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IN THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISIONAL ADMINISTRATIVE COURT   Claim No: CO/3966/2020 
AND IN THE ST ALBANS CROWN COURT  
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
Pursuant to Section 9 of the Criminal Justice Act 1967 

Claimant’s skeleton dated:  27th May 2021 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

1. The Claimant (“C”) has prepared this skeleton in relation to the offences of fraud by

false representation on the 4th count and fraud by failing to disclose information

committed by Ds in conspiracy.

2. In this skeleton C refers to the tabulated PDF portfolio of exhibits titled: PM-27-05-2021

and for further ease in reference C includes direct links to the documents which are

stored on C’s secure server.

The statutory offence 

3. Is defined in section 2 of the Fraud Act 2006 as;

2 Fraud by false representation 

(1) A person is in breach of this section if he—
(a) dishonestly makes a false representation, and (b)intends, by making the representation—
(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 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.

(5) For the purposes of this section a representation may be regarded as made if it (or anything implying
it) is submitted in any form to any system or device designed to receive, convey or respond to
communications (with or without human intervention).

Tab_1: Pages 1 - 13
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4. In this case, the fraud by false representation came in the form of a claim (proof of debt 

form) made within proceedings under the Insolvency Act 1986 to D6 (Hannon, the 

Official Receiver acting as Liquidator) by D4 (Gill), on behalf of D2 (Middlesbrough FC 

and its Parent Company) to make a gain and to cause a loss to C.   

 

5. Ds all knew the claim they were making was blatantly false, therefore they knew what 

they were doing, in conspiracy, was dishonest.  It was their intent to sustain the £4.1 

million fraudulent claim to defraud C of his democratic rights as majority creditor and to 

keep the proven damages claim, exceeding £18.7 million originating from unlawful 

forfeiture of the Lease, beyond reach of creditors.    

 
6. C has distinctly pleaded and proven on 30th March 2021 during the last hearing that 

Hannon knew that all 3 of the proofs of debt he accepted from D2 and D4 were false.  

To consolidate that position, C refers to INDEX-05-04, PDF portfolio no.1, turning to 

tab_26, dealing with Hannon’s offence (s.5 of the Perjury Act 1911) respective of his 

false statutory “Official Receiver’s Report to Court”.    

 
7. Tab_26 is self-explanatory and refers to the evidence proving beyond doubt that D6 

knew the statements he was making were false.    C refers to page 2, lines 10 & 11, 

recited from Hannon’s statement.   

 
8. Hannon was stating that it was C who claimed that D2 was a creditor in the sum of 

£255,000. Of course, the claim was not in the sum of £255,000, but it was the “notice of 

intention to appear” in the sum of £256,269.89 as referred to therein at page 1, line 11 

– 13 being the first proof of debt Hannon accepted for voting on 1st December 2016 that 

was submitted by Bloom of D2.   It is that proof of debt which was the unwarranted 

demand used to unlawfully forfeit the Lease of which £181,269.89 is for energy supply 

and £75,000 is for rent.   C’s skeleton of 24th May 2021 makes the position clear in 

respect of the fact that the claim is entirely false.    

 
9. Within that skeleton (CLAIMANT_SKE_24_05_2021) C points to page 15, p92 and 93, 

then reading page 17.   
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10. Any lay person could spend 5 minutes reading the ESA and determine that there was no 

“Entitlement to agreed output” (agreement by C to supply power) because, 

fundamentally, D2 refused the connection.  Furthermore, any “invoicing & payment” is 

also contractually prohibited, linked to same conditions.  Therefore, £181,269.89 of the 

unwarranted demand used to unlawfully forfeit the Lease that was transformed into the 

first of four counts of fraud by false representation, was false and undoubtedly Ds all 

knew the claims they were making were false.   Any lay person could make the 

determination, just by reading the facts stated in the statement of the demand: 

Statutory Demand_06_01_2017 that originated D2’s ex-parte hearing.  

 
11. We move back to tab_26, page 2, reading all of page 2 from line 13.  The exhibit 

referred to at line 13 is at INDEX-05-04, PDF portfolio no.26, then to tab_Z10. Both 

emails, the only two emails sent to Hannon’s office on 11th October 2016, proved 

categorically that no money was owed to D2 whatsoever.  Both emails strongly refuted 

the first claim by MFC, because it is blatantly false.     

 
12. The first email is at page 1 of tab_Z10, email (A) of at 15.53PM, referring to the email 

from Mr Lindsay at page 2, the email of 8th March 2015 where Mr Lindsay stated 

categorically that no money was owed to MFC by reason of Force Majeure having effect 

in the ESA and Lease.  The second email is from C to Mr Campbell contained at page 2 

(B) also referring to the fact that no money could possibly be owed.   

 
13. It is proven beyond doubt that by 11th October 2016 Hannon and Campbell of his office 

knew that no claims could be established.  It was for that reason D6 lied in his statutory 

Official Receiver’s report of 15th December 2017 and stated it was C who claimed D2 

was a creditor.   

 
14. D6 was clearly banking on C not being able to produce those two emails, which is in fact 

why he failed to disclose his exhibit AH1 that C has never had sight of.  

 
15. On 9th January 2017, D7 admitted in writing that Force Majeure had effect himself.  
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16. Hannon, D6, accepted the first claim, the proof of debt in the sum of £256,269.89 

precisely 51-days later, when he had a duty to have rejected it.  19-days later, on 20th 

December 2016, he accepted the second proof, in the sum of £541,308.89, also 

submitted by Bloom of D2 and then on 2nd February 2017, he accepted the 3rd proof, 

from Gill, D4, in the sum exceeding £4.1 million.  

 
17. Gill’s fraudulent claim came exactly 24-days after he attended the ex-parte hearing of 

9th January 2017 wherein D2, D3, D4 and D7 dishonestly withheld 172-pages of evidence 

to obtain pecuniary interest by deception.   They all knew that the evidence served on 

them with the demand proved it, which is why they dishonestly withheld all that 

evidence.   

 
18. C refers to PM-27-05-2021, turning to tab_G1, then to page 6.  The email of 6th January 

2017 from C to Bloom of D2, line 16 through to line 19 told them categorically that the 

claim, referring to the claim used to cause the winding up in the sum of £256,269.89 

was false.   At the top of page 6, on the same day at 09.32AM Bloom of D2 responded to 

that email copying Gill into it.    It is proven therefore that both were therein told the 

obvious, that the first claim is false, which any honest and reasonable lay person could 

easily determine anyway.  These people call themselves lawyers.  

 
19. At page 5, the email to Gill from C at 09.43, at line 11 and 12, C asked Gill to disclose the 

first proof of debt.    Gill failed to disclose that and so did Hannon, contrary to his legal 

duty to have done so.  At line 13 – 14, C refers to …”the purported debt has increased 

to circa £500k. Perhaps you can explain why this is at the same time?” 

 
20. Again, any honest and reasonable person would establish, from the question asked and 

the fact that C is telling them that the first claim is false, that the circa £500k claim is 

also false.  It was for that reason C was referring to “the purported debt”.  

 
21. Clearly Gill, being a lawyer, a purported lawyer, would know that purported means 

“appearing or stated to be true, though not necessarily so”.   
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22. It is proven beyond reasonable bound that on 6th January 2017 Gill and D2 knew the 

claims they were making were false, but Hannon, D6, knew they were false on 11th 

October 2016.  The two emails he lied about told him precisely that.  Hannon had 

dishonestly withheld the 1st and second proof of debt from C, contrary to his legal duty 

to disclose conferred in rule 14.6 of the Insolvency Rules 2016.  It is evidenced that 

Hannon lied about the proofs of debt within his statutory report referred to.  

 
23. At the top of page 5 (tab_G1), Gill responded to that email at 11.51AM on the same day 

stating he is instructed.   At the bottom of page 4, C responded to that email and again 

asked Gill to disclose the submission made to the Official Receiver, meaning the first 

proof of debt.  He again failed to do so.   Directly above, at page 4, Gill responded to 

that email and stated “we are instructed to consider this issue and will respond next 

week”.  

 
24. At page 3, C responded to Gill again on 8th January 2017 at 12.40PM.  Line 23 of page 3 

refers to “a high level of dishonesty and misrepresentation”.  Line 33 – 38 refers to the 

fact that the £200,000 Lease premium and all C’s investment in the project was based 

solely upon the connection configuration D2 and D5 jointly negotiated and agreed with 

C during the option period.   It was all founded by fraudulent misrepresentation. D2, D3, 

D4, D5 and D6 knew that, which is why they then attended the ex-parte hearing on 9th 

January 2017 and withheld 172 pages of witness evidence, including the fundamental 

grid connection documents referred to.    

 
25. Unsurprisingly, knowing that the first proof of debt is blatantly false, Gill never did 

“respond next week” as he promised.   They just fraudulently withheld all the evidence 

that would have proved the demand instead.   

 

Fraud by failing to disclose information in conspiracy:  

26. C refers to INDEX-05-04, then to PDF portfolio no.26, turning to tab_Z9, the 54-page 

report wherein page 1 contains a table of contents for ease in navigation.  We turn to 

page 26, “judicial findings of non-disclosure ex-parte”.  
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27. At line 18 – 21 C cites from Nugee’s finding of 5th February 2018 respective of the ex-

parte hearing of 9th January 2017.  At line 22 it was found all of that evidence was 

withheld.   C quotes the salient passage:  

 

“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” 

 

28. It is no coincidence that Bloom’s ex-parte witness statement made no mention 

whatsoever of the fact that they refused the connection, rendering the project 

completely useless.   It is neither any coincidence that Ds also failed whatsoever to make 

any reference to the fact that the ESA is conditional upon C’s “satisfaction in full” of 

“entering into a connection agreement”, knowing that they refused that connection.  

 

29. They failed in their duty of candour to disclose those facts, because they are inextricably 

linked, but moreover, because they knew they prevented C from performing on the 

rights granted and they knew the claims they were making were false, so they 

fraudulently withheld all that evidence, including the 3-salient grid connection contracts 

in tandem. The non-disclosure is indisputably of dishonest intent.  

 

30. It is somewhat material that in absence of C’s “satisfaction in full of “entering into a 

connection agreement” and “commissioning” of the wind turbine, there is no 

“Entitlement to agreed output” (agreement to supply power) and that any “invoicing 

and payment” is also contractually prohibited, as it is the fact that the “Start Date” of 

the ESA is the date from which those conditions precedent are fulfilled.   Ds all knew 

that the conditions were not fulfilled, because they refused the connection, rendering 

the project entirely useless.   They all therefore knew what they were doing was 

dishonest.   It is, fundamentally, for that reason, Gill never did fulfil his promise in that 

email of 11.51AM on 6th January 2017 by “responding next week”, because he knew the 

two claims were fraudulent. 
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31. Also at tab_Z9, page 26, line 23 through to 30, it was found by Nugee that Staunton (his 

personal associate), twice lied about the operative provision of Force Majeure within 

the Lease.  Once during the ex-parte hearing and once before Nugee. Nugee did nothing 

to deal with the dishonesty or conduct any form of review whatsoever.   

 
32. The main argument being advanced within 6th January 2017 statutory demand 

originating D’s ex-parte hearing to refrain presentation was that Force Majeure 

absolved any requirement to pay rent under the Lease.   Therefore, even if D2 did not 

refuse the connection, a repudiatory breach of the completed collateral contract, they 

still unlawfully forfeited the Lease on 19th August 2015.  

 
33. C refers to CLAIMANT_SKE_24_05_2021, page 20, reading p120 through to p152 of 

page 25.   

 
34. C refers to tab_G5, page 1, D’s note of hearing ex-parte.  At page 1, paragraph marked 

(3) in the left-hand margin, Staunton himself, Gill and D2’s instruct counsel admits 

himself in writing on 9th January 2017 that “Force Majeure has effect”.  

 
35. We move to tab_G7, the transcript and order of 9th January 2017, amongst the 

prevailing lies throughout, which came in tandem with fraudulent non-disclosure of 172-

pages of witness evidence and Bloom’s knowingly false witness statement, C refers 

particularly to page 3(H) and on to the top of page 4(A).  Staunton admits he knows 

what the effect of Force Majeure in the Lease is. C quotes:  

 
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. 

 
36. Therefore, Staunton had admitted that Force Majeure absolves any requirement to pay 

energy supply (as the conditionality they did anyway), but he lied about the operative 

provision of Force Majeure within the Lease (Schedule 5 – Agreements & Declarations, 

clause 6), because he knew the effect was that it proved C’s case. No rent was owed and 

no energy supply was owed.  (See: Index, no.5, tab titled: “EX 3-Lease”, page 29). 
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37. Exactly 24-days after Gill attended upon that ex-parte hearing and provided C with that 

same note of hearing (tab_G5) on his headed paper, Gill fraudulently claimed over £4.1 

million for rent and energy supply.   

 
38. C refers to tab_G4, containing that standard 14.4 proof of debt form on which Gill, D4, 

claimed over £4.1 million.   

 
39. Gill removed the penal notice from the standard proof of debt form, undoubtedly, 

because he knew the claim he was making was blatantly false. His own counsel told him 

precisely that.  

 
40. Gill knew that aside from the conditionality of the ESA, D7 had admitted no claims could 

be established owing to Force Majeure.  D2, G3, D4, D5, D6 and D7 all knew the claims 

they were using to defraud C were false.  

 
41. Tab_G3 is the original rule 14.4 proof of debt form Gill used to falsely represent the 

claim.   Page 2 of the form encompasses a penal notice on it, because it’s a criminal 

offence to defraud creditors and make false representations in proceedings under the 

Insolvency Act 1986.  Gill, being an insolvency lawyer undoubtedly knew that, which is 

why he took the penal notice off.    

 

42. Doing does not excuse the fact that C has proven that all the offenders knew the claims 

were false and they have conspired, which undoubtedly took a substantial degree of 

planning, to defraud C of his rightful assets when C was otherwise requisite majority 

creditor of Empowering Wind MFC Ltd, the wind turbine sole purpose vehicle.  

 
43. Hannon, D6, sustained the fraudulent £4.1 million claim to prevent C and his fellow 

creditors from calling a meeting to replace him. Hannon is guilty of fraud by abuse of 

position in addition.    

 
44. The claim was being sustained to defraud C of the proven damages claim, they were 

using insolvency to defraud creditors and they acted in conspiracy to do so.  
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45. Conspiracy to defraud is an indictable only offence that must be tried by Judge and Jury 

of the Crown Court.  The offenders must be arrested, charged and returned to court.  

 
46. It is necessary for the learned Judges to read and carefully digest the contents of 

tab_26, the submission C made to prove Hannon’s dishonesty in conjunction.   It is 

evidenced therein that Campbell was also lying, undoubtedly following Hannon’s orders.   

 
47. Campbell must be brought in for cross examination under oath. C wishes to cross 

examine him in relation to his knowledge that the £4.1 million claim would be made.  C 

refers to page 3, line 11 of tab_26.  C refers therein to “tab_06”, which is described as 

Exhibit AC2.  This also an important piece of evidence.  

 
48. C refers to page 1 of tab_06, the email of 26th January 2017 at 14.36PM from Campbell 

to C.    

 
49. Campbell is lying about “amending down” in the second paragraph, because he was 

making some lame attempt at concealing the fact that the first proof of debt was in 

Hannon’s possession as of 1st December 2016 and that they have withheld it from C ever 

since.   

 
50. Campbell refers to the date on the proofs of debt as being 25th June 2015. £256,269.89 

plus £285,039 equals £541,308.89.  This concealment ties in with the dishonesty of 

Hannon proven in tab_26.  Campbell then stated at the bottom of same paragraph that:  

 
“until such time as any formal proof of debt is submitted”. 

 
51. On 26th January 2017, the Insolvency Rules stipulated that “There is no longer a 

prescribed form to use for proving”.   Chapter 2, 1.2(2) (a) and (b) of the Insolvency Rules 

2016 determine that:  

 

“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 
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52. It is clear that on 26th January 2017, by Campbell’s own admission as cited above, he 

knew that Gill would submit a “formal proof of debt” exactly one-week later.  By then, 

Campbell already had two proofs of debt in his possession.   It proves that Campbell is 

part of the conspiracy and he has been colluding with Gill. As such, Campbell should be 

brought in for cross examination, at the very least, to establish the correct factual 

circumstances as to his involvement.  

 

53. In any event, therein, Campbell was responding to C’s comprehensive submission at 

page 2, the email of 24th January 2017 at 13.34PM evidencing that Hannon was failing to 

disclose the proof of debt Campbell himself referred to at AC 1 on 9th January 2017. 

(See: tab_26, page 1, line 14 – 18).   

 
54. The 3rd paragraph of that email told Campbell of Hannon’s office categorically that:  

 
“Please summarise the Official Receiver's process in carrying out legal due diligence in respect 

of fraudulent claims from creditors that are not actually creditors. I am very concerned at 

what I have experienced, in that it would appear that MFC has been allowed to present a false 

position of a debt that does not exist in accordance with those contractual agreements 

between the parties, yet to date, it would appear absolutely nothing has been done to remedy 

this position or investigate the legal circumstances in lieu of the fact I have explained in legal 

terms how the offence of fraud has been committed, along with substantive evidence to prove 

non-existence of the claim in question”. 

 
55. At page 3 through to 12 of that email there is detailed legal analysis proving beyond 

doubt that no claims could possibly be established by D2 but yet exactly 7-days after 

Campbell responded to that same email, Hannon, D6 and Campbell accepted that 

“formal proof of debt” exceeding £4.1 million.     

 

56. Hannon and Campbell had that same note of hearing in their possession on 9th January 

2017.  It is proven beyond doubt they knew the claim they admitted was false.  

57. C refers to INDEX-05-04, then to PDF portfolio no. 8, turning to tab_AG11, being the 

transcript of the call between C and D6 of 15th August 2018.   
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58. It is necessary for the learned Judges to read that entire transcript.   To cut to the chase, 

C refers to page 7, citing from line 4 – 6:  

 

“Middlesbrough Football Club are the overwhelming majority creditors they have more than 

75% and therefore unless you can get Middlesbrough Football Club to support, er, er a request, 

er, you cannot garner the necessary support” 

 

59. Not knowing the call was being recorded, Hannon brazenly admitted the intent, proving 

that in conspiracy, the false representation was being used to defraud C of his 

democratic rights as requisite majority creditor to keep the asset, the contingent asset 

proven by virtue of unlawful forfeiture of the Lease, which was found and proven, 

beyond reach of creditors.   

 

60. Hannon was not treating the claim neutrally at all, but Jones, his fellow conspirer knew 

that anyway, which is why he disposed of the application by C that he had no 

jurisdiction to hear.  They have all conspired to pervert the course of justice.  

 
61. C refers to INDEX-05-04, PDF portfolio no.5, then to the tab titled 

“20170818_PLL_to_Offical_Receiver”, being the Prospect Law letter of claim served on 

Hannon by counsel for C on 18th August 2017.   

 
62. Hannon has known at all times that Empowering Wind MFC Ltd has substantial assets 

that are to be realised for creditors of which C was by far requisite majority. Hannon 

failed altogether to act in the interests of creditors.    

 
63. It is necessary for the learned Judges to read that letter of claim, but for the purpose of 

consolidation C refers to the law recited at page 10, p65, referring to rule 14.25(5) at 

page 11 respective of what must have happened with the contingent asset.    

 
64. On 31st March 2020 Hannon dissolved Empowering Wind MFC Ltd whilst preventing 

creditors from their right to restitution.   
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65. Moving back to INDEX-05-04, then to PDF portfolio no. 26, then to tab_Z9, page 2, 

Hannon has committed all the offences referred to in the SP0001 therein linked but 

Fanning perverted the course of justice to prevent him from being prosecuted.   

 
66. The actions of Ds would be viewed as and regarded as blatantly dishonest in view of 

ordinary honest people.  It is proven beyond reasonable doubt that Ds all knew the 

claims they were making were false. D2 and D5 knew that they “U-turned” on the 

connection, rendering the project useless, which is why they withheld those contracts 

from the ex-parte hearing, whilst making no mention whatsoever of the fact.   They are 

all guilty of fraud by failing to disclose information and as is Hannon on 2 counts for lying 

about the proofs of debt that were in his possession on 1st and 20th December 

respectively.  

 
67. C’s comprehensive submissions and evidence proves further indictable only offences of 

perjury and conspiracy to pervert the course of justice.  

 

68. D’s have all sought to conceal criminal property knowing that they have defrauded C of 

very substantial sums of money over a protracted period of time.  Ds are all guilty of the 

offence of concealing criminal property as in section 327(1) of the Proceeds of Crime Act 

2002.  

 
69. Likewise, Ds are all lawyers and Hannon, the Official Receiver. They all have reporting 

duties under the Proceeds of Crime Act 2002.  

 
70. They all failed to report or seek consent from the National Crime Agency prior to making 

any application for a winding up petition against Earth Energy Investments LLP or 

Empowering Wind MFC Ltd.   

 
71. Ds failed in their reporting duties, because they are not going to report themselves to 

the NCA for the crimes they have committed in conspiring to defraud C, therefore, 

additionally, they are all guilty of the offence of section 328(1) of the Proceeds of Crime 

Act 2002 in conspiracy. A further stand-alone indictable offence. 
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72. C seeks a confiscation order against Ds in the sum exceeding £22 million, being the £1.2 

million assigned investments and the £18.7 million claim issued on 1st November 2018 

plus standard interest accruing until the sum is repaid in full.  

 
73. C seeks a warrant of arrest against all the purported judges and parties referred to at 

page 5 of the petition (PETITION_COMMONS_LORDS_05_05_2021) as each have 

fraudulently abused their positions, perverting the course of justice to prevent justice 

being served on D2 and their conspirers throughout the protracted civil and criminal 

proceedings.  

 
74. A copy of this submission has been served on all the defendants accordingly.   

 
75. This submission has been sent to the Crown Court Judge sitting in Newcastle who is 

currently considering C’s directions.    

                                                                                                        

Paul Millinder – 27th May 2021 
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IN THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISIONAL ADMINISTRATIVE COURT                     Claim No: CO/3966/2020  
_____________________________________________________________________________________  
Pursuant to Section 9 of the Criminal Justice Act 1967 

 
Claimant’s skeleton dated:  24th May 2021 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 
1. The Claimant (“C”) has prepared this skeleton to further consolidate, getting to all the 

issues in question.    The Defendants are referred to herein as “Ds” or “D1” – “D8” (The 

first Defendant to the eighth Defendant).  

 

2. In this skeleton C refers to the two detailed reports: ESD_Claimant_05_05_2021_PT1 

(“PT1”) and ESD_Claimant_10_05_2021_PT2 (“PT2”), both contain an active table of 

contents at page 2 for ease in reference.   

 
3. In the first report (PT1), page 4, part 1.1, the purpose of the Option Agreement is 

recited, being the right to “construct, connect to the grid and operate” the turbine.  The 

option period ran from 15th June 2012 and was extended on 8th November 2012. The 

Lease was completed on 17th June 2013.  

 
4. PT1, page 5, part 1.7 and 1.8 recites the express obligation stipulated by Northern 

Powergrid, (Northeast) Ltd, the Distribution Network Operator (“NPG”) on 16th October 

2012 that D2’s substations would need to be “disconnected from the Northern 

Powergrid system and connected to the customer owned 11Kv network where the 

turbine would be connected”. That is the fundamental basis of the connection 

configuration for the wind turbine.  

 
5. Page 5, part 1.9, evidenced that D5, Michael Brown, who was advising D2, was aware of 

the requirement on 25th September 2012, 21-days prior to NPG specifying the 

connection.    Page 6, part 1.15 refers to the Option Agreement being extended for the 

“same commercial deal” referring to “cost of connection being the only issue”.     Page 6, 

part 1.16 through to page 7, part 1.26 evidenced that the connection offer and the 

configuration was completed with full agreement of D2, by 4th January 2013.  

Tab_2: Pages 14 - 39 
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6. Page 7, part 1.22 refers to having the “certainty required” on 4th January 2013 and that: 

“we will be paying the deposit required on the Grid connection to NPG on Monday and 

wiring the fees to you at the same time” 

 

7. Page 7, part 1.23 refers to the fact that the electrical design “contestable costs” and 

quotation for the electrical infrastructure works required to complete that grid 

connection was £281k.    C required comfort of the method, timeframe and cost of 

making the connection prior to exercising the Option.     

 
8. The connection specified was the only feasible connection method for the wind turbine 

so that power could be exported (sent back to the grid) and delivered to the stadium to 

offset energy D2 would otherwise draw from the grid.  Doing so was the entire purpose 

of the project.  

 
9. Page 7, part 1.26 refers to the fact it is the Distribution Network Operator (“NPG”) who 

specifies the connection configuration, the terms and costs of making the connection.  

 
10. Page 8, part 2.1 refers to the fact that the Lease was completed on the basis of that 

connection with NPG on 17th June 2013, affirming a completed collateral contract on the 

connection configuration.  (Note that it was anyway when on 8th November 2012 the 

parties extended the option for the specific purpose of securing that same and only 

connection for the turbine).  

 

It is proven beyond reasonable doubt that the connection configuration was completed by 4th 

January 2013: 

 
11. The “Option Agreement” does what it says on the tin.  It provides an option for either 

party to negate without financial commitment if either becomes dissatisfied with either 

the technical or commercial terms being proposed.   

 

12. If what D2 has done was lawful, no property or energy developer in the UK is safe.  
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13. D2 had from 4th January 2013 until 17th June 2013 (164-days, or 5-months, 13-days) to 

negate the option agreement if they were not comfortable with taking ownership of 

their substations so the turbine connection could be established.  

 

14. Once the Lease, in the case of an option to Lease, or the purchase in the case of an 

option to purchase is completed, the prerequisite matters put in place for the 

development during the option period are made final.  A completed collateral contract.  

 

Dishonest concealment, lies and misrepresentation by the defendants and purported judges 

involved in respect of the completed connection configuration: 

15. The fact that D2 rendered the project absolutely useless by refusing the connection that 

formed the entire purpose of the contract in the first instance is what has caused all the 

protracted loss and suffering to the Claimant, including both insolvencies.   Everything 

has been founded upon the tort of fraudulent misrepresentation on the part of D2.   

 

16. C was induced to complete the Lease on the merits of the connection specified by NPG. 

It transpired, nearly 2-years later, that D2 had no intention of providing the connection 

when it was required to have done so.    

 

17. All the loss suffered by C, the extreme financial and emotional harm caused by years of 

rigged proceedings founded by political interference, is all as a result of the principal 

fraud and then further, serious criminal frauds that were founded on top.   C has been 

defrauded of his right of access to a fair and unbiased trial, as well as being defrauded of 

his democratic rights as requisite majority creditor.  

 
18. C was defrauded of his rights in law under the Insolvency Act 1986 / Insolvency Rules 

2016, law that is designed principally to recover assets from insolvent companies.  

 
19. The dishonest concealment of the fact that D2 rendered the project unfit for purpose 

started at the ex-parte hearing of 9th January 2017 has been continued ever since by the 

politically controlled judges who “stepped into the shoes of the fraudsters”.  
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20.  A spin of trickery and deceit ensued throughout the proceedings, constituting a most 

extreme and protracted fraud upon the Court for which all the orders in the case must 

be declared void.  

 
21. Turning to page 16 of the PT1 report, part 6.1, C therein refers to the fact that there is 

no mention whatsoever anywhere within Bloom’s witness statement, nor in any of the 

defendant’s written or oral submissions, that D2 refused the connection, rendering the 

project completely useless, preventing C from performing on the rights granted.    

 
22. On the contrary, D2, D3, D4 and D7 failed whatsoever in their duty of candour to 

disclose the fact, whilst fraudulently withholding the 3 salient contracts making up the 

entire connection agreement.    

 
23. The non-disclosure was pre-meditated and dishonest, but Nugee concealed their fraud 

and perverted the course of justice to ensure they got away completely unpunished for 

what is the most extreme case of fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte in the history of UK 

law.   

 
24. C refers to INDEX-05-04, then to PDF portfolio no. 22, turning to tab_X11, the mala fide 

order of 8th February 2019 by Vos, who sought only to sustain the false instrument 

ECRO.  

 
25. Civil restraint orders created by unjust certifications as “TWM” with no consideration 

whatsoever appear to be the corrupt judiciary’s preferred form of dishonest 

concealment, effectually defrauding their victims of the right to a fair trial.  

 
26. The purported judges involved carried on the lies and concealment ever since, relying 

heavily on the lies and concealment of Vos.  One, “covers for the other”.   The fact that 

Vos now sits as head of civil justice shows what a complete cesspool of corruption the 

UK has become.  Compliance is rewarded, political interference is the driver, it is all 

coming from Buckland, Bloom of D2’s personal associate.  
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27. At page 5, p13, Vos stated that C “alleges that in November 2012”, NPG made D2 aware 

that the connection was conditional upon D2 taking ownership of the dedicated 

substations.  That is entirely incorrect, for it is proven that D2 and D5 have known of the 

express obligation since 25th September 2012 if not long prior, *D5 admitted it himself.  

(*See: PT1 report, page 5, part 1.9).  

 
28. C alleges nothing, everything is proven but my integrity and diligence as been degraded 

by those in positions of trust who are certainly neither integral or diligent.  C will not 

tolerate this outright fraud and corruption from a rotten system, nobody should.   

 
29. At p14, Vos seeks to conceal the fact that no rent was ever payable and that even Nugee 

found that.    Vos implied that rent was payable from 17th June 2014, knowing that no 

rent was ever payable and that the first instalment (£15k) was not payable until 15th 

September 2015. 

     

30. Vos therein referred to Force Majeure in the Lease, knowing it absolved the 

requirement to pay as the delay from 23rd September 2013 until 23rd December 2014 

was Force Majeure, preventing the turbine from lawful operation.     

 
31. The order of 5th February 2018 where Nugee found just that was cited in the application 

notice that was before Vos.  He still came out with this spin of nonsense to conceal the 

correct factual circumstances.  Vos and his cohorts have allowed their impartiality to be 

compromised by corrupt central government officials, they are liars and cheats.  

 
32. We move to INDEX-05-04, PDF portfolio no.22, then to tab_X1, the application notice 

dated 28th September 2018. It is evidenced at box 2 page 1 that the application is for a 

fraud trial.  That never happened, Vos concealed the fraud only to sustain the false 

instrument ECRO that was made without jurisdiction.  

 
33. Tab_X1, page 3, p1 sets out the relief sought in setting aside orders founded by fraud, 

Vos did nothing. P4 therein sets out the relief sought. The application came with the CPR 

Part 7 damages claim seeking restitution for the fraud and winding up.  
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34. The claim was never determined, Arnold defrauded C of the right to restitution, 

disposing of it on 14th November 2018 under the guise of the false instrument ECRO to 

assist Vos in ensuring C was denied all right to remedy for the wrongdoings. That, in 

itself is a serious fraud.  

 
35. Page 3, p5 of that application notice refers specifically to the citations from paragraphs 

3 and 4 of 5th February 2018 order where it was found neither rent or energy supply was 

owed (stating the obvious).  Page 4, p7 sets out the fact that the £4.1 million claim is 

false.  

 
36. Prima facie grounds were made out, but in fact, it was already found and proven that 

the claim is fraudulent and that C’s claim against D2 for unlawful forfeiture is proven.  

Vos and his cohorts have been perverting the course of justice, furthering their frauds 

and denying all remedy.     

Authorities:  

37. C refers to his schedule of authorities we addressed in brief on 30th March 2021; 

RESPONDENT_LIST_AUTHORITIES_24_03_2021: 

 

38. In relation to the malicious and unjust certifications as “TWM” by the corrupt, politically 

controlled judiciary, C refers to page 1, p1 through to p1.1.3 (Wasif and the meaning of 

“TWM”). Given that the case is proven, what is “TWM” exactly?  

 
39. In relation to the duty of inquiry of the Insolvency Court to set aside false liabilities in 

insolvency proceedings, C refers to page 2, p7 and p8, Dawodo, page 3, p10(i) Re Flatau 

Ex p, p12(i) through to p17, Atay.   Page 5, p20(i) Re Fraser, ex parte.  The authorities 

mattered not to Vos, all that mattered to him was sustaining the fraudulent claims and 

assisting the offenders.  

 
40. The nonsensical, oppressive, pathetic excuse for failing to deal with the application 

whatsoever is at page 4, p7 of his order.  C quotes: “No permission has been given 

under the ECRO for any other applications to be made” 
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41. Vos himself provided permission to make the only application that was made, the one of 

28th September 2018 that sought to deal with the fraud and that came with the claim 

that C paid £10,000 for.  It was the one within insolvency proceedings that he evaded 

altogether.  Clearly he knew that doing so would tend to interfere with the 

administration of justice, that was his intention.    

 

42. At page 10, p41, Vos defeated the jurisdiction of the Insolvency Court to inquire into the 

validity of a debt, both the £25k fraudulent liability and the £4.1 million by seeking to 

state it was res judicata. C quotes:   

 
“none of the orders made by Arnold J, Norris J or Nugee J was the subject of an appeal 

by Earth Energy to the Court of Appeal.” 

 

43. Case law referred to by C determines that absence of an appeal, or even a negative 

appeal decision presents no boundaries to the Insolvency Court’s duty of enquiry. Vos 

sought to fetter the jurisdiction, as he did to deal with the application before him 

whatsoever.  There are 35-pages of factually inaccurate nonsense, a spin of deceit, 

concealment, and evasion of the core issues.  

 

44. At page 10, p44, the actions of Pelling that Vos was supporting were clearly and 

obviously mala fide.  C quotes: “As will appear, HHJ Pelling’s judgment held that the 

first application was totally without merit essentially for the reasons given by Nugee J 

in his judgment of 5th February 2018” 

 

45. Nugee did not state that the application of 5th February 2018 was without merit, quite 

on the contrary.    C refers to INDEX-05-04, PDF portfolio no.1, then to tab_08, the 

transcript and order of that hearing.    Scrolling to page 87, when D7 asked the Court to 

find the application as “TWM”, Nugee said this:  “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. 
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46. Nugee was clearly referring to the fact that the case is proven and that he himself found 

that no rent or energy supply payments were due, therefore he found that the claim 

against MFC is proven, that no money was owed to D2 and that the sum of the demand 

is proven.  Indeed, there is a separate ground to have set aside the injunction on the 

basis that there is an indisputable debt.  They just kept it there to defraud C, just as they 

did the £4.1 million fraudulent proof of debt.  

Concealment:  Failure in continuing duty to disclose ex-parte: 

47. Pelling relied on the fact that Nugee had fraudulently misrepresented the assignment 

whilst failing whatsoever to consider the implications of the breach of the continuing 

duty to disclose and the Penningtons Manches LLP letter (see: INDEX-05-04, PDF 

portfolio no.1, then to tab_23), containing the “shopping list” of material information 

withheld, confirming categorically that C did not consent to costs.  There was no 

genuine consent.  For a consent order to be valid, there must be.   

 

48. Disclosure of tab_23 would have proven the correct position.   The further non-

disclosure, breach of Ds continuing duty to disclose was of dishonest intent to conceal 

the significant material non-disclosure on 9th January 2017.   Criminal offences do not 

expire and neither does the criminal property C has been defrauded of.  That criminal 

property, the thing in action, now exceeds £1.2 million including standard interest.  

 

49. The applicable position is referred to in C’s schedule of authorities.  See: 

RESPONDENT_LIST_AUTHORITIES_24_03_2021, page 7, p29, Burns v Burns and p30, 

Livesey v Jenkins).   

 
50. Had Ds fulfilled their continuing duty to disclose the Penningtons letter of 11th January 

2017, any judge would have discovered the significant material non-disclosure and the 

fact there was no genuine consent.  The injunction of 9th January 2017 would have been 

discontinued and the order of 16th January 2017 would never have been made.   

 
51. It is proven to the required standard that the orders were both founded by fraud.  
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52. On the balance of probabilities, the order of 16th January 2017 would not have been 

made.  Breach of duty to disclose founded the order.  Therefore, C’s application is 

proven, it is not “TWM”.  

 
53. It is neither res judicata to set aside any order within the Insolvency Court if there are 

prima facie grounds made out from which to have done so. The above grounds pleaded 

are more than sufficient from which to have done so, but yet again, Pelling maliciously 

certified as “TWM” with no consideration whatsoever.   

 
54. Fancourt later did precisely the same, on 6th November 2020 after defrauding C of the 

indisputable sum of the demand and preventing justice being served by failing 

whatsoever to hear C’s application for trial.  It is evidenced that Fancourt deliberately 

evaded all C’s evidence and submissions, then “steamrollered ahead” on 11th November 

2020 to originate the false instrument void GCRO, even after being served on 10th 

November 2020 with the application for a warrant for his arrest and the issued 

application to recuse him from the case.   

 
55. At page 3, p12(i) of C’s schedule of authorities (as p49 above) the authority in Atay 

synergises perfectly with C’s case.  There is fraud, but the fraud was concealed.  There 

was only one application before Nugee of 5th February 2018, he failed to come 

anywhere close to addressing the serious fraud and dishonesty.    Page 4, p15, also cites 

from Atay in respect of consent orders.  All of the highlighted parts therein apply in C’s 

case.   

 
56. At page 3 of C’s schedule of authorities, p12(i), C cited the applicable passage in Atay:  

 
“Absent a vitiating factor there has to be a miscarriage of justice to in order 

to engage the jurisdiction” 

 
57. There is certainly also miscarriage of justice, as well as fraud. The assignment cannot be 

disputed, for statutory law makes it valid from the date notice was given.  Additionally, 

Nugee failed whatsoever to address the fraud and Bloom’s false ex-parte statement.  
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58. Moving back to the order of Vos at tab_X11 (INDEX-05-04, no.22), at page 11, p44, Vos 

sought to degrade the assignment, without taking into account the correct factual 

position.   

 
59. C recites what Vos said in that paragraph:  

 
“HHJ Pelling rejected the argument that the consent order had not been agreed in the 

absence of new evidence having been adduced, and held that the new pieces of 

evidence (namely the Minutes and the December 2016 email) would have fortified his 

view that there was no realistically arguable cross claim available to Earth Energy” 

 

60. It is proven that the order of 16th January 2017 was founded by fraud and that the 

information withheld would have proven there was no consent to costs.  Nugee, Pelling, 

Vos and later Snowden, all sought to degrade the assignment when the law makes it 

valid from the date notice was given.   That dishonest concealment is clearly linked to 

non-disclosure of tab_23.  They all knew what they were doing was dishonest, any lay 

person could determine that the absolute assignment, of which express written notice 

was given, is effectual in law. The law in question states precisely that.   

 

61. The combined actions of the corrupt judiciary in perverting the course of justice and 

defrauding C would be viewed as dishonest when considered by any reasonable and 

honest person.   

 

62. As already proven by C, the assignment came effectually in 3 forms, all of which, in their 

own right, constitute sufficient notice of assignment according to law.   C refers to 

PETITION-JCPC-15-03-2021, the comprehensive written submission we addressed 

during the hearing of 30th March 2021.   We turn to page 10, p69, is written notice of 

the absolute assignment that was in Bloom of D2’s possession on 3rd January 2017 along 

with the statutory demand and the assignment itself.  On 6th January 2017 all were in 

D2’s possession by hard copy.   Law makes the assignment effectual from the date 

notice was given.    
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63. On 3rd January 2017, the assigned investments (£770,000 plus standard interest) had 

extinguished the £25k fraudulent liability by £873,116.71 of which £103,116.71 is 

standard interest accrued from the date of the assignment.   

 

64. On 3rd January 2017, the sum of the demand (£530,000), plus accrued interest from the 

date of the assignment is £600,976.44 of which £70,966.44 is standard interest, 

extinguishing D2’s fraudulent claim by 24.3 times.  

 
65. Interest continues to accrue on the criminal property C has been defrauded of by 

Fancourt and his co-conspirers from the date of the assignment.  

Vos deliberately concealed the assignment to assist the offenders:  

66. We turn back to the Vos mala fide order designed to sustain the false instrument ECRO 

and to aid and abet, whilst concealing the blatant fraud.   

 

67. At page 6, p22, Vos refers to “rent allegedly payable under the Lease” and “energy 

payments allegedly due” when he knew both were not due at all. These corrupt, 

politically controlled judges are always economical with the truth.    

 
68. At p23, Vos refers to the “alleged assignment”, but only refers to £200,000, a smaller 

part of the assignment, knowing, just like Nugee did, that all of the investments in the 

project had been assigned.   He did that because he again was trying to ensure the 

assignment was made ineffective when it was, just as Nugee did.   

 
69. Vos lied and referred to only £200k of the assigned investments being assigned, 

knowing, just as C does that; 

 
“The rights to be assigned must be wholly ascertainable and must not relate to part only 

of a debt”. 

 
70. At page 7, p24, again, Vos refers to “alleged assignment”, knowing that Staunton 

himself on 5th February 2018 himself admitted that; “what’s assigned are the 

investments”  
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71. At p24 Vos recited the terms of the absolute assignment. C recites the applicable 

passages: 

 

“so that [Earth Energy], as [parent of Empowering Wind MFC] is assigned those 

investments” 

 

“so that there are two causes of action, with [Earth Energy] recovering funds invested 

and [Empowering Wind MFC] recovering consequential loss, including the feed in tariff 

revenue”. 

 

72. At the bottom of p24, Vos stated this: 

 

“He also submits that the words emphasised in the Minutes above amount to a legal 

assignment by Empowering Wind MFC to Earth Energy of an alleged debt of £200,000 

due from Middlesbrough”. 

 

73. Again, Vos knew what was assigned as all of the investment in Empowering Wind MFC 

Ltd, absolutely, not just a small part of it.  

 

74. At p25, Vos refers to “the alleged non payment breaches”, knowing that it was already 

found by Nugee that no rent or energy supply was owed (stating the obvious) and that 

Force Majeure absolved any liability whatsoever.   

 
75. At p26, Vos lied again, knowing that the ESA was not terminated at all and knowing that 

D2 did terminate the Lease for non-payment of energy supply (£181,269.89) and rent 

(£75,000) on 19th August 2015.    

 
76. Vos said this: 

 
purported to terminate the ESA for non-payment and to forfeit the Lease on 19th 

August 2015. 
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77. Again, entirely economical with the truth, knowing that the ESA was not terminated at 

all, because he knew that the second fraudulent proof of debt £541,308.89 made by 

Bloom of D2 on 20th December 2016 comprised of £466,308.89 for energy supply they 

prevented from being supplied and then on 2nd February 2017, £4,036,847.75 was for 

energy supply.  Vos was concealing those fraudulent claims, which is why he made no 

mention of them whatsoever when the application before him asked the Court to set 

the £4.1 million fraudulent claim aside.  

 

78. At p24, Vos refers to “purported to terminate”, meaning “appearing or stated to be true, 

though not necessarily so or alleged” but he knew that D2 did unlawfully forfeit the 

Lease on 19th August 2015 for non-payment when it was found that no money was 

owed.  

 
79. Even more disingenuously, at p27, Vos refers to; 

 
“There was also an ongoing argument at this stage about whether or not 

Middlesbrough should agree to take ownership of the sub-stations” 

 

80. Vos knew, as well as D2 did, that those arrangements were affirmed when the option to 

Lease was extended on 8th November 2012, again made final when the Lease was 

completed off the back of that express requirement on 17th June 2013.   

 

81. Effectually, Vos was concealing the same fraud as D2 was on 9th January 2017 ex-parte, 

in respect of the connection.  

 
82. At page 8, p32 Vos seeks to lend credence to D2’s nonsensical position by reciting their 

utter nonsense which contradicts the assignment they withheld from the ex-parte 

hearing that clearly referred to “two causes of action”.   

 
83. There was no reason to recite the misrepresentation, only to assist the offenders, which 

is what Vos has done throughout.  
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84. At page 9, p34, Vos again seeks to degrade the assignment, “allegedly due” and “alleged 

assignment”. Any judge, who was not a complete lunatic or utterly corrupt, would know 

law makes the assignment valid from the date notice was given. One must naturally 

therefore ask why Vos is referring to “alleged assignment”? Again, C does know the 

answer.  

 

85. At page 10, p40, Vos told a complete lie and stated this to attempt to lend credence to 

his fraud:  

 
This obviously included a claim for £330,000 that Mr Millinder now acknowledges had 

not been assigned to Earth Energy. 

 

86. C has, at all times, maintained that what is assigned is the investments, because that is 

the truth and reality.  Vos is, C reiterates, a liar and a cheat, cheating is dishonest. Vos 

has acted with favour and ill-will. Why is he still purporting to be “Master of the Rolls”?   

 

87.  C shall leave the learned judges to form an opinion after reading p41 of page 10.  Nugee 

and Vos have been perverting the course of justice, maliciously denying remedy and 

preventing justice being served on the offender.  It was said that C had told Nugee to 

continue the injunction, again, this is total nonsense when the application sought to set 

it aside. Where does this delusion all come from exactly?  Where is the reality and logic?  

 

88. Vos concealed for Staunton, stating that he “unwittingly misled Arnold J”, but failing 

altogether to note that he did the same again before Nugee J on 5th February 2018.   It 

was deliberate intent to mislead, just as everything else they have done has been 

deliberate and so was the fact that Nugee, Vos, Pelling, Arnold, Briggs, Jones, Murray, 

Miles and Fancourt have all perverted the course of justice and fraudulently abused 

their positions.  

 
89. Moving to page 11, p47, Vos lied yet again, knowing that it was the £4.1 million 

fraudulent claim that was frustrating the insolvency, referred to in the application.  
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90. C reiterates, it is not res judicate to ask the insolvency court to exercise its duty of 

enquiry where there are prima facie grounds to impugn a proof of debt, even if it is 

established by a judgment order.    

 

91. The application before Vos sought to do precisely that, whereas at INDEX-05-04, PDF 

portfolio no. 22, then to tab_X1, the application notice of 28th September 2018. Page 3, 

p3, asked Vos to set aside the fraudulent proof of debt and the ultra vires void orders by 

Jones. Vos did nothing, aside from concealing the fraud.  The paragraph asked Vos to 

disclaim the ESA and set aside the proof of debt.  

 
92. At page 4 of the continuation sheet of the application notice, underneath p4 of Nugee’s 

order where he found that neither rent or energy supply was owed, at p7, the 

highlighted parts tell Vos categorially that the ESA is conditional and that £4,031,664.80 

was for energy supply.  C quotes: 

 
“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”. 

 
93. At the top of page 5 told Vos that: 

 

“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 the actions of the 

Landlord in preventing the same connection from being established” 

 

94. Even in light of the fact that the application notice itself proved C’s case, Vos is still lying 

and fraudulently misrepresenting the entire position from start to finish in his 35 pages 

of absolute nonsense.    Moving back to his mala fide order, at page 11, p47, Vos stated 

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, on the ground 

that the claim was false and/or fraudulent” 

CASE FILE: Page 1269                   PDF: Page 30 of 994

https://intelligenceuk.com/PM-15-03-2021/INDEX-05-04.pdf
https://www.dropbox.com/s/4ms9xyopnzxuiqz/22.EX-PM-VOS-17-02-2021.pdf?dl=0
https://intelligenceuk.com/PM-15-03-2021/Tab_X1---Sealed_application_28_09_2018.pdf


16 
 

95. Vos, acting with intent to pervert the course of justice, completely concealed the fact 

that the application both before him and before Jones, sought to remove the £4.1 

million fraudulent claim that the corrupt Court officials and their co-conspirers, Ds 2 – 8 

were concealing.    Vos referred only to the £256,269.89 fraudulent claim used to 

unlawfully forfeit the Lease, describing it in the same verbiage bullshit as “a quantified 

claim for rent”.   

 

96. C refers to page 27, p105 and quotes: 

 
“On 25th June 2015, Middlesbrough invoiced Empowering Wind MFC for a quantified 

claim for rent in the sum of £256,269.89” 

 

97. Vos was concealing that £181,269.89 was for energy supply, as he was the second and 

third fraudulent proofs of debt.   

 

98. C repeats, political interference is the driver of this insanity and judicial corruption. That 

does not excuse the fact that these idiotic deluded cowards have allowed their 

independence to be compromised to this extent.  It’s a case of “would they jump off a 

bridge if Buckland told them to do it?”.   

 
99. These dishonest quislings are vile, back in the day they would be hung from the tower 

and left for the ravens to peck their eyes out.  They ruin people’s lives with their 

dishonesty and abuse of position without any remorse whatsoever, going to leach off 

the public’s purse after breaching their oaths.  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.  That is the truth and reality.  

 

100. At page 5, p15, Vos incorrectly stated that the ESA was entered into on 17th June 

2013, but at the bottom of his factually inaccurate blarney, he corrected the position 

that the ESA was not completed until 7th November 2013.   
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101. Midway down his paragraph of lies and concealment, Vos stated: 

 
“Clause 2.1 of the ESA provided that certain of its terms (excluding clause 3.4) would 

only commence on the satisfaction of condition precedents” 

 
102. The ESA that C drafted and completed made no reference to clause 3.4 in the 

conditionality, but it did include the fact that clause 4 would only commence upon 

“satisfaction in full” of “The Generator entering into a connection agreement”.  

 

103. Vos was taken to the ESA, he had it before him in the hard copy bundle provided 

by C.  We move to INDEX-05-04, PDF portfolio no.5, then the tab titled “EX_05_07_1 – 

Energy Supply Agreement”.   We turn to page 4 of the ESA, clause 2.1, of which C 

quotes: 

 
“Clauses 3.1 - 3.3 and 4 shall commence on (and be conditional on) the satisfaction in full 

of the following conditions precedent” 

 
104. It is evidenced that there is no reference to clause 3.4 whatsoever, but the 

reference is indeed to clause 4 “Invoicing & payment” which is at page 8.  Vos knew 

this, which is why he lied and invented clause 3.4, because he would, as anyone with 

half an ounce of common sense would have done, gone to page 8 to define what the 

conditional elements of the agreement are.    

 

105. Vos fraudulently misrepresented the position, because he knew that any 

invoicing and payment was conditional upon C’s satisfaction in full, of the connection D2 

refused.  

 

106. Vos knew therefore, that £181,269.89 of the first claim used to unlawfully forfeit 

the Lease was false, but moreover, he knew that Nugee had already found that neither 

rent or energy supply was owed and that D2 had unlawfully forfeited the Lease, which is 

why he asked Arnold to dispose of C’s claim, because it was proven.   
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107. The combined actions of these quisling terrorists are dishonest and would be 

considered dishonest in view of the honest lay person.  In fact, the actions of Vos in 

cheating, misrepresenting and lying falls perfectly in accord with the correct test for 

dishonesty in Ivy v Genting Casinos 2017 and as to how the new test was established.  

 
108. Dishonesty is a crucial element of many complex acquisitive criminal offences. In 

the white-collar crime context, this includes offences under the Fraud Act 2006 and 

conspiracy to defraud (as demonstrated by the recent prosecution of Tom Hayes), and 

‘failure to prevent’ corporate criminal offences (for example, the new tax evasion 

offences introduced on 30 September under the Criminal Finances Act 2017), or as the 

case here, perverting the course of justice and concealing criminal property C has been 

defrauded of.   Dishonesty may also be included as an element of the intended general 

failure to prevent the economic crime offence, or, as in the present case, using the court 

to facilitate the economic crime perpetrated by the purported judges themselves.  

 
109. Likewise, turning back to page 11, p47 of his nonsense order, Vos stated this:  

 
“ICCJ Jones also refused to recuse himself and held at paragraph 26 of his judgment that 

the application seeking recusal was totally without merit”. 

 

110. It was this second mala fide certification as “TWM” that Pelling relied upon to 

found his false instrument ECRO to conceal the fraud and criminal property C has been 

defrauded of.  The was the application of 17th November 2017 that sought to deal with 

the frauds collectively, that was expressly to be heard by a High Court Judge but was 

circumvented by Jones who was perverting the course of justice.    

 

111. We turn back to C’s PT1 report, to page 32, part 9.3.1, reading to page 37, 

part.3.3.40.  It is necessary to spend 15-minutes reading those parts carefully.  
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112.  The position C highlights is at page 33, part.9.3.9 “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”. 

