones: Yes, Your Honour, yes.  So -- 

 

Nugee J: You don’t know the position, don’t worry, if you don’t -- 

 

Ms Jones: I don’t know the position. 

 

Nugee J: No. 

 

Ms Jones: Last seen disappearing with Mr, with the Bernards so I don’t know I’m afraid -- 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: But I will find out and, and make sure Your Lordship is informed. 

 

Nugee J: Yes, thank you. 

 

Ms Jones: And we better be.  So, could I hand up a little document which I’ve created over 

the course of the morning which is a chronology?  There’s one, one for the Court and one 

for the file. 

 

Nugee J: Thank you. 

 

Ms Jones: It, so it’s a little chronology which we’re going to go through. 

 

Nugee J: That’s very, very helpful. 

 

CASE FILE: Page 1072 PDF Page: 909

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Sticky Note
Hold the fort for Ulick Staunton who is in a lot of trouble so Ms Jones, working for the cabal, does her utmost to water down my submissions to protect him in collusion 

pmill
Highlight



Page 4 of 88 
 

Ms Jones: And then at the end it sets out some of the, what really is being sought at the 

moment and what the underlying issues are. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: And -- 

 

Nugee J: And, and can I ask this relief is being sought today, is it?  Because there’s some 

point taken by Mr Staunton that, that, that for example the committal is, is not in proper form 

and so on. 

 

Ms Jones: Well, that is obviously an, an issue. 

 

Nugee J: Yes, but, but, but at the moment your understanding is that, that, that I’m being 

asked -- 

 

Ms Jones: Yes. 

 

Nugee J: To make these orders today? 

 

Ms Jones: Yes. 

 

Nugee J: Yes, thank you.  Yes? 

 

Ms Jones: So, I would normally start with the application notice, but I think actually -- 

 

Nugee J: No -- 

 

Ms Jones: I need to do the chronology first. 

 

Nugee J: I think there’s a long history -- 

 

Ms Jones: Yes. 

 

Nugee J: Which, which will be quite helpful to go through, thank you -- 
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Ms Jones: Exactly, exactly.  So, I’m hoping that Your Lordship has got three bundles. 

 

Nugee J: Well, let see what I’ve had because it’s -- 

 

Ms Jones: You should have, I think, two bundles which came from Mr Millinder containing 

tabs one to 31 or thereabouts, and then possibly a miscellaneous tab at the back.  That looks 

familiar what Your Lordship has -- 

 

Nugee J: I’ve got one to 19 in this bundle, yeah? 

 

Ms Jones: And, yes, and then there should be a second bundle which is -- 

 

Nugee J: And there’s a sort of loose leaf clip. 

 

Ms Jones: Yeah. 

 

Nugee J: I don’t think it goes as far as thirty something, I think it’s low 20s on the whole.  

26, I can see. 

 

Mr Millinder: There’s three. 

 

Ms Jones: Three folders, Mr Millinder sends (inaudible). 

 

Nugee J: I’m not sure I have any, this may be up to -- 

 

Mr Millinder: That’s it. 

 

Nugee J: Correspondence bundle. 

 

Ms Jones: Yes, OK. 

 

Nugee J: That looks like, yes -- 

 

Ms Jones: Yes. 
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Nugee J: And that goes up to 31, yes, thank you. 

 

Ms Jones: Right, OK.  So, that, that’s what has come from Mr Millinder. 

 

Nugee J: And then, and then I’ve got a bundle for hearing which just had two witness 

statements in it, I think. 

 

Ms Jones: And that I think was prepared by the Defendants. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: Yes, we’ve just got witness statements and the underlying exhibits. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: Good.  So, I’m going to refer to that one as the Defendant’s bundle. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Ms Jones: So, if, in fact, let us start in the Defendant’s bundle if we may -- 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: With the story back in 2012. 

 

Nugee J:  Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: And the start of the story is that Empowering Wind Limited, a company, if we 

could go to tab four in, in that bundle -- 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Ms Jones: In the Defendant’s bundle. 
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Nugee J: I’ve got an option agreement. 

 

Ms Jones: Yes -- 

 

Nugee J: And Empowering Limited, yes? 

 

Ms Jones: Between Middlesbrough and Empowering Wind, and so Empowering Wind is a 

company which I believe was wholly owned by the current Applicant, Earth Energy 

Investments. 

 

Nugee J: I think it was a single purpose vehicle -- 

 

Ms Jones: Yes. 

 

Nugee J: It was, yes. 

 

Ms Jones: And the purpose of the vehicle was that a wind turbine was to be built at 

Middlesbrough football club, I believe in the carpark -- 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Ms Jones: And, essentially, energy would be used by Middlesbrough when it needed it, 

otherwise the energy would go into the grid and both Middlesbrough and Empowering Wind 

would benefit financially -- 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: From this general scheme.  So, we have at page 1 an option agreement -- 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Ms Jones: And then, if we look at page 16 on the same tab. 

 

Nugee J: There was a lease granted. 
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Ms Jones: We have a lease. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: The next document referred to is back in Mr Millinder’s bundle at tab two. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: And this is a connection deed which deals with the connection from the 

switchboard within a 11 kilowatt substation to the equipment.  So in, in effect, the, the, the 

wind turbine was going to be connected to an existing substation. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: And that is going to play a part in a moment. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Ms Jones: If we then go back to the Defendant’s bundle, in that same tab we were looking 

at just now at page 51 we have the energy supply agreement. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: Signed the same date as the connection deed and I’m just going to draw Your 

Lordship’s attention to a couple of items.  On page 54 -- 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Ms Jones: You’ll see the definition of commissioning date -- 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: The date of the satisfactory completion of such procedures and tests as from time 

to time constitute usual industry standards of practice to demonstrate the equipment is 
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capable of commercial operation.  Equipment, just further down the page, is defined as the 

wind turbine and associate equipment. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Ms Jones: And then if we look at page 56. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Ms Jones: You will see a definition of start date about two thirds of the way down the page. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: And then over the page on page 57, under Commencement and Term, under Term 

it provides that: 

 

“The provisions of this agreement, other than clauses [3.1 to 3 and] 3.1 

to 3.3 and 4 shall be effective from the date of this agreement.  Clauses 

3.1 to 3.3 and 4 shall commence on, and be conditional on, the 

satisfaction in full of the following conditions for precedent.” 

 

And then 2.1.1 is the occurrence of commissioning and the second is the generator entering 

into a connection agreement in respect of the equipment. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: And connection agreement is defined back -- 

 

Nugee J: On page 54. 

 

Ms Jones: On page 54, an agreement to be entered into by the generator and the local 

distributor to provide for the connection. 

 

Nugee J: Is the one at tab two, is that the connection agreement within the meaning of --. 
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Ms Jones: No, it’s, that’s the connection deed.  I’ll, I’ll show you the connection agreement 

in a moment. 

 

Nugee J: Right. 

 

Ms Jones: It’s the, it’s the thing in tab four which does relate from 2015. 

 

Nugee J: OK. 

 

Ms Jones: That’s my understanding.  Now, what, what then happened was that there was a 

difficulty with the planning permission. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: In that there was a planning condition seven related to certain things to do with 

the local airport and it took some time to get rid of that planning condition, and that was 

finally done in December 2014. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Ms Jones: Now, there was a demand for rent or I, I think possibly a payment under the 

option deed in the sum of £255,000 and that was disputed on the basis that this planning 

condition and the refusal of the, of Middlesbrough to remove it and of the airport to act 

reasonably in relation to it was a force majeure event, so it was disputed that that amount 

was due. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Ms Jones: And Mr Millinder through either EI or Wind or Empowering Wind offered to put 

the money into escrow accounts pending arbitration of whether that sum was in fact due. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 
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Ms Jones: And then in April 2015, this dispute having arisen, Middlesbrough refused to 

connect to complete the connection agreement, and the draft agreement which should have 

been completed is at tab four in Mr Millinder’s -- 

 

Nugee J: I don’t think it says that -- 

 

Ms Jones: No. 

 

Nugee J: It’s a letter from Penningtons. 

 

Ms Jones: I have in fact seen that agreement, so -- 

 

Nugee J: We’ll come back to it shall we? 

 

Ms Jones: Yes.  I’m not quite sure -- 

 

Mr Staunton: I haven’t a tab four. 

 

Ms Jones: Sorry? 

 

Mr Staunton: I haven’t a tab four. 

 

Ms Jones: You haven’t a tab four?  That is very odd because I also myself definitely, sorry, 

I’ve got it in tab three actually.  Is your (inaudible) in tab three? 

 

Nugee J: Connection agreement deed, 17th of -- 

 

Ms Jones: No, not, not the deed. 

 

Nugee J: No. 

 

Ms Jones: There should be a, something called Middlesbrough Football and Athletic Club 

sale of equipment -- 

 

Nugee J: Agreement for sale of equipment. 
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Ms Jones: Yeah, that’s the one. 

 

Nugee J: Assets.  I see, yes. 

 

Ms Jones: So, I’m instructed that that, that is the relevant connection agreement, and this is 

the agreement which Middlesbrough declined to -- 

 

Nugee J: Enter into. 

 

Ms Jones: Enter into, yeah. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Ms Jones: So, then in, returning to the chronology, in June 2015 Middlesbrough served not 

only invoices for rent but also invoices for payment under clause 3.4.2 of the energy supply 

agreement, that being one of the clauses which was not conditional.  And then in August 

2015, Middlesbrough determined the lease. 

 

Nugee J: For non payment of rent. 

 

Ms Jones: For non payment, yes. 

 

Nugee J: Rent, yes. 

 

Ms Jones: Then, in June 2016 HMRC petitioned to wind up Empowering Wind. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Ms Jones: And Middlesbrough gave notice of intention to appear as a creditor. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: There was a CVA, a, it was not accepted that Middlesbrough was a creditor, for 

the reasons which have already been given.  Empowering Wind made arrangements for a 
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CVA with all the other creditors, but then at the hearing of the winding up petition 

Middlesbrough appeared as a supporting creditor -- 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: And the winding up order was made.  And, and I haven’t really been able to find 

the underlying documents that these things are referred to in the paragraphs -- 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: That I set out there. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: Then, in December 2016, Middlesbrough submitted a proof of debt in the sum of 

£255,000, so that’s the same £255,000 which has been an issue since March 2015 and as to 

which there had been an offer to put that amount into escrow.  Apparently, the official 

receiver declined to permit my Client to inspect the proof of debt, and on the 9th January a 

statutory demand having been issued by EEI, i.e. the parent company, not Empowering 

Wind, there was an application to restrain petition of, presentation of a petition to wind up 

Middlesbrough.  And if we could look at tab 23 which I think is probably in that -- 

 

Nugee J: Loose leaf one, yes. 

 

Ms Jones: Loose leaf section. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Ms Jones: So, this -- 

 

Nugee J: This is Mr Bloom’s witness statement, is it? 

 

Ms Jones: I’ve, I’ve got a skeleton argument. 

 

Mr Staunton: I’ve got it out.  Tab 23. 
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Nugee J: No. 

 

Ms Jones: Could be, let’s try 24. 

 

Nugee J: I’ve got an exhibit, no, that’s Mr Bloom’s exhibit which we’ve already looked at.  

What am I looking for? 

 

Ms Jones: Right, a, a, a skeleton, a skeleton argument that was before the -- 

 

Nugee J: Mr Staunton’s skeleton? 

 

Ms Jones: Yes. 

 

Nugee J: I have that at tab 25. 

 

Ms Jones: Right, I’m so sorry. 

 

Nugee J: It’s all right. 

 

Mr Staunton: But there’s no, that skeleton’s the skeleton before this judge. 

 

Nugee J: No, that’s, that’s today’s skeleton. 

 

Mr Staunton: That’s today’s -- 

 

Nugee J: No, it isn’t. 

 

Ms Jones: No, I’ve got 9th January 2017. 

 

Nugee J: I’ve got: 

 

“This is an application about notice for an injunction to restrain the -

-” 
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Ms Jones: Yes. 

 

Nugee J:  

 

“Restrain the Respondent.” 

 

Ms Jones: Yes.  That’s the one I’ve got too.  Do you want to have a look?  You know 

(inaudible) 

 

Mr Staunton: Tab 24. 

 

Ms Jones: OK.  It’s the skeleton I wanted to take Your Lordship to. 

 

Nugee J: The one before Mr Justice Arnold -- 

 

Ms Jones: Yes, in, in January. 

 

Nugee J: The 9th January last year -- 

 

Ms Jones: Exactly. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: So, but you’ll see the Respondent was Earth Energy Investments. 

 

Nugee J: Which was the -- 

 

Ms Jones: Which was the parent company. 

 

Nugee J: Entity which had served the statutory demand? 

 

Ms Jones: Yes. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 
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Ms Jones: Exactly.  That, that’s really the point I wanted to get out of this. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: And you’ll see, if you look at page 2, paragraph five, that it refers there to the 

statutory demand, and it was based on the termination of the lease for Empowering Wind. 

 

Nugee J: I think I’ve seen it. 

 

Ms Jones: Yes.  I’m not sure that I have in the -- 

 

Nugee J: I think it’s exhibited. 

 

Ms Jones: Plethora of papers that I’ve been -- 

 

Nugee J: To Mr Bloom’s statement.  So, when you go back to tab four of the bundle, the, 

the Defendant’s bundle -- 

 

Ms Jones: Yes. 

 

Nugee J: Page 171. 

 

Ms Jones: Yes, thank you. 

 

Nugee J: Because I -- 

 

Ms Jones: I can see My Lordship is either there or ahead of me. 

 

Nugee J: Well I, I looked for, for that in particular. 

 

Ms Jones: Yes, yes. 

 

Nugee J: Yes.  So, that’s the statutory demand. 

 

Ms Jones: Yeah, exactly, yes. 
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Nugee J: Yes, yeah. 

 

Ms Jones: So, that was the 9th January. 

 

Nugee J: Yes, I’m going to be putting 6th January as the statutory demand, tab four, page 

171, yes.  9th January -- 

 

Ms Jones: It is, it’s tab four of the Defendant’s bundle. 

 

Nugee J: Yes.  Defendant’s tab four -- 

 

Ms Jones: Yeah. 

 

Nugee J: You’re right, I have to say. 

 

Ms Jones: Exactly. 

 

Nugee J: And then, that’s Mr Justice Arnold’s, is it not?  9th January? 

 

Ms Jones: It is, yes. 

 

Nugee J: Yes.  Yes? 

 

Ms Jones: And then, on the 11th January, I hope in tab four of Mr Millinder’s bundle -- 

 

Nugee J: There’s the, the letter -- 

 

Ms Jones: There’s a letter from Penningtons. 

 

Nugee J: Again, I think I’ve seen it. 

 

Ms Jones: Yeah, it’s hidden in tab four. 

 

Nugee J: It is. 
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Ms Jones: Yes, good. 

 

Nugee J: Yes, yes, yeah? 

 

Ms Jones: So, this complains that the material information was not put before the Court. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Ms Jones: And the proposal over the page is that given the failure to provide full disclosure, 

the appropriate orders of costs is that each party bears its own. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Ms Jones: But that’s not actually what happened.  If we look at Defendant’s volume, tab 

two, this is the order by consent on the 16th January and I, I haven’t managed to put that 

reference in. 

 

Nugee J: No.  It’s Defendant’s tab two? 

 

Ms Jones: And also.  Defendant tab two, page 16. 

 

Nugee J: Thank you.  Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: So, this is the 16th January, in fact, before Mr Justice Norris this time, and the, 

over the page the injunction is continued. 

 

Nugee J: Indefinitely, I think. 

 

Ms Jones: I think it is indefinitely -- 

 

Nugee J: Yes, because the petition is, is removed. 

 

Ms Jones: Whereas the proposal had been, but it was until the further order or -- 
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Nugee J: Yes, but, but if you look at the end of paragraph one -- 

 

Ms Jones: Yes, yes. 

 

Nugee J: The petition’s removed from the file. 

 

Ms Jones: Yes. 

 

Nugee J: So, that’s the end of that petition. 

 

Ms Jones: Yes, exactly. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: And then there’s the order that’s, the Respondent pay the Applicant £25,000 -- 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: In respect of costs.  So, that’s the 16th January.  On the 27th January 

Middlesbrough submitted a further proof of debt in the sum of £541,000 odd, and if we could 

go back to Mr Millinder’s bundle and to tab.  Yes, I, I think these, again, these things are 

not, I haven’t located them, but they’re referred to in tab 16 on page 4. 

 

Nugee J: Yes, I see. 

 

Ms Jones: There, there is a recital of what had happened. 

 

Nugee J: £541,000 and then 4. -- 

 

Ms Jones: Yes, and then 4.1 million. 

 

Nugee J: Yes, I don’t think I know how those sums are made up. 

 

Ms Jones: No, I’m not sure I do either -- 
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Nugee J: No. 

 

Ms Jones: But at least part of it is under the energy supply agreement -- 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: And is, is in relation to that same clause, 3.2.4. 

 

Nugee J: It’s 3.4 point, point, point 2. 

 

Ms Jones: Or 3.4.2. which is not conditional. 

 

Nugee J: Which is eight pence per kilowatt hour. 

 

Ms Jones: Yes, exactly. 

 

Nugee J: Yes, yeah. 

 

Ms Jones: Exactly.  So, those two further proofs were submitted and what then happened, 

and this is, I think, in part the reason for today’s application, on the 2nd October there was a 

writ of control issued out of Bristol District Registry and the Queen’s Bench Division, so if 

we could go to tab nine of Mr Millinder’s file, I hope you have there that writ of control. 

 

Nugee J: And I’m right in thinking, aren’t I, that a writ of control is what used to be a FIFA?  

It -- 

 

Ms Jones: It’s the first time I’ve ever come across it My Lord, so, I, I honestly -- 

 

Nugee J: I, I think Mr Millinder wants to -- 

 

Mr Millinder: Yeah.  Could I, could I intervene at this stage because, you know, I’ve lived 

and breathed this Your Honour for a very considerable amount of time.  I can see that there’s 

a lot of information there to take on board.  The application for the writ of control was made 

on the 2nd October.  Sorry, no it wasn’t, it was made on the 2nd September or thereabouts, or 

in September. 
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Nugee J: 7th, 7th September? 

 

Mr Millinder: 7th September. 

 

Nugee J: I think. 

 

Mr Millinder: And that one on the 2nd October is the writ of control. 

 

Ms Jones: Yes, I’m so sorry. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Mr Millinder: Now, my contention in this respect is that at that time, clearly, the Defendants 

and their representative had a copy of that writ of control, but not once did they see, seek to 

remedy what they later describe as a mistake in the sum of £583,000 -- 

 

Ms Jones: Let me explain what the mistake is, let me explain what the mistake is first, OK?  

Yeah? 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Mr Millinder: Well. 

 

Nugee J: Mr, I’m finding it very helpful, I have to admit, hearing Ms Jones just show me 

the documents and then I’ll -- 

 

Mr Millinder: OK, sure. 

 

Nugee J: I will listen to what you want to say about them in, in due course, but at -- 

 

Mr Millinder: OK. 

 

Nugee J: At this stage I just want to have, have the chronology clearly in mind.  So, what 

I’ve got at your tab ten -- 
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Ms Jones: Nine. 

 

Nugee J: Ten, I think, is, is the application for the High Court writ on the 7th September and 

then the writ itself on the 2nd October, as you said. 

 

Ms Jones: Yeah. 

 

Nugee J: Yes, and, and this is the one which claims £555,000 -- 

 

Ms Jones: Yes. 

 

Nugee J: Which is plainly wrong. 

 

Ms Jones: Yes. 

 

Nugee J: Because it should have been 20 -- 

 

Ms Jones: £555,000 -- 

 

Nugee J: It should have been £25,000. 

 

Ms Jones: Yes, and its entered, I think, in the sum actually of 600 and -- 

 

Nugee J: Well in the way these things always do, they add up -- 

 

Ms Jones: Yeah. 

 

Nugee J: By the time you’ve added -- 

 

Ms Jones: Yeah, added the interest on. 

 

Nugee J: Interest and costs they mount up, yes. 

 

Ms Jones: Yes, exactly.  So, so that, I, I, as far as I can see it’s clear that that is wrong. 
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Nugee J: I don’t think that’s now disputed. 

 

Ms Jones: No. 

 

Nugee J: I’m not sure it was ever disputed in, in, in the sense that I don’t think anybody ever 

said it was the right thing to do, but yes.  Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: Yes, I mean, it is, Your Lordship’s right that the, the application date of the 7th 

September clearly sets out £555,000, says that the amount of the judgment was for £555,000. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: So, it’s, it’s not, it’s not a question of the writ being mistaken, it’s the application 

is wrong -- 

 

Nugee J: Yes, the application’s wrong. 

 

Ms Jones: It’s asked for the wrong amount. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: Yes. 

 

Nugee J: I imagine that the issue with the writ is a fairly -- 

 

Ms Jones: Accounting process. 

 

Nugee J: Clerical business. 

 

Ms Jones: Exactly.  I, I simply wanted to draw the distinction -- 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: Between an error by the Court -- 
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Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: And -- 

 

Nugee J: No, no, I have the point. 

 

Ms Jones: Yes, yes, thank you. 

 

Nugee J: The, the, the, what was asked for by someone describing themselves as the 

Claimant’s legal representative was an order for a writ of, a writ of control saying that the 

total amount in the judgment was £555,000. 

 

Ms Jones: Yes. 

 

Nugee J: Yes.  Yes? 

 

Ms Jones: So, the next part of the story, which is relevant to the application currently before 

the Court, is that on the 15th November of 2017 there was an application notice under rule 

14.11 to reject and the proofs of debt which had been put in by Middlesbrough. 

 

Nugee J: That’s all enforced, you know, with the insolvency rules. 

 

Ms Jones: Solvency rules, yes. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: Yeah.  And I’m hoping we’re going to find that in tab 12. 

 

Nugee J: I do, application notice. 

 

Ms Jones: Yes. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 
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Ms Jones: So, dated the 15th November -- 

 

Nugee J: Rule 14.11, yes. 

 

Ms Jones: Yeah.  And could I invite Your Lordship to note a few things? 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: One is that in question eight, what level of judge does your hearing need? 

 

Nugee J: It says High Court judge. 

 

Ms Jones: There was a request for a High Court judge. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Ms Jones: And that was overruled, and it was put in front of a Registrar. 

 

Nugee J: Is this the matter that came before Mr Registrar Jones? 

 

Ms Jones: Yes, it is. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: Yes. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: And the second thing I want to draw Your Lordship’s attention to is on the next 

page. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Ms Jones: Where there is set out in part the basis of the complaint in relation to the proofs. 
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Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: And then, if one goes over the page again, there is a further, as it were, section 

of what is sought, and there, there are further orders sought to disclaim the energy supply 

agreement as an onerous contract.  Three, to assign the right of action in the damages claim 

resulting from the breach of lease and energy supply agreement against Middlesbrough to 

Earth Energy Investments, the parent company of Empowering Wind, or to appoint a Mr 

Chris Harman as Liquidator.  So, the purpose, really, of this set of applications is to enable 

the cause of action which Empowering Wind may have against Middlesbrough -- 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: To be, shall I say, developed in a way which will bear fruit, it being stymied at 

the moment in a liquidation in which nothing is happening. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: And Mr Millinder first of all does not trust Mr Harman, who is the official 

receiver dealing with it, and wants to appoint a different liquidator but is, as you can see, is 

prevented from doing so because Middlesbrough are the majority creditor based on the 

proofs which he wishes to set aside. 

 

Nugee J: I see, yes. 

 

Ms Jones: So, that, that’s what’s going on here. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: Now, on the 21st December there was the hearing before the Registrar -- 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Ms Jones: And if Your Lordship looks in tab eight of Mr Millinder’s bundle you will see a 

pretty lengthy 25 pages or so of analysis of what happened at that hearing. 
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Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: And -- 

 

Nugee J: I don’t have a transcript itself -- 

 

Ms Jones: Yes, you do. 

 

Nugee J: Do I? 

 

Ms Jones: Actually, it’s at -- 

 

Nugee J: The tab? 

 

Ms Jones: Tab 31. 

 

Nugee J: Right -- 

 

Ms Jones: Yes. 

 

Nugee J: Well, that’s, that’s why I haven’t come across it -- 

 

Ms Jones: Yes. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: Now, I, I’m not proposing to go through either tab -- 

 

Nugee J: No. 

 

Ms Jones: Eight or tab 31. 

 

Nugee J: No. 

 

Ms Jones: But again, if I can just pick a few things out. 
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Nugee J: That would be great. 

 

Ms Jones: So, so, Mr Millinder is concerned about what he sees as collusion arising out of 

a drinks party that took place, I think, the night before -- 

 

Mr Millinder: On the 22nd November 2017, yeah, it was. 

 

Ms Jones: Right in, right in late November there was, there was a, as it were, a management 

marketing drinks party or a whatever party at Mr Staunton’s chambers as I understand it, at 

which various people, including I think Mr Harman and some of the registrars were present, 

and that has caused Mr Millinder concern. 

 

Nugee J: Where do I find reference to that at?  I’m sorry, I haven’t picked up, picked that 

up. 

 

Ms Jones: Let me just see if I can find it in the, it’s, it’s in tab eight in those. 

 

Nugee J: OK, don’t worry.  So, that was, that was one, the drinks party. 

 

Ms Jones: That, that, that’s, the 22nd November. 

 

Nugee J: Is that the day after the -- 

 

Ms Jones: No, it’s, it’s about a month or so before -- 

 

Nugee J: Sorry, a month before, sorry. 

 

Ms Jones: Yes, yeah. 

  

Nugee J: Yes.  21st December is the day in here so. 

 

Ms Jones: Yeah, yeah. 
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Nugee J: So, 22nd November chambers drinks, which Mr Registrar Jones attended, did he?  

Is, is that -- 

 

Ms Jones: Was Mrs, was Mr Jones there, was he? 

 

Mr Millinder: Yes, he was. 

 

Ms Jones: Yes, Mr Briggs, wasn’t it? 

 

Mr Millinder: No, no, it wasn’t, it was actually Chief Registrar Briggs -- 

 

Ms Jones: Briggs. 

 

Mr Millinder: Your Honour. 

 

Nugee J: Chief Registrar Briggs. 

 

Ms Jones: Who, who, who is the person who had said no, not a judge, it needs to go to a 

Registrar. 

 

Nugee J: Yes, I see. 

 

Ms Jones: So, that, that’s the connection. 

 

Nugee J: I see, thank you. 

 

Ms Jones: There.  Then, secondly, Mr Millinder understood the Registrar to be saying to 

him you need to put forward a, a positive proposal as to how this cause of action is going to 

be got out of Empowering Wind in order that I can reject it.  In other words -- 

 

Nugee J: Right, yes. 

 

Ms Jones: He, he perceives that the Registrar was making it clear that it didn’t really matter 

what he said or did, the Registrar was going to reject his application. 
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Nugee J: Right.  Is there a bit of a transcript you want me to look at for that purpose, or is 

there a, a bit of a letter? 

 

Mr Millinder: Sorry, the transcript is in there.  The Judge doesn’t have a copy of the 

transcript, it’s actually on the back of the correspondence from -- 

 

Ms Jones: Yes, yes, I’ve, I’ve told him where it is -- 

 

Mr Millinder: OK, thank you. 

 

Ms Jones: Yes, yes.  I, I think that’s probably one of the areas where -- 

 

Nugee J: You’ll limit -- 

 

Ms Jones: Mr Millinder is going to be. 

 

Nugee J: Yes, yes. 

 

Ms Jones: Again, there are sections set out in here.  And, and Mr Millinder’s contention is 

that the, that there were, in effect, that the proofs were false.  I think it’s fair to say the, the 

Registrar’s position was what does it matter?  But the reason it matters, it eventually 

transpires, is because Mr Millinder wants to get that cause of action out of the company in 

liquidation and into a position where it can be, as I said, developed so it can bear fruit. 

 

Nugee J: I see, yes.  Thank you. 

 

Ms Jones: I’m just looking to see if I can, yeah.  That has then been adjourned to a further 

hearing on the 26th March 2018. 

 

Nugee J: Adjourned part heard? 

 

Ms Jones: Part heard, yes. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 
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Ms Jones: Again, I think part of Mr Millinder’s contention is, is that Mr Registrar Jones had 

not properly read the papers, and that he takes issue with the notion of part heard. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Ms Jones: And the Registrar required, and I haven’t seen but I am instructed that this has 

happened, that the Applicants, Earth Energy, put in a positive proposal as to how this cause 

of action was to be got out of the insolvent company.  So, I haven’t seen that proposal 

because it’s been lodged in proceedings in front of Mr Registrar Jones -- 

 

Nugee J: I see. 

 

Ms Jones: But I’m told that it has been made. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Ms Jones: So, against that background, the relief sought in the application notice, now I 

have that application notice, My Lord, at the beginning of the file headed Correspondence 

Bundle. 

 

Nugee J: Yes, so do I.  Issued on the 30th January. 

 

Ms Jones: That’s it. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: So, there are three elements to the relief.  The first is to set aside the order of the 

16th January due to significant material non disclosure -- 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: Of the application on the 9th, at the hearing on the 9th.  So, so, the order that it 

sought to be set aside is the 16th, but it’s on the grounds that there was material of non 

disclosure on the 9th. 

 

CASE FILE: Page 1100 PDF Page: 937

pmill
Highlight



Page 32 of 88 
 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Ms Jones: The second is to return the Defendant to Court for sentencing in contempt. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Ms Jones: And that’s the point in relation to which Mr Staunton has taken the point about 

service and so on.  And to recuse Mr Registrar Jones from the 14.11 proceedings on the 

grounds of a, a conflict of interest. 

 

Nugee J: That reference 008690 is to the rule 14.11 application, is it? 

 

Ms Jones: That is my understanding, yes. 

 

Nugee J: Yes.  Thank you. 

 

Ms Jones: So, those are the three elements of the relief and, as I say, I’ve tried to set out 

underneath some of the underlying issues. 

 

Nugee J: Let’s have a look at that -- 

 

Ms Jones: Not, not, not that these are issues for Your Lordship, as it were. 

 

Nugee J: No, but it -- 

 

Ms Jones: But. 

 

Nugee J: Helps to understand the, the -- 

 

Ms Jones: What, exactly. 

 

Nugee J: What the background is. 

 

CASE FILE: Page 1101 PDF Page: 938

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Sticky Note
This another misleading problem. I need not define it but I am sure His Lordship knows what I am referring to.  "Detraction techniques"   I should have made the entire performance myself it would not have been watered down.   Masters of deceit. 



Page 33 of 88 
 

Ms Jones: Yes, so, the first issue is, was Middlesbrough a creditor of Empowering Wind at 

the time of the winding up petition?  And there are a number of things that might be put 

forward, the force majeure, says agreement, force majeure clause. 

 

Nugee J: Force majeure clause. 

 

Ms Jones: Yes, and apply -- 

 

Nugee J: Then, that’s in the, in the lease? 

 

Ms Jones: It’s in the lease, yes, and it’s also in the energy supply agreement.  So, so in 

relation to the energy supply agreement, there are two different points, force majeure and 

also the failure to complete the connection agreement, because that, that was what really 

stymied this whole process.  That was when the, there was a delay arising out of the -- 

 

Nugee J: That was the planning point. 

 

Ms Jones: Planning, but then the planning permission was dealt with. 

 

Nugee J: December 2014. 

 

Ms Jones: And early 2015, they want to go ahead, but what happens is that Middlesbrough 

refuse to sign this document, so then the whole thing falls down. 

 

Nugee J: I see, yes. 

 

Ms Jones: So, so, the, it’s, it’s something along the lines of not being able to rely on your 

own wrong in order to found your cause of action.  It’s that kind of line of authority. 

 

Nugee J: Yes, I see. 

 

Ms Jones: I’m, I’m sure that sat down with the contract a little bit longer than I’ve had I 

could come up with a few other thoughts -- 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 
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Ms Jones: But that’s the obvious one.  And then, were the proofs of debt wrongfully 

submitted in order to prevent Empowering Wind from bringing the claim against 

Middlesbrough?  In other words, Mr Millinder’s contention is that this was all a scheme -- 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: To make sure that he couldn’t sue. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Ms Jones: Then, how can Empowering Wind now bring a claim?  That’s really the, the point 

which I now understand a formal proposal has been put forward, but if we look at tab eight 

in Mr Millinder’s bundle -- 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: And if we look at paragraph 6.11 which is right at the end, you’ll see, as it were, 

the outline of how Mr Millinder envisages that that can be proceeded on. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Ms Jones: And could I just make this observation, that doubtless Middlesbrough will say 

yes but we’re a creditor, but that’s likely to depend on exactly the same point as to whether 

there is a cause of action by Empowering Wind against Middlesbrough, so that the two things 

are likely to come up in the same set of proceedings, and also doubtless Middlesbrough 

would want to counterclaim if it exists, in fact, could claim it will want rely on that set off 

against any -- 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: Damages claim. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 
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Ms Jones: Then, the next issue is, is whether Mr Registrar Jones stated he wanted Mr 

Millinder to put forward a package so that he could reject it.  That is directly relevant to what 

Your Lordship has to decide today.  And then, how did it come about that the writ of control 

was issued in the sum of £629,000, because again Mr Millinder has strong views about the 

impropriety of asking for a writ of control being not only wrong but, you know, he’s 

presented -- 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: 20 times over. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: Your Honour, I, I think that that is about the limit of the assistance that I can -- 

 

Nugee J: No, no, that’s immensely helpful -- 

 

Ms Jones: Give Your Lordship. 

 

Nugee J: Could, could I just check you, you ran through the underlying issues.  The one 

you’ve numbered four -- 

 

Ms Jones: Yes. 

 

Nugee J: Which is what did Mr Registrar Jones say about the package? 

 

Ms Jones: Yes. 

 

Nugee J: That is relevant to the recusal. 

 

Ms Jones: Is it? 

 

Nugee J: But the others, I think you suggested were not directly relevant to what I have to 

decide today, is that right? 
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Ms Jones: But that, I think that’s right. 

 

Nugee J: That’s right. 

 

Ms Jones: I think Mr Millinder may want to say otherwise -- 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: But I, I just think it’s helpful for Your Lordship to understand what’s really going 

on here as well. 

 

Nugee J: No, no, no.  It’s very helpful.  Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: And what, what Mr Millinder is actually trying to achieve, which is what, to 

address what he sees is a serious injustice done to the companies which -- 

 

Nugee J: His, his position, as I understand it, is this was a, a good commercial proposition 

which would have benefitted everybody and the whole thing didn’t work because of the 

failure of Middlesbrough to sign up to the connection agreement -- 

 

Ms Jones: Yes. 

 

Nugee J: So, so that one couldn’t generate any electricity. 

 

Ms Jones: Exactly, yes. 

 

Nugee J: And that’s why everything has gone wrong. 

 

Ms Jones: Yes. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: And, and that it’s totally incorrect to claim amounts for the kilowatt hours when 

it -- 
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Nugee J: You’ve stopped. 

 

Ms Jones: You’ve stopped him providing it. 

 

Nugee J: Yes.  I see, yes. 

 

Ms Jones: And then there have been all these procedural routes which, as he sees it, have 

been taken in order to stymie his claim.  And when I say: 

 

“As he sees it.” 

 

I don’t mean in any way to suggest that that is (inaudible) -- 

 

Nugee J: No, well it is unfortunately often that case -- 

 

Ms Jones: Yes. 

 

Nugee J: That, that procedure gets in the way of the substance -- 

 

Ms Jones: Yes. 

 

Nugee J: Of the merits, but yes.  That’s, that is very helpful. 

 

Mr Millinder: Might -- 

 

Ms Jones: May, may I, may I ask Your Lordship’s indulgence for two minutes -- 

 

Nugee J: Of course. 

 

Ms Jones: Which is in trying to get all of these into Court, I’ve failed to bring in a notebook.  

May I just pop out to grab a notebook? 