113. Jones himself admitted he had no jurisdiction to hear any part of the application, 

so, why did he refuse to recuse himself from the application he knew that was to deal 

with the frauds collectively?  

 

114. When fraud is an issue, dishonesty does matter. Jones, by his own admission 

knew he had no jurisdiction, he was operating without jurisdiction, only with intent to 

prevent justice being served on the offenders. Jone’s orders are void as ultra vires, Vos 

sought to lend credence to that when any judge would know the correct factual 

position.   

 
115. C refers to the well known judgment of Sirros v Moore , 1974 CA (Denning LJ), 

citing the applicable passage respective of the doctrine of judicial immunity which, for 

avoidance of doubt, does not apply to any of these conspiring dishonest offenders. C 

highlights the parts that apply equally to all of them:  

 
‘Ever since the year 1613, if not before, it has been accepted in our law that no action is 

maintainable against a judge for anything said or done by him in the exercise of a jurisdiction 

which belongs to him. The words which he speaks are protected by an absolute privilege. The 

orders which he gives, and the sentences which he imposes, cannot be made the subject of 

civil proceedings against him. No matter that the judge was under some gross error or 

ignorance, or was actuated by envy, hatred and malice, and all uncharitableness, he is not 

liable to an action. The remedy of the party aggrieved is to appeal to a Court of Appeal or to 

apply for habeas corpus, or a writ of error or certiorari, or to take some such step to reverse 

his ruling. Of course, if the judge has accepted bribes or been in the least degree corrupt, or 

has perverted the course of justice, he can be punished in the criminal courts. That apart, 

however, a judge is not liable to an action for damages. The reason is not because the judge 

has any privilege to make mistakes or to do wrong. It is so that he should be able to do his 

duty with complete independence and free from fear  . These words apply not only to the 

judges of the superior courts, but to judges of all ranks, high or low.’ However the doctrine of 
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judicial immunity does not apply: ‘if it be shown that [a judge] was not acting judicially, 

knowing that he had no jurisdiction to do it.’ 

 
 

116. All of the above highlighted parts apply to the offender purported judges in this 

case, each and every one of them, including Murray.  

 

117. At page 5, p15, it appears that Vos doesn’t even know how to correctly describe 

“conditions precedent” let alone anything else. The man is a dishonest cretin and a 

waste of taxpayer’s funds, he is of no calibre to be a judge, he is just a cheat and a 

fraudster.   That too is proven beyond doubt, but moreover, he is guilty of conspiracy to 

pervert the course of justice and of conspiracy to defraud and the offence of section 

327(1) of the Proceeds of Crime Act 2002 as are the rest of them.  

 
118. Vos was taken to the note of hearing of 9th January 2017 (see: tab_01f, page 1, 

(3), on 9th January 2017 Staunton has admitted in writing that: 

 
“There is a reference to Force Majeure in the Energy Supply Agreement between MFC 

and EWML. Reference tab 4, page 51. Force Majeure is defined at page 54. For the 

purpose of this agreement it does have effect” 

 
119. The fact is that Vos knew that Staunton himself had admitted, by virtue of Force 

Majeure no claims could be established pursuant to the ESA. Vos knew that it was D4 

who provided C that note of hearing on the same day.  

 

120. 24-days later, D4 claimed over £4 million for energy supply.  Any lawyer, 

spending 5-minutes of due diligence on the ESA conditionality would establish that not 

only could no claims be established by virtue of the fact that Force Majeure had effect, 

but moreover, that the ESA is conditional upon C’s satisfaction in full of the connection 

D2 refused and, commissioning of the wind turbine.    
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121. C reiterates, for clarity, the “Start Date” is not a specific date, as implied by Vos 

and D2, but it is the date from which the conditions precedent in clause 2 are satisfied.  

There was no start date, because D2 refused the connection.   It is that issue that “goes 

to the heart of the proceedings”.  

 

122. At p15 of his order, Vos made no mention of the fact that Staunton himself had 

admitted that “Force Majeure has effect” because doing so would have proven that D2, 

D3, D4, D5, D6, D7 and D8 all knew, by the longstop of 9th January 2017 that the claims 

they were making were entirely false.    

 
123. That fact, in itself proves the fraud.  Vos said this: 

 
“by which Empowering Wind MFC agreed to supply the energy produced by the wind 

turbine to be installed at the Property to Middlesbrough for 20 years from the 

“Commissioning Date”. 

 
124. Vos made no mention that there was no “Entitlement to agreed output” 

(agreement to supply power - see: ESA, page 4, clause 2 “Commencement & Term” – 

3.1), which is defined at page 3 “definitions” of the ESA as: 

 

“Agreed output” means an output of upto 1500 MWh of electricity to be supplied free of 

charge to the Company each year, together with Energy supplied over and above 

1500MWh per annum to be sold to the Company at the rate of 8.25p /KWh” 

 

125. Clause 3.1 is conditional upon same conditions precedent.  In absence of 

“satisfaction in full” of entering into the connection agreement D2 refused and 

commissioning of the turbine, there was no agreement to supply power.  

 

126. It is no coincidence that the correct facts set out in the completed contracts are 

the opposite to the lies from Vos and Ds. They are all one and the same, criminal 

conspirers who have set out to defraud C and to pervert the course of justice.   
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127. At p17 of his order, Vos continued the lies of D2 and D3, citing that:  

 
“Disagreements over the suitability of the mitigation scheme led to delays in its 

approval”. 

 
128. Essentially, Vos has been working for the offenders, just replicating their lies all 

the way through.    

 

129. We turn to page 17 of the PT1 report, part 7.2 is the misrepresentation within 

Bloom’s ex-parte witness statement that Vos recited in those precise terms.   

 
130. Moving to page 21 of the report, part 7.8, it is evidenced, from the Council 

themselves, that by 23rd September 2013, C had done what was required to have 

discharged the condition.   

 
131. At page 20 of the report, part 7.5, Stewart provides a different lie to the one 

conveyed by Bloom and Vos.   C quotes: 

 
“the project was delayed as a result of a delay in satisfying a condition attached to the 

planning permission” 

 
132. It is proven beyond doubt that all are lies.  We turn to page 8 of the report, part 

3.3 is the email chain that D2, D4 and D7 withheld from the ex-parte hearing.  It is no 

coincidence that the email chain provides the correct factual position, which is why they 

withheld it.    

 

133. The email chain between the Council officials stated categorically : 

 
“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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Any comments before we progress with discharge of condition?” 

 

134. It is proven beyond reasonable doubt that by 23rd September 2013, C had done 

what was required to discharge the condition. 

135. The Council themselves admitted therein that C had done so and that they were 

going to discharge the condition but they failed to do so.      

 

136. The evidence proves that Bloom’s statement, referred to at p42 above is false.  

The lie was carried over by Vos is false.  The evidence also proves that Stewart’s 

statement is false and that Vos, Stewart and Bloom all had that same evidence in their 

possession, in the hard copy bundle (INDEX-05-04, PDF portfolio no. 7, tab titled “Email 

chain_25_09_2013”. 

 
137.  Vos knew the correct factual position, but he has been working for the 

offenders to assist them in defrauding C.   Likewise, D2 and D4 were taken to same 

evidence, they knew the correct factual position, which is why they first withheld that 

evidence from the ex-parte hearing of 9th January 2017.    

 
138. Ds knew, as well as Vos did, that the delay of Force Majeure was caused by the 

Public Authority failing to act lawfully by removing the condition when C had done what 

was required to have discharged it.   They all knew the turbine could not lawfully 

operate until the condition was removed.   

 
139. At page 10, part 3.8, the letter dated 5th January 2015 which was also withheld 

from the ex-parte hearing is referred to.  This was exhibited with the demand of 6th 

January 2017 because it proved categorically that after failing to have removed the 

condition when C had done what was required to have discharged it on 23rd September 

2013, on 5th January 2015, the Council admitted there was no requirement for it 

anyway. 
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140. Further, it was admitted that the Council did not have the expertise to do what 

was required in approving the scheme under the condition in any event.  

 

141. Page 10, part 3.11 refers to the rest of the material information withheld that 

proved the delay of Force Majeure in accord with the Force Majeure provisions of the 

Lease and the ESA.     

142. D7 had already admitted Force Majeure has effect respective of the ESA on 9th 

January 2017, but he lied about the operative provision within the Lease, because he 

also knew it had effect.       

 

Fraud by failing to disclose information:  The actus reus of the offence: 

143. C’s 54-page report at INDEX-04-04, PDF portfolio no. 26, then to tab_Z9, page 

25, line 19 through to line 31 sets out the actus reus of the offence.  Clearly here, we 

have numerous acts of dishonesty, the false statement and willful failure in duty of 

candour in tandem with the non-disclosure.   The salient part being: 

 

“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”. 

 

144. We have established the dishonesty and the legal duty to disclose and, at page 

26, line 15 – 30 is where Nugee found that the 172 pages of witness evidence was 

withheld.   

 

145. It is proven beyond doubt that D2, D3, D4, D6 and D7 are all guilty of the offence 

in conspiracy and that the sum of the statutory demand and the assigned investments 

back to C is criminal property as defined in section 320 of the Proceeds of Crime Act 

2002.   
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146. Likewise, as is the £18.7 million proven damages claim C has been defrauded of 

by virtue of the fraudulent £4.1 million proof of debt and Hannon, D6’s fraudulent abuse 

of position. 

No energy supply was owed:  

147. D2, D3, D4, D6 and D7 attended Court on 21st November 2017 before Jones, who 

was also perverting the course of justice, to sustain the fraudulent £4.1 million claim 

made by D4 exactly 24-days after D7 admitted the claims could not be established.  

No rent was owed:  

 

148. To be absolutely clear, which is necessary in the circumstances, C reiterates the 

correct factual position and the effect of Force Majeure in the Lease.   The delay of 

Force Majeure occurred just 3-months and 6-days (98-days) into the Lease.  

  

149. Schedule 7 of the Lease provided that the Tenant was to enjoy 365 days (1-year) 

free of rent from which to commission the wind turbine.   The delay of Force Majeure 

suspended the 12-month period free of rent until the issue was resolved on 23rd 

December 2014.     

 
150. From 23rd December 2014 C had 267 days free of rent from which to commission 

the turbine.  Ordinarily therefore, no rent was payable until 15th September 2015.   

 
151. After refusing the connection from 7th February 2015, Force Majeure continued 

to suspend the 12-month period free of rent accordingly solely in favour of Tenant, as 

such, it is proven beyond reasonable doubt that even if D2 did not refuse the 

connection, they still unlawfully forfeited the Lease, but they did refuse the connection.   

 
152. The Lease was unlawfully forfeited on 19th August 2015 for purported non-

payment of rent and energy supply when they prevented C from performing on the 

rights granted. All the loss, damages to business reputation, damage to family and 
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personal life, defamatory comments and malicious litigation was founded as a result of 

D2’s malfeasance.   Where is the remedy?  

 
153. Taking into account all matters, C requests that this Court now reinstates C’s 

damages claim, immediately assigns all rights of action vested in Empowering Wind MFC 

Ltd to C and awards the claim and aggravated damages accordingly. 

 
154. Requests that a bench warrant now be issued against all the defendants, 

including D1 and that they are returned to Court for trial and sentencing.  

P. Millinder – 26/05/2021  
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IN THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISIONAL ADMINISTRATIVE COURT                     Claim No: CO/3966/2020  
_____________________________________________________________________________________  

Pursuant to Section 9 of the Criminal Justice Act 1967 
 

REPORT DATED 5TH MAY 2021 – PART 1 
 

Claimant’s exhaustive summary of fraud and dishonesty 
______________________________________________________________________________ 

“Europe’s first wind powered football stadium”  
 

A protracted conspiracy to defraud in the name of law and justice  
 

 
How the wind powered football stadium would have looked had the Club not “U-turned” and refused 
the connection, preventing the Claimant from performing on the rights granted    
 
The originators of the fraud: On the left, Steve Gibson, chairman of Middlesbrough Football & Athletic 
Company (1986) Ltd and majority shareholder of its Parent Company, Gibson O Neill Company Ltd and 
right, Jeremy Robin Bloom, legal counsel & former senior partner of Womble Bond Dickinson (the 
principal offender - 2nd Defendant).  
 
Insolvency law was used to evade justice, in co-conspiracy with Hannon the Official Receiver acting 
liquidator sustained false claims to keep assets beyond the reach of creditors, preventing meetings of 
creditors from ever taking place.  

Tab_3: Pages 40 - 78
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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: 

 
• “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 right to peaceful enjoyment of one’s property is being violated under the façade of 
“justice” and “insolvency”, constituting gross human rights abuse.  
 
 

A. INTRODUCTION 

1. It is the overarching duty and function of this Court to do justice and to administer the 
law fairly, impartially and in the interests of justice.  To date, aside from the last hearing 
of 30th March 2021, that certainly has not happened in the Insolvency Court.  This Court 
has an obligation in the public interest to remedy this wrongdoing and to protect 
civilians from corrupt public officials and tyranny in the name of justice.  
 

2. This case against Middlesbrough FC, the conduct of the 2nd Defendant and their 
conspirers, including the 1st Defendant, the Attorney General and Defendants 3, 4,5,6,7 
and 8 demonstrates that one can neither rely on the terms of a completed contract, nor 
the courts in the UK to do justice.    
 

3. Corruption prevails. A case of “justice subject to status”, not what you know, but who 
you are affiliated with.  It has all been about providing impunity to Gibson and co, fellow 
corruptors and associates of the Conservative Party tyranny of central government.   
 

4. If one cannot rely on the courts to do justice due to third party interference, political or 
otherwise, no business or civilian is safe.   
 

5. What hope does a democratic society have when the Lord Chancellor is coercing the 
judiciary to provide impunity to his affiliates?   What use is an Attorney General who 
seeks to deploy a false instrument restraint order to conceal fraud and dishonesty to 
prevent criminals from prosecution whilst he purports to be the Law Minister 
responsible for the Crown Prosecution Service?  
 

6. In this report the Claimant refers to the evidence filed in this proceeding contained in 
the tabulated PDF portfolios in INDEX-05-04. For ease in reference the documents 
referred to are hyperlinked to this report, accessible to the reader at one-click.        
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7. Further evidence adduced within this report is hyperlinked where referenced and is 
contained in the tabulated PDF portfolio titled: PM-21-04-2021 
 

“There is no greater tyranny than that which is 
perpetrated under the shield of the law and in 
the name of justice”.   Baron de Montesquieu, 
1748 

 

B. EXHAUSTIVE SUMMARY OF DISHONESTY AND FRAUD IN CHRONOLOGICAL 
ORDER  
 
The Claimant refers to tab_Q1, the 182-page exhibit prepared by the 2nd Defendant for 
their ex-parte hearing of 9th January 2017.    The exhibit is the mismatch of repetitious 
documentation designed to conceal the Defendant’s fraudulent non-disclosure of 172-
pages of witness evidence that was served with the statutory demand of 6th January 
2017.    
 
 
Part 1: 15th June 2012 through to 4th January 2013 - The Option Agreement was 
completed – Connection configuration finalised and pre-commencement planning 
conditions were discharged 

 

1. The Option Agreement, completed between the Claimant’s company, Empowering Wind 
MFC Ltd (“EW”), the wind turbine sole purpose vehicle and the 2nd Defendant is at pages 
2 – 16 of tab_Q1.    Page 4, recital B sets out the purpose of the Option Agreement:     
 
“The Developer intends to construct, connect to the Grid and operate a 90m high wind turbine at 
the Property” 

 
2. Page 6 defines “Proposed Development” as “Construction and operation of a 90m high 

wind turbine”. For the turbine to operate, there must be a grid connection.  
 

3. The planning permission, stating the obvious, enables the turbine to lawfully operate.  It 
was, fundamentally, for that reason, that the Claimant required full satisfaction of 
entering into a connection agreement, prior to agreeing to supply any power.    
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4. Commercially, the Claimant is not going to agree to supply power in absence of first 
having an operational turbine to supply it.  The conditionality of the Energy Supply 
Agreement (“ESA”) was negotiated, agreed and completed to reflect those terms.  Both 
the Lease and the ESA encompassed 12-months free of liability from which to 
commission the wind turbine. Clearly, the intent was for the turbine to be constructed 
so that it can operate.    The 2nd Defendant prevented that from happening.  
 

5. INDEX-05-04, PDF portfolio no.8, then to tab_AG1, page 1, reading line 1 through to line 
8, sets out that it was the purpose of the Option Agreement for the parties to 
investigate and secure the connection for the wind turbine with Northern Powergrid 
(Northeast) Ltd (“NPG”) the Distribution Network Operator.    
 

It was prerequisite that the Claimant investigated the technical configuration, method of making 
the connection and the costs for making the connection during the option period:  

6. Tab_AG1, page 1, line 9 contains a link to the “Grid Connection Email Chain” (tab_Q2).  
Page 40 through to the top of page 43 of tab_Q2 affirms that on 16th October 2012 the 
connection for the turbine was specified by NPG in red ink in response to the Claimant’s 
technical advisor’s enquiry.    
 

7. At page 41, in that email, NPG expressly stated that:  
 
“The stadium has two substations both connected to the same 11KV system. These will need to 
be disconnected from the Northern Powergrid system and connected to the customer owned 
11KV network which in turn will be connected to a new 11kv switch house where the turbine 
would also be connected”. 
 

8. On 16th October 2012, NPG specified that the 2nd Defendant would need to own the 
11Kv network that the turbine would then connect into.  That was the fundamental 
basis and understanding of the connection configuration for the turbine of which both 
parties to the Option Agreement were acutely well aware.   
 

9. At the bottom of page 43 there is an email from Brown, the 5th Defendant dated 25th  
September 2012.  Brown, instructed to act for the 2nd Defendant, acknowledged the 
same express requirement of the Distribution Network Operator.  I quote:  
 
“the need to transfer the two existing substations from the DNO to the club” 
 

10. At the top of page 43, the email of the same date to the 2nd and 5th Defendant referred 
to the following statement:  
 
“we need to address the transfer of ownership of the sub stations Michael mentioned below and 
this is something we need to run through during our conference call” 
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11. The conference took place and the 2nd Defendant was clear thereafter on the 
requirement to take ownership of its substations to establish the connection for the 
turbine.     
 

12. At the bottom of page 39, the Bloom of the 2nd Defendant of 9th November 2012 stating 
that “It does sound positive” asking the Claimant a question in relation to the connection 
configuration which the Claimant promptly answered. (See directly above).  
 

13. At the top of page 38 there is a further email from NPG of 19th November 2012 where it 
was again clarified:  
 
“The 1.5MVA turbine can be connected locally to the existing supply stadium.  
The connection arrangement will be similar to that discussed earlier with the two existing 
substations being disconnected from our system and transferred to the clubs ownership and a 
new single HV point of supply established” 
 

14. At the bottom of page 37, there is an email to the 2nd and 5th Defendant from the 
Claimant of 21st November 2012 referring to that email chain quoted above.   
 

15. Also at page 37, there is an email chain from 2nd and 3rd November 2012 where Bloom 
of the 2nd Defendant agrees to extend the option for the “same commercial deal” with 
the Claimant confirming that “cost of connection is the only issue”.  
   

16.  Thereafter, once the 2nd Defendant extended the Option Agreement, the collateral 
contract was constituted, affirming the connection configuration for the wind turbine. 
(See: INDEX-05-04, PDF portfolio no  8, then reading tab_AG1).  
 

17. At the bottom of page 36, there is an email from Smith of the 2nd Defendant dated 21st 
November 2012 stating:  
 
“Could I ask that you give me a quick call when you pick this up as I just want to have some 
clarity in regards to the transfer of ownership of the current sub-station point mention means in 
reality to club”. 
 

18. At page 35 there is an email of 4th December 2012 from the Claimant to NPG, copied to 
Smith and Bloom of the 2nd Defendant, asking;  
 
“when are we to receive our offer letter”  
 

19. At page 34, mid-way down the page, there is an email of 10th December 2012 in 
response to the Claimant’s email of 4th December 2012 from NPG, also copied to Smith 
and Bloom of the 2nd Defendant.  The email stated categorically that:  
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“Have completed the studies and costings and can confirm that the connection point will be on 
the existing 11KV cables on the site”. 
 
“As we are proposing to pass over ownership of the two 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” 
 

20. It is evidenced that the 2nd Defendant was as clear as the Claimant was of the express 
requirement of the Distribution Network Operator in the Club taking ownership of their 
two existing on-site substations so that the connection point for the wind turbine can be 
established.  It was that express requirement that formed the entire basis and 
understanding of the connection configuration for the turbine.  
 

21. At the bottom of page 33 and on to page 34 there is an email from the Claimant to 
Smith of the 2nd Defendant dated 4th January 2013 at 15.13PM.    
 

22. At the 2nd paragraph of page 34 the Claimant stated in that email that:   
 
“Now that we have the certainty required we will be paying the deposit required on the 
Grid connection to NPG on Monday and we will be wiring the fees to you at the same time”. 
 

23. In the same email, at page 33, the Claimant stated that: 
 
“I received the contestable costs yesterday from Steve Carling of Power Systems. The quote came 
in at £281k (£1k more than I had originally anticipated the costs being)”. 
 

24. The contestable costs referred to are based on the electrical configuration specified in 
the connection offer that was jointly negotiated, agreed and completed during the 
Option Agreement period when it was an option, if either party became aggrieved with 
either the technical or commercial terms being proposed, to negate without financial 
commitment.  Having that option is the very purpose of the Option Agreement.  
 

25. At page 33, Smith of the 2nd Defendant responded to indicate his approval to the email 
referred to above.  
 

26. It is the Distribution Network Operator who specifies the connection configuration, 
terms and costs for making the connection, not the Developer or site owner.  
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Part 2: On 17th June 2013 – The Lease was completed based on what was 
affirmed during the Option Agreement period  
 

1. On 17th June 2013, after the connection configuration was finalised, the deposit on the 
connection offer was paid and the Claimant obtained OFGEM preliminary accreditation 
for the Feed in Tariff Scheme based on the connection.  Completion of the Lease again 
affirmed the connection configuration as a completed collateral contract.  (See: INDEX-
05-04, PDF portfolio no. 8, then tab_AG1, page 4 contains the connection configuration 
diagram).  
 

2. During the Option Period, the Claimant had also ensured discharge of all the pre-
commencement planning conditions and had sourced and procured the right to use a 
radar mitigation scheme to satisfy planning condition 7 of the planning permission.  
 
 
Part 3: 22nd September 2013 – The Claimant submitted the scheme to 
discharge planning condition 7 of the planning permission  
 

1. On 22nd September 2013, 97-days (3-months and 5-days) into the 12-month period free 
of rent from which to commission the wind turbine (see: tab_Q01, page 49 – schedule 7 
of the Lease), the Claimant had submitted the scheme to discharge planning condition 7 
of the planning permission for the wind turbine.  
 

2. Referring to INDEX-05-04, PDF portfolio no. 7, this bundle contains the evidence in 
respect of the unforeseen delay caused by the Planning Authority failing to do what it 
was required to have done in law, thus preventing the turbine from being able to 
lawfully operate.   
 

3. The Claimant refers to the tab titled “Email_chain_25_09_2013”, page 3 contains the 
advice of Mr Roberts, the in-house lawyer for the Council, who advised the Planning 
Authority to discharge the condition: 
 
(a) “If, having reviewed the attachments, we are reasonably satisfied that the scheme as 

proposed (and apparently implemented) satisfies our requirements, then we can discharge 
the condition, irrespective of the views of the airport”. 

 
4. At the bottom of page 2, there is an email from Ms Froggatt, the senior planning officer, 

to the director of development control, Mr Parkes, of 23rd September 2013 stating that: 
 
(a) “The wind turbine at MFC is progressing to implementation and is expected to be up and 

running early next year. The scheme was approved subject to various conditions including 
the following: 
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(b) '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” 

 
(c) “The company developing the turbine have submitted details of a mitigation scheme. Ernie 

and I have had discussions with the operator and Bryn accordingly. The attached letter 
suggests that the system has been implemented and that it will work for the MFG Turbine. 
However, Durham Tees Valley Airport have called to say they cannot confirm that the system 
is safe and are pressuring the applicant to fund an alternative scheme to the tune of £80,000 
for the first year of testing. It does seem that the Airport are using the planning system to 
lever funding from the applicant and we don't think it's the Council's place to adjudicate in 
this matter”. 

 
(d) “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. 
 

(e) Any comments before we progress with discharge of condition?” 
 

5. It is clear from the evidence referred to above that by 23rd September 2013 the 
Claimant had done what was required to discharge the planning condition. The same 
email admits that the Council effectively does not have the expertise to do what the 
condition required it to do in approving the condition in any event.  The Council failed to 
discharge the condition and sustained it, contrary to the advice of their in-house lawyer, 
causing an unreasonable and unforeseen delay of Force Majeure from 23rd September 
2013 until 23rd December 2014 when the Claimant finally successfully resolved the 
matter.  
 

6. At tab_Q2, page 27, there is an email from the Claimant to Ellis of the 2nd Defendant in 
respect of the delay of Force Majeure caused by the Council failing to discharge the 
planning condition that prevented the turbine from lawful operation.    From that email 
it was stated by the Claimant that:  
 
“I am completely exposed here and whilst we have done everything possible to resolve this that 
is humanly possible, this matter is entirely beyond our control” 
 

7. Clearly, the unforeseen and unreasonable delay that prevented the turbine from lawful 
operation with no certainty as to when it would be resolved constitutes Force Majeure 
in context with those provisions in both the Lease and the ESA.    
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8. PDF portfolio no. 7, the Claimant refers to the tab titled:  
“Letter_05_01_2015_Middlesbrough_Council_to_DTVA”.  It was once again admitted 
that:     
 
“the Council do not have the expertise to assess the conflicting conclusions of your report and 
those in the report submitted by the applicant”.  
 

9. In the same letter it was cited that:  
 
“The CAA advised that the development of a single turbine in this particular location does not 
represent a significant threat to flight safety, or would it require unduly onerous actions on the 
part of the airport in order to mitigate the potential impact”. 
“In light of guidance from the Civil Aviation Authority the Council consider that the condition can 
be removed without impacting on public safety”. 
 

10. At the tab titled “Letter_DTVA_PM_dated_16_09_2013” it is evidenced the Airport was 
misrepresenting the Council, stating that the turbine presents a threat to air safety.  
That misrepresentation is what essentially caused the Council to unlawfully sustain the 
condition when the Applicant (the Claimant) had done what was required to have 
discharged it.   

The 2nd Defendant fraudulently withheld all the documents that proved the delay that 
prevented the turbine from lawful operation was beyond the Claimant’s reasonable control:  

 
11. It was those particulars contained in Bundle C (INDEX-05-04, PDF portfolio no. 07), 

namely the “Planning Decision Notice”, the “DTVA Notification of Decision”, the 
“Complaint Assessment Response” and the “Accompanying Statement” that Bloom of 
the 2nd Defendant dishonesty withheld from the ex-parte hearing of 9th January 2017. 
The fraudulent non-disclosure came in tandem with conveying an entirely false case 
respective of the delay of Force Majeure.   
 

12. It is evidenced later in this report that Stewart, the 3rd Defendant carried over the lies in 
his later witness statements, when he too knew of the correct factual position.  
 
Part 4: On 4th February 2015 - Once the turbine was ready to construct the 
2nd and 5th Defendant “U-turned” and refused the connection 
 

1. The Claimant refers to (PM-21-04-2021), tab_Q2, page 24.  The email of 4th February 
2015 enclosed the email below it from NPG containing its agreement with 
Middlesbrough FC for establishing the connection for the wind turbine.  (See: INDEX-05-
04, PDF portfolio no. 5, then “EX-05-07-06 - Asset Sale MBC 200115 Cl”).   
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2. The agreement was the final part of the Connection Agreement, encompassing the 
“Connection Offer”, the “Connection Deed” and that agreement.  (See: PDF portfolio 
no. 5, “EX-05-07-09 - Connection Agreement Deed” and “EX-05-07-07 - Connection 
Offer”).    The 2nd Defendant and the 5th Defendant knew that they had effectually “U-
turned” on their express requirement to take ownership of their substations so that the 
connection for the turbine could be established.   
 

3. The 2nd and 5th Defendants knew that what they were doing in refusing the connection, 
preventing the Claimant from performing on the rights granted and then demanding 
payment for energy supply and rent was dishonest.  
 

4. All three of those salient contracts referred to above were withheld from the ex-parte 
hearing of 9th January 2017 in tandem with Bloom of the second defendant and 
Staunton, the 7th Defendant presenting an entirely false case and lying about the 
operative provision of Force Majeure within the Lease.   
 

5. There was deliberate failure in duty of candour to make any mention whatsoever of the 
fact that the 2nd Defendant refused the connection, whilst in tandem failing to disclose 
that the ESA is conditional upon the Claimant’s “satisfaction in full” of “entering into a 
Connection Agreement”.   
 

6. In conjunction with that conscious and premeditated dishonest non-disclosure and 
concealment of fact, Bloom lied about the assignment he had in his possession on 30th 
June 2015 and again on 3rd and 6th January 2017 and stated he had no knowledge of it in 
his ex-parte witness statement.     
 

7. The order of 9th January 2017 and 16th January 2017 were founded by the Defendant’s 
conscious and premeditated dishonesty in relation to all material facts relevant to the 
demand originating their proceeding.  That is not “TWM”, but it is proven beyond 
reasonable doubt.  
 

8. Moving back to tab_Q2, page 23, the email from Ellis dated 5th February 2015 states 
that: 
 
“I have contacted Craig at Smith Brothers and requested an electrical line diagram showing the 
proposed arrangement between the grid and our existing low tension substations. We will 
employ an electrical engineering consultant and take legal advice to confirm that the 
arrangement is acceptable and that the contractual terms are clear in regard to maintenance 
and operational integrity” 
 

9. Ellis is implying from his email that this is the first time they have sought to take any 
advice whatsoever on the connection that they jointly negotiated, agreed and 
completed during the period of Option Agreement.    
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10. The “line diagram” requested by Ellis is the technical drawing contained at page 4 of 
tab_AG1 the 2nd Defendant had in their possession since 4th January 2013.    
 

11. The time for the 2nd Defendant to conduct any due diligence necessary was during the 
Option Agreement period from 15th June 2012 through until 4th January 2013 when the 
connection configuration was finalised.   If at that point they were dissatisfied, they had 
until 17th June 2013 to negate the Option Agreement.   Once the Lease was completed, 
the matters implemented are made final.  
 

12. At tab_Q2, page 20, a third of the way down the page, there is an email from Bloom of 
the 2nd Defendant dated 10th March 2015 responding to the Claimant’s email chain of 
08/03/2015 at 6.53PM.  That email refers to the email contained in that chain from 
Andrew Lindsay, the Claimant’s corporate lawyer, dated 8th March 2015 at 18.18PM. 
From that email it was stated that:  
 
“It seems to me the obligation on EW is to procure a Start Date within 12 months of obtaining 
planning, and 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” 
 

13. The email set out in detail the position on Force Majeure and that in accordance with 
the completed terms of both the Lease and the ESA no money was owed to the 2nd 
Defendant.     
 

14. The 2nd Defendant had altogether failed to address the position, firstly in respect of the 
delay of Force Majeure preventing the turbine from lawful operation due to failure of 
the planning authority.  
 

15. Secondly, in respect of their obligation to take ownership of their substations so that the 
connection for the turbine could be established, also constituting Force Majeure solely 
in favour of the Claimant.   
 

16. The 2nd Defendant sought only to demand money from the Claimant that was not owed, 
defeating the terms of the contracts they completed, throwing an additional, entirely 
unreasonable and unnecessary obstacle in the way after procrastinating on their 
requirement to establish the connection for the turbine.  
 

17. At page 16 (tab_Q2) on 15th April 2015 the Claimant made a crude calculation of the 
ransom demand for payment by the 2nd Defendant and offered to deposit the sum into 
Escrow pending resolution by an independent arbitrator.  
 

18. At page 15, on 16th April 2015, at 10.03AM, Bloom of the 2nd Defendant responded with 
further caveats that were not included in the proposal by the Claimant.   One of these 
was:  
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“to record the configuration, infrastructure, ownership and maintenance of the electricity supply 
network on which we have been seeking clarification for over 12 months” 
 

19. It is established that the configuration, infrastructure and ownership of the connection 
configuration was affirmed during the Option Agreement period from 15th June 2012 
until 4th January 2013.  The caveat was another stalling tactic when Bloom himself 
extended the Option Agreement for the specific purpose of securing the same and only 
connection for the wind turbine.  
 

20. At page 14, on 21st April 2015, at 15.55PM, Bloom of the 2nd Defendant has “U-turned”, 
proposing something completely different as to what enticed the Claimant to complete 
the Lease.   Bloom stated this:  
 

a. “The intent of the various agreements maintained this arrangement save for 
Empowering Wind taking over ownership of the high voltage side from NPG and 
becoming the energy supplier to MFC”. 

 
b. “We believe that in order for progress to be made an alternative configuration must be 

established in which the turbine operator is accountable for the energy supply including 
the fallback of supply from the grid when necessary”. 

 
21. At 18a. above, Bloom stated the intent of the various agreements was maintained “save 

for Empowering Wind taking over ownership”.  In making that comment, Bloom clearly 
knew that it is the responsibility of the 2nd Defendant to take ownership of its 
substations, as specified by the Distribution Network Operator from September 2012 
through until 4th January 2013 when that connection configuration was finalised.    
 

22. At 10b, Bloom stated that “an alternative connection must be established”. Establishing 
an alternative connection was never on the agenda. The NPG specified connection is the 
only connection for the wind turbine that would enable power to be delivered to the 
stadium and exported to the grid.  
 

23. At page 34 (tab_Q2), the email from Bloom of 2nd November 2012 at 16.28PM was 
responding to the email chain at page 41 through to the end of page 44.   Bloom stated 
this:  
 
“We were happy to agree an extension for the same commercial deal” 
 

24. It is proven that Bloom extended the Option Agreement to enable completion of the 
Connection Offer.     At the bottom of page 37, the email from the Claimant to the 2nd 
Defendant (Smith, Bausor and Bloom) as well as to Brown, referred to the email from 
NPG directly underneath it at page 38, it was expressly stated that:      
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“The connection arrangement will be similar to that discussed earlier with the two existing 
substations being disconnected from our system and transferred to the clubs ownership and a 
new single HV point of supply established”. 
 

25. That is the connection configuration, it had never changed.  At page 44 (tab_Q2), 
Brown, the 5th Defendant acknowledged it on 25th September 2012 and in his email of 
09.04AM to the Claimant’s lawyer, he referred to:  
 
“…the need to transfer the two existing substations from the DNO to the club” 
 

26. At page 6 of 44, Bloom U-turned on the connection and stated this: 
 
“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”. 
 

27. Bloom himself extended the Option Agreement on 2nd November 2012 knowing of the 
express requirement of the Distribution Network Operator for the 2nd Defendant to take 
ownership of their substations.  He clearly knew what he was doing was dishonest, to 
completely renege on the requirement when it came to the Claimant wanting to 
establish the connection.  Bloom’s actions in doing so prevented the Claimant from 
enjoying or performing on the rights granted.  
 

28. At page 5, the Claimant’s email of 30th April 2015 expresses frustration at the 2nd 
Defendant “U-turning” on the connection.   
 
“At no point previously had the Club refused for us t connect into your dedicated assets and it 
has known about our connection configuration for over 2 years”. 
 

29. At page 4, the email from the Claimant dated 30th April 2015 at 14.19PM again made the 
position clear:  
 
“All we want to do is make a connection within the HV switchboard of your substation, it does 
not involve taking ownership of your dedicated substations that power the stadium or becoming 
responsible for the fall back supply (point of supply to the stadium)”. 
 

30. At page 2, a further nonsense excuse was made by Towner of Womble Bond Dickinson:  
 
“Adopting this configuration would mean that MFC would also need to incur time and costs in 
being satisfied that the proposed transfer was not going to be prevented by Ofgem”. 
 

31. OFGEM had already approved the connection in 2013 when they granted preliminary 
accreditation based upon that precise connection configuration specified by the 
Distribution Network Operator.     
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32. At page 1, in his email of 13th May 2015, Brown, the 5th Defendant “U-turned” on the 
connection configuration he has been expressly well aware of since 25th September 
2012:  
 
“I myself made the club's views clear on the configuration issue as early as October 2013” 
 

33. Brown also knew that the Lease was completed on the express understanding and terms 
of the Connection Offer proposed by the Distribution Network Operator from early 
September 2012 through until 4th January 2013 when those arrangements were 
finalised.   
   

34. The purpose of having legal representation is for the lawyers to advise on the issues as 
they arise.  Clearly Brown failed, all be it deliberately, after taking money from the 
Claimant who paid him to negotiate those contracts and to advise the 2nd Defendant 
accordingly.   
 

35. Brown failed, breaching the trust the Claimant placed in him.  Brown’s actions in then 
“U-turning” were flagrantly dishonest and the actions of both the 2nd and the 5th 
Defendant would be considered dishonest by the standards of ordinary, reasonable, and 
honest people.  
 

36. The evidence proves they were all abundantly well aware of the obligation of the 2nd 
Defendant to take ownership of their substations from the outset. Doing so was the 
entire basis and understanding upon which the Connection Offer was based and it was 
that connection that enticed the Claimant to complete.   Without a connection, the 
turbine cannot operate. 
 
 
Part 5: After refusing the connection, preventing the Claimant from 
performing on the rights granted, the 2nd Defendant made an unwarranted 
demand with menaces and unlawfully forfeited the Lease  

 

1. Referring to tab_Q3, page 1 is the 10-page email chain between the Claimant and the 
2nd Defendant of 15th June 2015.  Page 1 (E) contains written notice by the Claimant that 
the 2nd Defendant is in breach of the Lease and the ESA for refusing the connection.   
Page 1 (D) states:      
 
 “..no payments would become due until 12 calendar months from that date. I state this because 
you previously made it clear you had intended to invoice my company for payments that are 
clearly not due”. 
 

2. Page 2(G) states that:  
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“it would be inappropriate to rely on arbitration when both the refusal of grid connection and 
the delays caused by the Club's refusal to assign the Lease (due to demanding payments that 
would otherwise not be due) have resulted in my inability to connect the wind turbine or to 
further perform on my contractual obligations”. 
 

3. Exactly 10-days after that email exchange, the 2nd Defendant made the unwarranted 
demand £256,269.89 of which £181,269.89 was sought pursuant to the ESA and 
£75,000 for rent.  
 

4. On 19th August 2015, the 2nd Defendant unlawfully forfeited the Lease, alleging non-
payment of their unwarranted demand (See: INDEX-05-04, PDF portfolio no.5, the tab 
titled “Exhibit 8”) 
 

5. Even if the 2nd Defendant did not renege on the connection, they still unlawfully 
forfeited the Lease, knowing that Force Majeure suspended the 12-month period free of 
rent and free of obligation under the ESA.    
 

6. The first instalment of rent was not ordinarily payable until 15th September 2015.  
Clearly, after refusing the connection, from 4th February 2015, Force Majeure continued 
to suspend the 12-month period free of obligation accordingly.  
 

7. It was that fraudulent misrepresentation and the U-turn on the connection, in tandem 
with their unwarranted demand (section 21 Theft Act 1968) that founded unlawful 
forfeiture of the Lease. 
 

8. All of the further, serious frauds and dishonesty all originated from that principal fraud, 
the tort of fraudulent misrepresentation in contract law.    Fraud is supposed to unravel 
all, but in this case, something has been founded upon nothing, to further defraud the 
Claimant under the guise of law and “justice”.  
 
 
Part 6: The Defendants have consistently presented a false case, making 
knowingly false witness statements and withholding evidence whilst the 
judiciary shielded them from prosecution, victimising the Claimant 
 

1. We move to Bloom’s witness statement of 8th January 2017 located at INDEX-05-04, no 
13, the tab titled “08 01 17 WS Robin Bloom”.  Firstly, nowhere within the witness 
statement or in the 7th Defendant’s 9th January 2017 oral submissions is there any 
mention whatsoever of the fact that the 2nd Defendant refused the connection. That 
failure to disclose came with non-disclosure of the 3 grid connection contracts.    That 
non-disclosure can be nothing other than pre-meditated and deliberate.  
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2. At page 2, paragraph 7 through to paragraph 9.3 of page 4, there is no mention 
whatsoever of the fact that the ESA is conditional upon the Claimant’s “satisfaction in 
full”, of “entering into a connection agreement”.  
 

3. At page 3, paragraph 9.1, Bloom falsely represented the meaning of “Start Date”.  He 
defined the meaning as; 
 
“the date by which the wind turbine would be commissioned and EW would have entered 
into a connection agreement with the local electricity distributor was within 12-months of 
execution of the ESA”.   
 

4. The statement is false, firstly, because Bloom knew he refused the connection and he 
was concealing the fact he prevented the connection agreement from being entered 
into.  
  

5. Secondly, because the “Start Date” is not a fixed date like Bloom misrepresented, but 
it’s the date from which the conditions precedent in clause 2 are satisfied. (See; tab_Q1, 
page 57, which is page 4 of the ESA, where the Start Date is defined).   Again, the false 
statement came in tandem with failure to provide full and fair disclosure.  For ease in 
reference, I quote: 
 
“Start Date” means the date the conditions precedent in clause 2 are satisfied. 
 
 
Part 7: Bloom lied in his statement of 8th January 2017 about the delay of 
Force Majeure whilst withholding the documents that proved the correct 
factual position 
 

1. Bloom lied about the factual circumstances concerning the delay of Force Majeure, 
undoubtedly, because he knew Force Majeure had effect both within the Lease and the 
ESA.  
 

2. At page 4, paragraph 12, Bloom misrepresented the position by stating this:  
 
“The disagreement over the suitability of the mitigation scheme led to the wind turbine 
project being delayed”  
 

3. Bloom had before him on 6th January 2017 with the statutory demand, the following key 
documents:  
 

a. The planning decision notice; 
b. The accompanying statement;  
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d. The MBC Complaint assessment response; 
e. The email chain dated 25th September 2013 from Middlesbrough Council titled EX1  

 
4. It was those key documents that were amongst the plethora of material exhibits served 

on the 2nd Defendant with the demand that were deliberately withheld on 9th January 
2017.  This information proved that the delay from 23rd September 2013 through until 
23rd December 2014 was a delay of Force Majeure, which is what the offenders were 
seeking to conceal.    
 

5. Even after their own purported barrister, Staunton, admitted both orally during the 
hearing and in writing in the note of hearing that “Force Majeure has effect”, they still 
went on, throughout the protracted rigged proceedings, to convey an entirely false case, 
knowing that no money was ever owed to them.  
 

6. It was that pre-meditated non-disclosure that came in tandem with Bloom’s entirely 
false statement.  Being lawyers, they also knew that Force Majeure applied in favour of 
the Claimant respective of the unforeseen and unreasonable delay caused by 
themselves.  They had prevented the Claimant from performing on the rights granted, 
making no mention of the fact they refused the connection.  Those facts are clearly 
material.  
 

7. The material information at page 17 above (p3 a – e) was withheld because it proved 
categorically, by the Council’s own admission that by 23rd September 2013 the Claimant 
had done what was required to discharge the condition. (See p3.e above).   
 

8. There was no “disagreement over the suitability of the mitigation scheme” as falsely 
asserted by Bloom.  There was failure by the Council to act in accordance with its legal 
duties when the Claimant had done what was required to discharge the condition that 
prevented the turbine from lawful operation.   The delay was caused by nothing other 
than as a result of maladministration by the public body. Same is encompassed in the 
Force Majeure wide definition solely in favour of Tenant:  
 
“Force Majeure” means any event or circumstance which is beyond the reasonable control of the 
Tenant and which results in or causes failure of the Tenant to perform any of its obligations 
under this Lease 
 

9. Bloom knew the statement cited at p2 of page 17 above was false, which is why, in 
tandem, he withheld all of those key documents referred to in paragraph 3 above.  
 

10. Paragraph 13 of Bloom’s statement is also false and misleading. Again, his dishonesty 
came in tandem with failure to disclose material that revealed the correct factual 
position.   
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11. Bloom misrepresented the correct factual position and stated it was the report 
commissioned by the Claimant that caused the condition to be withdrawn.   At item 3c 
above, the Council’s notification of decision to the Airport dated 5th January 2015, it was 
expressly stated that: 
 
“the Council do not have the expertise to assess the conflicting conclusions of your report and 
those in the report submitted by the applicant”. 
 
“In order to reach an unbiased conclusion advice of the Civil Aviation Authority was sought. The 
CAA advised that the development of a single turbine in this particular location does not 
represent a significant threat to flight safety, or would it require unduly onerous actions on the 
part of the airport in order to mitigate the potential impact”. 
 

12. Bloom knew that it was the Claimant’s lobbying with the CAA that caused the condition 
to be withdrawn and nothing else.   
  

13. Moving to INDEX-05-04, PDF portfolio no. 7 , the tab titled “CAA Email chain”, page 1 is 
the email from Graeme Ritchie, head of airspace and aerodromes at the CAA dated 10th 
November 2014.   Following review of the report that Bloom referred to, Mr Ritchie 
stated in that email to the Council that: 
 
Thank you for your message and copy of the expert report commissioned by Mr Millinder. 
 
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. 
 

14. Paragraph 14 & 15 of Bloom’s statement is also misleading and did not disclose the fact 
that the 2nd Defendant refused the connection and that no payment for energy supply 
was due because there was no “entitlement to agreed output” (agreement by the 
Claimant to supply power). 
 

15.  Bloom and his cohorts failed and breached their duty of candour to disclose that the 
delay of Force Majeure suspended the 12-month period free of rent in Schedule 7 of the 
Lease to the extent that the first instalment of rent (£15k) was not owed until 15th 
September 2015.    Again, that came in tandem with Staunton lying and denying that the 
operative provision of Force Majeure within the Lease even existed.  
 

16.  It is clearly material that the claim of the demand is proven.  
 

17. The Claimant’s comprehensive document titled; PETITION-JCPC-15-03-2021, page 10, 
paragraph 68 through to paragraph 103 of page 14 deals with Bloom’s further false 
statements within his ex-parte witness statement of 8th January 2017.   
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Dishonesty and false statements around the assigned investment in the project: 

18. Page 10, p74 through to p77 of the petition referred to in paragraph 17 above deals with 
Bloom’s false statement where he lied about the assignment he had in his possession on 
30th June 2015, then on 3rd January 2017 by email and then on 6th January 2017 with the 
demand.  

Dishonesty and fraud by false representation in relation to the proofs of debt:  

19. Page 14, p101 through to 104 refers to the fraud by false representation firstly presented to 
cause the winding up of EW whilst then submitting that false claim to Hannon, the 6th 
Defendant on 1st December 2016 as the first of three false proofs of debt.  Bloom was 
misrepresenting Campbell, of Hannon’s office, knowing that no such claim was proven in 
the petition, because no claim could possibly be proven.  
 
 
Part 8: The Defendants have consistently presented a false case, knowing 
the statements and representations they were making were false 
 

1. Stewart, the 3rd Defendant has taken the lead in carrying over the lies in Bloom’s ex-parte 
witness statement ever since, colluding with Hannon “propping up his lies” concealing the 
fraud by Gill and Staunton to defraud the Claimant.    
 

2. Stewart has known, since at the latest, 9th January 2017, that the Claimant nor my 
companies owed the 2nd Defendant a single penny, yet he has consistently produced 
entirely false and misleading witness statements, knowing the statements he was making 
are false.  
 

3. I refer to the additional tabulated PDF portfolio adduced herein titled; PM-Stewart-
Statements-1 containing the witness statements of Stewart, the 3rd Defendant.   Tab_002 is 
Stewart’s dated 15th May 2018.  At Page 2, paragraph 6, he states; 
 
 “I do not propose to address the history of the wind turbine project in any detail in this 
statement”  
 

4. On the balance of probabilities Stewart was evading “the history of the wind turbine” as he 
knew that the 2nd Defendant refused the connection, which formed the primary reason the 
Claimant first extended the Option Agreement and then completed the Lease and the ESA, 
all on the basis of that connection configuration.   None of the Defendants have ever 
touched upon that fact, not ex-parte, or any time thereafter.  
 

5. Stewart does however go into some of the detail, making an entirely false statement in 
respect of the delay of Force Majeure. Stewart stated this:      save to say that the project was 
delayed as a result of a delay in satisfying a condition attached to the planning permission 
obtained by the Respondent to erect the wind turbine. 

CASE FILE: Page 1300                   PDF: Page 61 of 994

https://intelligenceuk.com/PM-Stewart-Statements-1/PM-Stewart-Statements-1.pdf
https://intelligenceuk.com/PM-Stewart-Statements-1/PM-Stewart-Statements-1.pdf
https://intelligenceuk.com/PM-Stewart-Statements-1/Tab_002---Stewart_Statement_15_05_2018.pdf


21 
 

6. There was no delay in satisfying planning condition 7, because the condition was not 
satisfied.  Quite on the contrary.  The statement is substantially different from Bloom, 
his co-conspirers false witness statement ex-parte of 8th January 2017, at page 4, 
paragraph 12 of his witness statement where he also misrepresented the position, 
citing;  
 
“disagreement over the suitability of the mitigation scheme led to the wind turbine project being 
delayed” 
 

7. Stewart, the 3rd Defendant and Bloom, the 2nd, were abundantly aware that the delay 
was as a result of the Planning Authority sustaining planning condition 7 unlawfully that 
prevented the turbine from lawful operation.  It was in fact for that reason they 
withheld all those related documents listed at page 17, part 7, paragraph 3 above.  
 

8. At page 8, part 3, p3a through to 4.c earlier into this report, the Claimant evidenced the 
email chain between internal staff at the Planning Authority of 23rd September 2013, 
which was one of the exhibits that was dishonestly withheld from the ex-parte hearing 
of 9th January 2017.   It was expressly stated therein that:  
 
“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”  
 

9. It is proven beyond doubt that the position conveyed both by Stewart, the 3rd 
Defendant and by Bloom, the 2nd is completely false and again, the evidence withheld 
proves the correct factual position, which is why they withheld it.   
 

10. There was no “delay in satisfying the condition” because the condition was satisfied on 
23rd September 2013 as plainly evidenced at paragraph 8 above.  Neither was there 
“disagreement over the suitability of the mitigation scheme”.  It is plainly evidenced that 
the information necessary to discharge the condition had submitted and accepted by 
23rd September 2013.    The lies in the 2nd Defendant’s witness statement was carried 
over by Stewart from the ex-parte hearing of 9th January 2017 and throughout the 
proceedings.   
 

11. Moving back to Stewart’s statement at tab_002, page 2, paragraph 6, he lied again, 
knowing that Nugee J had found that neither rent or energy supply was owed and 
knowing that his own barrister, Staunton had admitted on 9th January 2017 that “for the 
purpose of the Energy Supply Agreement, Force Majeure has effect”.   
 

12. In full knowledge of the correct factual position, Stewart is still stating that:  
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“Empowering Wind became liable to the Respondent for various payments under the Lease 
and the ESA and, as these were not received, the Respondent exercised its right to terminate 
the parties' contractual relationship on 19 August 2015” 
 

13. Stewart attended that hearing before Nugee and knew that Staunton had twice lied 
about the operative provision of Force Majeure within the Lease, because he knew it 
had effect, for the same reason.    All the Defendants knew, by the longstop of 9th 
January 2017 at the absolute latest, that no money was ever owed to the 2nd Defendant.  
 

14. It is proven beyond reasonable doubt that Stewart knew the statement he made in 
paragraph 6 of his witness statement dated 15th May 2018 was false and at page 4 there 
is a statement of truth.  Stewart is guilty of the offence of section 5 of the Perjury Act 
1911 on the first count.  
 

15. At paragraph 7, Stewart made a further misleading statement, knowing that his own 
colleague, Gill, submitted the 3rd proof of debt on 2nd February 2017.  Any lawyer would 
also know, as well as the Claimant does, that the corrupt liquidator, Hannon, the 6th 
Defendant and their co-conspirer has a duty to have adjudicated on the proofs of debt 
when a meeting of creditors is called to replace him.   That requirement came about on 
6th March 2017, when the Claimant and his fellow creditors wanted to replace Hannon, 
because he had accepted fraudulent claims in detriment to our interests to keep the 
proven damages claim, an asset, beyond our reach.    
 