 

Nugee J: Of course. 
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Ms Jones: Thank you very much.  I need to locate the text key as well.  Right, I’ll be back 

soon. 

 

Nugee J: So, I think I should ask Mr Millinder to address me.  Before I do so, I, I’m going 

to take a slightly unusual course which is to ask Mr Staunton not to address me on any of 

the issues but just, in terms of the chronology, was there anything that Ms Jones said that 

you took issue with or, or thought I ought to have supplemented before I hear the, the 

substance of the application? 

 

Mr Staunton: It’s very kind of her to produce this document but I’ve only just seen it -- 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Mr Staunton: So, I haven’t really scrutinised it at all.  I certainly don’t -- 

 

Nugee J: But you’ve heard her go through.  It, it -- 

 

Mr Staunton: I don’t object yeah.  I, I accept everything Ms Jones said. 

 

Nugee J: Yes.  There’s, there’s nothing that you identified as being inaccurate in what she 

said -- 

 

Mr Staunton: No, absolutely not. 

 

Nugee J: As such.  And, and in terms of the, the, the history, as it were, which it’s useful to 

see, is there anything specific that you think it would be useful for me to know about before 

I ask Mr Millinder to address me? 

 

Mr Staunton: Nothing that occurs to me from, from the chronology or from what my 

learned friend Ms Jones said -- 

 

Nugee J: Right. 

 

Mr Staunton: But it seems to me that there’s a fundamental problem, which only took me 

two minutes to identify, in respect of the application to set aside the injunction. 
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Nugee J: Well, we’ll, we’ll come to that. 

 

Mr Staunton: Indeed. 

 

Nugee J: I, I’m going to let Mr Millinder address me. 

 

Mr Staunton: Indeed. 

 

Nugee J: I’ve read your skeleton. 

 

Mr Staunton: Indeed. 

 

Nugee J: And, and I, I have some idea what it is you want to say.  So, Mr Millinder -- 

 

Mr Staunton: Right. 

 

Nugee J: What I’ve got, as, as I understand it, before me is, is an application by you on 

behalf of EEI for three separate things.  One, one is to set aside the 16th January an order for 

non disclosure, one’s a contempt application, and the third one is a recusal application.  Now, 

that’s what Ms Jones said and that’s what I’ve, I’ve understood. 

 

Mr Millinder: Yes. 

 

Nugee J: Have I understood that correctly? 

 

Mr Millinder: Not entirely -- 

 

Nugee J: Not entirely. 

 

Mr Millinder: Your Lordship.  The reason why is, I looked at making a contempt 

application.  I haven’t made a contempt application -- 

 

Nugee J: Right. 
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Mr Millinder: And this shouldn’t be construed as a contempt application. 

 

Nugee J: Right, so we can put that -- 

 

Mr Millinder: What I was asking -- 

 

Nugee J: Put that on one side, as it were. 

 

Mr Millinder: Yes, thank you. 

 

Nugee J: Yes, thank you. 

 

Mr Millinder: What I was asking the Court to do is to take into account the very significant 

material non disclosure at the hearing of the 9th January. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Mr Millinder: My contention is that had that information been presented to Mr Justice 

Arnold on the day, on the balance of probabilities Mr Justice Arnold would have identified 

very, fairly easily that in fact Middlesbrough football club caused the failure of a perfectly 

good project by refusing the fundamental connection when it was the entire purpose of the 

option agreement for me to gain satisfaction of that grid connection agreement dated the 12th 

December 2012.  It was a condition precedent. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Mr Millinder: Of that connection offer in 2012 that Middlesbrough football club took 

ownership of those certain components within its substation, so that the connection for the 

wind turbine could be established.  So, without a connection, as we’ve already identified, 

the turbine is defunct, it has no purpose.  So, had I have gone along, and luckily I didn’t, but 

had I have gone along and spent my £3 million and built the turbine we wouldn’t have a 

connection.  Had I have gone along and, and, or, or followed in this, in the course of what 

Mr Bloom suggested to me and I’d, I’d submitted a fresh planning application, the 

contentions would be exactly the same, because undoubtedly, the airport would have 

objected on the same substantial grounds as they have done with the original application.  
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And actually, given the complexities of a wind turbine application being 136 metre high 

structure, it would be completely illogical to submit a new planning application when there 

is already a planning permission in place.  In addition to that, in September, on or around the 

23rd September 2013, Miss Maria Froggatt, the planning officer responsible for the case, 

made the admission that the applicant had done what was required to discharge the planning 

condition, and that was namely to submit a mitigation system known as the throughput 

analogue mitigation system, which would provide a system to blank out any intermittent 

clutter arising from the wind turbine development at the stadium.  That was what was 

required of me to do in accordance with the planning condition.  I did that, and it later 

transpired, September time onwards in 2013, that in fact Middlesbrough Council didn’t 

actually know what precisely I was to do to actually discharge the condition in the first place.  

I refer to my accompanying statement, sorry could I, could I, could you just pass the, the 

hearing bundle to me please? 

 

Ms Jones: Well, of course. 

 

Mr Millinder: I, I refer to my accompanying statement in tab, where, where are we? 

 

Ms Jones: Thank you. 

 

Mr Millinder: Thank you, sorry.  Seven, tab seven, Your Honour.  This is the statement that 

I made, and, and I created when I made the application to withdraw the condition.  In essence, 

my statement would suggest that in fact the, the condition in question goes to the heart of 

the planning permission, i.e. the turbine can’t operate until a system, which fundamentally 

still doesn’t exist on today’s date, was implemented at the airport.  So, therefore the turbine 

couldn’t operate until that condition was ultimately removed or disposed of, or indeed 

discharged unfulfilled.  In addition, the issues causing the non withdrawal or, or, or, or 

fulfilment of the planning condition were matters completely beyond my reasonable control 

as a developer.  I don’t have access to Durham and Tees Valley airport air traffic control 

centre, neither do I have control over installing any such system at the airport, because it is 

ultimately the airport’s operational prerogative to install such equipment, and I’ve got 

absolutely no control as to whether such equipment would ever be installed at the airport 

period.  On that basis, I would assert that, in fact, the planning condition is indeed beyond 

my reasonable control in fulfilling it in the first place.  However, I was unable to make an 

application to challenge the validity of the planning condition because the planning condition 
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was imposed in 2008.  So, therefore, I had little choice, other than to go down the course that 

I effectively went down which cost me a lot, awful lot of money and involving all kinds of 

different specialists who advised accordingly, and we’ve made, we came to the conclusion 

in September that, in fact, there are financially motivated considerations, bearing in mind 

that the airport is underperforming, the passenger numbers have dropped significantly over 

the past years.  I construed that it could be a potential for the airport to utilise such planning 

conditions as a means to leverage funds from developers of wind turbine projects within the 

vicinity.  And in fact, my contention, or my thought process, was to an extent proven, 

because I later found in, in investigation that, in fact, the airport were putting out these 

widespread copy and paste style objections without substantiating why any such 

development would be of detriment to the airport’s operation.  And that is in contravention 

of Civil Aviation Authority’s CAP 764, which is the policy guidance for aviation 

stakeholders and wind farms. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Mr Millinder: It states that where, where there is a genuine contention, whether it be on the 

interest, in the interests of their safety or whether it be for other operational reasons, the 

airport must substantiate why the development would present such risks and what would 

actually cause those risks to be present in the first place. 

 

Nugee J: Yes.  Listen I, I don’t -- 

 

Mr Millinder: They never did that. 

 

Nugee J: I don’t want to stop you saying what you want to say but we only have a limited 

amount of time -- 

 

Mr Millinder: Sure, sure. 

 

Nugee J: And, and, and, and I, if you can, focus on the particular applications you’re making 

today.  I understand -- 

 

Mr Millinder: Course, so -- 
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Nugee J: There’s a lot, there’s a lot of, of, of, of history -- 

 

Mr Millinder: I’ll cut to the chase. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Mr Millinder: The long and short of it, and what I was trying to get across in detail was 

those matters were completely beyond my reasonable control in accordance with force 

majeure. 

 

Nugee J: The whole of the planning, the whole of the, the delay caused by the planning. 

 

Mr Millinder: Completely -- 

 

Nugee J: Condition seven. 

 

Mr Millinder: Beyond my reasonable control. 

 

Nugee J: Right, so you’ve said that amounted to force majeure for the purposes of the energy 

supply agreement and for the purposes of the lease. 

 

Mr Millinder: Correct, Your Honour. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Mr Millinder: Yeah.  So, moving on, moving onto 2016, prior to the hearing of the 19th 

September, the winding up hearing, I was asked by Mr Registrar Baister to enter into a CVA 

with the legitimate creditors.  I didn’t enter into a CVA with Middlesbrough because 

Middlesbrough’s not a creditor.  However, I did enter into an agreement with the other 

legitimate creditors who all accepted my proposal and they were perfectly happy to run with 

it.  Had that proposal have gone across and Mr Staunton, had he not attended on the day to 

make this misrepresentation that Middlesbrough was a creditor, on the balance of 

probabilities the company wouldn’t have been wound up and we wouldn’t be in the position 

we are today. 
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Nugee J: I’m sorry, I haven’t understood that.  What, because the, the misrepresentation you 

complain of was 9th January 2017.  When was the winding up petitioned? 

 

Mr Millinder: So, the, the representation I’m referring to, Your Lordship, is actually the, 

the representation made prior to 19th September 2016 on the date of the winding up petition.  

Mr Staunton attended that hearing in support -- 

 

Nugee J: At the hearing of the winding up petition? 

 

Mr Millinder: At the hearing of the winding up petition, to support Middlesbrough’s claim 

as a creditor of the company in the sum of £255,000 or thereabouts. 

 

Nugee J: And do you know how the £255,000 was made up? 

 

Mr Millinder: I do. 

 

Nugee J: How was it made up? 

 

Mr Millinder: Circa £181,000 of that pertained to the energy supply agreement. 

 

Nugee J: That’s the eight pence -- 

 

Mr Millinder: Sorry. 

 

Nugee J: Per kilowatt hour? 

 

Mr Millinder: Yes.  The refund payment. 

 

Nugee J: And then the balance is rent, is it? 

 

Mr Millinder: Is rent, yeah. 

 

Nugee J: And your contention is that, that rent under a lease is suspended if there’s a force 

majeure preventing you from earning money, is it, or, or? 
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Mr Millinder: Well, the, the very purpose of the lease was to build the wind turbine.  All of 

these documents that we completed in the course of the transaction were Middlesbrough’s.  

They shouldn’t be viewed as isolated agreements because I entered the lease and I paid the 

£200,000 in June 2013 on the basis that we were going to build a turbine, and the lease was 

the instrument that we used so as to secure the land so that the turbine could be built. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Mr Millinder: In a similar respect, the energy supply agreement was to supply energy.  

However, without a grid connection the energy can’t be supplied. 

 

Nugee J: Right, yeah. 

 

Mr Millinder: And the same would apply to the connection deed which I completed on the 

same day, the 13th, from memory the 13th November 2013, on the same day as the energy 

supply agreement.  I did so on the basis, and of, of the assumption that in fact Middlesbrough 

football club actually would do what was required of them so that the connection for the 

wind turbine could be established.  They didn’t. 

 

Nugee J: Now, this I have not understood.  There is, there is an agreement dated 7th 

November 2013 which calls itself a connection agreement deed which obliges 

Middlesbrough to ensure that for the remainder of the term of the lease the, Middlesbrough 

will not -- 

 

Mr Millinder: Terminate or tamper. 

 

Nugee J: Terminate or tamper with the connection. 

 

Mr Millinder: Yeah. 

 

Nugee J: Now, your understanding is that that’s different from the connection agreement 

referred to in the energy supply agreement. 

 

Mr Millinder: Yes. 
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Nugee J: What, what, what does the connection agreement referred to in the energy supply 

agreement do?  What’s the -- 

 

Mr Millinder: I would, if you, if you may, if I may, Your Lordship, I would just like to 

explain that in a slightly different context. 

 

Nugee J: OK. 

 

Mr Millinder: The original connection offer dated the 12th December 2012 was requoted.  

It was requoted in, firstly it was requoted in April 2013 and the requote arrived some time 

after that, I think it was June, early June or thereabouts, and it was condition precedent, as it 

was in the original offer, that Middlesbrough football club adopted those certain components 

within the substation so that the connection could be established.  That was my 

understanding, and very clear understanding, when I accepted the terms of that offer in 

December 2012.  And therefore, I entered the connection deed on the basis that after 

commissioning, Middlesbrough clearly would have already done what was required of them 

under the offer and would have already been in ownership of those components, so therefore 

I ask them not to terminate and tamper with the equipment that they already own, sorry with 

the connection, within the connection within the equipment that they already own. 

 

Nugee J: OK.  But you say that it never actually got an, an electricity -- 

 

Mr Millinder: It did.  It got the connection.  We got the connection in, in 2012.  I paid the 

deposits and then I applied for OFGEM’s feed in tariff, preliminary accreditation for the 1.5 

megawatt turbine.  That was approved in June 2013 before we completed the lease.  The 

electrical design had already been completed.  The fundamental connection offer was agreed 

in 2012. 

 

Nugee J: OK. 

 

Mr Millinder: So, therefore, and my contention is the option period and the very purpose 

of having that option period in the first place was for me to gain full satisfaction of the grid 

connection agreement so that the power could be delivered from the turbine to the grid, and 

from the turbine to the stadium.  It was for that explicit reason that I completed the lease on 
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the 17th, I think it was the 17th June 2013, and paid Middlesbrough the £200,000.  Without a 

connection there was no point in doing it. 

 

Nugee J: OK. 

 

Mr Millinder: I think that that summarises the position as to how we’ve arrived at the, let’s 

call it a, a, a dispute.  And it is a dispute, and it’s a dispute in relation to the £255,000 that 

was disputed from June 2015 onwards, but it was disputed from my end in a different way 

than it was disputed from the Defendant’s.  It was disputed from my end because I say well, 

I’ve just paid you two hundred thousand quid, I’ve incurred £700,000 of costs in developing 

this project that was ready to construct in January.  You’ve just refused the connection, what 

about my money?  What about my revenue from the turbine?  What about the five years, 

sorry, then three years that I’ve dedicated to this project, intensively dedicated to the project, 

working very hard to overcome what was a highly contentious and complex issue beyond 

my reasonable control?  If they were going to refuse the, if Middlesbrough were going to 

refuse the connection, why did they not just tell me in 2012?  Because I wouldn’t have 

completed the lease.  That was the whole purpose of the option agreement.  They wanted to 

take my money, run me round the houses and kill it on the 11th hour, that is my, my 

contention. 

 

Nugee J: Right.  Yeah.  We’re still a little way away from the allegation of, of material non 

disclosure on the 9th January, which is the heart of -- 

 

Mr Millinder: We are, yeah.  So, Sir -- 

 

Nugee J: Of, of, of this application. 

 

Mr Millinder: Now I move onto that side of it. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Mr Millinder: Your Lordship.  On the 9th January it was actually, I made a typing mistake 

in my witness statement, it should have been 5:30pm that I found that the information was 

withheld, not 4:30pm. 
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Nugee J: OK. 

 

Mr Millinder: However, at 5:30pm a Mr Julian Gill of Womble Bond Dickinson sent me 

the file of evidence that was presented at the ex parte hearing. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Mr Millinder: I evaluated all of the information and I immediately noted that the connection 

offer, the connection deed and the fundamental asset sale agreement was missing, as was the 

rest of those documents contained in the letter from Penningtons to, to Womble Bond 

Dickinson dated 11th January 2017.  Those are the list of exhibits constituting 172 pages of 

information that was withheld from ex parte hearing -- 

 

Ms Jones: That, that’s the letter in there. 

 

Mr Millinder: From the ex parte hearing. 

 

Ms Jones: Tab four or five My Lord. 

 

Nugee J: Yes, I’ve got, I’ve got the letter. 

 

Mr Millinder: Now, I know the law.  I wouldn’t come to Court and mislead the Judge by 

withholding information.  I’m not a barrister, I’m not a solicitor, but I would not mislead a 

High Court Judge, I wouldn’t mislead any judge because it’s fundamentally wrong to do so.  

To withhold 172 pages of information from an ex parte hearing is a very, very serious matter 

in my opinion.  Particularly so when those agreements were fundamental to my case and 

fundamental to the statutory demand.  I now move on to the board minutes of assignment.  

On the 29th June 2015, shortly after receiving the demand for the £255,000, I met with Alan 

Millinder and we sat down, and we discussed how can we sort all this out, and we put in 

place a simple board minute, and that board minute of assignment was included within the 

correspondence.  It was mentioned on the statutory demand, yet the Defendants even 

withheld that fundamental document and later referred to it in the, in the witness statement.  

Now -- 

 

Nugee J: Do I have a copy of those board minutes? 
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Ms Jones: I, I think Your Lordship might have it. 

 

Mr Millinder: Yes, yes, is it within here? 

 

Ms Jones: Yes. 

 

Mr Millinder: It should definitely be within here. 

 

Ms Jones: I, I haven’t taken Your Lordship to it. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Mr Millinder: Yeah, it is in here, it’s in here.  There’s the note of hearing.  It’s actually tabs 

25 to 26, Your Lordship. 

 

Ms Jones: No, it’s 27, the board minute. 

 

Mr Millinder: No, I’m referring to the actual, the, the minutes of the hearing, not the board 

minutes. 

 

Ms Jones: Well, the, the board minute is at, is at tab 27. 

 

Nugee J: 27, thank you. 

 

Mr Millinder: OK, yeah.  So, the, the piece I wasn’t entirely clear on, Your Lordship, is 

whether the Court would actually hold that same constituted a valid assignment.  Although 

-- 

 

Nugee J: Look, let me, let me just have a look at, at the board minutes.  Who, who is Alan 

Millinder? 

 

Mr Millinder: He’s actually a member of my family, my father. 

 

Nugee J: And were the two of you directors or? 
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Mr Millinder: We were the Directors of Empowering Wind, yes, Your Honour. 

 

Nugee J: Empowering Wind. 

 

(pause) 

 

Nugee J: Yes, I see.  That, that’s a discussion as to, as to how you move forward on the 29th 

June once you’ve received the demand. 

 

Mr Millinder: Yes. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Mr Millinder: I wasn’t entirely sure whether the Court would hold that that constituted the 

valid assignment. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Mr Millinder: However, what I wanted from the proceedings was a, a directions hearing at 

the very least so that I could explain the correct factual position to the Court. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah.  OK. 

 

Mr Millinder: I now move on, if I may, Your Lordship, I now move on to the note of the 

hearing of 09.01.17. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Mr Millinder: I refer to the 9th paragraph down made by Mr Staunton.  Mr Staunton says: 

 

“There is a definition of force majeure in the lease.  [Sorry, there is a 

definition of force majeure in the lease.]  There is no other reference 

to force majeure in the lease.” 
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The statement is incorrect.  In the agreements and declarations of the lease there is an 

operative provision of force majeure that works for both parties, but namely the party 

affected by the force majeure, and it my case it was clearly me. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Mr Millinder: I consider that statement to be rather material in the circumstances, given the 

fact that there was this large delay and given the fact that I’d mentioned force majeure within 

the statutory demand and namely, the energy supply agreement, which also has a force 

majeure provision.  I’m not sure why Mr Staunton made this comment. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Mr Millinder: Because indeed, the force majeure provision within the agreements and 

declarations of the lease does have effect. 

 

Nugee J: Can I be clear that your, your application’s based on the material non disclosure 

at, before Mr Justice Arnold on the 9th January and you’ve referred to the failure to put in 

the matters referred to in Penningtons’ letter of 11th January, the connection agreement and 

the like.  Now, this is a separate point, which is that Mr, the note of the hearing before Mr 

Justice Arnold refers to Mr Staunton having said that there’s no reference to force majeure 

in the lease.  Is, is that a, is that the part of a non disclosure you rely on or -- 

 

Mr Millinder: No. 

 

Nugee J: No, no. 

 

Mr Millinder: Not, not at all. 

 

Nugee J: The non disclosure is, is the, is the material referred to in Penningtons’ letter? 

 

Mr Millinder: The material that I refer to. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 
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Mr Millinder: Your Honour, yes. 

 

Nugee J: Yes, OK, thank you. 

 

Mr Millinder: So, another point that I did raise, and I don’t know if Your Lordship had 

chance to read the email that I asked to be forwarded to you dated the 3rd February.  It’s in 

the very front of the, the hearing bundle. 

 

Nugee J: I think I did read that.  Let me just check.  Is it the one saying: 

 

“Mr Stuart, I’ve read your statement.” 

 

Mr Millinder: No. 

 

Nugee J: No. 

 

Mr Millinder: This should be the one saying: 

 

“Mr Staunton, I shall look forward to seeing you on Monday.” 

 

No, sorry, you’re right, Your Honour, yes.  I apologise, yeah, that’s part of the same email, 

yes, and I’ve referred to the Schedule 5 agreements and declarations and I now moved on to 

the tenth paragraph, and I said that it’s noted that on that day you, Mr Staunton, blatantly 

acknowledged that force majeure does have effect as to the energy supply agreement.  Mr 

Staunton made this comment on the 9th January, so therefore, Mr Staunton, on the 9th January 

was acutely aware that any such sums pertaining to these £4.1 million, £541,00 or £255,000, 

wouldn’t be due because force majeure applied in the operative provision in accordance with 

that contract. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Mr Millinder: I consider that to be somewhat material because in, more in relation to the 

other case under 14.11, because indeed it would go some way to proving that, in fact, Mr 

Staunton himself was aware that force majeure applied in the operative provision as to that 

energy supply agreement.  And in that respect, I would further add, Your Lordship, that 
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barristers and solicitors owe a duty of care to the Court to maintain honest exposure at all 

times, and in particular at ex parte hearings where the judiciary are seeking to rely upon 

information presented ex parte where the other Defendant or the other, the Respondent 

cannot substantiate or, or, or come up with a counter argument.  It is particularly material in 

this situation, and Mr Staunton has clearly made misleading statements.  However, my 

contention isn’t with Mr Staunton.  My contention is the fact that the Defendants turned up 

on the 9th January and withheld those fundamental documents that would have otherwise 

proven the statutory demand. 

 

Nugee J: Yes.  So that’s the basis for saying that, that there was material non disclosure on 

the 9th January.  Now, on the 16th there was an order made which on it’s face says it was 

made by consent, and one of the points that I think Mr Staunton takes today is it doesn’t 

matter any more whether the order on the 9th January was something that should have been 

obtained or not because there was a consent order on the 16th.  And I think you want to say 

that, that -- 

 

Mr Millinder: I didn’t agree to it. 

 

Nugee J: You didn’t really consent to it. 

 

Mr Millinder: That’s correct Your Lordship. 

 

Nugee J: Tell me, tell me what the position is. 

 

Mr Millinder: The position is as it is today and as it was on the 9th January.  I agreed for 

the, the consent order, or the basis of it, to continue solely because Middlesbrough, and I did 

mention this to Mr Justice Arnold who I contacted through the clerk as soon as I found out 

about this material non disclosure, I explained that I was furious that they’d, they’d withheld 

this information.  However, Mr Bloom had created grounds for a dispute and I understood 

at that time that the Insolvency Court isn’t the appropriate avenue or the appropriate 

jurisdiction to address such, such dispute, and on that sole basis I agreed for the order to 

continue, to continue but that each party bear its own costs. 

 

Nugee J: So, how did it come about, as far as you are aware, that the order that was in fact 

made required EEI to pay £25,000 in costs? 
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Mr Millinder: How did that come about? 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Mr Millinder: It came about because Middlesbrough football club, or, or in fact Womble 

Bond Dickinson solicitors were trying to charge me £47,000, and I know how much these 

things cost -- 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Mr Millinder: And it was absolutely ridiculous that they were trying to charge me £47,000 

for that ex parte hearing, when quite frankly there was, there was nothing there of any 

substance anyway, it was all mostly lies, and there was information that was withheld that 

was clearly material to the case.  I said: 

 

“I’m not paying you, it’s as simple as that.” 

 

And Penningtons did -- 

 

Ms Jones: I’m, I’m, I’m just going to rise lest that Mr Millinder inadvertently talk about 

legal advice. 

 

Nugee J: Yes, you -- 

 

Ms Jones: Remember we said, not telling, not talking about -- 

 

Mr Millinder: No, no.  I, I, I do want to explain this position because this is material to the 

case, and the position is that Penningtons said well, you know, you’ve got to go ahead and, 

and agree the Consent Order and so on and so forth, but I never did personally agree to the 

£25,000.  I took this issue up with Penningtons and I completed the four month or so 

professional negligence process with them, and I’ve got evidence of, of that very lengthy 

process and the claim, the letter of claim that I issued to them for misadvising me in this 

matter. 
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Nugee J: Can I ask, did Penningtons sign the Consent Order on your behalf or, or did they 

-- 

 

Mr Millinder: I don’t.  I, I honestly don’t rightfully know. 

 

Mr Staunton: Right. 

 

Nugee J: Did you, did you appear in Court yourself -- 

 

Mr Millinder: No, no, no. 

 

Nugee J: On the 16th? 

 

Mr Millinder: No, not at all. 

 

Nugee J: Who, who appeared, do you know? 

 

Mr Millinder: I don’t know, Your Honour. 

 

Nugee J: Did, did, did someone from Penningtons appear? 

 

Mr Millinder: I don’t think they did, no. 

 

Nugee J: You, you didn’t, you didn’t have a barrister? 

 

Mr Millinder: Not, not at all. 

 

Nugee J: No. 

 

Mr Millinder: No, no.  I don’t think they did appear because there was another document 

dated the 16th saying that they were, some consent to act document I saw in the 

correspondence dated the 16th.  Well, that would lead me to believe that, in fact, Penningtons 

didn’t even attend the hearing. 
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Nugee J: Yes.  OK.  So, if, what you want is to set aside that order of the 16th.  The practical 

effect of that, what do you say, you, you, you want to do if you achieve that?  I mean, it does 

two things.  It, it dismisses the petition, removes it from the file and it orders you to pay, not 

you the, the, EEI to pay £25,000, and I can see if it’s set aside the £25,000 order goes, but 

what happens to the petition in your, what’s your contention? 

 

Mr Millinder: Well, the petition. 

 

Nugee J: What are, what are you trying to -- 

 

Mr Millinder: I mean, I’ve got absolutely no intention of issuing any winding up petition 

whatsoever and it will not be done. 

 

Nugee J: Right. 

 

Mr Millinder: I’ve got no intention of -- 

 

Nugee J: So, the, the purpose of this application is, is to discharge the order of £25,000 

costs, is it? 

 

Mr Millinder: Well, it’s fundamentally, because they, the Defendants sent a High Court 

enforcement officer to come and recover £619,000 on the 21st November.  I received that 

unexpected visit.  Now, I, another contention that I have with the unexpected visit in, is that 

in law these High Court enforcement officers are, by law, to have provided a seven day 

notice letter.  No seven day notice letter was given.  I had this High Court enforcement agent, 

big thick set chappie, turn up at my office trying to seize my goods to the value of £619,000, 

and I didn’t know anything about it.  I didn’t know that there was any such order, and he’s 

refers to Bristol County Court. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Mr Millinder: So, I wanted -- 

 

Nugee J: I, I don’t think I’m dealing today with whether, where the responsibility lies for 

the fact that the writ of control had that £600,00 figure in it, am I?  That’s not for today. 
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Mr Millinder: No, it’s not for today. 

 

Nugee J: No, that’s right.  Yes. 

 

Mr Millinder: Your Lordship, no, no. 

 

Nugee J: Right.  Can you tell me a bit about the recusal application -- 

 

Mr Millinder: So -- 

 

Nugee J: Because normally, if, if you want to ask a judge to recuse themselves, the 

application’s made to the judge -- 

 

Mr Millinder: Certainly, yeah. 

 

Nugee J: Himself.  And I think I saw somewhere in your letter or your account of the hearing 

before Mr Registrar Jones, that he did say if you want to make a recusal application you have 

to make a formal application. 

 

Mr Millinder: That’s correct, Your Lordship, and I did make the application on the 19th 

January, and on or around the, I think it was the 23rd or 24th January, somewhere around 

there, I got a confirmation back from Mr Registrar Jones that I, I asked that Mr Registrar 

Jones recuse himself without a hearing. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Mr Millinder: And Mr Registrar Jones said he’s going to list the hearing for the recusal 

application on the same date as the, as the adjourned hearing date of the 26th March. 

 

Nugee J: 26th March. 

 

Mr Millinder: And that is the primary reason, because I don’t want Mr Registrar Jones to 

hear this case.  I want a, a High Court judge to hear this case because a High Court judge 
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should hear the case because Mr Justice Arnold heard the original case and has substantially 

more knowledge of the matters in question than Mr Registrar Jones does. 

 

Nugee J: Yes, but the, the application which you’ve asked Mr Registrar Jones to recuse 

himself from, if I understood this correctly, this is the application under rule, I can’t 

remember -- 

 

Mr Millinder: 14.11. 

 

Nugee J: 14.11, thank you, to set aside the proofs of debt. 

 

Mr Millinder: Yes. 

 

Nugee J: In, in the insolvency, in the winding up. 

 

Mr Millinder: Yes. 

 

Nugee J: And that is the one which you’ve had a hearing, but you didn’t get to the end of it, 

so, it’s, there’s going to be another hearing in March? 

 

Mr Millinder: Yes. 

 

Nugee J: That’s correct, yes. 

 

Mr Millinder: Yes. 

 

Nugee J: Well, I have to say, well I think, I think the appropriate procedural course, and I 

know that, that the way in which procedure gets in the way of, of these things can often be 

frustrating, but the appropriate procedural course is to do what the Registrar said, which is 

to have that application listed in front of him on the renewed hearing and try and persuade 

him that it’s inappropriate that he hears the case.  Now, if he agrees with you then you 

achieve what you want, and it will have to go off and be adjourned to be heard by someone 

else.  If he disagrees with you and you think that he’s wrong about that, then it may be 

possible to try and appeal that, but I don’t think it’s appropriate for me today to say whether 
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Mr Registrar Jones should or should not hear something which he’s halfway through hearing.  

Do you -- 

 

Mr Millinder: I, I completely understand what you’re saying, Your Honour.  However, my 

contention -- 

 

Mr Staunton: No. 

 

Mr Millinder: Is twofold.  And the first is that I allege that there is a conflict of interest.  

The Registrars are connected with Radcliffe chambers and therefore there is a conflict of 

interest because the Defendants and, including Mr Harman, the Liquidator, as Official 

Receiver, as Liquidator, attended that meeting on the 22nd November from 5:30pm onwards 

at Arundel House and they had a drinks get together.  Now -- 

 

Nugee J: But I don’t think Mr Registrar Jones was, was there himself. 

 

Mr Millinder: He wasn’t there himself at that hearing, no. -- 

 

Nugee J: The Chief, the Chief Registrar was, Chief Registrar Briggs. 

 

Mr Millinder: The Chief Registrar was, and it was the Chief Registrar that crossed out my 

request that the case be heard by a High Court judge on the same day as I filed the 

information concerning what I alleged to be a Section 21 offence, Theft Act offence. 

 

Nugee J: Sorry, I, I, I haven’t understood that reference.  Section 21 -- 

 

Mr Millinder: Sorry, Section 21 of the Theft Act 1968 in respect of the unwarranted demand 

with menaces. 

 

Nugee J: I see.  Blackmail. 

 

Mr Millinder: Blackmail -- 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 
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Mr Millinder: Your Honour. 

 

Nugee J: Yes.  Right.  Well, I’ll hear what Mr Staunton has to say, but, but I think at the 

moment I’m inclined to think that it should be for the Registrar to decide whether he feels 

that it’s appropriate for him to continue hearing that application or not.  But let me, I mean 

that’s fine, I think I will ask Mr Staunton for what he wants to say.  Just before I ask you to 

sit down, have I understood it correctly that those are the two matters I have to decide today, 

you’re asking me to decide today?  Secondly, whether I should decide today that Mr 

Registrar Jones shouldn’t hear the rule 14.11 case because of the conflict of interest, and 

firstly, whether I should set aside, in effect, the order for costs made on the 16th January 

because of the non disclosure of the material listed in Penningtons’ letter of 11th January? 

 

Mr Millinder: Yes, yes, Your Lordship. 

 

Nugee J: Yes.  Thank you very much.  Yes, Mr Staunton? 

 

Mr Staunton: Now My Lord, I don’t want to be over long on the evidence, but can I take 

you the Defendant’s bundle? 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Mr Staunton: Tab one, Mr Stuart’s witness statement. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Mr Staunton: Paragraph number five.  That’s why we went for Mr Justice Arnold, because 

of the threat following a statutory demand having been served. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Mr Staunton: Paragraph six, the club dispute Earth Energy standing to present the petition. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Mr Staunton: Then, carry on to -- 
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Nugee J: You had two points.  One, one was, was the assignment effective?  And the second 

was, was the claim itself a, an undisputed debt? 

 

Mr Staunton: Absolutely. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Mr Staunton: Have you had, sorry, I’ll carry on with this -- 

 

Nugee J: I, I have read both Mr Bloom’s statement and Mr Stuart’s statement -- 

 

Mr Staunton: Yeah. 

 

Nugee J: But that doesn’t mean I remember everything that’s in all of them, but -- 

 

Mr Staunton: No, Mr Bloom’s statement, of course, was before Mr Justice Arnold -- 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Mr Staunton: And in it, he set out in detail the dispute between Middlesbrough and 

Empowering Wind. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Mr Staunton: One of the main points you mentioned as well is that the statutory demand 

wasn’t served by Empowering Wind which of course has been winding up -- 

 

Nugee J: No, no.  It was, it was sent by EEI.  I have that part, yes. 

 

Mr Staunton: Indeed, and one of the things that Penningtons mention in their letter, tab 

two, page 12.  Sorry, the pagination’s very feint and small at the bottom.  Paragraph -- 

 

Nugee J: Sorry, tab, tab two of your bundle? 
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Mr Staunton: My bundle, yes. 

 

Nugee J: Yes, page 12, yes? 

 

Mr Staunton: Paragraph number six.  So, Penningtons there are mentioning this question 

of an assignment. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Mr Staunton: And despite that of the response that is at page 14, 15, despite that there was 

a Consent Order. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Mr Staunton: Now, nobody attended that hearing in front of Mr Justice Briggs because the 

Consent Order had been agreed beforehand -- 

 

Nugee J: Mr -- 

 

Mr Staunton: And Mr Justice Briggs -- 

 

Nugee J: Mr Justice Norris, I think. 

 

Mr Staunton: Pardon me, Mr Justice Norris, indeed.  Mr Justice Norris, having seen the 

Consent Order, excused attendance, so he made the order without anyone attending -- 

 

Nugee J: Are you able to tell me on instructions, and I don’t think it’s in the evidence, as to 

how the Consent Order got to the Court?  Sent by email, signed by both parties, or, or -- 

 

Mr Staunton: I don’t know, it’s not in the evidence said in Court. 

 

Nugee J: No, I don’t think it’s in the evidence. 

 

Mr Staunton: No.  All you have there is Mr Stuart’s witness statement, paragraph number 

seven. 
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Nugee J: So, as I understand, it was made by consent I think? 

 

Mr Staunton: Yeah. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Mr Staunton: At paragraph eight, there is a response.  Paragraph nine, no further 

correspondence.  That’s all I can see in the evidence. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Mr Staunton: There’s no evidence as to how that order got before Mr Justice Norris -- 

 

Nugee J: No. 

 

Mr Staunton: But obviously it’s signed, so the Court staff must have been satisfied Mr 

Justice Norris made the order. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Mr Staunton: Now, so there’s assertion by Penningtons Manches of material of non 

disclosure at the ex parte hearing, and despite that there’s a Consent Order. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Mr Staunton: And therefore, my submission it’s impossible for that order to be set aside or 

varied in any respect. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Mr Staunton: Now, one of course remembers that the witness named Mr Bloom was before 

Mr Justice Arnold.  It sets out in full the dispute between the two parties.  The -- 
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Nugee J: When you say in full, does it take the particular point, does it refer to the particular 

point which Mr Millinder is, I think, most exercised about? 

 

Mr Staunton: Well, page, page 3. 

 

Nugee J: Which is the connection agreement point. 

 

Mr Staunton: Yeah.  I don’t think it does actually. 

 

Nugee J: No, I, I think it’s really.  What, what it really concentrates on -- 

 

Mr Staunton: Yeah. 

 

Nugee J: Is the planning problem. 

 

Mr Staunton: Yeah. 

 

Nugee J: And whether that amounted to force majeure. 

 

Mr Staunton: Indeed. 

 

Nugee J: But what Mr Millinder’s told me today and, and is apparent from his material, is 

his focus on the connection agreement and, and the, and the failure of Middlesbrough, as he 

sees it, to agree to the relevant agreement, and therefore that was what really stymied the 

project.  Are you in any position to tell me what, what Middlesbrough’s position is on that? 

 

Mr Staunton: If it is, in respect of the connection agreement -- 

 

Nugee J: In the connection agreement. 

 

Mr Staunton: No.  Because all I can say is, this is what Mr Bloom has set out, 

Middlesbrough’s position -- 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 
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Mr Staunton: In his witness statement. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Mr Staunton: I can say no more, I can’t take you to any evidence. 

 

Nugee J: No, OK. 

 

Mr Staunton: Now -- 

 

Nugee J: Your submission is, is your submission that there was a non disclosure, or there 

was non disclosure but it wasn’t material, or, even if there was material non disclosure, it 

doesn’t matter because the opportunity to challenge it was there on the 16th? 

 

Mr Staunton: Absolutely.  Well, I think they all follow in sequence, don’t they?  In the 

sequence Your Lordship’s (inaudible) 

 

Nugee J: Well, yes, they’re not, but you, you don’t have to adopt all of them.  I’m trying -- 

 

Mr Staunton: No, no, no, no. 

 

Nugee J: I’m trying, I’m trying to understand what it is you’re asking me to, to -- 

 

Mr Staunton: Yeah.  There was no material non disclosure.  Everything was before Mr 

Justice Arnold in the witness statement of Mr Bloom and the submissions, and even if there 

was a material non disclosure, Penningtons Manches were onto that before the hearing, 

before the Consent Order was made -- 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Mr Staunton: And nevertheless, they consented to the order.  Now, it’s not for us to be 

troubled as to whether Pennington Manches had or had not authority from Mr Millinder -- 

 

Nugee J: No. 
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Mr Staunton: To agree the position for costs.  We’d no reason to doubt it, and Pennington 

Manches agreed to the Consent Order. 

 

Nugee J: Were they on the record as acting for the Respondent? 

 

Mr Staunton: I can’t say, but I imagine they must have been because I can’t see how the 

Consent Order would otherwise have been made.  There’s no evidence whether it’s on the 

record.  If you turn to page, Defendant’s bundle, tab two, page 12. 

 

Nugee J: Defendant’s bundle, tab two -- 

 

Mr Staunton: Two, page 12. 

 

Nugee J: So. 

 

Mr Staunton: I’m not sure, is that the correct bundle My Lord?  I think the Defendant’s 

bundle was in a Radcliffe Chambers file. 

 

Nugee J: Defendant’s bundle -- 

 

Mr Staunton: Yeah. 

 

Nugee J: I’m so sorry.  Yes.  Page, page 12, yes. 

 

Mr Staunton: First paragraph. 

 

“We have been instructed to represent Earth Energy Investments.” 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Mr Staunton: Now, I don’t, there’s nowhere in the evidence with any acknowledgement of 

services filed. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 
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Mr Staunton: Now, well it’s got to -- 

 

Nugee J: And at that stage, so that’s the 11th January, they were saying each side should 

bear its own costs. 

 

Mr Staunton: Yeah, and then -- 

 

Nugee J: And if that can’t be agreed we will attend. 

 

Mr Staunton: Yeah, and then the response at page 14. 

 

Nugee J: And they, your solicitors said -- 

 

Mr Staunton: If you look at the final paragraph on page 14: 

 

“We trust you will agree.” 

 

Nugee J: Confirmation that you pay the costs, effectively, and then we’ll forward a Consent 

Order. 

 

Mr Staunton: Or EEI pay the costs, yes. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Mr Staunton: And then the final sentence on page 15, and we see there, confirmation for 

the Consent Order for approval. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Mr Staunton: There’s no evidence, well certainly in the evidence there’s no further 

correspondence with Pennington Manches, as Mr Stuart says in his witness statement.  There 

there’s no, nothing in the evidence about how that was confirmed or it was a travelling draft 

order, so I just can’t help you be reference to the evidence. 

 

Nugee J: No, OK. 
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Mr Staunton: Now, one of the other grounds upon which Mr Justice Arnold made the order 

was that this claim is a claim between Empowering Wind and Middlesbrough -- 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Mr Staunton: Under the various agreements, and yet the statutory demand comes from EEI. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Mr Staunton: So, wrong Claimant, and that was dealt with by Mr Justice Arnold.  Continue 

very, very quickly, the page is Defendant’s bundle, tab four. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Mr Staunton: Page 77, letter from Empowering Wind 22nd September ’15 setting out its 

claim.  I won’t take you to it in any detail, just showing you that throughout the claim was 

said to be that of Empowering Wind and suddenly the statutory demand says in fact it’s a 

claim of EEI.  Page 79, refusal to make the grid connection, just showing in the heading, and 

turning onto page 81.  The second paragraph, final sentence, finally we that: 

 

“Failing that we’ve a very clear cut case and my QC be instructed to 

issue proceedings.” 

 

So, it’s claim by Empowering Wind.  If you turn over the page you’ve got the response from 

Mr Bloom.  I needn’t take you to that in any detail.  And then if you turn on please to page 

86, the order of the 19th September ‘16 winding up Empowering Wind. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Mr Staunton: And then, if you turn on please to page 88, it’s an email from Mr Millinder.  

It’s still Empowering Wind’s claim.  You’ll see there was an attachment, and if you turn 

onto page 90, that’s the attachment and it’s still a claim by Empowering Wind.  Do you see 

that, My Lord? 

 

A1. 

A2. 

A3. 

A4. 

A5. 

A6. 
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Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Mr Staunton: And then, if you turn on please to page 97, final page, the penultimate 

paragraph, final sentence: 

 

“It is therefore left no alternative but to recover its loss through the 

High Court.” 

 

That’s Empowering Winds it.  And then, page 152, there is EEI threatening service of a 

statutory demand.  Page -- 

 

Nugee J: Sorry, was that 1, 152? 

 

Mr Staunton: Page 152, yes. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Mr Staunton: Then will you turn on, please, to page 168? 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Mr Staunton: 6th January, you have an email halfway down from Mr Millinder to Mr Bloom 

going to present a winding up petition. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Mr Staunton: And then, page 171, there is a statutory demand -- 

 

Nugee J: And it comes from EEI? 

 

Mr Staunton: Yeah.  Now, of important to note page 174, there’s an assertion there’d been 

an assignment -- 

 

Nugee J: Yes, on the 26th June. 

 

A7. 

A8. 
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Mr Staunton: On the 26th of June ’15, indeed. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Mr Staunton: Now -- 

 

Nugee J: Well, that was the document which Mr Millinder showed me, which is the board 

minutes. 

 

Mr Staunton: Yeah, right. 

 

Nugee J: And that was one of the documents referred to in, in Penningtons letter of the 11th? 

 

Mr Staunton: Indeed, and its tab, Mr Millinder’s bundle, tab 27 I have it at. 

 

Nugee J: Yes, yes. 

 

Mr Staunton: Second page in.  Reading that second paragraph, what’s assigned to EEI are 

the investments, the £200,000. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Mr Staunton: But not the cause of action, because in this second paragraph, third line: 

 

“We agree to separate out what went in as an investment to the 

project, so there were two causes of action with the payment 

recovering funds invested and Empowering recovering consequential 

loss.” 

 

So, it’s still its claim. 

 

Nugee J: Well, I’m not sure I’ve quite understood how that fits with the claim that was in 

the statutory demand.  Because the statutory demand is for £200,000 on the lease premium 

and £330,000 in legal and technical project development processes, and that could be the 

parent’s investment, could it not? 

A9. 

A10. 

A11. 

A12. 

A13
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Mr Staunton: It might be, yes.  But all of this point about assignment was dealt with in Mr 

Bloom’s witness statement for Mr Justice Arnold. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Mr Staunton: And so therefore, it’s also in my skeleton before Mr Justice Arnold in 

paragraph 12. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Mr Staunton: So, what Mr Justice Arnold had before him was a threat by EEI to serve a 

statutory demand with questions about whether the debt is disputed, whether it’s a dispute 

between the parties which had been canvassed in correspondence, and secondly, whether in 

fact EEI had any claim. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Mr Staunton: And the evidence before him, in my submission, was that until service of the 

statutory demand Mr Millinder had been advancing claims on behalf of Empowering Wind, 

not EEI. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Mr Staunton: It was its claim.  And for that reason, Mr Justice Arnold grants the injunction.  

Defendant’s bundle, tab two, page 9’s the attendance note. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Mr Staunton: If you turn onto page 10, Mr Justice Arnold’s decision at the foot of the page.  

If you turn over, page 11, fifth paragraph commencing on that page. 

 

“Until recently.” 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

A14. 

A15

A16
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Mr Staunton: And the following paragraph as well. 

 

“The Respondent states.” 

 

So, Mr Justice Arnold grants the injunction on two grounds -- 

 

Nugee J: Two grounds. 

 

Mr Staunton: Essentially, yeah. 

 

Nugee J: Because there’s -- 

 

Mr Staunton: Dispute and doubts -- 

 

Nugee J: There’s doubt, doubt over the assignment and dispute over the claim. 

 

Mr Staunton: Absolutely. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Mr Staunton: And then Pennington Manches writes a non disclosure and the Consent Order 

is made. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Mr Staunton: All too late. 

 

Nugee J: Do you want to, do you want to say anything about the statement on the first page 

of the attendance note, which I think is a statement by you? 

 

“There’s no other reference to force majeure in the lease.” 

 

Because it’s a point that Mr Millinder drew my attention to. 

 

A17

A18
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Mr Staunton: Indeed, so I drew the attention of the Lord, of Mr Justice Arnold to the 

provision in the lease defining force majeure, and my simple point was and thereafter the 

lease is silent on force majeure, left hanging, which is -- 

 

Nugee J: But that’s, but that’s incorrect, Mr Millinder says. 

 

Mr Staunton: I don’t, it’s not. 

 

Nugee J: Well, have we got the lease? 

 

Mr Staunton: Yeah.  Defendant’s bundle, tab four, page 16, I think it is. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Mr Staunton: Turning onto page 22, there is the definition of force majeure. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Mr Staunton: And the only point I made to Mr Justice Arnold was, there’s no further 

mention in the lease of force majeure. 

 

Nugee J: Yes, but Mr Millinder says that’s wrong. 

 

Mr Staunton: Well, he hasn’t shown me the relevant paragraph. 

 

Nugee J: Well, page 44 schedule five, paragraph six -- 

 

Mr Millinder: Schedule five, paragraph six. 

 

Nugee J: And there’s a schedule headed Agreements and Declarations. 

 

Mr Staunton: No, indeed. 

 

Nugee J: There does seem to be a provision that: 

 

A19

A20
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“If [a] a party’s prevented from performing its obligations by reasons 

of force majeure it shall not be in breach of such obligations.” 

 

Mr Staunton: Yeah. 

 

Nugee J: So, I think it wasn’t correct telling Mr Justice Arnold that there was no further 

reference to force majeure in the lease.  I think that’s the point Mr Millinder was making. 

 

Mr Staunton: (indicates agreement) 

 

Nugee J: Do I assume, from what you’ve just, the way you’ve just addressed it, that you 

were unaware of that provision? 

 

Mr Staunton: Well, if I was aware of it I wouldn’t have said that. 

 

Nugee J: Well, that, that’s rather what I would have expected, yes.  Yes, do you want to say 

any more about that? 

 

Mr Staunton: No.  It’s not specifically referred to in Mr Bloom’s witness statement either, 

at tab three.  Paragraph eight is where he addresses the question of what’s contained in the 

lease. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Mr Staunton: He mentions, in paragraph 8.4, he mentions schedule five. 

 

Nugee J: It does say schedule five, clause six -- 

 

Mr Staunton: Sorry, yes. 

 

Nugee J: Provided relief to either party. 

 

Mr Staunton: Yeah. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 
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Mr Staunton: 8., paragraph 8.5.  So, I can’t now recall why I said that to Mr Justice Arnold, 

I can’t believe I -- 

 

Nugee J: And there’s a bit more in paragraph 19 as well. 

 

“Even if there had been a force majeure event, that would only have 

[have] absorbed EW from any breach of its contractual obligations, 

not from its liability to pay rent. 

 

Mr Staunton: Yeah. 

 

Nugee J: Yes.  Well, I can see that that might be (inaudible)  but, but yes. 

 

Mr Staunton: Yeah.  Well, I wouldn’t wish to be cavalier, nonetheless, it’s all water under 

the bridge by the time Pennington Manches -- 

 

Nugee J: Well, I understand that. 

 

Mr Staunton: Yeah, absolutely, yeah. 

 

Nugee J: I understand that point. 

 

Mr Staunton: Yeah. 

 

Nugee J: And also, simply identifying that there is an argument which gives rise to a dispute 

doesn’t, doesn’t entail the consequence that the -- 

 

Mr Staunton: No, absolutely. 

 

Nugee J: Petition should go forward. 

 

Mr Staunton: Absolutely. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 
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Mr Staunton: So, undoubtedly there was a dispute, claims could have been but the Winding 

Up Court was not the appropriate place. 

 

Nugee J: No. 

 

Mr Staunton: Indeed.  I needn’t say anything about committal or recusal.  I don’t care to 

say anything about recusal. 

 

Nugee J: No.  Yes, thank you Mr Staunton.  Well -- 

 

Mr Staunton: All right. 

 

Nugee J: Mr Millinder, do you want to say anything in, in the way of reply? 

 

Mr Millinder: I, I do -- 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Mr Millinder: Your Lordship, yes.  Fundamentally, the issue that we have is that 

Middlesbrough football club killed the project by refusing the connection.  That is material 

because had that primary fact been disclosed it would have been blatantly obvious to the 

Court that Middlesbrough football club caused this loss to the Applicant. 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Mr Millinder: That’s all I have to say, Your Honour. 

 

Nugee J: Thank you very much.  Ms Jones, would you like to say anything? 

 

Ms Jones: I would.  I, I, I should say it on, upon instructions, as it were. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 
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Ms Jones: Just a few points which have occurred to me as, on listening to my learned friend.  

So, the first point is on whether there was material non disclosure, really picking up what 

Mr Millinder has just said, immediately Mr Millinder saw what had been said he, he was 

straight on to identifying, and as I say it’s 172 pages, obviously material, material.  And so, 

really my, my learned friend hasn’t sought to suggest that it wasn’t material.  So, I, I, I would 

say that Your Lordship ought to find that there was material of non disclosure.  The second 

point is that my learned friend was relying on there being a Consent Order to which 

Penningtons consented, but there’s no evidence that Penningtons were on the record, and if 

one actually looks at the witness statement that my learned friend took you all to, Mr Stuart, 

at paragraph nine -- 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: It’s on page 4 of Mr Stuart.  He says that we responded to Penningtons on the 

12th January, and that’s the one saying you should pay all our costs -- 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: But it then says: 

 

“No further correspondence was received from Penningtons in 

relation to this issue.” 

 

Mr Staunton: This issue. 

 

Ms Jones: Yes, well that’s the costs issue.  I mean, it’s not saying, and we’re, you know, 

we’re addressing whether this, this order was agreed.  It, it doesn’t the order was agreed by 

Penningtons by a letter dated X, and moreover, it says Earth Energy agreed a Consent Order, 

but there’s no evidence of how that happened either.  So, you know, if my learned friend’s 

going to come along and say well, a Consent Order was made and either Mr Millinder or 

Earth Energy or Penningtons positively agreed to this, then its up to him to put that evidence 

forward. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 
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Ms Jones: And then the third point that I wanted to make related to this point about force 

majeure not being in the lease.  Now, if it was in Mr Bloom’s statement that’s never good 

enough. 

 

Nugee J: No, and counsel -- 

 

Ms Jones: Not an ex parte -- 

 

Nugee J: The judges rely very heavily on what counsel say -- 

 

Ms Jones: Very heavily, and, and you know, it’s, it’s not disputed that that’s what Mr 

Staunton said when he’s refused in front of Your Lordship. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: And again, I mean, that is a particularly material fact.  One would look very 

differently if told that it’s just not relevant to the lease at all, that would obviously have one 

effect.  If it is in the lease then one would want to, to look at whether, in fact, that is force 

majeure, whether there was, whether there’s a real dispute or just one that’s manufactured.  

Of course, the effect of saying it’s not even in there is to make it look as if the claim is 

manufactured, rather than the Defence. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: So, I think those are the three points that I wanted to make on EEI’s behalf. 

 

Nugee J: Thank you very much.  Well, I’ll give a short judgment. 

 

(judgment given) 

 

Mr Staunton: My Lord, if you look at Defendant’s bundle, tab three, that’s the correct title 

to the proceedings. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 
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Mr Staunton: And Mr Millinder, when he issued his application, gets the parties the wrong 

way round.  It just affects the question of how the order’s produced, so it would still have 

that title, the order, and then the -- 

 

Nugee J: OK, yes. 

 

Mr Staunton: Application 30th January dismissed.  I invite you to make an order for the 

Claimant’s, the Applicant’s costs and it be paid not only by Earth Energy Investments but 

also Mr Millinder.  Mr Millinder’s quite clearly the driving force behind Earth Energy and 

therefore has exposed himself to an order for costs as well.  Right. 

 

Nugee J: Has there been any warning to Mr Millinder that, that he would be -- 

 

Mr Staunton: No. 

 

Nugee J: Personally liable?  Well, I think, am I not right in thinking that the Court of Appeal 

has said that if you want to make an application under Section 51 you ought to warn the, the, 

the person before? 

 

Mr Staunton: I’ll take it, Your Lordship, that’s the case.  Still a question of costs then 

against EEI. 

 

Nugee J: Yes.  Yes.  Ms Jones, Mr Millinder? 

 

Mr Millinder: Clearly, Your Lordship, I, I object to paying Middlesbrough football club’s 

costs when these people have cost me and lost me circa £10.5 million in revenue from the 

wind turbine.  I did lose £530,000.  In fact, I lost over £700,000 and that doesn’t include the 

monies I’ve invested since the insolvency, and these people were solely responsible for my 

losses, and therefore I contest paying their costs, Your Honour. 

 

Nugee J: Yes.  Have you seen the, the costs schedule? 

 

Mr Millinder: I’ve seen their -- 

 

Nugee J: Did you get a copy of it? 
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Mr Millinder: I’ve seen their cost schedule, Your Lordship, yes. 

 

Nugee J: Do you want to, do you want to say anything about the figures in it, if, if I’m -- 

 

Mr Millinder: I, I honestly don’t know where they get their figures from because they 

haven’t done anything. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Mr Millinder: And that’s really all I can possibly say on the matter. 

 

Nugee J: Thank you.  Ms Jones, do you want to add anything? 

 

Ms Jones: I’m not sure that I can particularly say anything, My Lord.  I mean, I assume that 

Mr Staunton’s asking for summary -- 

 

Mr Staunton: Indeed. 

 

Ms Jones: Assessment, and, I mean, to be absolutely honest in the absence of the solicitors 

on my side, it’s (inaudible) to me. 

 

Nugee J: Yes, yes, no.  No, no, it’s very difficult, isn’t it? 

 

Ms Jones: It does.  Besides, I simply point out that one generally does not certainly obtain 

anything like a full. 

 

Nugee J: No. 

 

Ms Jones: I mean, I’m sure Your Lordship has much more experience of doing these things 

than I have, so. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 
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Mr Staunton: My Lord, can I just address you separately a question, basis of account, so 

assuming that you are going to make an order that EEI be -- 

 

Nugee J: Well, there’s three points.  Should I make an order -- 

 

Mr Staunton: Absolutely. 

 

Nugee J: Should it be indemnity or standard -- 

 

Mr Staunton: Yeah. 

 

Nugee J: And, well, four points -- 

 

Mr Staunton: Summary says. 

 

Nugee J: Should, should it be summary or detailed, and if summary, what, what figure? 

 

Mr Staunton: Yeah, so you’ve heard my submissions. 

 

Nugee J: So, well, let me deal with them one by one. 

 

Mr Staunton: Yeah. 

 

Nugee J: So, the first question is whether EEI -- 

 

Mr Staunton: Pay the costs. 

 

Nugee J: Should be ordered to pay Middlesbrough’s costs.  The CPR require me to consider 

first which party is successful.  There’s no doubt that Middlesbrough are successful party.  

It requires me to make an order that the unsuccessful party pays the successful party’s costs, 

but I can make a different order.  I have not been persuaded that there is a good reason for 

departing from the usual rule, which is the unsuccessful party pays the successful party’s 

costs, and I therefore will order EEI to pay Middlesbrough’s costs.  Mr Millinder said 

eloquently that Middlesbrough’s actions have cost him millions of pounds in lost revenue.  

That may or may not be true.  I am unable to form any view as to whether that is right or not, 
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but these costs are the costs of this application which was something that EEI brought and 

which I have heard have, have failed, and it seems to me the costs must follow the usual rule.  

Yes.  Now, did you want to say anything about basis of, of costs? 

 

Mr Staunton: In, very briefly.  It’s a fairly hopeless application.  He abandoned the second 

and the third, well, he abandoned the second limb, the committal, and -- 

 

Nugee J: Well, it’s an application which has failed, that doesn’t mean it was hopeless. 

 

Mr Staunton: No.  In my submission it was hopeless and therefore costs on the indemnity 

basis. 

 

Nugee J: Yes.  No, I, I’m asked to make costs on, award costs on the indemnity basis but 

there seems to me to be nothing so far out of the norm to justify an order for indemnity costs 

and I order costs on the standard basis.  Yes.  Summary or detailed? 

 

Mr Staunton: Summary. 

 

Nugee J: You want, you want summary.  Do you want to say anything about summary 

assessment? 

 

Ms Jones: No, I think probably better. 

 

Nugee J: No.  I agree.  I will order summary assessment and quantum Mr Staunton. 

 

Mr Staunton: Hourly rates look appropriate. 

 

Nugee J: So, where are your solicitors?  In Middlesbrough? 

 

Mr Staunton: Well, it’s in Newcastle. 

 

Nugee J: Newcastle, yeah. 

 

Mr Staunton: Yeah.  And I think that they’ve used quite a bit of Category rate C to do the 

work.  You’ve got my fee.  If you turn on to the schedules at -- 
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Nugee J: Where’s, where’s the bulk of this expense incurred? 

 

Mr Staunton: In solicitors.  If you turn onto tab five of the Defendant’s bundle, down the 

page, we seem to have accidentally put in a lot of work under Category B, which doesn’t 

seem to be right because if you look back to the first page of the schedule -- 

 

Nugee J: There aren’t any Bs. 

 

Mr Staunton: Correct, so you’ll understand that, so there’s been quite a bit of work, there 

hasn’t been a heavy over reliance on Category A. 

 

Nugee J: Does that mean I should move all the Bs into Cs? 

 

Mr Staunton: Well, I’ve only just noticed it, but it seems to me that it must be the case. 

 

Nugee J: Must be the case. 

 

Mr Staunton: Yeah. 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: If I’ve understood, My Lord, I find this schedule is impossible to follow because 

if one looks, I mean, one’s got the summary at the end -- 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: But if you actually look at the, I think maybe mine was incomplete or something 

like that so -- 

 

Nugee J: Has it got page five of five at the end, Ms Jones? 

 

Ms Jones: One, two, three, four, five, yes, I’ve got five pages, but I’m, I’m just, for example, 

looking for the witness statements. 
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Mr Staunton: Yes, well that’ll be work on documents, won’t it?  The final tab, item number 

four. 

 

Ms Jones: Yeah, but where, where is it in the actual?  That’s just, that’s just the summary. 

 

Mr Staunton: Yeah. 

 

Ms Jones: But what I’m saying is where, where are, where is this in the actual schedule? 

 

Mr Staunton: It’s not, they seem to have just moved it all to, so if you look at the third page 

of the schedule itself. 

 

Ms Jones: Yeah. 

 

Mr Staunton: After such inspection, , or attendance at hearing, work done on documents as 

set out in the schedule.  So, that will be included in the body of the schedule itself, sorry, the 

body of the M260 -- 

 

Ms Jones: I see. 

 

Mr Staunton: But by reference it then takes you to the schedule.  I agree it’s not how one 

would conventionally do this, but I think it’s clear enough. 

 

Ms Jones: Yeah, and there’s a business confusion about the -- 

 

Mr Staunton: B and C. 

 

Ms Jones: Bs. 

 

Nugee J: I think the ones marked B are in fact, I should compare it to description hearing, 

as there’s four solicitors -- 

 

Ms Jones: Yeah. 
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Nugee J: A, B, C and D, whose grades are A, C, C and D, and I think that the column marked 

B is a second solicitor of £240 an hour.  I think that’s the explanation.  So, I don’t think it’s 

actually inaccurate. 

 

Ms Jones: Yes, I’m, I’m not quick enough to do the maths to see whether £180 at A and 

£120 at B gives us £936. 

 

Nugee J: 1, 1.8 at £360 and 1.2 at £240 comes to £936 so, so the, the second column has 

been charged at £240 -- 

 

Ms Jones: Yeah. 

 

Nugee J: An hour.  So, so. 

 

Ms Jones: £360, as I say, does seem a little -- 

 

Nugee J: Well, I was just looking at the -- 

 

Ms Jones: And £240’s a little high for -- 

 

Nugee J: Guideline rates -- 

 

Ms Jones: Yes. 

 

Nugee J: At page 60 and 64 -- 

 

Ms Jones: Yeah. 

 

Nugee J: They’re now some distance out of date because they go back to 2010, but 

Newcastle forms, falls within band 2 unless it’s within a 2 mile radius of St Nicholas’ 

cathedral.  Do you know whether it is or not? 

 

Ms Jones: No. 

 

Mr Staunton: It is. 
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Nugee J: It is, so it’s city centre Newcastle, so it’s, it’s band 1, which in 2010 was £217 for 

A, grade A and £161 for grade C.  So, I think the rates are slightly higher for them than the 

guideline rates as they were, but as I say -- 

 

Ms Jones: Yes. 

 

Nugee J: That was some time ago. 

 

Ms Jones: And they, and they do all seem to have been done.  I mean £240 again it’s 

relatively -- 

 

Nugee J: Yeah. 

 

Ms Jones: That’s the rate if you’re well qualified. 

 

Nugee J: You’re in a very difficult position Ms Jones -- 

 

Ms Jones: Yes. 

 

Nugee J: It’s not your fault at all.  I think I am just going to draw a line under this case. 

 

Ms Jones: Yes. 

 

Nugee J: I have to produce a figure.  These things are undoubtedly a rough and ready 

exercise.  I am going to err on the side of nicety to the Applicant and summarily assess the 

costs at a sum of £10,000.  That’s quite a substantial discount not attributable to any 

particular matters but taking account of all the matters which could possibly have been said 

had there been the opportunity to go into matters in, in great detail.  Yes, is there anything 

else? 

 

Mr Staunton: Finally, My Lord, just very briefly, do you have, can I take you to the White 

Book, part 23.12 -- 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 
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Mr Staunton: Page 729. 

 

Nugee J: Yes.  You want, you want it to be said to be without, without, totally without merit. 

 

Mr Staunton: Yeah.  Know how much the, that the order should record that fact and the 

Court should consider whether to make a Civil Restraint Order.  I needn’t repeat what has 

been said.  Your Lordship has clearly in mind arguments about merits. 

 

Nugee J: I don’t think I will record it as totally without merit.  It seemed to me that, that, 

that there were matters which Mr Millinder drew my attention to which required some 

consideration. 

 

Mr Staunton: Indeed.  My, My Lord, are you going to invite me to prepare the order.  I’m 

quite content to do so. 

 

Nugee J: Yes, I think that would be helpful.  Thank you -- 

 

Mr Staunton: Yeah. 

 

Nugee J: If you would prepare the order, thank you very much. 

 

Mr Staunton: Right. 

 

Nugee J: Is there anything, Ms Jones? 

 

Ms Jones: Very well, I’m, I’m, I’m happy to go, as it were (inaudible) -- 

 

Nugee J: Yes. 

 

Ms Jones: Making sure, if that’s OK. 

 

Nugee J: Well, I’m very much obliged, yes.  Thank you.  Is there anything else? 

 

Mr Staunton: Not at all. 
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Nugee J: No.  Thank you very much.  Yes. 

 

 
The Transcription Agency hereby certify that the above is an accurate 

and complete recording of the proceedings or part thereof. 
 

The Transcription Agency, 24-28 High Street, Hythe, Kent, CT21 5AT 
Tel: 01303 230038  

Email: court@thetranscriptionagency.com 
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The Honourable Mr Justice Nugee:  
 
1. I have before me an application notice which has been issued by an LLP, Earth 

Energy Investments LLP, who has appeared by Mr Millinder, assisted by Ms Jones 
QC, who has appeared under the CLIPS scheme and has very helpfully taken me 
through the chronology of what is now quite a complicated history, and has 
supplemented Mr Millinder’s submissions with some brief submissions of her own in 
reply on Mr Millinder’s instructions, and as judges sitting in this Court always are, I 

am immensely grateful to Ms Jones for her assistance.  There were three types of 
relief mentioned in the application notice, of which one was a mooted application to 
commit the Defendant for contempt of court, of which no more need be said, because 
Mr Millinder made it plain that he was not pursuing that relief before me.  The third 
was an application that Mr Registrar Jones be recused or removed from the continued 
hearing of an application which is in progress, which is an application under rule 
14.11 of the Insolvency Rules to set aside certain proofs of debt, and although that 
application is not before me, it is intimately connected with the matters that are.  And 
Mr Millinder has said that it would be appropriate for the recusal application to be 
dealt with today, although accepting that the normal practice would be for the recusal 
application to be heard by the judge who was said to be conflicted. 
 

2. I have been told that Mr Registrar Jones has adjourned that rule 14.11 application 
part heard, and that there is another hearing for the resumption of that application on 
the 26th March coming up, that he has indicated that any application for recusal 
should be formally made and that that has been done, and has indicated that he will 
determine any such application at the outset of the adjourned hearing.  That seems to 
me to be entirely in accordance with the usual practice and the overriding objective, 
and it does not seem appropriate for me to get involved in a determination of those 
issues when Mr Registrar Jones has already indicated that he will deal with that 
application at the resumed hearing, so I put that matter on one side as well.  The third 
application which needs to be considered at slightly more length is an application by 
EEI, as I will call them, to set aside an order made on the 16th January by Mr Justice 
Norris.  It is necessary to give some account of the background, although given that I 
am sitting in the Applications Court and it is already quarter to four, I do not intend 
to do this in great detail. 
 

3. In essence, a company called Empowering Wind MFC Ltd, which was a special 
purpose vehicle and was, I believe, a subsidiary of EEI, negotiated with the 
Applicant who has appeared by Mr Staunton, that is Middlesbrough Football and 
Athletic Company (1986) Ltd, which I will call Middlesbrough, for a suite of 
agreements under which it would, in effect, erect a wind turbine on a carpark next to 
Middlesbrough’s stadium, the benefit to Middlesbrough being not only in the shape 

of an annual rent, but also the delivery of free electricity, and the benefit to 
Empowering Wind, or EW as I will call it, being to be able to generate more 
electricity which it could feed into the national grid and receive a tariff for.  In the 
event, that project did not succeed.  I have heard some explanation from Mr 
Millinder as to why that project did not succeed, his contention being that it was, in 
effect, all Middlesbrough’s fault for failing to enter into an agreement called the 

connection agreement.  The upshot of that was that EW was unable to generate any 
money, that meant it was neither able to pay rent under the lease, nor to pay what 
were quite substantial charges ostensibly payable under something called the energy 
supply agreement under which, if it was not supplying energy to Middlesbrough it 
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had to pay Middlesbrough a figure based on eight pence for each kilowatt hour of 
energy which Middlesbrough consumed. 
 

4. On the basis of those matters, Middlesbrough demanded payment of money from 
EW, terminated the lease for non payment of rent and subsequently appeared as a 
supporting creditor in support of a petition to wind up EW brought by HMRC.  In 
January of 2017, Middlesbrough received a statutory demand, not from EW which 
was by then in liquidation, but by EEI claiming over half a million pounds in respect 
of what could be briefly described as abortive costs, namely £200,000 which had 
been paid by EW for the premium for the lease, and a further £330,000 said to be for 
costs which had been incurred on the project.  That led to an application initially 
without notice before Mr Justice Arnold by Middlesbrough, and a without notice 
order was made on the 9th January, and subsequently, to the order of 16th January 
made by Mr Justice Norris, which on its face is recited to have been made as a 
Consent Order.  Mr Justice Arnold, on the 9th January, restrained the presentation of 
a winding up petition and Mr Justice Norris, on the 16th January, restrained the 
presentation of a petition or any further proceeding on any petition, and ordered the 
Respondent, that is EEI, to pay Middlesbrough £25,000 in respect of the Applicant’s 

costs. 
 

5. It is now suggested by Mr Millinder on behalf of EEI that the order of 16th January 
was obtained as a result of material non disclosure before Mr Justice Arnold on the 
without notice application on the 9th January.  He relies for this on non disclosure of 
a large number of documents which, as I understand it, supported the statutory 
demand and which explained the background to the dispute, in particular the 
connection agreement which, in his submissions to me, he explained was the 
foundation of his argument that the project was, effectively, killed by 
Middlesbrough. 
 

6. It is not disputed that those documents were not put before Mr Justice Arnold.  I was 
also shown a note of the hearing in which Mr Staunton, who appeared for 
Middlesbrough then as he does for Middlesbrough today, says this: 
 

“There is a definition of force majeure in the lease.  There is no other 

reference to force majeure in the lease.” 
  
 That was something he repeated before me, but in fact, there was a provision in the 

lease at schedule 5, paragraph 6, which provided that: 
  

“If either party is prevented for any period of time from performing 

its obligations under this lease by reason of force majeure, that party 
shall not be in breach of such obligations for so long as, and to the 
extent to which such reason shall subsist.” 

  
7. It is true that that provision was, in fact, referenced in the evidence, being a witness 

statement of Mr Bloom on behalf of Middlesbrough that was put before Mr Justice 
Arnold on the 9th January, both at paragraph 8.5 where that clause is referred to, and 
at paragraph 19, where he refers to a letter in which he had pointed out that even if 
there had been a force majeure event that would only have absolved EW from any 
breach of its contractual obligations, not from its liability to pay rent.  I agree, 
however, with Ms Jones, that on an ex parte application judges are far more likely to 
pay attention to what counsel tells them than to matters disclosed in the evidence, 

CASE FILE: Page 1160 PDF Page: 997

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Sticky Note
Proving beyond doubt, by his own admission, that the non disclosure was material. 

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Sticky Note
Yet the Force Majeure operative provision within the Lease suspended the 12-month period free of rent, the delay hat was incurred just 3 months into the 12 month period free of rent from which to commission the turbine. This is also marterial, because it proves beyond doubt that on 18th August 2015 when MFC forfeited the Lease for non payment, no payment was even due.  No payment would have been due until September 2015



Page 4 of 6 
 

and the statement by Mr Staunton, I think one must conclude, was in fact inaccurate, 
although I have no reason to think that Mr Staunton in any way misled Mr Justice 
Arnold deliberately.  Ms Jones suggested that the non disclosure of the material 
which Mr Millinder relies on was undoubtedly material.  It seems to me, however, 
that one must bear in mind the nature of the application that was brought before Mr 
Justice Arnold and then continued before Mr Justice Norris. 
 