16. Stewart continued the lies of Hannon, the 6th Defendant, stating that there is only a 
requirement to adjudicate on the proofs when it comes to issuing a dividend, which is, 
again total nonsense.  
 

17. At paragraph 8, Stewart seeks to degrade the validity of the assignment that 
extinguished the purported £25k nullity petition debt by 26.6 times as of 5th February 
2018.   At the top of page 3, Stewart seeks to state; 
 
“(i) it was not accepted that any claim had been validly assigned by Empowering Wind to 
Earth Energy”  
 

18. Stewart however had the transcript of the hearing of 11th April 2018 in his possession 
wherein the Claimant evidenced and consolidated that his own purported barrister, the 
7th Defendant, admitted the investments were assigned. (See: INDEX-05-04, PDF 
portfolio no. 26, then tab_Z6, page 2.  At line 11, that was Staunton’s admission during 
the hearing of 5th February 2018. Stewart attended and he had the transcript of that 
hearing in his possession. The Claimant quotes that admission:  
 
Mr Staunton: What's assigned are the investments, the £200,000 
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19. Note the contents at page 2, line 7 through to 10 in relation to the fact that Nugee also 
committed fraud, firstly perverting the course of justice, concealing the fraudulent non-
disclosure and Bloom’s prevalently false witness statement ex-parte, then by himself 
seeking to degrade the assignment by falsely representing its terms to make those 
terms not absolute when the original before him was.    That conduct was also dishonest 
and was convened with intent to defraud and to prevent justice being served on the 
offenders.  
 

20. Line 12 through to 20, also at page 2 of tab_Z6 is further notice of the assignment that 
Bloom had in his possession on 3rd January 2017 with the assignment signed under hand 
by the assignor and the statutory demand (Part B) referring to it.    It was that express 
notice and absolute assignment Bloom and his conspirers also fraudulently withheld 
from the ex-parte hearing of 9th January 2017 whilst Bloom in tandem lied in his witness 
statement.  
 

Fraud by failing to disclose information – section 3 of the Fraud Act 2006:  

 
21. The conscious and premeditated dishonesty around the assignment was in the form of 

fraudulent non-disclosure of the assignment itself and concealment of the email 
referred to at tab_Z6, page 2, line 16, through to 22 which formed part of the 
assignment.  That dishonesty came in the form of Bloom’s entirely false statement 
where, to re-iterate, in tandem, he lied about the assignment he had in his possession 
firstly on 30th June 2015 (hard copy), then on 3rd January 2017 (email) and again in hard 
copy with the demand on 6th January 2017.  
 

22. The fresh evidence adduced by the Claimant, referred to at line 16 is the exhibit located 
at PDF portfolio no. 26 of the Claimant’s index, tab_Z10.  It was this evidence that was 
spoliated by Nugee, because he knew it proved the Claimant’s case.   
 

23. Nugee was conflicted ever since 5th February 2018, but he was placed under the guise of 
the false instrument ECRO to continue perverting the course of justice and he did just 
that. Nugee is a deceitful rat and a coward who had breached his oath many times over.   
 

24. The emails sent by the Claimant to Bloom of the 2nd Defendant on 3rd January 2017 are 
at  tab_Z10, page 7 through to the end of page 15.   
 

25. The email containing that notice of absolute assignment from Empowering to Earth 
Energy is at page 7, the email dated 3rd January 2017 at 21.36PM with the absolute 
assignment at the first paragraph.    
 

26. Moving back to tab_Z6, page 6, line 40 and 41, during the hearing of 11th April 2018, 
Staunton, the 7th Defendant admitted categorically that:   
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MR STAUNTON: “and paras.17 to 24. So there’s a cross claim which extinguishes  the liability to 
pay £25,000 
 

27. At page 7, line 3, Staunton also 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“ 
 

28. The Claimant has already pleaded and proven that Staunton lied to ICCJ Barber and that 
the winding up order of 28th March 2018 was founded by his conscious and 
premeditated fraud when he knew the assignment extinguished the purported £25k 
petition debt.   
 

29. The point the Claimant makes is a simple one, Stewart had that transcript linked at line 
30 of page 6 (tab_Z6) in his possession.  Stewart himself ordered the transcript from 
Opus 2 and by 4th May 2018 he had that transcript in his possession where Staunton 
made those admissions.  
 

30. Exactly 11-days later, after Stewart himself ordered the transcript of that same hearing, 
Stewart produced his false statement where he lied about the assignment that his own 
barrister had said extinguished the liability to pay £25,000, stating what he did as 
quoted at p17 of page 22 above.   It is proven beyond reasonable doubt that Stewart 
knew the statement he was making was false.   
 

31. Any lawyer, acting reasonably, would know that section 136(1) of the Law of Property 
Act 1925 makes any absolute assignment effectual in law from the date express notice 
was given to the debtor.  That date was in fact on 30th June 2015, but thereafter on 3rd 
January 2017 and then on 6th January 2017 in hard copy.   This is the second count of the 
offence, as in section 5 of the Perjury Act 1911.    
 

32. Additionally, Stewart made the false representation to defraud the Claimant of the 
investments that were assigned, knowing that the assignment extinguished their nullity 
£25k purported debt by over 30 times at the time he made his statement.  
 

33. It is no coincidence that the dishonesty by Stewart is all about the assignment, the 
proofs of debt and the fact that it was already found by Nugee that no money has ever 
been owed to the 2nd Defendant.  
 

34. Note how the Defendants waited until after they fraudulently wound-up Earth Energy 
for the alleged £25k “debt” that was founded by their fraudulent non-disclosure ex-
parte (failure in the continuing duty to disclose), before Staunton came clean and 
admitted that the assignment extinguished the alleged debt false liability used to 
defraud the Claimant.  
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35. Likewise, at paragraph 6 of his statement (tab_002), page 2, Stewart failed to make any 
mention whatsoever of the fact that Staunton himself admitted that Force Majeure has 
effect on 9th January 2017 whilst also failing to mention that Nugee found that no rent 
or energy supply was due owing to the fact that Force Majeure applied.  
 

36. Quite on the contrary, in relation to Force Majeure, Stewart stated:  
 
This argument is not accepted by the Respondent. 
 

37. Do the Defendants not accept the findings of Nugee J and their own barrister, who admitted 
the Claimant’s argument on Force Majeure is 100% accurate?  
 

38. Stewart again dishonestly concealed and made no mention whatsoever of the fact that the 
ESA is conditional upon the Claimant’s “satisfaction in full” of the connection agreement the 
2nd Defendant refused and that in absence of, there was no “entitlement to agreed output” 
and that any “invoicing & payment is also contractually prohibited”.  Again, quite on the 
contrary, he lied and said that Empowering Wind became liable for;  
 
“various payments under the Lease and ESA”. 
 

39. The Claimant requests that Stewart, the 3rd Defendant provides explanation as to which 
“various payments” I became liable for exactly?    
 

40. Was it £256,269.89, £541,308.89 or the £4,111,874.75 that came exactly 24-days after Gill, 
the 4th Defendant who made that claim, provided the Claimant that very same note of 
hearing containing Staunton’s admission referred to in paragraph 35 above?   
 

41. Again, the point made is a simple one, on 9th January 2017 all the Defendants knew no claim 
could be established by virtue of the fact that Force Majeure applied, on that sole ground 
alone, notwithstanding the additional ground at paragraph 38 in relation to over £4 million 
of the third claim, or £181,269.89 of the first.  
 

42. Moving to PM-Stewart-Statements-1, tab_004 is Stewart’s false statement of 31st May 
2018.  At page 2, paragraph 7 & 8, Stewart carried over the same lies as addressed 
earlier into this report.  
 

43. At page 3, paragraph 9 of his statement of 31st May 2018, Stewart introduces another 
lie, this time in respect of the completed collateral contract affirming the connection 
configuration that formed the entire basis of the contractual agreements to start with.  
Stewart, having attended the hearing of 5th February 2018 knew that it was already 
found that:  
 
..it was all Middlesbrough's fault for failing to enter into an agreement called the connection 
agreement". 
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"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".   
 

44. Again, at paragraph 9 of that statement, Stewart misrepresented the fact that it was 
condition precedent of the connection offer, forming the entire basis of the connection, 
that the 2nd Defendant took ownership of its on-site substations to create a private 11Kv 
network that the turbine would then connect into.   That is indeed an obligation for the 
2nd Defendant to do what is required in providing the connection which formed the 
purpose of the Option Agreement to start with.   
 

45. At page 3, paragraph 11, Stewart lied about the assignment, citing that:  
 
“The only document that is argued to evidence the alleged assignment is a board minute of 
29 June 2015 (page 58), which does not constitute a legal assignment of the debt” 
 

46. Law makes the assignment is effectual from the date notice was provided to the 2nd 
Defendant.  The assignment came with Part B of the demand and the email of 3rd 
January 2017.  3 parts in fact, all of which constitute a valid assignment, with adequate 
notification of assignment of the debt.  Stewart knew the statement he was making was 
false.  
 

47. At paragraph 12, Stewart sought to mislead the Court by attempting to confuse the fact 
that the Claimant was referring to assigning the claim founded by proven unlawful 
forfeiture of the Lease that vests in Empowering Wind MFC Ltd.    
 

48. The Claimant had engaged with Mr Parkman, who had agreed commercial terms with 
the Claimant to assign the right of action, the claim proven by virtue of unlawful 
forfeiture.     
 

49. Stewart knew that Hannon and his co-conspirers were preventing this from happening 
by sustaining the £4.1 million fraud by false representation, whilst Hannon claimed at all 
times that the Claimant had “insufficient voting interest” to call a meeting to replace 
him and that “MFC are by far majority creditors, they have 85 or 90%”.  
 

50. At page 11, Stewart’s statement of 31st May 2018 contains a declaration of truth. 
 

51. The statements contained therein are blatantly false and Stewart knew the statements 
he was making were false.  Stewart’s statement at tab_07 is dated 9th November 2018 
and again replicates the same lies.  A further count of section 5 of the Perjury Act 1911 
and of fraud by false representation.  
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52. Tab_08 is Stewart’s statement dated 17th January 2019. In this statement, at page 2, 
paragraph 5.1 he seeks to rely on Fanning who made a without jurisdiction, ultra vires 
order, acting under instruction by the corrupt Attorney General’s Office to provide 
impunity to the offenders.  Essentially, the corrupt Insolvency Court judges did precisely 
the same and for the same reason.  
 

53. At paragraph 5.2 Stewart replicates the lie by Hannon and stated that:  
 
the two proofs of debt sought by Mr Millinder do not exist. 
 

54. Stewart had those proofs of debt in his possession, he knew Hannon was withholding 
them and he knew the proofs of debt were false.   Stewart therefore knew, once again, 
that the statement he was making was false.  
 

55. The Claimant’s detailed submissions prove beyond reasonable doubt that Hannon is 
guilty of multiple offences under the Insolvency Act 1986, the offence of section 5 of the 
Perjury Act 1911 for making a false statutory “Official Receiver’s Report to Court”, 2-
counts of fraud by abuse of position (section 4 of the Fraud Act 2006) and 2 counts of 
fraud by failing to disclose information (section 3 of the Fraud Act 2006) for withholding 
the first and second proof of debt and lying and denying they exist, when it is proven he 
had them in his possession on 1st and 20th December 2016 respectively.    
 

56. The fact that Fanning sought to prevent justice being served on them when it was later 
found he didn’t even read a single part of the evidence with the application ex-parte, 
shows what a complete cesspool of corruption the UK justice system is.  Fanning has 
perverted the course of justice, like the rest of the quisling offenders purporting to be 
judges have done in this case from the outset.  
 
 
Part 9: INSOLVENCY SERVICE CORRUPTION - Hannon, the Official Receiver’s 
dishonest abuse of position and concealment   

 

1. The Claimant refers to the tabulated PDF portfolio of exhibits containing the statutory 
“Official Receiver’s Reports to Court” and related documentation titled: Hannon-
Reports-26-04-2021.   
 

2. The corrupted system has been supporting Hannon, who has defrauded many innocent 
creditors in similar ways.    It was the aim of the Chancery Court and of Fanning to 
prevent justice being served on Hannon whilst adopting the same common purpose 
corrupt practice of ignoring all the evidence and certifying as “TWM” / vexatious, with 
no consideration whatsoever.    
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3. This part of the report highlights the extreme and prolific dishonesty and abuse inflicted 
upon the Claimant by Hannon, who conspired with the Defendants to defraud behind 
the façade of law in abuse of his position.  
 

4. Tab_AH1 is Hannon’s 1st Official Receiver’s Report to Court dated 15th December 2017.  
The report contains a plethora of false statements and acts of concealment.   
 

5. That dishonesty is addressed substantially in the Claimant’s 8-page report located at 
tab_26, PDF portfolio no. 1 of INDEX-05-04.  
 

6. At page 1, paragraph 2 of tab_AH1, Hannon, the 6th Defendant refers to the application 
“purportedly” under rule 14.11 of the Insolvency Rules 2016.  Purportedly meaning “as 
appears or is stated to be true, though not necessarily so”.    
 

7. The application, which was “to be heard by a High Court Judge” because it sought to 
deal with Hannon’s fraud and dishonesty and the frauds by the 2nd, 3rd, 4th and 5th 
Defendants collectively, is at INDEX-05-04, then PDF portfolio no 20. The application 
notice is at tab_BX1.  Page 1, box 3 of states categorically that; 
 
“Application under Rule 14.11 to reject the proof of debt that has been accepted by the Official 
Receiver for voting purposes and to exclude Middlesbrough FC from making such claim for 
payment under clause 3.4.2 of the Energy Supply Agreement as any such claim is false”  
 
 
Part 9.1: Misrepresentation of the law – rule 14.11 & Part 14 of the 
Insolvency Rules 2016 
 

1. At page 1, paragraph 5, Hannon seeks to invent his own version of the law, stating that 
rule 14.11 of the Insolvency Rules 2016 applies only to proofs of debt that have been 
admitted for dividend by the office-holder.    
 

2. That is plainly untrue, rule 14.11 applies to any proof of debt that has been admitted by 
the office-holder if the office holder refuses to interfere in the matter.    
 

3. This lie and misrepresentation of the law was carried over by Jones and Pelling, then by 
Nugee and Vos, who were all preventing justice being served on Hannon and his co-
conspirers.    
 

4. That is why Jones circumvented the application in the first place and same is why, 
whenever the Claimant has made an application to have tried the blatant and numerous 
frauds, the applications have been either suppressed or evaded entirely.  Political 
interference is the driver.   The applicable law is as follows:  
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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. 
 

5. Hannon refused to interfere in the matter, but he knew the claim was false long prior to 
him admitting that claim, exceeding £4.1 million.   Hannon has dishonestly abused his 
position, breaching his fiduciary duty to the Claimant and fellow creditors.  
 

6. The law is taken as read, it is not designed to have any other meaning and makes no 
reference to only applying to proofs admitted for dividend. The rule applies to any proof 
of debt that has been admitted by the office-holder.  
 

7. The preceding rule, 14.10 is:  
 
Withdrawal or variation of proof 
14.10.—(1) A creditor may withdraw a proof at any time by delivering a written notice to the 
office-holder. 
 
(2) The amount claimed by a creditor’s proof may be varied at any time by agreement between 
the creditor and the office-holder. 
 

8. The rule applies to a proof admitted by the office holder at any time, which can be 
removed or amended down by agreement with the creditor and office-holder.  If they 
fail to do so, then the next rule applies.   
 

9. The Claimant had consistently asked Hannon and the 2nd, 3rd and 4th Defendant to 
remove the false proof of debt.  
 

10. They failed to do so, sustaining the fraudulent claim to keep the contingent asset, 
proven by virtue of unlawful forfeiture of the Lease, beyond the reach of creditors.    
 

11. That is the true motive for Hannon sustaining the fraudulent claim, which is why he lied 
and misrepresented the law as a further excuse to do so.   
 

12. The corrupt judiciary sought, acting dishonestly under orders by the corrupt political 
establishment, to fetter the jurisdiction of the Insolvency Court to go behind any 
judgment if there is not a debt due in truth and reality.  
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13. It was for that reason Vos failed whatsoever to try the application for a fraud trial, 
asking him to remove the fraudulent proof of debt.    
 

14. The Claimant substantially addressed the numerous authorities that apply in this case 
during the hearing of 30th March 2021, referring to the schedule of authorities: 
RESPONDENT_LIST_AUTHORITIES_24_03_2021.    
 

15. The applicable authorities are referred to at page 2, p7. Page 3, p10(i).  Page 3, p12(i) – 
paragraph 17. Page 5, p18(i) and indeed, p18(ii) in relation to Hannon’s abuse of duty.  
Page 5, p20(i), p21(i) & p22(i) in relation also to Hannon’s breach of duty in causing loss 
to creditors.     
 

16. Moving to INDEX-05-04, PDF portfolio no.26, then to tab_Z11, page 5, the Claimant 
referred to the passage in Dawodo wherein the former Master of the Rolls cited the 
precedent:  
 
“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” 
 

17. In this case, the Court, courtesy of its corrupt judicial officers, has sustained a knowingly 
false claim to defeat all the just creditors by assisting the offenders, defrauding the 
Claimant of my rights as requisite majority creditor.   
 

18. Hannon sustained the proof of debt to do the same and the motive in the 2nd 
Defendants making the claim in the first instance, was also to do precisely that.    
 

19. Our laws were not designed to be abused in this way.  It shows how far gone the system 
has become.  I repeat, political interference is the driver and the corrupt Conservative 
establishment is that interference.   
 

20. It was, fundamentally, for those reasons, why the 1st Defendant sought the “all 
proceedings restraint order”, to conceal their fraud and acts of corruption.   
 

21. Judges are in office to administer the law, not to re-write the laws to suit their own 
sinister motives on the day.   
 

22. At paragraph 5 of his first report (tab_AH1), Hannon made no mention of rule 14.9 or 
14.10 of the Insolvency Rules 2016:  
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23. Rule 14.9 is:  
 
Office-holder not liable for costs under rule 14.8 
14.9.—(1) The official receiver is not personally liable for costs incurred by any person in respect 
of an application under rule 14.8. 
 
(2) An office-holder other than the official receiver is not personally liable for costs incurred by 
any person in respect of an application under rule 14.8 unless the court orders otherwise. 
 

24. At paragraph 5 of tab_AH1, Hannon refers only to rule 14.8 and 14.7, both of those rules 
apply only in respect of a creditor’s own proof admitted or rejected for dividend.  
 

25. Hannon entirely misrepresented the position to conceal the fact that rule 14.11 applies 
from the date the office holder admits the proof.  There is no differentiation as to 
whether the proof was admitted for either voting or dividend, the rule applies at any 
time after the office-holder admits the proof.   
 

26. Once the proof is admitted by the office holder, it is assumed to be admitted for voting 
and for dividend, unless rejected.  Rule 14.7 addressed in paragraph 21 below is about 
admission and rejection of proofs for dividend.  
 
Appeal against decision on proof 
14.8.—(1) If a creditor is dissatisfied with the office-holder’s decision under rule 14.7 in relation 
to the creditor’s own proof (including a decision whether the debt is preferential), the creditor 
may apply to the court for the decision to be reversed or varied. 
 
(2) The application must be made within 21 days of the creditor receiving the statement 
delivered under rule 14.7(2). 
 

27. It is in fact rule 14.7 that applies only to proofs admitted for dividend, whereas rule 
14.11 applies to any proof once it has been admitted.  Again, Hannon, Jones, Nugee, 
Pelling, Arnold and Vos in conspiracy, completely and deliberately misrepresented the 
law to obtain pecuniary interest by deception (fraud).   The Claimant refers to rule 14.7:  
 
Admission and rejection of proofs for dividend 
14.7.—(1) The office-holder may admit or reject a proof for dividend (in whole or in part). 
 
(2) If the office-holder rejects a proof in whole or in part, the office-holder must deliver to the 
creditor a statement of the office-holder’s reasons for doing so, as soon as reasonably 
practicable. 
 

28. It follows that rule 14.8 is in respect of the decision by the office holder to reject a proof 
for dividend, respective of that creditor’s own proof.    
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29. Moving back to his entirely false report at tab_AH1, page 2, paragraph 6(1), Hannon 
stated this: 
 
“At no time have I adjudicated upon any proof of debt for participation in, or exclusion 
from, any dividend process” 
 

30. Of course, if Hannon’s lies and misrepresentation of the law were true, there would 
never be any dividend, for anyone could defeat the body of creditors and stymie the 
liquidation by submitting a fraudulent proof of debt of x or xxx million to command the 
majority voting interest to disable the legitimate body of creditors from ever being able 
to call a meeting.  That is precisely what Hannon and his conspirers have done with their 
£4.1 million proof.  
 
 
Part 9.3:  Registrar Jones carried over Hannon’s lies, concealing the frauds 
knowing he had no jurisdiction to prevent justice being served on the 
offenders 
 

1. Clive Hugh Jones was deployed by Chief Registrar Briggs to prevent justice being served 
on Hannon and his conspirers.    Jones circumvented the application to assist the 
offenders, knowing, by his own admission he had no jurisdiction to try it.  The rest of the 
corrupt judges followed suit, jumping on the bandwagon to conceal and prevent the 
Claimant from the right to a fair trial.  
 

2. Be under no false illusions, the system is corrupt and rotten to the core and the 
purported judges in the Insolvency Court, “stepped into the shoes of the fraudsters” 
whilst providing them impunity, knowing of the offences committed.  
   

3. When My Ladyship implied that “it could have been a mistake” when Nugee tampered 
with the evidence and made the assignment terms he sought to rely on not absolute, it 
was no mistake.     
 

4. The actions of Nugee was conscious and premeditated dishonesty, as was preventing 
justice being served on the offenders for what is, undoubtedly the most prolific case of 
fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte in the history of UK law.   There has been a serious 
and protracted fraud upon the court for which all the orders in this case are void ab 
initio.  
 

5. I refer to the PDF portfolio; PM-21-04-2021 then to tab_Q7, the transcript of the 
hearing of 21st December 2017 that Jones circumvented.   
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6. Firstly, you should note that Jones misrepresented the position from the outset, making 
the Claimant the Applicant as his pre-conceived plan was to dispose of the application, 
which sought to deal with the frauds collectively and to make the Claimant personally 
liable for the offender’s costs, founded entirely by their collusion and fraud.  
 

7. At INDEX-05-04, no.20, then to tab_BX1, it is clear from the application that the 
Claimant is Earth Energy Investments LLP.  Nobody could mistakenly construe the 
position in any other way. The intent was deliberate.   
 

8. At page 1 of the transcript, (tab_Q7), Jones tampered with it to make the Claimant the 
applicant.  At page 2 (A), Jones made sure, immediately at the start of the hearing that 
he “marked on tape” that the Claimant was “the Applicant” when the application is by 
Earth Energy Investments LLP.  It was premeditated conspiracy to defraud the Claimant. 
Jones was perverting the course of justice.  
 

9. At page 3 of the transcript, (A) Jones made the admission himself that he had no 
jurisdiction to do what the application intended to do:  
 
“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”. 
 

10. Moving to tab_BX2 of PDF portfolio no.20, this is the Claimant’s first witness statement, 
again clearly referring to the Claimant as being “Earth Energy Investments LLP”. The first 
witness statement deals with the fraudulent claims and breach of fiduciary duty by 
Hannon, essentially, both of which are fraud.  When fraud is an issue, dishonesty does 
matter, which is why the Claimant expressly requested the application be heard by a 
High Court Judge.  That request was “crossed out” by Briggs, who met with Hannon the 
next day.  
 

11. Page 7, p4.10 deals refers to the two letters dealing with Hannon’s dishonesty and 
abuse of position.   P4.11 refers to the letter to Buckland QC, one of the corruptors who 
has been assisting the offenders he is personally connected with, referring to the 
fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte.  
 

12. Tab_BX3 is the Claimant’s second witness statement, focusing exclusively on fraudulent 
non-disclosure ex-parte, the false statement ex-parte of Bloom and his dishonesty 
around the first proof of debt which he knew to be false.   
 

13. Tab_BX5 is the Claimant’s 4th witness statement with the application to recuse Jones 
because he had no jurisdiction to do what the application sought to have done.  The 
statement deals with dishonesty on the part of all the parties and the principal frauds 
they committed.  Jones once again evaded everything and failed to recuse himself.  
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14. Jones certified the recusal application as “TWM” when by his own admission 
“dishonesty is not going to matter because I can’t judge” when the application sought to 
deal with fraud and dishonesty and was to be heard by a High Court Judge.  There is 
some pattern in this conduct, the corrupt judiciary have been maliciously and unjustly 
certifying as “TWM” as a form of dishonest concealment.   
 

15. Tab_BX7, pag1 1 is the letter back from the then Solicitor General, bearing a seal dated 
19th November 2017.   From that letter, the Claimant quotes the salient parts: 
 
“This is particularly so in circumstances where there is no record of any of the matters you have 
highlighted being found to be false by the judge who dealt with the matter” 
 

16. It was the application Jones circumvented that sought to do just that, but Arnold 
altogether failed in his duty to do it.   The fact of the matter is, Arnold failed to, because 
he knew of the position orchestrated by Buckland and the corrupt Attorney General’s 
Office, with Briggs, their foot soldier doing the facilitating.   
 

17. Moving back to PM-21-04-2021, tab_Q8, page 1 contains the email to Drewett, Arnold’s 
clerk of 15th November 2017 at 10.52AM.   The same day the application was filed.  It is 
necessary to read that email chain from page 1 to the end.    
 

18. Moving back to the top of page 1, the exhibit is sealed on 17th November 2017 and on 
15th November 2017 Drewett responded to say:  
 
“The Judge has not read them as the case is not allocated to him” “Please don’t send any further 
correspondence”.  
 

19. It was however the Judge’s duty to hear the application relating to fraudulent non-
disclosure during the ex-parte application he heard, but Buckland had by then been 
coercing the judiciary, which is why Briggs came into play. Briggs sits on the Attorney 
General’s A-Panel, he was instructed by Buckland to dispose of the application after 
Buckland concealed what is the most serious case of fraudulent non-disclosure 
(contempt), in tandem with Bloom’s numerous false statements certified as true.   
 

20. It’s a case of “justice subject to status”, impunity provided to the inter-connected white-
collar criminal members of the Conservative kleptocracy.      
 

21. Buckland needs to be arrested for perverting the course of justice with the rest of them.  
It’s no wonder why the justice system is in such a mess, the leadership are masonic 
criminals, enshrined in secrecy and collusion, who altogether lack integrity.  
 

22. Many of the purported judges are only too keen to follow orders, later getting 
prompted for doing so, when they should have been jailed.      
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23. It is, fundamentally, for that reason (political interference) that Claimant has been 
abused in this way, whilst purported judges have been perverting the course of justice 
to assist the offenders.  
 

24. It is plainly evidenced that Jones had no jurisdiction to hear the application, his orders 
are void ab initio, founded by that without jurisdiction, ultra vires act by the judicial 
office holder.    
 

25. We move back to the transcript of that hearing at tab_Q7, turning to page 7, reading the 
highlighted passages.  At D, I made it clear that Hannon is under a duty to reject any bad 
proof and that he knew the claim was false.   At E, Jones sought to conceal that with 
what is, complete and utter nonsense, denoting what an idiotic, corrupt dishonest 
clown he really is.     It was absolutely clear he was working for Hannon and his 
conspirers, (actual bias), but the rest of the criminals purporting to be judges just 
supported him anyway.   
 

26. The Claimant responded to say “there’s nothing to adjudicate on”, because the proof of 
debt should never have been accepted and that Staunton had already admitted it’s false 
on 9th January 2017 when in writing and orally he said “Force Majeure has effect”. Jones 
again twisted that.  
 

27. At page 8, (A) and (B), Jones said this:  
 
“No meeting. So it doesn't really matter again. I mean, if there had been a meeting and a 
decision reached which you didn't like then you would be able to appeal the lodging of the proof 
of debt -- I mean, taking it's marked "objected to", the OR effectively is treated as neutral from 
then on) -- and there is then a hearing by this court, effectively between you as a creditor and 
them as a creditor and you decide what to do about the decision which was reached at the 
meeting, but we haven't got any decisions”. 
 

28. Jones was clear that Hannon was sustaining the fraudulent claim (which he knew was 
false) to prevent a meeting of creditors from taking place because the legitimate body of 
creditors wanted to replace him.   Jones knew that the proof of debt was not being 
treated as neutrally at all, which is why the application came in to remove the proof of 
debt.  Jones was making various, pathetic, nonsensical excuses to assist the offenders in 
defrauding creditors.     
 

29. It is necessary to read the rest of page 8 and 9 of the transcript. The Claimant quotes: 
 
“Unless and until we get to a stage, which I think we're going to come on to in a moment, where 
you say there should be a meeting and then that becomes a different ballgame. But we haven't 
got to that in our discussion yet so at the moment, unless we get on to that, which we will, there 
can't be any reason for the OR to adjudicate on the proof”. 
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30. Jones therein admitted he knew that Hannon has a duty to adjudicate on the proof 
when a meeting of creditors is called to replace him.  Hannon deliberately failed in that 
duty.  
 

31. At page 8 (G), the Claimant said:  
 
“I've been requesting a meeting for the past six months and each time we, we go back to the 
same contention. GMR Consulting, another creditor, wrote to Mr Hannon to request a meeting 
to effectively adjudicate on the matter because they too know that the proof of debt is in fact 
false”. 
 

32. Jones responded with this contradictory nonsense: 
 
“But, again, at this stage, unless we've got a reason for the proof of debt being relevant, there's 
absolutely no reason to do anything”. 
 

33. Jones knew that the Claimant had engaged with Chris Parkman, a licensed IP, who had 
agreed to assign the right of action to the Claimant.  That is what they all wanted to 
prevent from happening. J ones is as much as a part of the fraud as Hannon and his co-
conspirers, indeed, all of the purported judges in this case have acted with favour and 
ill-will, they are not judges at all, they are offenders.  
 

34. A diligent standard of review of the comments made by Jones is necessary in that 
transcript is necessary.   It is all self-explanatory, Jones was perverting the course of 
justice.    
 

35. To cut to the chase, at page 34, p26, above, Jones was lying, knowing that Hannon was 
not treating the proof as neutrally at all.   Jones was taken to the evidence before him 
that proved precisely that, but he ignored everything, because he is one of the 
offenders.  
 

36. The Claimant refers to tab_Q9, the letter from Hannon dated 24th October 2017. The 
letter bears a seal dated 16th November 2017, just 23-days after receipt of the letter. In 
the 3rd paragraph Hannon lied about the proofs of debt when he had 3 in his possession.   
 

37. At the final paragraph of page 2, Hannon said this:  
 
“I repeat, it is not my intention to implement any request to commence the decision 
process until such time as 25% or more in value concur” 
 

38. Proving beyond doubt that Hannon was not treating the proof of debt by the 2nd 
Defendant as neutrally at all and that the creditors were wishing to call a meeting to 
replace him.   
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39. Moving back to the INDEX-05-04, PDF portfolio no.8, then to tab_AG11, we have the 
transcript of the call between the Claimant and Hannon of 15th August 2018.  It is 
necessary to study that transcript again with a diligent standard of review.    
 

40. From page 7, lines 4- 6, it is therein proven beyond doubt that even on 15th August 
2018, Hannon was still sustaining the fraudulent claim and he was not treating it 
neutrally at all:  
 
Middlesbrough Football Club are the overwhelming majority creditors they have more than 75% 
and therefore unless you can get Middlesbrough Football Club to support, er, er a request, er, 
you cannot garner the necessary support 
 
  
Part 9.4: The duty of Hannon to adjudicate on the proofs of debt when a 
meeting of creditors is called to replace him 

 

41. The office-holder has a duty to adjudicate on proofs of debt when a meeting of creditors 
is called to replace him and Hannon failed altogether to do that because he was 
defrauding the Claimant, using the fraudulent claim to defeat the legitimate body of 
creditors who all sought to replace him. 
 

42. Referring to PM-21-04-2021, then to tab_Q4, we have the letter to Hannon from GMR 
Consulting, a creditor of EW dated 26th September 2017.  The letter tells Hannon that 
GMR Consulting, a firm of expert witnesses, also found that the proof of debt is false 
and that they want to call a meeting of creditors to replace him.  
 

43. Tab_Q5 is the Claimant’s letter to Hannon dated 25th September 2017. The letter sets 
out in detail that all the claims from the 2nd Defendant are false and that Hannon is 
breaking the law and breaching his duty in many different ways.  
 

44. Tab_Q6 is the Claimant’s 38-page exhibit bearing the seal in the application Jones 
circumvented to prevent justice being served on Hannon and his co-conspirers.  The 
exhibit of emails between Hannon and the Claimant’s fellow creditors set out where 
Hannon has broken the law.   
 

45. Page 37 is the email from the Claimant to Campbell of Hannon’s office dated 6th March 
2017.  The email refers to the claim by the 2nd Defendant as being fraudulent and refers 
to appointment of Mr Parkman to replace Hannon.     
 

46. The office-holder, Hannon, then had a duty to have adjudicated on the proofs of debt. 
The information before him proved categorically that the claim was false, no 
investigation was necessary.    
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47. Tab_Q6, page 36 is the email of 14th March 2017 setting out clearly the fact that the ESA 
is conditional and that any “invoicing & payment” is contractually prohibited, through to 
the top of page 37.  
 

48. Page 34 is a further email dated 8th June 2017 to Hannon from the Claimant again 
referring to the appointment of Chris Parkman to replace him.   At page 20 there is a 
further email dated 22nd June 2017 again referring to the fraudulent £4.1 million proof 
of debt and again referring to removing the proof of debt that was preventing creditors 
from calling a meeting to replace Hannon.  
 

49. At page 12, there is yet another email from the Claimant dated 13th July 2017 again 
referring to my right to call a meeting to replace Hannon, which is what he was 
sustaining the fraudulent claim for, to prevent happening.  
 

50. At the bottom of page 11, we have a further email dated 18th October 2017 asking to 
call a meeting of creditors that was first requested by the Claimant on 6th March 2017.   
 

51. At page 8, there is the email from the Claimant to Hannon, also copied to Womble Bond 
Dickinson dared 11th October 2017 with the second paragraph referring to the fact that 
Hannon’s dishonesty and abuse of position has cost the Claimant 10s of thousands of 
pounds. 
 

52. At the bottom of page 7, a further email from the Claimant referring to the requests to 
convene a meeting of creditors to replace Hannon and the fact he failed in his duty to 
arrange one.  
 

53. Hannon altogether failed in his duty to convene a single meeting of creditors, knowing 
that the proofs of debt were false and knowing that it is his duty to convene a meeting 
at each year end.   

Hannon has committed criminal offences under the Insolvency Act 1986 

54. The statutory criminal offence of section 93.3 of the Insolvency Act 1986 is complete 
when the liquidator fails in his duty to call a meeting of creditors at each year end.    

55.  Given that Hannon was using the fraudulent £4.1 million claim to defraud creditors, he 
also deliberately evaded his duty to arrange any meeting whatsoever.  He committed 
the offence on 6 counts respective of both EW and EEI.   
 

56. Hannon has committed 2 counts of the offence of section 94.4 of the Insolvency Act 
1986 in failing as Liquidator to send to company members a copy of account of winding 
up and;  
 

CASE FILE: Page 1318                   PDF: Page 79 of 994

https://intelligenceuk.com/PM-21-04-2021/Tab_Q6.pdf


39 
 

57. 1 count of the offence of section 109(2) of the Insolvency Act 1986 in failing as 
Liquidator failing to publish notice of his appointment in respect of Earth Energy 
Investments LLP.  
 

58. Hannon did not publish notice of his appointment, because he knew he was conflicted 
and that he appointed himself to attempt to defraud the Claimant, as he had done 
during his appointment as liquidator of EW.  
 

59. It is proven beyond reasonable doubt that the Defendants have acted in statutory 
conspiracy to defraud the Claimant ove3r a protracted period of time.  
 

60. Undoubdtely their actions took a substantial degree of pre-planning, encompassing a 
multitude of fraudulent acts convened by multiple parties to defraud the Claimant of my 
democratic rights as requisite majority creditor and of over £20 million in revenue, 
including interest and the assigned investments.  
 

61. The offence of statutory conspiracy to defraud is indictable only and therefore the 
Defendants must be arrested and summoned for trial and sentencing.  
 

62. Part 2 of this report shall be submitted prior to trial to address the conspiracy by the 
purported judges who have each perverted the course of justice and have dishonestly 
abused their positions of trust to assist the offenders in defrauding the Claimant.  
 

 

 

Paul Millinder 

05/05/2021  
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IN THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISIONAL ADMINISTRATIVE COURT                     Claim No: CO/3966/2020  
_____________________________________________________________________________________  

Pursuant to Section 9 of the Criminal Justice Act 1967 
 

REPORT DATED 10TH MAY 2021 – PART 2 
 

Judicial corruption through political interference  
______________________________________________________________________________ 

“Europe’s first wind powered football stadium”  
 

 A protracted conspiracy to defraud in the name of law and justice  
 

 
How the wind powered football stadium would have looked had the Club not “U-turned” and refused 
the connection, preventing the Claimant from performing on the rights granted    
 
The originators of the fraud: On the left, Steve Gibson, chairman of Middlesbrough Football & Athletic 
Company (1986) Ltd and majority shareholder of its Parent Company, Gibson O Neill Company Ltd and 
right, Jeremy Robin Bloom, legal counsel & former senior partner of Womble Bond Dickinson (the 
principal offender - 2nd Defendant).  
 
 
 

Tab_4: Pages 79 - 108 
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A. INTRODUCTION 

1. In part 2 of the Claimant’s report I follow on from part 1 (ESD-Claimant-05-05-2021), 
focusing on how the purported judges in this case have effectually “stepped into the 
shoes of the fraudsters” acting under orders by the corrupt political establishment to 
provide impunity to Steve Gibson and his affiliated parties because he is a Conservative 
politician.  
 

2. If one cannot rely on the courts to do justice due to third party interference, political or 
otherwise, no business or civilian is safe.    This case, in all its simplicity, proves that one 
can neither rely on the UK’s courts, the completed terms of a contract or insolvency law 
for creditors to gain restitution.  It’s all about “justice subject to status” and the “old 
boys’ network” providing impunity to one another.  
 

A protracted fraud upon the Court:  

3. It has long been established in international law that fraud upon the court is one of the 
most serious violations to justice that can occur in a court of law. Akin to perverting the 
course of justice, fraud upon the court involves unlawful acts in detriment to a case by 
the judiciary themselves.  If a fraud upon the court occurs, the effect is that the entire 
case is voided and that any rulings or judgments that the court has issued are void. 
 

4. In this case we have intrinsic fraud, being the fraudulent misrepresentations and 
numerous instances of blatant dishonesty that “go to the heart” of the case.  The 
preliminary consideration itself is founded by contractually tortious fraudulent 
misrepresentation.     We also have extrinsic fraud by judicial officers whereby deceptive 
means were deployed to prevent discovery of the frauds. This occurred firstly by 
spoliation of evidence, wilful failure to try any part of the Claimant’s case (actual bias) 
and then by denial of the Claimant’s right to standard civil discovery, with later 
deployment of false instrument restraint orders founded by malicious and unjust 
certifications as “TWM” with totally no consideration whatsoever.   
 

5. The corrupt judicial officers have deprived the Claimant of his right to a fair and 
unbiased trial throughout the protracted proceedings, contrary to Part 1, Article 6 and 
Section 6, 7, 8 and 9 of the Human Rights Act 1998.  
 

6. In this report the Claimant refers to the evidence filed in this proceeding contained in 
the tabulated PDF portfolios in INDEX-05-04 and in the part 1 report. For ease in 
reference the documents referred to are hyperlinked to this report, accessible to the 
reader at one-click.      
 

7. Further evidence adduced within this report is hyperlinked where referenced and is 
contained in the tabulated PDF portfolio titled:  PM-10-06-2021 
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B. EXHAUSTIVE ANALYSIS OF DISHONESTY AND FRAUD IN CHRONOLOGICAL 
ORDER  
 

1. All the purported judges in the case in Chancery (and Murray J) are proven to be liars 
and cheats.  They cheat the rule of law and the principles of justice itself.  They call 
white, black, when it is already proven to be white. They have perverted the course of 
justice and conspired to defraud, acting under third party influence with favour and ill-
will contrary to their solemn undertaking not to.   
 

2. Page 28 of the Claimant’s part 1 report  (ESD-Claimant-05-05-2021) sets out how 
Hannon misrepresented Part 14 of the Insolvency Rules 2016 citing that rule 14.11 
applies only to proofs of debt admitted for dividend.   Notwithstanding the overriding 
duty of the Court to ensure that creditors are not defrauded, the lie was carried over by 
Clive Hugh Jones and then by Nugee, Pelling, Arnold and Vos, whilst the others rode off 
the back of the lies of the last.  
 

3. The Claimant provides this analysis of dishonesty and fraud upon the Court which will 
later be accompanied with a skeleton in preparation for trial.  
 
 
Part 1: REGISTRAR CLIVE HUGH JONES & the application of 16th November 
2017 

 

1. The correct interpretation of the law is as it is cited at the top of page 29 of the part 
1 report (ESD_Claimant_05_05_2021). Hannon had refused to interfere in the 
matter, although he knew the claim, exceeding £4.1 million was false.   Hannon was 
sustaining the claim to keep the asset beyond the reach of creditors and to prevent 
the Claimant, who is requisite majority creditor from calling a meeting to replace 
him.    
 

2. The Claimant had engaged a licensed insolvency practitioner to replace Hannon, 
having entered into an agreement to assign the claim in the interests of the body of 
creditors, who were all in agreement with the proposal.    
 

3. Hannon sustained the fraudulent claim to defraud creditors of our rights to ensure 
there was no meeting and then dissolved Empowering Wind MFC Ltd to defraud the 
Claimant of the very substantial damages claim proven by virtue of unlawful 
forfeiture of the Lease.    

 
4. Jones continued the fraud in the name of justice and the rest of the purported 

judges followed suit.  
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5. Their actions are, for all intents and purposes a most serious fraud by abuse of 
position. (Section 4 of the Fraud Act 2006).  The offence, most protracted and 
aggravated by nature, was committed in conspiracy.  
 
 

Part 1A:  The law conferred in Part 14 of the Insolvency Rules 2016 was 
bypassed and fraudulently misrepresented to assist the offenders 
 
6. Under Rule 14.25 of the Insolvency (England and Wales) Rules 2016 (“Insolvency 

Rules”), any party in contract with a company in liquidation has an unfettered right 
of set-off, in respect of any mutual dealings that have taken place between the two 
companies.         
 

7. The Claimant refers to my PDF portfolio of tabulated exhibits with this report; PM-
10-05-2021, then to tab_K1, Part 14 of the Insolvency Rules 2016, then to the 
bottom of page 11.   

 
8. Rule 14.25(2) states that: 
 

“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. 

 
9. The purported judges who have consistently worked for the offenders in using 

insolvency to defraud creditors completely bypassed this law, a mandatory law in set 
off that must be applied.   Had the court acted lawfully in both insolvencies of 
EWMFC and EEI, it would have been proven that both companies are not indebted 
to the 2nd Defendant and the companies would not have been wound up.   
 

10. It is proven beyond doubt therefore that the deliberate failure by the judiciary to 
apply the law has resulted in the Claimant being defrauded of rights in law of which I 
am entitled.    It is also fundamentally, for that reason, that Jones and the rest of the 
white-collar criminals purporting to be judges, sustained the fraudulent claim long 
after Nugee found that the claim is false (stating the obvious).    
 

11. At the top of page 12, Rule 14.25(5) of the Insolvency Rules 2016 determines that:  
 

“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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12. Hannon had categoric proof, from 5th February 2018, being the order of that date, 
that the 2nd Defendant unlawfully forfeited the Lease and that no money was owed.  
He was reliant on Jones and the rest of the offenders purporting to be judges to 
prevent justice being served on him whilst they continued defraud the Claimant in 
the name of law and “justice”.  
 

13. In accordance with the authorities cited by the Claimant, see: INDEX-05-04, PDF 
portfolio no 26, then to tab_Z11, the letter that Snowden evaded, I set out the 
authorities very clearly, but unsurprisingly, Snowden ignored everything.  That is 
how these state terrorist dishonest, immoral parasites have behaved throughout.  
They were instructed by Buckland and Burnett to provide impunity to fellow 
Conservative affiliates and the laws, fairness and impartiality matters not.  This is 
what happens when corrupt central government officials collude and interfere with 
the administration of justice.   

 
14. We move to the bottom of page 4 (tab_Z11) and on to page 5, where I cited the 4 

authorities.  At the top of page 5, I made a point of citing the 3 key paragraphs in 
Dawodo, because I knew the corrupt judiciary were fettering the jurisdiction of the 
Insolvency Court to remove the fraudulent claim.  I quote: 

 
“the court of bankruptcy can enquire into the consideration for a judgment debt. There are 
obviously strong reasons for this, because the object of the bankruptcy laws s is to procure 
the distribution of a debtor's goods amongst his just creditors” 
 
“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” 

 
15. The aim of the sham corrupt Insolvency Court and its delinquent judicial officers was 

to assist the offenders by fettering the jurisdiction to ensure that the just creditors 
were defeated by Jones sustaining the fraudulent claim when his duty in law was to 
have removed it.   
 

16. At the top of page 4, I quoted from the transcript of the hearing of 5th February 2018 
what Staunton himself admitted in relation to the assignment: 

 
Mr Staunton: “Second page in. Reading that second paragraph, what’s assigned to EEI are 
the investments, the £200,000” 
 

17. Proving beyond doubt that the assignment extinguished the alleged £25k and 
Staunton and his conspirers knew it did 1-week prior to them presenting the petition 
to wind up Earth Energy Investments (“EEI”) for the non-existent debt.  
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18. To be clear, I reiterate, on 5th February 2018, the offenders (and the purported 
judges) knew that the assigned investments extinguished the purported £25k “debt” 
founded by their fraudulent non-disclosure and failures in duty of candour, by over 
30 times.    It is, predominantly, for that reason, the corrupt court evaded its legal 
duties under rule 14.25.    
   

19. Likewise, it is for the same reason (as evidenced at tab_Z9, page 36, lines 4 – 6, that 
Nugee fraudulently misrepresented the terms of the absolute assignment to make it 
not absolute, so he could rely on it to defraud the Claimant of over £640,000 against 
the £25k founded by fraud.    The correct terms of the assignment he had before him 
are as quoted at line 10 through to 13.   That is, a serious fraud by false 
representation, but it is far from the only fraud committed by Nugee.  

 
20. The Claimant need not further plead the fact that the assignment is valid, for that 

was established during the hearing of 30th March 2021 and the law makes any 
assignment of which express written notice has been given, effectual in law from the 
date of the notice.  

 
21. The Claimant will however take the learned judges to tab_Z6, page 10, for good 

measure, reading from line 5 through to 12.  It is proven beyond reasonable doubt 
therein that on 11th April 2018 Staunton again admitted categorically that the 
assignment extinguished the alleged £25k.  Again, Snowden was taken to this, but he 
has been perverting the course of justice like the rest of the politically controlled 
quislings have been, following the lead of Vos.   

 
22. At line 10 – 12, Staunton stated that the “cross claim” and “the assignment” were 

before Judge Barber.  He knew they were not at all, because what was before Judge 
Barber was Staunton’s lies, as proven at line 14 to line 38.  This is the same fraud Vos 
concealed, it is no coincidence. These criminals have been perverting the course of 
justice, aiding and abetting a conspiracy to defraud, the purported judges incolved 
are the fraud.  

 
23. The principal offenders, the Defendants 2 – 8 all knew that on 5th February 2018, 4-

days before Gill committed perjury and fraud by false representation and made the 
covert (without notice) petition, that the alleged petition debt was both 
extinguished by the cross claim and was, in any event subject to challenge.  

 
24. Staunton fraudulently misrepresented the cross claim (s.2 Fraud Act 2006), he made 

no mention of the assignment and fraudulently withheld the order of 21/03/2018, 
stating that: 

 
“Judge Jones then dismissed that application. That’s the cross claim. That’s disposed of 
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25. We move back to that letter from the Claimant to Snowden (tab_Z11). At the 
bottom of page 4 of the letter, it was clearly stated, prior to the Claimant citing 
those applicable authorities that: 
 
“The fact of the matter is both of the assignments are valid and on 18th March 2018 I 
assigned the investments back to me and served that assignment on the offenders. It was 
that assignment that founded the statutory demand I served on Middlesbrough FC on 12th 
October 2020 and it is that assignment that founded more fraudulent non-disclosure on the 
part of Middlesbrough FC and their conspirers with the motive to defraud me of over £1.17 
million”. 
 

26. Fancourt then defrauded the Claimant of over £1.17 million, whilst knowing that the 
statutory demand cannot be disputed and whilst working for the offenders to 
originate another false instrument GCRO but, like the ECRO, again made without any 
jurisdiction whatsoever.   
 

27. Fancourt failed to hear the Claimant’s application for trial, deliberately evading all 
the evidence, knowing that the offenders had once again presented an entirely false 
case ex-parte, whilst withholding all the material information.  Same has already 
been clearly evidenced and proven in these proceedings.  
 

28. On 10th November 2020, the Claimant’s application to recuse Fancourt had been 
issued and on 10th November 2020 Fancourt was served with the application for a 
warrant for his arrest for defrauding the Claimant (s.4 of the Fraud Act 2006) whilst 
perverting the course of justice (s.1 Contempt of Court Act 1981 - criminal contempt 
of court).  
 

29. In full knowledge of those matters, Fancourt, again following his orders by the 
kleptocracy (Buckland and Ellis, the 1st Defenant) “steamrollered ahead” and 
fabricated the GCRO to further defraud the Claimant and as a means of dishonest 
concealment.    

 
30. It was however clearly and irrefutably established that Fancourt, nor any judge had 

any jurisdiction to continue presiding over the case in absence of first determination 
of the application to recuse him.    

 
31. The recusal was made for exceptionally good reason.  Any order made after 10th 

November 2020 is founded upon that void order and is void ab initio.   
 
32. Notwithstanding that all the orders founded by Jones fraud upon the Court 

thereafter are void ab initio anyway.   The Insolvency Court, courtesy of the 
corruptors it harbors who are only too willing to engage in this conduct, is the fraud.  
Purporting to be fair, lawful and impartial when its not.  
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33. Again, all of this was shown to Snowden, who, in abuse of his position, hiding behind 
the façade of the false instrument GCRO which was made by Fancourt to conceal the 
fraud when he had no jurisdiction to make it, Snowden sought to further conceal 
and to prevent justice being served on the offenders.   
 

Part 1B:  The fraud committed by Snowden on 23rd February 2021 
 

1. Snowden was using the false instrument GCRO (section 1 & 3 of the Forgery & 
Counterfeiting Act 1981) to defraud the Claimant, knowing that the claim, founded 
by unlawful forfeiture of the Lease is proven.  Knowing that the proofs of debt are 
false and knowing that the alleged £25k petition debt never even existed.  

 
2. We move to PM-10-05-2021, then to tab_K2. Page 1 refers to the fact that Snowden 

is using the GCRO to prevent the Claimant from his right of access to justice when he 
knew or ought to have known that the GCRO is void.    The Claimant has the right, ex 
debito justitiae to have it set aside.   

 
3. Snowden retained the false instrument, just like Vos did, because the corrupt 

practice of these oath breaking tyrant state terrorists is to maliciously certify 
everything as “TWM” whilst assisting the offenders and evading the Claimant’s case 
entirely, to deploy civil restraint orders, preventing the Claimant from getting 
justice.   That is a fraud upon the Court, needless to say, perversion of the course of 
justice and concealment of criminal property the Claimant and fellow creditors have 
been defrauded of.  

 
4. At page 1, p6, Snowden states “none of the other aspects are applications for 

permission or otherwise comply with the GCRO”.  There was one application before 
him, to remove the false instrument void GCRO and to deal with the frauds that 
have been concealed by these parasite white-collar criminals.  Again, Snowden 
wanted to evade the merits of the application entirely, following the common 
purpose technique in certifying as “TWM” whilst concealing the fraud.  

 
5. At p8, Snowden invents “a series of disputes”, notwithstanding the fact that the 

claim for unlawful forfeiture cannot be disputed.    
 
6. I think Snowden was referring to a series of frauds, but he was concealing by stating 

“disputes” because this is how these overly complacent lunatics operate.  Same is 
proven beyond reasonable doubt, they have all been concealing multiple frauds.  

 
7. We move back to tab_Z11, page 6 of the letter from the Claimant to Snowden that 

was filed with the application to set aside the false instrument void GCRO, reading 
line 3 through to line 36.    
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8. It is proven that the claim, exceeding £18.7 million plus standard interest accruing 
from 1st November 2018 (when the claim was issued) is a contingent asset that has 
been long due and payable and it cannot be disputed.   The fact that Vos and his 
conspirers have defrauded the Claimant of that asset in the name of “justice” whilst 
concealing fraud, is an aggravating factor respective of their offending.  It does not 
alleviate the position cited therein in that letter Snowden ignored at line 33 – 36:      

 
…even if Middlesbrough FC did not refuse the connection, preventing me from performing on 
the rights granted when the wind turbine was ready to construct, it still unlawfully forfeited 
the Lease. 
 

9. It is that position, that has already been found and proven by Nugee on 5th February 
2018, that “goes to the heart” of the Claimant’s case.  It is not “TWM” but it is 
proven beyond doubt.     
 

10. One must naturally therefore question, given that Snowden is supposed to be an 
insolvency specialist, why did he certify as “TWM” knowing the case is proven and 
knowing that the £25k and the c£4.1 million claims are both fraudulent and that all 
of the authorities prove it is not res judicata to set aside a judgment debt if there are 
grounds made out to do so?     

 
11. Again, the Claimant does know the answer, it is because Snowden is a fraudster, as 

are the offenders he is working for.  
 

12. At page 2, p10, Snowden replicated the lie of Vos and in the preceding paragraph, he 
referred to the ESA then stating that: 

 
“In June 2015, Middlesbrough FC claimed rent totalling £256,269.89” 

 
13. Prior to that lie, knowing that neither rent or energy supply was owed, he stated:  

 
“The relationship between Middlesbrough FC and Empowering Wind appears to have broken 
down quickly over the connection of the wind turbine to the grid” 
 

14. Again, Snowden is extremely economical with the truth.  How on earth does the 
relationship quickly break down over the connection of the wind turbine to the grid?      
 

15. Snowden knew full well and it is proven that he did, that the 2nd Defendant refused 
the connection they agreed and completed with the Claimant during the Option 
Period.    Snowden knew the connection configuration was affirmed by collateral 
contract during the option period when it was an option for them to negate if they 
were not satisfied with the connection configuration proposed by the Distribution 
Network Operator.     
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16. Moving back to tab_Z11, at the bottom of page 1 of that letter to Snowden filed 
with the application and dated 1st February 2021.  I quote: 

 
“To condense matters substantially, I have line numbered that letter and appended it to this 
letter. At page 1, line 3 through to line 13, I set out the purpose of the option agreement, 
which was, fundamentally, to investigate and secure the same and only grid connection for 
the wind turbine”. 

 
17. The purpose of the originating Option Agreement was to do just that. It is proven 

beyond reasonable doubt that Snowden knew of the correct factual circumstances.  
 

18. The first three paragraphs of page 2 make the position in relation to the connection 
absolutely clear.  I quote: 

 
“The Distribution Network Operator specified that Middlesbrough FC was to take ownership 
of its substations, so the connection for the wind turbine could be established”. 

 
19. The second and third paragraphs of the letter refer to exhibits AG2 and AG1, proving 

that the connection configuration was affirmed during the Option Agreement and 
was made final when on 2nd November 2012 Bloom of the 2nd Defendant extended 
the option for the specific purpose of completing that same and only connection.  
 

20. Snowden had “stepped into the shoes of the fraudsters”, continuing the deceit from 
the offender’s ex-parte hearing of 9th January 2017, their failure in duty of candour 
and fraudulent non-disclosure of those 3-contracts making up the Connection 
Agreement.    Snowden was concealing the fact that the offenders refused the 
connection, which is why he lied and stated: 

 
“the relationship appears to have broken down over the connection to the grid”.  
 

21. Snowden has perverted the course of justice. His conduct is blatantly dishonest and 
is of malicious intent to defraud the Claimant. Snowden has acted with favour and 
ill-will. He breached his oath and no longer has any right to purport to be a judge.  
 

22. Snowden had the correct factual position before him. He knew that the 2nd 
Defendant’s claims were fraudulent.  

 
23. Snowden knew that the 2nd Defendant had “U-turned” on the connection and under 

the façade of the false instrument GCRO he sought to further conceal the fraud to 
prevent justice being served and to make a gain and to cause a loss to the Claimant 
by deception.  
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24. At the top of page 3 of that letter to Snowden (tab_Z11), the Claimant cited that: 
 

“The position proves that £181,269.89 of the unwarranted demand used to unlawfully forfeit 
the Lease was not owed and that Middlesbrough FC and Womble Bond Dickinson knew this, 
as did Staunton but they made the conscious and premeditated decision to withhold the 3 
contracts forming the Connection Agreement in tandem with failing to disclose the fact they 
refused the connection and that any “entitlement to agreed output” (agreement by me to 
supply power) is conditional upon my, full satisfaction of, that Connection Agreement”. 

 
25. It is for this reason, that at page 2, p10 of his mala fide void order, Snowden refers 

only to “claimed rent totalling £256,269.89”.    
 

26. Thew Claimant had, by then established that the purported judges were working for 
the 2nd Defendant.  I referred to the claim being £85k for rent as opposed to £75k, to 
see if Snowden would even have the diligence to pick up on it.   

 
27. The energy supply part of the unwarranted demand is £181,268.89 used to 

unlawfully forfeit comprised of invoices for energy supply they were contractually 
prohibited from making.  £75,000 was for rent that was not owed. Put the two 
together, and you get the figure of £256,269.89.      

 
28. Circa 71% of the unwarranted demand was for energy supply the 2nd Defendant 

prevented from being supplied and yet Snowden, who purports to be a senior judge, 
was concealing it, knowing that it was found that neither rent or energy supply was 
owed on 5th February 2018.   

 
29. It was already found that Force Majeure has effect by Nugee on 5th February 2018 

and that no rent was owed on 18th August 2015 when the 2nd Defendant unlawfully 
forfeited the Lease.    
 

30. It is proven beyond doubt therefore that Snowden knew the claims were false, the 
£256,269.89, £541,308.90, then £4,111,874.55, but he was concealing the fraud 
knowing that the claims had been made to stymie the liquidation.   

 
31. Snowden, being an insolvency judge, knew it is a criminal offence to make false 

representations in proceedings under the Insolvency Act 1986.  
 
32. Snowden knew of the offences committed and he made the conscious and 

premeditated attempt to conceal the fraud and the criminal property the Claimant 
has been defrauded of as a result of this conspiracy to defraud.    
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33. Snowden has perverted the course of justice, has dishonestly abused his position, 
has committed the offence of using a false instrument and the stand alone offence 
as in section 327(1) of the Proceeds of Crime Act 2002 by concealing offences and 
criminal property.  

 
34. At page 3, p11 of his order, Snowden stated this: 
 

“On 19 August 2015, Middlesbrough FC purported to terminate the energy supply 
agreement” 

 
35. Snowden knew that the 2nd Defendant did not terminate the ESA at all, because he 

knew that they had used the claim arising from it, exceeding £4 million, to stymie 
the liquidation.   
 

36. Snowden was concealing that fact, whilst failing in his duty to deal with the 
application before him whatsoever that asked him to remove the fraudulent claim 
and to restore EWMFC to the register because it has assets to be realised that the 
Claimant has been defrauded of.  
 

37. At page 3, p14, Snowden seeks, as his conspirers have done, to degrade the integrity 
of the assignment when the law makes it valid.  He talks of “alleged assignment” and 
“together with claims for consequential damages said to have been suffered by Empowering 
Wind (which had not in fact been assigned)”. 

 
38. Snowden knew that what was assigned are the “investments” made in the project, 

he knew Staunton himself had admitted that as well as admitting that the cross 
claim in favour of the Claimant extinguished the alleged £25k nullity that was 
founded by fraud in any event.     

 
39. Snowden knew that the debt had been assigned and then back to the Claimant.  
 
40. Again however, Snowden has affronted the law that makes any assignment of which 

express notice has been given in writing, effectual in law.    
 
41. Snowden was evading the fact that the assignment came in 3-parts with the 

statutory demand.   
 

42. Hence, when the Claimant says these utterly useless, dishonest criminals purporting 
to be judges “call white, black when same is already proven to be white” I am 
nothing other than 100% accurate, as I have been throughout these rigged 
proceedings designed only to assist the offenders and to prevent justice being 
served on them.  
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43. Snowden was trying to conceal the fraudulent £4.1 million claim used to keep the 
contingent asset that was to be realised in favour of the claimant (See: rule 14.25(5) 
of the Insolvency Rules 2016), as he was the fact that the first claim used to 
unlawfully forfeit the Lease is also fraudulent and that £181,269.89 was for energy 
supply.    

 
44. Likewise, as he was the fact that the offenders refused the connection, preventing 

the Claimant from performing on the rights granted.   Also, as he was the fact that 
law makes both assignments effectual from the date of service, which is also 
undoubtedly why he also evaded dealing it whatsoever.   

 
45. At page 3, p15 through to p19, Snowden seeks to rely on the mala fide nonsense 

produced by Nugee as an excuse to assist the offenders in furtherance of their fraud.   
 
46. Of course, the Insolvency Court is not bound by a consent order either, but in any 

event, the order is founded by fraud.  As usual, the court provided impunity to the 
offenders, there was no consideration given to the fact that had the offenders 
fulfilled their ex-parte disclosure obligations (the continuing duty to disclose) and 
had disclosed the Penningtons Manches LLP letter referred to, any judge would have 
discovered the “shopping list” of material information withheld and no judge would 
have made the order of 16th January 2017.  

 
47. Notwithstanding that in any event, the claim of the demand cannot be disputed and 

therefore on that ground alone, the order should have been set aside.  
 
48. The authority that applies is as the Claimant addressed substantially during the 

hearing of 30th March 2021; Barclays Bank v Atay [2015] EWHC 3198 (Ch); [2016] 
B.P.I.R. 12.   (See: RESPONDENT_LIST_AUTHORITIES_24_03_2021, page 3, p12(i) 
and page 4, p15).   

 
49. Again, Nugee sought to fetter the jurisdiction to “keep the fraud alive”. There is 

some synergy in that conduct. Jones and the rest of the purported judges did 
precisely the same respective of the fraudulent proof of debt.  

 
50.  It is no coincidence that the Insolvency Court sought to certify as “TWM” when it is 

not res judicata to set aside the order of Jones sustaining the £4.1 million fraudulent 
claim.   

 
51. There is no requirement to appeal it.  Likewise with setting aside the order of 16th 

January 2017.    The purported judges have been feeding the white-collar criminals 
off the fruits of their own frauds.  
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Part 1C:  The fraud committed by Jones, Pelling, Arnold, Nugee and Vos 
 

52. Jones, Pelling, Arnold, Nugee and Vos all sought to misrepresent Part 14 of the 
Insolvency Rules whilst concealing fraud and dishonesty and failing to do what the 
applications before them sought to have done.  
 

53. At page 31 of the Claimant’s 1st report, p27 refers to the correct factual position.  It 
is rule 14.7 that applies only to proofs admitted for dividend. P26 refers to the 
preceding rule 14.8, being the right to appeal within 21-days of the decision under 
14.7 in relation to that creditor’s own proof.  

 
54. I refer to: Hannon-Reports-26-04-2021, the PDF portfolio containing Hannon’s 

“Official Receiver’s Reports to Court”.   Tab_AH1 is Hannon’s first report dated 15th 
December 2017.  The report is plethora of lies, relied upon heavily by Jones.   

 
55. At page 1, p5, Hannon stated this: 
 

“Rule 14:11 sets out the court's powers to exclude a proof of debt admitted or 
rejected for a dividend by the office-holder”  
 

56. In the same paragraph Hannon refers to rule 14.7, which is the rule in relation to 
proofs admitted for dividend and at p6 of page 2, there is an obvious 
misrepresentation of the law.    
 

57. In the same paragraph Hannon refers to the Prospect Law letter of claim served on 
him.    The Prospect Law letter is at INDEX-05-04, PDF portfolio no. 5, then to the tab 
titled: “20170818 PLL to Official Receiver”.   Jones altogether evaded the contents of 
that letter of claim that the Claimant paid Edmund Robb (of counsel) circa £10,000 
to prepare and serve on Hannon.  Page 3 of the letter stated categorically that: 
 
“MFC’s alleged claims are not due”  
 

58. Hannon could have removed the fraudulent claim in August 2017, but he kept it 
there, undoubtedly knowing that the corruptors in Chancery would support him 
anyway.    They did precisely that.  
 

59. At page 6, p42, it was stated:  
 

“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”. 
 

60. At page 9, p55, the claim was clearly set out by counsel: 
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“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”. 
 

61. It is not a complex position to determine that MFC, the 2nd Defendant firstly jointly 
negotiated the connection configuration as specified by the Distribution Network 
Operator, then agreed the connection by extending the option based upon it but 
then “U-turning” nearly two-years later when it came time for the Claimant to 
implement that connection.     
 

62. Anyone knows that without a connection, the turbine cannot operate.   That 
position is proven in the Claimant’s submissions, referring to the evidence.  In 
particular, part 1 of the Claimant’s 1st report (ESD_Claimant_05_05_2021), page 4, 
p1, through to page 8, p1.  
 

63. The 2nd Defendant refused the connection, preventing the Claimant from enjoying 
the rights granted by the Lease and ESA when the entire purpose, as defined in the 
option was to “construct, connect to the grid and operate” the wind turbine, in 
accordance with the express terms of that same and only connection as specified by 
the Distribution Network Operator.  

 
64. The fact we are still here having to debate it, putting it bluntly shows what a total 

sham and a disgrace the UK’s justice system has become.    
 
65. The fact that the quisling, utterly dishonest corrupt parasites in Chancery sought to 

conceal it all with their false instrument restraint orders, acting under orders by the 
corrupt Lord Chancellor and Ellis QC MP working with him, shows that the system is 
unfit for purpose.  It does not work.  

 
66. Too many of its judges are far from impartial, only too willing to engage in this kind 

of madness. Those responsible are delusional, immoral, lawless total lunatics who 
need to be jailed.    

 
67. One cannot rely on a completed contract, nor the courts or the law to gain 

restitution.  It’s all about “justice subject to status” and impunity provided to all 
members of the Conservative kleptocracy, who control the courts and steer justice 
in whichever way they want irrespective of the level of wrongdoing or the strength 
of their victim’s case.   

 
68. Page 9, p57 of the PLL letter of claim sets out the quantum, through to p63.  P63 sets 

out that the net operating position quantum of claim for the wind turbine project, 
excluding the loss of chance quantum in being able to have otherwise successfully 
completed at least 1 similar project, is £9,231,096.   
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69. The claim is quantified with a high degree of certainty.  It is the value of the claim, 
proven by virtue of the indisputable unlawful forfeiture that provided the motive for 
Hannon to behave in the way he has done, as well as it was of the 2nd Defendant and 
their conspirers to make out the frauds by false representation in the form of those 
proofs of debt.  

 
70. They have all been using the façade of insolvency law to defraud and to pervert the 

course of justice, preventing justice being served on themselves and others.  
 
Part 2:  The law: Rule 14.25 of the Insolvency Rules 2016 was deliberately 
evaded to assist the offenders in using insolvency to defraud 
 
1. Page 10, p65 of the Prospect Law letter of claim (20170818 PLL to Official Receiver) 

addressed the law and the duty of the court in respect of the rule in set off.    
 

2. The applicable law has been deliberately evaded respective of both EWMFC and  EEI, 
both of which have been fraudulently wound up because the corrupt Court has been 
assisting the offenders in using insolvency to defraud the Claimant and to prevent 
justice being served on them.  

 
3. Rule 14.25(5) is cited at the top of page 11 of the PLL letter of claim.  I quote: 
 

(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. 

 
4. Hannon dissolved EWMFC after retaining the £4.1 million fraudulent claim to keep 

the asset beyond the reach of creditors.   
 

5. Jones sought to degrade the asset and do precisely the same. Their actions are 
entirely contrary to rule 14.25(5) and rule 14.25(1).   

 
6. Hannon disposed of EEI after it was fraudulently wound up with intent to defraud 

me of the cross claim exceeding £770,000 plus standard interest.   That was why 
Staunton committed fraud by false representation and lied about the cross claim to 
cause the winding up and that is why Hannon appointed himself as liquidator. 

 
7. Fortunately the Claimant had the foresight to assign the investments back to me 

personally or his fraud would have succeeded.  
 
8. Even then, Fancourt continued the fraud, concealing the indictable offences.   
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9. Fancourt refused to try the application for trial of 28th October 2020 that sought to 
deal with the Defendant’s premeditated non-disclosure and false witness 
statements ex-parte of 23rd October 2020 and proceeded to defraud the Claimant 
out of the £1.17 million indisputable demand whilst assisting the offenders in their 
concealment (perverting the course of justice) by deploying yet another false 
instrument GCRO.  

 

Part 3:  Hannon failed in his duty to disclaim the onerous ESA – The corrupt 
Court did the same by evading the Claimant’s applications  

 
1. Aside from the fact that the ESA is conditional upon the Claimant’s “satisfaction in 

full” of “entering into a connection agreement” (which the 2nd Defendant refused) 
and “commissioning” of the wind turbine (which needs a connection) and that in 
absence of satisfaction in full of those conditions there was no “entitlement to 
agreed output” (agreement to supply power) and any “invoicing & payment” was 
also contractually prohibited, Hannon failed in his duty in yet another way.  
  

2. Page 7, p45 of the PLL letter of claim refers to Hannon’s duty to disclaim any 
onerous contract.  At page 8, p46, it is clearly stated that: 

 
“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”. 
 

3. Hannon had already failed in his duty by deliberately defrauding creditors of whom 
he owes a fiduciary duty and by being utterly dishonest throughout.  
 

4. Page 8, p47 to p49 provided Hannon with notice requiring Hannon to disclaim the 
ESA pursuant to section 178(5) of the Insolvency Act 1986.  

 
5. The ESA presents no benefit to the creditors or upside in the wind turbine project 

whatsoever.  The 2nd Defendant had already repudiatory breached the contract by 
“U-turning” on the connection and preventing the Claimant from performing on the 
rights granted.   Aside from that, there was no “entitlement to agreed output” and 
Staunton himself admitted that Force Majeure had effect 24-days prior to Gill 
making out is fraudulent £4.1 million proof of debt that Hannon sustained ever 
since.     

 
6. Hannon deliberately failed to disclaim, because disclaiming would have the same 

effect as removing the fraudulent claim and would enable the Claimant and fellow 
creditors to remove Hannon, the white-collar criminal who was defrauding creditors 
and keeping the claim beyond our reach on a wholly unlawful basis.  
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7. The corrupt Insolvency Court wanted to ensure that Hannon was retained, so he 
could fulfill his mission in defrauding creditors by disposing of the Company to 
prevent the asset from ever being recovered.  It is clear that Hannon must have 
been bribed to behave in this way, or, the system is so corrupt that he does it 
anyway acting under orders of corrupt politicians just as the corruptors in Chancery 
have done.  

 
8. Page 11, p67 refers to the fact that Hannon was contemplating selling the claim 

(undoubtedly at under value) to MFC, who caused loss to the Claimant by unlawfully 
forfeiting the Lease and conspiring with him respective of the fraudulent claims.  

 
9. Page 11, p68 refers to the fact that the company is solvent.   
 
10. Page 11, p70 asked Hannon to reject in full the fraudulent c£4.1 million claim.  P71 

reiterates the disclaimer and p72 asks Hannon to agree in principle to assigning the 
claims (the claim against MFC and against Middlesbrough Council) to an entity under 
the Claimant’s control.  

 
11. Hannon did nothing, save for relying on the corrupt court to assist him and his 

conspirers in defrauding the Claimant.  
 

12. On the balance of probabilities Briggs assisted Hannon in preparation of his first 
report on the evening of 22nd November 2017 when they were together during the 
Radcliffe Chambers (acting for Middlesbrough FC) drinks reception.   
 

13. We move to INDEX-05-04, then to PDF portfolio no.20, which is the application that 
was to be heard by a High Court Judge that was circumvented by Jones who openly 
admitted “for my purposes dishonesty is not going to matter, I can’t judge”. 

 
14. Tab_BX1 is the sealed N244 application notice and page 3 is the continuation sheet.  

The application asked the Court to disclaim the onerous ESA because Hannon 
refused to, as he did removing the fraudulent £4.1 million claim.     

 
15. Jones failed altogether to disclaim the ESA, because doing so would have the same 

effect as removing the fraudulent claim and that would mean that the Claimant 
would have sufficient voting interest (over 25%) to call a meeting of creditors to 
replace Hannon.    

 
16. Pelling, Arnold, Nugee and Vos, all failed consistently in their duty to remove the 

fraudulent claim or to have disclaimed the ESA, even in light of the fact that the ESA 
is conditional and he was already found that the claims are false.  The conduct is 
utter insanity, outright lawlessness and blatant corruption.  
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17. Paragraph 3 asked the Court to assign the claim to Earth Energy, where Hannon had 
refused to interfere in the matter and p4 asked the Court to appoint Mr Parkman in 
succession of Hannon.   

 
18. We move to the PDF portfolio titled; PM-21-04-2021, then to tab_Q7, the transcript 

of the hearing of the application that was circumvented by Jones under instruction 
to do so by Briggs.    

 
19. At page 9(E) of the transcript, Jones stated this: 
 

THE REGISTRAR: But, firstly, that only applies as and when a proof is adjudicated on for the 
purposes of distribution of funds -- not going to happen -- and, secondly, even if one didn't 
(Inaudible) that's a technical use of the rule, and there may be some other rule. Again, we 
need a reason for the court to say, "I'm going to exclude it." I'm not going to exclude 
something which is completely irrelevant, and at the moment it's completely irrelevant. It 
just stays there.  

 
20. At page 10, Jones made these statements:   

 
(i) THE REGISTRAR: There we are, three months. And then the company is dissolved and 

it just doesn't exist. 

 

(ii) THE REGISTRAR: It's as though it never existed and therefore the proofs of debt 
which have been sent in fallaciously or otherwise apply to something which doesn't 
even exist, so there -- 
 

21. It is obvious that Jones was working for Hannon and his co-conspirers. That is what 
Briggs ordered him to do and the order for Briggs to have done so came from 
Buckland, the then Solicitor General who has now been promoted to Lord 
Chancellor.   
 

22. Anyone in Jones’s position would know that the preliminary consideration (See 
tab_BX1 page 2 of the application notice itself in the evidence box is inextricably 
linked.    

 
23. The proofs of debt are false for the same reason the contingent asset is proven, 

which is why they submitted, and why Hannon sustained the c£4.1 million 
fraudulent claim anyway.  Any lay person could establish that fact.  

 
24. Even if the 2nd Defendant did not refuse the connection (they did), they still 

unlawfully forfeited the Lease as no rent or energy supply was due until 15th 
September 2015.   
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25. On 5th February 2018, after Nugee failed to deal with the application to recuse Jones 
(knowing he had no jurisdiction) when Jones refused to recuse himself after 
admitting “for my purposes dishonesty doesn’t matter I can’t judge” knowing that 
the application was to deal with the frauds collectively, it was found that no money 
was owed to the 2nd Defendant.   
 

26. It was found that MFC demanded money that was not owed after refusing the 
connection and then unlawfully forfeited the Lease. But Nugee did nothing save for 
fraudulently misrepresenting the assignment and preventing justice being served on 
the offenders for their false witness statement and what is the most extreme case of 
fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte by lawyers in the history of UK law.    

 
27. During the first hearing on 21st December 2017 that he had no jurisdiction to hear, 

Jones made his intent absolutely clear, he wanted to degrade the fact that the claim 
is an asset in accordance with rule 14.25(5) of the Insolvency Rules 2016 that is to be 
realised as a dividend for creditors.    
 

28. The orders made by Jones are void, founded by his own fraudulent abuse.  
 
29. Anyone that is not totally insane or utterly corrupt could read that transcript and 

conclude that Jones was working for the offenders.  Therefore, it is proven there is 
bias but also that Jones, by his own admission did not have the jurisdiction to deal 
with the application that sought to deal with the frauds together, collectively in the 
one application.    

 
30. That did not stop him from failing to recuse himself and then certifying the 

application to recuse him as “TWM” which Pelling, the other oath breaking white-
collar criminal relied upon to originate his false instrument ECRO.   It is all about 
concealment and suppression of the Claimant’s right of access to justice.  

 
31. The fact is that the system is lawless and rotten to the core, all the hearings were 

rigged by the corrupt establishment who seek to provide impunity to the offenders.     
 
32. Despite what may be best intentions by Her Ladyship, the Claimant has no reason to 

believe that the proceedings in this court will be any different.  The Claimant knows, 
from his utterly ridiculous comments that Swift is just another “go to” judge of the 
corrupt establishment, former Chief Counsel to the Treasury, all one of a kind.  

 
33. You are under the control of Vos, Buckland and other oath breaking dishonest 

criminals in power.  There is no independence, fairness or impartiality.  Those 
criminals, who should have been jailed for conspiracy to defraud and perversion of 
the course of justice long ago, have been promoted for following their orders.  
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34. I am using these submissions in the international proceedings I have initiated.  
Indeed, this case will be tried in a court of competent jurisdiction, justice will be 
served and those responsible for this outrageous abuse will be dealt with.  I will not 
be fettered by legal fiction, lawlessness and fraud upon the court.  

 
35. We move to the Claimant’s PDF portfolio titled; Hannon-Reports-26-04-2021, 

Tab_AH10_A is the void order of Jones dated 26th March 2018.   
 
36. At page 2, p2, Jones makes the Claimant personally liable for costs after fraudulently 

abusing his position and perverting the course of justice.  That was his intent from 
the outset.  

 
37. At page 2, p5, Jones lied and stated that the application to disclaim the ESA was not 

pursued and likewise with assignment of the claim.  All of which formed the entire 
purpose of the application, in conjunction with the Court acting according to the law 
and amending down the fraudulent £4.1 million claim.  Jones did nothing, other than 
assist the offenders.   

 
38. We move back to the transcript of the hearing at  PM-21-04-2021, then to tab_Q7.  

At page 14(E) I asked Jones about the PLL letter of claim that specifically asked 
Hannon to remove the fraudulent claim, to disclaim the ESA as an onerous contract 
and to assign the claim.  This was stated: 

 
MR MILLINDER: Have you seen the letter dated 18 August, addressed to Mr Hannon 
from Prospect Law? 
 
MR MILLINDER: What do you think of that?  
 
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. 

 
39. The PLL letter bears a seal of 16th November 2017, when the application was filed. 

Jones, following the same corrupt practice as the rest have (spoliation of evidence) 
and only hearing one side, evaded everything.   
 

40. Clearly the PLL letter of claim to Hannon is integral to the application, because it 
gave Hannon the opportunity of doing the right thing and remedying his 
wrongdoing, but Hannon failed to do so.   

 
41. Hannon failed to do so because he was conspiring with Jones and Briggs to pervert 

the course of justice, he knew that the corrupt judiciary would shield him and his 
conspirers from prosecution and that is precisely what Jones and the rest of them 
did thereafter.  
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42. Jones was saying “we haven’t got to the stage of removing it” referring to the fraudulent 
proof of debt that Hannon knew was false that he had a duty to have adjudicated on 
when a meeting of creditors is called to replace him in March 2017.  

 
43. The fact of the matter is that the application was to remove the fraudulent claim 

that was preventing the liquidation from moving forward.  It was to be heard by a 
High Court Judge because it also sought to deal with Hannon’s fraudulent abuse of 
fiduciary duty, the frauds by false representation, the offences of S.5 of the Perjury 
Act 1911 in relation to the two falsely certified applications for High Court Writs to 
Bristol County Court resulting in more unwarranted demands, when all originated 
from the ex-parte hearing of 9th January 2017 and their fraudulent non-disclosure.  

 
44. At page 15 of the transcript (tab_Q7), Jones was making various lawless, nonsensical 

excuses to sustain Hannon as liquidator when it is the Claimant’s democratic right to 
appoint a liquidator, who is not a dishonest criminal, to assign the right of action to 
the Claimant as pre-agreed, both with that liquidator and the legitimate creditors.   

 
45. Nowhere within the law does it state that a creditor has to submit a “package” to 

the office holder, before a meeting of creditors to replace him is arranged.   
 

46. The rule of law determines that 25% or more of the body of creditors can call a 
meeting of creditors to vote to replace Hannon with a different liquidator.   The 
Claimant was defrauded out of my rights as requisite majority creditor.   

 
47. Jones knew the claim was being sustained to defraud creditors, he kept it there to 

do the same and, I repeat, in reality, that is the reason he also failed to disclaim the 
ESA.   

 
 
Part 4. Statutory law creates the offence of fraud by false representation – 
Jones was concealing the indictable offence knowing it had been committed 
 
48. Moving back to tab_AH10_A, the order of Jones dated 26th March 2018, at page 2, 

p4, Jones stated that the Claimant asserts the proof of debt is “a false 
misrepresentation” (a fraud) because the “Start Date” had not commenced.  That 
was not correct at all and he knew it.    
 

49. In the application of 16th November 2017, the 2-stage (R v Gosh) test was applied 
respective of the subjective element, also in accord with the actus reus of the 
offence. (S2 of the Fraud Act 2006).   
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50. The Defendants knew what they were doing was dishonest, because they knew the 
claims they were making were false by at latest, 9th January 2017, 24-days prior to 
Gill submitting the 3rd proof of debt.    

 
51. The second fraudulent proof of debt, in the sum of £541,308.89 did not achieve their 

objective, because the Claimant’s proof of debt still carried over 25% of the voting 
interest, so they needed to submit the big one, based on nothing, to ensure that the 
Claimant’s rights as requisite majority creditor were circumvented entirely.   

 
52. The Claimant has applied the objective test in Ivy v Genting Casinos 2017, the 

applicable test for dishonesty in both civil and criminal proceedings.   
 
53. This test is an objective one: Was the accused dishonest by the standards of an 

ordinary, reasonable individual.  Whether or not the accused viewed their actions as 
dishonest by those standards (the subjective limb of the test in R v Ghosh) is now 
irrelevant. The conduct of all the Defendants and their conspirers and aiders and 
abettors, the purported judges, would be considered dishonest in the opinion of 
anyone in light of the circumstances.  

 
54. At page 3(A) of the transcript, Jones stated:  
 

“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” 

 
55. Briggs also knew that the application sought to try the fraud committed by the 

Defendants in statutory conspiracy, including Hannon, which is why he “crossed out” 
the request that the application be heard by a High Court Judge” because he too was 
perverting the course of justice and all the purported judges in this case have done 
the same ever since.     
 

56. It was Briggs who approved the confidential filings made by the Claimant on 21st 
November 2017 in relation to the perjuries and blackmails resulting from those false 
instrument applications to Bristol County Court.    He did so, one day prior to 
meeting with Hannon.    

 
57. On 11th April 2018, Briggs affixed himself to the recission of the malicious winding up 

petition to assist the offenders in defrauding the Claimant, denying remedy for the 
wrongdoing and adjourning the proven case to Pelling so he could dispose of it and 
make the false instrument ECRO to conceal their wrongdoings.  

 
58. Again, I reiterate, the corrupt Insolvency Court works to assist criminals, all peas of 

the same pod. (See:  INDEX-05-04, then PDF portfolio no. 21).    
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59. At no. 21, we turn to tab_1, the unwarranted demand with menaces dated 21st 
November 2017 against EEI. The demand was made on 21st November 2017 and 
bears a seal of the same day in the proceedings circumvented by Jones.  The 
demand is a serious criminal offence.  

 
60. Tab_2 is the false instrument N293A application that founded it. The application was 

made on 7th September 2017 when the offenders have known, since 30th June 2015, 
but by the longstop of 3rd January 2017 that the Claimant, nor EEI owes them a 
single penny, irrespective of the purported £25k founded by fraud.    

 
61. Bloom of the 2nd Defendant and all the defendants have known since 3rd January 

2017 if not long prior, that the EEI cross claim extinguished their alleged £25k by 25 
x over.    The application of set off never happened, because Staunton committed 
fraud and lied about the cross claim.    
 

62. It is envisaged that Bloom committed that fraud by stating that EEI is indebted to the 
2nd Defendant for that sum (£555,000), which would have been more or less in line 
with the second fraudulent proof of debt in the sum of £541,308.89.   

 
63. For clarify in this part of the Claimant’s submission, we refer to tab_Z6 (of INDEX-05-

04, PDF portfolio no 26).  At page 2, line 16 – 22, there is express notice of the 
assignment evidenced by email along with the statutory demand in the name of EEI 
that Bloom had in his possession, along with the assignment with it.  So, there is 3-
parts to the assignment and all of which constitute a valid assignment in law.  The 
notice is sufficiently clear: 

 
"We assigned the investment made in the project to Empowering's parent on 29th June 
2015 during a board meeting after receiving the Notice to Terminate from you and at that 
time, its Parent took on the debt" 
 

64. It is proven beyond reasonable doubt that by the longstop of 3rd January 2017 
(notwithstanding the fact that Bloom lied about the assignment in his ex-parte 
witness statement), that all the Defendants knew that EEI does not owe the 
offenders a single penny.    
 

65. It was in fact for that reason Bloom made that knowingly false statement in tandem 
with presenting an entirely false case and withholding 172 pages of witness 
evidence.    
 

66. The point the Claimant makes is that all the fraud and criminality (serious, indictable 
only offences) all originated from their fraudulent non-disclosure and Jones was 
implemented by Briggs to conceal it all.   
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67. All the Defendants and the purported judges who have been assisting them are 
guilty of the offences under the Proceeds of Crime Act 2002 (see tab_Z6, page 1, 
reading line 5 – line 3 of page 2).   They have concealed fraud and the criminal 
property the Claimant has been defrauded of.    

 
68. The offenders conspired to defraud in abuse of their positions of trust and they have 

perverted the course of justice.  Later deploying those false instrument restraint 
orders to further conceal.  Judges that behave in this way, committing criminal 
offences in office whilst perverting the course of justice are not judges at all, they 
are the offenders and they must be jailed.  

 
69. To round off the submission, knowing that the Claimant has addressed the offences 

of section 5 of the Perjury Act 1911 respective of those false instrument N293A 
applications to Bristol County Court, we refer to PDF portfolio no. 21, then to tab_7.   
 

70. Even after being served with the application of 16th November 2017 and even after 
being served with the unwarranted demand of 21st November 2017 and having 
engaged with the Claimant (See: tab_4) in relation to their fraud and unwarranted 
demand with menaces, Stewart, the 3rd Defendant, still proceeded with yet another 
falsified application to Bristol County Court.  

 
71. At page 2, paragraph 3 of Stewart’s email of 22nd November 2017, he stated this: 
 

“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”. 
 

72. It was the 2nd Defendant and Womble Bond Dickinson who confirmed to Court 
Enforcement Services Ltd that the sum owed is £555,000.   On 24th November 2017, 
knowing of the application that was served on them in the High Court, Stewart 
certified the N293A application as true (see: tab_7, page 1, right hand side), the 
application is certified that:  
 
“I certify that the details I have given are correct and that to my knowledge there is no 
application or other procedure pending” 
 

73. Court Enforcement Services Ltd, Womble Bond Dickinson and the 2nd Defendant 
were served a copy of that sealed N293A application at tab_1, on the same day it 
was made.    
 

74. It is evidenced at tab_4, page 1, that Court Enforcement Services, along with 
Stewart, Gill, Brown, Blair, Grey of Womble Bond Dickinson were copied to that 
email and Stewart responded to the chain at 14.22PM on the same day.    
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75. It is proven beyond reasonable doubt that the offenders, including Court 
Enforcement Services Ltd, knew that the certification they have provided in the 
N293A application was false and therefore the Defendants are all guilty of the 
offence of s.5 of the Perjury Act 1911 in conspiracy.   

 
76. Moreover however, it is proven that the offenders knew that EEI’s assigned 

investments extinguished their alleged £25k by over 25 times and therefore they all 
knew no money was owed whatsoever.  
 

77. When fraud is an issue, dishonesty does matter and the Claimant, with some 
detailed precision, applied the test subjectively in the application Jones 
circumvented.   

 
 

Part 5. The Defendants knew the claims they were making were false and 
they knew therefore what they were doing was dishonest 
 

78. The offenders knew the representations they were making was false on 9th January 
2017 but in fact long prior but for when Staunton, the 7th Defendant admitted both 
orally during the hearing and in writing in the note of hearing on 9th January 2017 
that “Force Majeure has effect” all the Defendants knew, from that point thereafter 
as the longstop, that no claims could possibly be established.   

 
79. Their own counsel, Staunton, told them that “Force Majeure has effect” and they all 

knew the meaning of Force Majeure, the definitions referred to in that very same 
ex-parte hearing within the Lease and the ESA, along with the operative provisions.   
 

80. It is proven beyond reasonable doubt therefore that on 9th January 2017 all the 
offenders knew that no claim could possibly be established by MFC, by virtue of 
Force Majeure alone, aside from the fact that any lay person could determine that 
no claim could possibly be established in circumstances where  any “entitlement to 
agreed output” (agreement to supply power) is conditional upon the Claimant’s 
“satisfaction in full” of “entering into a connection agreement” when the 2nd 
Defendant vandalized the project by refusing that same and only connection.  

 
81. Gill, who provided the Claimant with that note of hearing ex-parte at 5.30PM on 9th 

January 2017, made that claim 24-days later, in the sum exceeding £4.1 million.  
 
82. Gill knew the claim he was making was false and furthermore, he removed the penal 

notice from the formal 14.4 proof of debt form he used to falsely represent the 
claim.  
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83. The actions of the Defendants, including Hannon, who have each used the false 
representation to deprive the Claimant of his right as requisite majority creditor 
whilst defrauding the Claimant of the proven damages claim exceeding £18.7 million 
is dishonest.   

 
84. Their actions would be viewed as dishonest by the standards of any ordinary and 

reasonable person, because they knew the claims they were making and that 
Hannon was sustaining were false.  

 
85. It is proven beyond reasonable doubt that the Defendants are guilty of conspiracy to 

defraud and that their co-conspirers and aiders and abettors listed in p86 below are 
each guilty of the indictable only offences listed in p79 below. 

 
86. The offenders are:  
 

(a) Clive Hugh Jones 
(b) Nicholas Norman Briggs 
(c) Philip Mark Pelling 
(d) Richard David Arnold 
(e) Christopher George Nugee 
(f) Geoffrey Charles Vos 
(g) Edward Murray 
(h) Timothy Miles Fancourt 
(i) Robert John Miles 
(j) Richard David Snowden 
(k) Michael Fanning of Kirklees Magistrates 
(l) Paul Currer of North Tyneside 
(m) Robert James Buckland 
(n) Ian Duncan Burnett 
(o) Michael Tyrone Ellis   

 

87. The Defendants named above have fraudulently abused their positions, concealed 
criminal property contrary to section 327(1) of the Proceeds of Crime Act 2002, 
failed in their duty to report criminal offences and criminal property under section 
328(1) of the Proceeds of Crime Act 2002.   
 

88. They have conspired to pervert the course of justice to prevent justice being served 
on the principal offenders, they have conspired to defraud in the name of justice 
and law, they have each committed the inchoate offences conferred in Part 2 of the 
Serious Crime Act 2007 as set out in the Claimant’s 54-page report (tab_Z9) page 23 
and along with those administrative staff referred to at line 13 and 14 therein.  
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(a) Each of the offenders named above have breached their oaths, acting with 
favour and ill-will and the doctrine of judicial immunity does not apply to 
purported judges who breach their oaths whilst committing serious criminal 
offences in office.   
 

(b) The offenders named at p86(a) through to p86(l) have each concealed the 
offence of s.5 of the Perjury Act 1911 and the Fraud Act 2006 offences knowing 
that the offence has been committed on multiple counts.  Therefore, they are, in 
addition, guilty of the offence under section 7(1) of the Perjury Act 1911 for 
aiding and abetting.  

 
(c) The offenders at p86(m), 86(n) have dishonestly abused their positions of trust 

against the public interest by coercing the judiciary to provide impunity to the 
principal offenders.  

 
(d) The offenders referred to in p88(c), above have done so knowing their acts 

would have tendency to interfere with the proper administration of justice, 
whilst defeating the independence of the judiciary which they were sworn to 
uphold.  They have then promoted each of the purported judges at 86(b), 86(c), 
86(d), 86(e) and 86(f) after those judges followed their orders.   

 
(e) The offenders, Buckland and Burnett are each guilty of the offence of bribery 

conferred in section 1 of the Bribery Act 2010 for bribing judicial officers and 
offering them financial incentive at the expense of the taxpayer when they 
followed their orders by preventing justice being served o the principal 
offenders.  

 
89. There are category A aggravating factors and levels of harm caused by all the 

offending over a protracted period of time by those in positions of trust sworn to act 
in a constitutionally proper way without bias and ill-will.  They have acted in 
conspiracy to defraud the Claimant of millions whilst preventing justice being served 
on the offenders.    
 

90. For that, all the offenders must be convicted and given the longest possible 
sentences.  

 
91. The Claimant seeks a confiscation order under the Proceeds of Crime Act 2002 

against the 2nd Defendant and Hannon, the 4th Defendant personally, in the sum of 
£22,511,198.65 of which £3,780,945.37 is accrued interest from 1st November 2018 
when the claim was issued.  
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92. The Claimant seeks a further award in aggravated damages in the sum of £5 million 
in line with reinstatement of the claim of 1st November 2018 against the offenders 
named at p78 above and attachments of those defendants to the claim in their 
personal names.  

 
93. Lastly, the Claimant’s skeleton for trial will outline further evidence of dishonesty 

and abuse inflicted by the Defendants named at paragraph 86 accordingly, adducing 
the mala fide orders made by them designed to affront the law and provide 
impunity to the principal offenders.   All of the evidence shall be available at trial.  

 
94. A copy of both reports dated 5th May 2021 and this report dated 10th May 2021 has 

been served on all the offenders by email accordingly serving as notice of their 
attachment as defendants in these proceedings.  

 
 

Declaration of truth:  

 

This report, comprising of 30 pages also serves as the Claimant’s witness statement pursuant to 
section 9 of the Criminal Justice Act 1967. 

This statement and that of my first report dated 5th May 2021 is true to the best of my 
knowledge and belief and I make it 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:  

 

Name:   Mr. Paul Millinder 

Dated:   10th May 2021  
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The Judicial Committee of the Privy Council 
Parliament Square 
London 
SW1P 3BD 
 
PETITION FOR AN ORDER IN COUNCIL – VIOLATIONS OF THE RULE OF LAW AND GROSS HUMAN 
RIGHTS ABUSE  
 

My Lords and Ladies of Council,                                                                                             17th March 2021  

1. I present this petition to the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council (“JCPC”) for an Order in 
Council on the grounds set out herein and on the grounds within the associated petition for 
mandatory order that was concealed and never tried nor heard.  I seek to quash all the 
orders in my case as there has been a protracted fraud upon the Court and all the orders in 
the case are deemed void ab initio.    

2. The High Court of Justice has failed in his principal duty to administer the rule of law with 
fairness and impartiality.   Undue political interference is the driver, and this case presents 
urgent need for reform.    The principles of natural justice and my rights to a fair trial have 
been violated. There has been dishonest concealment of multiple frauds on the part of the 
principal offenders, Middlesbrough FC, their lawyers Womble Bond Dickinson, Ulick 
Staunton and Dov Ohrenstein, the latter two both of counsel, along with judges involved.   

FALSE INSTRUMENT CIVIL RESTRAINT ORDERS USED TO CONCEAL CRIMINAL PROPERTY AND TO 
AID AND ABET FRAUD  

3. This inter-agency collusion and concealment has been orchestrated by the Lord Chief 
Justice, the Lord Chancellor and the Law Ministers of the Attorney General’s Office who 
have been interfering with the courts and judiciary to prevent justice being served on the 
principal offenders in both the civil and criminal courts.    

4. On 11th November 2020, acting non-judicially knowing he had no jurisdiction to continue 
presiding over the case, Fancourt J made a GCRO against me to conceal statutory conspiracy 
to defraud and criminal property originating from those frauds.     The High Court’s judiciary 
involved in this case, operating under third party instruction, have been misusing the law, 
certifying applications that are proven as “totally without merit” with totally no 
consideration whatsoever.   They defraud, pervert the course of justice and then conceal 
their wrongdoings in this way, with one paving the way for the other to step in and use the 
last order as an excuse not to do what the last did not do, then to conceal using false 
instrument civil restraint orders.   The result is, clearly, nothing has ever been tried, because 
it has all been concealed and on 6th November 2020, Fancourt J admitted just that:  

Fancourt J: The Chancellor was saying was that, that the underlying substantive issues have never in 
fact been tried, that there was an opportunity to raise such substantive issues at an earlier time, but 
they were not taken as points at the right time and, because of orders that were then made, it is too 
late to try to raise them now. That, that is really his line of reasoning, I think. 

Tab_5: Pages 109 - 137
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The preliminary consideration is inextricably linked:  

5. In the passage I quoted above from Fancourt J, he was referring to the preliminary 
consideration that “goes to the heart” of each application and the claim I have made.    I 
refer to my tabulated PDF portfolio titled: PM-03-03-2021, turning to tab_Z11, the letter I 
sent to Snowden J that he also ignored.  Everything in my favour has been evaded, a case of 
the doctrine of wilful blindness and prejudice of my constitutional right to a fair trial from 
the outset.    

6. There is an incontrovertible position that nobody has wanted to ever come anywhere near, 
even though every application sought to address it.  We move to page 6, line 3 through to 
line 36 of page 7.  That is the preliminary consideration that has been concealed.  

7. The fact of the matter is, no money has ever been owed to Middlesbrough FC and they 
unlawfully forfeited the Lease after refusing the connection, preventing me from performing 
on the rights granted.   The purpose of the Option Agreement was to secure that same and 
only connection for the wind turbine.  The Distribution Network Operator required 
Middlesbrough FC to take ownership of their substations so the turbine could connect into 
their part of the private 11Kv network.   

8. The express requirement was stipulated during the Option Period whereby if either party 
became dissatisfied with either the technical or commercial terms being arranged, the 
aggrieved party could negate the Option without financial commitment.  Failure of the 
courts to do justice and put this right, undermines both the purpose of having a contract in 
the first instance as it does having the Insolvency Rules 2016 / Insolvency Act 1986 designed 
to recover assets for creditors of insolvent companies and to prevent creditors being 
defrauded.  

9. I refer to DIRECTIONS-15-03-2021, page 21, paragraph 166 sets out the purpose of the 
Option Agreement.  Page 22, paragraph 167 and 168 sets out the fundamental purpose of 
any Option Agreement in any development project and from 169 – 170 sets out that the 
Distribution Network Operator’s express requirement was that Middlesbrough FC was to 
take ownership of its substations so the connection for the turbine can be established.  

10. It is proven that I was fraudulently misrepresented into completing the Lease off the back of 
the connection affirmed during the Option from 12/06/2012 until 04/01/2013 only for 
Middlesbrough FC to later refuse the same and only connection, the basis of which enticed 
me to complete the Lease.  

11. Middlesbrough FC jointly negotiated and completed the Connection Agreement with me 
and extended the Option Agreement for the specific purpose of securing that connection.  
Middlesbrough FC were to take ownership of their dedicated on-site substations so that the 
turbine could connect into their private 11Kv network.  

12. From 7th March 2015 Middlesbrough FC began to make demands for payment that was not 
owed and when I offered to deposit the sum of their ransom demand in Escrow, they then 
“U-turned” and refused to fulfil their obligation to do as the Distribution Network Operator 
required in providing the connection, rendering the project entirely useless.    
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13. The preliminary consideration is that even if Middlesbrough FC did not refuse the 
connection, they still unlawfully forfeited the Lease and it has already been tried and found 
that Force Majeure applies in my favour.      

14. There was no further diligence or investigation into the preliminary consideration because it 
proves my case from start to finish.    

15. I move to my PDF portfolio titled: A1-PORTFOLIO-App_16_11_2017_Jones, at tab_BX9, we 
have the note of hearing ex-parte of 09/01/2017. 

16. At page 1 of tab_BX9, left hand margin, paragraph marked (3), Staunton admits in writing 
that “For the purpose of the Energy Supply Agreement, Force Majeure has effect” and 
therefore it is proven beyond doubt that on 9th January 2017 both he and his instructing 
solicitors, Womble Bond Dickinson and their client knew, at the very least, that £181,269.89 
of the demand of 25/06/2015 used to unlawfully forfeit the Lease was false on the grounds 
that Force Majeure absolved any liability to pay.      They knew Force Majeure also applied 
equally to the Lease from 7th February 2015 when Middlesbrough FC refused the connection 
which is why Staunton twice lied about the operative provision within the Lease.   

17. The effect of Force Majeure being as conveyed in my letter to Snowden, which is why he too 
evaded it, because they have all been perverting the course of justice and concealing the 
fraud.    

18. Moving back to my PDF portfolio; PM-03-03-2021, tab_Z11, page 7, line 26 – line 32. That 
explains the effect of the delay of Force Majeure in the Lease.  If Middlesbrough FC did not 
refuse the connection, no rent was ordinarily payable until 15th September 2015.    There is 
common ground on Force Majeure applying, by Staunton’s own written admission, so 
therefore he knew no energy supply was due (stating the obvious), but that is not the only 
reason.    The other reason is the fact that the Energy Supply Agreement (“ESA”) is 
conditional. (See: tab_Z11, page 6, reading line 10 through to line 20).  

19. On 9th January 2017, it was established, and all the offenders knew that the claim of the 
demand could not be disputed because even if Middlesbrough FC did not refuse the 
connection, they still unlawfully forfeited the Lease on 19th August 2015 off the back of their 
unwarranted demand in the sum of £256,269.89 which became their first claim against 
Empowering Wind MFC Ltd they knew to be false, presented to Court on 19th September 
2016.  It was that claim that caused Registrar Baister to believe I had not included a creditor 
in the CVA arrangement process when I had completed the CVA arrangement as directed 
during the adjournment with the legitimate creditors. It was that fraud by false 
representation that caused the winding up.    On 1st December 2016, Bloom then submitted 
that proof of debt to Hannon claiming to be a creditor of Empowering Wind MFC Ltd when 
they knew they were not.      

20. On 20th December 2016, Bloom made a further claim, from the same non-existent source as 
the first, in the sum of £541,308.89 of which £456,308.89 was for energy supply and 
£85,000 was for rent and exactly 24-days after Gill of Womble Bond Dickinson provided me 
with that note of hearing, Gill claimed over £4.1 million in the form of a 3rd proof of debt.  
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21. Hannon retained that third claim, knowing it was false, to keep the damages claim, proven 
by unlawful forfeiture that cannot be disputed, beyond the reach of creditors.    That 
position is not without merit, but it is a proven fraud in statutory conspiracy which has been 
concealed by tyrants in public and judicial office.   

22. The preliminary consideration is inextricably linked with the fraudulent non-disclosure ex-
parte on 4 counts during two ex-parte hearings (9th January 2017 & 23rd October 2020), the 
frauds by false representation in proceedings under the Insolvency Act 1986 and the fact 
that the asset, the damages claim, is proven by virtue of that unlawful forfeiture.    The 
preliminary consideration that “goes to the heart” of each application has been concealed 
and evaded.   That concealment also invalidates the orders in the case on the grounds of 
actual bias violation of the principle of natural justice.   