8. The application, as is very common in this Court, was to restrain the presentation of a 
petition on the basis that a statutory demand was served on the company which 
contained within it an implicit, if not explicit, threat to present a petition on the basis 
of the demand, in circumstances where the company takes the view that the debt is 
bona fide disputed on substantial grounds.  In this case, two separate grounds were 
advanced by Middlesbrough, both in the evidence and by Mr Staunton before Mr 
Justice Arnold.  One related to the underlying nature of the claim by EEI, which was 
a question as to whether it was right that it was Middlesbrough’s fault that the project 

had collapsed and whether there was a cause of action for the sums which had been 
thrown away as a result, and it does seem to me that the bulk of the non disclosure 
went to that issue.  The other was a question as to whether EEI had any cause of 
action vested in it at all. 
 

9. EEI’s appearance on the scene, as I understand it, was first apparent to 

Middlesbrough in the statutory demand, there having been correspondence before 
that date in which EW had been putting forward various claims against 
Middlesbrough.  This was all dealt with in the evidence of Mr Bloom, who said that 
according to the statutory demand, the alleged debt was assigned by EW to EE on the 
29th June 2015, and then makes a number of points in that regard, namely, that the 
lease had not been terminated on that date, therefore EW’s alleged claim against 

MFC did not even exist at the purported date of assignment, and then he refers to an 
email of 15th December 2016 in which Mr Millinder stated that he had the right to 
progress the claim: 
 

“But I shall assign to its parent company.” 
 

and that:  
 
“EW’s liquidation did not prevent us from signing rights.” 

  
 and put forward the contention that it was to be implied from these statements that as 

at 15th December 2016 no such assignment had occurred. 
  
10. It is true that one of the documents relied on as not having been disclosed is board 

minutes of EW dated 29th June 2015, in which there was some discussion of how to 
react to Middlesbrough’s demand for £255,000, and that that includes a passage 

which could be a reference to assignment to EEI as follows: 
  

“We agreed to tidy up loose ends on some of the feeds and the 200K 

that we paid from other accounts of Earth Energy Investments as 
parent of Empowering MFC, as assigning those investments 
representing what we put into project.  We agreed to separate out 
what went in as investment to the project so that there are two causes 
of action that the parent recovering funds invested, and Empowering 
MFC recovering consequential loss, including the feed in tariff 
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revenue.  We have agreed this to mitigate loss in litigation to an 
extent.” 

 
11. And then later down: 
    

“We discussed legal action and the risks involved.  We’d agreed to 
discuss with various solicitors and get another legal opinion on the 
case.” 

 
 It is that which is now relied on as an assignment to EEI.  Mr Justice Arnold’s 

reaction to what was put before him was to say that until recently the claim had been 
made by EW; that it was only in the statutory demand that the Respondent emerged 
as entitled to the claim; that the Respondent stated that the claim was assigned on 
29th June 2015; and that the Applicant’s evidence gave real doubt to that date. 

 
12. It does not seem to me that disclosure of the material other than the board minutes 

would have caused any change in Mr Justice Arnold’s view on that question, the two 

being quite separate questions.  And I do not think that the disclosure of the board 
minutes, although it would have explained the basis upon which it was said that the 
assignment had taken place on the 29th June would have been likely to have 
persuaded Mr Justice Arnold that the position as to assignment was so clear as to 
give rise to no bona fide and substantial dispute, because of the material that was put 
before him by Mr Bloom.  Even taking the board minutes on their own face, they 
discuss doing various things but end up with the decision to discuss matters with 
various solicitors and get another legal opinion, and I think it likely that had that 
been before Mr Justice Arnold the conclusion that one would have drawn from all 
the material is that it was still unclear whether the assignment had taken place on the 
29th June 2015 or whether it was something that was being discussed as a way 
forward.    

 
13. In those circumstances, it does seem to me to be likely that the material that was 

withheld or not disclosed would not in the end be likely to have made a difference to 
the decision on the 9th January, which was simply to grant a short injunction until a 
return date of 16th January to enable the matter, in the usual way, to be reconsidered 
at an on notice hearing.  The on notice hearing on the 16th January did not, in fact, 
take place because, as I have said, the matter was disposed of by consent.  I have had 
less full information as to how the Consent Order came about than one would have 
expected, although it is fair to say, I think, that it was not until very recently that it 
became apparent that Mr Millinder was contending that he did not entirely agree to 
the Consent Order that had been made. 

 
14. I wrote down what he said to me and he said: 

 
“I agreed for the order to continue but for each party to bear its own 

costs.” 
 

And then he said that: 
 

“Middlesbrough’s solicitors, Bond Dickinson, were trying to charge 
me £47,000.  Penningtons agreed the Consent Order, but I never 
agreed to the £25,000.” 
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15. As I say, the evidence before me is not as full as one would have expected to explain 
how it came about that a Consent Order was, in fact, signed, and what I was told by 
Mr Millinder was that he subsequently complained about Penningtons’ conduct 

which led to the Consent Order being made, but I think it very unlikely that Mr 
Justice Norris would have made a Consent Order without there being before him 
some prima facie material that either the representative or the solicitor for the parties 
had signed a form of consent.  I was told that there was no hearing on the 16th 
January and the matter was dealt with on paper.  My experience is that the Court will 
not do that unless it has a signed copy of the order.  In those circumstances and in the 
circumstances where Penningtons had taken the point in a letter of the 11th January, 
almost immediately, that there had been non disclosure, it does seem to me that Mr 
Staunton is right that even assuming that the non disclosure on the 9th January was 
material, matters had moved on by the 16th January.  EEI had a choice to make, 
which was either to rely on the non disclosure to try and set aside the original order 
or, as Mr Millinder appears to have done, to accept that there was a dispute, as to the 
debt which meant it was appropriate for the order to continue. 
 

16. As I understood Mr Millinder, he did not really object to the continuation of the 
injunction on the 16th January and it was just the question of the costs of the £25,000.  
In those circumstances, it seems to me that I cannot conclude that the order of 16th 
January should be set aside.  I have not got material which would adequately explain 
that there was an order which on its face was made by consent was not truly made by 
consent, and on the basis that it was made by consent, it does not seem to me that the 
non disclosure on the 9th January, which Penningtons were aware of and drew 
attention to in their letter of the 11th January, was responsible for the order being 
made on the 16th January.  What was the cause of the order being made on the 16th 
January was the decision of EEI no longer to contest the substantive relief.  In those 
circumstances, I propose not to set aside the order of 16th January. 

 
 

This Transcript has been approved by the Judge. 
 

The Transcription Agency hereby certify that the above is an accurate 
and complete recording of the proceedings or part thereof. 

 
The Transcription Agency, 24-28 High Street, Hythe, Kent, CT21 5AT 

Tel: 01303 230038  
Email: court@thetranscriptionagency.com 
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE                                                                Claim No:  CO/3966/2020 

QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISIONAL ADMINISTRATIVE COURT  

& IN THE NEWCASTLE CROWN COURT   

______________________________________________________________________________ 

IN THE MATTER OF FALSE INSTRUMENT RESTRAINING ORDERS FOUNDED BY MALICIOUS AND 
UNJUST CERTIFICATIONS AS “TOTALLY WITHOUT MERIT” PREVENTING THE CLAIMANT FROM 
HIS RIGHT OF ACCESS TO JUSTICE BECAUSE HIS CASE AGAINST THE PRINCIPAL OFFENDERS IS 
PROVEN - GROSS HUMAN RIGHTS VIOLATIONS IN CONTRAVENTION OF INTERNATIONAL 
HUMAN RIGHTS LAW – CONSPIRACY TO DEFRAUD & PERVERTING THE COURSE OF JUSTICE 

AND; 

PURSUANT TO SECTION 9 OF THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE ACT 1967 AND SECTION 9(2) OF THE 
CRIMINAL PROCEDURE RULES                     

                                                                           BETWEEN:  

Mr Paul Millinder 
(Claimant) 

 
V 
 

The Attorney General, Middlesbrough Football & Athletic Company (1986) Ltd & others  
(Defendant)  

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

SUBMISSION OF CLAIMANT DATED 4TH MARCH 2021 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

Date: Thu, 4 Mar 2021 at 04:13 1 
Subject: US Penal Code 484 judicial corruption / s.460 obstruction of the course of justice - 2 
Middlesbrough FC, Womble Bond Dickinson & others 3 
To: <pm@intelligenceuk.com> 4 
 
SUBMISSION FOR QUEEN'S BENCH DIVISIONAL ADMINISTRATIVE COURT AND 
NEWCASTLE CROWN COURT - ON BEHALF OF MR MILLINDER 
 
CASE REFERENCE:  CO/3966/2020 
 
Middlesbrough Football Club and Womble Bond Dickinson, 5 
 
I refer to the email below relating to your statutory conspiracy fraud (US Penal Code 484) false 6 
pretenses fraud, conspiracy to pervert the course of justice / obstruction of the course of justice 7 
(s.460) s.327(1) concealment of criminal property under the UK Proceeds of Crime Act 2002 and 8 
section 328(1) for failing to report proceeds of crime (failing to report yourselves).      9 
  

Tab_12: 274 - 284
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You may be aware that Mr Millinder has filed for indictment against your co-conspirators, the 1 
judges involved in the case for obstructing the course of justice and conspiracy to commit 2 
fraud. 3 

Included below is evidence of concealment by the regulatory authorities featuring on a 4 
documentary and news article.   You are invited to comment.    In particular, the comments from 5 
your counsel, Mr Staunton: 6 

MR STAUNTON: “That’s an exact quote by Mr Justice Nugee of the resolution” 7 

1.   During the proceeding before Chief Registrar Briggs on April 11th 2018, Mr Staunton knew8 
that Mr Nugee had falsely presented the terms of the assignment and that prior to him doing so, 9 
Mr Staunton had said this on 5th February 2018 during that proceeding in Court 10: 10 

Mr Staunton:  What's assigned are the investments, the £200,000 11 

2. It is evidenced that you all therefore knew of the assignment that had taken place on 5th12 
February 2018, in fact however you knew of the assignment you had in your possession on 30th 13 
June 2015 when first notice was served.     I quote the following from Mr Millinder's submission 14 
to Sir Geoffrey Vos yesterday: 15 
Tab_31---Exhibit_October_2016_PM_007 , page 7, the email from me to Bloom telling 16 
him what he then already knew: 17 

 "We assigned the investment made in the project to Empowering's parent on 29th June 2015 18 
during a board meeting after receiving the Notice to Terminate from you and at that time, its 19 
Parent took on the debt" 20 

 That is also an express notice of the absolute assignment of the investment made in Empowering 21 
Wind MFC Ltd to Parent Company. 22 

3.  Within Mr Millinder's submission to Sir Geoffrey Vos, the Master of the Rolls23 
(See: Master_Rolls_03-03-2021) Page 5, line 25 through line 31 - Law ratifies that the 24 
assignment of the investment is valid from the date notice is given.   It is therefore proven that on 25 
5th February 2018 you all knew that the assigned investment, the sum of the demand dated 6th 26 
January 2017 and standard 8% interest, is the cross claim that Mr Staunton lied about in court 27 
when he admitted it had taken place on 5th February 2018.   You knew that Earth Energy 28 
Investments LLC is owed over £640,000 on 5th February 2018 and that the investment 29 
assigned counteracted your alleged debt of £25,000 by 26.6 times.   Why therefore, in knowledge 30 
of those facts, did Julian Gill of Womble Bond Dickinson present a petition for insolvency 31 
against Earth Energy Investments LLC on 12th February 2018 knowing of those 32 
circumstances?  33 

4. Above paragraph 1 at the start of my submission, Mr Staunton knew that Mr Nugee had34 
falsely represented the assignment terms to make those terms not absolute.  At tab_7, Mr 35 
Millinder's 54-page report, page 36, line 4 - 6 contains the false pretenses fraud by Mr Nugee 36 
recited from his judgment of 5th February 2018.   Line 10 - 13 is a copy of the non-manipulated 37 
terms of the assignment, made absolute of the investments that are assigned.    I repeat, for 38 
clarity, that Mr Staunton said this:  "That’s an exact quote by Mr Justice Nugee of the 39 
resolution" 40 
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5. Mr Staunton knew the statement he was making above was false.  He prevaricated and lied to 1 
convince Chief Registrar Briggs, during the proceeding on April 11th 2018 that Mr Nugee's 2 
version of the assignment terms was the exact terms of the assignment resolution when it knew it 3 
was not.  It is proven that both Mr Nugee and Mr Staunton knew that what they were doing was 4 
dishonest. Mr Nugee had the correct terms of the assignment before him. He knew of the law, 5 
section 136 of the Law of Property Act 1925 that makes any absolute assignment "effectual in 6 
law" from the date of the notice and he made the conscious and premeditated decision to falsify 7 
the terms of the assignment to make it not absolute and then to rely on it in formulation of his 8 
order.    That action is a fraud on the court.  9 
  
6. In the same way, Mr Staunton had the copy of the assignment in his possession and on 11th 10 
April 2018 he made the conscious and premeditated decision to rely on the falsified version of 11 
the assignment to misrepresent Chief Registrar Briggs as to the terms of the assignment.   In 12 
English law, those combined actions committed by several parties to the fraud, including Mr Gill 13 
and clearly Middlesbrough Football Club and Mr Hannon, is statutory conspiracy and those 14 
actions alone would undoubtedly be considered to be dishonest by the standards of ordinary 15 
decent people.   16 
  
7. The order of 5th February 2018 was procured by fraud in statutory conspiracy and it is 17 
unheard of that a plaintiff could get away unpunished for withholding 172 pages of witness 18 
evidence during financially motivated ex parte proceedings.   It is clear to me that Mr Nugee was 19 
also obstructing the course of justice, preventing justice being served for what is also in its own 20 
right a serious fraud of which is defined in Mr Millinder's same report (tab_7) at page 23, line 21 
16 - 25 (the statutory offence), page 24, line 1 - 23. Page 24, line 24 - line 16 of page 26 (details 22 
of the offence).  Page 25, line 17 - 31 (the actus reus of the offence).   Page 26, line 1 - 8 (proof 23 
and test for dishonesty).  Page 26, line 9 - line 25 of page 27.  That is a further statutory 24 
indictable offence of conspiracy.  25 
  
8.  At page 27, line 26 to line 7 of page 29, this proves the indictable offence of perjury (section 26 
5 of the Perjury Act 1911).  At paragraph 2 above, I recited where it is evidenced that Mr Bloom 27 
had the assignment in his possession on 3rd January 2017.   Mr Millinder also responded to Mr 28 
Bloom's email of January 3rd 2017 at 21.18PM where he mentioned the assignment and 29 
confirmed that:  30 
  
  "We assigned the investment made in the project to Empowering's parent on 29th June 2015 31 
during a board meeting after receiving the Notice to Terminate from you and at that time, its 32 
Parent took on the debt"   33 
  
9. It is proven that on 3rd January 2017 Mr Bloom of Middlesbrough FC had notice of the 34 
assignment and so did Mr Gill.  Therefore it is proven that on 3rd January 2017 the conspirators 35 
knew that Mr Millinder did not owe Middlesbrough FC any money and that Middlesbrough FC 36 
owed Earth Energy Investments LLC over £530,000.  37 
  
10. The report (tab_7) page 28, line 33, recites from Mr Bloom's witness statement of 8th 38 
January 2017 that: “According to the statutory demand the alleged debt was assigned by EW to 39 
EE on 29th June 2015”.   40 
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Mr Bloom was served the notice of assignment by Mr Millinder on 30th June 2017 and it is 1 
proven that on 3rd January 2017 he had the assignment in his possession by email with the 2 
express confirmation of assignment provided also by Mr Millinder that I recited at paragraph 8 3 
above.   4 
 
It is clear therefore that Mr Bloom knew the assignment had taken place on 29th June 2015, he 5 
referred to it himself.    Tab_001 is Mr Bloom's ex parte witness statement.  At page 7 of his 6 
statement, paragraph 22.2, Mr Bloom seeks to mislead by implying that the assignment he had in 7 
his possession had not taken place, referring to Mr Millinder saying that "I shall assign to 8 
Parent Company".   Mr Bloom knew that Mr Millinder was referring to the claim and not the 9 
investments that had already been assigned.  That act in itself was dishonest and Mr Bloom had 10 
the assignment in his possession, it is therefore proven beyond doubt he knew the statement he 11 
was making was false and he declared it as true by signing the statement of truth at page 11.     12 
  
11. The report (tab_7), at page 29, line 5 - 7 is recited also from paragraph 22.2 of Mr Bloom's 13 
statement:  14 
  
the clear implication from these statements is that, as at 15 December 2016, no such assignment 15 
had  occurred and I have seen no evidence of any assignment. It is therefore wholly unclear on what 16 
basis EE  asserts that it is a creditor of MFC and no explanation Is provided in the statutory demand. 17 

12. The statement above it completely false and it is proven that Mr Bloom knew the statement 18 
he was making was false and he therefore knew what he was doing was dishonest and that his 19 
actions in doing so would undoubtedly be considered to be dishonest by the standards of 20 
ordinary decent people.  Mr Bloom is guilty of perjury and the offence is proven to the required 21 
standard of proof.   22 
  
13.  I refer to "APPENDIX_A" - Page 8 is the assignment, which, aside from assigning the 23 
investments, refers to there being; "two causes of action, with the Parent recovering funds 24 
invested" and "Empowering MFC recovering consequential loss"  25 
  
14. It is clear that non disclosure of the assignment was also conscious and premeditated in 26 
tandem with the misrepresentation I refer to at paragraph 10 respective of Mr Bloom 27 
misrepresenting the assigned investments with the claim.   The second from last paragraph of the 28 
assignment at page 8 of "Appendix_A" also refers to "killed it by preventing connection". It was 29 
correctly noted by Mr Millinder that nowhere within Mr Bloom's witness statement, nor in any 30 
of the oral submissions by Mr Staunton during the ex parte hearing did the offenders make any 31 
mention whatsoever of the fact they refused the connection..   This is rather fundamental to the 32 
case. They all knew that without a connection, the turbine cannot supply power and that 33 
therefore Mr Millinder, the Tenant, cannot perform on the rights granted by the Lease in 34 
constructing and operating the wind turbine.  The action would clearly constitute Force Majeure 35 
within the Lease and yet Mr Staunton also lied in court and omitted the operative provision of 36 
Force Majeure within the Lease.   I refer back to the report (tab_7), page 14, reading line 5 37 
through line 33.   That conscious and premeditated dishonesty came in tandem with the offenders 38 
withholding the 3 grid connection contracts, but also failing to disclose that the Energy Supply 39 
Agreement is conditional upon Mr Millinder's "full satisfaction of" "entering into a Connection 40 
Agreement".    41 
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15. It becomes only too clear to me that the UK's courts have been allowing the offenders to 1 
perpetrate these proven frauds whilst concealing the frauds and preventing justice being 2 
administered against the offenders.  That conduct has been ongoing since 9th January 2017 and 3 
until today's date.  I have had sight of Mr Millinder's complaint of "false instrument restraint 4 
orders", where deployed as instruments to conceal these serious criminal offences.  Those actions 5 
on their own clearly obstruct the course of justice.   6 
 
There has been no review of Mr Millinder's case, yet from what I have seen, Mr Millinder's 7 
pleadings were absolutely clear from the outset.  As he correctly cited, there has been spoliation 8 
of evidence by the judges, who have been assisting the offenders.  9 
  
16. The correct factual position underpinned by the completed Lease and Energy Supply terms is 10 
that conveyed by Mr Millinder in tab_14, the 8-page letter to Mr Justice Snowden enclosing the 11 
letter he sent to Mr Gibson of Middlesbrough FC. At page 6, reading from line 3 through line 12 
36.   The first instalment of rent in the sum of £15,000 was not payable until 15th September 13 
2015, however, Middlesbrough FC refused the connection in February 2015 and therefore Force 14 
Majeure within the Lease further suspended the period free of rent within the Lease in favour of 15 
Mr Millinder.  It does not take a genius to work that out.  Clearly Womble Bond Dickinson and 16 
Middlesbrough FC, but also Mr Staunton knew of those terms.   As Mr Millinder correctly 17 
stated, the terms of the completed contracts "cannot be diminished".    It was 24-days after Mr 18 
Staunton and Mr Gill attended the ex parte proceeding of January 9th 2017 that Mr Gill claimed 19 
over £4.1 million for rent and energy supply (the 3rd proof of debt claim - 20 
see: Empowering_Wind_MFC_Proof_of_Debt_highlighted_11_04_2020).  Undo21 
ubtedly, the offenders all knew the claim they were making was false.  I have seen evidence from 22 
prior to the ex parte hearing that Mr Millinder told them precisely that. (See: tab_23 AC1, 23 
page 6, 4 and then 1 where Mr Campbell says "I have not been able to release the proof of debt" 24 
when he was referring to the first claim proof of debt that Mr Bloom submitted to Mr Hannon 25 
(Liquidator) on December 1st 2016.     26 
  
17. At tab_12, page 1, the email from Mr Campbell replying to Mr Millinder's email at pages 2 27 
- 13, Mr Campbell refers to the second claim, which was as I understand it, in the sum of 28 
£541,308.89.  As it clear from Mr Millinder's submission respective of Mr Hannon's perjury 29 
(tab_03) it is clear that Mr Campbell was also concealing the fraud, working with Mr Hannon. At 30 
page 2, line 10 - 11, Mr Millinder recited what Mr Hannon said in his Official Report to Court 31 
dated December 15 2017.  Mr Hannon was saying that it was Mr Millinder to claimed that 32 
Middlesbrough FC was a creditor, when it is evidenced that the 2 emails he referred to dated 33 
October 11th 2016 both confirmed precisely the opposite.   I suggest that the Judge reads that 34 
submission at tab_03 carefully, it is particularly revealing.   It proves that Mr Hannon has been 35 
conspiring to defraud Mr Millinder who was otherwise requisite majority creditor.      At tab_12, 36 
page 2 - page 12, the email of 24 January 2017 explained in detail how no money could possibly 37 
be owed to Middlesbrough FC.    At page 1, his email of January 26 2017, Mr Campbell claimed 38 
that:  39 
  
"so their claim has been amended down until such time as any formal proof of debt is 40 
submitted" 41 
  
18.  Mr Campbell had the first proof of debt claim in his possession and he referred to the date 42 
on the claim, in the sum of £256,269.89 of 25th June 2015.  43 
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It was the sum of that false claim, Middlesbrough FC used to forfeit the Lease.  It was a false 1 
pretenses fraud.   The sum of the second claim that Mr Campbell referred to is "plus the balance 2 
of £285,039"  3 
  
19. £256,269.89 plus £285.039 = £541,308.89 and therefore it becomes clear that Mr Campbell 4 
was concealing the fact that the first proof of debt is that of "Exhibit 8" and that he was doing 5 
so, firstly because he knew the claim was false, but secondly, as Mr Millinder informed me, it is 6 
because the proof of debt meets the criteria of proof set out in rule 14.4 of the Insolvency Rules 7 
2016 and that Mr Hannon has a legal duty to disclose the proof of debt pursuant to rule 14.6 of; 8 
the Insolvency Rules 2016 and he lied and denied that the proofs existed when it is proven that 9 
they do.   This is also evidenced in Mr Hannon's false official report to court.  I refer back to Mr 10 
Millinder's submission at tab_03 reading page 4, line 17 through to the end of the document, 11 
however, specifically, at page 4, line 32 and 33, Mr Hannon lied in his official report and stated 12 
that the £4,111,874.75 proof of debt claim represented the only claim, when he had the original 13 
in his possession since 1st December 2016.   Mr Hannon is also guilty of the offence of fraud by 14 
failing to disclose information, but of statutory conspiracy to defraud.   15 
  
20.Going back to Mr Campbell's statement I refer to at paragraph 17 above, he also stated: 16 
  
"until such time as a formal proof of debt is submitted"   17 
  
21. The email he was responding to, told both Mr Campbell and Mr Hannon that categorically, 18 
pursuant to the contracts said to originate the debt, no debt can possibly be owed, for those 19 
reasons Mr Millinder made acutely clear at (tab_12) pages 2 and 3 particularly.  It is clear that 20 
both Mr Campbell and Mr Hannon also knew the claims they were accepting were false and that 21 
effectually they have been using false representation frauds to defraud creditors in proceedings 22 
of which they owe creditors a fiduciary duty.   They did so in statutory conspiracy to defraud, 23 
working with their conspirers Womble Bond Dickinson, Mr Staunton and Middlesbrough FC.  24 
  
22. Lastly, the email below from my colleague to the Bar Standards Board, refers to more 25 
conscious and premeditated dishonesty on the part of Mr Staunton who used the false liability 26 
£25,000 to defraud Mr Millinder of over £640,000 when he knew by his own admission that the 27 
investments had been assigned.    The submission in that email below of March 3rd at 13.32OM 28 
is clear.  The transcript of 11th April 2018 containing the admission of the cross claim at 29 
comment (A) and (B) below is at Transcript CR Briggs (11 04 18)_20_06_2018. 30 
  
23. At C, where Mr Staunton lied and stated that the assignment and cross claim were before 31 
Judge Barber, the transcript evidences that he lied altogether and failed to disclose the order of 32 
21st March 2018 he refers to at (B) when Mr Nugee listed the application to set aside the order 33 
of 16th January 2017 because it was procured by fraud. It was that order originating the £25k in 34 
any event and proven therefore that the debt, which Mr Millinder correctly asserts is a nullity, 35 
was subject to challenge on 28th March 2018 and a debt that is subject to challenge is not and 36 
cannot possibly be a petition debt.   On that ground alone, aside from the fact that the debt was, 37 
as of 5th February 2018, extinguished by the cross claim by 26.6 times, proves that the winding 38 
up liquidation of Earth Energy Investments LLC was illegal.  39 
  
And: (A)  MR STAUNTON: “and paras.17 to 24. So there’s a cross claim which extinguishes 40 
the liability to pay £25,000” 41 
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And: (B)   MR STAUNTON: “and if you look at the second page, it’s the 21st March, and this 1 
is before Judge Barber" 2 
  
And: (C)  MR STAUNTON: “There is the cross claim. There is the assignment. So the two 3 
grounds upon which Earth Energy invite you to rescind the Winding Up Order were before 4 
Judge Barber“ 5 
  
24. It is evidenced in the transcript that Mr Staunton lied to judge Barber about the cross claim 6 
and that he knew, by his own admission, the statements he was making were false.  It is proven 7 
therefore that the order of 28th March 2018 was procured by fraud.     8 
  
25. I have also seen evidence of where Mr Millinder correctly pleaded and proved the fraud, 9 
however the Chancery High Court Judges evaded the obvious and proven fraud completely.  I 10 
say this in particular, with reference to the skeleton of 14th November 2018 11 
(SKELETON_Claimant_App_Hearing_14_11_2018) and the comments from the 12 
Chancellor of the High Court who made the judgment to conceal the fraud.   13 
  
26. At paragraph 103 of his judgment, the Chancellor of the High Court said this: 14 
  
103. I can say at once that I have been through all the papers in this case in meticulous detail, 15 
and I have seen no evidence of any kind for any of the allegations of fraud, conspiracy or 16 
misdealing that Mr Millinder has made. He has made these allegations when he became 17 
frustrated by his seeming inability to find a forum in which he would vindicate what he saw as 18 
his companies’ irrebuttable claims. He should not have done so, nor should he have threatened 19 
any of these professionals or public servants as he has sought to do. I hope that, once he has 20 
read and digested this judgment, he will understand why this behaviour has been inappropriate. 21 
I hope also that it will hereafter cease. 22 
  
27. It is clear that the court has been a party to and has concealed a serious and protracted 23 
conspiracy to defraud wherein the evidence presented and the pleadings made are only too clear 24 
and concise for the intent to be another other than of a deliberate and premeditated intent to 25 
obstruct the course of justice to prevent the conspirer offenders from being prosecuted.    26 
  
28. It is clear that the strategy was to conceal the fraud by deploying false instrument civil 27 
restraint orders to further obstruct and course of justice and to have concealed indictable 28 
offences.  29 
  
INTELLIGENCE UK INTERNATIONAL S.A.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
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Date: Wed, 3 Mar 2021 at 14:29 1 
Subject: Bar Standards Board and fraud by corrupt barristers -- The complaint against Thomas 2 
Ulick Staunton 3 
To: <tblackstone@barstandardsboard.org.uk> 4 
 
 
Bar Standards Board,  
 
This email below concerns you and how you have concealed fraud and dishonesty by Ulick 5 
Staunton, a barrister you say to regulate.   This is directly linked to the £4.1 million fraud by 6 
false representation that you were concealing.  The claim that was made in statutory conspiracy 7 
to defraud creditors in proceedings under the Insolvency Act 1986.  8 
 
At tab_14, page 6 of the 8-page document, line 3 - line 20 the conditional energy supply 9 
agreement is addressed.    10 
 
At tab_01f, the note of hearing ex-parte prepared by Ulick Staunton on 9th January 2017, he 11 
admits "Force Majeure has effect" in relation to the Energy Supply Agreement. Therefore, by his 12 
own admission, he knew that no claim could be established for energy supply.  He did however 13 
fail to disclose the conditional nature of the agreement, but the actus reus of the offence of fraud 14 
by false representation is still complete, because he admitted in writing no claim could be 15 
established.  £181,269.89 of the first claim proof of debt was pursuant to the energy supply 16 
agreement.  The rest of the statements made by Ulick Staunton in the note of hearing are false.   17 
 
In the illustrated video of the recording of the 2 calls with Alfonso Tucay, it is absolutely clear 18 
he was concealing the fraud.  At 13 minutes into the video, Tucay, who was clearly concealing 19 
Staunton's fraud, found it funny that the energy supply agreement is conditional.     24-days after 20 
Ulick Staunton himself admitted that Force Majeure applies, Gill of Womble Bond Dickinson 21 
submitted a further proof of debt of which over £4 million was pursuant to the energy supply 22 
agreement.   Can you explain for the record what the Bar Standards Board finds funny about its 23 
barristers defrauding creditors?  24 
 
We attach the fraudulent £4.1 million claim that Ulick Staunton then defended in court when he 25 
knew it was false.  Below are the BSB core duties that Ulick Staunton has breached several times 26 
over.  27 
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BAR (NON) STANDARDS BOARD VIDEO ON YOUTUBE 
 
We are working with an Emmy award winning documentary maker and journalists, producing an 1 
international article that will be seen by millions of people worldwide in relation to this 2 
complaint and the video will feature.    3 
 
In Mr Millinder's report, at tab_7, we direct you to page 19 and we ask that you read line 18 4 
through to line 36. In conjunction with that conscious and premeditated fraud and dishonesty, we 5 
refer you to more conscious and premeditated fraud where Ulick Staunton has deliberately 6 
misled the court knowing the statements he was making were false.  7 
 
It is proven that Ulick Staunton has breached the BSB Core Duties:  CD1, CD3 and CD5 in 8 
particular, why did you dismiss Mr Millinder's complaint without investigating after over 7-9 
months?    10 
 
Why did you fail to reopen the complaint when you were once again made acutely aware of this 11 
proven barrister misconduct?   12 
 
We invite you to provide your comments in relation to this submission and the evidence 13 
provided.   If we do not hear from you by 4PM on Monday 8th March 2021 we will report that 14 
you have been invited for comment but you failed to do so.  15 
 
We trust this makes the position clear and we look forward to hearing from you.  
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
Bob Beane 
 
INTELLIGENCE UK INTERNATIONAL S.A.  
 
 
 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: Paul Millinder <pm@intelligenceuk.com> 
Date: Wed, 3 Mar 2021 at 13:32 
Subject: Re: Master of the Rolls - Fraud upon the Court and miscarriage of justice - The 
Directions Application 
To: <DCC7Mailbox-.CommissionersPrivateOffice@met.police.uk>, Michelle Young 
<michelle7young@gmail.com>, <globalset2002@yahoo.com>, Stansfeld Anthony 
<Anthony.Stansfeld@thamesvalley.pnn.police.uk>, <communication@nca.gov.uk>, 
<Cressida.Dick@met.police.uk>, <bill.beane72@gmail.com> 

 
Dear all,  
 
I bring this to the forefront:  
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In relation to Snowden's paragraph 14, affronting the supremacy of the rule of law that makes 1 
both assignments valid, he did in fact know that Staunton committed fraud, but also that he lied 2 
about the assignments: 3 
 
From 11th April 2018 before Briggs:  4 
 
MR STAUNTON: “That’s an exact quote by Mr Justice Nugee of the resolution” 5 
 
And: (A)   MR STAUNTON: “and paras.17 to 24. So there’s a cross claim which extinguishes 6 
the liability to pay £25,000” 7 
 
And: (B)   MR STAUNTON: “and if you look at the second page, it’s the 21st March, and this 8 
is before Judge Barber" 9 
And: (C)  MR STAUNTON: “There is the cross claim. There is the assignment. So the two 10 
grounds upon which Earth Energy invite you to rescind the Winding Up Order were before 11 
Judge Barber“ 12 
   
Before Barber on 28th March 2018:  13 
 
Now we move to the transcript of the summary hearing in my absence before Barber 14 
( Transcript_Barber_28_03_2018): 15 
 
MR STAUNTON: Indeed, but that matter has been fully ventilated in front of Judge Jones, 16 
terminating Monday of this week when he dismissed (inaudible) application. I can explain what 17 
that is. And also, the adjournment to 10th June is because he wanted to make a second 18 
application, the first having been dismissed by Mr Justice Nugee on 5th February. Can we go 19 
back? Earth Energy has a fully owned subsidiary, Empowering Wind, which is now in the 20 
process of being wound up. The liquidator is Mr Hammond from the OR’s office. The subsidiary 21 
had an agreement with the petitioner. The petitioner has, as part of that group, terminated the 22 
agreement and also a lease underlying it and Mr Millinder then said, “Well, the subsidiary has 23 
a significant claim for damages against Middlesbrough”, but it never brought any proceedings 24 
 25 
JUDGE BARBER: It’s not a cross-claim then. 26 
 27 
MR STAUNTON: That is the cross-claim. 28 
 29 
MR STAUNTON: On 15th November, Earth Energy issued another application, amongst other 30 
things that it wants directions that that claim should be pursued. That came on before Judge 31 
(inaudible) for the first hearing on 21st December, where he made it clear to Mr Millinder that 32 
as the subsidiary had no assets it couldn’t pursue the claim unless Mr Millinder could put 33 
forward proposals to finance that claim, and he adjourned it to allow Mr Millinder to put in such 34 
evidence. It came back before Judge Jones on Monday of this week where Mr Millinder had 35 
failed to put in any sensible evidence to finance the claim and Mr Hammond said that obviously 36 
the subsidiary couldn’t pursue it. Judge Jones then dismissed that application. That’s the cross-37 
claim. That’s disposed of Monday of this week. 38 
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It is therefore proven to the criminal standard that Staunton knew the representations he was 1 
making were false that that he himself admitted that the investments were assigned on 5th 2 
February 2018, therefore on 5th February 2018 they all knew that it was fraudulent to make out 3 
any petition for the alleged £25k because there is no debt and there never has been.     The order 4 
of 28th March 2018 was founded by fraud and therefore my case is proven beyond reasonable 5 
doubt.  6 
 
He made the false representations to defraud me of over £640,000 (the £530,000 plus standard 7 
interest), when he himself admitted on 5th February 2018 that "what's assigned are the 8 
investments".  This is the most simple and proven fraud.  9 
 
These quisling wastes of taxpayer's funds are the reason our country is in such a mess.  People 10 
are being terrorised in the hands of the kleptocracy and the state terrorist criminals disguised as 11 
judges, lawyers and insolvency practitioners and the police puppets and the regulators just turn a 12 
blind eye, aiding and abetting.  Inter-agency collusion and systemic corruption prevails.  The 13 
aiders and abettors are as much a part of the problem as the principal offenders they shield.  14 
Comments please.  
 
I look forward to hearing from you. 
 