23. The false claim (proof of debt) exceeding £4.1 million was sustained to defraud me of my 
democratic rights as requisite majority creditor.  Hannon went on to dispose of the wind 
turbine sole purpose company, dissolving it from the register, to defraud me of my rightful 
asset, after sustaining the claim for over 2-years, preventing my fellow creditors and I from 
calling a meeting to replace him and causing me huge losses, expenditure on written advices 
from counsel and protracted litigation when the matter is so blatantly obvious.  

24. The malicious and unjust certifications as “TWM” affront the judgment of the Court of 
Appeal in Wasif v Secretary of State for Home Department and it is ultra vires for the inferior 
Court to make any order that does so.   

25. The fact of the matter is that the preliminary consideration that has been dishonestly 
concealed and evaded, proves every part of my case.    The unjust “TWM” certifications 
were founded merely to originate civil restraint orders under false pretence to further 
conceal the frauds, to prevent the offenders from prosecution and to prevent me from my 
constitutional right of access to justice.   

 

Dishonest concealment – Fraud upon the Court invalidating all the orders in the case:  

26. Whilst I address in much further detail the fraud upon the Court later into this document, I 
bring the following serious issues proving fraud on the part of the corrupt judiciary to the 
forefront.   Both acts of fraud and dishonest concealment have then been heavily relied on 
to further conceal the blatant and obvious principal frauds.  

 

Fraud in relation to the assigned investments & the nullity £25k petition debt: 

27. Firstly, Nugee J, a close personal associate of Staunton, dishonestly misrepresented the 
terms of the assignment relied upon with the statutory demand of 6th January 2017, relying 
on the false representation he made in his order of 5th February 2018, making the terms of 
the assignment terms not absolute because he knew it was.  Those actions are indisputably 
of malicious and dishonest intent to defraud and his actions would be viewed as dishonest 
in the opinion of any ordinary and reasonable person in review of the circumstances.   
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28. I refer to the statutory offence of fraud by false representation (s.2 of the Fraud Act 2006).  
Nugee knew the representation he was making was false. He had the original assignment 
before him and he made the conscious and premeditated decision to falsely represent the 
terms to defraud me of the assigned investments after Staunton himself admitted prior to 
him doing so that: 

Mr Staunton: “Second page in. Reading that second paragraph, what’s assigned to EEI are the 
investments, the £200,000” 

29. The offence is proven beyond doubt by the evidence.  Whilst I am surrounded by cheating 
colluders who defraud in the name of justice, the evidence does not deceive and the laws 
cannot be diminished.   

30. I refer to my PDF portfolio titled:  PM-03-03-2021, tab_Z9, page 36.   Line 4 – 6 is Nugee’s 
falsely represented version of the assignment, making the terms not absolute.  Lines 10 – 13 
is the original version.   The false representation was made on Nugee’s order, it is proven to 
be made by him and it is proven he knew it to be false.    

31. The motive for making the false representation is conferred in the law.   I refer to page 37, 
line 1 – 6.  Section 136(1) of the Law of Property Act 1925 makes any assignment of which 
express notice in writing has been given to the debtor, effectual in law.   Nugee committed 
fraud by false representation because he knew that as of 5th February 2018 the assigned 
investments (the sum of the demand plus standard interest) extinguished the offender’s 
alleged £25k founded by fraud by over 26.6 times.    That is the second part of the fraud, 
constituting defrauding me of the assigned investments against a £25k nullity and 
Staunton’s later fraudulent representations and perjuries at the hearings of 28th March 2018 
and on 11th April 2018.  Vos then went on to conceal the fraud committed by Staunton,  
attempting to lend credence to his actions, whilst himself concealing the dishonesty I had 
pleaded and proven in the skeleton with the application that sought to deal with the frauds 
collectively that Vos failed to deal with.  

A £4.1 million fraud sustained to defraud me of the proven damages claim vested in 
Empowering Wind:  

32.  The first part of the fraud is the fraudulent claims (proofs of debt) sustained by Hannon and 
his conspirers, also by the corrupt judiciary, who also used the same fraud by false 
representation exceeding £4.1 million to defraud me of my democratic rights to call a 
meeting of creditors when I had over 86% of the requisite majority voting interest.   Hannon 
sustained the claim, he knew to be false, later admitting his intent on 15th August 2018 
when during a recorded call with me he stated this:  

 

AH: Middlesbrough Football Club are the overwhelming majority creditors they have more than 75% 
and therefore unless you can get Middlesbrough Football Club to support, er, er a request, er, you 
cannot garner the necessary support 

33. The authorities I recited many times over do in fact present the need for the Court to 
enquire into both circumstances, because there is not a “debt due in truth and reality”. 
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The Court deliberately failed to do so, even though I made out substantive grounds to do so. 
I keep referring to those authorities (See: tab_Z11, bottom of page 4 and on to page 5), they 
do apply and there is no time limit on removing any claim in insolvency, even one founded 
by a judgment, it is not res judicata.   These fraudulent liabilities however, have been 
sustained deliberately by the corrupt judiciary, to assist the offenders in defrauding me.   

34. I refer to my cross examination against Vos, the now Master of the Rolls head of UK civil 
justice white-collar criminal who has been perverting the course of justice, defrauding me of 
my assets whilst pretending to be a judge; CROSS_EXAMINATION_VOS_14_03_2021; 

35. It is in fact necessary to read the entire submission therein with attention to detail.   I will 
however cut to the chase.    

36. At page 3, line 3, Vos cited this at paragraph 19 of his order of 8th February 2019:  

“From 17th June 2014, the rent reserved by schedule 7 of the Lease fell due from 
Empowering Wind MFC to Middlesbrough under the terms of the Lease, but was unpaid" 

37. Vos knew that Nugee had found that Force Majeure applies and absolved any requirement 
to pay rent for the reasons I have already made clear herein and therefore he knew the 
statement he was making was false.  Vos knew that the first instalment of rent was not 
payable until 15th September 2015.     

38. The corrupt judiciary have continued the same lies and fraud as the principal offenders. At 
paragraph 109 of his order, Vos lied again and said this:  

"Middlesbrough invoiced Empowering Wind MFC for a quantified claim for rent in the sum of 
£256,269.89" 

39. Vos knew that no rent was owed and he knew £181,269.89 of the “invoice” / unwarranted 
demand was for energy supply and he knew of the conditionality of the ESA.  He referred to 
a “quantified claim” when he knew that claim for neither rent nor energy supply could be 
quantified.   Vos knew the statement he was making was false and he made it to conceal the 
fraud.      

40. It is no coincidence that the dishonesty by the judiciary is around the assignment and the 
fraudulent proofs of debt used to keep the proven damages claim beyond the reach of my 
fellow creditors and I.  It is proven that there has been a fraud on the court, invalidating all 
the orders in the case.      

41. The reason Fancourt J then failed to consider any of the evidence withheld from the ex-
parte hearing of 23rd October 2020 is because he knew why the offenders withheld that 
information and he was concealing it.    

42. It is for that reason, it is plainly evidenced in the transcript that Fancourt failed to hear the 
application for trial of the issues that have been concealed whilst consistently admitting that 
he could not access any of my evidence, when it was filed on CE File with the application of 
28th October 2020.    
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Violations of the principle of natural justice and my right to a fair trial:   

43. The first of the two principles of natural justice is the principle of nemo judex in causa sua 
(in propria causa), which renders any decision invalid if made by any known bias that may 
have affected judicial impartiality. See: (R v Bow Street Metropolitan Stipendiary Magistrate, 
ex parte Pinochet Ugarte (No. 2) [2000] 1 AC 119 (HL); Porter v Magill [2001] UKHL 673, 
[2002] 2 AC 357; Davidson v Scottish Ministers [2004] UKHL 34, [2005] SC7). 

44. The second rule is known as audi alteram partem, meaning, hear the other side. The rule 
states that a decision cannot stand unless the person directly affected by it was given a fair 
opportunity both to state his case and to know and answer the other side's case. See: (R v 
Chief Constable of North Wales Police, ex parte Evans [1982] 1 WLR 1155 (HL); R v Army 
Board of the Defence Council, ex parte Anderson [1992] QB 169; R v Secretary of State for 
the Home Department, ex parte Doody [1994] 1 AC 531 (HL). 

45. I refer to my application for directions (DIRECTIONS_15_03_2021) in CO/3966/2020, the 
claim that the Attorney General’s Office has brought against me for an all-proceedings 
restraint order to further conceal indictable offences and to prevent me from my 
constitutional right of access to justice.   Page 5, paragraph 18 refers to  SUBMISSION-22-
01-2021. 

46. It is therein evidenced, by Fancourt’s own admission, that on 6th November 2020 he failed to 
consider any part of the evidence or submissions, whilst failing to hear the application on 
28th October 2020.  He just took Ohrenstein’s word for it, negating trial of the issues that 
have never been tried whilst concealing ex-parte fraudulent non-disclosure by the lawyers 
acting for Middlesbrough FC.     

47. On 10th November 2020 I made the application to recuse Fancourt from the case. It was 
therefore ultra vires of Fancourt to continue hearing the case, as it would be any judge, 
without first hearing the application to recuse him.  Fancourt went on to continue presiding 
over the case without dealing with the recusal application and therefore the order of 11th 
November 2020 void as ultra vires, as is the GCRO made on the same day and all subsequent 
orders founded by that ultra vires act.    

48. It was Fancourt’s job to steamroller ahead and make the false instrument GCRO founded by 
the protracted fraud upon the Court and the fraud by the principal offenders and their 
method of concealment in certifying everything as “TWM” with no consideration of the 
issues whatsoever.   My side of the case has never been heard and same is evidenced by 
Fancourt’s own admission on 6th November 2020.  In absence of hearing the other side, it is 
ultra vires for any judge to make an order in the case.   

49. In absence of conducting the review that is inescapable in the public interest when fraud by 
solicitors who owe a duty to the Court to act with honesty and not to mislead, it was ultra 
vires to make any order and yet Fancourt admitted he evaded every single part of my 
evidence.  
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One void order after the other:  

50. The application of 10th November 2020 for recusal and to set aside the orders of 23rd 
October 2020 and 6th November 2020 was undetermined and so was the application for trial 
of the issues that have never been tried of 28th October 2020.  It was that application that 
sought to deal with the fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte.  In absence of review of both 
side’s evidence, it was ultra vires to make the decision of 6th November 2020 and the order 
of 23rd October 2020 was, in any event founded by fraud.   

51. On 6th November 2020, after Fancourt admitted that he did not access a single part of my 
evidence (including the 13 material exhibits withheld from the ex-parte application of 23rd 
October 2020).  Fancourt ruled that the information withheld was not material, without 
even examining it.   He allowed Ohrenstein to make the decision for him, whilst failing to 
deal with any of Ohrenstein’s blatant dishonesty.  It appeared clear that Fancourt was 
concealing the fraud and working for the offenders.  There is some synergy in that conduct 
throughout these rigged proceedings designed only to assist the offenders.   

52. The application of 10th November 2020 to recuse Fancourt from hearing the case was not 
determined until 27th November 2020 and by then it was decided by Miles under the guise 
of the GCRO.   

53. It was ultra vires of Miles to decide a recusal application when Fancourt had failed to deal 
with it, steamrollering ahead to make the GCRO irrespectively.  All of the orders are void.  

54. The void orders must be quashed, and it is my right, as the person affected by void and 
voidable orders, ex debito justitiae, to have those orders set aside.  (The Court does not 
have discretion to refuse to set aside the order or to go into the merits of the case) (See: 
Lord Greene in Craig v Kanssen 1943).  

55. 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).    

 
56. 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]).     

 
57. In this case the corrupt judiciary have precisely done that throughout, founded something 

from nothing. However, by Fancourt’s own admission, the “substantive issues” in which he 
refers to the preliminary consideration in my case, have never been tried.  One must 
naturally question why that is, when the preliminary consideration “goes to the heart of the 
case”.   

 
58. On 5th February 2018, Nugee did find that “Force Majeure” absolves any requirement to pay 

either rent.  This was not an achievement and no credit to him, Nugee was working for the 
offenders. No rent was ever payable, and no energy supply was payable either.   
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59. The above does indeed provide the criteria set out by the former Master of the Rolls 
in Dawodu v American Express [2001] BPIR 983.  I quote:    
 
“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” 
 

60. That enquiry has been deliberately absent in this case, even though every application I have 
made asked the Court to do so.  This is because the purported judges have been party to the 
conspiracy to defraud and in this respect, setting aside all the orders in the case on the 
grounds they have been procured by fraud upon the court, collusion and dishonest 
concealment is a fresh cause of action.   
 

61. The decision in Dawodo proves it is not res judicata to apply to set any order aside founding 
a debt in insolvency proceedings if the Court is shown something on which it can conclude 
that nothing is in fact due to the alleged Claimant.   That authority applies in the case of the 
fraudulent £4.1 million claim as it does the nullity petition debt of £25k they all knew was 
extinguished from the outset, notwithstanding the fact that the alleged debt was subject to 
challenge by order 1 week prior.  

 
62. It is proven on the grounds set out above therefore that setting aside the fraudulent £4.1 

million claim and setting aside the void £25k petition both have more than a realistic 
prospect of success, as indeed does setting aside all the orders because there has been a 
fraud upon the Court and all those orders are void ab initio, they cease to exist from the 
outset.    
 

The claim is indisputable:  
 

63. It is proven therefore that the claim for unlawful forfeiture of the Lease is proven on a prima 
facie basis.  None of that is “TWM”. The purported judges involved have been defrauding 
me in the name of the law and justice.    
 

64. Both statutory demands, 6th January 2017 and 5th January 2020 cannot be disputed on the 
grounds that the claim for unlawful forfeiture is proven and issue estoppel applies to the 
finding of Force Majeure in my favour at the heart of that fact.     

 
65. Same applies to the claim, founded by unlawful forfeiture (criminal property as defined in 

s.340 of PoCA 2002).    
 

66. The two elements founding both demands cannot be disputed, namely the validity of the 
claim for unlawful forfeiture and the assignment of the investment I made in the project.  
 

The assignments are indisputable:  

67. The principal offenders and the judges involved ought to undermine and degrade the law 
that makes both assignments I made of the investments in Empowering Wind MFC Ltd valid.  
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I refer to the law on assignments at section 136(1) of the Law of Property Act 1925:   

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 

The dishonesty and concealment of fact is centred around the irrefutable points that prove my 
case:  

68. The dishonesty on the part of the principal offenders and the corrupt judiciary in concealing 
their frauds is all about the assignment, the claim, the Force Majeure provisions that absolve 
any liability, concealment of the evidence that proves perjury on the part of both Bloom and 
Hannon and concealment of the irrefutable position that I made my ESA conditional upon 
my “full satisfaction of” “entering into a Connection Agreement” Middlesbrough FC refused 
and “Commissioning” of the wind turbine.    
 

69. The completed contractual terms, encompassing the conditionality, the 12-month period 
intended free of commitment and the wide definition of Force Majeure cannot be 
diminished.  Neither can the purpose of the Option Agreement itself and the fact that the 
connection configuration is a completed collateral contract affirmed on 7th November 2012.   
 

70. At page 10 of; DIRECTIONS-15-03-2021, paragraph 39, I refer to the fact that on 11th April 
2018, before Briggs (who was conflicted anyway), Staunton lied and sought to rely on 
Nugee’s falsely represented version of the absolute assignment and at paragraph 40, I refer 
to the report (tab_Z9) that was dishonestly withheld from the ex-parte hearing of 23rd 
October 2020.   

 
71. The point I make is that Staunton himself admitted that the assignment had taken place on 

5th February 2018 and Nugee then committed fraud by false representation (s.2 of the Fraud 
Act 2006) by dishonestly representing the terms of the absolute assignment when he knew 
that the law makes any absolute assignment of which express notice has been given, 
effectual in law.   Staunton was relying on Nugee’s fraud to further his own.  The offenders 
are all guilty of statutory conspiracy to defraud.   

 
72. The statutory offence is defined at Section 5(2) of the Criminal Law Act 1977, and is triable 

only on indictment. The offence requires that two or more individuals dishonestly conspire 
to commit a fraud against a victim. There is a significant degree of planning and 
premeditation with commissioning of multiple offences by inter-connected parties.  There 
are category A aggravating factors and the highest levels of harm and culpability.  

 
Jeremy Robin Bloom committed perjury and is in contempt of Court for making a knowingly false 
statement he certified as true:  

 
73. Again, the dishonesty is around the assignment they dishonestly withheld from the 
ex-parte hearing both on 9th January 2017 and again on 23rd October 2020.  
 
74. Page 11, paragraph 44, refers to tab_Z6, where express notice of the assignment 
that Bloom had in his possession on 3rd January 2017 had also been given by email in writing 
which he responded to.   For clarity, I quote from that email:  
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“We assigned the investment made in the project to Empowering's parent on 29th June 2015 
during a board meeting after receiving the Notice to Terminate from you and at that time, its Parent 
took on the debt" 
 

75. That in itself, notwithstanding the fact he had the demand and assignment in his possession, 
is an absolute assignment of the investment in the project to Parent Company meeting the 
criteria of section 136(1) of the Law of Property Act 1925.    
 

76. At page 4 of tab_Z6, I consolidate the contents of the report (tab_Z9) by referring to the 
proven conscious and premeditated dishonesty in Bloom’s ex-parte statement of 8th January 
2017.  From page 7 of Bloom’s statement, paragraph 22.2 I quote:  
 
the clear implication from these statements is that, as at 15 December 2016, no such assignment 
had occurred and I have seen no evidence of any assignment. It is therefore wholly unclear on what 
basis EE asserts that it is a creditor of MFC and no explanation Is provided in the statutory demand. 

 
77. Bloom’s false statement is affirmed with a statement of truth, declaring that the facts stated 

are true at page 11 and is signed by him.  Bloom knew the statement he was making in 
relation to the assignment was blatantly false and the evidence later adduced proves 
beyond doubt that he did.   It was for that reason that Murray J deliberately failed to try the 
committal claim and the petition for mandatory order whilst certifying the proven contempt 
both on the part of Hannon and Bloom as “TWM”, again with totally no consideration 
whatsoever and no trial of the issues the claim sought to have first tried.   
 

78. The court has been perverting the course of justice from the outset in this case, 
undermining the rule of law and the principles of justice in our common law jurisdiction. A 
case of “justice subject to status” with impunity granted to fellow white-collar criminals 
disguised as lawyers and insolvency practitioners.  That is why the corrupt, Zionist, Attorney 
General made the application for an all-proceedings restraint order.   I don’t consider it any 
co-incidence that I have been discriminated against by a cabal of Jewish lawyers and judges 
who have all conspired against me to defraud me of my assets in this way.   The issues are 
so straight forward in my case, may be discrimination is also a part of their motive, as well 
as bribery and political coercion.  

 
79. The application by the AGO is, for all intents and purposes, totally without merit and I 

request that it be dismissed.  We will however make best use of the Court’s time, in 
furtherance of the overriding objective in trying the frauds that have been concealed and 
never tried.      
 

80. I refer to my PDF portfolio titled: PM-03-03-2021, the last of the exhibits, tab_Z10 is the 
exhibit of fresh evidence that Nugee and his conspirers have evaded, because they knew it 
proves my case.   The email at page 9 at 20.23PM of 3rd January 2017 refers to the statutory 
demand that was by then in Bloom’s possession by email, along with the assignment 
founding it.  The email refers to the “chain below” respective of the fact that he himself 
jointly negotiated and agreed the connection with me during the Option Period in 2012.   

 
81. Bloom made no mention whatsoever of the fact that they refused the connection within his 

witness statement and additionally, he made the conscious and premeditated decision to 
withhold the 3 connection contracts making up the entire Connection Agreement, as he did 
the assignment and that email chain itself.     
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82. At page 8, I exhibit the email from Bloom at 20.38PM on 3rd January 2017 where he said:  
 

“The purported serving a Statutory Demand in the format attached to your email is a clear abuse of 
process” 

 
83. Bloom clearly had that statutory demand and the assignment with it which is why he 

referred to it in his email.   At the bottom of page 7, his email of 21.18PM, Bloom said this:  
 
“how 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 abuse of process” 
 

84. He had the assignment in his possession and he knew it was not the claim that was assigned, 
but it was the investments I made in the wind turbine sole purpose company.   The email at 
the top of page 7 from me at 21.36PM is where I expressly clarified the position as recited at 
paragraph 22 of page 4 above.    
 

85. Unsurprisingly, it was that email chain that was also withheld from the ex-parte hearing, 
along with the plethora of evidence served that would have otherwise proved the demand.  

 
86. That particular email in response to Bloom email is particularly revealing.  I quote:    
 

I have to pay off the £35k owed to HMRC and the other two legitimate creditors before I can have 
rights to the claim for loss in tariff from the turbine, no doubt you will also require £300k or so held 
on account in the event my claim is unsuccessful. I want to draw a line under this and move on, my 
aim is to recover the investment made and not get into a legal battle for the next two years + 
 
I do not see how you can call me a vexatious litigant, I have not yet issued any formal proceedings 
against the Club. 
 

87. The email clearly explained the differentiation between the assigned investments and the 
claim for loss of tariff that had not been assigned.   
 

88. Bloom clearly did know that the claim was not assigned, which is why he made the 
fraudulent claims in conspiracy with Gill of Womble Bond Dickinson, also working in 
conspiracy with Hannon, the Official Receiver, as liquidator, who sustained the fraudulent 
claims to keep the claim, proven by virtue of unlawful forfeiture beyond my reach and to 
defraud me of my democratic rights as requisite majority creditor to replace Hannon with a 
liquidator who would act in my interests and prosecute the claim.   
 

89. It is clear, also at paragraph 22.2 of his statement that Bloom had the conscious and 
premeditated intent to lie about the differentiation I referred to above (p87), whilst 
withholding that email and the assignment itself.   He clearly knew what he was doing was 
dishonest, yet the corrupt judiciary have been concealing the indictable offences.  I quote 
the additional passage from that paragraph of his statement:  

 
In a similar vein, when referring later in the same email to MFC's involvement in EW's winding up and 
dissolution, Mr Millinder said that EW's liquidation did not " ... prevent us from assigning rights to 
recover costs or taking legal action resulting from forfeiture of the Lease as Parent Company of 
[EW]". Whilst I express no opinion in this statement as to how Mr Millinder, as a creditor, could 
assign an alleged claim from a company in liquidation.. 
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90. Bloom had the intent to withhold the assignment and the email chain whilst making a false 
statement to mislead the Court into belief that the assignment of the investment made in 
the project had not taken place when the evidence proves it has and the law makes the 
assignment valid.    This is the key part of the conspiracy and deception that Staunton 
continued and that the principal offenders, with the corrupt judiciary concealed throughout.   
 

91. At page 9 of his statement, paragraph 25, Bloom lied and stated this: 
 

“I also firmly believe that the threat of presenting a winding up petition has been made in order to 
seek to intimidate MFC at this important time in the football season with a view to receiving monies 
to which neither EW nor EE is entitled”. 

 
92. It is proven beyond doubt that Bloom had the assignment and multiple notices of it in his 

possession on 3rd January 2017 by email and on 6th January 2017 by hard copy served at the 
stadium.  He knew that Earth Energy Investments is entitled to recover the investments 
assigned and he knew therefore that the statement he made therein was also false.  
 

93. At page 10, paragraph 26, Bloom lied and stated that I had; 
 

“initially served the demand by email on 5th January 2017 (timed at 13.52)” 
 

94. The statement is also false and was undoubtedly  made to conceal the email chain he 
withheld at tab_Z10, pages 7 – 15 which proved the position on both the assignment and 
the grid connection.  It was both of those facts and the information proving them he was 
concealing by dishonest non-disclosure in tandem with making the false statement and 
failing in duty of candour to disclose the fact he refused the connection, rendering the 
project useless.     
 

95. At page 8 of tab_Z10, on 3rd January 2017 at 20.38PM, Bloom himself confirmed receipt of 
the demand by email which came with the assignment:  

 
The purported serving a Statutory Demand in the format attached to your email is a clear abuse of 
process. 
 

96. It is proven therefore that Bloom knew he had the demand and the assignment in his 
possession on 3rd January 2017, he acknowledged it himself. It is proven beyond doubt that 
Bloom knew the statements he was making were false.    
 

97. Likewise, it is proven that the non-disclosure was facilitated in tandem with making his false 
witness statement and undoubtedly that took a substantial degree of premeditation for the 
choreography to fall into place.    Bloom, Gill and Staunton withheld 172-pages of witness 
evidence that was served with the demand and yet Nugee concealed the fraud and the 
offence of perjury.  Murray then sought to conceal the contempt by certifying the claim for 
committal as “TWM” without even trying it when the case is proven.    
 

98. What use is a judiciary who engage in aiding and abetting fraud whilst perverting the course 
of justice?  

 
99. I move to my PDF portfolio; PM-03-03-2021, tab_Z9, my 54-page report.  
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For avoidance of doubt, it was that report which was dishonestly withheld from the ex-parte 
hearing of 23rd October 2020 because the offenders knew that page 1 itself, the table of 
contents, proves my case and all the reader would have had to have done is click on the 
various headings to have done so.  Fancourt did not know that, because he evaded the 
report and all the evidence in its entirety by his own admission.  It was deliberate and 
premeditated on his part also.   At page 25, I set out the actus reus of the offence of fraud 
by failing to disclose information (s.3 Fraud Act 2006).  The legal duty is established and the 
offence has been committed in statutory conspiracy.   Just because the corrupt judiciary 
have been concealing the fraud and perverting the course of justice, that does not excuse 
the fact that multiple offences have been committed.  
 

100. I do have a constitutional right to prosecute those offences in the criminal courts and 
yet the Applicant seeks to relinquish me of that right. The motive in doing so is only and can 
only be to prevent justice from being served on the offenders.   What use is a Minister of the 
Crown Prosecution Service who prevents criminals from being prosecuted?  
 

101. At page 10, the rest of Bloom’s statement at paragraph 26 is also false. I quote: 
 

“Whilst I deliberately had refrained from engaging in correspondence with Mr Millinder as I had 
come to recognise it is a fruitless process, I did respond on this occasion as I realised the significance 
of the service of a statutory demand and also wished the Official Receiver to understand that this 
matter is disputed” 
 

102. What Bloom did there was lie to the “Official Receiver” he refers to, who was 
actually Campbell, the dishonest “Insolvency Examiner”, because he wanted to aim to 
convince Campbell that the fraudulent claims he submitted to the Official Receiver on 1st 
December 2016; £256,269.89 and on 20th December 2016; £541,308.89 were genuine when 
he knew they were false.    I cited that email in my second witness statement in the 
application that Jones circumvented, because it proved conscious and premeditated 
dishonesty and that Bloom, as well as Gill and Staunton knew the claims they were 
advancing were all false from the outset.     
 

103. I refer to my PDF portfolio titled:  A1-PORTFOLIO-App_16_11_2017_Jones, tab_BX3 
is my second witness statement in the application Jones circumvented to prevent justice 
being served on the offenders.  Page 6 of that statement exhibits Bloom’s email of 5th 
January 2017 at 14.11PM that he referred to at paragraph 26 of his statement. I quote:  

 
“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”. 

 
104. Bloom knew that no such debt was ever proven in the petition because it is false.  

 
105. No debt can be proven because the £256,269.89 is a fraudulent claim founded by 

their unwarranted demand with menaces used to unlawfully forfeit the Lease after 
Middlesbrough FC refused the connection that was the entire basis and understanding on 
which I completed the Lease in the first instance.    To be clear, I think I do need to be, so 
there is no more “wriggle room” £85,000 of the fraudulent claim was for rent that did not 
ordinarily fall due until 15th September 2015 when in accord with the terms of the Lease the 
first instalment of £15,000 would have been due.    
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£181,269.89 was for energy supply they prevented from being supplied when there was no 
“Entitlement to agreed output” (agreement to supply power) and in any event, any 
“Invoicing & payment” was also contractually prohibited.     The completed contractual 
terms determined that no money was ever owed to Middlesbrough FC.  
 

106. Again, the point I make is incontrovertible.  From 7th February 2015, when 
Middlesbrough FC began to procrastinate, first making a ransom demand for payment of 
rent and energy supply that was not due and then refusing the connection, Force Majeure 
further suspended the 12-month period free of rent and the 12-month period from which to 
procure the “Start Date” of the ESA and solely in my favour.     

 
107. That is the preliminary consideration, no money was ever owed to Middlesbrough 

FC, never has been and never will be.     The further fraudulent claims that have been 
concealed by the corrupt judiciary all stem from that.   As I said, fraud upon fraud and then 
concealment of criminal property I have been defrauded of whilst the purported judges 
continue the fraud.  

 
108. It is therefore proven that Middlesbrough FC did unlawfully forfeit the Lease and 

therefore Empowering Wind MFC Ltd has a substantial asset that I have been defrauded of 
by Hannon who is guilty of statutory conspiracy to defraud along with his co-conspirers, 
Middlesbrough FC, Staunton, Womble Bond Dickinson and Ohrenstein.      

 
109. The claim is proven and the assignment is proven and it is proven that Bloom’s 

witness statement ex-parte is false and that the non-disclosure is dishonest and most 
extreme.    None of that is “TWM”.  

 
110. I refer to the PDF portfolio at tab_1 of my index: EX-PM-27-10-2020, tab_8 , the 

transcript & order of 05/02/2018 that was withheld from the ex-parte hearing of 
23/10/2020.  From the order, page 91 of 94, paragraph 5:  

 
“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” 

 
111. At paragraph 6 of the order it was found that all the documents I referred to, 

including the assignment and the connection documents, were withheld.    Paragraph 6 also 
explained that Staunton lied twice about the operative provision of Force Majeure in the 
Lease, because he knew it applied and suspended the 12-month period free of rent 
accordingly and thereafter continued to do so owing to the unforeseen and unreasonable 
delay caused by Middlesbrough FC when they “U-turned” on the connection.    

 
Dishonest non-disclosure during the ex-parte hearing of 23rd October 2020:  
 

112. When white-collar criminals are constantly provided with impunity by the corrupt 
judiciary in the way they have been in this case, they become overly complacent.    
 

113. Even then, the corrupt judiciary continue preventing justice from served on them, 
concealing their frauds; 
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Fancourt was  working on conspiracy with Ohrenstein to prevent justice being served on the 
offenders whilst defrauding me of the proven sum of the demand, making an injunction to 
prevent me from my right to recover the £1.17 million assigned investments.  
 

114. At page 5 of the transcript of that hearing (tab_T1 – H), Fancourt said this:  
 

Mr Ohrenstein, obviously it is, it is your, your application for injunctive relief. Mr Millinder, I know, 
wishes to apply to set aside the order made by Mann J ex parte, on the basis of non disclosure or 
false representation.  Probably, that can most conveniently be done with, I would have thought, in 
answer to your application for the injunction, because effectively, if you could make out a ground 
now for an injunction, he would have to be saying that the previous non disclosure or false 
representation was so serious that the Court should mark that by refusing to grant an injunction 
now. 

 
115. Fancourt is as much a part of the fraud as Ohrenstein and his co-conspirers, which is, 

for avoidance of doubt, why he is also facing prosecution.   Nobody is above the supremacy 
of the rule of law, not even corrupt High Court Judges.  
 

116. The ex-parte application being advanced on 23rd October 2020 was for an injunction 
to refrain presentation of the petition relative to the statutory demand that cannot be 
disputed and to extend the false instrument ECRO.  

 
117. On 24th October 2020, after becoming aware of their ex-parte application, I 

immediately discovered more fraudulent non-disclosure of material information on which I 
sought to have relied.  I refer to my PDF portfolio titled; PM-03-03-2021, tab_Z3, being that 
email I sent to Womble Bond Dickinson and Ohrenstein complaining of material non-
disclosure of 06.34AM.    The 3rd paragraph stated specifically:  

 
“Firstly, I remind you of your continuing duty to disclose any material facts relevant to the ex-parte 
hearing. You must therefore present the Court with this email chain relating to fraudulent non-
disclosure ex-parte and concealment of material particulars. I request that you provide me with 
evidence that has been done, in the interim”. 
 

118. The entire contents of that email are absolutely material to the case being advanced 
ex-parte. Pages 2, 3 and 4 set out the 13-exhibits withheld and explained why they were 
material.  The email contained those attachments linked to pages 3 and 4.  The top of page 5 
refers to the report that was withheld and I quote:  
 
“Nugee knew that the assignment is valid and that there is an absolute assignment, which is why 
he tampered with the evidence to make it not absolute. (See: Report No-4, above, page 36 of 54 " 
Nugee J dishonestly manipulated the terms of and misrepresented the assignment"). 
 

119. It is somewhat material the fact that the assignment is valid and that Nugee 
committed fraud and that the report that was withheld proves my case in its entirety.  All 
the evidence withheld is what is relied on in proving my case, which is why it was withheld.  
It is material and had a real and honest Judge been made aware of the facts, set out 
concisely at page 1, it would have been discovered that the statutory demand cannot be 
disputed in any way, shape or form.     
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120. The non-disclosure was, once again, significant, pre-meditated and dishonest. 
History repeats itself and again the corrupt judiciary prevented justice being served on the 
offenders whilst making the victim of their frauds, me, personally liable for 
disproportionately inflated costs whilst depriving my right of a fair and unbiased trial.  
 

121. At page 6, it is evidenced that Mann J read the same email at 07.33AM on 25th 
October 2020 and that Ohrenstein’s instructing solicitor, Womble Bond Dickinson read it on 
10 separate occasions as evidenced at page 7.   

 
122. Of the 13-material exhibits withheld was “tab_13”, the 10-page letter I sent to 

Drewett of 20th May 2020 proving beyond doubt that none of my applications could possibly 
be without merit.  The entire contents of that letter is absolutely material, for in its own 
right it proves my case and refers to the applicable authorities at page 3, paragraph 13, page 
5, paragraph 4c (Fielding v Hunt), the top of page 6, I quote:  
 
“The judge also said that the court will take account of the duties of the 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” 
 

123. Mid way down page 6 I recited the authority in Re Fraser, ex parte Central Bank of 
London [1892] 2 QB 633, CA.   

 
124. I reiterate, for clarity, that the Court of Appeal judgment applies equally to the 

fraudulent £4.1 million claim used to keep the asset beyond the reach of legitimate 
creditors (me in particular as requisite majority with over 86% of the voting interest in 
Empowering Wind MFC Ltd) as it does the fraudulent £25k liability used to defraud me of 
£770,000 plus standard interest (the assigned investments):  

 
Lord Eldon said: "Proof upon a judgment will not stand merely upon that, if there is not a debt due in 
'truth and reality,' for which the consideration must be looked to." Can this judgment be treated as 
conclusive in bankruptcy because the debtor has unsuccessfully attempted to set it aside? I think not, 
and I cannot see how the matter is any more res judicata because there has been an unsuccessful 
appeal to this Court. I agree in all that the Master of the Rolls has said on this point. 
 

125. At the bottom of page 6, paragraph 20, I recite the authority of the Court of Appeal 
that applies equally to the fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte on 9th and on and prior to 16th 
January 2017 as it does to the fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte on 23rd October 2020 and 
up until and during 6th November 2020. I am right that there are 4 counts of fraud by failing 
to disclose information, s.3 of the Fraud Act 2006, in statutory conspiracy:  
 
“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”. 
 

126. In the present case, both Nugee and Fancourt have rewarded the offenders for their 
fraudulent non-disclosure whilst perverting the course of justice and allowing the offenders 
to make disproportionately inflated gains against me, the victim of their statutory 
conspiracy to defraud.    
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On 6th November 2020, Fancourt awarded Stewart of Womble Bond Dickinson, 
Middlesbrough FC and their conspirers £45,000 for their false witness statement and 
fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte.   

127. At page 7, paragraph 25, I recited yet another Court of Appeal judgment that applies 
equally in respect of all 4 instances of fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte: 

In Memory Corporation Plc v Sidhu (No. 2) [2000] 1 WLR 1443, [2000] FSR 921, 1459, Mummery LJ 
said this: “It cannot be emphasized too strongly that at an urgent without notice hearing for a 
freezing order, as well as for a search order or any other form of interim injunction, there is a high 
duty to make full, fair and accurate disclosure of material information to the court and to draw the 
court's attention to significant factual, legal and procedural aspects of the case.” 

128. Also at page 7, paragraph 26, I made it clear that:  

“There is material non-disclosure and none of the material facts were disclosed, on the contrary, the 
non-disclosure was pre-meditated, the facts were concealed and Bloom’s ex-parte witness statement 
is false. In light of all of those considerations, Nugee J still failed in his duty to provide restitution”. 

 
129. Paragraph 27 refers to the fact that according to Nugee, the first injunction was 

founded on those two issues:  
 
Nugee J: “There is doubt over the assignment and; Dispute over the claim” 
 

130. Paragraph 27 (A) and (B) of the 10-page letter proves that neither can be disputed.   
 

131. It is somewhat material to the ex-parte case being advanced that the claim of the 
statutory demand originating their ex-parte application cannot be disputed in any way, 
shape, or form.  
 

132. Page 8, paragraph 28(1) – 28(5) refers to the dishonest concealment and the fact 
that the claim used to unlawfully forfeit the Lease is false.  That argument “goes to the heart 
of the demand” for even if Middlesbrough FC did not refuse the connection, rendering the 
project useless and preventing me from performing on the rights granted by the originating 
Option Agreement.  I quote the purpose of the Option Agreement:  

 
“The Developer intends to construct, connect to the Grid and operate a 9Om high wind turbine at the 
property” 

 
133. To connect to the grid, one must have that grid connection.   The fact is somewhat 

material, which is why Bloom and his conspirers concealed the fact they refused it from the 
ex-parte hearing and the lies prevailed ever since.  The rest of the letter to Drewett 
(unsurprisingly nobody ever responded) proves dishonesty and the “U-turn” on the claims 
(page 10, paragraph 39) that Vos was concealing.    
 

134. Page 3, paragraph 17, through to paragraph 17(5) of page 5 proves that none of the 
applications Pelling falsely certified as “TWM” to conceal the blatant fraud could possibly be 
without merit.  That is also absolutely material to the ex-parte case being advanced, seeking 
to extend the false instrument ECRO to continue perverting the course of justice.  
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135. Page 3, paragraph 13(2) and 14(5) recites the judgment from the Court of Appeal in 
Wasif setting out the inescapable points when any judge is considering a “TWM” 
certification;  

 
2. No judge should certify an application as “totally without merit” unless he or she 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 consequence of his decision in the particular case.” (per 
Maurice Kay LJ in Grace)  
 
5. Where a judge suspects that there may be an arguable claim, even if the point in question 
has not been pleaded properly or at all, then it should not be certified as “totally without merit”. 

 
136. What about where the case is proven beyond reasonable doubt?  Note the Court of 

Appeal emphasis placed on “the case” rather than an application within it.  The position is 
also absolutely material, because in accord with the Superior Court judgment, none of my 
applications can possibly be “TWM”.  This is just another part of the judicial fraud to conceal 
fraud and their own statutory conspiracy to defraud and to pervert the course of justice.  
 

137. The point I make is that tab_13 is material, because it again proves my case in its 
own right, yet the offenders withheld all 13 of the exhibits referred to in that email 
complaining of material non-disclosure.   
 

138. On 28th October 2020 I made the application for trial of the multiple frauds that have 
been concealed by the corrupt judiciary, in tandem with dealing with the fraudulent non-
disclosure ex-parte.   Fancourt’s response to that application is at paragraph 52 above.  I 
quote; “Probably, that can most conveniently be done with”  

 
139. I move to my PDF portfolio of exhibits titled: PM-03-03-2021, tab_Z2.  It is therein 

consolidated where Fancourt is forced to admit he evaded every single piece of evidence 
referred to in the application of 28th October 2020 that was never heard or tried, but he did 
certify it as “TWM”, again with totally no consideration whatsoever.  There is some synergy.     

 
140. Moving back to the transcript of that hearing (tab_T1), it is necessary to conduct a 

diligent review of that transcript to show the level of concealment on the part of Fancourt 
and how he was assisting the offenders.  I consolidate by referring to the salient parts;  

 
141. Page 29(F), when I wanted to refer to that salient 10-page letter (tab_13), Fancourt 

said this:  
 

Fancourt J: I do not have it 
 

142. It was filed on 28th October 2020 with the application and the rest of the statements 
and the 40 other exhibits of evidence he ignored.   
 
143. Page 30 refers to Brilliant, Fancourt’s clerk confirming that the exhibit was on the 
court file with that application.  At page 32(E):  
 
Mr Millinder: No, it is the letter dated 20 May 2020, at tab 13, to Ms Drewitt, of ten pages. 
 
Fancourt J: Right, well, I do not have access to that. 
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144. At page 38 (B):  
 
And we must get to the bottom of this because there has been this consistent attempt by the 
Defendants and their counsel Mr Staunton, who has gone AWOL, the colleague of Mr Ohrenstein, 
and Mr Ohrenstein himself knows about the full background but he is being rather dishonest in 
concealing all of the material facts from this Court.  
 

145. Read page 40 – 68(D).  That is where it was pleaded that the claim of the demand 
cannot be disputed and there has been material non-disclosure but Fancourt did not even 
access a single part of the evidence referred to, he was preoccupied with assisting the 
offenders.  At (D) Ohrenstein said this:   
 

       Mr Ohrenstein: My, my, my, my solicitor has, has fairly put the material facts in his witness 
statement. 
 

146. We move to; INDEX_updated-18-12-2020 – tab_9; Defendant_Bundle_Ex_Parte 
23_10_2020.  Stuart’s witness statement is at tab_2.  Page 3 of Stuart’s statement, (A8) 
paragraph 10 is a false statement they have all known to be false from the outset.  Stewart 
said this:    

 
       The construction of the wind turbine was delayed and Empowering Wind became liable to MFC for    
       various payments under the Lease and the ESA and when these were not paid, MFC exercised its right  
      to terminate the parties' contractual relationship on 19 August 2015. 
 
147. The statement is entirely false and Stewart attended the hearing before Nugee on 5th 

February 2018 where it was found that no money was owed due to Force Majeure in the 
operative provision of both the Lease and the ESA.   
 

148. Again, the concealment of fact and deceit is all about the fact no money was ever 
owed to Middlesbrough FC and the conditional ESA.  The same dishonesty originating the 
first ex-parte order has been conveyed in the second.    That is hardly fairly putting the 
material facts as Ohrenstein suggested.      
 

149. The false statement by Stewart is accompanied with a statement of truth when he 
knew the statement he was making was blatantly false.  Stewart is guilty of perjury and 
fraud by failing to disclose information (s.3 Fraud Act 2006) / statutory conspiracy to 
defraud.  

 
150. At page 69 of the transcript (B) – (D), I quote:   
 

Fancourt J: You, you did not in fact show Mann J what Mr Millinder calls the counterpart assignment.  
 
Mr Ohrenstein: No.  
 
Fancourt J: No.  
 
Mr Ohrenstein: He, he, he, he, he, he saw the, the, he said he had read the – 
 
Fancourt J: Right. 
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151. Reading through to page 70 of the transcript, I quote:   
 

      Fancourt J: And finally, was, were the orders of Nugee J or Nugee J’s judgment referred 
      to, Mr Ohrenstein? 
 

Mr Ohrenstein: The, the, the additional orders, no. 
 
152. At page 70 (D) – (F) Ohrenstein lied and said this:   

 
      Any emails that he may have attempted to send to my solicitors which my solicitors received, some of 

which may have referred to me as a, as one of the many parties on, on, on, on the receipt, those are 
exhibited to the bundle. I believe that bundle is up to date. It may be that something came this 
morning that did not quite make it to the bundle, but certainly everything else in the bundle. Any 
attachment to any email that he sent is, is in the bundle. Things have not been necessarily accessed if 
he has put links to videos or to websites and so forth. That, that is not, those have not been pursued, 
but all the emails which he has sent with attachments are in the bundles today. 
 

153. Ohrenstein and his conspirers did not envisage me deploying sophisticated email 
tracking software proving they breached their continuing duty of disclosure.   Ohrenstein 
lied and attempted to cite that the 13-attachments to that email (tab_Z3) were disclosed 
along with that email of 24th October 2020 when he knew it was not.   My group and I 
conducted a diligent investigation of the hearing bundle and we confirm that the 13-
attachments and the email complaining of material non-disclosure is missing.   
 

154. It is proven beyond doubt that had the evidence referred to been disclosed, it would 
have been discovered that the offenders have once again dishonestly withheld a huge 
amount of evidence, including the assignment itself in tandem with presenting an entirely 
false case.   

 
155. Had the email of 24th October 2020 been disclosed any judge would have discovered 

the materiality of the information withheld and no judge would have made the order.  The 
order of 23rd October 2020 and the order of 6th November 2020 were founded by fraud and 
they cease to exist from the outset.  
 

156. To summarise, Fancourt had admitted he did not access a single part of my evidence 
to establish its materiality but he did establish that all the evidence I said had been withheld 
had been.   Read pages 71 and 72 of that transcript.  It is obvious Fancourt was working for 
the offenders.  
 

Fraud upon the Court voids all the orders in the case and this is a fresh cause of action:  

157. The judges themselves have been parties to the fraud and same is proven beyond 
doubt.  Knowing of the statutory conspiracy to defraud, the judges involved have aided and 
abetted, whilst preventing the offenders from being prosecuted and whilst consistently 
denying remedy and allowing the offenders to make further gains founded by their frauds.   

158. It has long been established in international law that fraud upon the court is one of 
the most serious violations to justice that can occur in a court of law. Akin to perverting the 
course of justice, or should I say, in this case, encompassing it, fraud upon the court involves 
unlawful acts in detriment to a case by the judiciary themselves.   
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If a fraud upon the court occurs, the effect is that the entire case is voided and that any 
rulings or judgments that the court has issued are void ab initio. That is precisely the 
position in this case.  

159. Heavy reliance was placed on the mala fide order made by Vos of 8th February 2019, 
when he himself had acted dishonestly to conceal the same fundamentally obvious fraud.    

160. To consolidate substantially, I refer to: CROSS_EXAMINATION_VOS_14_03_2021, 
my line numbered cross examination questions presented to Vos, the new Head of Civil 
Justice who has been perverting the course of justice and concealing fraud by white-collar 
criminal purported lawyers; 

161. Page 1, line 6, I refer to;  

In Takhar v Gracefield Developments Ltd [2019] UKSC 13 the Supreme Court confirmed 
that there is no need to demonstrate that the evidence of fraud could not have been obtained 
with reasonable diligence at the time of the earlier trial.  

162. The fraud upon the court invalidating all the orders in this case has never been tried, 
only concealed.  I rely on that Supreme Court Judgment.   The questions I have asked are 
self-revealing and self-explanatory. Like Vos said;  

“You are no fool, Mr Millinder, you know this game as well as I do” 

163. I have been treated like a fool, but the only fools are the corrupt judiciary and their 
co-conspirers who defraud in the name of law and “justice” to inflict their misery on those 
who come to courts to seek justice.   Now the long arm of the law is reaching out for them.  

164. I cut to the chase. Page 2 line 18: Dawodu v American Express [2001] BPIR 983.  I rely 
on that judgment as I do all the authorities I have quoted herein, because I do know, they 
apply and that part of the authority I quoted at line 19 – 26 invalidates everything these 
dishonest cowards have tried to do to defraud me in the first instance.     

165. There are more authorities on which I seek to rely:  

166. Lord Esher in Re Flatau Ex p. Scotch Whiskey Distillers Ltd, [1889] 22 QBD 83, at 
paragraph 85-86: 

“When an issue has been determined in any other court, if evidence is brought before the 
Court of Bankruptcy of circumstances tending to show that there had been fraud, or 
collusion, or miscarriage of justice, the Court of Bankruptcy has power to go behind the 
judgment and to enquire into the validity of the debt” 

167. In this case, the Court has sustained the fraudulent claim to keep the proven claim, 
the asset for the purpose conferred in rule 14.25(5)(*See below), using the fraudulent claim 
in the same way as the principal offenders have done, in concealing criminal property and 
keeping the asset beyond the reach of creditors (See: S40 of the PoCA 2002) and same 
applies with the sum of my statutory demand, plus the accruing interest).  

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. 
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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. 

168. None of the above statutory law in set off was applied respective of either 
Empowering Wind MFC Ltd or Earth Energy Investments LLP and had the Court acted 
lawfully and done so, it would have been discovered that nothing was due to Middlesbrough 
FC at all.  There is non compliance with the law, as well as a willingness to sustain false 
liabilities and to fetter the Court’s jurisdiction in insolvency proceedings to deal with those.  

169. Moving back to:  CROSS_EXAMINATION_VOS_14_03_2021, page 2, line 31 – 33, I 
recited what Fancourt said on 6th November 2020 in relation to the Vos order of 8th 
February 2019:   

“…there was an opportunity to raise such substantive issues at an earlier time, but they were not 
taken as points at the right time and, because of orders that were then made, it is too late to try to 
raise them now”. 

170. It was the application of 16th November 2017 that sought to deal with all the issues 
of fraud collectively, but the application was circumvented by Jones, the corrupt Insolvency 
Registrar who said: “dishonesty is not going to matter, I can’t judge”, concealing the fraud.     

171. Likewise, the application and claim that was before Vos sought to deal with the 
frauds that have been concealed and he continued to conceal and failed to do what the 
application sought to have done and Fancourt did precisely the same after Murray also did 
precisely the same.    They fail deliberately to try any of the issues and then say its “too late” 
to try what has never been tried.   

172.  That malfeasance and outright nonsense corruption goes against the more recent 
case in Takhar v Gracefield Developments Ltd & Ors [2020] EWHC 2791 (Ch) where the 
claimant was successful in setting aside a judgment obtained ten years previously.  The 
decision also goes against all the Superior Court judgments I refer to in insolvency and in 
particular;   

173. In the case of Barclays Bank v Atay [2015] EWHC 3198 (Ch); [2016] B.P.I.R. 12. Atay 
concerned a judgement debtor resisting a bankruptcy petition on the ground, amongst 
others, that the Bankruptcy Court should go behind the judgment debt and consider the 
fairness of the compromise agreement recorded in a Tomlin-like order (a type of structured 
order by consent).  

174. This comparative case in the paragraph above is precisely the same in effect as the 
£25k nullity alleged petition debt that was extinguished by over 28 times on the date the 
order was made and the alleged consent order where there is no genuine consent.  The 
Court has jurisdiction to go behind the judgment wherever there is a prima facie case made 
out to do so.    

175. The judgment in Atay cited the passage in The Law of Insolvency 4th edition, 
paragraph 116, on judgment debts from compromise agreements 

“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”.  
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“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. But 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, 
whilst it may equally be possible to show that the terms upon which an action was compromised 
were unfair or unreasonable from the debtor's point of view. In either situation if the court accepts 
that the result is unfair the petition may be dismissed’. 

176. In my case, it is non-disclosure of the Penningtons Manches LLP letter in breach of 
the continuing duty to disclose that proves had disclose been made the consent order would 
never have been made and no judge would have continued the order on 16th January 2017.  
For there to be consent, there must be genuine consent and the letter confirmed that I did 
not consent to costs.     

177. Additionally, the statement of the statutory demand is proven and the debt cannot 
be disputed.   The Court has at all times sought to assist the offenders, fettering its 
jurisdiction to do what each and all of the applications have sought to have done.  

178. It was said in Atay that had there been “factors vitiating the judgment debtor’s consent 
to be bound by the compromise obligations; or (b) grounds for concluding that a properly conducted 
judicial process would have found nothing due on the underlying consideration”, there would in 
fact have been no true debt and so the petition should be dismissed.  

179. However, Registrar Briggs in Atay said at paragraph 12: 

'[counsel for the judgment debtor] accepts that there are no vitiating factors such as fraud, collusion, 
mistake, undue influence or misrepresentation. No particulars of miscarriage of justice have been 
identified. I accept that the jurisdiction may extend to compromise agreements but doubt that mere 
unfairness as to the terms, from the stand point of the debtor is sufficient. Absent a vitiating factor 
there has to be a miscarriage of justice to in order to engage the jurisdiction. To test whether there 
has been a miscarriage of justice the court can ask, if following a properly conducted judicial process 
where argument is put and tested, preferably by all parties, it would be found that nothing is in fact 
due.  