Regards, 
 
Paul:  
 
Attachments: 
  
 
Tab_31---Exhibit_October_2016_PM_007.pdf (217K) 
 
Master_Rolls_03-03-2021.pdf (408K) 
 
APPENDIX_A.pdf (827K) 
 
Empowering_Wind_MFC_Proof_of_Debt_highlighted_11_04_2020.pdf(265K) 
 
Tab 001 --- Witness Statement of Jeremy Robin Bloom 08.01.17.PDF (436K) 
 
Tab_23---Exhibit_AC1.pdf (668K) 
 
Exhibit_8.pdf (1,425K) 
 
Transcript CR Briggs (11 04 18)_20_06_2018.pdf (405K) 
 
SKELETON_Claimant_App_Hearing_14_11_2018.pdf (782K) 
 
Judgment_Vos_8_02_2019.pdf (711K) 
 
Transcript_Barber_28_03_2018 (1).pdf (103K) 
 
Tab_33---Anthony_Hannon_Transcript_call_15_08_2018.pdf (449K) 
 
Tab_01f---Note of Hearing_CR-2017_000140_MFC_09_01_2017.pdf (98K)  
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The offences I reported to North Yorkshire Police 
 

1. The offences I reported were perverting the course of justice on the part of Michael Fanning and 
Mark Daley at York Magistrates York and perverting the course of justice on the part of the 6 
corrupt judges of Chancery whom I am prosecuting at York Magistrates Court with the principal 
offenders, MFC, Womble Bond Dickinson, Ulick Staunton and Anthony Hannon. 

 
2. Apart from the obvious acts of corruption prevalent across all the public authorities, what I find 

completely shocking is that all the work was done for you and you still evaded exercising your 
duties. 

 
3. I work from my index of exhibits in the prosecution that was completely evaded by the corrupt 

York Magistrates and by Hodgeon. The contents of the index prove the indictable offences 
beyond reasonable doubt. 

 
4. Michael Fanning, who has a close relationship with the one of the dishonest, cowardly taxpayer 

sponsored state terrorists who is responsible for the ruination of our justice system, Ian Burnett 
of Maldon, was following orders to assist the offenders in evading justice. It is for that reason 
he evaded all the evidence. No police force, nor any court has ever addressed the offences, 
contrary to your bald assertions. North Yorkshire Police has not investigated a single thing, 
there is no crime reference and no investigation has taken place. Police and the courts are 
supposed to protect the public from tyranny, yet instead, they have become the tyrants, a cabal 
of taxpayer sponsored state terrorists and puppets to the puppet masters. 

 

Criminal offences under the Insolvency Act 1986 
 

5.  I move to tab 1 of my index referred to in paragraph 3 above, tab 1 is the SP0001 against 
Hannon. I refer to the 4 criminal offences committed by Hannon under the Insolvency Act 1986. 
Those offences are complete when the liquidator fails in his duty to perform on those express 
obligations. It is proven beyond doubt that Hannon has failed to send any single progress report 
to members or creditors. It is proven beyond doubt that Hannon has failed to summon a single 
meeting of creditors at each year end, as it is that Hannon failed to send a copy of the account 
of winding up to creditors and as it is that Hannon failed to publish notice of his appointment in 
the Gazette. 

 
6. You will note, the Gazette is a public record, anyone can search the record. The search for Earth 

Energy Investments LLP is here. You will note, that there is no notice of Hannon’s appointment 
published whatsoever. Likewise, I can confirm, as member and otherwise majority creditor of 
both Empowering Wind MFC Ltd and Earth Energy Investments LLP, Hannon has deliberately 
failed to call any single meeting of creditors despite multiple requests for him to have done so. 

 
7. My fellow creditors and I have been trying to call a meeting since 6th March 2017 to replace 

Hannon but he has kept the £4.1 million false claim there stating that MFC is majority creditor 
and that my fellow creditors and I therefore don’t have sufficient voting interest to requisition a 
meeting. I refer to: Exhibit_GMR_Consulting_26_09_2017, for example. 
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8. Were it not for the false circa £4.1 million claim, I would have over 95% of the requisite majority 
voting interest and it would be impossible for the remaining creditors to vote down my 
proposal. The fact is that Hannon is under a legal duty to have requisitioned a meeting at each 
year end, as he is to have provided progress reports to creditors and members but he failed to 
do both, because he has been conspiring to defraud with MFC, Womble Bond Dickinson and 
Staunton. On 6th March 2017 he was under a duty to have adjudicated on the proof of debt 
when a meeting of creditors was called to replace him.  Hannon by then had 3 proofs of debt 
in his possession and they were all false.   He received my request to disclose the proof of debt 
in his possession on 4th January 2017 and many times thereafter but he accepted the 3rd proof 
of debt, failed to disclose the first and second and failed to disclose the 3rd until 20th March 2017 
when by then he was duty bound to have adjudicated upon and rejected the proofs that he 
knew were false from 11th October 2016. He did not disclose and neither did he reject the 
proofs of debt he knew were false what he owes a fiduciary duty to my fellow creditors and I to 
have done so.  Hannon dishonestly abused his position to effect pecuniary interest for MFC 
using the false claims to stymie the liquidation, to make a gain and to cause a loss to my fellow 
creditors and I, when I was otherwise majority creditor. Hannon is, in addition to the offences 
under the Insolvency Act 1986, guilty of fraud by failing to disclose information (s3 Fraud Act 
2006), fraud by abuse of position (s4 Fraud Act 2006) and of conspiracy to defraud, all are 
indictable offences. 

 
9. Those 4 criminal offences under the Insolvency Act 1986 overlap with the more serious Fraud 

Act 2006 offences committed by Hannon, acting dishonestly in fraudulent abuse of his fiduciary 
duty to my fellow creditors and I. 

 

Perversion of the course of justice 
 

10. Principally, I reported Fanning, a purported District Judge, for perverting the course of justice on 
two counts, along with the legal advisor, Mark Daley, his conspirer. They abused their positions 
of trust by failing in their fundamental duty to prosecute the offenders and they do so in full 
knowledge that their actions would do so and that they had the intent to pervert the course of 
justice. I turn to 

 
11. I refer to tab 28 of my index, my 28-page prosecution statement. The defendants are listed on 

page 1. I refer to page 4, the table of evidence and click on (D), the 35 page submission. The 
entire submission should have been read and digested with some high level of attention to 
detail, that did not happen either. I doubt Hodgeon even looked at it, or if he did, he is guilty of 
perverting the course of justice anyway. 

 
12. I turn to page 14 of (D), the 35 page submission linked to paragraph 53.A1. The link titled 

“Questions for York Magistrates….--- 661219” I refer to that and I turn to page 7, paragraph 7 
underneath Rowland’s nonsense designed to assist the offenders in evading justice. There are 
5 email return receipts all dated 17/19/2019 that were “deleted without being read”, confirming 
that Fanning, nor Daley who is under a duty to assist Fanning in dealing with the evidence and 
application submissions, did not even read the ex-parte application nor evidence prior to the 
rigged hearing of 22nd November 2018. 
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13. Therefore, it is proven beyond doubt that the evidence, statements and submissions with the 
application for warrants of arrest against Hannon and Staunton were not even considered by 
Fanning and that would tie in well with his nonsense, unfounded allegation of lack of duty of 
candour when in fact I did disclose all material and facts relevant to the application and it is 
proven beyond doubt that I did. Fanning however, accuse me of lack of duty of candour, when 
the accusation was entirely false but then it was proven, nearly a year later, that Fanning nor 
Daley even considered the application or the evidence with it, it was all orchestrated conspiracy. 
Had they done so, the emails containing that evidence would not have returned “not read” 
receipts. It so happens, that the choreography of the deletion of that evidence came the 
following morning, out of the blue, after I had sent the email to Daley, Shrimplin and York 
Magistrates. 

 
14. I refer to that email contained at page 9 of (D), being the email from me dated 16th October 

2019 at 15.11PM. The email is headlined: 
 

You Mark Daley and York Magistrates are next in line. Fanning of Kirklees Magistrates Court and you, 
Mark Daley and you, Katy Shrimplin are guilty of conspiring to pervert the course of justice and as such I 
shall have you arrested and put where you rightfully belong with the rest of the criminals you have 
worked so hard to support in defrauding me. 

 

The rest of the evidence will be served on you in due course. But indeed you have it, you rigged the 
hearing and spoilated all of the evidence with Fanning so you know full well what it is all about. 

 
15. It was no coincidence that the evidence that was to be considered in advance of the hearing of 

22nd November 2018 was then deleted early the following morning after Daley, Shrimplin and 
York Magistrates received that email. Daley, Fanning, Shimplin and undoubtedly the corrupt 
admin staff at Kirklees and York Magistrates, their aiders and abettors, had the premeditated 
intention to dishonestly conceal the evidence. They did so, because I was right, they did rig the 
hearing and they did spoilated all of the evidence with Fanning and then, they sought to dispose 
of the evidence in the hope of concealing their criminality. Little did they know that we track all 
of the emails. Hence it is proven beyond doubt that Fanning, Daley and Shrimplin are guilty of 
perverting the course of justice. 

 
16. At the bottom of page 9 of that exhibit is the email that I had referred to York Magistrates, 

Daley, Fanning and Shrimplin. The email dated 16th October 2019 at 15.06PM. I turn to page 10 
and I quote: 

 
"I can see no evidence of fraud" That is the punchline used by you idiotic dishonest abusers at the 
Insovlency Service and it was later also adopted by Vos and the rest of the purported judges that 
advocate fraud and corruption in conspiracy to pervert the course of justice. 

 

It was for the same reason Vos allowed Staunton to retract his statement where he also "u-turned on the 
claims" and which is why he then dishonestly omitted any mention of the frauds nor the 4th count of 
fraud by false representation exceeding £4.1 million from his malafide judgment designed with intent to 
retain the ECRO false instrument founded by fraud and collusion fraud upon the court. 
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I have enclosed Hannon's misleading and blatantly dishonest witness statement, for ease in reference. 
The rest I will serve on you in the form of a prosecution statement very shortly along with the rest of the 
exhibits referred to. Although admittedly, you have all seen them many times already, you just evaded 
them in spoilation of evidence with intent to pervert the course of justice. 

 
17. Paragraph 1 of page 10 through to paragraph 8 of page 16 (there is a numbering issue with the 

paragraphs) proves that Hannon has made a false statement and that he has dishonestly abused 
his position and has dishonestly withheld the proofs of debt he is under a legal duty to have 
disclosed. It was the foundation of the application for a warrant for Hannon’s arrest that he is 
guilty of fraud by failing to disclose information and fraud by abuse of position. Both offences 
are proven beyond reasonable doubt and that email chain proved it. It was for that reason that 
Daley then rushed to seek to dispose of the evidence submitted to Kirklees Magistrates and, as I 
observe, little did he know that I would be informed when he did so. 

 
18. That is the same as what you, North Yorkshire Police have sought to conceal, to assist the 

offenders collectively in evading justice contrary to your statutory duties. You are all corrupt 
deceitful taxpayer sponsored quislings and that too is proven beyond reasonable doubt, which is 
why both Winward and Hodgeon but also Rowland, sought to delete evidence from their PCs. 

 
19. I refer to the decision of Fanning of 22nd November 2018 and I turn to page 2 of his order. 

Paragraph 5(b) confirms that were the ingredients of the offence are prima facie present, 
magistrates ought to issue summons, unless there are compelling reasons not to and he quotes: 

 
“vexatious (which may involve the presence of an improper purpose and or long delay); or is an abuse of 
process; or is otherwise improper” 

 
20. Fanning knew, as any judge would do, that it is in the public interest to prosecute a liquidator 

that acts dishonestly in abuse of his fiduciary duty to creditors in which he owes that duty and 
likewise it is in the public interest to prosecute dishonest barristers (Staunton) who misled the 
court and conspired to defraud with MFC and their cohorts. The public interest element is 
present and proven. At (g) Fanning refers to the duty of candour of the prosecutor in all ex- 
parte applications. (h) and (i) both hark back to the same duty of candour, essentially. 

 
21. At page 6, Fanning refers to the ECRO false instrument and asserts in paragraph 6 through to 9 

that I had not disclosed the presence of the ECRO. This is an outright lie and I prove beyond 
reasonable doubt that Fanning was made abundantly well aware of the ECRO and the 
proceedings that were then in process to set it aside. I specifically drew the Court’s attention to 
those proceedings that were listed for a hearing on 14th November 2018. That hearing was 
adjourned and did not commence until 2nd February 2019 before Vos LJ. In the conclusion at 
paragraph 10 through to paragraph 12 it is evidenced that Fanning’s decision is based on the 
false accusation and he seeks to rely on the mala fide decisions of the compromised judges of 
Chancery who have been perverting the course of justice because they too are being unduly 
influenced by political interference which is the driver of this out of control corruption. 

 
22. Firstly, on 8th November 2018 I had sent a copy of my skeleton for the hearing listed for 14th 

November 2018 in the High Court of Justice to York Magistrates. I refer to that; skeleton. 
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23. The first page of the skeleton refers to the frauds committed by MFC, Womble Bond Dickinson, 
Hannon and Staunton. The second page, paragraph 8 is titled “The application to set aside the 
ECRO”. Paragraph 8 through to paragraph 44 is all dedicated to setting aside the ECRO. 

 

24. The skeleton for the hearing of 14th November 2018 was tendered as evidence in the 
prosecution that Fanning disposed of. It is abundantly clear from his order that he did not even 
read that either, or he did but he was working for the defendants assisting them in evading 
justice under orders. 

 
25. I move now to my exhibit: Tab_3M_EXHIBIT PM_Court_Disclosures_24_11_2018. Page 1 

contains an email from me to York Magistrates on 14th August 2018 at 11.19AM. The headline 
of that email states: 

 
By means of an update and in relation to the foregoing, you will note from below and enclosed that I am 
awaiting a response from the Chancellor of the High Court 

 
26. The email refers to the chain of emails below from the bottom of page 1 through to the line 

break a third of the way down page 5. Page 2 contains a directions application that I specifically 
drew the Court’s attention to and the first paragraph refers to the ECRO. I quote: 

 
Dear RCJ & Lord Vos, 

 

I write to notify you that this week I am laying the rest of the information on the Magistrates in relation 
to the conspiracy to defraud, blackmails, frauds by abuse of position, perverting the course of justice and 
the offence of Forgery in making and using a False Instrument ECRO. Our Court and our justice system has 
been corrupted with this nonsense abuse, remedy denial and ignorance of the rule of law. I am back to 
get the long outstanding remedy that has been denied to me by these criminals. 

 
27. The bottom of page 3 twice refers to the ECRO. Page 4 also twice mentions the ECRO and the 

detailed background as to how it originated. At the top of page 6 there is an email from 
Richardson of York Magistrates on 10/09/2018 at 12.43PM confirming receipt of the email 
below and that the evidence and application has been provided to the judge. At the bottom of 
page 6 there is an email that Richardson responded to also clearly referring to proceedings 
being sub judice before Vos LJ with the chain from the bottom pf page 6 through to page 15 also 
setting out the detailed background. It is abundantly clear that I had disclosed all of the 
particulars surrounding the ECRO and it is therefore proven that Fanning has lied when it is also 
later proven that he did not even read any of the statements, evidence of submissions with the 
application ex-parte. 

 
28.  Fanning had the audacity to falsely accuse me of a lack of duty of candour after he 

premeditated the hearing for disposal whilst intentionally disregarding all of the evidence to 
interfere with the proper administration of justice. Essentially, it was all orchestrated 
dishonesty with intent to pervert the course of justice, the false accusation founded his excuse. 

 
29. Moving back to Fanning’s order of 22/11/2018, at page 4, paragraph 11 Fanning states that; 
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“He is precluded from pursuing them in the civil courts as a result of the ECRO and so he chooses to 
pursue them in the criminal courts. That is to misuse the criminal process - especially where there is (on 
my assessment) no prima facie criminal case. If his application to have the ECRO set aside succeeds, then 
he can seek to use the civil courts to adjudicate on what is a civil dispute” 

 
30. His comments above are a total nonsense. I was not “precluded from pursuing MFC in the civil 

courts” and the application Fanning had in his possession together with the skeleton proves the 
fraud. Fanning made no mention whatsoever of the comprehensive submission of 16 pages 
dated 19th November 2018, fundamentally, because that was not even read or considered by 
him when it is clearly relied upon in the prosecution. The entire submission proves dishonesty 
and fraud, yet the email containing that submission is one of the 5 emails I had sent to Kirklees 
magistrates for the hearing that was “deleted without being read” on 17th October 2019. 

 
31. I move back to tab 28. The second bullet point on page 2 refers to Fanning’s order of 13th 

February 2020 dismissing the against all of the offenders prosecution. The 28-page statement 
proves that Fanning has perverted the course of justice by doing so. Page 4 contains a table of 
evidence and paragraph 2 refers to the proven fact that Fanning has ignored the offences 
committed by Hannon. He has ignored all of the evidence in the first and second application 
altogether and he has done so to assist the offenders in evading justice, making pathetic, 
nonsensical malicious excuses for doing so. 

 
32. I addressed the offences and the evidence in some finite detail within that 28-page statement. I 

move to page 22 that focuses on the offences committed by Fanning and Daley. At page 23 I 
provided a comparative case.  I quote: 

 
“People get imprisoned just for taking driving points for another. They get charged and sentenced for 
perverting the course of justice when they act dishonestly to assist an offender by interfering with the 
course of justice” 

 
“The classic comparative case is that of Huhne and Constance Briscoe. Briscoe, one of the first black 
women to sit as a judge in Britain, became embroiled in the Vicky Pryce and Chris Huhne points swapping 
scandal in 2013. 71.Both Pryce and Huhne were jailed for perverting the course of justice after Pryce 
revealed she had taken the former Liberal Democrat MP's speeding points ten years earlier. Briscoe was 
jailed for 16 months for perverting the course of justice after it emerged she had altered witness 
statements to help Pryce. The originating driving offence was minor and would have merely resulted in a 
small fine and 3 points on Huhne’s license.” 

 
33. In this case, we have Fanning and Daley, paid by the taxpayer to act in the interests of justice 

with Fanning performing on his duties under judicial oath in office with a high degree of care 
and skill. Fanning disposed of the prosecutions, not once, but twice whilst bundling the 
applications together to assist the offenders who are guilty of indictable offences in evading 
justice. 

 
34. The puppet police have done precisely the same. It is the age-old story, would one jump off a 

bridge if Buckland / Burnett told you to? 
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35. The comparative case is similar, although the principal offences on the part of all of the 
offenders are much more serious than driving offences, we have indictable offences committed 
in conspiracy.   As such, the aiders and abettors that have abused their positions of trust to 
assist the offenders in evading justice are also guilty of the principal indictable offences by virtue 
of their actions. There was no mention in Fanning’s order of the criminal offences under the 
Insolvency Act 1986 that are proven to have been committed by Hannon. There was no 
mention of the fact that MFC, Staunton and Hannon are all guilty of conspiracy to defraud and 
fraud by failing to disclose information. 

 
36. There was no mention of the fact that Staunton “u-turned” on all of the claims he knew were 

false by his own admission on 9th January 2017 and there was no mention of the fact he did so 
precisely 21 days after making me personally liable for circa £44,500 originated by virtue of the 
£4.1 million fraud by false representation. 

 
37. On the same basis, you, in your nonsense letter implied that Northumbria Police had 

investigated my allegations of corruption, it was a blind assertion and a total nonsense. I refer 
to my exhibit: Northumbria_Police_Excuses_13_02_2020. At page 1, at (b) and (c) DS Morgan 
seeks to rely on the CoLP peer review that was orchestrated to assist the offenders in evading 
justice when he knew that the review was compromised because DI Bell of Cleveland 
dishonestly withheld evidence on which I had sought to rely. At (d) it is stated that “the lawyer 
does not accept that this is a new head of fraud” 

 
38. The claim made by Gill of Womble Bond Dickinson on 2nd February 2017 is however a fraud and 

it was committed whilst he was in his office at Newcastle in their jurisdiction. Pages 2 – 6 
contain the “watering down” common purpose nonsense form the corrupt police who have 
been intentionally acting to pervert the course of justice, following instructions. Nothing was 
ever investigated, period. 

 
39. Hodgeon of North Yorkshire deliberately evaded all of the evidence to prove that the judges 

have been perverting the course of justice. Hodgeon then deleted evidence that proves fraud 
and dishonesty on the part of the Insolvency Service and one day later stated: “I can see no 
evidence of criminality”. 

 
40. I refer to my submission against Hannon of 21/05/2020. Hannon made a false unsworn 

statement and he is guilty of fraud by abuse of position, fraud by failing to disclose information 
and the offence of section 5 of the Perjury Act 1911. The statement proves that Hannon has 
dishonestly withheld the proofs of debt and that he lied multiple times within his statement. 
Those are all criminal offences as are those committed by Hannon under the Insolvency Act 
1986. Pages 2 – 4 prove that Hannon has dishonestly withheld the proof of debt submitted by 
Bloom on 1st December 2016 in the sum of £256,269.89. Line 14 / 15 of page 4 refers to the 
legal duty on Hannon to disclose. Lines 32 / 33 of page 4 quotes Hannon’s lie within his 
statement. At page 2, lines 10/11 Hannon lies and states it was me that claimed MFC is a 
creditor, referring to the email of 11/10/2016. Lines 12 through to 32 refer to the 2 emails of 
11/10/2016 and both state the opposite of what Hannon implied within his statement. 

CASE FILE: Page 1182PDF Page: 1019

https://intelligenceuk.com/legal/nyp/Exhibit_Northumbria_Police_Excuses_13_02_2020.pdf
https://intelligenceuk.com/legal/1/Submission_Hannon_21_05_2020.pdf


9  

The entire submission is concise, factually and lawfully accurate and proves dishonesty on the 
part of Hannon in multiple different ways. 

 
41. I move to the statement that Hodgeon deleted from his PC one day prior to his nonsense 

assertion designed to assist the offenders in evading justice; Statement_ _18_05_2020. The 
submission dated 18th May 2020 deals with dishonesty on the part of David Chapman, the 
Senior Official Receiver and Hannon with whom he was conspiring to defraud me, a creditor, in 
proceedings designed to recover assets of creditors of companies in liquidation. At the bottom 
of page 1 I reference the “Tier 2 complaint response”, the focal point of the submission. The 
entire submission focuses on fraud and dishonesty, proving the offences. 

 
42. It is for that reason that Hodgeon deleted that email. Below is a copy of the receipt to prove 

Hodgeon deleted that evidence one day prior to stating “I can see no evidence of criminality”. As it 
happens, the case is mired in multiple indictable offences and any ordinary, honest and 
reasonable person could make that determination. 

To: Hodgeon, Jonathan 
Subject: Re: CR-2017-000140 --- QUESTIONS FOR THE "SOR" 
Sent: 19 May 2020 08:45:41 (UTC+00:00) Dublin, Edinburgh, Lisbon, London 
was deleted without being read on 19 May 2020 08:47:11 (UTC+00:00) Dublin, Edinburgh, Lisbon, London 

 
43. There is some pattern of the corrupt police deleting evidence in this case and it is evidence we 

have on the record. Police are supposed to take custody of evidence, not to dispose of it. 
Disposing of evidence is what you do best, that and “spoilation of evidence”, meaning the 
intentional disregard of evidence in a proceeding, combined with dishonest concealment, such 
as “I can see no evidence of criminality”. That conduct has direct tendency to interfere with the 
proper administration of justice. 

 
44. If you, Mr Walker were worth your sort, you would have made at least some level of 

investigation rather than writing to be with the gibberish you have done. You would have then 
discovered that I have already made a complaint to the Office of the PCC because CC Winward 
was also deleting evidence in the same way. All have been perverting the course of justice and 
so have you. 

 
45. All the corrupt police responsible shall be prosecuted pursuant to section 26 of the Criminal 

Justice & Courts Act 2015 along with the those who have been working for the offenders in the 
other forces you mentioned. 

 
46. My covert private intelligence group has some of the best in the business, members from 

several different countries, each trained to an exceptionally high standard and operating with 
one common goal and that is, to “drain the swamp” and to bring all of the perpetrators to 
justice. Our mission is to restore the rule of law and to take direct action against the ones at the 
top of the food chain who have been controlling you and instructing both you and the purported 
judges to behave in this way. 
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47. We shall make an example of all concerned, the deceitful cowardly parasites within the police 
forces and our courts, through to the principal offenders. The establishment and its offshoot 
public authorities has been infected with common purpose taxpayer sponsored state terrorists. 

 
48. The judicial mechanics are compromised and the courts are places of injustice and human rights 

abuse, the police don’t police, the regulatory authorities don’t regulate and the Commissioner 
for Standards fails to regulate the standards. The UK has been transformed into a cesspool of 
corruption courtesy of the tyrants of the establishment. There is a complete lack of 
accountability, diminishment of the rule of law and of the standards that are designed to 
protect the public from this outrageous abuse. 

 
49. The rule of the laws of the United Kingdom are being diminished courtesy of the corrupt public 

and judicial official and the primary driver is that of political interference by kleptocrats who are 
both guilty of criminal offences and are in breach of the Ministerial Code. Those responsible are 
also in contempt of Parliament. It is one law for the cabal and their affiliates and a completely 
different treatment for everyone else. 

 
50. You state you can see no evidence of criminality. Quite frankly, the problem is, because the 

ones doing the investigating are criminals who are working to assist other criminals in evading 
justice. That is the reason our justice system is shot to bits and is absolutely rotten to the core 
with corruption because the controlled police don’t do their jobs, justice is selective and when 
they do, most are not up to the job anyway. What are Hodgeon’s professional qualifications? 
My money is on the fact he has none whatsoever. I am educated to an exceptionally high 
standard, I am legally trained and over 18 years-experience in litigation and contentious 
business experience, including development of large complex infrastructure projects. 

 
51. You people are either entirely corrupt and dishonest or are just jobsworths that get paid 

irrespective of performance, or a combination of the two together. It is foolish to state there is 
no evidence of criminality, particularly so when Hodgeon deleted the evidence I sent to him one 
day before his assertion. If you state you see no evidence of crime, then you are contradicting 
the laws you purport to enforce. You are in fact, only fooling yourselves. Neither you, nor 
Hodgeon nor any other dishonest common purpose cretin within your legal services department 
could advise me of anything whatsoever. 
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DEGRADATION OF THE RULE OF LAW AND THE CONSTITUTIONAL PRINCIPLES THAT 
UNDERPIN OUR DEMOCRACY 

 
52. I state as follows: 

 
53. The principles of our Constitution are fundamentally self-preserving: They do not allow 

provision for diminishment or destruction. The Act of Settlement (12 & 13 Wi. 111. c.2) affirms 
that the laws of England are the birthright of the people thereof and all the kings and queens 
who shall ascend the throne of this realm ought to administer the Government of the same, 
according to said laws and all of their officers and ministers ought to serve them respectively 
according to the same. 

 
54. The supremacy of the rule of law is our birthright: The birthright (privileges or possessions that 

a person has or is believed to be entitled to as soon as he is born) of Englishmen and women 
depends upon the supremacy of the rule of law, its observance and their right to control their 
laws. The right to self-determination under the rule of our own law is the very fabric of the 
liberty of our society. The rules of law and custom that determine that we have as a 
"birthright" our liberty are all the prerequisite duty of office to uphold and maintain. This is 
sworn to be upheld by those taking up any office under the Crown. 

 
55. You, I and every man and woman in the United Kingdom all have the responsibility of preserving 

this birth right gift from our forebears so that in turn, every future generation may benefit from 
and enjoy this liberty under the rule of their laws. That however is not happening. 

 
56. Diminishment of the rule of law and the constitutional principles that underpin our 

democracy: The tyranny comprising of corrupt central government officials, ministers, judges 
and police are diminishing the rule of law. Our laws are the best in the world, it is a case of one 
law fits all, yet in this day and age it is a case of not what you know, but who you know and your 
status in society. That is because of kleptocracy and the underhanded bribery that takes place 
behind the scenes, which is why corruption in the UK prevails. It is that principle factor, in 
combination with the fact that freedom of the press in the UK is also vastly compromised that 
causes this problem. The problem you all have is that we know who has been doing it. 

 
57. The UK’s courts, police and regulatory authorities are infiltrated by criminals of common 

purpose who are only too keen to engage and condone the kind of malfeasance we have in this 
case but also in many others we have investigated. 

 
58. The police, in most of these cases, are instrumental in perpetrating the offences and all collude 

together to achieve the common aim in perverting the course of justice and dishonestly 
concealing offences to ensure the victim never gets justice. That is precisely what has 
happened in this case. Hodgeon, like the rest of the jobsworth abuses of taxpayer’s funds, 
relied on the wrongdoing of the other to evade his duty to investigate but in fact, nobody has 
ever investigated anything, because all are being controlled by the same criminals, Buckland and 
Burnett of our injustice system. The problem you have is that we have the evidence to prove it. 

CASE FILE: Page 1185PDF Page: 1022



12  

59. You thought you would play these devious games to assist the offenders by perverting the 
course of justice, you too will learn the hard way Mr Walker, you are acting in the capacity of a 
police constable under oath and you have breached your duty to assist the offenders in evading 
justice, following in the footsteps of your idiotic corrupt colleagues without exercise of any 
diligence whatsoever. 

 
60. I did in fact provide the correct analogy within my letter to Buckland when he failed in his duty 

to prosecute the obvious civil contempt to assist his buddies in evading justice when he was 
obligated to do so in his role as Solicitor General. These criminals have been promoted for their 
acts of corruption. All the same ilk, supporters of paedophiles and white-collar criminals of 
plenty disguised as lawyers and insolvency practitioners. He continued to interfere with our 
justice system thereafter to ensure he did precisely as I described in the letter. I quote below: 

 
Perhaps they believed they would be afforded protection in any event from the “legal old boys club” that 
would turn a blind eye to their actions in maintaining any level of integrity within the profession if such 
conduct was brought to justice, or it may be just that they seriously undermined my capabilities. 

 

I provide another analogy, “Jimmy Saville”, the authorities kept turning a blind eye due to his status in 
society also, so that he could continue to inflict damage right up to his last days. The same could be said 
for those I describe as the Teesside Labour Cabal, the close-knit society connected with the Airport and 
the Football Club that have been subject to an intensive private investigation for quite some time. 

 
61. In summary of the submissions from page 1 through to the paragraph above, I conclude that 

North Yorkshire Police, Northumbria Police, Cleveland Police and City of London have conspired 
to pervert the course of justice by acting under instructions from corrupt central government 
officials and this conduct has been perpetrated upon me, the victim of crime to achieve a 
benefit for the offenders and a detriment to me, the victim of serious financial crimes. It is the 
dishonesty and acts of malfeasance and corruption on the part of the controlled police that 
allows this human rights abuse and injustice to prevail to the extent it has done. I conclude that 
not only are all of those officers under the Crown involved guilty of the principal indictable 
offences and conspiracy to pervert the course of justice, but they are guilty of gross human 
rights violations. 

 
62.  The UK’s courts are controlled and the justice system as a whole is vastly compromised by the 

corrupt establishment and is therefore unfit for purpose. The combination of overseas and 
domestic litigation to combat this problem is prerequisite. 

 
63. From here on each page is line numbered enabling both me, the prosecutor and the reader to 

refer to each line within each page accordingly for ease in reference. 
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PROOF OF CRIMINAL OFFENCES AND DISHONESTY – Selective justice & controlled 
corrupt police 

 
1 No matter how you try to conceal these crimes, you will fail. The fact you have already done so 
2 demonstrates my contention precisely. The majority of police are trained to deceive and no 
3 longer act in the public interest. Police are there these days only to protect the corrupt 
4 establishment who are essentially responsible for gross human rights violations and oppressive 
5 malicious acts of corruption the same and similar as the conduct I have endured in this case. 
6 You work to conceal the crimes, operating under instructions of the perpetrators, hence, when I 
7 say you are just puppets to the puppet masters, I am 100% correct. Dancing puppet clowns 
8 that spring into action and dance to the tune of the corrupt establishment. 

9 You are supporting collusive white collar criminals who rely on safety in numbers and a rotten 
10 system of deceitful cowards disguised as legal services lawyers in your police forces, purported 
11 judges that act to support them, their own regulators that don’t regulate and corrupt police 
12 who rely on a MoU with the Law Society as an excuse to shun their responsibility to deal with 
13 the perpetrators. The offenders have already been caught and we are streets ahead of all of 
14 the public sector clowns who are paid courtesy of the taxpayer irrespective of performance. 
15 You have all backed the wrong horses and you are destined to lose. 

16 Most of the lawyers within your departments are not up to the standard, which is why they 
17 ended up in the public sector, rather than in private practice earning proper money. Same with 
18 many of the police, they could not get proper jobs in the private sector for lack of qualifications 
19 or deficit in character so they join the parasites in blue who are trained to deceive and these 
20 days act only for the establishment and their supporters. One must scrutinise the 
21 demographic, most are morally bankrupt from the start, which is why they have no qualms 
22 about engaging in this gross malfeasance and abuse. The vast majority are enforcers and 
23 revenue collectors for the taxpayer sponsored state terrorists. 

24 Most do not have the capability to diligently investigate, they are just collusive cowards who 
25 were bullied at school so they turn into the bullies and get some perverse kick out of causing 
26 misery to others through their outright deceit, willful failure in duty and collusion games. Most 
27 need to be jailed. 

28 What we have here is systemic corruption, a taxpayer sponsored criminal racketeering 
29 enterprise of collusion at the core of the justice system, central government and all of the 
30 offshoot public authorities. Systemic corruption is characterised by many corrupt officials 
31 within the public authorities, each act in different roles, yet follow a common rules of 
32 corruption. Abidance by these rules is collectively enforced and rewarded, while 
33 noncompliance is penalised. Thus, systemic corruption is more than individual behavior. 

34 This complex social phenomenon involves shared expectations, internalised beliefs, rules, social 
35 bonds and networks and procedures as well as mechanisms of generating common strategies, 
36 planning, logistic control of corrupt transactions and protecting them from exposure. 
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delay in performance, or non-performance of any of its obligations due to an event of Force Majeure” 

1 This systemic corruption is being orchestrated by Buckland, Burnett and a number of other 
2 corrupt politicians and minister of the Conservative establishment. The culture of corruption 
3 runs deep throughout our justice system. Masonic code and the craft of freemasonry is used to 
4 covertly communicate in the courtroom. I am a freemason, I have witnessed it first-hand. 

 
 

Ulick Staunton – Counsel for MFC admitted in writing that the claims are false on 
9th January 2017 

 

5 Ulick Staunton, MFC’s own barrister admitted in writing on 9th January 2017 that “for the 
6 purpose of the Energy Supply Agreement, Force Majeure has effect”. For clarity, the meaning of 
7 Force Majeure is the same in both the Lease and the Energy Supply Agreement, only in the 
8 Lease it operates solely in favour of Tenant. Staunton admitted in writing that he knew, on 9th 
9 January 2017 no claims could be established by virtue of Force Majeure. 

10 I quote from the Energy Supply Agreement: 
 

11 
12 . 

13 The definition of Force Majeure within the Energy Supply Agreement is: 
 

14 means in respect of any party any event or circumstance which is beyond the reasonable control of such 
15 party and which results in or causes the failure of that party to perform any of its obligations under this 
16 Agreement 

17 Staunton was referring to when on 7th February 2015 MFC reneged upon their express 
18 obligation to take ownership of the substations so that Northern Powergrid could establish the 
19 wind turbine’s connection. There is a completed collateral contract affirming the connection 
20 configuration for the wind turbine that was jointly negotiated, agreed and completed during 
21 the option period. The delay act of Force Majeure was caused by MFC themselves and 
22 operates therefore solely in favour of me, the Tenant. The terms of Force Majeure, both the 
23 definition and the operative provision are clear, concise and non-contentious. The definition of 
24 Force Majeure is wide and concerns any act by any party, event or circumstance beyond 
25 reasonable control and that in such event, the affected party shall not be liable to the other by 
26 reason of delay in performance or non-performance. 

27 What Staunton was staying, quite categorically is that Force Majeure has effect. I refer to my 
28 statutory demand originating the defendant’s ex-parte hearing. Paragraph 1 essentially states 
29 that MFC unlawfully forfeited the Lease when Force Majeure applied and no payment was due. 
30 Paragraph 1 refers to both clause 6 of the Energy Supply Agreement and clause 6 of the Lease. 
31 The statement of the statutory demand concisely set out that no claims could possibly be 
32 established by MFC, which is why, their own barrister, Staunton, made the admission of 
33 precisely that during the ex-parte hearing and in writing. 

“Neither party shall be in breach of this Agreement, or otherwise liable to the other, by reason of any 
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THE OFFENCE OF FRAUD BY FAILING TO DISCLOSE INFORMATION – section 3 of the 
Fraud Act 2006 

 
1 Fundamentally, the position I convey from line 5 of page 18 above through to line 33 cannot be 
2 disputed nor defended. It was that position in combination, that MFC, Womble Bond Dickinson 
3 and Staunton were seeking to dishonestly conceal. They could not defend the claim of the 
4 statutory demand, so they dishonestly withheld all of the evidence that proved it instead. 

5 Specifically, they withheld the connection related contracts and the email chains proving 
6 beyond doubt that the connection was jointly formulated, agreed and completed during the 
7 option period, they also withheld the later email chains from April 14th 2015 through to 8th June 
8 2015 because those emails proved that MFC refused the connection. 

9 In the note of hearing ex-parte page 1, paragraph (3), there is that written admission that I 
10 quote in line 5 of page 18 above. Staunton knew Force Majeure has effect respective of the 
11 Lease for precisely the same reason, which is why at paragraph (2), he said “there is no other 
12 reference to Force Majeure in the Lease”. The statement in itself is false, but aside from that there 
13 was no disclosure whatsoever during the ex-parte hearing of the fact that MFC refused the 
14 connection for the turbine and that Force Majeure applied from 7th February 2017. 

15 Staunton did however state that Force Majeure has effect respective of the Energy Supply 
16 Agreement and therefore he clearly did know that MFC had refused the connection and 
17 therefore it is proven that Staunton was also seeking to conceal the same material fact as MFC 
18 and Womble Bond Dickinson. The conduct was dishonest and it is proven by virtue of the fact 
19 that there is absolutely no mention whatsoever of the fact that MFC reneged upon the 
20 connection within Bloom’s witness statement of 8th January 2017, that the concealment of the 
21 material facts and the non-disclosure was pre-meditated and was therefore indisputably of 
22 dishonest intent. 

 
 

Gill of Womble Bond Dickinson, Bloom and MFC knew the claims were false long 
prior to 9th January 2017 

 

23 I refer to my statement dated 18th October 2019 and I turn to page 3, paragraph 8, reading to 
24 paragraph 13 of page 4. The contention is simple, the Energy Supply Agreement is conditional. 
25 Any lawyer, of which Gill, Bloom and Womble Bond Dickinson are, would know that no claim 
26 could possibly be established pursuant to either the Lease or the Energy Supply Agreement 
27 without having to have been told that anyway by Staunton. 

28 Paragraphs 14 and 15 of my statement refer to tab 1 of my PDF portfolio of exhibits. Page 8 of 
29 tab 1, the exhibit of 12 pages of emails between the parties, contains the email from Ellis of 
30 MFC to me on 9th June 2015. 
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1 I quote below the salient parts of that email from MFC proving categorically that they were 
2 abundantly well aware of both the Force Majeure position and obviously the fact that they “u- 
3 turned” on the completed connection configuration for the turbine from 8th June 2015. 

4 Ellis, the Chief Operations Officer for MFC stated in that email that: 
 

5 “Ironically, whilst you criticise us for not responding to your email of 5th February, you conveniently 
6 overlook the fact that the discussions on the configuration were stalled whilst the merits of your claim to 
7 Force Majeure were discussed” 

8 There were however, no “discussions” to be had on the configuration. In the closing comments 
9 of his email at page 9, Ellis stated: 

 

10 “Obviously if we were to reach an agreement on the configuration we will still need to finalise what is 
11 happening in relation to your claim relating to Force Majeure bearing in mind we will be issuing the 
12 invoice for the next instalment of rent and the electricity used in the last year soon after the anniversary 
13 date of 17th June” 

14 I responded to Ellis on 9th June 2015 at 22.24PM and I clearly explained that: 
 

15 “Adopting that network is part of the EW / NPG Connection Agreement and the Connection Deed was 
16 made in accord with that document, which Michael Brown requested at the time. This Connection 
17 Agreement has been available to MFC since 2012 and nothing has changed within the configuration.” 

 

18 “EW cannot become liable for any costs associated with replacement or upgrades (due to a load increase 
19 for example) of your dedicated substations. All we are doing is making the connection within your HV 
20 switchboard to the wind turbine in line with that Connection Deed relating to the NPG / EW Connection 
21 Agreement. It is beyond our scope to become liable for these upgrade or replacement costs, save for if 
22 such replacement, repair or downtime was caused as a direct result of the wind turbine plant” 

23 The chain of emails working back from the bottom of page 6 through to page 1 prove 
24 categorically that MFC were abundantly well aware that it was their reneging upon the 
25 connection that caused failure of the project. I refer to the passage where I had told them 
26 expressly in the email at page 1, the email of 15th June 2015 that: 

 

27 After wasting our time and money by refusing to acknowledge the Force Majeure provisions within the 
28 contractual documents, you now confirm that I cannot do what is intended by the Connection Deed and 
29 the associated Connection Agreement and therefore it is not possible for me to perform on my 
30 obligations under the Lease, the Energy Supply Agreement or the Connection Deed due to MFC's refusal 
31 to make the grid connection. 

32 Any lawyer reading that would know that Force Majeure therefore applies in my favour 
33 because MFC had prevented me from enjoying the rights granted under the Lease, Energy 
34 Supply Agreement and the Connection Deed. Bloom and Brown of Womble Bond Dickinson 
35 were both actively involved in the same email chain. They clearly then knew that Force 
36 Majeure applied. The 4th paragraph states: 

 

37 I also note that the defective planning permission was finally resolved in 23rd December 14 and in accord 
38 with the contract, no payments would become due until 12 calendar months from that date. 
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1 I state this because you previously made it clear you had intended to invoice my company for payments 
2 that are clearly not due. 

3 In the closing paragraphs of that email from me to MFC and Womble Bond Dickinson at page 2, 
4 I stated categorically that: 

 

5 Given the circumstances, it would be inappropriate to rely on arbitration when both the refusal of grid 
6 connection and the delays caused by the Club's refusal to assign the Lease (due to demanding payments 
7 that would otherwise not be due) have resulted in my inability to connect the wind turbine or to further 
8 perform on my contractual obligations. 

9 Any lawyer reading that email, which Brown and Bloom of MFC did, would have been 
10 abundantly clear that no payments were owed to MFC and that Force Majeure applied in the 
11 operative provision solely in my favour, the Tenant. Just 10 days later, MFC made that 
12 unwarranted demand (Exhibit 8) and used that as their excuse to unlawfully forfeit the Lease 
13 after rendering the project useless by refusing the connection. It is proven beyond doubt 
14 therefore that from 15th June 2015 at the latest, MFC and Womble Bond Dickinson knew that 
15 no such claim could possibly be established and they knew what they were doing in then 
16 making that demand was dishonest, any lawyer in their position would do. Their actions in 
17 doing so would be viewed as dishonest in the opinion of any decent and honest individual in 
18 review of the circumstances. 

19 I move now to Exhibit-AC1 and I turn to page 8, the email from me to MFC and Gill of Womble 
20 Bond Dickinson dated 5th January 2017 at 13.52PM. 

21 The email contained a copy of the statutory demand proving categorically that the claim by 
22 MFC presented by Staunton on 19th September 2016 to cause the winding up and then 
23 presented by Bloom on 1st December 2016 is false. I tell them yet again, categorically, that the 
24 claim is false in that same email. I quote: 

 

25 “I have requested that the Official Receiver provides me with information held on file in respect of your 
26 false claim and I will inform you once received of my intention to make that submission in addition to the 
27 enclosures. I am not sure why you have not provided me with copies of any such submission or any legal 
28 basis for making such representation at the High Court?” 

29 Moving to page 7 of Exhibit-AC1, Bloom responds at 14.11PM and seeks to mislead Campbell of 
30 Hannon’s office into belief that the alleged debt had been proven in the winding up petition 
31 when that was not the case. He knew full well that the claims were not due and he had the 
32 statutory demand in his possession confirming precisely that. That in itself was a false 
33 representation made with dishonest intent. 

34 Bloom refers to Force Majeure in that email. At page 6, I respond to Bloom and tell him again 
35 that the claim in the sum of £256,269.89 is false and that he “unlawfully forfeited the Lease and 
36 outright failed to provide a single valid legal argument as to why” 

37 At page 5, Bloom responds at 09.32AM on 6th January 2017 and stated that the matter is now 
38 being handled by Bond Dickinson and that he will block my emails. Gill of Womble Bond 
39 Dickinson is copied into the same email chain. 
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1 At page 4, at 09.43AM I write to Gill and ask him to respond to the email that Bloom failed to. I 
2 asked for disclosure of the proof of debt made by Bloom and I asked for explanation as to how 
3 the “purported debt” increased to circa £500k. I asked, because I was clearly well aware that no 
4 such claim could possibly be established, they knew it and so did I, which is why they failed to 
5 respond. At page 3, at 11.51AM also on 6th January 2017, Gill responded to me and stated that 
6 he is instructed. I responded to him at 17.07PM and asked again for him to disclose the 
7 submission made to the Official Receiver. At page 2, Gill responded at 17.28PM and stated, 
8 “we are instructed to consider this issue and will respond next week”. They never did respond, they 
9 withheld the proof of debt, failed to inform me how the claim was arrived at in the 

10 circumstances which both they and I were acutely aware and they then attended the ex-parte 
11 hearing on 9th January 2017 to mislead the court over the same facts. (See: page 28 line 24 
12 through to line 16 of page 29 below). 

 

 
STAUNTON “U-turns” on the claims on 14th November 2018 

 

13 After attending court on 21st December 2017, 26th March 2018 and on 22nd October 2018 
14 working in collusion with Registrar Clive Hugh Jones with whom he has a long established 
15 relationship, Staunton “U-turned” on the claims he and his client have been making, just like 
16 MFC “U-turned” on the completed collateral contract forming the connection agreement. 

17 Jones, in any event, by his own admission on 21st December 2017, after circumventing the 
18 application that sought to deal with the multiple frauds and dishonesty that was expressly “to 
19 be heard by a High Court Judge” stated that: 

 

20 THE REGISTAR: I just need to know if he's right or wrong. 
 

21 THE REGISTRAR: I may not even know that, but it's probably easier just to sort of say, "He's wrong when 
22 he says that." Maybe in other proceedings -- who knows -- honesty and dishonesty may come into it, but 
23 for my purposes it's not going to matter because I can't judge. 

24 Jones had no jurisdiction from which to have heard any part of the application that sought to 
25 deal with fraud by failing to disclose information ex-parte, frauds by false representation and 
26 fraud by breach of fiduciary duty on the part of Hannon. As it happens, it was Registrar Briggs 
27 who met with Hannon on the evening of 22nd November 2017 at Staunton’s Chambers who 
28 “crossed out” my request that the application be heard by a High Court Judge. It was Briggs 
29 who however approved the confidential filings I made on CR-2017-008690, that same 
30 application of 16th November 2017 just one day prior to meeting with Hannon, the first 
31 defendant in that application. Briggs knew full well that the claims were fraudulent, Briggs 
32 knew that the defendants were guilty of fraud and making false statements and false 
33 instrument applications for High Court Writs sworn as true when they were false. Briggs knew 
34 that no Registrar had jurisdiction to have heard the application that sought to deal with the 
35 frauds collectively when dishonesty is an issue. Briggs was perverting the course of justice on 
36 21st November 2017 in full knowledge he was to meet Hannon at Staunton’s chambers the next 
37 day. 
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1 I refer to the witness statement I obtained from Fiona Fitzgerald, the Chief Executive of 
2 Radcliffe Chambers to confirm that fact. In summary, Jones was instructed by Briggs to dispose 
3 of the application whilst retaining the £4.1 million fraudulent claim to assist the offenders in 
4 evading justice and whilst defrauding my fellow creditors and I at the same time. Both Jones 
5 and Briggs are guilty of perverting the course of justice. It was however that application of 
6 16th November 2017 that sought to deal with the frauds collectively, that never happened, the 
7 compromised purported judges were conspiring to conceal the frauds to assist the offenders in 
8 evading justice. That is the common synergy that prevails amongst the lawless public 
9 authorities. 

10 At page 10 of the transcript, (B) Jones admitted his intent: 
 

11 THE REGISTRAR: It's as though it never existed and therefore the proofs of debt which have been sent in 
12 fallaciously or otherwise apply to something which doesn't even exist, so there” 

13 Staunton knew, by his own admission on 9th January 2017 that Force Majeure applied in the 
14 Lease solely in favour of Tenant from 7th February 2015 when MFC reneged upon their express 
15 obligation to take ownership of their substations so that the connection can be established. 

16 It was for that reason he dishonestly omitted the operative provision of Force Majeure within 
17 the Lease that I clearly referred to in the first paragraph of the statutory demand. 

18 I refer to Staunton’s skeleton for the hearing of 14th November 2018, page 12, paragraph 37. I 
19 quote: 

 

20 37. Para 110 of the ske. The assertion that Rs did something wrong in respect of the wind turbine project 
21 is one that may provide a foundation for a claim by Empowering, not A. The para ends with an assertion 
22 that “the Defendant” cannot bring any claim against “the Applicant”; this is not understood. Rs do not 
23 bring any claim against A, or Empowering or Earth Energy, save that Rs claim £25,000 from Earth 
24 Energy under the consent order of 16 January 2017. 

25 Staunton waited until he and his conspirers, MFC, Womble Bond Dickinson, Hannon, Jones and 
26 Briggs had made me personally liable for circa £44,500 in costs founded by their £4.1 million 
27 fraudulent claim used to stymie the liquidation, causing me over £45,000 in legal expenditure 
28 (see: order_fraud_costs_jones_22_10_2018) and exactly 21 days later, Staunton “U-turned” on 
29 the claims he himself admitted could not be established on 9th January 2017. 

30 It is if the claims they all made that they all knew were false they never even existed. Their 
31 actions are blatantly dishonest and Vos, the purported Chancellor of our High Court, after being 
32 informed of the dishonesty, then allowed Staunton to retract and replace his skeleton minus 
33 the dishonesty when I made him aware of it. Vos too is guilty of perverting the course of 
34 justice. Hence, when I state that we have a taxpayer sponsored criminal racketeering 
35 enterprise within our public authorities and that there is systemic corruption, I am also nothing 
36 other than 100% accurate. 

37 It was blatantly dishonest of Gill of Womble Bond Dickinson to then make that £4.1 million 
38 claim just 24 days after attending that ex-parte hearing on 9th January 2017 when Staunton 
39 admitted in writing that the claims cannot be established by virtue of Force Majeure. 
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1 For Womble Bond Dickinson, Staunton and MFC to then attend court to defend the claims that 
2 they all knew were false, working in conspiracy with Staunton’s close associate, Registrar Jones 
3 under the instruction of Registrar Briggs to maintain the claim to defraud my fellow creditors 
4 and is undoubtedly a serious conspiracy to defraud. The fact that you, DCI Walker and 
5 Hodgeon state “I can see no evidence of criminality” just that lie, that lame pathetic nonsense, 
6 proves my contention entirely. You are all utterly corrupt and form a part of the taxpayer 
7 sponsored criminal racketeering enterprise, turning the wheels of the systemic corruption I 
8 refer to. You are firmly part of the problem, not the solution and so are the compromised 
9 courts, including York, Kirklees, Bromley and Westminster Magistrates, along with the 

10 compromised High Court of Justice. 

11 I refer to Exhibit 15 , the 8 page email chain starting with the email from Drewett, Arnold J’s 
12 clerk to me on 15th November 2017, the day the application was filed. At the bottom of page 1 
13 is the email from me to the Court, Hannon, Womble Bond Dickinson (Drummond and Gray) and 
14 to Buckland via the Attorney General’s Office. I refer to the highlighted passages on page 1. I 
15 move to page 2 and also refer to the highlighted passages, in particular questions 1, 2 and 3. I 
16 turn to page 3, Drummond of Womble Bond Dickinson confirms that Gibson is aware of my 
17 correspondences as at 4th July 2017 “but will not be corresponding with me directly”. They were all 
18 by then abundantly well aware that all of the claims made by MFC are false and it is evidenced 
19 and proven beyond doubt that they did. At the bottom of page 3, on 23rd June 2017 at 
20 15.01PM Gray of Womble Bond Dickinson stated: 

 

21 “While noting the contents of your communications, on the substantive points, I am satisfied that the 
22 lawyers who have been involved in dealing with you have acted entirely properly in accordance with both 
23 the law and their professional obligations” 

24 Committing fraud in conspiracy is not acting in accord with the law nor their professional 
25 obligations. Gray knew that also, which is why, after I then called upon Hannon to exercise his 
26 duty to refer the matter to Court (Hannon refused to so I made the application myself), at page 
27 4, after reading my request to summons all of the offenders, Gray also loses his nerve and 
28 stated that: 

 

29 “For the record, I would make it clear that I am not a solicitor. I am the Operational Risk Director and an 
30 member of the Risk and Best Practice Team at Bond Dickinson LLP” 

31 As it happens therefore, Gray was not in a position to have asserted, as he did, that the lawyers 
32 involved had acted properly, yet he did state “while noting the contents of your communications on 
33 the substantive points”. Gray also knew what he was doing was dishonest and misleading. He 
34 referred to the “substantive points” being the points on pages 5 – 8 that focus on the false 
35 representations made by MFC and Gill. 

36 They all knew then, in June 2017 but in fact long before, that all of the claims were false. MFC 
37 and Bloom, the former senior partner of Womble Bond Dickinson knew the claims were false 
38 two years prior, on 8th June 2015 and it is evidenced and proven beyond doubt that he did. 
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1 The laws of statute that create criminal offences are not subject to diminishment, neither is the 
2 evidence that proves those offences but yet Hodgeon and others within the compromised 
3 police forces and the corrupt courts have been doing precisely that, which is why they seek to 
4 delete certain evidence. The conduct is prevalent, even Chief Constable Winward did it. 

5 Police are supposed to take custody of evidence, but your force has been selectively deleting 
6 that evidence. Cleveland Police did it, Northumbria Police did it and so did the Met and City of 
7 London. Defacing or disposing of evidence in an investigation is also a criminal offence. 

 
 

THE OFFENCE OF PERVERTING THE COURSE OF JUSTICE – Corrupt Judges of 
Chancery and of the magistrates courts 

 
 

8 I refer to my submission against Nugee J proving his dishonesty beyond reasonable doubt: 
9 Submission_Nugee_23_05_2020. Like the common purpose, controlled police, the 

10 compromised judiciary have done precisely the same. I reiterate, political interference is the 
11 driver of this insanity and out of control corruption. 

12 Nugee J failed in his duty to prosecute the civil contempt and he failed to provide remedy for 
13 the most serious and pre-meditated fraud by failing to disclose information or the false 
14 representations that he found to be false on 5th February 2018. Where there is wrongdoing, 
15 there must be restitution. It has long been established in law that “no man shall be allowed to 
16 make an advantage gained by fraud”, yet not only did Nugee J and the other compromised judges 
17 conceal the fraud and blatant dishonesty, but they denied remedy and assisted the offenders in 
18 making further disproportionately inflated gains founded by fraud. 

19 The court is being used as the vehicle from which to defraud, a cash cow for the fraudsters to 
20 further their offences with the assistance of the corrupt judiciary who are acting under orders 
21 from Buckland and Burnett. A typical trait of systemic corruption, it is Burnett and Buckland 
22 who have been promoting judges once they have executed their orders. Arnold was promoted 
23 to a Lord Justice of Appeal after wilfully evading all of the evidence after being assigned to the 
24 false instrument ECRO. Pelling was promoted to the judge in charge of the London circuit after 
25 making and using the false instrument ECRO he had no jurisdiction from which to have made. 
26 They should have been jailed, instead they are promoted by the orchestrators, the linchpins of 
27 the injustice, human rights abuse and ruination of our rule of law and the very principles of 
28 justice, all courtesy of the taxpayer. 

29 I refer to page 6, lines 4 – 9 of my submission against Nugee J. The old proof of debt form that 
30 Gill used to submit the c£4.1 million fraud by false representation contains a penal notice on it, 
31 because it is a criminal offence to make false representations in proceedings pursuant to the 
32 Insolvency Act 1986. 

33 It is proven beyond doubt that the offenders are guilty of fraud by false representation, that is a 
34 criminal offence and the evidential test and the test for dishonesty is complete. The offence is 
35 far from isolated. 
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1 I now refer to my letter to Mr Stansfeld focusing on the dishonest conduct of Nugee J, Arnold J, 
2 Vos, Pelling, Briggs and Jones and how they all acted to assist the offenders in evading justice. 

3 Dishonesty however, although prevalent on the part of Nugee J, Arnold, Vos, Pelling, Jones and 
4 Briggs, is not an essential ingredient to the offence of perverting the course of justice, of which, 
5 I allege that they are all guilty in conspiracy. There is certainly more than sufficient evidence to 
6 prosecute the offences, but Hodgeon, like the other purported police officers, replicated the 
7 same malfeasance as the corrupt purported judges I was complaining about. 

8 The offence is complete when a person prevents justice from being served whether on himself 
9 or on another party. The offence is one of common law, carrying a maximum sentence of life 

10 imprisonment. In this case, there are category A aggravating factors and the levels of harm 
11 and culpability are also at the highest thresholds. 

12 The classic trait of the offence is where dishonest omissions of statements of fact or in this 
13 case, dishonest omissions of the applicable laws, are made with intent to interfere with the 
14 proper administration of justice. 

15 The submission and the evidence referred to proves beyond doubt that Nugee intentionally and 
16 dishonestly omitted the 3rd of the 3 Tibbles Criteria to evade setting aside the orders of Arnold J 
17 that were founded by manifest error. He did so as an excuse to evade providing me with an 
18 order for disclosure of the proofs of debt that were dishonestly withheld by Hannon and he did 
19 so in full knowledge that Hannon is guilty of fraud by failing to disclose information, an 
20 indictable offence. 

21 Nugee knew that ordering disclosure, with a penal notice, as I had proposed, would, on the 
22 balance of probabilities, have enticed Hannon to disclose the proofs of debt he had dishonestly 
23 withheld when he is under a continuing legal duty to have disclosed, but yet Nugee also sought 
24 to misrepresent the rule of law that places Hannon under that legal duty. 

25 It is proven beyond doubt that Nugee has acted dishonestly with intent to pervert the course of 
26 justice when he knew that Hannon and his cohorts, MFC, Womble Bond Dickinson and 
27 Staunton, had committed multiple criminal offences. Even then Nugee’s conduct in doing so is 
28 far from isolated and my submission also proved those instances of dishonest 
29 misrepresentation beyond reasonable doubt. 

30 Moreover, Nugee failed in his duty to act in the public interest on 5th February 2018 to 
31 prosecute the most serious case of fraud by failing to disclose information. Nugee failed to 
32 disclose that he is connected with and socialises with Staunton and was therefore conflicted. 

33 Nugee wholly failed to deal with the fraud by failing to disclose information when the public 
34 interest in doing so is at stake. Nugee J was, on 5th February 2018 working for the offenders, 
35 MFC, Womble Bond Dickinson and Staunton, in full knowledge that they had commissioned 
36 indictable offences in conspiracy. 
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1 It is for the same reason he evaded dealing with the application for an order for disclosure, 
2 because the statement with that application,(pages 3 – 7) referred specifically to the same 
3 dishonest non-disclosure and the duty of candour that had been breached by the offenders 
4 collectively. It is proven beyond doubt that Nugee J is guilty of perverting the course of justice 
5 and so is Arnold J. 

 
 

INCHOATE OFFENCES - Assisting or Encouraging Crime 
 

 
6 Part 2 of the Serious Crime Act 2007 creates, at sections 44 to 46, three inchoate offences of 
7 intentionally encouraging or assisting an offence; encouraging or assisting an offence believing 
8 it will be committed; and encouraging or assisting offences believing one or more will be 
9 committed. 

10 These offences replace the common law offence of incitement for all offences committed after 
11 1 October 2008. They allow people who assist another to commit an offence to be prosecuted 
12 regardless of whether the underlying substantive offence is actually committed or attempted. 

13 Gary Clark, Pauline Drewett, Wilf Lusty, Helene Newman, Natalie Ford, Stephen Shearsby and 
14 Adam Davies and Charlotte Brice, all clerks in the Chancery High Court of Justice are guilty of 
15 the offence of assisting and encouraging crime. 

 
 

THE OFFENCE OF FRAUD BY FAILING TO DISCLOSE INFORMATION – section 3 of the 
Fraud Act 2006 

 
16 The law of statute defines the offence as: 

 

17 Fraud by failing to disclose information (Section 3) 
 

18 The defendant:  

19 • failed to disclose information to another person  

20 • when he was under a legal duty to disclose that information  

21 • dishonestly intending, by that failure, to make a gain or cause a loss. 
 

22 Like Section 2 (and Section 4) this offence is entirely offender focused. It is complete as soon as the 
23 Defendant fails to disclose information provided he was under a legal duty to do so, and that it was done 
24 with the necessary dishonest intent. It differs from the deception offences in that it is immaterial whether 
25 or not any one is deceived or any property actually gained or lost. 
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Drafting the charge 
 

1 The focus will be on: 

2 • the prosecution assertion that there was a legal duty to disclose information; 

3 • the precise relationship that gave rise to that duty; 

4 • the information that it is alleged that the defendant failed to disclose; 
 

5 Whether the facts as alleged are capable of giving rise to a legal duty will be a matter for the judge; 
6 whether on the facts alleged, the relationship giving rise to that duty existed will be a matter for the jury. 
7 For example, was there a solicitor/client relationship or an agent/ principal relationship? 

 

 
The legal duty to disclose 

 
8 It is common knowledge that there is a legal duty on all litigants in ex-parte financial 
9 proceedings to disclose all information relevant to the application, even if such disclosure is 

10 detrimental to the Applicant’s case. 

11 I refer to the Supreme Court judgments of Sharland v Sharland [2014] EWCA Civ 95 and Gohil v 
12 Gohil [2014] EWCA Civ 274 where there were the same financial disclosure obligations as that 
13 of the ex-parte financial proceeding in this case. 

14 In summary of the Sharland / Gohil case, it has long been established that the litigant has an 
15 absolute duty to provide full, frank and clear financial disclosure whether within the context of 
16 informal and voluntary discussions and negotiations or as part of financial remedy proceedings. 

17 If a party is in breach of the duty, whether by failing to disclose certain relevant facts and 
18 circumstances or actively presenting a false case then the court may set aside the order and 
19 make a costs order against that party. 

20 In that case, despite Mr Sharland’s deliberate and dishonest non-disclosure the judge and 
21 subsequently the Court of Appeal, decided not to set aside the order in the circumstances. 
22 Macur LJ pointed out however that other sanctions could include a criminal prosecution or civil 
23 contempt proceedings. 

 
 

Details of the offence 
 

24 On 9th January 2017 MFC, Mr Staunton and Womble Bond Dickinson attended an ex-parte 
25 financial proceeding to refrain presentation of a winding up petition I had served on the Club at 
26 MFC Riverside Stadium on 6th January 2017 in the sum of £530,000, for abortive costs I had 
27 incurred in the project that I had assigned to Parent Company on 29th June 2015, 4 days after 
28 receiving an unwarranted demand with menaces from MFC in the sum of £256,269.89. 
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1 I will address the unwarranted demand and the false instrument applications made by the 
2 offenders certified as true when they were both false further into this submission. 

3 On 9th January 2017 during the ex-parte hearing that commenced at 10.30AM in the Rolls 
4 Building in London before Mr Justice Arnold, MFC, Womble Bond Dickinson and Thomas Ulick 
5 Staunton dishonestly withheld 172 pages of witness exhibit that would have otherwise proven 
6 my demand against them in the sum of £530,000. The offence of fraud by failing to disclose 
7 information is an indictable offence and this offence was committed in conspiracy. 

8 I move to tab_24 of the index, being the index of exhibits for the hearing of 16th March 2020. I 
9 turn to tab A of that index, the 12-page submission. 

10 For avoidance of doubt, no judge has ever made any determination respective of the offence of 
11 fraud by failing to disclose information. 

12 I turn to page 6. Pages 6 – 8 set out numerous issues entailing dishonesty and failing to disclose 
13 material information and facts inextricably linked to the core arguments of the statutory 
14 demand, namely that MFC made an unwarranted demand for payment that was never even 
15 owed and used that to unlawfully forfeit the Lease after reneging upon the connection 
16 configuration affirmed during the option period. 

 
 

The actus reus of the offence 
 
 

17 I move to page 8 of tab A and I quote the law. Paragraph 3.1 outlines the indictable offence of 
18 fraud by failing to disclose information. I quote: 

 

19 “It is complete as soon as the Defendant fails to disclose information provided he was under a legal duty 
20 to do so, and that it was done with the necessary dishonest intent” 

21 I move to page 9, paragraph 3.4 and I quote, also from the CPS prosecution guidelines: 
 

22 “There is no requirement that the failure to disclose must relate to "material" or "relevant "information, 
23 nor is there any de minimis provision. 

 

24 If a Defendant disclosed 90% of what he was under a legal duty to disclose but failed to disclose the 
25 (possibly unimportant) remaining 10%, the actus reus of the offence could be complete. 

 

26 Under such circumstances the Defendant would have to rely on the absence of dishonesty. Such cases 
27 can be prosecuted under the Act if the public interest requires it, though such cases will be unusual. It is 
28 no defence that the Defendant was ignorant of the existence of the duty, neither is it a defence in itself to 
29 claim inadvertence or incompetence. 

 

30  In that respect, the offence is one of strict liability. The defence must rely on an absence of dishonesty 
31 and the burden, of course, lies with the prosecutor. 
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Proof & test for dishonesty 
 

1 I applied the correct test for dishonesty as in the Supreme Court judgment of Ivy v Genting 
2 casinos (2017) relative to the material non-disclosure of all of the evidence set out in the 
3 Penningtons Manches LLP letter dated 11th January 2017. The offenders also failed in their 
4 continuing duty to disclose that letter whereas had they done so, any judge would not have 
5 made the order of 16th January 2017. It is therefore proven beyond reasonable doubt that both 
6 the order of 9th January 2017 and of 16th January 2017 were founded by fraud. The orders were 
7 not however set aside, although there is an application in progress of 27th January 2020 that 
8 adduces fresh evidence seeking to set those orders aside. 

 
 

Judicial findings of non-disclosure ex-parte 
 

9 I move to the 94-page exhibit, the Transcript & judgment of Nugee J of 5th February 2018. 
10 Nugee J found the fraudulent non-disclosure and the false representations but he, like you, 
11 North Yorkshire Police, were working under instruction to assist the offenders in evading 
12 justice. I quote the salient points accordingly: 

13 (Page 90 of 94 – the Judgment) – Paragraphs 3 & 4, Nugee J found that MFC unlawfully 
14 forfeited the Lease and that no payment was owed. 

15 (Page 91 - the Judgment) – Paragraph 5, I quote: “It is now suggested by Mr Millinder on behalf of 
16 EEI that the order of 16th January was obtained as a result of material non disclosure before Mr Justice 
17 Arnold on the without notice application on the 9th January. 

 

18 He relies for this on non disclosure of a large number of documents which, as I understand it, supported 
19 the statutory demand and which explained the background to the dispute, in particular the connection 
20 agreement which, in his submissions to me, he explained was the foundation of his argument that the 
21 project was, effectively, killed by Middlesbrough” 

22 Paragraph 6, I quote: It is not disputed that those documents were not put before Mr Justice Arnold. I 
23 was also shown a note of the hearing in which Mr Staunton, who appeared for Middlesbrough then as he 
24 does for Middlesbrough today, says this: 

 

25 “There is a definition of force majeure in the lease. There is no other reference to force majeure in the 
26 lease.” That was something he repeated before me, but in fact, there was a provision in the lease at 
27 schedule 5, paragraph 6, which provided that: 

 

28 “If either party is prevented for any period of time from performing its obligations under this lease by 
29 reason of force majeure, that party shall not be in breach of such obligations for so long as, and to the 
30 extent to which such reason shall subsist.” 

31 Page 92 – Paragraph 8: “whether there was a cause of action for the sums which had been thrown 
32 away as a result, and it does seem to me that the bulk of the non disclosure went to that issue. The other 
33 was a question as to whether EEI had any cause of action vested in it at all” 
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1 Page 92 – Paragraph 9: I quote: “EEI’s appearance on the scene, as I understand it, was first apparent 
2 to Middlesbrough in the statutory demand, there having been correspondence before that date in which 
3 EW had been putting forward various claims against Middlesbrough. This was all dealt with in the 
4 evidence of Mr Bloom, who said that according to the statutory demand, the alleged debt was assigned 
5 by EW to EE on the 29th June 2015, and then makes a number of points in that regard, namely, that the 
6 lease had not been terminated on that date, therefore EW’s alleged claim against MFC did not even exist 
7 at the purported date of assignment, and then he refers to an email of 15th December 2016 in which Mr 
8 Millinder stated that he had the right to progress the claim: 

 

9 “But I shall assign to its parent company.” 
 

10 and that: “EW’s liquidation did not prevent us from signing rights.” 
 

11 and put forward the contention that it was to be implied from these statements that as at 15th 
12 December 2016 no such assignment had occurred. 

13 At line 30 and 31 of page 8 above, Nugee J appears again to be assisting the offenders by 
14 stating: 

 

15 This was all dealt with in the evidence of Mr Bloom, who said that according to the statutory demand, 
16 the alleged debt was assigned by EW to EE on the 29th June 2015 

17 In summary, Nugee J found that the material that would have otherwise proven the demand 
18 had been withheld and Staunton did not dispute the fact that the evidence had been withheld. 
19 Nugee J wilfully failed in his duty to deal with any of the dishonesty made clear to him, the most 
20 significant material non-disclosure or the false witness statement on the part of Bloom failing to 
21 disclose any of the material facts relevant to the application. 

22 I refer to my letter to Drewett and I turn to page 6 paragraph 20, I quoted the applicable 
23 precedent and I ask you to read through to paragraph 28 of page 8. It is proven that Nugee J 
24 was working for the offenders and he did so with intent to interfere with the proper 
25 administration of justice. 

 
 

Perjury – section 5 of the Perjury Act 1911 
 

26 Contrary to Nugee J’s assertion at lines 17 and 18 above stating that “this was all dealt with in the 
27 evidence of Mr Bloom”, in fact, absolutely nothing was dealt with in the evidence nor the witness 
28 statement of Bloom, on the contrary in fact. Bloom lied about the existence of the assignment 
29 and stated he had seen no evidence of it, implying that the cause of action has not arisen by 
30 29th June 2015 when he knew full well that it had. That statement in itself is dishonest, 
31 Bloom was seeking to conceal the fact that by 25th June 2015 he, acting in house for MFC had 
32 rendered the project useless. MFC refused the connection when the contracts intended the 
33 turbine to be capable of commercial operation and then invoiced for rent and energy supply 
34 after preventing me from enjoying the rights granted. It is that simple and it is that proven and 
35 indisputable fact that MFC, Womble Bond Dickinson and Staunton were all seeking to 
36 dishonestly conceal from the court. 
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1 I turn to page 8 of Exhibit_October_2016_PM_007. Bloom confirms that he has received and 
2 read the statutory demand on 3rd January 2017 at 20.38PM. Moving to page 7, there is an 
3 email from Bloom to me at 21.18PM stating: 

 

4 “how you can purport that any claim was assigned to another company, for you to suggest there is not a 
5 genuine dispute over your claims is clearly mischievous and an abuse of process. 