180. In this case, there is fraud and miscarriage of justice, as well as a consent order 
where there is no genuine consent, but also, where the alleged petition debt was subject to 
challenge by order of a High Court Judge just one week prior to the petition and that in any 
event, the alleged debt was extinguished by the cross claim.  In all events, the fraud has 
been concealed by the corrupt judiciary who have taken to certifying everything as “TWM”, 
concealing the fraud and furthering the miscarriage of justice.  

181. The orders are procedurally void, founded by ultra vires acts by the corrupt judiciary 
who have sought to legitimate the last void order by making another.  They were all 
abundantly aware that I have been defrauded and they have sought to conceal the criminal 
property I have been defrauded of (See: s.340 of the Proceeds of Crime Act 2002) and the 
offence conferred in s.327(1) of the Proceeds of Crime Act 2002 in statutory conspiracy.      

182. It was in fact the first application I made on 16th November 2017 that sought to deal 
with the multiple frauds collectively.  It was the application which expressly requested “to 
be heard by a High Court Judge” that Registrar Jones circumvented.     
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183. I recite a few salient snippets from the transcript of the first hearing of 21st 
December 2017 that Jones circumvented, knowing he had no jurisdiction to hear it:   

THE REGISTRAR:  Can I just pause there. It's never a good move, to start with, to sort of suggest 
dishonesty because it raises the hurdle. I don't need to worry about dishonesty at the moment.   
(page 2 (G) of the transcript)  

THE REGISTAR: I just need to know if he's right or wrong. 

THE REGISTRAR: I may not even know that, but it's probably easier just to sort of say, "He's wrong 
when he says that." 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.  

(page 3 (A) of the transcript) 
 

184. When fraud is an issue, dishonesty does matter.  The Court has a duty in the public 
interest to carry out a diligent review, to judge and to try the issues raised by the Claimant, 
but here, everything has been concealed by corruptors acting under orders from the 
Attorney General’s Office.   

185. It was in fact Buckland that gave the orders to Briggs to pervert the course of justice 
and send Jones in to do so.   

186. It was Briggs who met with Hannon on the evening of 22nd November 2017 at 
Staunton’s chambers after he himself approved the filings in that case on 21st November 
2017, the filings to do with the blackmails originating from the false instrument applications 
to Bristol County Court.  (See:  PDF_portfolio_UNWARRANTED_DEMANDS_01148).    Again, 
the offences of blackmail and section 5 perjury were also concealed, yet the application 
Jones circumvented sought to address all the fraud and criminality collectively.    

187. At tab_9 of the exhibit referred to above, it is evidenced, by Fiona Fizgerald’s own 
admission, that Hannon and Briggs were together at the drinks reception on the evening of 
22nd November 2017.   Briggs knew, by virtue of the confidential filings he approved, that 
the perjuries all originated from the order of 9th January 2017, the fraudulent non-disclosure 
ex-parte and the false instrument consent order of 16th January 2017, also founded by 
fraud.   At page of that transcript, Jones said this:   

MR MILLINDER: Being the ex parte injunction hearing that Middlesbrough Football Club and Mr 
Staunton obtained after they withheld 172 pages of witness exhibit from an ex parte hearing heard 
by Arnold J.  

THE REGISTRAR: Hold on a minute. Okay. I'm not encouraging you in any way to do this by what I'm 
saying.  

MR MILLINDER: No.  

THE REGISTRAR: This is completely neutral. 

188. Jones knew as well as I did there was nothing neutral about any of it whatsoever.   

THE REGISTRAR: You wouldn't bring contempt proceedings for that. What you would do is restore 
whatever the application is that was before Arnold J, asking him to review that on whatever grounds 
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you want.  

MR MILLINDER: Yeah.  

THE REGISTRAR: I emphasise I'm not encouraging or suggesting that you should, and, by the sounds 
of it, it doesn't sound a very good idea. It sounds as though we're just going to waste time, money 
and effort but I've no idea so I can't go on that. But it wouldn't be contempt proceedings. You'd be 
going the wrong way on that. All right. 

 

189. Misleading the court by fraudulently withholding 172 pages of witness evidence in 
ex-parte proceedings where the duty is on the applicant to make full and fair disclosure of 
all material information relevant to the case is, quite categorically contempt.  Any lawyer 
knows that the correct way to deal with any contemptuous issue is to bring an application 
for permission to effect committal proceedings setting out the application pursuant to CPR 
Part 81.4.  Why was Jones trying to convince me otherwise?  

190. At page 22 of the transcript:  

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 --   

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. 

191. At page 23 of the transcript:  

THE REGISTRAR: So, Mr Justice Arnold's decision or whatever happened there is above me and therefore 
beyond me. All right?  

MR MILLINDER: But it's very much related to all of this.  

THE REGISTRAR: Well, it may be but I can't do anything about it. 

192. It is proven Jones was acting non-judicially knowing he had no jurisdiction to do it.  

193. I refer to my PDF portfolio of exhibits, being that application Jones circumvented to 
prevent justice being served on the offenders:  A1-PORTFOLIO-App_16_11_2017_Jones: 

194. Tab_BX1 is the application notice and continuation sheet.  The second page, the 
concise statement set out in the box proves beyond doubt that the £4.1 million claim is 
false.  Page 3 sets out further relief sought. Jones ignored everything and failed to disclaim 
the onerous contract, where Hannon failed in his duty to do so, because doing so has the 
same effect as removing the £4.1 million claim.  Tab_BX_2 is my first witness statement 
detailing wide ranging dishonesty and serious misconduct on the part of Hannon.  

195. Tab_BX3 is my second witness statement, bearing a seal of 16th November 2017. 
Jones evaded that altogether, but by his own admission he knew that “I can’t judge” and 
that the application sought to deal with multiple frauds and dishonesty.   He admitted that 
“dishonesty doesn’t matter for his purposes”, fundamentally, because his purpose is to 
prevent justice being served on Hannon and his conspirers, Middlesbrough FC, Staunton and 
Womble Bond Dickinson.   
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196. It is in fact necessary to read that witness statement, no judge ever has, because 
they have all been doing precisely what Jones has been doing, acting under orders to 
conceal fraud and the resulting criminal property I have been defrauded of.     

197. At the bottom of page 1 and on to page 2, I cited the criteria in The Arena 
Corporation Limited v Schroeder [2003] EWHC 1089 (points 1 – 9 at page 2).   All of that was 
also evaded by Nugee J on 5th February 2018, I did finally get the application that Jones 
circumvented before a High Court Judge and when I did, Nugee continued to provide 
impunity to the offenders. Points, 1, 5,6,7 8 and 9 therein never came into the equation, it’s 
all about concealing fraud and assisting offenders. 

198. The statement addresses Bloom’s false witness statement of 8th January 2017, as it 
does the fraudulent claims and the failure in duty of candour that came in tandem with the 
dishonest non-disclosure.  It was all evaded.   

199. At page 10 of the transcript of that hearing Jones circumvented, he said this of the 
fraudulent £4.1 million claim that I had asked the Court to remove, because it was 
preventing me from calling a meeting of creditors to replace Hannon:   

THE REGISTRAR: It's as though it never existed and therefore the proofs of debt which have been sent 
in fallaciously or otherwise apply to something which doesn't even exist, so there – 

200. Fraud by breach of fiduciary on the part of Hannon is a fraud, dishonesty in 
administration of Hannon’s role as liquidator does indeed matter.  Jones and Briggs were 
perverting the course of justice knowing of the serious offences committed and the fact that 
Hannon has breached his fiduciary duty to me, otherwise requisite majority creditor.   

201. The Court has a duty in the public interest to prosecute dishonest lawyers and the 
Official Receiver acting as liquidator who has been colluding to defraud creditors in 
proceedings under the Insolvency Act 1986.  Dishonesty does matter and the correct test is 
the two-stage test set out in the Supreme Court Judgment; Ivy v Genting Casinos 2017.     

202. By Jone’s own admission, he did not have the jurisdiction to hear the application, but 
he refused to recuse himself.     

203. It was the recusal application that Jones then certified as “totally without merit” on 
26th March 2018, which Pelling then relied on as one of the 3 applications to found the first 
false instrument ECRO on 28th June 2018, however, the orders of Jones are void ab initio, 
founded by an ultra vires act but also founded by collusion, the fraudulent £4.1 million claim 
that caused me to make the application in the first instance and fraud upon the Court.     

204. There is no time limit imposed in setting aside any orders founded by miscarriage of 
justice, fraud upon the Court or fraud and at all times, the judiciary in my case have evaded 
doing what the application or claim has sought to have done.  
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Relief sought:  

205. I now pray that the Court will act lawfully, without pandering to third party 
corruptor’s demands and bring end to this miscarriage of justice by declaring all the orders 
in my case void from the outset and by reinstating my damages claim and assigning the right 
of action to me, as Vos failed to do, whilst awarding me the sum of the claim, plus standard 
interest accruing from 1st November 2018 until the claim is paid in full by Middlesbrough 
Football & Athletic Company (1986) Ltd and its Parent, Gibson O’ Neill Company Ltd.  

 

206. My damages claim sought financial damages for the illegal winding up of Earth 
Energy Investments LLP and it sought an award of aggravated damages for the most serious 
and protracted fraud inflicted upon me when all I ever did was set out to construct and 
operate a wind turbine in accord with the Lease and associated contracts.  I did everything 
to an extremely high standard, with no expense spared.    

 

207. Were it not for the actions of the principal offenders and their co-conspirers, I would 
be receiving income of circa £500,000 per year net from the turbine and on the balance of 
probabilities I would have gone on to construct other wind turbines at sports stadia.   

 

208. Tab_6 of my index sets out the quantum of claim, which is quantified with a high 
degree of certainty based on the energy yield assessment for the wind turbine, against the 
guaranteed, index linked 20-year OFGEM Feed in Tariff payments I would have received for 
the electricity.   I also request an award in aggravated damages and an additional award in 
aggravated damages for being defrauded in the hand of the corrupt judiciary.  

 

209. I request an order reinstating Earth Energy Investments LLP to the Companies 
Register and in awarding me the sum of the demand of 5th October 2020 plus standard 
interest accruing from the date the demand was served (12th October 2020) and until 
Middlesbrough FC, their Parent Company, Womble Bond Dickinson (UK) LLP, Ulick Staunton, 
Dov Ohrenstein and Anthony Hannon pay in full.  

 

210. I request a judgment making the parties referred to in the above paragraph jointly 
and severally liable for the damages and that costs are awarded in my favour on the 
summary basis.  

 

211. I request that Michael Ellis QC MP is attached personally for costs of this litigation 
brought by him and that this submission serves as notice of his personal attachment for 
costs accordingly.  
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Declaration of truth:  

This statement (consisting of 29 pages) is true to the best of my knowledge and belief and I 
make it 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. 

 

 

Paul Millinder 

Dated:   17th March 2021 
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE                                                                   Claim No:  CO/3966/2020 

QUEEN’S BENCH ADMINISTRATIVE COURT  

______________________________________________________________________________ 

IN THE MATTER OF FALSE INSTRUMENT RESTRAINING ORDERS FOUNDED BY MALICIOUS AND 
UNJUST CERTIFICATIONS AS “TOTALLY WITHOUT MERIT” PREVENTING THE RESPONDENT 
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: 

Her Majesty's Attorney General 
(Applicant) 

V 

Mr Paul Millinder 
(Respondent)  

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
RESPONDENT’S DIRECTIONS APPLICATION DATED 15th MARCH 2021 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

1. Further to my email of 14.54 on 10/03/2021 I formally request directions pursuant to CPR
Part 3 to further the Court’s overriding objective in doing justice and administering the rule
of law.   I refer to my petition to the JCPC of the Supreme Court with this directions
application that is to be read in conjunction.

2. Doing justice and administering the law does not include making false instrument restraint
orders to conceal blatant fraud and criminal offences, nor issues that have been concealed
and never tried.      The Court has a duty in the public interest to protect civilians from fraud
by corrupt members of the judiciary and their co-conspirers, the dishonest lawyers and
insolvency practitioners.   It has failed on a wholesale basis and deliberately so.

3. Pursuant to CPR rule 3.1(b) the email of 10/03/2021 requests an adjournment on those
grounds and further, until all of the grounds, acts of dishonesty, concealment and fraud
have been tried, any civil restraint order would interfere with the proper administration of
justice and is therefore unlawful.

Tab_6: Pages 138 - 162
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4. There is fresh evidence of dishonesty and fraud upon the Court, and nobody has never
adjudicated on it, the evidence and facts have only been concealed it to shield the offenders
from prosecution.   Nothing can happen in relation to any lawful certification as “TWM”
until the issues are tried.

5. I refer to the PDF portfolio at tab_1 of my index, the 41-exhibits that Fancourt had to admit
he evaded with my application for trial of 28th October 2020 that he never heard.    Simply
click on the link within the index to download the PDF portfolio from Dropbox.

6. I have been defrauded, I demand remedy and the frauds need to be tried.   It is not at all
complex and this application provides the Court with the need to remedy this miscarriage of
justice.

7. I have consolidated the pleadings and proof of the frauds into both of these documents, a
diligent standard of review is inescapable in the public interest and in the interests of
justice.     I am requesting directions for the Court to do just that, to perform on its primary
obligations in the public interest.   The issues must be tried first before “steamrolling”
ahead to conceal the frauds and issues that have never been tried with your false
instrument restraint order.

8. We turn to page 3 of the index within; EX-PM-27-10-2020_PDF_Portfolio, to tab_26. This
submission proves that Hannon is guilty of the offence of section 5 of the Perjury Act 1911
and of fraud by failing to disclose information and of fraud by abuse of position.

9. The submission is self-explanatory, all the investigation is done.  It needs to be tried, it
never has been, neither has anything else, by Fancourt’s own admission.  Courts are
supposed to try issues, not evade all one side’s evidence and case to prevent justice from
being served on the other, yet that is precisely what has happened in this case.

10. The links within the submission at tab_26 can be accessed with one click; it makes
navigation a whole lot easier.   In the modern world, judges are encouraged to make use of
technology to streamline and simplify process.

11. Hannon’s false “Official Receiver’s Report to Court” statutory document is at page 1, line 1.
It is that I am referring to within the submission.

Prevention of my right of standard discovery in civil proceedings: 

12. Line 6 of page 1 requests that Hannon disclose to me his exhibit AH1 that he seeks to
heavily rely on within his report of 15th December 2017. I have never had sight of it, and it is
not on the Court file.   Hannon refused to disclose it, because it contains more evidence of
his blatant dishonesty.     It is my right to have standard disclosure of the documentation
referred to in a witness statement from the other side.

13. My application of 18th August 2020 to remove the stay of proceedings imposed by Master
Yoxall came with an application for an order for disclosure of the evidence Hannon was
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14. I refer to that application and continuation sheet:
App_Notice_Continuation_Sht_18_08_2020.   The “evidence box” on page 2 of the
application notice itself set out the incontrovertible position in law from Practice Direction
2B, section 2, (a) & (b).

15. In law, the Master is precluded from making any order in the case. The stay is an order.   It is
proven in law that it was unlawful for the Master to have stayed the proceedings.  The law
is not subject to exceptions, it is taken as read.   “A Master may not make an order” means
just that, a stay is an order.      Page 3 of the application notice requests disclosure and
refers to the part 31 disclosure list served on Hannon and his conspirers (tab_B1).

16. The rest of the continuation sheet from page 3 sets out the need for disclosure and
paragraph 11 through to 15 sets out the need for disclosure in furtherance of the claim for
committal.

17. Paragraph 12 refers specifically to that submission dealing with Hannon’s false statutory
report to Court; (tab_26).  Page 2 of the continuation sheet, paragraph 11, expressed the
legal duty of Hannon to disclose the proofs of debt he has dishonestly withheld from me
since 1st December 2016 and 20th December 2016, respectively.

18. The judges involved in this case have been refusing me the right to inspect the proofs of
debt Hannon has dishonestly withheld contrary to the law (r.14.6 of the IR 2016) that
provides a legal duty on Hannon to disclose.   That is just one example of how far gone the
rule of law and “justice” in the UK has become.  Knowing that Hannon has committed the
offence of fraud by failing to disclose information, also knowing that the claims are false,
the corrupt judiciary certify my application for an order for disclosure of the proofs of debt
as “TWM”.  I refer to:

Allowing inspection of proofs
14.6.  The office-holder must, so long as proofs delivered to the office-holder are in the possession of
the office-holder, allow them to be inspected, at all reasonable times on any business day, by the
following—   (a)a creditor who has delivered a proof (unless the proof has been wholly rejected for
purposes of dividend or otherwise, or withdrawn);   (b) a member or contributory of the company or,
in the case of a bankruptcy, the bankrupt; and  (c )a person acting on behalf of any of the above.

19. The judges involved have “stepped into the shoes of the fraudsters”, refusing disclosure of
the proofs of debt Hannon has dishonestly withheld contrary to the law that provides the
legal duty on him to disclose.  Total nonsense and outright corruption.

20. It was the application to remove the unlawful stay and to order disclosure that Murray
certified as “TWM” when it is proven that Hannon has dishonestly withheld the proofs of
debt and lied about their existence within his “Official Receiver’s Report to Court”.

21. Likewise, it is proven that Hannon has withheld the exhibit “AH1” and that I do have a duty
to inspect it.   The application is not and cannot possibly be without merit.
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22. The conduct emphasizes once again the strategy of the corrupt judiciary in certifying
anything that does not align with their sinister motives as “TWM” when the applications are
all proven.  That fact is clearly material to the present application by the AGO.

23. It was that malicious and unjust certification as “TWM”, along with the committal claim that
was never even tried nor heard, that Fancourt relied on to originate the false instrument
GCRO, when he had no jurisdiction to make it in the first instance.

Conscious and premeditated dishonesty and fraud by abuse of position on the part of 

Hannon:  

24. We turn back to tab_26, the submission in relation to Hannon’s blatant dishonesty within
his “Official Receiver’s Report to Court”. At page 2, line 10 and 11, Hannon falsely claimed it
was me “who claimed MFC to be a creditor in the sum of £255,000”.

25. That is a false statement that Hannon knew to be false and the fresh evidence adduced that
proves it has been once again concealed by Nugee, and then by Murray, both of whom have
perverted the course of justice.   Murray is a US citizen; he is being indicted there with the
rest of these hoodlums so this nonsense cover up attempt will only serve to make your hole
much deeper.  I must make that clear.

26. A little diligence on the statement will show how utterly dishonest it really is.   Firstly, the
evidential test.   I refer to page 1, line 11 and I click on “notice of attention to appear”.  The
claim (fraud by false representation) is in the sum of £256,269.89 and not £255,000.   Both
Hannon and his co-conspirer, Campbell invented that figure to conceal the fact that Hannon
had the proof of debt in the sum of £256,269.89 in his possession since 1st December 2016.

27. Line 12, page 1 contains a link to the proof of debt, being the unwarranted demand that
Middlesbrough FC used to unlawfully forfeit the Lease.  Page 2 of that demand dated 25th

June 2015 is for £181,269.89 of energy supply they prevented from being supplied.

28. For the reasons I have already made absolutely clear anyone in their position would have
known the claim is blatantly false.  (See: PETITION-JCPC-15-03-2021, page 3, paragraph 14 –
on the grounds of Force Majeure as admitted by Staunton himself on 09/01/2017).

29. I drafted and completed the Energy Supply Agreement (“ESA”) myself with those clowns
and I am a sharp cookie.  I am not going to agree to pay them for energy supply until the
turbine is first generating me money.   It is for that reason I made any “entitlement to
agreed output” (agreement to supply power) and any “invoicing & payment” conditional
upon my “full satisfaction of” both “entering into a Connection Agreement” and
“Commissioning” of the wind turbine.

30. I made the “Start Date” of the ESA not a fixed date, like 12-months from completion of the
agreement, but being the date from which the conditions precedent in clause 2 are
satisfied.
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31. The ESA was completed, therefore anyone would know that according to its terms, there
was no “entitlement to agreed output” because they did all know that Middlesbrough FC
refused the connection and anyone would know (they purport to be lawyers), that I could
get no satisfaction of the Connection Agreement they refused.

32. The fact that we are still here and the AGO is even contemplating a restraint order, but after
the cretins in Chancery have made 2, both under false pretence, shows how utterly deluded
and insane those in positions of trust within the UK justice system have become.  It is
absolutely out of control total madness that degrades the purpose of having any contract to
start with.  No business is safe, for one cannot rely on the Courts to do justice.

33. The point I must make, for avoidance of doubt, is that Staunton himself admitted on 9th

January 2017 that “for the purpose of the Energy Supply Agreement, Force Majeure has
effect”.  He knew therefore that owing to Force Majeure alone (aside from the
conditionality), no money was owed, the perceived obligation to procure the “Start Date”
was suspended from 23rd September 2013, but the ESA was not completed until 1st

November 2013.  There was never any obligation to pay any sums pursuant to it and in the
Lease for the same reason.

34. Nugee did find that Force Majeure applied, but we knew that anyway.      The long and short
is that Hannon knew the claim in the sum of £256,269.89 was false, so he lied about it and
made up the figure of £255,000.  Campbell did the same, in relation to concealing the claim
that was in fact in the sum of £541,308.89.  (See: tab_26, page 3, line 16 & 17 from his email
of 26/01/2017).

35. It should follow that the “notice of intention to appear” is the same as the sum of the
unwarranted demand that became the first proof of debt.

36. Likewise, it follows that the proof of debt in that sum of £256,269.89 does indeed meet the
requirements of proof set out in rule 14.4 of the Insolvency Rules 2016 and Bloom knew it
did, which is why he submitted it on 1st December 2016 knowing that “there is no longer a
prescribed form for use in proving” “a proof of debt is the document on which the creditor submits its
claim.”

37. Now read and conduct a diligent standard of review of the contents of page 1, line 14
through to line 4 of page 3.  We move back to page 2, at line 11, Hannon tailed off his lie
with this:

a claim he repeated in a subsequent email dated 11/10/2016

38. To prove the position, I flew all the way back to the UK to recover the emails from the hard
drive of my antiquated PC.  I recovered the only 2 emails sent to Hannon on 11th October
2016.    It should come as no surprise that the fresh evidence I adduced also proved the
perjury on the part of Bloom and the absolute assignment he had in his possession by email,
a doubt whammy, which is why the corrupt judiciary evaded that evidence altogether.
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39. It is that exhibit I refer to at line 13 of page 2 therein, exhibited in my PDF portfolio; PM-03-
03-2021, at  tab_Z10.   The part I also rely on to prove that Bloom lied about the assignment
he had in his possession on 3rd January 2017, proving he also committed the offence of s.5
of the Perjury Act 1911 / criminal contempt of Court.

40. From line 14 of tab_26 (page 2), I provide analysis of the fresh evidence to prove beyond
doubt that Hannon knew the statement he was making was false.  I referred precisely to the
only 2 emails sent to him on 11th October 2016 that he referred to, both of which provided
completely the opposite as to what Hannon was lying about.  Both emails proved
categorically that the claims were false, including the email from Andrew Lindsay, a 25-year
corporate lawyer telling them Force Majeure applies.

41. 51-days after receiving those emails, on 1st December 2016 (Hannon clearly knew of their
contents to have referred to them), he accepted the first proof of debt in that sum of
£256,269.89. He knew the claim was false.

42. It is, as I said, necessary to conduct a diligent standard of review into the rest of that
submission.   Hannon is guilty of perjury, the offence as in section 5, as is Bloom.   Statutory
law creates these offences, they cannot be diminished, neither can the evidence proving his
dishonesty:

5 False statutory declarations and other false statements without oath.
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, . . . F1, for any term not exceeding
two years, or to a fine or to both such imprisonment and fine.

43. The offence Hannon has committed by making a false “Official Receiver’s Report to Court”
dated 15th December 2017 overlaps with the serious indictable offences of fraud by failing
to disclose information (S.3 of the Fraud Act 2006) and fraud by abuse of position.

44. I have established the legal duty to disclose conferred in rule 14.6 of the Insolvency Rules
2016 (Nugee also sought to cover that up) but also the offence of fraud by abuse of
position:

4 Fraud by abuse of position
(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.
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(2) A person may be regarded as having abused his position even though his conduct consisted of an
omission rather than an act.

45. Hannon acted dishonestly, he knew the claims he accepted against the Company were false.
He then lied and denied that the claims existed when it is proven that they do.

46. Hannon accepted the proofs of debt to defraud me, requisite majority creditor with
otherwise over 86% of the requisite majority voting interest of whom he owes a fiduciary
duty as liquidator and he accepted a further proof of debt on 20th December 2016 in the
sum of £541,308.89 and a further proof exceeding £4.1 million which he sustained
unlawfully to keep the proven damages claim beyond the reach of my fellow creditors and I
who all wanted to call a meeting to replace him since 6th March 2017.

47. The applications I made sought to deal with Hannon’s dishonesty, they were evaded. The
corrupt Court has been perverting the course of justice to prevent criminals from being
prosecuted.  That is why we are here today.

48. The white-collar criminals within the Attorney General’s Office seek to conceal it all and to
further pervert the course of justice with their false instrument all proceedings restraint
order, after themselves committing perjury and relying on orders and the malicious
certifications as “TWM” that are all in any event, void from the outset.

49. Hannon, acting in breach of his duty, used the £4.1 million fraudulent claim to deprive my
fellow creditors and I of our democratic right to call a meeting of creditors to replace him.

50. Jones, the corrupt Insolvency Registrar, affixed himself to the application of 16th November
2017 to prevent justice being served on Hannon and his conspirers.   They shall all be jailed.

51. I refer to: SUBMISSION_VOS_12-03-2021-PM-01, reading page 1, line 1 through to line 12.
The original 14.4 formal proof of debt form that Gill used to submit the fraudulent claim has
a penal notice on it. That is because it is a criminal offence to submit fraudulent proofs of
debt in proceedings under the Insolvency Act 1986.

52. The serious offences Hannon has committed as liquidator seeking to defraud me of my
assets in Empowering Wind MFC Ltd also overlap with the offences he has committed under
the Insolvency Act 1986 which I refer to below (a) – (d).

(a) 2 counts of the offence of section 92A(2) of the Insolvency Act 1986 in Hannon failing as
Liquidator to send progress report to members;

(b) 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;

(c) 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;
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(d) 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;

53. Just two-days after Jones unlawfully disposed of the application of 16th November 2017 that
he had no jurisdiction to hear by his own admission, Parent Company was wound up off the
back of the fraudulent claim for £25k that was in any event extinguished x 30 and was
subject to challenge.

54. Taking on the position in conflict, Hannon then appointed himself as liquidator of Earth
Energy Investments LLP so he could “refuse to deal with me”, failing to accept my proof of
debt whilst then dissolving both Empowering Wind MFC Ltd and Earth Energy Investments
LLP from the Companies Register to defraud me of my assets under the façade of insolvency
law that is designed principally to recover assets for creditors of companies in liquidation.

55. A most serious and protracted statutory conspiracy to defraud and the purported judges are
very much a part of the fraud.

The Court of Appeal judgment determines that none of the Respondents applications are 
TWM:  

56. In Wasif and another v Secretary of State for the Home Department [2016] , the Court of
Appeal defined the meaning of totally without merit and confirmed that “totally without
merit” means “no more and no less than ‘bound to fail”. A case will be bound to fail (and
therefore totally without merit) where there is “no rational basis on which the claim could
succeed“.

57. That is certainly not the position in the Respondent’s case.  It is the case that “the
substantive issues have never been tried” (See: PETITION-JCPC-15-03-2021, page 1,
paragraph 5).  Issue estoppel applies to that finding by Fancourt J.

58. In absence of trying the issues and examining the evidence, it is ultra vires for any judge to
certify any application as “totally without merit”.   The motive for doing so is mala fide.

59. Page 2, paragraph 6, through to paragraph 22 of page 4, confirms that the “substantive
issues” that Fancourt was referring to is the preliminary issue that “goes to the heart of”
each and every single application and the damages claim itself.

60. The Court of Appeal in Wasif made a number of observations as to the meaning of “TWM”
and 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.

61. The preliminary consideration that has been concealed and evaded presents a realistically
arguable basis of claim and one mired in fraud centered around that preliminary
consideration.     The practice has been to conceal fraud with the malicious and unjust
certifications as “TWM” without hearing or trying any of the Respondent’s case whatsoever.
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62. As defined by the Court of Appeal, “TWM” means “no more or less than bound to fail”.

63. The authorities cited by the Respondent, in conjunction with the preliminary consideration, 
proves that the Court has a duty to go behind any order in insolvency proceedings if there is 
not a debt due in truth and reality and that is the case in respect of both the £25k alleged 
petition debt as it is the claim exceeding £4.1 million.    That has never been done. I am 
asking for it to be done now.

64. The Respondent has been defrauded and the Court has failed in its duty to investigate the 
circumstances where prima facie grounds were made out from which to have done so.  That 
position is not and cannot possibly be “TWM”.

65. Furthermore, there has been a fraud upon the Court and all the orders made in the case are 
void ab initio wherein that fraud is proven on the strength of the evidence. (See: PETITION-
JCPC-15-03-2021); page 4, paragraph 27 - 32 and paragraph 33 – 41.   The point being is that 
the alleged petition debt of £25k ceases to exist from the outset and the proofs of debt are 
all fraudulent.     The exhibit referred to at paragraph 36, page 2, line 19 – 26 cites from in 
Dawodu v American Express [2001] BPIR 983:
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”

66. It is not res judicata to make any number of applications to set aside an order in insolvency 
proceedings if there is not a debt due in truth and reality.

67. If any diligence or standard of review was applied whatsoever, even for 10-minutes, it would 
have been found that nothing was ever due to Middlesbrough FC.    That position is proven 
beyond doubt and therefore it is proven that the Respondent’s case has more than a 
reasonable prospect of success.

The proven breaches of fiduciary duty by Hannon that has been concealed: 

68. In relation to the duty of the office holder, Hannon, the Respondent refers to page 16,
paragraph 117 (Re Home and Colonial Insurance Co [1930] 1 Ch 102).   Sections 7A, 262B,
218(3) and 218(4) of the Insolvency Act 1986 are specific statutory duties to report
potential criminal offences to the Secretary of State or the Lord Advocate via the
Intelligence & Enforcement Directorate of the Insolvency Service as soon as the facts are
known.   Hannon failed in those duties, fundamentally, because he is not going to report
himself for the crimes he has committed in conspiracy.

69. Hannon also failed in his reporting obligations and has committed both stand alone
offences under section 327(1) and 328(1) of the Proceeds of Crime Act 2002.
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70. 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. In Pulsford v 
Devenish [1903] 2 ch.625 it was held that the liquidator had been negligent in his statutory 
duty and was liable in damages to unpaid creditors of the liquidating company of whose 
claims he was aware and who had no notice of the liquidation until long after the 
dissolution of the company. Hannon has caused very substantial losses to my fellow 
creditors and I.

71. “The liquidator’s misfeasance may consist of negligence in admitting to proof claims against 
the insolvent estate without making proper inquiry”. (Re Windsor Steam Coal Co [1929] 1 Ch 
151). Hannon did precisely that, only 3 times over and then disposed of both companies to 
defraud creditors.

72. No remedy was ever forthcoming, I was reversed into the defendant by the shockingly 
corrupt UK injustice system who sought only to protect the offenders from prosecution.

73. See also; PETITION-JCPC-15-03-2021, page 17, paragraph 123 – 125 in relation to going 
behind judgments in insolvency.  See, page 17, paragraph 126 – 131 in relation to the 
fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte and the proven statutory demands.

74. In Wasif, paragraph 17(2) it was found by the Court of Appeal that;

“[N]o 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.” 

75. That is certainly not the case here, the Court has concealed the fraud and has failed to hear
any one of the Respondent’s applications when the case is proven.   The impartiality of
justice was compromised form the outset.

76. It is necessary to study the Respondent’s pleadings of fraud and the evidence presented in
that petition and indeed, within the submissions the Respondent has made to the Court
proving fraud beyond reasonable doubt.

The CPR & the overriding objective 

77. The Civil Procedure Rules (“CPR”) are the rule of law that governs how civil justice in the UK
is to be administered.  It is the principal duty of the courts to administer the rule of law,
fairly, impartially, and according to law.  In this case, that has never happened.

78. CPR 1.1(f) states that the Court must be seen to be: “enforcing compliance with rules, practice
directions and orders”.   CPR 1.2 make it law that the Court must; “seek to give effect to the
overriding objective when it – (a) exercises any power given to it by the Rules or  (b) interprets any
rule subject to rules 76.2, 79.2 and 80.2, 82.2 and 88.2.

79. CPR 1.3 places a duty on the parties to help the Court in furtherance of the overriding
objective and CPR 1.4 is the duty of the Court to manage cases.

CASE FILE: Page 1388                   PDF: Page 149 of 994

https://intelligenceuk.com/PM-15-03-2021/PETITION-JCPC-15-03-2021.pdf


11 

80. CPR 1.4(1) is that “The court must further the overriding objective by actively managing cases” and
(2) “Active case management includes”.

81. Below I list only the active case management issues that must be addressed in this
directions application:

(b) identifying the issues at an early stage;

(c) deciding promptly which issues need full investigation and trial and accordingly disposing
summarily of the others;

(d) deciding the order in which issues are to be resolved;

The courts must take into account 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: 

The public interest test: 

82. Broadly, the presumption is that the public interest requires prosecution where there has
been a contravention of the criminal law.  In this case there have been many, and all have
been committed by lawyers, judges and an insolvency practitioner who purport to be
officers of the court.

83. 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).

84. 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.   In this case that has not happened
and it is in the national public interest and it is the primary duty of this Court to put those
wrongdoings right and to prosecute the perpetrators.

Lord Bingham of Cornhill's eight principles of the rule of law: 

1. The Accessibility of the Law: The law must be accessible and so far as possible intelligible, clear and predictable.

2. Law not Discretion: Questions of legal right and liability should ordinarily be resolved by application of the law
and not the exercise of discretion.

3. Equality before the Law: The laws of the land should apply equally to all, save to the extent that objective
differences justify differentiation.

4. The Exercise of Power: Ministers and public officers at all levels must exercise the powers conferred on them in
good faith, fairly, for the purpose for which the powers were conferred, without exceeding the limits of such powers
and not unreasonably.

5. Human Rights: The law must afford adequate protection of fundamental human rights.
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6. Dispute Resolution: Means must be provided for resolving, without prohibitive cost or inordinate delay, bona
fide civil disputes which the parties themselves are unable to resolve.

7. A Fair Trial: Adjudicative procedures provided by the state should be fair.

8. The Rule of Law in the International Legal Order: The rule of law requires compliance by the state with its
obligations in international law as in national law.

85. In the present case, the 8 principles above have been violated in many ways.

86. In short, it is in the public interest to prosecute dishonest lawyers, insolvency practitioners
and judges who collude to prevent justice being served on themselves and others.  The
offence is defined in statutory law as conspiracy to pervert the course of justice and the
public interest must be preserved first and foremost in prosecuting the offence.

87. All ministers are required, under section 3(1) of the Constitutional Reform Act to "uphold the
continued independence of the judiciary." The Lord Chancellor has an additional duty,
expressed in the oath of office, to "defend" that independence.   This defence includes
preventing undue Government influence on judicial decisions (including undue ministerial
criticism of judicial decisions), ensuring adequate resources for the judiciary to exercise
their functions and having regard to the public interest.

88. The Lord Chancellor has failed in his duty by being the prime advocate of this insane
lawlessness and outright corruption founded by undue political interference with our courts
and judiciary.  It was for that reason I made the petition for mandatory order with my
committal claim.  That petition was also disposed of without hearing, a case of corruptors
covering for one another, preventing justice from being served on themselves and others.

89. The issue is that the impartiality of the entire justice system is compromised and it is for
that reason I contest jurisdiction, because this is all rigged by the offenders who have been
perverting the course of justice to start with.  The principle of nemo judex in causa sua
applies, the order givers are the ones being the judges of their own cause. It is they who
have been coercing the judiciary to behave in the way they have done from the outset.

The evidence of indictable only offences in the public interest to prosecute: 

90. The Respondent’s evidence is irrefutable, and the Respondent focuses solely on the
evidence, the facts and the laws.  All three feature in the dishonest concealment and and
acts of corruption inflicted upon me by a corrupt judiciary led by corrupt officials, namely
the now Lord Chancellor himself, the Lord Chief Justice and the Attorney General’s Office.

91. The doctrine of wilful blindness really hits the nail on the head in this case. Knowledge by
the fact finder whose suspicion is aroused to the point where he sees the need for further
inquiries, but deliberately chooses not to make those inquiries.  Spoliation of evidence
prevails, being the intentional, reckless, or negligent withholding, hiding, altering,
fabricating, or destroying of evidence in a proceeding.

CASE FILE: Page 1390                   PDF: Page 151 of 994



13 

92. It is those acts of corruption that constitute a fraud upon the Court, nullifying all the orders
in the case. One cannot found something on nothing, but this case is founded on fraud after
fraud and one void order upon the other.

93. “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]).

94. The classic example, doctrine of wilful blindness and spoliation of evidence is that inflicted
on the Respondent more recently by Fancourt, who has a pending application for a warrant
for his arrest, for abusing his position and defrauding the Respondent.  The technique of the
corrupt judiciary throughout has been to spoliate evidence (only hearing one side) and then
to rule against the Respondent in absence of hearing or examining my case and the
evidence.

95. Fancourt wilfully failed to prosecute proven dishonesty and material non-disclosure on the
part of his fellow corruptors, the principal offenders, Ohrenstein, Womble Bond Dickinson,
Staunton, Hannon and Middlesbrough FC. The application of 28th October 2020 was never
tried nor heard.

96. The position in relation to the order of 6th November 2020 is that it is ultra vires of Fancourt
to have made any order in absence of hearing both parties evidence.   Both the orders of 6th

November 2020 and 11th November 2020 are void as ultra vires.

The evidence: 

97. I refer to the email I sent to the Court on 10th March 2021 at 08.45AM GMT containing
those submissions and the evidence on which I rely.

98. I refer to: SUBMISSION-22-01-2021, which is the submission proving categorically that
Fancourt, by his own admission, evaded all of the Respondent’s evidence relied upon.   Page
1, paragraph 1.1 refers to the admissions from the transcript of that hearing of 6th

November 2020.  Fancourt admitted the obvious, that nothing has ever been tried.

99. At page 1, the highlighted parts, Fancourt acknowledged that the matter of the validity of
the assignment (the law makes both of them valid) has never been tried, in fact only
concealed and misrepresented by Nugee.    At page 2, Fancourt admits he did not access
one single part of the evidence on which the Respondent sought to have relied with the
application of 28th October 2020 that sought to deal with the multiple frauds.    It is
necessary to read and study the rest of that submission in some concise detail.

100. The reasons I made the recusal application and warrant of arrest against Fancourt are
only too clear and self-explanatory.  He was assisting the offenders, perverting the course of
justice whilst defrauding the Respondent of the assigned investments, the sum of the
demand exceeding £1.17 million.
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Fancourt was judicially disqualified, but he affixed himself to the case anyway: 

101. From 10th November 2020 Fancourt was judicially disqualified from hearing the case.
Acting non-judicially, knowing he was conflicted.   Fancourt affixed himself to the case and
in absence of hearing the application to recuse him from the case, he went on to originate a
false instrument GCRO to conceal the blatant and obvious fraud he himself prevented from
being tried.

102. I refer to: PERMISSION_APPEAL_SNOWDEN_J_ORDER_03_03_2021.  I turn to page 2,
paragraph 2 and 3 of ground A.   It is indisputable that it was ultra vires (beyond his powers)
for any judge to continue presiding over a case in absence of determination of the
application to recuse him.   On this ground alone, the order of 11th November 2020 is void
as ultra vires.  One does not have to appeal a void order. (See page 3, paragraphs 6 – 11).

The principle of natural justice has been violated by Fancourt: 

103. As referred to in my Petition filed with this submission (PETITION-JCPC-15-03-2021), 
page 7, paragraphs 43 and 44, both principles of natural justice have been violated.

104. The Respondent refers to the transcript of the hearing of 6th November 2020 (See: 
Main Index: the PDF portfolio titled; PM-26-11-2020), tab_1. Read page 12 of the 
transcript.  Moving to page 14, Ohrenstein cites that the sum of the statutory demand (c.
£1.17 million) is disputed because the underlaying claim is disputed as is the assignment. 
Now please read pages 15 through to 17.

105. At the bottom of page 17, Fancourt relays the correct factual position after Ohrenstein 
lied and attempted to state that the assignment has been found to have been ineffective:

Fancourt J: Well, it seems to me the position is that the, the validity of the assignment by 
EW MFC to EE was never actually decided by a judge at a, at a trial. 

106. The fact of the matter is that law makes both assignments valid and any disagreement
or deviation from the position is not a disagreement with me, but it is one that affronts the
supremacy of the rule of law itself.

107. At page 18 (B) Ohrenstein then “U-turns” on his lie where he said the assignment had
been held to have been ineffective:

Mr Ohrenstein: There has not been a trial of these matters. 

108. At page 15 (B) of the transcript, Ohrenstein said this:

But we, we do not get to that stage, because the first assignment has clearly been considered by the 
Court on repeated occasions. 

109. At page 18 (F), by then Ohrenstein could not keep composure so Fancourt assisted with
his lies, “putting the words into his mouth” furthering the fraud by stating this:
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Fancourt J:  Anyway, what, what, what you say, I think, is essentially this. The, the underlying debt is 
disputed because the two parties have completely different cases on the termination of the original 
contractual relationship as to who, who was at fault and what damages claims or debt claims arise 
out of that, so that, that is one level of dispute. There, there is a level of dispute about the 
assignment to EE, and now you say there is a further level of dispute about whether there could have 
been a valid assignment to Mr Millinder personally - 
 

110. It is plainly evidenced that Fancourt was assisting Ohrenstein by making up stories for 
him to further his case, telling him what to say, when he knew all of it is complete 
nonsense.  It was in fact, for that reason, Fancourt also evaded all of the evidence and the 
application for trial made by the Respondent on 28th October 2020.    
 

111. I move briefly to; PETITION-15-03-2021; The preliminary consideration set out at page 2, 
paragraph 6 through to paragraph 16 of page 3 is proven and cannot be diminished.   

 
112. Likewise, the evidence Fancourt evaded, in particular tab_Z10, page 7, there is yet 

another notice of the absolute assignment of the investment the Respondent made in 
Empowering Wind MFC Ltd to Parent Company.  I quote: 

 
“We assigned the investment made in the project to Empowering's parent on 29th June 2015 
during a board meeting after receiving the Notice to Terminate from you and at that time, its 
Parent took on the debt”. 
 

113. By that time, Bloom had the statutory demand and the assignment in his possession.  It 
cannot be disputed therefore that on 3rd January 2017 Bloom had express notice in writing 
of the assignment and the law makes the assignment therein effectual from that date of 
that notice, but in fact, he was served with the assignment on 30th June 2015.   It was that 
assignment that founded both demands and the validity of the assignment cannot in any 
way be diminished.       
 

114. It was that assignment Bloom lied about in his statement as well as withholding that 
particular email chain, along with the assignment itself referred to at page 4, part B of the 
statutory demand (also an absolute assignment).  (See: PM-03-03-2021, tab_Z8, page 6 and 
the assignment back to the Respondent at pages 1 & 2).  Both assignments are effectual in 
law from the date of notice.   
 

115. Fancourt knew that on 21st March 2018 Nugee J made an order listing the application of 
1st March 2018 for a hearing in the usual way.  It was that application that was to set aside 
the £25k and the “consent order” (when there was no consent).    

 
116. Prior to that, on 5th February 2018, Staunton himself admitted that the investments had 

been assigned, therefore they all know, on both grounds, they had no position from which 
to have filed the petition (without notice).   They knew that neither I nor Earth Energy owed 
Middlesbrough FC a single penny.     
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117. The petition is, in itself a fraud and a nullity, so the argument on void dispositions is 
totally without merit.   The argument on the disputed assignment is also totally without 
merit, because law makes both assignments valid and the argument that the underlaying 
claim is also totally without merit, because even if Middlesbrough FC did not refuse the 
connection (they did) no money was owed and the position on Force Majeure has already 
been tried and proven. Issue estoppel applies to the finding of Nugee J on 5th February 
2018.     

 
118. I refer to page 10 of: PETITION-JCPC-15-03-2021, paragraph 71 refers to Bloom’s false 

ex-parte witness statement where he lied and said:  
 

“as at 15 December 2016, no such assignment had occurred”   “I have seen no evidence of any 
assignment”. 

 
119. Likewise, the false representation on the part of Nugee was also on the assignment, to 

make its terms not absolute when it was (but without conducting any review of Bloom’s 
false witness statement or the material non-disclosure whatsoever).  I refer to page 4 of the 
petition, paragraph 24, reading and following to paragraph 27.  
 

120. The claim of the statutory demand is therefore proven and the debt cannot be disputed.  
 

121. At page 19(H) Fancourt says this: 
 

Fancourt J: Right, so you say, what, a, presentation a petition would be an abuse of process 
 

122. Fancourt knew that it is an abuse of process on the part of the offenders to have 
presented a covert (without notice) petition on 12th February 2018, just 4-days after 
Staunton himself admitted “what’s assigned are the investments, the £200k”.    
 

123. On the date of presenting their £25k alleged petition, aside from the fact that they all 
knew that there was no debt (it was by then extinguished by 26.6 times – the sum of the 
demand plus standard interest from the date of the assignment), they were served a copy 
of the directions application (See: PM-26-11-2020), tab_T7 of 7th February 2018.  
 

124. Directions were sought just 2-days after that hearing of 5th February 2018.  The 
directions application asked Nugee J to deal with the parts he failed to in the 1 hour 40-
minute hearing.   The offenders knew that the alleged debt was also subject to challenge on 
7th February 2018 and on that ground alone they knew that presentation of a petition is an 
abuse of process.  The position cannot be undermined, on Fancourt’s own terms.    It is a 
case of double standards corruption and actual bias.  The directions letter bears a seal of 7th 
February 2018.   It is necessary for the Judge to read all the contents of that letter. 
  

125. The fact that Nugee failed to provide directions, because he too has been perverting the 
course of justice, working for the offenders, does not excuse the fact that the alleged £25k 
false liability was in any event subject to challenge prior to presentation of the petition.    
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Page 2, the paragraph marked G, sets out the indisputable position on Force Majeure and 
its effect within the Lease and the ESA.   

 
126. Tab_T8  is my skeleton with the application of 1st March 2018 seeking to set aside the 

alleged consent order where there was no genuine consent.  Again, this was served on the 
offenders, including Staunton on the same day, 1st March 2018.    

Had disclosure been made no judge would have continued the injunction of 16/01/2017:  

127. Page 2 of that skeleton sets out an irrefutable position in law; Had the offenders not 
breached their continuing duty of disclosure and disclosed the Penningtons Manches LLP 
complaint of material non-disclosure on 11th January 2017 (tab_01f), any judge would have 
discovered what is the most prolific case of fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte by lawyers, 
with a “shopping list” of material exhibits fraudulently withheld.   

 
128. Had the offenders fulfilled their continuing duty to disclose material facts and any 

change in circumstances and disclosed that letter no judge would have made the order.     
 

129. Further, it would have been discovered that there is no genuine consent because I did 
not agree to pay costs and therefore, had disclosure been made, the order of 16th January 
2017 most certainly would not have been made.     

 
130. The principle in Jenkins v Livesey (formerly Jenkins): HL 1985 applies, insofar as the need 

for an applicant to demonstrate that the non-disclosure was material and led to the court 
making a substantially different order to the order it would have made if full and frank 
disclosure had been provided.    I did that, the position is indisputable, it was still evaded.   

 
131. The position is absolutely irrefutable, and the non-disclosure of the Penningtons 

Manches LLP letter was convened with dishonest intent to conceal what was the most 
prolific case of dishonest non-disclosure ex-parte by lawyers in the history of UK law.  That 
position cannot be concealed nor undone for the offenders were under a continuing duty to 
disclose and, I repeat, had disclosure of that letter been made, no judge would have 
continued the injunction on 16th January 2017 proving beyond doubt the order was founded 
by fraud.  

 
132. It was, however, that irrefutable position set out above that Pelling relied on in 

certifying the application to set aside the order founded by fraud as “TWM” and likewise, 
Fancourt did precisely the same.  The strategy of the corrupt judiciary in preventing justice 
being served on the offenders is to spoliate evidence and to certify everything as “TWM” 
with totally no consideration whatsoever to originate these false instrument restraint 
orders as a form of concealment.  That is in reality, why the corrupt Attorney General’s 
Office has brought this application against the Respondent.  

 
133. Page 7 of the skeleton (tab_T8), paragraph 33, refers to the fact that the covert winding 

up petition was served on 22nd February 2018 when the directions application was still not 
determined, and paragraph 34 refers to the fact that no money is owed to the alleged 
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Conscious and premeditated dishonesty (s.5 Perjury and fraud by false representation – s.2 of 
the Fraud Act 2006) founded the winding up order of 28th March 2018  

 
134. I refer to my PDF portfolio of exhibits titled: PM-03-03-2021.  I move to tab_Z6, the line 

numbered submission containing direct links to the further evidence referred to.  At page 2, 
line 7, the false statement Staunton made, was made because he knew that Nugee, with 
whom he was conspiring, committed fraud by false representation.  Staunton said this:  
 
“That’s an exact quote by Mr Justice Nugee of the resolution”.    
 

135. At tab_Z9, this is the report of 54-pages, being one of the 13 exhibits of material 
information dishonestly withheld from the ex-parte hearing of 23rd October 2020.  At page 
36, line 4 – 6, this is the fraud by false representation committed by Nugee in his order 
therein referred to.  The original terms of the assignment is at line 10 – 13 and it is an 
absolute assignment of the investments.     
 

136. Staunton knew that, as did Nugee, which is why they both committed fraud by false 
representation in statutory conspiracy to defraud me of over £640,000 when they knew 
that neither the assignment nor the underlying claim could be disputed on any grounds 
whatsoever.  It is no coincidence that it was the report, in tandem with that transcript and 
order of 5th February 2018 that was also withheld from the ex-parte hearing of 23rd October 
2020.  I will come on to the materiality of that later into this application.     

 
137. The point I make is that on 11th April 2018, before Briggs, Staunton knew the statement 

he was making was false, because he knew that Nugee had fraudulently misrepresented the 
terms of the assignment and then he sought to rely on his corrupted version to assist the 
offenders in defrauding me.  The position is proven beyond doubt, the evidence proves it, it 
cannot be diminished, it must be addressed and adjudicated upon at trial, for it never has 
been.     

 
138. The entire transcript of the hearing before Briggs on 11th April 2018 

(Transcript_CR_Briggs_11_04_18) does need to be considered, a detailed standard of 
review is required.  Staunton’s dishonesty is in fact off the scale and Briggs was covering for 
him.    Again, remedy was denied, Briggs knew that the assignment extinguished the alleged 
£25k petition debt and that the alleged debt was subject to challenge.   

 
139. Rather than granting relief for the obvious abuse of process petition, he adjourned it 

before the next “layer” in the conspiracy, Pelling, so that on 8th June 2018 Pelling could 
evade all the evidence and cover it up with his false instrument ECRO made on 28th June 
2018.   

 
140. They fail to try applications and claims to assist the offenders. They aid and abet fraud 

by dishonest lawyers, deny remedy to the victim for the wrongdoings and then conceal it 
with restraint orders.  A case of “justice subject to status”, impunity provided to fellow 
white-collar criminals who use the UK’s courts to defraud.  
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141. We come back to tab_Z6, page 2, line 11, on 5th February 2018, Staunton admits the 
investments had been assigned.   At line 18 – 22, also notice of absolute assignment 
provided to Bloom therein on 3rd January 2017.    

 
142. Page 3, reading line 17 through to line 41 of page 4.  It is proven that Bloom knew the 

statement he made in respect of the assignment was false.  
 

143. Bloom is guilty of the indictable only offence of section 5 of the Perjury Act 1911 but 
also of fraud by failing to disclose information in statutory conspiracy with Staunton, 
Womble Bond Dickinson and Middlesbrough FC.  Those are all indictable only offences.     

 
144. Page 10, line 14 through to line 38 proves that Staunton had the conscious and 

premeditated intent to lie to Judge Barber about the assignment on 28th March 2018, just as 
he did the order of 21st March 2018 that he said to Briggs he disclosed to Barber when it is 
proven he lied about the assignment and the cross claim.    

 
145. The fact that the judges in this case have sought to conceal this shows what a complete 

sham the UK justice system has become, political interference is the driver.   
 

146. The corrupt judiciary have sought, acting dishonestly, to certify applications that are 
proven as totally without merit to originate false instrument (s.1 & s.3 of the Forgery & 
Counterfeiting Act 1981) to conceal their fraud and the frauds of others.   

 
147. It is clear that all responsible knew of the criminal property they were concealing 

resulting from those blatant frauds and they have committed the indictable only offences of 
statutory conspiracy to defraud and conspiracy to pervert the course of justice, but also the 
offence under section 327(1) of the Proceeds of Crime Act 2002 for concealing criminal 
property.      

 
148. Indeed, the application made by the corrupt Attorney General has tendency to interfere 

with the proper administration of justice and to conceal criminal property I have been 
defrauded of.   

 
149. At Submission_AGO_04_02_2021, the email that the AGO Director General has read 

459 times over two-weeks, I asked for the lawyers to confirm the date on which they sought 
consent prior to making their authorization to bring this application on 20th May 2020 and 
prior to filing it in October 2020.  I have since confirmed that they did not seek consent, 
knowing of the criminal offences they have been trying to conceal.   

 
150. The Attorney General has perverted the course of justice and is also guilty of the stand-

alone offence conferred in section 328(1) of the Proceeds of Crime At 2002 for failing to 
seek permission, as is the Government Legal Department.  A cesspool of corruption 
designed to provide impunity to fellow criminals.  
 

151. In respect of the offence of fraud by false representation.  I need to get over the burden 
that the offender knew the claims they were making were false.    
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152. That is not a high bar to attain on the strength of the evidence and the admission by 

Staunton, instructed by Womble Bond Dickinson.    
 

Section 2 of the Fraud Act 2006 

 
153. I refer back to my PDF portfolio of tabulated exhibits: PM-03-03-2021, moving to 

tab_Z9, my report with the first page table of contents for ease in navigation.  We click on 
“Ulick Staunton – Counsel for MFC admitted in writing that the claims are false on 9th 
January 2017” (page 14 of the report).  It is self-explanatory and should determine the 
materiality of disclosure of the report during the ex-parte hearing of 23rd October 2020.  
 

154. The burden of proof, in accord with the statutory offence (s.2 of the Fraud Act 2006) is 
that:     

 
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. 
 

155. The actus reus of the statutory offence coincides substantially with the new two-stage 
test for dishonesty set in Ivey v Genting Casinos [2017] UKSC 67, the same test that applies 
both in civil and criminal prosecutions: 
 
(a) What was the defendant’s actual state of knowledge or belief as to the facts? 
(b) Was his conduct dishonest by the standards of ordinary decent people? 
 

156. The defendant’s actual state of knowledge and belief as to the facts is set out in 
Womble Bond Dickinson’s own note of hearing prepared by them and their counsel, Ulick 
Staunton on 9th January 2017.    
 

157. At page 14 of the report (tab_Z9), line 5 & 6, I recite what Ulick Staunton said in writing 
in the note of hearing.    At line 7 – 33 I provide analysis of the definition and operative 
provision of Force Majeure within both contracts and their effect.  
 

158. The clear and obvious effect is that no money was ever due to Middlesbrough FC.  That 
is somewhat material and the issues are inextricably linked.   Read page 3, line 15 – line 26.  
The point I make is that Middlesbrough FC, Womble Bond Dickinson and Staunton failed 
whatsoever to disclose the fact that they refused the connection, rendering the project 
absolutely useless.    

 
159. That fact is also material, in conjunction with non-disclosure of the fact that the ESA is 

conditional upon my (“The Generator’s) “full satisfaction of” entering into a “Connection 
Agreement” that Middlesbrough FC refused.   Further, it is somewhat material that in 
absence of my full satisfaction of the two conditions precedent, any “Invoicing & payment” 
was also contractually prohibited.  
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160. This position is really not at all complex.   I have to repeat it, because then we can be 
sure that the cover up is nothing other than deliberate, as we knew anyway.  

The evidential test:  

161. The evidence, being that note of hearing on Womble Bond Dickinson’s own headed 
paper proves beyond reasonable doubt that on 9th January 2017, Middlesbrough FC, 
Womble Bond Dickinson and Staunton knew that no money was owed to them.    Staunton, 
their own barrister admitted both orally during the hearing and in the notice of hearing that 
Force Majeure applied, absolving the liability.  
 

162. There is an additional evidential test to apply and that is on the evidence that was 
before them, the statutory demand itself that originated their ex-parte hearing.   For this, I 
refer back to my PDF portfolio titled: PM-03-03-2021, tab_Z8, page 4, which is page 2 of the 
demand dated 6th January 2017.    The first paragraph of the statement of the demand cites: 

 
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. 
 

163. Given that the opening paragraph of the demand refers to the Debtor (Middlesbrough 
FC) unlawfully forfeiting the Lease on the grounds of non-payment when no money was 
owed and that Middlesbrough FC, their instructing solicitors Womble Bond Dickinson, also 
Hannon, their co-conspirer read that statement, they knew that Force Majeure applies in 
both the Lease and the ESA.     The rest of the statement of the demand is all about the 
connection agreement that Middlesbrough FC refused.   
 

164. Neither in Bloom’s statement, nor in any of the written or oral submissions, there is no 
mention whatsoever of the fact that they refused the connection, which formed the entire 
purpose and basis of the option agreement and the understanding therein on which I 
completed the Lease in the first instance.     That dishonest concealment of fact came in 
tandem with the non-disclosure of the 3 grid connection contracts I exhibit at in my PDF 
portfolio titled: PM-12-03-2021, tab_A1, A2 & A3.   

Dishonest concealment of the fact that Middlesbrough FC refused the connection:  

165. I move back to my PDF portfolio titled: PM-09-12-2020 (no. 8 of the index), tab_AG2 
sets out the materiality of the connection contracts referred to above and how they are 
inextricably linked.   If one is not completed, the connection falls down.     

 
166. Tab_AG1 sets out how the connection configuration is a completed collateral contract 

affirmed during the option period wherein page 1, lines 7 – 10 sets out the purpose of the 
Option Agreement, recited from the completed Option Agreement itself. I quote: 

 
“The Developer intends to construct, connect to the Grid and operate a 9Om high wind turbine at the 
property” 

CASE FILE: Page 1399                   PDF: Page 160 of 994

https://intelligenceuk.com/PM-15-03-2021/PM-03-03-2021.pdf
https://intelligenceuk.com/PM-15-03-2021/Tab_Z8---APPENDIX_A.pdf
https://intelligenceuk.com/PM-15-03-2021/PM-12-03-2021.pdf
https://intelligenceuk.com/PM-15-03-2021/Tab_A1---Connection_Offer.pdf
https://intelligenceuk.com/PM-15-03-2021/Tab_A2---Connection_Deed.pdf
https://intelligenceuk.com/PM-15-03-2021/Tab_A3---NPG_Asset_Sale_MFC.pdf
https://www.dropbox.com/s/vhrapzmto8wlgz7/8.PM-09-12-2020.pdf?dl=0
https://intelligenceuk.com/PM-15-03-2021/INDEX-updated-18-12-2020.pdf
https://intelligenceuk.com/PM-09-12-2020/Tab_AG2---The_grid_connection.pdf
https://intelligenceuk.com/PM-09-12-2020/Tab_AG2---The_grid_connection.pdf
https://intelligenceuk.com/PM-09-12-2020/Tab_AG2---The_grid_connection.pdf


22 

167. It is necessary for the Judge to read and acquaint with the submission at page 1, line 11, 
through to line 8 of page 4. Page 4 also contains the connection diagram that 
Middlesbrough FC had in their possession from 4th January 2013.  The point I make is, again 
incontrovertible in law. The purpose of the Option Agreement is for both parties to 
investigate, procure and secure the prequisite parts required so that the development can 
commence.

168. The purpose is essentially that if either party becomes dissatisfied with either the 
technical or commercial terms being arranged during the option agreement, the aggrieved 
party could negate without financial commitment.     It is steadfast that the third-party 
proposer to the collateral contract, Northern Powergrid, the Distribution Network Operator 
had proposed the terms of the connection at page 2, line 12:

“proposing to pass over ownership of the two existing substations on site to the club” 

169. The requirement of Middlesbrough FC to take ownership of its substations formed the
entire basis of the connection being proposed. That is the same and only connection
method for the turbine.

170. After Bloom of Middlesbrough FC extended the Option Agreement on 7th November
2012 for the specific purpose of securing that connection, the configuration terms were
made final.   On 7th February 2015, Middlesbrough FC refused to take ownership to
establish the connection, rendering the project entirely useless.

171. In criminal prosecutions weight must also be given to the Barton test in R v David Barton
and Rosemary Booth [2020] EWCA Crim 575 which derives from the Ivey test:

The Lord Chief Justice stated: “We wish to endorse the respondent’s submission that the test of 
dishonesty formulated in Ivey remains a test of the defendant’s state of mind – his or her knowledge 
or belief – to which the standards of ordinary decent people are applied.  This results in dishonesty 
being assessed by reference to society’s standards rather than the defendant’s understanding of 
those standards.” 

172. Moving back to my PDF portfolio of exhibits titled: PM-03-03-2021, tab_Z10, this is the
fresh evidence I adduced from the hard drive of my antiquated PC the January 2020 after
flying all the way back to the UK (6,000 miles and a £5,500 bill) to recover it.   When I
adduced it, as usual, Nugee spoliated the evidence, as the offenders have all done
throughout, because he knew it proved my case of dishonesty against the offenders he was
preventing from being prosecuted.

173. At page 8 of tab_Z10, on 3rd January 2017, at 20.38PM Bloom responded to the email
chain from me at page 9 - 15.    Note the synergy, Bloom branded me then as a “vexatious
litigant” when I had not even then made any application against him.    Anything that does
not suit the white-collar criminal purported lawyer or judge’s sinister motives in defrauding
in the name of law and justice is “vexatious” and this is precisely why we are here today.
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174. The point I make is that the email chain that Bloom also failed to disclose proves that he 
himself jointly negotiated and agreed the connection with me during the Option Period.    

 
175. At page 13, the email from Mr Ryan of Northern Powergrid specified the connection on 

16th October 2012:     
 

“The stadium has two substations both connected to the same 11KV system. These will need to be 
disconnected from the Northern Powergrid system and connected to the customer owned 11KV 
network” 
 

176. “Customer” is Middlesbrough FC for the purpose of the connection contracts.   That 
email in itself makes the connection configuration absolutely clear.  At the top of page 12, 
there is a further email from Tony Ryan of Northern Powergrid of 19th November 2012 again 
specifying the express requirement:  
 
“The connection arrangement will be similar to that discussed earlier with the two existing 
substations being disconnected from our system and transferred to the clubs ownership” 
 

177. At the top of page 11 there is an email from me to Mr Ryan of Northern Powergrid with 
Bloom and Smith of Middlesbrough FC copied, relying to the email chain below asking when 
we will receive the Connection Offer letter (the one that Middlesbrough FC withheld from 
the ex-parte hearing).   At page 10, there is a further email from Mr Ryan of Northern 
Powergrid of 10th December 2012 again confirming the express requirement of the 
connection configuration.  I quote:  
 
As we are proposing to pass over ownership of the two existing substations on site to the club 
 

178. It is the Distribution Network Operator who specifies how the connection to the 
electricity grid they own is to be conducted, not the Developer.  The clear and proven 
proposal is for the Club to take ownership of its existing substations so that the turbine 
could connect into their part of the private 11Kv network.   That connection configuration 
formed the entire basis and understanding on which I completed the Lease on 17th June 
2013, after that connection offer was finalised.      
 

179. The Option Agreement was from 12th June 2012 and was extended by Bloom on 7th 
November 2012 on the basis of securing that same and only connection.     The collateral 
contract, affirming the configuration was made final upon Bloom extending the option.  The 
prerequisite parts negotiated and completed during the Option Period are made final upon 
exercise of it and completion of the Lease.  The position is irrevocable in law.    
 

180. Any deviation away from the position defeats the purpose of having either an option to 
lease or an option to purpose and no development in the UK is ever safe.    

 
181. The proven fact of the matter is that I was fraudulently misrepresented into firstly 

extending the Option and then completing the Lease, only for Middlesbrough FC to “U-turn” 
two-years later when I needed to implement that connection.     
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182. The insolvencies and the further, more serious frauds, all originated from that.   The 

position has been concealed altogether by the corrupt judiciary in Chancery, only for 
Fancourt to observe on 6th January 2017 that:  

 
Fancourt J: The Chancellor was saying was that, that the underlying substantive issues have 
never in fact been tried, that there was an opportunity to raise such substantive issues at an 
earlier time, but they were not taken as points at the right time and, because of orders that 
were then made, it is too late to try to raise them now. That, that is really his line of 
reasoning, I think. 

 
183. The comment above shows what a total lawless, biased and unjust absolute mess the 

UK’s justice system has become.   The “underlaying substantive issues” referred to is the 
preliminary consideration that is proven beyond doubt.  
 

184. The underlaying substantive issues are what Jones had concealed after circumventing 
the application that sought to deal with the fraudulent non-disclosure, the fraud by abuse 
of position on the part of Hannon, the false witness statement of Bloom and the false 
statutory “Official Receiver’s Report to Court” of 15th December 2017 on the part of 
Hannon.   Jones knew, by his own admission, quote:   “for my purposes dishonesty is not going 
to matter I can’t judge” 

 
185. The offences of section 5 of the Perjury Act 1911 in relation to the false instrument 

applications to Bristol County Court certified as true by the lawyers acting for 
Middlesbrough FC knowing that they were false and the frauds by false representation in 
the form of the first claim presented by Staunton to cause the winding up of Empowering 
Wind MFC on 19th September 2016.   The proof of debt Hannon accepted on 1st December 
2016 in the sum of £256,269.89, being the claim used to unlawfully forfeit the Lease. The 
claim of £541,308.89, the second proof of debt made by Bloom on 20th December 2016 and 
the third, made by Gill on 2nd February 2017 in the sum exceeding £4.1 million have all been 
concealed from the outset by the corrupt judiciary. Starting with Jones and ending with 
Snowden, the last layer deployed to the false instrument GCRO to continue perverting the 
course of justice, whilst attempting to lead me to believe the article is genuine to prejudice 
my rights when I know it is entirely false.   
 

186. The point I make is that any lawyer in Womble Bond Dickinson (who I paid to complete 
the same contracts with the Club, including the Option Agreement) would know, that the 
purpose of the Option Agreement was that:  

 
“The Developer intends to construct, connect to the Grid and operate a 9Om high wind turbine at the 
property” 

 
187. They all knew that Middlesbrough FC refused the connection and it is evidenced that 

Michael Brown, instructed by Bloom, the former senior partner of Womble Bond Dickinson 
also “u-turned” on the connection, I quote:  
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On 25 September 2012 09:04AM, Michael Brown wrote: 
 
Thanks Andrew – apparently there has been some suggestion about the need to transfer the two 
existing substations from the DNO to the club – do you know anything about this? 
 

188. Then on 13th May 2015, Brown said this: “I myself made the club’s views clear on the 
configuration issue as early as October 2013” 

The conclusive test for dishonesty:  

189. The point I make in completion of the evidential test is that it is proven beyond 
reasonable doubt that all the parties knew that the purpose of the Option Agreement was 
for the wind turbine to be able to connect to the grid and operate.     

190. Being lawyers, they all knew, as any lay person would do, that in order to operate, the 
turbine needs a connection.   It is evidenced that Brown knew of the express obligation for 
Middlesbrough FC to take ownership of their substations in 2012 and that doing so formed 
the basis of that connection proposed and later jointly agreed in open email 
correspondence and when on 7th November 2012 Bloom extended the Option Agreement 
on the basis of it.    

 
191. It was the concealment of the fact that Middlesbrough FC refused the connection that 

“went to the heart” of the arguments presented in the statutory demand of 5th February 
2017.     

 
192. I refer to the transcript of that call between Hannon and I at; PM-09-12-2020, 

tab_AG11, in particular, Hannon’s admission at page 7.   They have been using the 
fraudulent claims to defraud me of my rights as requisite majority creditor to keep the asset 
beyond the reason of my fellow creditors and I.    

 
193.  There has been a protracted conspiracy to defraud me of my assets whilst providing 

impunity to the offenders and the purported judges involved in the case are as much a part 
of the fraud as the principal offenders.   

 
194. All the orders in the case are void ab initio and now I demand the long-awaited remedy 

for this outright corruption and most serious fraud that has had a dire impact on my life for 
many years.  

Declaration of truth:    

This statement (consisting of 25 pages) is true to the best of my knowledge and belief and I 
make it 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. 

 

 

Paul Millinder 
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 IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE        Claim No: CO/3966/2020 
QUEEN’S BENCH ADMINISTRATIVE COURT  
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Pursuant to Section 9 of the Criminal Justice Act 1967 
Respondent’s skeleton dated March 24 2021 

_________________________________________________________________________________ 

Documents to be pre-read & summary - (Estimated 3 - hours pre-reading time):  

A. DIRECTIONS-15-03-2021 - My directions application to further the overriding objective.  The
issues need to be tried and it is not going to get done in a day.   Page 4, paragraph (“p”) 24
through to p55 of page 8 deals with the fraud by abuse of position, the offence of s.5
Perjury Act 1911 in relation to Hannon’s false statutory report to Court and the other
offences committed by Hannon under the Insolvency Act 1986.

Page 9, p68 & 69 details Hannon’s breach of duty under sections 7A, 282B and 218(4) but
also the offences he has committed under section 327(1) of the Proceeds of Crime Act 2002
for concealing criminal property I have been defrauded of and of section 328(1) of the
Proceeds of Crime Act 2002 for failing in his duty to report.

Page 10, p70 and 71 details the specific breaches of duty in causing me, otherwise requisite
majority creditor, most serious and protracted losses through his breach of duty and p71
deals with precisely what Hannon has done, accepting proofs of debt he has known from
the outset to be false, acting in statutory conspiracy to defraud.  None of those issues have
ever been tried, only concealed.  The corrupt judiciary have provided Hannon and his
conspirers with impunity when they should have been jailed long ago.   That is, in reality,
what this application for an “all proceedings restraint order is about”.

Page 11, p80 to p84 lists the duties of the Court to further the overriding objective and deals
with the public interest duty.  The rest of the directions application needs to be considered
with a diligent standard of review.

B. PETITION-JCPC-15-03-2021 – Page 1, p2 – p4 sets the issue precisely. Dishonest
concealment is in the form of the doctrine of wilful blindness and spoliation of evidence in
complete disregard for every single part of my case.   P4 is where Fancourt was forced to
admit on 6th November 2020 that; “the underlying substantive issues have never in fact been
tried”.  Fancourt was referring to the preliminary consideration that is inextricably linked to
the frauds by false representation, frauds by failing to disclose information (because the
demands cannot be disputed or defended) and the fact that my damages claim is also
proven.    Page 2, p5 – p25 of page 4 sets out the preliminary issue in detail.

Fraud around the assignment:  See page 4, p 27 – p 31.
Fraud around the proofs of debt:  See page 5, p32 – p42.
Violations of natural justice and my right to a fair trial: See page 7, p43 – p46

Tab_7: Pages 163 - 187
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Page 7, p46 – p57, the orders of Fancourt are void ab initio as is the GCRO and all orders 
made thereafter off the back of those void orders.    P54 deals with my right, as the person 
affected by void and voidable orders, ex debito justitiae, to have those orders set aside.  P55 
& 56 lists the authorities on setting aside void orders.  
 
Page 9, paragraph 56, refers to the authority in Dawodu respective of setting aside the false 
liabilities (false instruments used to defraud creditors in proceedings under the Insolvency 
Act 1986 that criminalises any such activity).    That authority applies as much to the 
fraudulent £4.1 million proof of debt as it does the £25k fraudulent petition debt.   It is not 
res-judicata to do so, but the corrupt Court has failed to do so.  I am absolutely correct in 
stating that the purported judges have “stepped into the shoes of the principal offenders”.   
It is proven that it is not res judicata to set aside any order where there is not a debt due in 
truth and reality within the remit of insolvency proceedings and this in itself proves that 
none of my applications are “TWM”.  P60 refers to the enquiry I had requested from the 
outset, being completely absent, yet that is what all the applications sought to do.  
Miscarriage of justice and fraud are both reasons for that enquiry.  
 
Read carefully from page 9, p62 – p72 on the assignment and the law that makes both 
assignments effectual in law from date of service and dishonest concealment of fraud and 
fact.  
 
Jeremy Robin Bloom committed perjury and is in contempt of Court for making a 
knowingly false statement he certified as true: 
 
Page 10, p73 – p106.  It is proven beyond doubt that Bloom is in contempt of court for 
making a knowingly false statement he certified as true.  Dishonesty is around the 
assignment he had in his possession and the grid connection (fraudulent non-disclosure ex-
parte), in tandem with making no disclosure whatsoever ex-parte that Bloom himself jointly 
negotiated and agreed the connection during the option period, extended the option for 
the specific purpose of securing it and then “U-turned” on the connection 18-months later 
when it came to implementation.    This cannot be further concealed; it is all factually 
accurate and proven, it has never been tried.   Murray disposed of the committal claim 
without trial, but it is proven that Bloom, Stewart and Hannon are in contempt of court for 
making false statements.  Neither the application for disclosure or to set aside the stay, nor 
the claim can possibly be “TWM”, but Murray clearly knew of the internal plan to 
maliciously certify as so to conceal the wrongdoings with false instrument restraint orders.   
It is necessary to read and carry out a detailed standard of review of the rest of that 
petition.     
 

C. RESPONSE_AGO_GLD_LIES_18_03_2021 – Reading page 1 (a) – p8 of page 4, then page 9, 
p49 – p53 on the part of the fraud against me by Hannon and the damages he has caused. 
Where is the remedy for being defrauded by Hannon in abuse of his position?  
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D. SKE_RESPONDENT_FRAUD_ON_COURT_VOS_19_03_2021 – Reading all with a diligent 
standard of review.  
 

E. CROSS_EXAMINATION_VOS_14_03_2021  - The cross examination I presented to Vos to 
which he replied “no comment” and the exhibits referred to within that submission 
accessible with one-click.  
 

F. SUBMISSION_VOS_12-03-2021-PM-01 – Reading from page 1, line 1 through to line 38 of 
page 2.  
 

G. Submission_AGO_04_02_2021 – Reading page 3, line 8, through to line 25 of page 8.  
 

H. PERMISSION_APPEAL_SNOWDEN_J_ORDER_03_03_2021 – Reading page 2, p8(A) through 
to p5.   Page 3, p11, the authorities in respect of setting aside void orders and the fact that a 
person affected by a void order can ignore it and raise as a defence where necessary.   Page 
4, p12, “the recusal application”, reading to page 8, p40.   The point being is that notice of 
assignment was in Bloom’s possession with the demand on 3rd January 2017 and by hard 
copy with the dement on 6th January 2017.  At all times thereafter they have known that 
neither I, nor any of my companies owed them a single penny. Again, for good measure, I 
refer to the law that makes both assignments valid at page 9, p47 – p48.  Page 10, p51 – p60 
of page 11.  That is the conscious and pre-meditated dishonesty on the part of Staunton 
that Vos was concealing, again around the assignment and the malicious winding up.    
 

I. PM-03-03-2021 The PDF portfolio of exhibits referred to in the non-determined application 
for permission to appeal (set aside Snowden’s void order).  All of the exhibits need reading. I 
refer in particular to the report at tab_Z9, the 54-page report with the front-page table of 
contents for ease in navigation detailing the multitude of offences committed in statutory 
conspiracy.     Tab_Z3 is the complaint of fraudulent non-disclosure of 24th October 2020 
that Ohrenstein lied about and said was included in the bundle for the hearing of 6th 
November 2020 along with the 13-exhibits withheld from the ex-parte hearing when he 
knew none of them were.   The offender’s bundle for their ex-parte hearing is at no.9 of my 
index.  You will see, the complaint of material non-disclosure and the exhibits referred to in 
it are missing.    Tab_Z4 evidences at page 1, line 1, through to line 7 of page 3, that 
Fancourt’s clerk, Brilliant, tampered with the hearing audio of the rigged hearing of 11th 
November 2020 to remove that part, because he knew everything had been ignored by 
Fancourt, who was judicially disqualified on 11th November 2020 anyway.  
 

J. The PDF portfolio titled: EX-PM-08-11-2020 (No. 2 of the index) proving that Fancourt has 
been concealing the offender’s fraud on 23rd October 2020, refusing trial of the issues he 
knows have been concealed.      
 

K. PM-09-12-2020 – The PDF portfolio of submissions and evidence, reading tabs_AG1 – AG12.  
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L. PDF_portfolio_UNWARRANTED_DEMANDS_01148 – False N293A applications originating 
from the ex-parte hearing of 9th January 2017 resulting in unwarranted demands with 
menaces. Applications certified true by MC lawyers knowing they are both false.  
 

M. PM-26-11-2020 – The PDF portfolio, reading tabs_T1 (the transcript of the hearing before 
Fancourt of 6th November 2020) through to T10.    
 

N. A1-PORTFOLIO-App_16_11_2017_Jones – The PDF portfolio of the application that Jones 
circumvented that was to be heard by a High Court Judge that sought to deal with the 
frauds collectively.  See in particular, the first and second witness statements.  
 

O. CROSS_EXAMINATION_VOS_14_03_2021 – Self explanatory. 
___________________________________________________________________________ 

1. The Respondent has prepared this skeleton to further consolidate and refer the Court to the 
various issues that need addressing.  
 

2. Those that know me describe me as having a “forensic mind”.  I am often engaged to work 
with counsel on various high-profile cases and I have regularly been complemented on my 
ability to “cut through” even the most complex cases and get to the heart of the issues, 
identifying the parts that matter.   This is my case, I drafted and completed the contracts.  I 
know the terms, I know my business and I know the law.  
 

3. Our laws are the best in the world.  It is the establishment that coerces the judiciary and 
those that are sworn into office to administer the laws fairly and impartially that are the 
problem.    The right to self-determination under the rule of law is the very fabric of the 
liberty of our democratic society.  Our laws are not designed to be complex, they are taken 
as read.    There is certainly nothing complex about this case, aside from the individuals 
involved who have been assisting the offenders throughout.   
 

4. My right to a fair and unbiased trial has been compromised from the outset.  I will not 
tolerate this corruption led by criminals in positions of trust who have been perverting the 
course of justice to assist the offenders, neither will I tolerate my human rights and my 
knowledge of the law being degraded in this way by collusive parasites in power who 
provide impunity to fellow members of their cabal, seeking to brand me as a “vexatious 
litigant” to conceal fraud when I am nothing other than 100% accurate.    

The preliminary issue:  

5. The conduct of the judiciary this case defeats the entire purpose of having a contract or the 
Insolvency Act 1986 / Insolvency Rules 2016 to start with.  The case proves that in the UK, 
no business is safe, a case of “justice subject to status”, not what you know but who you 
know.   The principal purpose of the contracts was defeated and still the corrupt judiciary 
conceal the wrongdoings.    This case is in the US court and will be exposed internationally.  
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6. The equivalent is being granted a license to play tennis, but refusing the right to use balls 
and rackets, or to build a brick house, but later denying the right to use brigs and cement.  
Without the connection, the turbine will not work.   
 

7. The purpose of the Option Agreement (See: Exhibit_JRB1 page 4 of 182), where it is set out 
in the recital to the Agreement therein at (A); “Developer is granted an option to lease the 
Property in accordance with the terms of this Agreement” and (B):  
 
“The Developer intends to construct, connect to the Grid and operate a 90m turbine at the 
Property”  
 

8. In order to do that, one needs the connection to the Grid, which is the single most integral 
part of the project.  It was for that reason it was my prerequisite requirement during the 
option period to investigate and secure the Connection Offer with the Distribution Network 
Operator, who specified that in order to make the connection, MFC need to take ownership 
of their on-site dedicated substations, to form an 11Kv network the turbine could then 
make the connection into.   It is the Distribution Network Operator who specifies the 
method and terms for making the connection.  An Option Agreement is just that, it provides 
the parties with an option to negate if either party becomes dissatisfied with either the 
technical or commercial terms being proposed.    When the option is exercised, the third-
party components to the Agreement are made final, for they form the reason the Lease was 
completed.  

The connection for the wind turbine – a completed collateral contract affirmed on 7/11/2012:  

9. At page 23 of my directions, p174 – 181, refers to the fact that Bloom himself jointly 
negotiated and agreed that connection configuration during the option period.  It was this 
fact he also concealed from the ex-parte hearing of 9th January 2017.     Page 21, p166 refers 
to the fact that the connection configuration is a completed collateral contract.  (See: PM-
09-12-2020, tab_AG1) 
 

10. If what MFC has done in taking £200,000 off me for a license to construct and operate a 
wind turbine and then refusing the connection to prevent the turbine from operating was 
legal, no developer in the UK is safe. The purpose of an Option Agreement in the UK is 
defeated and any ruling to the contrary in failing to do justice proves that one can neither 
rely on the UK’s courts or the terms of a completed contrary to gain restitution.   Judicial 
corruption by third party political interference prevails.  
 

11. I have suffered huge losses of funds invested on the strength of the terms of the Option 
Agreement that specifically requires the connection to the grid, only for MFC to “U-turn” 
because they decide to change their mind.  Their conduct has ruined my business and years 
of my life have been wasted, causing the split of my family, loss of contact with my daughter 
and constant anguish through the injustice inflicted upon me.   
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12. I came to court to get justice in accord with the law that provides for creditors to recover 
assets of insolvent estates.   
 

13. The legitimate creditors’ claims have been defeated by the fraudulent claim sustained by 
Hannon to prevent creditors calling a meeting to replace him.  
 

14. The liquidation was stymied deliberately in this way, to keep the asset, proven by virtue of 
unlawful forfeiture, beyond my reach.   
 

15. The façade of insolvency law has been used to defraud me, otherwise majority creditor of 
my rightful assets, both the claim and the assigned investments.  This conspiracy to defraud 
in the name of justice and the law, has been concealed with malicious and unjust 
certifications as “TWM” with totally no consideration whatsoever.   The laws have been 
abused, evidence has been ignored and the corrupt judiciary in my case have assisted the 
offenders, furthering their frauds whilst denying me any remedy whatsoever.    
 

Criminality & gross human rights abuse in the hands of the UK judiciary:  

 
16. The conduct is defined in statutory law as conspiracy to pervert the course of justice, the 

inchoate offences around assisting an offender and statutory conspiracy to defraud as in 
section 5(2) of the Criminal Law Act 1977.    There has been an agreement by several inter-
connected parties to dishonestly deprive me of my assets and my democratic rights as 
requisite majority creditor.    The offences are indictable only and yet this Court, under the 
instruction of the corrupt Attorney General, a key player of the Conservative kleptocracy, 
seeks to further conceal this blatant wrongdoing with a false instrument restraint order.  It 
is not happening.  I also reference the stand-alone offences under PoCA 2002.  
 

17. The conduct constitutes fraud in the name of justice and flagrant human rights abuse in 
contravention of both domestic and international human rights law.    
 

My case was proven on 9th January 2017:  

18. The principal offenders, Middlesbrough FC (“MFC”), its Parent Company, Womble Bond 
Dickinson (“WBD”) and Staunton could not defend the claim of the statutory demand, 
because it cannot be defended.   Instead, they took to presenting an entirely false case ex-
parte, in tandem with fraudulently withholding 172-pages of witness evidence that would 
have otherwise proven the demand instead.        
 

19. The position conveyed in the statutory demand served on the Club in hard copy on 6th 
January by Earth Energy Investments LLP (“EEI”) is irrefutable.     I refer to my PDF portfolio 
of tabulated exhibits titled: PM-03-03-2021, tab_Z8, page 4, the statement of the demand.   
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The first paragraph of the claim of the demand refers to the effect of Force Majeure within 
the Lease and the Energy Supply Agreement.    Tab_Z11, line 21 through to line 32 sets out 
the effect of the operative provision of Force Majeure within the Lease, suspending 
Schedule 7 of the Lease (the 12-month period free of rent).  The first instalment of rent 
(£15k) was not due until 15th September 2015.  Line 33 – 36 explains therefore that even if 
MFC did not refuse the connection, they still unlawfully forfeited the Lease.   
 

20. The claim of the demand (both demands) is founded by unlawful forfeiture of the Lease and 
the assigned investment I made in the wind turbine project company.   
 

21. On 9th January 2017, in the note of hearing ex-parte on Womble Bond Dickinson’s headed 
paper (See:  PM-09-12-2020, tab_AG4), at page 1, (3) Staunton himself admitted that “For 
the purpose of the Energy Supply Agreement, Force Majeure has effect”.    Staunton, his 
client and his instructing solicitors knew therefore, on 9th January 2017, that their claims are 
false, but in fact, they knew long before.    At page 1, (2), Staunton lied about the operative 
provision of Force Majeure in the Lease, undoubtedly, because he knew it had the effect as 
referred to in paragraph 19 above.    
 

22. Moving to the PDF portfolio no.1 of my index, (EX-PM-27-10-2020) this is the PDF portfolio 
of 41 exhibits that Fancourt evaded on 6th November 2020, along with the application for 
trial of the frauds that have been concealed of 28th October 2020.  Fancourt did so, knowing 
that the evidence on which I relied therein proves my case beyond doubt.   There is some 
prevailing synergy in that conduct. Fancourt evaded the same evidence the offenders 
withheld from the ex-parte hearing, they all acted dishonesty to conceal the same proven 
facts and evidence.   It was that evidence I was relying on to prove fraudulent non-
disclosure to which Fancourt relied “I can’t access that”.  
 

23. Tab_04 is the transcript of 9th January 2017, the offender’s ex-parte hearing.   At page 3(H) it 
is evidenced that Staunton lied about the operative provision of Force Majeure within the 
Lease.  At page 4(A), he said this:  
 
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. 
 

24. By his own admission, Staunton clearly knew that the effect of the operative provision of 
Force Majeure in the Lease would absolve the requirement to pay rent.  Staunton knew that 
after I had successfully resolved the delay of Force Majeure and the turbine was ready to 
construct, MFC made a ransom demand for money that was not owed.     
 

25. The first of the 2-stage Ivy test for dishonesty is therefore complete. Staunton and his 
conspirers knew the claims they were making were false, by virtue of Force Majeure and he 
admitted same in writing. (See:  DIRECTIONS_15_03_2021, page 20, p 154 – 156).  
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26. The second stage of the test is that would the conduct be considered dishonest by the 
standards of ordinary decent people?   The answer is again self-fulfilling, because Staunton 
and his conspirers knew that no claims could be established on 9th January 2017 and it was 
flagrantly dishonest of Gill of WBD to then claim over £4.1 million in full knowledge of the 
circumstances when it was Gill that provided me with that note of hearing on his own 
headed paper at 5.30PM on 9th January 2017.    The answer is therefore, quite categorically, 
yes.   The same answer applies in respect of the fraudulent non-disclosure and failures in 
duty of candour, as it does the false representations made by Staunton on 28th March 2018 
and on 11th April 2018 when he knew and admitted on 5th February 2018 that the 
investments had been assigned.  
 

27. We move back to; EX-PM-27-10-2020, tab_28.  On 12th November 2018, Staunton then “U-
turned on the claims he himself admitted were false on 9th January 2017, but after he 
himself attended the hearing before Nugee J on 5th February 2018 where it was found that 
the claims were false. Staunton and his conspirers had defrauded me of my democratic 
rights as requisite majority creditor using the fraudulent claim, then, after making me 
personally liable for £45,500 in costs amassed by virtue of their fraud and collusion with 
Jones, who was operating without jurisdiction, Staunton “U-turned”, just like MFC “U-
turned on the connection.   When I made Vos aware of Staunton’s blatant dishonesty, he 
then allowed Staunton to retract and replace his skeleton.  A case of one covering for the 
other, all peas of the same pod.  
 

28. On 18th March 2015 I offered to deposit the sum of MFC’s demand in Escrow, pending 
resolution by an independent arbitrator.  That never happened, because MFC then refused 
the connection, rendering the project entirely useless.  From 7th February 2015, Force 
Majeure continued to suspend the 12-month period free of rent accordingly and solely in 
favour of Tenant.    
 

29. Staunton knew that MFC refused the connection, the statement of the demand told him the 
same.  He knew therefore that Force Majeure applied to the unreasonable and unforeseen 
delay caused by MFC.  
 

30. At page 4 of the transcript (tab_04) (A) – (E), it is plainly evidenced and proven that 
Staunton presented an entirely false case and failed whatsoever to disclose any mention 
(nor in any of the written submissions) that MFC refused the connection, which is at the 
heart of the fraudulent non-disclosure.     
 

31. At (C) and (D) of page 4, 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”. 
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32. Exhibit_JRB1 is the offender’s 9th January 2017 ex-parte hearing bundle containing the 
evidence relied upon by the offenders.  Page 20 defines the purpose of the development 
and “commissioning” within the Lease. (It needs a grid connection).   Page 22 contains the 
definition of Force Majeure in favour only of Tenant.   
 

33. Page 42 & 46 is “Schedule 5 – Agreements & Declarations” of the Lease and at page 44, 
clause 6, is the operative provision of Force Majeure.   The operative provision is that:  
 
“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 
for so long as and to the extent that such reasons shall subsist” 
 

34. The first paragraph of the demand referred clearly to Force Majeure in both the Energy 
Supply Agreement (“ESA”) and the Lease.  Any barrister, in exercise of reasonable diligence 
that is prerequisite when conducting any ex-parte hearing, would in fact have read the 
salient terms of the contracts at the heart of the issues subject to the application.  On the 
balance of probabilities, the intent of Staunton to mislead the Court was deliberate in 
respect of Force Majeure within the Lease, because he knew of its effect, which is why he 
also failed to disclose the conditional nature of the ESA and the fact that MFC “U-turned” 
and refused the connection.  
 

35. Page 49 of MFC’s exhibit is schedule 7 of the Lease, containing the 12-month period free of 
rent from which to have “commissioned” the wind turbine.  It was that provision that was 
suspended accordingly by virtue of the delay of Force Majeure occurring just 3 months and 
6 days into that 12-month period free of rent.  
 

36. At page 4 of the transcript (D) – (E), Staunton said this:  
 
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. 
 

37. The “invoice for rents” Staunton refers to was unwarranted, amounting to £85,000 of the 
demand. The remainder was invoices for energy supply that MFC prevented from being 
supplied after preventing the Tenant from enjoying the rights granted and the entire 
purpose of the Option Period in the first instance.   They all knew, without a connection, the 
turbine cannot operate.      
 

38. It was that lie, that was carried over by Vos, who sought to conceal the fraud by deceiving in 
exactly the same way as Staunton did. I quote from p109 of his mala fide judgment:  
 
"Middlesbrough invoiced Empowering Wind MFC for a quantified claim for rent in the sum 
of £256,269.89" (See:  CROSS_EXAMINATION_VOS_14_03_2021) 
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39. As evidenced at tab_X1, the application notice and continuation sheet that was before Vos, 
at page 4, p7, it was the fraudulent claim, of which I had expressly set out that 
£4,031,664.80 was sought pursuant to the ESA that I asked Vos to set aside.   He did 
nothing, other than conceal the fraud, when he knew that £181,289.89 of the £256,269.89 
he referred to as a “quantified claim for rent” was also not due.  Vos also knew what he was 
doing was dishonest, as indeed, he knew that what he was doing would interfere with the 
proper administration of justice, which is why he did it.    
 

40. I move back to Bloom of MFC’s exhibit: Exhibit_JRB1.  Staunton also lied and said the 
demand was only for rent, whilst he failed entirely to disclose the fact that the ESA is 
conditional upon my “full satisfaction of” the Connection Agreement they refused (whilst 
withholding the 3 salient contracts making up the entire Connection Agreement from the 
ex-parte hearing).    Vos did precisely the same, they have been dishonestly concealing fraud 
and one has relied on the other to do so.  We have a bunch of racketeers disguised as 
lawyers and judges who all collude together to defraud and then conceal their fraud in the 
name of “justice”.  
 

41. Page 54 of their exhibit is the ESA, the definitions page.   “Agreed Output” is defined 
essentially as supply of free electricity up to 1500 MWh per annum.   Page 55 defines 
“Commissioning Date” and “Connection Agreement”. Aside from the fact that Staunton 
himself admitted that Force Majeure has effect (but did not disclose the precise reasons as 
to why), those are the key definitions.  Force Majeure is also defined at page 55.  
 

42. Page 58 sets out the conditional nature of the ESA under “COMMENCEMENT & TERM”.   The 
two conditions precedent encompass my “full satisfaction of” “Commissioning” and 
entering into a Connection Agreement.  Clearly the two go hand in hand.  Without a 
connection, the turbine cannot operate.    Clause 3.1 is “Entitlement to agreed output” 
(agreement to supply power).   Therefore, in absence of my “full satisfaction of, the two 
conditions, there is no agreement by me to supply power (“Agreed Output”).    
 

43. The other conditional element is clause 4 “INVOICING & PAYMENT”, at page 59.    Any 
invoicing & payment under the ESA is contractually prohibited.       
 

44. It is evidenced that MFC, WBD and Staunton knew that they refused the connection, 
rendering the project useless. On the balance of probabilities it was for that reason that 
Staunton also lied about the conditional nature of the ESA, because he knew that I could get 
no satisfaction whatsoever of the connection they refused and he knew that £181,269.89 of 
the claim used to unlawfully forfeit the Lease was false, as was the claim for rent.  
 

45. The “Start Date” of the ESA is defined at page 57 of the ESA “means the date the conditions 
precedent in clause 2 are satisfied”.    
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46. I made the Start Date not a specific date, but only the date from which those conditions are 
satisfied.   They all knew, the conditions were not satisfied, because MFC refused the 
connection.  
 

47. Page 67 of MFC’s exhibit ex-parte is the first page of the 7-page unwarranted demand in 
that sum of £256,269.89 dated 25th June 2015 comprising of both rent and energy supply.    
Page 68 is the energy supply demand in the sum of £181,269.89 which they were also 
contractually prohibited from making, knowing that they refused the connection.    The 
unwarranted demand is contained at tab_14 (Exhibit 8) of Bundle_A (no.5 of the index).  
The exhibit was clearly referred to in the skeleton and witness statement that was before 
Vos, both electronically and then in hard copy.  Vos had the conscious and premeditated 
intent to conceal the fact that the claims are all false.  Firstly, by allowing Staunton to 
retract and replace his skeleton containing the “U-turn”, secondly by lying in his order and 
stating the claim was a “quantified claim for rent” knowing that Nugee J had found neither 
rent or energy supply was owed.  The conduct is indisputably dishonest, Vos knew what he 
was doing was dishonest and it is expected that judges act with honesty and integrity in 
accordance with their oaths.  The actions of Vos would be considered dishonest by the 
standards of ordinary decent people 
 

48. It is clearly material that on 25th June 2015 and on 19th August 2015, no money was owed 
whatsoever.  It proves the claim for unlawful forfeiture beyond reasonable doubt.   It was 
both elements that Staunton lied about during the ex-parte hearing and the lie and 
dishonest concealment has been continued throughout the proceedings, both by the 
offenders and then the purported judges involved, voiding all the orders from the outset.    
 

49. At page 4 (G) of the transcript Staunton lied and said this:  
 
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:  “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”. 
 

50. Staunton had the conscious and premeditated intent to lie about the claim respective of 
both Force Majeure and the ESA, whilst withholding the fact that MFC refused the 
connection, in tandem with lying about the assignment they had in their possession.  He 
then has the audacity to state “it’s an extremely convoluted claim” knowing that his client 
refused the connection and that even if they did not, they still unlawfully forfeited the 
Lease.   It is the simplest claim, any schoolkid could work it out.   
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Dishonesty around the assignment:  

51. It is necessary to read and digest the rest of the ex-parte hearing transcript to fully 
understand the extent of the failure in duty of candour in tandem with the numerous false 
statements.  
 

52. On 5th February 2018, Nugee cited that the injunction of 9th January 2017 was granted on 
two grounds, both of which are nonsensical:  
 
Nugee J: “There is doubt over the assignment and Dispute over the claim” 
 

53. Neither the claim, proven by unlawful forfeiture of the Lease (no money was owed), nor the 
assignment can be disputed.  Section 136(1) of the Law of Property Act 1925 makes any 
absolute assignment, signed under hand by the assignor, effectual in law from the date of 
the notice.   The corrupt judiciary sought to affront the law that makes the assignments 
valid. Starting with Nugee, who committed fraud and misrepresented the terms of the 
absolute assignment, ending with Vos and Snowden who sought to undermine the law that 
makes both assignments effectual in law from the date of notice of each assignment  
 

54. Bloom lied about the assignment in his ex-parte witness statement (See: PETITION-JCPC-15-
03-2021, page 10, p73 through to p96 of page 13).   It is proven that Bloom had the 
conscious and premeditated intent to withhold the assignment and lie about it and 
undoubtedly his dishonesty took a degree of pre-planning when he compiled his statement 
on 8th January 2017. Failing to make any mention whatsoever of the fact MFC refused the 
connection within his statement also came in tandem with failing to disclose the connection 
contracts.   
 

55. I move to my 54-page report contained at: PM-03-03-2021, tab_Z9.   Page 1 contains a table 
of contents. The Judge must work from that self-explanatory table of contents.  It was that 
report that the offenders dishonestly withheld from the second ex-parte hearing of 23rd 
October 2020, along with all the exhibits I referred to in that complaint of non-disclosure 
(tab_Z3) of 24th October 2020.  A diligent standard of review is required.   
 

56. At the table of contents, click on; “Judicial findings of non-disclosure ex-parte”, you are 
taken to page 26.   At line 4 – 7 of page 27, Nugee cited this:     
 
“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” 
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57. Now please read line 9 – line 16 of page 27.  Nugee knew that nothing was dealt with in the 
evidence of Bloom, because he himself found that all the evidence had been withheld, 
including the assignment and the contracts making up the Connection Agreement.  Nugee 
must surely have known that Bloom lied about the assignment in his statement.  
 

58. The statement of Bloom implying the claim did not exist on the date of the assignment is 
nonsense.   They all knew that the claim was founded by the fact that MFC “U-turned” and 
refused the connection and that the claim was established by virtue of that fact.    At p5 of 
his order of 5th February 2018, Nugee admitted that himself. I quote:  
 
“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” 
 

59. It was refusal of the connection that founded the claim. I had offered to put the sum of 
MFC’s ransom demand in Escrow and were it not for them then refusing the connection, 
any arbitrator could have determined the obvious, that no money was owed to them in 
accord with the terms of the completed Lease and Energy Supply Agreement.  
 

60. In my statement of 18th March 2021 (RESPONSE_AGO_GLD_LIES_18_03_2021) made in 
response to the plethora of fallacies contained in the Applicant’s skeleton, page 3, p7 – p8 
refers to the PDF portfolio titled:  Bundle A (no. 5 of my index) and to the exhibit titled: 
Exhibit-JRB-BD-15-06-2015.  It is therein evidenced, on 10th June 2015, 10-days prior to 
their unwarranted demand that the claim was established by virtue of the fact they refused 
the connection.    That email of 10th June 2015 set out the position only too clearly, again 
however, that was withheld from the offender’s ex-parte hearing.  The facts are material, 
because the email would have disclosed the correct factual position and Bloom made the 
decision to withhold it, so he could lie in his statement whilst again concealing the that they 
refused the connection.  
 

61. The unwarranted demand and unlawful forfeiture came later and the evidence in that email 
chain of 10th June 2015 proves it.    The insolvencies and the further, more serious frauds, all 
resulted due MFC rendering the wind turbine project entirely useless by refusing the 
connection and then making an unwarranted demand, using that to then forfeit the Lease.   
All of the damages and loss I have incurred has been as a direct result of their serious and 
protracted fraud and dishonesty resulting from that fraudulent misrepresentation and 
unlawful forfeiture.  
 

62. I have been defrauded by these football hooligans who have over £100 million in the bank.  
Why should they be allowed to defraud me in this way and get away completely unpunished 
for ruining my life when all I did was to set out to do as intended by the contracts?     
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63. Why are these criminals provided impunity?  Is that fair, is that justice?   What has actually 
gone so horribly wrong with the UK to allow this injustice to perpetrate whilst further 
defrauding me in the name of law and justice?     
 

64. Moving back to; PETITION-JCPC-15-03-2021, page 19, p141, I recite the false statement in 
Stewart of WBD’s ex-parte witness statement of 23rd October 2020:  
 
“Empowering Wind became liable to MFC for various payments under the Lease and the ESA 
and when these were not paid, MFC exercised its right to terminate the parties' contractual 
relationship on 19 August 2015”. 
 

65. Stewart attended that hearing before Nugee J on 5th February 2018 and prior to making his 
false ex-parte statement certified as being true, knowing it was false, he was directed 
specifically to that report and a number of other statements made by me relying on the 
same obvious and proven contractual position.     The offenders have at all times been 
wholly reliant on lies and presenting an entirely false case whilst the corrupt judiciary 
support them in doing so.   
 

66. On 23rd October 2020, during their ex-parte hearing, WBD, Ohrenstein and MFC had 
withheld both the report (tab_Z9) and the transcript and order of 5th February 2018, 
knowing that Nugee had already found no money was owed to MFC.  Again, the false ex-
parte witness statement came in tandem with material non-disclosure of a substantial 
amount of information.   
 

67.  On 5th February 2018 Staunton admitted that “What’s assigned are the investments”. In full 
knowledge of the admission, Nugee then committed fraud and misrepresented the terms of 
the assignment to make his corrupted version he sought to rely on not absolute, knowing 
that any absolute assignment of which express notice is given to the affected party is 
effectual in law.     
 

68. It is proven that neither the claim, nor the assignment can be disputed.  The dishonesty and 
concealment on the part of the judges involved is likewise about the validity of the claim 
and the concealment, when Nugee had, at least, already found that no rent or energy 
supply was owed.  
 

69. I have evidenced in my cross examination served on Vos, the now Master of the Rolls, 
where he lied to conceal the fraud against creditors whilst failing whatsoever to do anything 
that the application and claim before him sought to have done.    
 

70. That is a fraud on the Court and dishonest concealment by the judiciary themselves.    
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71. Same can be said for the conduct of Nugee, fraudulently misrepresenting the assignment 
and preventing justice from being served for what is the most serious case of fraud by failing 
to disclose information ex-parte by lawyers in the history of UK law, and in tandem with 
concealing Bloom’s false ex-parte witness statement also around the assignment.   
 

72. Likewise, same can be said of Murray, who failed to hear the petition for mandatory order 
or the committal claim when it is proven all the offenders are in contempt of Court, then 
certifying as “TWM”.  
 

73. Likewise of Briggs, hearing the rescission application when he was conflicted, finding that 
the cross claim extinguished the alleged £25k nullity petition debt by over 26.6 times and 
finding that in any event that the alleged “debt” was subject to challenge by order of 21st 
March 2018 just one week prior to the winding up.    Rather than granting the remedy and 
rescinding the malicious winding up petition, he adjourned before Pelling, the next layer in 
the conspiracy, who evaded all the evidence and certified everything as “TWM” with totally 
no consideration whatsoever.  
 

74. The Court has behaved recklessly with no regard for fairness, integrity or the law acting with 
actual bias to assist the offenders.   
 

75. Same with Jones, who circumvented the first application I made on 16th November 2017, 
expressly requesting that the application be heard by a High Court Judge, because it sought 
to deal with the frauds and dishonesty collectively.   At the first hearing on 21st December 
2017, Jones admitted categorically that: 
 
“for my purposes, dishonesty is not going to matter, I can’t judge”.    
 

76. When fraud is an issue, dishonesty does matter.    Jones was acting non-judicially, knowing 
he had no jurisdiction to do what the application intended to do.   
 