6 Bloom knew then that the abortive costs had been assigned. Not the “claim” but the abortive 
7 costs and he knew that the demand could not be disputed, because MFC’s unlawful forfeiture 
8 cannot be disputed. He had the intention, on 8th January 2017 if not before, to withhold all of 
9 the evidence, including the assignment, that would have otherwise proven the demand. It is 

10 proven beyond doubt that the sum of the demand cannot be disputed, MFC and their cohorts 
11 could not defend the demand, so they dishonestly withheld all of the material that proved it 
12 instead. 

13 I move to the top of page 7, there is an email from me of 3rd January 2017 at 21.36PM 
14 responding to Bloom’s. I quote: 

 

15 “We assigned the investment made in the project to Empowering's parent on 29th June 2015 during a 
16 board meeting after receiving the Notice to Terminate from you and at that time, its Parent took on the 
17 debt. There is no dispute, there is your version of events, then there is what we have in black and white, 
18 which is substantive and conclusive” 

19 On 3rd January 2017, at 10.10PM, Bloom had the assignment in his possession via electronic 
20 copy and on 6th January 2017, by 4.30PM he had the assignment in his possession in hard copy. 

21 Moving briefly back to the judgment of Nugee J of 5th February 2018 , at page 92 of 94 it was 
22 found that the counterpart assignment referred to in the demand had also been withheld. I 
23 quote: 

 

24 It is true that one of the documents relied on as not having been disclosed is board minutes of EW dated 
25 29th June 2015, in which there was some discussion of how to react to Middlesbrough’s demand for 
26 £255,000 

27 It is material, aside from the fact that the £530,000 was assigned to Earth Energy Investments 
28 LLP, that the assignment refers to the fact that no claim is owed to MFC in the sum of circa 
29 £255,000. 

30 At page 1 and on to page 2 of Bloom’s statement of 8th January 2017, paragraph 4, Bloom 
31 refers to paragraph 22 (page 7 of his statement). At paragraph 22 he states: 
32 
33 “According to the statutory demand the alleged debt was assigned by EW to EE on 29th June 2015” 
34 
35 In paragraph 22.2 Bloom refers to me talking about the right of the claim, being; right of action 
36 from EW as majority creditor” and “I shall assign to Parent Company”. It was that right as majority 
37 creditor MFC and their conspirers, including Hannon later sought to deprive me of. It was all 
38 part of their conspiracy to defraud and there is incontrovertible evidence of pre-meditation. 
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1 At the bottom of paragraph 22.2 Bloom makes the obvious dishonest representation in line 
2 with trying to misrepresent the two causes of action clearly referred in the assignment of 29th 
3 June 2015 that he withheld. Bloom states that; 
4 
5 the clear implication from these statements is that, as at 15 December 2016, no such assignment had 
6 occurred and I have seen no evidence of any assignment. It is therefore wholly unclear on what basis EE 
7 asserts that it is a creditor of MFC and no explanation Is provided in the statutory demand. 
8 

 

9 The cause of action originates from the tort of fraudulent misrepresentation in contract law 
10 wherein I was enticed to complete the Lease on the basis of the pre-agreed connection 
11 configuration when it later transpired that MFC had absolutely no intention of providing the 
12 connection they were obligated to provide. 

 
 

The evidence that was withheld from the ex-parte hearing 
 
 

13 I refer to the fresh evidence I have adduced in the ongoing civil proceeding after recovering the 
14 emails from the hard drive of my old PC: Exhibit_October_2016_PM_007 and I turn to page 9, 
15 the email from me to Bloom dated 3rd January 2017 at 20.23PM. The email refers specifically 
16 to the chain of correspondence proving that it was MFC’s duty to take ownership of its 
17 substations so that the connection for the wind turbine can be established. 

18 The email refers to the Connection Offer that was amongst the 172 pages of witness exhibit 
19 fraudulently withheld by MFC and refers to the chain of emails starting at the bottom page 9, 
20 the email from Bloom to me dated 16th October 2012 at 13.07PM and ending at the bottom of 
21 page 15. It was that email chain that MFC and their cohorts also fraudulently withheld from 
22 the ex-parte hearing in conjunction with the 3 contracts making up the Connection Agreement, 
23 namely the Connection Offer, the Connection Deed and the (unsigned) Northern Powergrid / 
24 MFC Agreement dated February 2015 for making the connection. 

25 MFC and their cohorts were seeking to dishonestly conceal the fact that MFC had reneged upon 
26 the connection, rendering the project useless. 

27 At the bottom of page 13, there is an email from Mr Ryan at Northern Powergrid dated 16th 
28 October 2012 at 08.15AM, it is that email Bloom responded to in his email at the bottom of 
29 page 16. I quote from that: 

 

30 “The stadium has two substations both connected to the same 11KV system. These will need to be 
31 disconnected from the Northern Powergrid system and connected to the customer owned 11KV network 
32 which in turn will be connected to a new 11kv switch house where the turbine would also be connected” 

33 I move to the top of page 12, there is a further email from Mr Ryan at Northern Powergrid 
34 dated 19th November 2012 at 15.44PM. 

35 I quote from that: 
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1 “The 1.5MVA turbine can be connected locally to the existing supply stadium. The connection 
2 arrangement will be similar to that discussed earlier with the two existing substations being 
3 disconnected from our system and transferred to the clubs ownership and a new single HV point of 
4 supply established” 

5 MFC were seeking to conceal the fact that they refused the connection, which is why they 
6 withheld the 3 connection contracts referred to at page 33 above, lines 23 and 24. They also 
7 withheld the entire chain referred to at page 32 line 15 through to line 18 relating to the 
8 assignment, yet it is both of those arguments that are central and are foundation to the 
9 statutory demand originating their ex-parte hearing, namely, the fact MFC refused the 

10 connection rendering the project useless and the assignment of the £530,000 abortive costs. 

11 I move to Bloom’s witness statement. Nowhere within his witness statement is there any 
12 mention whatsoever of the Connection Offer, the Connection Deed, the (unsigned) Northern 
13 Powergrid / MFC Standard Adoption Agreement nor the fact that they refused the connection. 
14 This fact alone proves that the non-disclosure was pre-meditated. The grid connection 
15 documents were clearly referred to in the statutory demand multiple times and the argument 
16 that they refused the connection goes to the heart of the claim. 

17 It is proven beyond doubt that the non-disclosure was therefore pre-meditated and was 
18 convened with dishonest intent to conceal the fundamental position founding the statutory 
19 demand, namely that MFC refused the connection and then made an unwarranted demand 
20 when Force Majeure applied solely in favour of Tenant when in any event no money was owed. 
21 It is therefore proven beyond reasonable doubt that the defendants, MFC, Staunton and 
22 Womble Bond Dickinson are guilty of the indictable offence of fraud by failing to disclose 
23 information as in section 3 of the Fraud Act 2006 and that the offence was committed in 
24 conspiracy and that the fraud by failing to disclose information is not in isolation, on the 
25 contrary there are four counts of fraud by false representation all made with dishonest intent in 
26 proceedings designed to recover assets for creditors of companies in liquidation. 

27 They were using insolvency as the means to defraud creditors and all of the offences were 
28 committed in conspiracy. It is proven beyond doubt that Hannon, Staunton, Womble Bond 
29 Dickinson and MFC are guilty of conspiracy to defraud, they were working in collusion with the 
30 compromised judiciary. 

 
 

Nugee J was colluding with Staunton and Womble Bond Dickinson 
 

31 Moving to page 72, (A17) of the transcript of the hearing of 5th February 2018 it is stated that 
32 Mr Justice Arnold granted the injunction on two-grounds; Nugee J: “There’s doubt, doubt over 
33 the assignment and dispute over the claim” 

34 As proven above, it was those two grounds and the facts behind them that were dishonestly 
35 concealed by MFC, Staunton and Womble Bond Dickinson. By Staunton’s own admission, it 
36 was both of those grounds that founded the order of 9th January 2017. 
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1 It is those two grounds that Staunton misrepresented during that hearing and with the second 
2 ground, being Force Majeure, he also misrepresented during that hearing and the ex-parte 
3 hearing of 9th January 2017. Again, this fraud by false representation, fundamental 
4 dishonesty, has been evaded and has never been tried in any of the proceedings. There was 
5 no standard of review when dishonesty and fraud was at the heart of the applications. 

6 Buckland QC MP did precisely the same, failing in his duty as Solicitor General to prosecute the 
7 civil contempt, then making various lame and pathetic excuses for failing in his duty to have 
8 done so. 

9 Moving to (A18) Nugee asks Staunton: 
 

10 Nugee J: “Do you want to, do you want to say anything about the statement on the first page of the 
11 attendance note, which I think is a statement by you?” 

12 We turn briefly to the ex-parte attendance note referred to in that comment above. We have 
13 numbered the citations of the note in the left-hand column for ease in reference. Paragraphs 1 
14 – 6 are all false statements made by Staunton. In paragraph 2 Staunton stated: 
15 definition of Force Majeure in the Lease. There is no other reference to Force Majeure in the Lease 

16 Turning back to the transcript, page 73, (A19), Staunton lied about the same position for the 
17 second time; 

 

18 Mr Staunton: “Indeed, so I drew the attention of the Lord, of Mr Justice Arnold to the provision in the 
19 lease defining force majeure, and my simple point was and thereafter the lease is silent on force 
20 majeure, left hanging, which is” 

21 When Nugee J informed him that I had cited that his position is false, Staunton immediately 
22 replied and stated (A20): 

 

23 Mr Staunton: “I don’t, it’s not.” 

24 Staunton was very quick to deny that he was wrong, but he knew that he was wrong and his 
25 dishonesty can be nothing other than pre-meditated. 

26 At (A22) Nugee again informs Staunton that he is wrong: 
 

27 Nugee J: “Yes, but Mr Millinder says that’s wrong” 

28 I envisage that Staunton was again relying on the fact that Nugee would assist him, but this 
29 time he did not, probably because I had been insistent in proving this part of Staunton’s 
30 dishonesty. Staunton lied twice, once ex-parte and once during this hearing about the same 
31 point, he then tried to conceal it by stating: 

 

32 Mr Staunton: “Well, he hasn’t shown me the relevant paragraph” 

33 Staunton stated that in the hope Nugee J would continue to support him, but is then taken to 
34 the relevant paragraph: 

 

35 Nugee J: Well, page 44 schedule five, paragraph six -- 
 

36 Mr Millinder: Schedule five, paragraph six. 

There is a 
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1 Nugee J: And there’s a schedule headed Agreements and Declarations. 

2 Turning to page 74, Staunton is then told: 
 

3 Nugee J: So, I think it wasn’t correct telling Mr Justice Arnold that there was no further reference to force 
4 majeure in the lease. I think that’s the point Mr Millinder was making. 

5 Note how Nugee states “I think” it wasn’t correct and “I think that’s the point Mr Millinder was 
6 making”. The position is however, it was most certainly dishonest of Staunton to retract the 
7 operative provision of Force Majeure within the Lease because same is absolutely material to 
8 the entire position of the statutory demand. This omission was not accidental, and neither was 
9 the non-disclosure that went with it. 

10 There was absolutely zero standard of review in relation to this collective dishonesty against 
11 the material non-disclosure because essentially Nugee was assisting the offenders in evading 
12 justice. At page 75 of the transcript, this intent is made only too clear; 

 

13 Mr Staunton: Yeah. Well, I wouldn’t wish to be cavalier, nonetheless, 
14 the time Pennington Manches -- 

 

15 Nugee J: Well, I understand that. 
 

16 Mr Staunton: Yeah, absolutely, yeah. 
 

17 Nugee J: I understand that point. 

18 Any judge would know that consent order can be set aside for non-disclosure if it is later found 
19 that the order was founded by fraud, it is common knowledge, just as any other order can be 
20 that was founded by fraud in one form or the other, or if for other reasons the order was made 
21 improperly. 

22 Nugee just swept the dishonesty and the most significant material non-disclosure “under the 
23 carpet” when he did clearly know that the court is penal by nature respective of any non- 
24 disclosure. It was not accidental at all, it was deliberate, pre-meditated dishonesty as was the 
25 fraud by failing to disclose information. The information withheld alone would have proven 
26 that and any judge, if they were not corrupt and working for the offenders, would have set 
27 aside the order. 

28 It was Nugee’s malfeasance in concealing the blatant fraud by failing to disclose information, 
29 the frauds by false representation and the false instrument applications that enabled MFC and 
30 their conspirers to then present a petition to wind up Earth Energy Investments LLP for 
31 £25,000. 

32 The closing comments at page 75 of the transcript makes it clear that Nugee had prior 
33 knowledge of the conspiracy to defraud using the non-existent petition debt. I quote: 

 

34 Nugee J: And also, simply identifying that there is an argument which gives rise to a dispute doesn’t, 
35 doesn’t entail the consequence that the -- 

 

36 Mr Staunton: No, absolutely. 
37 Nugee J: Petition should go forward. 

it’s all water under the bridge by 

CASE FILE: Page 1206 PDF Page: 1043



33  

1 Mr Staunton: Absolutely. 
2 Nugee J: Yes. 
3 
4 The comments above denote the level of pre-meditation between Nugee and Staunton who are 
5 personal friends. Nugee refers to the “petition going forward” proving that he knew Gill of 
6 Womble Bond Dickinson would later present a winding up petition against Earth Energy 
7 Investments LLP on 12th February 2018. The entire position was pre-meditated. 

8 There was no other “petition” in process that he could have been referring to, there was no 
9 “petition to go forward” against any other party. In relation to MFC, there was an application 

10 to refrain presentation of the winding up petition” it would be entirely out of context and of the 
11 opposite effect to suggest that the “petition should go forward”. 

12 It is proven beyond doubt upon this analysis that Nugee and Staunton were colluding and they 
13 had the pre-meditated intention to dispose of Earth Energy Investments LLP and it was for that 
14 reason that Nugee then failed to provide those directions I applied for on 7th February 2018. 

 

 
THE 5TH COUNT OF FRAUD BY FALSE REPRESENTATION 

 
The directions application of 7th February 2018 

 

15 Immediately following Nugee J’s decision on 5th February 2018 I made a directions application 
16 to deal with his failure to address the dishonesty on the part of the defendants. I refer to that 
17 directions application of 7th February 2018. The directions application letter deals with 
18 dishonesty that Nugee J failed to address during the hearing and seeks to set aside the order 
19 and requests permission for a re-trial. Nugee J failed to provide the directions, because he 
20 was working to assist the offenders, however, the offenders were served a copy of the 
21 directions application on 7th February 2018. They knew that there are proceedings in process 
22 respective of the conduct of the hearing and the matters in issue within that directions 
23 application letter. 

24 On 12th February 2018, in full knowledge that the alleged £25,000 debt was subject to 
25 challenge, Gill of Womble Bond Dickinson then presented a covert (without notice) winding up 
26 petition against Earth Energy Investments LLP. 

27 It was that “petition should go forward” that Nugee was referring to that I quoted at page 30, 
28 line 10 above. The petition was not made until 12th February 2018 proving beyond doubt that 
29 the position was pre-mediated between the offenders and the compromised judiciary. Nugee 
30 himself admitted he knew about the plan to wind up. 
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The winding up of Earth Energy Investments LLP was illegal in any event 
 
 

1 It has long been the law that where an alleged debt is subject to challenge or otherwise where 
2 the alleged debt is disputed on genuine and substantial grounds, presenting a winding up 
3 petition is an abuse of process. 

4 In this case, the compromised judiciary, MFC, Womble Bond Dickinson and Staunton were well 
5 aware that the order of 16th January 2017 said to have originated the alleged £25,000 costs was 
6 subject to challenge. They received the directions application letter of 7th February 2018 that 
7 sought to deal with the dishonestly and fraud originating the order in the first place. The fact 
8 that Nugee J was working for the offenders and failed to provide the directions by virtue of that 
9 fact does not excuse the fact that the principal offenders were acutely well aware that the 

10 alleged debt was subject to challenge. They presented that covert (without notice to me) 
11 winding up petition just 4 days later when they knew neither I nor Earth Energy Investments 
12 LLP owed MFC a single penny, the position was precisely the opposite. 

13 Womble Bond Dickinson, MFC and Staunton knew that their combined actions in winding up 
14 Earth Energy Investments LLP would have genuine tendency to interfere with the proper 
15 administration of justice, they did so to enable the application, that Nugee J had ordered to be 
16 listed for a hearing in the usual way on 21st March 2018, to fall back to Hannon, the defendant 
17 in the application Jones disposed of just two days prior. They did so to evade prosecution for 
18 the frauds that Jones was concealing whilst operating outside of his jurisdiction to do so. 

 
 

Staunton, MFC and Womble Bond Dickinson knew that Earth Energy’s claim 
extinguished their non-existent £25k alleged debt 

 
 

19 It is plainly evidenced that MFC, Womble Bond Dickinson and Staunton, but also Hannon, knew 
20 full well that Earth Energy’s claim of £530,000 extinguished MFC’s alleged claim of £25,000. 
21 They could not defend the statement of the demand so they dishonestly withheld all of the 
22 evidence that proved it instead. It was proven that on 9th January 2017 they all knew that Earth 
23 Energy Investments LLP has a claim far exceeding the £25k they obtained by misleading the 
24 court. 

25 By Staunton’s own admission during the hearing of 5th February 2018, he knew that the cross 
26 claim extinguished the alleged £25,000. 

27 I move back to the transcript of that hearing, turning to page 70, (A11). I quote: 
 

28 Mr Staunton: “Second page in. Reading that second paragraph, what’s assigned to EEI are the 
29 investments, the £200,000” 

30 At A12, Staunton admitted that the investments are assigned and then stated “so it’s still its 
31 claim”, he was referring to the multi-million-pound claim for unlawful forfeiture that allegedly 
32 vests in Empowering Wind MFC Ltd. 
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1 The liquidation of which they had stymied with their £4.1 million fraud by false representation 
2 that Staunton himself knew was false by his own admission on 9th January 2017. Again, they 
3 made that £4.1 million to stymie the liquidation in full knowledge that the claim for unlawful 
4 forfeiture of the Lease is proven. They could not defend the claim for unlawful forfeiture and 
5 the only way they have sustained themselves for the length of time they have done is because 
6 they have dishonestly concealed the facts, deliberately misleading the court with false 
7 statements, fraudulent non-disclosure and general deceit whilst purporting to be upstanding 
8 lawyers when in reality it is proven they are just scheming dishonest criminals. The fact that 
9 they are protected by a rotten system and systemic corruption courtesy of taxpayer sponsored 

10 state terrorists does not alleviate the issue. 

11 The frauds are all inextricably linked and the principal offenders were colluding with the 
12 compromised judiciary to defraud me not only of my claim in damages, but also by abortive 
13 costs that I had assigned to Earth Energy Investments LLP on 29th June 2015. It was for that 
14 reason that Bloom dishonestly withheld that assignment, the absolute assignment of the 
15 abortive costs and then lied about it within his witness statement. 

 
 

MFC HAD ALREADY TAKEN THE LEASE AND THE RIGHT OF ACTION OUT OF 
EMPOWERING WIND MFC LTD 

 
 

16 Whilst it is clear that MFC and their conspirers made every concerted effort to use insolvency as 
17 the means of defrauding me, a creditor of my rightful assets, being the abortive costs I had 
18 assigned to Earth Energy Investments LLP and the claim for unlawful forfeiture that is 
19 quantified to a high degree of accuracy exceeding £18.7 million including aggravated damages, 
20 they themselves had already taken the rights of the Lease outside of Empowering Wind MFC 
21 Ltd over a year prior to the insolvency they caused through their fraud by false representation. 

22 On 18th August 2015 MFC unlawfully forfeited the Lease. Unlawful forfeiture was founded by 
23 their unwarranted demand with menaces of 25th June 2015 made after they refused the 
24 connection, rendering the project useless. The right of action in restitution for the fraud and 
25 unlawful forfeiture already vests in me, the investor and ultimate beneficiary of the project. 
26 The winding ups were entirely consequential, a continuance of their frauds and further frauds, 
27 collusion and perversion of the course of justice. 

28 One cannot assign the rights to a Lease that has been terminated. There is nothing to assign. 
29 Therefore, whilst the intent was to use insolvency to defraud of the proven claim in damages, 
30 being the revenue I would have otherwise gained from the wind turbine, the right of restitution 
31 already vests in me and that right had occurred on 18th August 2015. 

32 On precisely the same basis, Hannon had taken the right of action out of the Company if there 
33 ever was one to assign, by disposing of Empowering Wind MFC Ltd and Earth Energy 
34 Investments LLP without notice when he knew the company had assets to be realised for 
35 creditors. It was all fraud on top of fraud and for that there must be restitution. 
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Nugee J dishonestly manipulated the terms of and misrepresented the assignment 

1 It was for the same reason, being fraudulent concealment, that Nugee manipulated and 
2 misrepresented the terms of the assignment in his judgment. I refer to page 92 of the 94-page 
3 transcript & judgment, being page 4 of the 6-page judgment. I quote from paragraph 10: 

4 “We agreed to tidy up loose ends on some of the feeds and the 200K that we paid from other accounts of 
5 Earth Energy Investments as parent of Empowering MFC, as assigning those investments representing 
6 what we put into project” 

7 The position was entirely misrepresented and the reason that Nugee did so is because he was 
8 seeking to conceal the fact that there is an absolute assignment of the abortive costs. I refer to 
9 the assignment counterpart and quote accordingly from the paragraph (B): 

10 “so that Earth Energy Investments, as Parent of empowering MFC is assigned those investments, 
11 representing what we put into project. We agreed to separate out what went in as investment to the 
12 project so that there are two causes of action, with the Parent recovering funds invested and 
13 Empowering MFC recovering consequential loss, including the feed in tariff revenue” 

14 The particulars and detail of the assignment are substantially different from Nugee’s manipulated 
15 version I quoted at lines 4 through to 6 above. He was seeking to conceal the fact that there is 
16 an absolute assignment of the £530,000 abortive costs. His conduct in doing is undoubtedly of 
17 dishonest intent. There would have been no other reason to manipulate that statement, which 
18 is an absolute assignment. Nugee had the premeditated intention to do so, he manipulated 
19 the terms of the assignment and at paragraph 12 of his judgment he then stated: 

20 “It does not seem to me that disclosure of the material other than the board minutes would have caused 
21 any change in Mr Justice Arnold’s view on that question, the two being quite separate questions. And I 
22 do not think that the disclosure of the board minutes, although it would have explained the basis upon 
23 which it was said that the assignment had taken place on the 29th June would have been likely to have 
24 persuaded Mr Justice Arnold that the position as to assignment was so clear as to give rise to no bona 
25 fide and substantial dispute, because of the material that was put before him by Mr Bloom. Even taking 
26 the board minutes on their own face, they discuss doing various things but end up with the decision to 
27 discuss matters with various solicitors and get another legal opinion, and I think it likely that had that 
28 been before Mr Justice Arnold the conclusion that one would have drawn from all the material is that it 
29 was still unclear whether the assignment had taken place on the 29th June 2015 or whether it was 
30 something that was being discussed as a way forward” 

31 Nugee J had dishonestly misrepresented the correct terms of the assignment with the intent to 
32 then undermine validity of the assignment. There is some clear and prolific pattern of him 
33 doing the same throughout these proceedings. Nugee’s dishonesty is prevalent and on this 
34 occasion he did so to assist the offenders by undermining the validity of the assignment but 
35 whilst diminishing the rule of law. The terminology that: 

36 “so that Earth Energy Investments, as Parent of empowering MFC is assigned those investments” 

37 The assignment is signed under hand by me, the assignor, and by me, the assignee and on 6th 
38 January 2017 the assignment was served by hand at MFC Riverside Stadium. 
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1 I refer to section 136(1) of the Law of Property Act 1925 and I quote accordingly: 
 

2 (1)Any absolute assignment by writing under the hand of the assignor (not purporting to be by way of 
3 charge only) of any debt or other legal thing in action, of which express notice in writing has been given 
4 to the debtor, trustee or other person from whom the assignor would have been entitled to claim such 
5 debt or thing in action, is effectual in law (subject to equities having priority over the right of the 
6 assignee) to pass and transfer from the date of such notice. 

7 The rule of law of the United Kingdom is not subject to diminishment or degradation. Nugee 
8 failed altogether to account for the fact that page 4, Part B of the statutory demand is also an 
9 absolute assignment of the abortive costs in the sum of £530,000 and together with the 

10 assignment of 29th June 2015 there is an absolute assignment of the funds invested in the wind 
11 turbine SPV that passed from the date of the notice on the assignment. 

12 The fact is that Nugee was working in conspiracy with Staunton to defraud and to pervert the 
13 course of justice, which is why he referred to the “petition going forward” on 5th February 2018 
14 and with Staunton agreeing and for the same reason, he failed in his duty to provide directions 
15 accordingly on 7th February 2017 when I had applied by letter for directions to deal with 
16 Staunton’s dishonesty and which is why, on 21st March 2018 when Nugee J dismissed MFC, 
17 Staunton and Womble Bond Dickinson’s application to dismiss my application of 28th February 
18 2018, he again failed to provide directions. 

 
 

The cross claim extinguished the alleged (non-existent) petition debt 
 
 

19 They were conspiring to defraud, using insolvency as the vehicle from which to do so and they 
20 all had the pre-meditated plan to wind up Earth Energy Investments for £25,000 that was not 
21 even owed, that is why Nugee misrepresented the assignment, but yet Staunton, in his own 
22 words at the same hearing of 5th February 2018 stated: 

 

23 Mr Staunton: “Second page in. Reading that second paragraph, what’s assigned to EEI are the 
24 investments, the £200,000” 

25 It is again proven beyond reasonable doubt, by Staunton’s own admission that he knew that 
26 what was assigned is to EEI (Earth Energy Investments) are; “the investments, the £200,000” 
27 and the £330,000, legal and project development costs. 

28 I refer to the order of 21st March 2018 by Nugee J. The order refers to the application of 1st 
29 March 2018, being the date that the application of 28th February 2018 was sealed by the court. 
30 That is the application that seeks to set aside the order of 16th January 2017 because the order 
31 was founded by fraud and it is that order that originated the alleged £25,000 in costs that was 
32 in any event extinguished by the £530,000 cross claim plus the standard 8% interest from the 
33 date of the assignment. It is clear from the order that Nugee J had dismissed the defendant’s 
34 application and had listed the application to set aside the order of 16th January 2017 for a 
35 hearing in the usual way. 
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The alleged £25k petition debt was subject to challenge and listed for a hearing on 
28th March 2018 

 
 

1 An alleged debt that is subject to challenge by order of a High Court Judge is not and cannot 
2 possibly be a debt that can be recovered by winding up petition. The alleged debt is disputed on 
3 genuine and bona fide grounds. 

4 MFC were permitted to refrain presentation of my demand that cannot possibly be disputed 
5 after fraudulently withholding all of the evidence that would have proven it on the basis of 
6 alleging that the claim is disputed on genuine and substantial grounds, but yet MFC were 
7 permitted to wind up Earth Energy Investments LLP when no debt was even owed and in any 
8 event the alleged debt was subject to challenge by virtue of an order by the High Court Judge 
9 just one week prior. The position is double standards bias and outright fraud and corruption. 

10 I refer to my skeleton of 18th March 2020, page 1, paragraphs 4 and 5 refer clearly to the cross 
11 claim that extinguished the alleged petition debt. Paragraph 1 refers to the fact that there is an 
12 application seeking to set aside both the order of 9th January 2017 and the order of 16th January 
13 2017 because both orders were founded by fraud. The principal offenders, MFC, Staunton and 
14 Womble Bond Dickinson had a copy of that skeleton in their possession by email on the same 
15 day it was made. 

16 On 28th February 2018 I had paid for and filed the application to set aside the order of 16th 
17 January 2017 in conjunction with the directions application that Nugee J failed to provide. 

18 I move to my 30 page exhibit titled: Met_Police_02_08_2018_marked_up_by_PM and I turn to 
19 page 22. At the bottom of page 22 there is an email from me seeking directions from Nugee J 
20 dated 21st March 2018 at 21.11PM. The email is copied to Gill, Stewart and Brown of Womble 
21 Bond Dickinson and also to Staunton. The directions sought were to strike out the abuse of 
22 process petition that conflicts directly with the order made by Nugee J that both I and my 
23 opposing litigants had in our position on that same afternoon. At the top of page 22 there is 
24 an email from Clark, Nugee’s Clerk, stating that I would have to make an application. I had 
25 already made an application and it was that application which resulted in the order listing the 
26 application to set aside the £25k order aside on the grounds that the orders were founded by 
27 fraud. 

28 MFC, Staunton and Womble Bond Dickinson on the other hand, did not make any application 
29 and yet their directions were provided straight away, resulting in that order of 21st March 2018, 
30 again double standards and actual bias. 

31 I move now to the transcript of the hearing Staunton attended on 28th March 2018 to wind up 
32 Earth Energy Investments LLP for the non-existent £25k that was in any event subject to 
33 challenge. 

34 The transcript evidences the most serious dishonesty on the part of Staunton and that 
35 dishonesty founded the order. 
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1 What they were doing was again using insolvency to defraud me of my rightful assets, £530,000 
2 plus standard interest in lieu of an alleged £25k “debt” that firstly was extinguished by the cross 
3 claim and secondly was subject to challenge by order of Nugee J, a High Court Judge. What 
4 they wanted to do is wind up Earth Energy so that the right of action I was taking, the 
5 application of 28th February 2018 that also deals with the multiple frauds and the blatant 
6 dishonesty of Staunton, so that the right of action fell back to Hannon, the defendant in the 
7 application Jones unlawfully disposed of just two days prior. It is a most serious and protracted 
8 conspiracy to defraud and to pervert the course of justice at the same time. 

 
 

Staunton lied to Registrar Barber and falsely misrepresented the cross claim that 
extinguished the (non-existent) alleged petition debt 

 
 

9 I move to page 3 of the document (page 1 of the transcript). At the very start of the hearing 
10 Staunton misled Registrar Barber in my absence. At (F) Registrar Barber stated: 

 

11 JUDGE BARBER: -- saying in his email that the – the petition is disputed 

12 Staunton immediately interjects and lies to Registrar Barber. I quote: 
 

13 MR STAUNTON: Indeed, but that matter has been fully ventilated in front of Judge Jones, terminating 
14 Monday of this week when he dismissed (inaudible) application. 

15 Staunton made absolutely no mention whatsoever of the order he had in his possession on 21st 
16 March 2018 when Nugee J listed the application setting aside the order originating the alleged 
17 £25k petition debt aside. Staunton did however prepare the skeleton seeking to dismiss my 
18 application of 28th February 2018. I refer to that skeleton dated 20th March 2018. 

19 Staunton did also read my skeleton dated 1st March 2018 with the application long prior to 
20 making his of 20th March 2018. He knew that the application was substantially different. 

21 It was not the same as the application that came before Nugee J on 5th February 2018 and all 
22 facts at that hearing were not taken into consideration. The standard of review was non- 
23 existent, yet the Court and its officers owe a duty in the public interest to prosecute dishonest 
24 lawyers, yet this Court and Nugee J, along with the rest of the compromised judges in this case 
25 were supporting and aiding and abetting the offenders. That conduct prevails. 

26 Page 8, paragraph 32 refers specifically to the cross claim that extinguished the alleged £25k 
27 petition debt. 

28 Moving to Met_Police_02_08_2018_marked_up_by_PM, back to page 22, it is plainly 
29 evidenced that Staunton and Womble Bond Dickinson were copied into that email. They did 
30 receive a copy of the order sent by Clark to all of the parties on 21st March 2018. It is proven 
31 beyond doubt that Staunton knew about the order dismissing his and his instructing solicitor’s 
32 application to dismiss my application of 28th February 2018. 
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1 It is proven beyond doubt that Staunton was only too well aware of the cross claim that 
2 extinguished the alleged petition debt of £25k. He received the skeleton of mine on 1st March 
3 2018 that refers specifically to it. He also received the skeleton of mine dated 18th March 2018 
4 that also refers specifically to it. 

5 Now move back to the transcript of the hearing of 28th March 2018 between Staunton and 
6 Registrar Barber in my absence due to sickness. 

7 At page 3 off the document (page 1 of the transcript) (G) & (H), Staunton makes a false 
8 representation that he knew was false and it is proven beyond doubt that he knew it was false. 
9 I quote: 

 

10 Can we go back? Earth Energy has a fully owned subsidiary, Empowering Wind, which is now in the 
11 process of being wound up. The liquidator is Mr Hammond from the OR’s office. The subsidiary had an 
12 agreement with the petitioner. The petitioner has, as part of that group, terminated the agreement and 
13 also a lease underlying it and Mr Millinder then said, “Well, the subsidiary has a significant claim for 
14 damages against Middlesbrough”, but it never brought any proceedings” 

 

15 JUDGE BARBER: It’s not a cross-claim then. 
 

16 MR STAUNTON: That is the cross-claim. 
 

17 JUDGE BARBER: Well, it’s not a cross-claim though, is it? 
 

18 MR STAUNTON: Well, I – in my submission, no, however, the company – the subsidiary then goes into 
19 liquidation and Mr Hammond’s the OR. Mr Hammond’s filed a report that the subsidiary has no assets, 
20 so he cannot investigate the claim that Mr Millinder says the subsidiary has against Middlesbrough. 

21 I move to page 2 of the transcript (page 4 of the document) and I quote from (C) – (E): 
 

22 MR STAUNTON: On 15th November, Earth Energy issued another application, amongst other things that 
23 it wants directions that that claim should be pursued. That came on before Judge (inaudible) for the first 
24 hearing on 21st December, where he made it clear to Mr Millinder that as the subsidiary had no assets it 
25 couldn’t pursue the claim unless Mr Millinder could put forward proposals to finance that claim, and he 
26 adjourned it to allow Mr Millinder to put in such evidence. It came back before Judge Jones on Monday of 
27 this week where Mr Millinder had failed to put in any sensible evidence to finance the claim and Mr 
28 Hammond said that obviously the subsidiary couldn’t pursue it. Judge Jones then dismissed that 
29 application. That’s the cross-claim. That’s disposed of Monday of this week. 

30 On 15th November 2017 that was the only application Earth Energy Investments LLP had made. 
31 It was the application that sought to deal with the fraud by failing to disclose information ex- 
32 parte, the frauds by false representation, the fraud by breach of fiduciary duty and the false 
33 statement of Bloom. It was the originating application that was “to be heard by a High Court 
34 Judge” that was circumvented by Jones under the instruction of Registrar Briggs. Those issues 
35 were never tried, they compromised judiciary had, essentially, stepped into the shoes of the 
36 fraudsters. 

37 It is proven beyond reasonable doubt that Staunton is guilty of fraud by false representation 
38 and he made that false representation with intent to make a gain and to cause a loss to me of 
39 the £530,000 cross-claim he has been acutely well aware of since 9th January 2017. 
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1 At (F) and (G) Staunton tells more lies and states that the application is identical to the one that 
2 came before Nugee J on 5th February 2018 when he knew it was fundamentally different in 
3 many ways. The application is a fresh cause of action that sought to deal with what was not 
4 dealt with during the hearing of 5th February 2018. I refer to the Supreme Court judgment in 
5 Takhar v Gracefield Developments & others (2018). In summary of the judgment, I condense 
6 as follows: 

7 The question of whether there is a “reasonable diligence” requirement in cases involving fraud 
8 had been the subject of conflicting authority in the lower courts. It reflects a tension between, 
9 on the one hand, the public policy in favour of the finality of litigation and, on the other, the 

10 desire to do justice in individual cases and not permit fraudsters to benefit from misuse of the 
11 court system. This judgment comes down in favour of the latter in this context and to that 
12 extent can be seen as an illustration of the principle that “fraud unravels all”. 

13 The following principles govern applications to set aside judgments for fraud (as summarised by 
14 the Court of Appeal in Royal Bank of Scotland plc v Highland Financial Partners LP [2013] EWCA 
15 Civ 328, and endorsed by the Supreme Court in the present case): 

16 - There has to be a “conscious and deliberate dishonesty” which is relevant to the 
17 judgment sought to be impugned. 
18 - The relevant dishonest evidence or action must be “material”, in that the fresh evidence 
19 would have entirely changed the way in which the first court came to its decision. 
20 - The materiality of the new evidence is to be assessed by reference to its impact on the 
21 evidence supporting the original decision, not its likely impact if the claim were to be 
22 retried on honest evidence. 

23 The key dispute was whether there is also a further requirement to show that the new evidence 
24 could not with reasonable diligence have been obtained at the time of trial. This was dealt with 
25 as part of a trial of a preliminary issue. 

26 At first instance, Mr Justice Newey concluded that there was no authority binding on him that 
27 confirmed the existence of such a “reasonable diligence requirement” and that, as a matter of 
28 principle, he should not apply it. 

29 The Court of Appeal disagreed, concluding that it was bound by House of Lords authority to find 
30 that there was such a requirement. The Court of Appeal’s conclusion was clearly reached with 
31 some reluctance, with Patten LJ (giving the lead judgment) commenting that there is “clearly a 
32 powerful argument” that the policy against re-litigation ought to be subject to an exception in 
33 cases of fraud, regardless of whether the due diligence condition is satisfied. 

34 The Supreme Court allowed the appeal, holding that where it can be shown that a judgment 
35 has been obtained by fraud, a requirement of reasonable diligence should not be imposed on 
36 the party seeking to set aside the judgment. 
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1 In other words, we can re-litigate to prove fraud and as with the application of 28th February 
2 2018, new evidence was adduced based the point of law that was not considered insofar as the 
3 continuing duty to disclose and that the application seeks to deal with everything that Registrar 
4 Jones did not, namely the fact that all of the frauds are interlinked. 

 
 

Rescission of the winding up order founded by fraud upon fraud 
 

5 On 29th March 2018 I had made an application to rescind the winding up order of 28th March 
6 2018 on the grounds that firstly, the petition was subject to challenge and was therefore an 
7 abuse of process and secondly that the alleged petition debt was not even owed, it was 
8 extinguished by the cross claim that Staunton dishonestly misrepresented. 

9 Both grounds were proven beyond reasonable doubt. I had expressly requested that the 
10 application be heard by a High Court Judge. 

11 Briggs however, assigned himself to the application and he did so to assist the offenders in 
12 defrauding me whilst denying remedy. It is common knowledge that where a petition to wind 
13 up has been presented that is a clear abuse of process the restitution in damages is often 
14 considerable and the court is penal in dealing with such abuses that detrimentally affect 
15 businesses. 

16 Briggs knew he was conflicted, having met with Hannon on the evening of 22nd November 2017 
17 and after having “crossed out” the request that my application that sought to deal with the 
18 frauds collectively was to be heard by a High Court Judge. He allocated himself to the 
19 rescission to maliciously deny remedy and rather than dealing with he application and providing 
20 the remedy for the clearly illegal winding up, he identified both the cross claim and the fact that 
21 the alleged petition was subject to challenge but then adjourned the case and arranged for 
22 Pelling to be factored in to execute the ECRO false instrument. 

23 I refer to the transcript of that hearing of 11th April 2018 that Briggs circumvented and I turn to 
24 page 10 of 41 (page 8 of the transcript). I ask the reader to carefully digest from (D) through 
25 until (F) of page 11. Staunton seeks to rely on the misrepresentation of the assignment 
26 manufactured by Nugee. I quote: 

27 MR STAUTON: Yes. It's set out in detail in the decision of Mr Justice Nugee. If you turn to vol.2. 

28 Staunton clearly did know that Nugee had dishonestly misrepresented the terms of the 
29 assignment and it is for that reason he referred to that decision. I refer to page 40 above, lines 
30 4 - 6 and the correct version at lines 10 - 13. Nugee fabricated the evidence because there is 
31 an absolute assignment of the investments made in Empowering Wind MFC Ltd to Earth Energy 
32 Investments LLP. 

33 I ask the reader to carefully digest the contents of page 12 of the transcript (page 14 of 41) 
34 through to page 13 of the transcript (D). Staunton lied again, I quote below: 
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1 MR STAUNTON: That's an exact quote by Mr Justice Nugee of the resolution 

2 Staunton knew it was not an exact quote of the terms of the assignment at all and we have 
3 already proven beyond doubt that it was not. 

4 Now I ask the reader to carefully digest the contents of page 14 of the transcript (page 16 of 41) 
5 and read through to (B) of page 16. The assignment was addressed sufficiently and it was 
6 summed up that the assignment extinguished the alleged petition debt. I quote from (A): 

 

7 THE CHIEF REGISTRAR: Now the, the picking out - so I've got your point about the assignment and I've 
8 summed that up to you and you’ve said that's correct. In relation to -my summary was correct - in 
9 relation to the, the first point you made, I still haven't quite grasped, or understood perhaps sufficiently 

10 well, so I ask you about this so that I do understand it sufficiently well. That is the proceedings which you 
11 say are currently on foot 

12 I move to page 17 of the transcript and I request the reader to carefully digest the contents of 
13 the submissions at (D) through to (B) of page 18. At (C) of page 18 I quote: 

 

14 THE CHIEF REGISTRAR: Well I, I - Mr Staunton, you're free to obviously go through - I've read your 
15 skeleton argument as I've read Mr Millender's skeleton argument, but I am interested obviously in it as 
16 an outstanding matter which is to be decided. I'm particularly interested in that. 

17 Briggs stated he was particularly interested in that because he knew as well as I do that an 
18 alleged debt that is subject to challenge by order of a High Court Judge listing the application 
19 seeking to set aside the order said to have originated the alleged £25k is not and cannot 
20 possibly be a petition debt. Any lawyer knows that and presenting a petition in those 
21 circumstances, the circumstances of which my opposing litigants were only too well aware is a 
22 clear and flagrant abuse of process. It is more pre-meditated dishonesty intended to pervert 
23 the course of justice and to defraud me of £530,000 so that the right of action fell back to 
24 Hannon who then appointed himself as liquidator of Earth Energy and “refused to deal with 
25 me” its sole creditor. 

26 I quote from (F) and (H) of page 18: 
 

27 MR STAUNTON: The reason for this essentially is if the injunction is discharged on the grounds of 
28 material non-disclosure the petitioning debt goes, because the petitioning debt is £25,000 of costs 
29 ordered by consent in January 2017. That's the reason I think for that attack by Mr Millender. In late 
30 March my solicitors wrote to Mr Justice Nugee asking him to dismiss the application for the hearing 
31 because it was simply a repetition of what he had already decided. 

 

32 THE CHIEF REGISTRAR: Was that late June --- ? 
 

33 MR STAUNTON: Pardon me? 
 

34 THE CHIEF REGISTRAR: Did you say late June? I couldn’t hear you. 

35 Briggs was referring to “late June” because he had then found that the alleged petition debt 
36 was indeed subject to challenge by order of Nugee J of 21st March 2018. 

37 At page 19, (A) I quote: 
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1 MR STAUNTON: No, no, late March. 
 

2 THE CHIEF REGISTRAR: Late March. 
 

3 MR STAUNTON: This year, 2018. 
 

4 THE CHIEF REGISTRAR: Yes, I see. So it's identified 

5 Briggs identified that the petition was an abuse of process. 

6 Moving to page 20 of the transcript (page 22 of 41) Staunton lies yet again and stated: 
 

7 MR STAUNTON: So that application was on foot when the winding up petition came before Judge Barber 
8 on 28th March. You’ve got my skeleton. The application to rescind doesn’t introduce any new grounds. 
9 There's nothing new in this at all. It was all deal with by Judge Barber. 

10 It is evidenced however that it was not dealt with by Judge Barber at all because Staunton 
11 made absolutely no mention of the order of 21st March 2018. On the contrary, he stated during 
12 the hearing before Registrar Barber that: 

 

13 MR STAUNTON: Indeed, but that matter has been fully ventilated in front of Judge Jones, terminating 
14 Monday of this week when he dismissed (inaudible) application. I can explain what that is. And also, the 
15 adjournment to 10th June is because he wanted to make a second application, the first having been 
16 dismissed by Mr Justice Nugee on 5th February. 

17 Also at page 20 of the transcript (A) and (B) I quote: 
 

18 THE CHIEF REGISTRAR: Mmm hmm. 
 

19 MR STAUNTON: And I support that. So if you look - the first ground, if you look at the thin ring binder, tab 
20 1, s.3, two things put forward; the, the Winding Up Order was an abuse of process; and this cross claim 
21 for a sum exceeding £900,000. 

22 Now I quote from (C) through to (D): 
 

23 MR STAUNTON: Now as I understand it, that is the argument that the January 2017 order should be 
24 discharged for material non-disclosure, and they are the orders which provide the petitioning debt, and if 
25 that was to happen and the liability to pay costs of 25,000 went, then, of course, the petition would not 
26 have a debt in which to be founded. 

 

27 THE CHIEF REGISTRAR: No. 
 

28 MR STAUNTON: That was all before Judge Barber. Can I take you to tab 4? 

29 It is however plainly evidenced from the transcript of the hearing of 28th March 2018 that none 
30 of it was before Registrar Barber during the summary Wednesday winding up list because 
31 Staunton dishonestly misrepresented both the fact that Nugee J made the order listing the 
32 application to set aside the order of 16th January 2017 for a hearing on 21st March 2018 and 
33 that there is a cross claim that extinguished the petition debt. Staunton stated that the cross 
34 claim was the claim that allegedly vests in Empowering Wind MFC Ltd when it is proven beyond 
35 doubt that he knew full well of the cross claim in the sum of £530,000 plus interest. 
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1 Staunton himself referred to that cross claim being valid in the proceedings before Nugee J on 
2 5th February 2018, just 51 days prior to making those false representations before Registrar 
3 Barber. It is proven beyond doubt, with incontrovertible evidence that Staunton knew what he 
4 was doing was dishonest and his intent was to mispresent to defraud me of £530,000 plus 8% 
5 standard interest. That, in itself it a serious fraud with aggravating factors, yet, as evidenced, 
6 the frauds are a long way far from isolated, they are prevalent and committed in conspiracy. 

7 I move back to the transcript of the hearing of 11th April 2018 before Briggs who was conflicted 
8 anyway. I turn to page 21 and quote from (A): 

 

9 MR STAUNTON: Now that's the second application to be heard in the window of 6th June. That was 
10 before Judge Barber. Can I take you please to tab 2? Do you have that, Judge, tab 2? 

 

11 THE CHIEF REGISTRAR: Just give me some time. (sneeze) Excuse me. Judge, before Judge Barber on 28th 
12 March, yeah. 

 

13 MR STAUNTON: Well I'm going to take you to what was before her. You'll see it's identical to what's now 
14 in the skeleton argument to support the application to rescind. Can I take you to tab 2? 

15 Staunton’s lies prevail, yet Briggs does not seek to address his dishonesty, he fakes a sneeze to 
16 warn him and just carries on with their premeditated plan to deny remedy. 

17 Between (G) and (H) at page 21, I quote: 
 

18 MR STAUNTON: On 10th June he hears the case to which the £25,000 costs relates. 

19 Briggs says “yes” but in full knowledge that the 10th June had not even arrived, Nugee J had 
20 listed the application for a hearing on 21st March 2018. At page 22 (A) Staunton lies again and 
21 states that the order of 21st March 2018 was before Registrar Barber when he knew it was not. I 
22 quote: 

 

23 MR STAUNTON: --and if you look at the second page, it’s the 21st March, and this is before Judge Barber- 

24 It is evidenced that there was no such order of 21st March 2018 before Registrar Barber. You 
25 should note, the corrupt coward, Burnett of Maldon, has renamed Registrars as “ICCJ Judges” in 
26 an attempt to legitimise their conduct, but they are not judges and by Jones’s admission, they 
27 “cannot judge”. When criminals are put in to run the justice system, things are bound too go 
28 horribly wrong, that is what’s happened. What the majority of these insolvency registrars are, 
29 are dishonest common purpose collusive fraudsters, soldiers of the establishment who defraud 
30 people of their assets using insolvency as the façade from which to do so. 

31 At (F) and (G) I quote: 
 

32 MR STAUNTON: --and paras.17 to 24. So there's a cross claim which extinguishes the liability to pay 
33 £25,000. 

 

34 THE CHIEF REGISTRAR: Yeah. 
 

35 MR STAUNTON: But we see that also was before Judge Barber and she made the Winding Up Order. Tab 
36 2. 
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1 Staunton knew however none of what he refers to was before Registrar Barber and he certainly 
2 did not take Registrar Barber to any of the documents, the transcript of the hearing evidences 
3 that he did not. 

4 I move to page 25 of the transcript (page 21 of 41) and I quote from (A) to (G). I highlight below 
5 all of Staunton’s continued lies: 

 

6 MR STAUNTON: There is the cross claim. There is the assignment. So the two grounds upon which Earth 
7 Energy invite you to rescind the Winding Up Order were before Judge Barber---- 

 

8 THE CHIEF REGISTRAR: Yes. 
 

9 MR STAUNTON: --and she considered them. I attended that hearing. 
 

10 THE CHIEF REGISTRAR: Yes. 
 

11 MR STAUNTON: I explained the situation to her. She was well aware of the two arguments, namely there 
12 was an application to set aside the injunction of January 2017 on the grounds of material non-disclosure, 
13 and if that succeeded it would eliminate the petition debt. I told her of course it had been heard by Mr 
14 Justice Nugee on 5th February 2018 and he dismissed the application on 1st March. Mr Millender issued 
15 another application to be heard in the window of 6th June. I told your Lord this. 

 

16 I also explained to Judge Barber how the cross claim came about, going back to 2014 when Empowering 
17 Wind entered the various grievances on Middlesbrough and there was a falling out between them. The - 
18 Middlesbrough forfeits the lease and the Energy Supply Agreement just comes to nothing and then that 
19 gives rise to substantial correspondence, during which Mr Millender had advanced all these claims. I 
20 explained all this to Judge Barber, and despite these claims by Empowering Wind, the winding up 
21 petition in - came on for hearing in September 2016---- 

 

22 MR MILLENDER: Sixteen. 
 

23 MR STAUNTON: --I think it was. It was a petition by HMRC supported by Middlesbrough. It was not 
24 Middlesbrough's petition and Mr Millender attended that hearing, and nevertheless Mr Registrar Baister, 
25 having been told that the company had been dissolved, made a double barrel order. So on what, on 
26 what---- 

 

27 THE CHIEF REGISTRAR: You’ve made this submission. 
 

28 MR STAUNTON: --legitimate grounds can Earth Energy invite you today, Judge, to rescind the Winding 
29 Up Order? You have my written submissions and I've just explained to you, I hope clearly enough, that 
30 both of the grounds now relied upon by Earth Energy were before Judge Barber on 28th March, and she 
31 decided to make the Winding Up Order. 

32 All of Staunton’s comments are lies. I reiterate, for the purpose of clarity, the evidence to prove 
33 the dishonesty. I move back to the transcript of the summary winding up hearing in my 
34 absence on 28th March 2018. 

35 The hearing began at 12.07PM and ended at 12.12PM. The hearing was therefore a total of 5 
36 minutes. It is the duty of the court to consider mutual dealings and set off pursuant to what is 
37 known as rule 14.25 of the Insolvency Rules 2016. 
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1 None of that was considered, because Staunton had made dishonest misrepresentations and 
2 his lies prevailed during the rescission application. All of the facts stated by Staunton were 
3 dishonestly misrepresented, the winding up order is also void ab initio. Firstly because Briggs 
4 was conflicted and had no locus from which to have heard the application in the first place, the 
5 hearing was predetermined. Secondly, because the order was founded by fraud, fraud on the 
6 part of Staunton and fraud upon the court. Likewise, rule 14.25 of the Insolvency Rules 2016 
7 was not applied on 19th September 2016 either during the summary hearing that had been 
8 adjourned so that I, as Director of Empowering Wind MFC Ltd could enter a CVA with its 
9 legitimate creditors of which I was creditor with Earth Energy in the sum totaling £810,000 and 

10 the remaining creditors, HMRC, Smith Brothers Contracting and GMR Consulting were owed 
11 less than £35,000 cumulatively. Staunton appeared, making a false representation, claiming 
12 that MFC was a creditor in the sum of £256,269.89 when he knew that they were not. There is 
13 some synergy in his dishonesty and intent to defraud. 

14 In examination of the transcript of the hearing before Registrar Barber, there is evidence only 
15 that Staunton misrepresented the cross claim, referring only to the claim that allegedly vests in 
16 Empowering Wind MFC Ltd. Contrary to his lies contained at page 50 above, lines 30 and 31, 
17 none of the ground were before Registrar Barber at all. 

18 At page 50 above, lines 6 and 7, Staunton stated that the cross claim and the assignment was 
19 before Registrar Barber. Blatant lies. There is absolutely no reference whatsoever to the 
20 assignment to Earth Energy Investments LLP whatsoever in the proceeding before Registrar 
21 Barber. On the contrary, at page 1 (H) through to page 2 (A) it is clearly evidenced that 
22 Staunton misrepresented the cross claim. I quote: 

 

23 “Well, the subsidiary has a significant claim for damages against Middlesbrough”, but it never brought 
24 any proceedings” 

25 Staunton is stating, categorically that it is Earth Energy’s subsidiary that has a claim for damages 
26 as the cross claim. He dishonestly omitted that the investments in Empowering Wind MFC Ltd 
27 had been assigned. It was that lie that caused Registrar Barber to believe that there was not a 
28 cross claim. I quote: 

 

29 JUDGE BARBER: It’s not a cross-claim then. 
 

30 MR STAUNTON: That is the cross-claim. 
 

31 JUDGE BARBER: Well, it’s not a cross-claim though, is it? 
 

32 MR STAUNTON: Well, I – in my submission, no, however, the company – the subsidiary then goes into 
33 liquidation and Mr Hammond’s the OR. Mr Hammond’s filed a report that the subsidiary has no assets, 
34 so he cannot investigate the claim that Mr Millinder says the subsidiary has against Middlesbrough. 

35 It is proven beyond reasonable doubt that Staunton is guilty of fraud by false representation 
36 and he made that false representation on 28th March 2018 with intent to defraud me of the 
37 £530,000 cross claim that was assigned to Earth Energy Investments LLP on 29th June 2015. 
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The Option Agreement from 15th June 2012 – 17th June 2013 
 

1 The option agreement was completed on 15th June 2012 and was not exercised until 17th June 
2 2013. If, during the option period, either party was aggrieved with the technical or commercial 
3 terms being proposed, the aggrieved party could negate the option without financial 
4 commitment. Doing so is the entire purpose of having an option agreement to start with. That 
5 did not happen. 

6 MFC and Bloom indicated they were completely satisfied with the terms of the Connection 
7 Offer with its condition precedent that MFC was to take ownership of its substations so that the 
8 connection for the turbine could be established. Bloom then extended the option agreement 
9 on 7th November 2012 to enable me to secure that same and only connection, constituting a 

10 completed collateral contract affirming the express requirement of the Distribution Network 
11 Operator in MFC taking ownership of its substations so that the connection for the turbine can 
12 be established. 

13 I refer to the Option Agreement. The Option Agreement defined the purpose of the project on 

14 page 3, paragraph (B) as; “The Developer intends to construct, connect to the Grid and operate a 90m 

15 high Wind, turbine at the Property” 

16 It was that completed collateral contract that MFC reneged upon two years and four months 
17 later after making a ransom demand for payment that was not and could not possibly be owed 
18 in accordance with the contracts between the parties. 

19 The subsequent frauds by false representation are all inextricably linked to the dishonest non- 
20 disclosure of the material information and the particulars concerning the fact that MFC reneged 
21 upon that completed collateral contract rendering the project useless. They all root back to 
22 the unwarranted demand with menaces of 25th June 2015 used by MFC to unlawfully forfeit the 
23 Lease after they rendered the project useless. 

24 I could not operate a turbine without a connection, anyone would know that, yet MFC had 
25 refused the connection and then invoiced for supply of energy. It is that material fact that 
26 went to the heart of the non-disclosure and the failure in duty of candour of all of the 
27 defendants. 

28 It is in fact utter madness, but the purported judges and police that advocated their actions are 
29 even worse than the principal offenders. There is a fraud upon the court in this case and all of 
30 the orders made, both in the High Court of Justice and in the magistrates court are void ab 
31 initio. The judicial mechanics are vastly compromised, the hearings were pre-determined and 
32 the orders were all mala fide. Equally, all of the decisions of the compromised police are 
33 likewise, nothing has ever been investigated whatsoever. 

34 This lunacy shows how far gone our justice system has become. Nobody in their right mind 
35 could even begin to condone the conduct of MFC and their cohorts, but this rotten corrupt 
36 system protects them. 
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1 It is clear that “Exhibit 8” in the sum of £256,269.89 is the same as the sum of the “Notice of 
2 intention to appear” The first claim is a fraud by false representation that was made by MFC 
3 and Staunton to cause the winding up when they claimed, on 19th September 2016, to be a 
4 creditor of Empowering Wind MFC Ltd, the wind turbine sole purpose vehicle, when they were 
5 not. 

6 Moving to Exhibit AC1 , it is evidenced that Campbell of Hannon’s office had that demand in 
7 their possession also on 4th January 2017 and all of the evidence referred to that proves beyond 
8 doubt that MFC’s claim is false. 

9 Moving to page 7, Bloom responded to that email on 5th January 2017 at 14.11PM and stated 
10 that: 

 

11 “as you have chosen to copy in Mr Campbell I will respond fully. 
 

12 1. The debt proved in the Winding Up Petition was for the invoices delivered to the Company for rent and 
13 the payment in lieu of free electricity. These sums were due under legally binding agreements. You have 
14 argued that Force Majeure applied and no payments were due. We have never accepted this and you 
15 chose not to challenge this through the courts. We have no reason to treat the sums as other than a debt 
16 due.” 

17 Bloom was lying to Campbell in full knowledge that he had submitted the proof of debt to his 
18 office on 1st December 2016. He attempted to mislead Campbell into belief that the “debt” was 
19 proved in the winding up petition when it was not. It could not possibly be, it is false. 

20 I refer to the statement of the statutory demand that was in Bloom’s possession on 3rd January 
21 2017. Paragraph 3 refers to the conditional Energy Supply Agreement, clause 2.2. I refer to the 
22 Energy Supply Agreement, page (6 of 15), page 4 of the Agreement, clause 2. Clause 2 is 

23 “COMMENCEMENT & TERM”. Clause 2.1 states that: 
 

24 Clauses 3.1 - 3.3 and 4 shall commence on (and be conditional on) the satisfaction in full of the following 
25 conditions precedent: 

 

26 2.1.1 the occurrence of Commissioning; 
 

27 and 2.1.2 the Generator entering into a Connection Agreement in respect of the Equipment. 

28 It is evidenced that I could get no “satisfaction of” entering into a Connection Agreement in 
29 respect of the Equipment because MFC reneged upon its obligation to provide the connection 
30 in accordance with the entire purpose of the project. Any lay person would know that in 
31 absence of a connection, the turbine cannot be commissioned. 

32 Any lay person, conducting 2 minutes of due diligence on the terms of the completed contract 
33 between the parties in preparation for the ex-parte hearing where there is a legal duty on MFC 
34 to disclose all material facts relevant to the application even if the facts are detrimental to the 
35 case, would refer to clause 3.1 of the Energy Supply Agreement. Clause 3.1 is contained on 
36 page 7 of 15 (page 5 of the Agreement), it is titled; “Entitlement to agreed output”. 
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1 In absence of my “full satisfaction of” the Connection Agreement and Commissioning of the wind 
2 turbine there is no “Entitlement to agreed output” and therefore there is no agreement by me 
3 to supply any power to MFC, period. Any lay person acting with a reasonable level of diligence 
4 in reviewing the Energy Supply Agreement said to have originated £171,269.89 of the 
5 unwarranted demand with menaces of 25th June 2015 could determine that MFC was not owed 
6 any money for energy supply. That fact cannot be disputed. The completed contractual terms 
7 are not subject to diminishment. Clause 3.3 of “Commencement & Term is not material. 

8 Clause 4 of the conditional agreement, “Commencement & Term” is most certainly material 
9 and is contained at page 8 of 15 (page 6 of the Agreement). This is “INVOICING & PAYMENT”. In 

10 absence of my, “full satisfaction of” the Connection Agreement and Commissioning of the wind 
11 turbine, any “Invoicing & payment” is also contractually prohibited. 

12 It is evidenced that MFC and in particular Mr Bloom, the former senior partner of Womble Bond 
13 Dickinson knew that they reneged upon the completed collateral contract forming the 
14 connection for the wind turbine. There was absolutely no mention of that whatsoever either 
15 in his statement or during the ex-parte hearing. It was that material fact they sought to conceal 
16 and that went hand in hand with the non-disclosure of all of the evidence that would have 
17 proven it. MFC knew what they were doing was dishonest, Bloom, a 25 year plus experienced 
18 lawyer and former senior partner of Womble Bond Dickinson surely did know of the legal duty 
19 to disclose all material facts and information relevant to the application. He made the 
20 conscious and pre-meditated effort to withhold the evidence that would have proven that they 
21 did unlawfully forfeit the Lease after refusing the connection and that therefore the abortive 
22 costs were due and payable and the unlawful forfeiture of the Lease cannot be disputed. 

23 Moving to Exhibit JRB BD, there is an email chain between MFC and I dated 15th June 2015, just 
24 10 days prior to them making their unwarranted demand with menaces. Page 1 contains the 
25 email from me at 13.55PM to Ellis, Bloom and Brown, their instructed lawyer of Womble Bond 
26 Dickinson. 

27 The first two paragraphs confirm the obvious, that it was MFC’s responsibly to take ownership 
28 of the two substations and it was condition precedent of the connection offer for them to have 
29 done so. The second paragraph refers to the fact that Brown requested a copy of the 
30 Connection Offer prior to completing the Connection Deed on 7th November 2013 in full 
31 knowledge that the contracts are inextricably linked. I quote from the 3rd paragraph of that 
32 email: 

 

33 “After wasting our time and money by refusing to acknowledge the Force Majeure provisions within the 
34 contractual documents, you now confirm that I cannot do what is intended by the Connection Deed and 
35 the associated Connection Agreement and therefore it is not possible for me to perform on my 
36 obligations under the Lease, the Energy Supply Agreement or the Connection Deed due to MFC's refusal 
37 to make the grid connection” 

38 Now I quote from the 4th paragraph: 
 

39 I also note that the defective planning permission was finally resolved in 23rd December 14 and in 
40 accord with the contract, no payments would become due until 12 calendar months from that date. 
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1 I state this because you previously made it clear you had intended to invoice my company for payments 
2 that are clearly not due. 

3 The position conveyed is identical to that of the statutory demand, it says, essentially that MFC 
4 made an unwarranted demand after rendering the project useless by refusing the grid 
5 connection. That is precisely what they did. Their demand came just 10 days after they 
6 engaged in that email chain of 15th June 2015, when in full knowledge of those circumstances, 
7 MFC made an unwarranted demand with menaces and when I did not pay, because no money 
8 was owed, they used that as an excuse to unlawfully forfeit the Lease on 18th August 2015. 

9 That in itself is a serious criminal offence and they did so to defraud me of £200,000 that I had 
10 paid them for the Lease that intended the wind turbine to be capable of commercial operation. 
11 It was that false claim they later presented on 19th September 2016 to cause the winding up of 
12 Empowering Wind MFC Ltd when the hearing was previously adjourned so that I could enter 
13 into a CVA with the legitimate creditors who were owed less than £40k collectively. 

14 Again, there was absolutely no mention whatsoever that Force Majeure applied in favour of the 
15 Tenant from 7th February 2015 when MFC themselves caused unreasonable, unforeseen delay 
16 beyond reasonable control of me, the Tenant. Had that disclosure been made it would have 
17 been proven that no money was ever owed to MFC. 

18 MFC knew they refused the connection, they therefore knew no such claims could be 
19 established. MFC prevented the Tenant, me, from performing on the rights granted by the 
20 Lease and Energy Supply Agreement and then demanded I paid money that was not and could 
21 not possibly be owed. 

 
 

Unwarranted demands with menaces 
 

22 I refer to section 21 of the Theft Act 1968. The demand of 25th June 2015 was unwarranted and 
23 there are menaces. The demand was made in an attempt to coerce me into paying MFC a 
24 further £256,269.89 with a threat (menaces) to terminate the Lease I paid them £200,000 for 
25 unless I paid them the sum of the demand. There were no reasonable grounds for making the 
26 demand, MFC were told categorically just 10-days prior that no money is due. MFC knew that 
27 they had refused the connection, preventing me from performing on the rights granted by the 
28 Lease, they also knew that no money was owed to them whatsoever and they knew of the 
29 substantial sums of money and commitment I had dedicated to the project over 3 years. 

30 Clearly they knew that threatening to terminate the Lease on the grounds of alleged non- 
31 payment when no funds were owed would apply a significant degree of coercion and 
32 particularly so given the urgency in getting the project completed. 

33 The demand of 25th June 2015 was to be the first of 3 unwarranted demands. 

34 I move to my exhibit, the PDF portfolio: Unwarranted_Demands_01148. Tab 1 is the second 
35 unwarranted demand with menaces made by MFC in the sum of £619,774.48. 
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1 The demand came about when on 7th September 2017, in full knowledge of the proceedings on 
2 foot respective of the false representations and fraudulent non-disclosure, MFC made a false 
3 instrument application to Bristol County Court for a High Court Writ in the sum of £555,000 said 
4 to have originated from the order of 16th January 2017 when no such order of the court exists. 
5 I refer to that N293A application at tab 2. The application is certified as true by the lawyer 
6 acting on behalf of MFC when it is false. It was false because MFC and their cohorts were 
7 acutely well aware of a procedure in process respective of the order of 9th an 16th January 2017. 

8 I refer to Exhibit 15 and turn to page 4. On 27th June 2017 Mr Gray of Womble Bond Dickinson 
9 responded to my email calling upon the Assistant Official Receiver, Ms Hallamore to apply to 

10 the court for directions in relation to the liquidation. Page 5 names the defendants. Page 8 sets 
11 out material non-disclosure at the hearing of 9th January 2017. It was abundantly clear to MFC 
12 that litigation was underway respective of the order of 9th and 16th January 2017 and it is 
13 evidenced that their legal advisors were well aware of this from 26th June 2017 onwards. They 
14 had no position from which to have applied for a High Court Writ when they knew that there 
15 was a procedure in process. The Official Receiver is an officer of the Court with locus from 
16 which to bring those proceedings. The fact that he was colluding to defraud in conspiracy with 
17 Womble Bond Dickinson does not alleviate the fact that there was a procedure in process. 

18 I move to tab 3, the sealed High Court Writ originating from the false instrument application 
19 certified as true when it was false. The Writ is dated 2nd October 2017. On or around 2nd 
20 October 2017 Womble Bond Dickinson would have been in possession of the Writ in the sum of 
21 £583,582.41. Clearly they would have seen that the sum of the Writ was obviously wrong, it 
22 was in fact all wrong, they knew that neither I nor my companies owed MFC a single penny, the 
23 position is entirely the opposite. They could not defend the demand against MFC so they 
24 fraudulently withheld all of the evidence that would have proven it instead. 

25 MFC knew that Earth Energy has a cross claim of £530,000 plus standard interest that 
26 extinguished their alleged claim for £25,000 that was founded by fraud. They knew they had 
27 no position from which to have applied for any Writ against Earth Energy Investments LLP, 
28 primarily because no money was owed and because their order of 9th January 2017 and 16th 
29 January 2017 were subject to challenge. They knew the sum of the Writ was entirely invalid, 
30 they did not seek to cancel the Writ. On the contrary, they waited 50 days and then instructed 
31 Mr White of Court Enforcement Services to attend my offices to levy distress on my goods to 
32 the value of £619,774.48 threatening to cease my goods unless I paid them immediately. That 
33 is, quite categorically an unwarranted demand with menaces. 

34 I move to tab 4, the email chain between Womble Bond Dickinson and I of 22nd November 2017 
35 at 15.10PM. At page 6 it is evidenced that Gill had read the email from me containing the 
36 sealed unwarranted demand (tab_1) on 21st November 2017. On 16th November 2017 they 
37 were served with a copy of the application, CR-2017-008690 that sought to deal with the 
38 fraudulent non-disclosure and the false representations collectively. Moving back to page 1 of 
39 tab 4 at the bottom of page 1, Stewart of Womble Bond Dickinson responded to the email. 

40 At paragraph 3 of Stewart’s response, he stated this: 
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1 “The papers served on you yesterday related to EEI's failure to pay in accordance with the terms of the 
2 Consent Order. There was an error in the papers prepared by the High Court Enforcement Officer 
3 because the amount referred to as being outstanding should have been £25,000 plus interest and costs. I 
4 anticipate that your response to this error will be to assert that we have acted fraudulently. We have not 
5 – this was an honest mistake made by the High Court Enforcement Officer, which will be rectified” 

6 Stewart lied again. The High Court Enforcement Officer confirmed that it was they who applied 
7 for the Writ and in any event, Womble Bond Dickinson has the sealed writ in their possession 
8 on 2nd October 2017. They knew it was false. 

9 On 24th November 2017, in full knowledge of the application that was served on them and in 
10 receipt of the sealed unwarranted demand and related correspondence, MFC, via Womble 
11 Bond Dickinson made yet another writ application. I refer to that Writ application. Again, the 
12 application is a false instrument, certified as true by the lawyer acting for MFC when they all 
13 knew that there was an application on foot that sought to deal with their frauds, false 
14 instrument applications and the fraud by failing to disclose information ex-parte originating 
15 their mala fide orders. 

16 Logic would in itself imply that it is illegal to invoice for energy supply after refusing the 
17 connection for the turbine so it can first supply power. That aside, it was condition precedent 
18 of the Connection Offer that MFC took ownership of its substations so that the connection 
19 could be established. The Connection Deed is construed “in accord with the Connection Offer” 
20 and the Energy Supply Agreement completed on the same day has its condition precedent that 
21 I am to gain “full satisfaction of” the Connection Agreement and Commissioning of the wind 
22 turbine prior to any agreement to supply power / commencement & term and prior to any 
23 invoicing and payment. 

24 All logic, decency, morals and logic are far departed, a thing of the past with the dishonest 
25 common purpose useless cowards who maliciously abuse their positions to assist these pathetic 
26 criminals in evading justice. 

27 That goes for the purported judges involved and the corrupt puppet police that come out with 
28 utter bollocks to evade their duty to prosecute the offenders. I quote “I can see no evidence of 
29 criminality”. 

30 In the UK, justice is subject to status, it is not what you know it is who you know and the 
31 establishment has a tendency to support paedophiles and fraudsters provided they are 
32 members of the cabal, in evading justice at whatever cost. Jimmy Saville and the Westminster 
33 pedophile cover ups being the classic examples, this case being another. 

34 A bunch of common purpose sick, corrupt dishonest deluded clowns and taxpayer sponsored 
35 state terrorists that all collude together to defraud and then to ensure that the victim of the 
36 collective abuse never gets justice. Well, I have news for all of you, this time, you have all come 
37 unstuck so you had best get with the program you bunch cowardly quislings. 
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That completes my submission. You had best pay diligent attention. I will be referring back to 
this with a skeleton and same shall be tendered as evidence in the prosecutions, both in the 
compromised UK corrupt courts and in the overseas courts. I am done with this nonsense 
systemic corruption. 

I demand that you now provide me, by return, with a properly balanced and reasoned decision 
for stating that “I can see no evidence of criminality” 

Thank you very much indeed. 

--- Paul Millinder 
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26 07 2021

Paul Millinder
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