77. It is no coincidence that from then on, none of my applications to deal with the fraud were 
ever dealt with.   I refer to Sirros v Moore 1974 in respect of the doctrine of judicial 
immunity and how judges that breach their oaths, acting with ill-will, knowing they have no 
jurisdiction, do not have it.  
 

78. It cannot be disputed that Vos had grounds that were clearly and properly made out from 
which to have removed the £4.1 million fraudulent claim used to defraud me of my 
democratic rights as requisite majority creditor.      In the transcript of the hearing of 8th 
March 2018 (See:  Rigged_hearing_Vos_08.03.19_PM ), Vos said this: 
 
Lord Justice Vos: But I mean I think you are trying once again to argue the merits, which I 
explained at some length in my judgment cannot be argued in this proceeding. 
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79. It is evidenced that I had made out substantive grounds from which to have set aside both 
the £25k alleged petition debt / the order of 28th March 2018 and the order of 11th April 
2018, but the order of Jones is void as ultra vires, it was beyond Jones’s powers, by his own 
admission to hear the case that sought to have dealt with the fraud.  The entire purpose of 
the application (and the claim) that Vos failed to deal with, was to set aside the fraudulent 
liabilities that have been used to defraud me of my assets.    
 

80. Vos, like Jones, Pelling, Arnold, Nugee, Fancourt and Snowden did nothing, because they 
have been sustaining the £4.1 million claim, knowing it is false to defraud me of the proven 
damages claim, just as they have the with the £25k fraudulent petition debt that is also void 
as ultra vires, a nullity to defraud me of over £1.17 million.   
 

81. A petition cannot begin in law when the alleged debt is subject to challenge and, in any 
event, it could not anyway because it was extinguished by 26.6 times as of 5th February 
2018 (4-days prior to Gill of WBD presenting the petition) and by Staunton’s own admission.  
 

82. The application that Jones circumvented that was “to be heard by a High Court Judge, asked 
Jones to disclaim the ESA and to assign the right of action, the damages claim to me, 
because it is proven.  Jones did nothing.  The application that came before Vos, asked him to 
assign the damages claim and I had properly made out the claim for damages and paid the 
£10,000 fee. The claim is quantified with a high degree of certainty and seeking financial 
remedy for the malicious winding up of Earth Energy, Vos did nothing.    
 

83. It is proven beyond doubt that there has been a most serious and protracted fraud upon the 
Court, voiding all the orders in the case.    
 

84. Any judge would know, as well as I do, of all the authorities I have cited that provides the 
Court with jurisdiction to set aside any order in insolvency proceedings whenever a prima 
facie case is made out impugning the order.    The Court has at all times sought only to assist 
the offenders, by aiding and abetting their fraud.  
 

The assets I have been defrauded of:  

85. I refer to no.1 of my index, the PDF portfolio:  EX-PM-27-10-2020_PDF_Portfolio.  Tab_29 is 
the Prospect Law letter I had served on Hannon.   I had expended over £45,000 with 
Prospect Law alone due the fraudulent abuse of position by Hannon sustaining the £4.1 
million to prevent my fellow creditors and I from replacing him with a liquidator who is not 
a criminal.   
 

86. Page 1 of the letter prepared by Edmund Robb of counsel cited that: “ii. EWMFC has a very 
substantial claim against MFC”. 
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87. The claim is a very substantial asset that it to be realised as a dividend for the legitimate 
creditors of which, were it not for the fraudulent claim Hannon retained, I was otherwise 
requisite majority with over 86% of the voting interest.   Page 2 asked Hannon to disclaim 
the ESA as an onerous contract and to assign the claim to me or a company under my 
control.   Hannon did nothing aside from retaining the fraudulent claim he knew was false.  
Page 3 of the letter told Hannon expressly that: “MFC’s alleged claims are not due”.    
 

88. Page 7 of the Prospect Law letter, p45 – p49, refers to a liquidator that fails to disclaim an 
onerous contract when he should have done so is deemed to have failed in duty.  Hannon 
deliberately failed to, knowing the claim is false, because he knew doing so would put me 
back in control as requisite majority creditor.   
 

89. Disclaiming would have the same effect as removing the fraudulent claim. They all failed to 
do so as they were all using the façade of insolvency law to defraud me of my assets.  
 

90. Page 9, p55, through to p63 details the quantum of claim from the loss of revenue from the 
wind turbine standalone asset at £9,231,096.    A very substantial asset proven by virtue of 
the fact that Middlesbrough FC unlawfully forfeited the Lease.     
 

The assigned investments plus standard interest:  

91. The statutory demand the Respondent served on Middlesbrough FC on 12th October 2021 is 
in the sum of £1,172,221.59, the sum of the original demand, the total of £770,000 that I 
invested and interest accruing from 30th June 2015.    
 

92. The sums I have been defrauded of constitute criminal property as defined in section 340 of 
the proceeds of Crime Act 2002.  The total loss includes a loss of chance quantum in being 
otherwise able to have successfully completed at lease one other similar project and 
aggravated damages for the protracted fraud upon the Court.   The total criminal property 
exceeds £23 million including standard interest.  
 

93. It is proven beyond doubt that the alleged £25k petition was extinguished by 21 times as at 
3rd January 2017 when Bloom lied about the assignment within his witness statement.  
Aside from that, on 28th March 2018, the alleged debt was subject to challenge.   
 

94. The petition is a nullity, founded by fraud and in any event, the winding up order of 28th 
March 2018 was also founded by fraud, but nobody has ever tried those proven frauds, it 
has been concealed.  Hence, it is my right to have the orders founded by fraud set aside and 
the authorities I refer to below apply equally now as they did on 8th February 2018 when 
Vos failed to deal with any part of the application.  His job in the conspiracy was to conceal 
the frauds and sustain the false instrument ECRO.  
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95. I am asking this Court to now dismiss the Applicant’s application and certify it as “TWM” and 
to make the appropriate investigations and findings respective of those authorities from the 
superior courts:  
 

AUTHORITIES:  

 
96.  I refer to: CROSS_EXAMINATION_VOS_14_03_2021, page 1, line 6, Takhar v Gracefield 

Developments Ltd [2019] UKSC 13 . Fraud upon the Court, dishonest concealment of fact 
and the multitude of frauds that have been concealed in this case and never tried is a fresh 
cause of action.  The issues to need to be tried.   The Supreme Court emphasised that “fraud 
unravels all, even post judgment”.   It applies in this case to both the principal frauds 
founding the orders, as it does the fraud upon the Court by the corrupt judiciary.  
 

97. At page 2, line 18, I refer to Dawodu v American Express [2001] BPIR 983, which is one of 
the many established authorities in relation to going behind judgments in insolvency 
proceedings if there is not a debt due in truth and reality.  It applies in this case.  
 

98. I also cited; Re Fraser, ex parte Central Bank of London [1892] 2 QB 633, CA.    This is 
probably the most widely used authority by the Superior Court in going behind any order in 
insolvency proceedings.    It was cited by Lord Eldon that:  
 
“Proof upon a judgment will not stand merely upon that, if there is not a debt due in ‘truth 
and reality,’ for which the consideration must be looked to.” Can this judgment be treated as 
conclusive in bankruptcy because the debtor has unsuccessfully attempted to set it aside? 
 I think not, and I cannot see how the matter is any more res judicata because there has 
been an unsuccessful appeal to this Court. I agree in all that the Master of the Rolls has said 
on this point” 
 

99. 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. 
 

100. In Re Hawkins (1865) 1 QB 404, the authority was recited in a slightly different 
context: 
 
“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” 
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“The principle appears to be that it would be… unjust to the general body of creditors to 
permit one creditor, by means of a judgment which had no solid foundation, to obtain an 
undue advantage over them, and obtain payment of his alleged debt in full to their 
prejudice” 
 

101. Vos and his fellow corruptors fettered the Court’s jurisdiction when he knew, as any 
lawyer would do, that both the £25,000 and the £4.1 million claims are false and that there 
is no debt due in truth and reality.   Jones lied and misrepresented the law, namely rule 
14.11 of the Insolvency Rules 2016, stating that the rule applied only to proofs accepted for 
dividend when it applies to any proof admitted by the office holder where the office holder 
refused to interfere in the matter.   They failed to look into it, because they have been using 
the court to defraud to do precisely what the authorities are intended to prevent 
happening;  
 
“defeating all his just creditors by allowing judgment to be taken by default or consent” 
 

102. In Re Flatau Ex p. Scotch Whiskey Distillers Ltd, [1889] 22 QBD 83, Lord Esher cited at 
p85 – p86 that:  
 
“When an issue has been determined in any other court, if evidence is brought before the 
Court of Bankruptcy of circumstances tending to show that there had been fraud, or 
collusion, or miscarriage of justice, the Court of Bankruptcy has power to go behind the 
judgment and to enquire into the validity of the debt” 
 

103. The Court had the evidence of all three of the above, but it sustained the fraudulent 
claims and the nullity petition debt to defraud me of my assets.   Hannon went on to 
dissolve Empowering Wind MFC Ltd from the register, as he did Earth Energy, to defraud 
creditors of whom he owes a fiduciary duty.   
 

104. In my petition, page 22, p167, I refer to the fact that in both winding ups, the Court 
failed to act according to the law in set off to apply set off accordingly, undoubtedly 
knowing that there is nothing owed to the alleged creditor.   This abuse of the law comes in 
tandem with the Court deliberately fettering the jurisdiction to remove the false liabilities 
whilst then certifying the applications that sought to do so as “TWM” to originate false 
instrument restraint orders to continue providing impunity to the offenders.  
 

105. At page 23 of my petition, p173 – 180, I refer to the authority in Barclays Bank v 
Atay [2015] EWHC 3198 (Ch); [2016] B.P.I.R. 12, in relation to setting aside consent / tomlin 
orders within the insolvency court jurisdiction.   
 

106. At paragraph 172 I recited the authority: 
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“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. But 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, whilst it may equally be 
possible to show that the terms upon which an action was compromised were unfair or 
unreasonable from the debtor's point of view. In either situation if the court accepts that the 
result is unfair the petition may be dismissed’. 
 

107.  The authority above applies precisely to the alleged consent order of 16th January 
2017 where there was no genuine consent but equally there are grounds to set aside in 
respect of the offender’s breach of their continuing duty to disclose ex-parte and the 
Penningtons Manches LLP letter complaining of material non-disclosure of 11th January 
2017.   
 

108. I refer to PDF portfolio no.1 of my main index; EX-PM-27-10-2020_PDF_Portfolio, 
moving to tab_23, that Penningtons letter containing a “shopping list” of material exhibits 
withheld from their ex-parte hearing.  The letter also discloses that I did not agree to costs.   
 

109. In Livesey v Jenkins [1984] UKHL 3.  The House of Lords held that the wife had a duty 
of full and frank disclosure throughout the proceedings even where an agreement had been 
reached between the parties but then in the speech of Lord Brandon the problems began. 
He stated that; “only where the absence of full and frank disclosure had led to the court 
making an order “substantially different from the order which it would have made if such 
disclosure had taken place” would a case for setting aside the order could be made good” 
 

110. Had the Penningtons Manches LLP letter been disclosed, any judge would have 
discovered what is, indisputably, the most prevalent non-disclosure ex-parte by solicitors in 
the history of UK law and no judge would have made the order.  The position is 
indisputable, yet Pelling, but later Vos and then Fancourt, certified the proven position as 
“totally without merit”. 
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111. It was clear that the non-disclosure of the Penningtons Manches letter was 
deliberate and the non-disclosure was convened with dishonest intent to conceal 
premeditated non-disclosure during the originating ex-parte hearing.    The position is 
proven beyond doubt and nobody can dispute, had that letter been disclosed, the order of 
16th January 2017 would not have been made.  It is certainly not “TWM”.  Likewise, it is not 
“TWM” to make multiple applications to set aside a consent orders in insolvency 
proceedings if there is not a debt due in truth and reality.   On both counts, it is proven that 
none of my applications are without merit, but yet again, the Court failed in duty to do 
justice, because the corrupt judiciary have been assisting the offenders.  

The malicious and unjust “TWM” certifications:  

112. Aside from the abuse in doing so being a form of dishonest concealment, I refer to 
by directions, page 8, p56 – p67, where I address the Court of Appeal judgment in Wasif v 
Secretary of State for Home Department 2016.   At paragraph 60 I recited from the Court of 
Appeal decision that :  
 
The Court 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. 
 

113. At page 8, p57 I refer to the issue estoppel position by Fancourt on 6th November 
2020:  “the substantive issues have never been tried”.  Fancourt was referring to the 
preliminary consideration that “goes to the heart” of each application within those 
insolvency proceedings and the fact that judgments are not final in insolvency proceedings 
“if there is not a debt due in truth and reality”.   
 

114. I have made out the grounds to prove that both the alleged £25k and the £4.1m are 
fraudulent.  Therefore, the Court has a duty to now set aside the fraudulent claims in both 
instances in accord with the number of authorities I have cited.  
 

115. In Wasif, it was also held that: “Where a claim is certified as “totally without merit” 
then “peculiar care must be taken to ensure that all the arguments raised in the grounds are 
properly addressed”  
 

116. By Fancourt’s own admission on 6th November 2020 (after he evaded all of my 
evidence and only heard the lies from Ohrenstein presenting a totally false case), he 
knew that none of the “substantive issues” had been addressed at all, however, 
following suit with the rest of his corrupt colleagues, he certified the application to set 
aside the orders founded by fraudulent non-disclosure and failures in duty of candour as 
“TWM” with totally no consideration whatsoever.     
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117. The Court of Appeal judgment in Wasif determines that none of my applications 
are “TWM” because my case is proven beyond doubt and I repeat, the preliminary 
consideration, established by the terms of the completed Lease and ESA, is inextricably 
linked with the false liabilities that the Court has a duty to have investigated and set 
side, but failed in its duty to do so.    The conduct is entirely unlawful human rights 
abuse. My right to a fair trial has been consistently violated and nothing has ever been 
tried, only concealed.  
 

118. It is ultra vires (beyond the Court’s powers) for the inferior Court to make a 
determination that conflicts substantially with the ruling of the superior Court wherein 
the Court of Appeal has confirmed that none of my applications in this case can possibly 
be “TWM” because in fact, the case is proven beyond doubt and issue estoppel applies 
tot the finding of Nugee J on 5th February 2018; no rent or energy supply was owed, 
therefore, stating the obvious, the claim for unlawful forfeiture is proven.  
 

119. Pelling certified the application to recuse Jones as “TWM” when it is proven, by 
Jone’s own admission, he did not have jurisdiction to do what the application sought to 
have done.   Therefore, there are clear and obvious grounds for recusal and the recusal 
is not and cannot possibly be “TWM”.    Likewise, there are proven grounds to have set 
aside the alleged consent order and it is not res judicata to do so, but Pelling certified 
the application to do so as “TWM” citing that the issue was res judicata owing to the 
finding of Nugee J (who was working for the offenders).  It is therefore proven that 
Pelling never had jurisdiction to make the ECRO.  
 

The authorities – Fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte:  

 
120. A1-PORTFOLIO-App_16_11_2017_Jones, moving to tab_BX3, this is my witness 

statement that was to deal with the fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte.  Jones did not even 
read it, he was perverting the course of justice, I quote again; “for my purposes dishonesty is 
not going to matter, I can’t judge”.    
 

121. At page I, I set out one of the lead authorities respective of ex-parte non-disclosure 
in; The Arena Corporation Limited v Schroeder [2003] EWHC 1089.   I cited those 9-principles 
and 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”   
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“The court should assess the importance and significance to the outcome of the application 
for an injunction of the matters which were not disclosed to the court. In making this 
assessment, the fact that the judge might have made the order anyway is of little, if any 
importance” 
 

122. None of that happened with Nugee J, he sustained the order to assist the offenders 
in defrauding me and contrary to the public interest and, from the same authority: 
 
“The jurisdiction is penal in nature and the courts should therefore have regard to the 
proportionality between the punishment and the offence; and 
 
There are no hard and fast rules as to whether the discretion to continue or re-grant the 
order should be exercised, and the court should take into account all relevant 
circumstances”. 
 

123. Nugee found that the non-disclosure would have otherwise proven the demand.  I 
quote from p8 of his order; 
 
“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”. 
 

124. Nugee knew the assignment had been withheld and then he himself fraudulently 
misrepresented its terms to make it not absolute, also relying on the false statements in 
Bloom’s ex-parte witness statement.   At paragraph 5 of his order, he stated this: 
 
“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” 
 

125. It was then found that no money was ever owed to Middlesbrough FC (stating the 
obvious) and that “it is not disputed that those documents were not put before Mr Justice 
Arnold”.  

126. It cannot be disputed that non-disclosure during the ex-parte hearing of 9th January 
2017 was premeditated and deliberate.    It can neither be disputed that had the 
Penningtons letter of 11th January 2017 been disclosed, the order of 16th January 2017 
would not have been made and it is proven that the insolvency court had the duty to set 
aside a consent order if it was improperly made. 
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127. It can neither be disputed that the assigned investments, the cross claim Staunton 
lied about during the hearing of 28th March 2018 and then again on 11th April 2018, 
extinguished the alleged £25k debt by over 20 times.     
 
“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”. 
 

128. Neither can it be disputed that an alleged debt that is subject to challenge is not and 
cannot possibly be a petition debt and it is proven that the alleged £25k debt was, just one-
week prior to Staunton attending before Barber and lying about that cross claim and the 
order of 21st March 2018.  Had that dishonesty not come about, the order of 28th March 
2018 would not have been made.  
 

129.  In this case, Nugee and Fancourt have assisted the offenders, after finding the 
material non-disclosure, by rewarding them for their frauds, concealing the wrongdoing, 
failing to try the false witness statements and the proven breaches of duty of candour whilst 
awarding them entirely disproportionately inflated costs in the process.   
 

130. The authorities I have cited proves that it is not res judicata to set aside any 
judgment in insolvency proceedings if there is not a debt due in truth and reality, yet the 
Court has sought to fetter the jurisdiction to do so, both in respect of the nullity petition 
debt and the fraudulent £4.1 million claim, knowing that the primary argument in my case is 
proven and is inextricably linked with the damages claim.     
 

131. Page 20 of my petition, p147, evidences that Ohrenstein lied during the hearing of 
6th November 2020 and said the 13-exhibits referred to had been disclosed.  Ohrenstein 
knew that none of the 13-attachments or the email itself complaining of material non-
disclosure had been disclosed at all.  
 

132. Setting aside all the orders that have been founded by fraud upon the Court is a 
fresh cause of action and I seek to do so, in accordance with the Supreme Court judgment 
Takhar v Gracefield.   (See also: PETITON-15-03-2021, page 6, p54 – In Craig v Kanssen 1943) 

Relief sought:   

133. The Respondent seeks a declaration from the Court that all the “TWM” certifications 
in this case are void ab initio, that the orders are founded by fraud and fraud upon the Court 
and that all the orders in the case are declared void and are set aside.    
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134. The Respondent asks that the Court assign the claim that vests in Empowering Wind 
MFC Ltd to the Respondent absolutely, or that it orders that Empowering Wind MFC Ltd and 
Earth Energy Investments LLP be restored to the Companies Register and that the £4.1 
million proof of debt made by MFC is set aside and that Hannon is replaced as liquidator 
with Chris Parkman, a licensed insolvency practitioner.  
 

135. At page 10, p71, it was found in Re Windsor Steam Coal Co [1929] 1 Ch 151, that:  
 
“The liquidator’s misfeasance may consist of negligence in admitting to proof claims against 
the insolvent estate without making proper inquiry”. 
 

136. Hannon did precisely that and his breach of duty has caused me most serious and 
protracted loss and distress since his appointment on 19th September 2016 and from then 
on.   Pursuant to section 212 of the Insolvency Act 1986 it is found that Hannon has 
breached his duty to creditors and that it is ordered that he is dismissed with immediate 
effect from the Insolvency Service and that his practicing certificate is revoked.   
 

137. That the Respondent’s committal claim and claim for mandatory order be reinstated 
and that the offenders be summoned to this Court for committal in contempt of Court. ( A 
copy of this skeleton and the submissions has been served on the offenders).  
 

138. The Respondent asks the Court to perform on its duty to set aside the fraudulent 
£25k alleged petition debt and to reinstate the damages claim that was disposed of by false 
pretense and to award damages accordingly for the proven fraud and malicious winding up.  
 

139. The order by Fanning J of 22nd November 2018 be declared void ab initio and his 
further order of February 2019 also be declared void ab initio because the offences are 
proven.    That the Court award the Respondent aggravated damages in accord with the 
human rights claim attached to the committal claim that was disposed of illegally by Murray 
without a hearing.  
 

140. That the Court restores the Respondent’s damages claim, because it is proven and 
awards the sum of the Respondent’s claim of 1st November 2018, with standard interest 
accruing at 8% from the date of issue, against MFC, its Parent Company (in accord with the 
cross undertaking given on 9th January 2017) and against WBD, Ulick Staunton and Dov 
Ohrenstein jointly and severally.  
 

141. That the Court awards the Respondent costs on the summarily assessed basis and 
that Michael Ellis QC MP be made personally liable for the costs of this application for 
attempting to assist the offenders by preventing justice being served on them.  

Paul Millinder - 24th March 2021  
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N244

Application notice

N244 Application notice (08.18) © Crown copyright 2018

1. What is your name or, if you are a legal representative, the name of your firm?

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

6. How long do you think the hearing will last?

Is this time estimate agreed by all parties?

5. How do you want to have this application dealt with? at a hearing without a hearing

at a telephone hearing

For help in completing this form please read the 
notes for guidance form N244Notes.

Hours Minutes

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.

Claimant Defendant Legal Representative

Other (please specify)

2. Are you a

If you are a legal representative whom do you represent? 

Name of court Claim no.

Fee account no. 
(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

Find out how HM Courts and Tribunals Service uses 
personal information you give them when you 
fill in a form: https://www.gov.uk/government/
organisations/hm-courts-and-tribunals-service/
about/personal-information-charter

High Court of Justice CR-2017-000140

Mr Paul Millinder

Middlesbrough Football & Athletic Company (1986) Ltd
& others 

10th November 2020 

Mr Paul Millinder

✔

Pursuant to CPR 3.1(7) to set aside the order of 23rd October 2020 and the order of 6th November 2020 
as they were both founded by fraud and fraud upon the Court but also manifest error wherein Fancourt 
admitted he did not read or consider any part of the Claimant's case nor apply any standard of review 
respective of fraudulent non-disclosure.   I seek to recuse Fancourt - Continued on sheet appended 

✔

✔

 4

✔

 11/11/2020 at 10.30AM 

 Master of the Rolls

 Defendants 

  St Anns Wharf
  112 Quayside
  Newcastle upon Tyne 
  NE1 3DX

Tab_8: Pages 188 - 221 
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2

Applicant’s address to which documents about this application should be sent

If applicable

Phone no.

Fax no.

DX no.

Ref no.

E-mail address

Postcode

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

Statement of Truth

(I believe) (The applicant believes) that the facts stated in this section (and any continuation sheets) are true.

Signed Dated
Applicant(’s legal 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

If necessary, please continue on a separate sheet.

Signed Dated
Applicant(’s legal representative’s)(’s litigation friend)

Position or office held
(if signing on behalf of firm or company)

✔

Witness statement dated 10/11/2020 (WITNESS_STATEMENT_P_MILLINDER_10_11_2020)

Application notice dated 28/10/2020 (the witness statements, skeletons and evidence that was all evaded 
by Fancourt who has perverted the course of justice) 

The exhibit referred to in my witness statement dated 10th November 2020. 

10th November 2020 

Paul Millinder

Intelligence UK International S.A 

Director

10th November 2020 

3rd Floor
277-281 Oxford Street
London  0207 866 2401

 0207 734 9021 

W 1 C 2 D L  CR-2017-000140 

pm@intelligenceuk.com 

✔
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In the High Court of Justice                                                                     CR-2017-000140  
Insolvency & Companies List        
___________________________________________________________________ 

N244_Continuation_Sheet 
___________________________________________________________________ 

1. This is an application to set aside the order of 6th November 2020, 23rd

October 2020, the order of 9th January 2017 and 16th January 2017 on the
following grounds:

A. Fancourt has acted with malicious intent to prevent justice from being
served on the offenders by interfering with the due administration of justice
to prevent a trial to deal with the multitude of frauds and contemptuous
issues that he, by his own admission knew have never been tried.  Fancourt
was conflicted and failed to disclose his conflict, he was judicially
disqualified from the outset.

B. During the hearing, Fancourt expressed that he had not reviewed any single
part of the Claimant’s case, the written submissions, or the evidence that
was relied upon.  He sought only to take the word of Ohrenstein, who is
proven to have acted dishonestly, along with his instructing solicitors in
presenting an entirely false case. Fancourt evaded all evidence of
dishonesty on the part of the offenders and failed in his duty to act in the
public interest and prosecute what is yet another case of extreme dishonest
non-disclosure ex-parte, history repeating itself.

C. Fancourt sought to make an injunction that was founded by fraud in full
knowledge that the Claimant has an indisputable debt exceeding £1.1
million. Fancourt has sought to assist the offenders in defrauding the
Claimant and  by maliciously certifying the application to set aside the
orders of 9th January 2017 and 16th January 2017 aside as “totally without
merit” but without providing any reasoned judgment whatsoever. Fancourt
has knowingly compromised his impartiality and has acted with dishonest
intent to defraud the Claimant whilst perverting the course of justice.  As
such, the Claimant has issued an application for a warrant for his arrest for
the indictable offence he has committed and for criminal contempt of court
respective of section 1 of the Contempt of Court Act 1981.
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D. The order by Fancourt of 6th November 2020 is void as ultra vires and in any
event is unjust and illegal to prejudice the Claimant’s constitutional right to
recover an indisputable debt by means of the appropriate method in law
from which to do so. It must be set aside.

E. Fancourt’s judgment given orally and later written by the defendant,
Womble Bond Dickinson entirely lacks rationale.  There is solely the
admission that none of the evidence on which the Claimant relies or the
arguments advanced were considered, invalidating the order.

F. The Claimant reserves his constitutional right to be heard and to prosecute
the offenders accordingly for the multiple frauds they have committed
against me in conspiracy for a protracted period of time.   The conduct of
Fancourt during the premeditated hearing of 6th November 2020 is a
flagrant and deliberate breach of Article 6 of the Human Rights Act 1998.
The Claimant reserves his right to be heard and to have all of the arguments
that have, by Fancourt’s own admission, never been tried, tried by impartial
judge who is coming to the case with clean hands. That has never happened
to date.

G. Fancourt found that the matter in relation to the assignment has never been
tried, the Claimant proved that in law the assignment is valid and meets the
criteria of section 136(1) of the Law of Property Act 1925, both assignments
do, yet Fancourt attempted to rule to the contrary, whilst admitting he
never even considered any of the evidence or the Claimant's submissions.

H. Fancourt and his co-conspirators sought to rely on the petition presented by
the offenders, but without first establishing the indisputable fact that the
£25k petition is a nullity, it ceased to exist from the outset. It was
extinguished by the cross claim that Staunton then fraudulently
misrepresented.

I. The issue in relation to the order of 28th March 2018 being founded by
Staunton’s fraud by false representation respective of that cross claim and
the order of 21st March 2018 has also been concealed by the corrupt
judiciary.  That order was founded by fraud and same is proven to the
criminal standard of proof.    In this application, I seek to set-aside the order
that was founded by fraud and I seek a declaration that the petition is a
nullity on the grounds set out clearly in my witness statement supporting.
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J. I refer to my second affidavit (tab_10 of the bundle) that Fancourt also
evaded, along with each and every single piece of evidence and written
submission on which I seek to rely.    It is clearly material that the
defendants withheld those affidavits from the ex-parte hearing when same
is directly related to the case I seek to advance against them, namely that
all of the orders have been founded by a most serious and protracted
fraud upon the court, founded by their principal frauds of plenty.

K. I turn to page 2, paragraph 9 through to paragraph 66 of the affidavit.  It is
clearly material that none of my applications are without merit and all of
the submissions in this respect have been withheld, along with all of the
material information.

L. At page 12, paragraph 67 through to 69, I refer to “manifest mistake” and
at paragraph 69 I correctly define as:

“in complete disregard of case facts and the applicable rule or law as an 
indisputable error of judgment”. 

M. That is precisely what Fancourt has done here, he has deliberately evaded
each and every single law, the evidence and facts to assist the offenders in
defrauding me of my rightful assets whilst knowingly perverting the course
of justice.   Judges that pervert the course of justice, are not judges.

N. At paragraph 70, I refer to the principles of natural justice, which have been
entirely absent in these protracted rigged proceedings designed to assist
the offenders in using the Court to defraud.   The point I make is that all of
the orders in this case are void ab initio, they were founded by a fraud upon
the Court. I am asking for them to be set aside.
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O. I am being deprived the right to be heard and Fancourt seeks, acting 
entirely dishonestly, to deploy another false instrument ECRO to further 
conceal the frauds whilst misusing the Court.

P. Fancourt is disqualified from this case, he is conflicted but furthermore he 
has perverted the course of justice so I am asking you, Master of the Rolls, 
to recuse him and to hear my case, as it should have been heard nearly 3-
years ago when Jones circumvented by application that was “to be heard by 
a High Court Judge”

Q. I refer to tab_27 of my evidence with my application that Fancourt illegally 
disposed of without hearing any part of it.   Those are the applicable 
authorities. They apply equally to the £4.1 million fraudulent claim as they 
do the £25k non-existent petition that was extinguished by that cross claim. 
The significance of that is that my cross claim is proven and the offenders 
cannot rely on their own illegality to found an action in the civil courts, yet 
this Court has been acting illegally. 

R. Rule 14.25 of the Insolvency Rules does apply, but it has never been applied 
by this corrupted public authority that has consistently acted in an 
unconstitutional way, to assist the offenders in using insolvency legislation 
that is designed to recover assets for creditors, as the means of defrauding 
creditors.

S. My rights to a fair and unbiased trial and have been violated, I will not stand 
for it. I am honest, I know the law, I know this case and what all of it is 
about. I have proven it to the criminal standard of proof, now I demand 
remedy for the numerous wrongdoings.    It is the duty of this public 
authority and all officers under the Crown to act in a way that is compatible 
with both Convention Rights and our basic constitutional principles. Where 
there is wrongdoing, there must be restitution.

T. I request that these issues are now determined at trial and that the 
defendant’s applications for ECRO / GCRO are dismissed and that the 
hearing of 10.30AM tomorrow is vacated, or in the alternative, that the 
listing is used productively in a lawful way, to deal with everything in my 
application of 28th October 2020 that has been evaded.
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE                                                           CR-2017-000140 

INSOLVENCY & COMPANIES LIST 
___________________________________________________________________ 

IN THE MATTER OF THE INSOLVENCY ACT 1986 AND IN THE MATTER OF MIDDLESBROUGH 
FOOTBALL & ATHLETIC COMPANY (1986) LTD  

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 
 

MIDDLESBROUGH FOOTBALL & ATHLETIC COMPANY (1986) LTD 
(First Defendant)  

 
GIBSON O’ NEILL COMPANY LTD  

                (Second Defendant) & others named in the Claimant’s first affidavit dated 5th August 
2020  

 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Witness Statement of Mr Paul Millinder dated 10th November 2020  
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

1. I, Mr Paul Millinder, an energy infrastructure developer, investor and private intelligence 

expert specialising in domestic anti-corruption operations, do say as follows: 

 

2. To the best of my knowledge and belief the facts and information on which I seek to rely in 

this statement and in the continuation sheets, appendices and related statements and 

submissions made by me are true and accurate.   

 
3. All of the information contained in my index of exhibits with this application shall be 

available at trial.     

 
4. This statement is made in support of my application to recuse Fancourt J and to set aside 

the order of 6th November 2020 because Fancourt has perverted the course of justice.  CASE FILE: Page 1435                   PDF: Page 196 of 994



 
5. This statement is also my statement pursuant to section 9 of the Criminal Justice Act 1967 in 

support of a warrant of arrest against Fancourt and Ohrenstein.  

 
6. I refer to my PDF Portfolio of exhibits with this statement:  EX-PM-08-11-2020 containing 

the exhibits on which I seek to rely and along with all of the evidence within my application 

of 28th October 2020 that Fancourt illegally disposed of after twice making the admission 

he had not reviewed any of my evidence whatsoever.     

 

APPLICATION FOR RECUSAL & TO SET ASIDE THE ORDER OF 6TH NOVEMBER 2020:  

7. Fancourt deliberately failed in his duty to act impartially, the hearing was pre-determined 

and by his own admission, he never reviewed a single part of the Applicant’s evidence, nor 

statements referring to the comprehensive evidence I cited in those statements.     Fancourt 

deliberately evaded the evidence to provide dishonest and unjust assistance to the 

offenders.    

 
8. My application of 28th October 2020 requested a fraud trial to have tried all of the issues 

that have never been tried.  I requested a trial over for 21 hours.   Fancourt acted illegally, 

seeking to dispose of the application to prevent justice from being served on the offenders, 

working for them in continuing the pattern of fraud and deceit, by failing to try any of the 

issues,  disposing of the application that required at least 21 hours to hear, without even 

reading any single part of my case and evading all of the evidence.   He did so knowing his 

actions would blatantly interfere with the proper administration of justice.   The hearing 

was entirely and most obviously predetermined to assist the offenders in evading justice. 

Fancourt has been colluding with Womble Bond Dickinson and Ohrenstein.   

 
9. I refer to tab_02D of my PDF portfolio.  The detailed email sent to Ohrenstein, Fancourt and 

Womble Bond Dickinson contains substantive detail from the hearing of 6th November 

2020.   I have 3 witnesses who attended the hearing and made detailed notes accordingly 

who have offered to give evidence at trial.    At page 1 paragraph 1,  it was recited from 

Fancourt himself that “The substantive issues have never been tried”. 
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10. Nothing was tried whatsoever all the way through these protracted proceedings that have 

been predetermined to interfere with the proper administration of justice, to evade all my 

evidence of fraud, indictable offences and breaches of the law and to provide impunity to 

the offenders whilst assisting them in effectually using the court as a “cash cow” to further 

compound the multitude of serious fraud offences committed in conspiracy.     The hearing 

of 6th November 2020 was a repetition of precisely the same acts of corruption.  Fancourt 

focused only on assisting the offenders.  

 
11. At paragraph 2 of page 1, the other salient issue is referred to, where Vos, the defendant in 

an ongoing criminal prosecution who has also acted with ill-will to prevent justice from 

being served on the offenders cited that it is “too late for Mr Millinder to raise issues now” 

when all of the issues that were raised have been deliberately evaded to prevent justice 

being served.  By Fancourt’s own oral admission, nothing has actually been tried.  

 
12. At paragraph 3, the recent judgement in Takhar v Gracefield Developments 2020 was cited. 

A judgment in that case that was founded by fraud was set aside 10-years form the date it 

had been made.   This was based on the original Supreme Court judgement, Takhar v 

Gracefield Developments Ltd & Ors [2019] UKSC 13, where the Court held that a claimant 

could bring an action to set aside an earlier judgment, which was alleged to have been 

obtained by fraud.   In the present case, all of the judgments have been obtained by and 

founded upon fraud, yet in this case, by admission of both Vos and Fancourt, the 

substantive issues that “go to the heart” of all of my applications and indeed the claim, have 

never been tried.    The originating unlawful forfeiture occurred on 19th August 2015, we are 

not beyond the statute of limitations but furthermore, the claim that I issued, which is 

founded by unlawful forfeiture, was issued on 1st November 2018 and has never been tried.   

Arnold, a fellow member of this criminal racketeering enterprise operating at the heart of 

our justice system was the judge allocated by Pelling to the false instrument ECRO used to 

prevent justice being served on the offenders.    Arnold, following the strategy of his fellow 

conspirators, consistently certified all applications I made as “totally without merit” without 

considering a single part of them whatsoever.    

CASE FILE: Page 1437                   PDF: Page 198 of 994

https://intelligenceuk.com/FANCOURT_OTHERS/Tab_D_Takhar_v_Gracefield_2020.pdf
https://www.supremecourt.uk/cases/uksc-2017-0072.html
https://www.supremecourt.uk/cases/uksc-2017-0072.html


13. Fancourt has done precisely the same here, but Fancourt knew that all of the orders have 

been founded by fraud, which is why he made the conscious and premeditated decision to 

interfere with the proper administration of justice.  Fancourt made the admission he had 

not read a single part of the evidence on which I sought to have relied.   

  

14. None of the issues which go to the heart of my application of 28th October 2020 were tried 

and yet Fancourt, following the same pattern as the rest of the corrupt judiciary, certified 

my application to set aside two orders that are founded by fraud as “totally without merit” 

whilst at the same time dismissing the application for trial in full knowledge that the issues 

in that application have never even been tried.    Undoubtedly Fancourt knew his actions 

would interfere with the proper administration of justice and that is why he has behaved in 

this way.      

 
15. The judicial oath is a prerequisite duty of all officers under the Crown to uphold and 

maintain.  In this case, Fancourt has acted illegally, contrary to the law, with favour and ill-

will.  Fancourt is therefore disqualified as a judge and has no standing in law to continue in 

his role.  The constitutional oaths were established by the good and honourable law makers 

of the United Kingdom to protect the public from the lawlessness and tyranny I have 

encountered throughout these protracted, malicious proceedings that have been 

engineered by the corrupt judiciary to defraud me of my rightful assets whilst preventing 

justice from being served on the offenders.   All of the purproted judges responsible have 

flagrantly breached their judicial oaths, seeking to then provide one another and the 

principal offenders with impunity, also contrary to the law and the interests of justice.  The 

oaths that have been breached by the co-conspirators purporting to be judges, Fancourt, 

Vos, Pelling, Arnold, Briggs, Jones, Murray, Jones, Briggs, Fanning and Ikram, but also 

Burnett, the instigator of this corruption and Buckland, who has been coercing the judiciary 

since 16th November 2017 state as follows: 

 

Form of official oath: “I,   , do swear that I will well and truly serve Her Majesty Queen 

Victoria in the office of ,   , So help me God.” 
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Form of judicial oath:     “I, , do swear that I will well and truly serve our Sovereign Lady 

Queen Victoria in the office of , ,  and I will do right to all manner of people after the laws 

and usages of this realm, without fear or favour, affection or illwill. So help me God.” 

 
16. Knowingly acting to conceal indictable offences whilst deliberately evading evidence and 

statements of one side is illegal and it has tendency to pervert the course of justice.  Judges 

that behave in this way are not judges from the date they violate their constitutional oath 

undertaking not to behave in that way.  They have broken their promise to Queen and 

Country and that is precisely what all of the purported judges have done that I name in 

paragraph 15 above.    They are all, by default, disqualified to act as judges, they have no 

standing to make judicial decisions and any order they have made is void ab initio.  That is 

the correct position in law. These white-collar criminals who have behaved in this entirely 

unconstitutional, deliberate and illegal manner are one and the same as the principal 

offenders they have been supporting.    

 

THE ACTUS REUS OF THE INDICTABLE OFFENCES 

17. Fancourt, as do the rest of the offenders I refer to, occupies a fiduciary duty to act in the 

interests of and to safeguard the financial interests of another by acting in a constitutional 

way, impartially, according to their official and judicial oath undertakings.   Fancourt and all 

of the offenders I refer to in bold at paragraph 15 above, have conspired to defraud, in 

abuse of their positions, whilst acting in a premeditated way to prevent justice from being 

served on the offenders.     The actus reus of the indictable offence of fraud by abuse of 

position as in s.4 of the Fraud Act 2006 is complete and the offences were commissioned in 

conspiracy by these judicial office holders over a protracted period of time and the offences 

are by no means in isolation.  

 

18. The Contempt of Court Act 1981 denotes the applicable rule of law being one of strict 

liability respective of criminal contempt of Court.  That strict liability rule is defined at 

section 1 of the Act as:  
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“the rule of law whereby conduct may be treated as a contempt of court as tending to 

interfere with the course of justice in particular legal proceedings regardless of intent to do 

so” 

 
19. It is plainly evidenced that the intention of all of the defendants, including the defendants at 

paragraph 15, was to conspire to prevent justice from being served on the principal 

offenders, Middlesbrough FC, Womble Bond Dickinson, Staunton, Ohrenstein and Hannon.  

 

20. The admission by Fancourt himself during the hearing is that “none of the substantive 

issues have ever been tried” and he had before him an application for trial to try those 

multiple issues of serious fraud in conspiracy, indictable offences and fraudulent non-

disclosure on 3 counts.    I refer to tab_04D of my exhibit, there is some extremely telling 

evidence where in fact all of this malfeasance was set out prior to Fancourt making his mala 

fide order designed to prevent justice being served.  At page 4, I set out the position 

precisely in that email to Brilliant, Fancourt’s clerk and I did so in response to receiving the 

email from Bremner of Womble Bond Dickinson at page 1 (A).   The email from Bremner 

contained the draft order contained at pages 14 and 15 of same exhibit.    At page 14 it was 

cited by Bremner, as I had highlighted “AND UPON reading the evidence”.   Bremner clearly 

knew, as any lawyer would do, that for the order to be valid, the evidence and statements 

of both sides would in fact need to be considered but Fancourt knew, by his own admission, 

none of my statements or evidence was considered in any way shape or form.  It was all 

predetermined and everything submitted both in writing and orally was evaded to provide 

dishonest and unjust assistance to the offenders to defraud me of over £1.1 million whilst 

intentionally perverting the course of justice in full knowledge of the multitude of offences 

committed by the principal offenders in conspiracy.    

 

21. At page 16 and 17 is the sealed order that came after I had served the notice email on 

Brilliant, in response to Bremner’s email containing that draft order.  Here, in full knowledge 

that Fancourt did not read any of my statements and in the full admission he did not even 

look at a single piece of evidence referred to, Fancourt retracted from the draft order the 

part that cited “AND UPON reading the evidence”, because he knew nothing was. 
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22. Fancourt knew what he was doing was dishonest, which is why he removed that reference 

to the evidence being read in his order, because he knew his order was void and he only 

worked to assist the offenders in defrauding me.  Cheating is dishonest and cheating, in 

context with the applicable test for dishonesty that I have applied in this case and equally in 

respect of the actions of all of the offenders, is precisely what they have all done.   In this 

respect, I refer to tab_05D, the letter I sent to Mr Stansfeld in relation to Nugee’s 

dishonesty and manipulation of the rule of law.     

 
23. At page 1, paragraph 2 of that letter, I included a link to the document described as 

“dossier” referring to acts of corruption and dishonesty that has tendency to pervert the 

course of justice on the part of Arnold and Nugee.   Using the username and password 

credentials provided therein, we access that document by simply clicking on the link.  For 

good measure, I had however included the same as tab_016 with my application for trial 

that Fancourt illegally disposed of without considering a single part of it.  The entire bundle 

PDF portfolio and all of the statements with that application are clearly referred to in this 

prosecution.   The entire submission at tab_016 proves dishonesty on the part of both 

Nugee and Arnold, who have conspired to defraud, made and deployed a false instrument 

ECRO against me to further conceal the frauds (clearing interfering with the proper 

administration of justice), whilst dishonestly misrepresenting the applicable laws and 

maliciously certifying applications that are proven beyond doubt as “totally without merit” 

when nothing has ever been tried, even by Fancourt’s own admission.   If nothing has been 

tried, which is the correct factual position, how can they lawfully certify any one of my 

applications as totally without merit?   The answer is that legally, they cannot.  

 

24. All of this court business in the malicious, utter nonsense legal fiction in certifying 

applications as “totally without merit” without trying any of the issues and concealing the 

multiple frauds originating the orders in the first instance is, in itself, convened with intent 

to prevent justice from being served on themselves, they cohorts and the principal 

offenders.  That is how the first false instrument ECRO came about and Fancourt clearly 

honestly believes he can continue that cause of action.      
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25. In this respect, the submissions contained at tab_13, my 10-page letter to Drewett really 

did hit the nail on the head. The defendants and Fancourt knew this, which is why Fancourt 

attempted to assert that the disclosure was not material when he knew it was.  He was 

mirroring Nugee’s perversion of the course of justice to prevent the offenders from being 

prosecuted for what was, categorically, the most serious case of fraudulent non-disclosure 

ex-parte in the history of UK law.   I refer to tab_13, in fact the entire contents of that letter 

dated 20th May 2020 sums up the case generally, there is a serious and protracted fraud 

upon the Court, the judicial mechanics are compromised and have been perverting the 

course of justice, assisting the offenders, all of the orders made in the case are void ab initio 

on that ground alone, but in fact, there are many more grounds on which I will elaborate on 

herein.     

 
26. Fancourt attempted to certify my application to set aside the two orders that are indeed 

founded by fraudulent non-disclosure as “totally without merit” whilst himself admitting 

that he never even considered any part of the evidence whatsoever.   The position makes a 

mockery of the principles of justice and the law in the first instance.   At page 3, paragraph 

13 of that letter (tab_13), I recited the applicable authority in which the superior court set 

out a checklist which is inescapable when any judge is considering certifying an application 

as totally without merit;  Wasif and another v Secretary of State for the Home Department [2016].  

 
27. At paragraph 13 (2) I quoted the second in the checklist, it applies to all of my applications. 

At paragraph 15 (5) I quoted the fifth in the checklist, it equally applies to all of my 

applications, but in fact, by Fancourt’s own admission himself during that hearing of 6th 

November 2020 “the substantive issues have never been tried”, which is the correct factual 

position but in fact, the “substantive issues” he refers to are the ones that are already 

proven beyond reasonable doubt. They were on 9th January 2017 when the defendants 

could not defend my claim for unlawful forfeiture so they dishonestly withheld 172 pages of 

witness exhibit that proved the statement of the demand instead and this time around, on 

23rd October 2020 they withheld the same counterpart assignment that they did on 9th 

January 2017 and Fancourt found the same.   He evaded it all, just as Nugee had done, 

because they have conspired to pervert the course of justice.    
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28. The submission at paragraph 27 above brings me on to the next in the inescapable checklist, 

which is also contained in that same letter to Drewett that the offenders again dishonestly 

withheld from the ex-parte hearing and then Ohrenstein lied and said that the letter 

complaining of non-disclosure and the 13-attachments referred to in it (See: tab_03D page 

1 through to the separation line at the first quarter of page 6.     It is clearly material that 

Ohrenstein continued the lie, just as Staunton did before Nugee, but these idiotic white-

collar criminals are not judges at all, they are there only to assist the offenders in evading 

justice whilst themselves committing indictable offences in office, then one covers for the 

other to further pervert the course of justice.   Again, that is not an allegation, it is a fact 

and one proven to the criminal standard of proof.   The transcript of those proceedings (and 

the original CD recording) is critical evidence that I require in a criminal prosecution against 

the offenders.    Nothing can happen without that, same also needs to be considered with 

this present application to get to the heart of all of the issues in question.  

 

29. At tab_03D, page 3, paragraph 1, through to page 4, paragraph 9, I provided a non-

exhaustive list of material information that was dishonestly withheld by the offenders 

during the ex-parte injunction hearing of 23rd October 2020 where, once again, for the 3rd 

time running, their outright failure to disclose came in tandem with presenting a case that 

they all knew to be false.  It is clearly material that both Stewart and Ohrenstein then relied 

upon Fancourt to cover for them, whilst they continued to present a false case in that first 

hearing on notice, safe in the knowledge that Fancourt would in any event cover for them 

and prevent them from being prosecuted.   It was all articulately premeditated in 

conspiracy.      

 
30. At the bottom of paragraph 9 of page 4 of that critical complaint of material non-disclosure, 

I asked the offenders to explain why they failed to put that information before the Court 

when they all knew that it was this information that proved a range of indictable offences 

committed by them in conspiracy. It was information on which they knew I had sought to 

have relied and they made the conscious and premeditated intent to withhold it.   

 

CASE FILE: Page 1443                   PDF: Page 204 of 994

https://intelligenceuk.com/FANCOURT_OTHERS/Tab_03D---EXHIBIT_DISHONESTY_07_11_2020.pdf
https://intelligenceuk.com/FANCOURT_OTHERS/Tab_03D---EXHIBIT_DISHONESTY_07_11_2020.pdf


31. By virtue of the corrupt officers under the Crown, these white-collar criminals disguised as 

lawyers have been, for a protracted period of time, provided with impunity so that they can 

break as many laws as they like, putting me, an innocent party who only wanted to build a 

wind turbine in accordance with the contracts, through extreme and protracted emotional 

distress, whilst the corrupt judiciary conceal multiple indictable offences, including, but not 

limited to conspiracy to defraud, perjuries that are plentiful, fraud by failing to disclosure 

information, fraud by false representation, malfeasance and acts of corruption (conspiracy 

to defraud on the part of Hannon), whilst Fancourt and his conspirators, all of those named 

in paragraph 15, continue their protracted scheme to prevent justice from being served on 

them.    All of the evidence withheld is absolutely material to the ex-parte case the 

offenders were advancing, they knew this, but they knew that they could rely on Fancourt 

and their fellow conspirators disguised as judges, to assist them in making further gains, 

founded by their outrageous and blatant frauds.  That is precisely what Fancourt has done, 

but it is what all of those referred to in paragraph 15 have done from 16th November 2017 

onwards, which is why, after all of the hearings, now, on 6th November 2020, 2-years, 11 

months and 21-days later (1086 days), Fancourt himself made the admission that “the 

substantive issues have never been tried”.  The purpose of the Court is to try the issues.  

The fact of the matter is and it is indeed proven, is that the preliminary considerations, so 

simple and proven as they are have not once been tried, apart from in one transcript and 

judgment that came close to it, being the transcript and judgment of 5th February 2015 

(item 5 in the list of material information contained at tab_03D at page 4). Indeed, all of the 

information and contents of that email itself are material, they indicate that there has been 

fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte and had that email had been disclosed, the materiality 

of the non-disclosure would have been established and the order of 23rd October 2020 

would not have been continued.    The fact is indisputable, there is a continuing duty of 

disclosure ex-party and history repeats itself, because the position was exactly the same 

respective of the material non-disclosure ex-parte of 9th January 2017 that has been 

concealed by Nugee and others to provide impunity to the offenders, contrary to the 

interests of justice and the public interest.   Again, these points were pleaded and proven in 

my evidence that Fancourt deliberately evaded. 

 
CASE FILE: Page 1444                   PDF: Page 205 of 994



32. The submission above brings me on to the fact that Fancourt and his conspirers, Womble 

Bond Dickinson, Orehstein and MFC wanted to fabricate another false instrument ECRO on 

Wednesday 11th November 2020 and to pave way for that, following suit with the rest of 

the offenders, the white-collar criminals who have perverted the course of justice and 

breached their judicial oaths, Fancourt, in his mala fide void order of 6th November 2020, 

certified the prospect of setting aside the two orders of 9th January 2017 and 16th January 

2017 aside as “totally without merit” whilst, by his own admission, failing in his duty as a 

judge to try any of the issues whatsoever.     

 
33. The submission above brings me back to the same material exhibit, tab_13, that was 

dishonestly withheld from the ex-parte hearing along with all of the other evidence 

Fancourt deliberately sought to evade, nullifying his order.   Page 4 of the exhibit, paragraph 

15, where I recite the seventh of the inescapable criteria set by the superior court when 

certifying any application as totally without merit.    I quote and highlight this part 

accordingly, it goes to the heart of the case and it also absolutely material to the 

advancement of the offender’s ex-parte case for a false instrument (s.3 of the Forgery & 

Counterfeiting Act 1981), ECRO, when it is proven in law that not a single one of my 

applications are totally without merit in direct context of what is quoted in that authority 

from  the superior court.   These people are lawless white-collar criminals, the lowest of the 

low, traitors to Queen and country; 

 
“7. Where a claim is certified as “totally without merit” then “peculiar care must be taken to 

ensure that all the arguments raised in the grounds are properly addressed” when the judge 

gives reasons for coming to his or her decision. Separate reasons should be given for the 

certification (as opposed to the refusal of permission), even if those separate reasons rest on 

what has been said previously. The reasoning need not be lengthy, but it should be 

structured” 

 

34. Fancourt admitted that he knew that the “substantive points have never been tried” and 

therefore he knew that none of my applications are without merit and he made no mention 

whatsoever about certifying the application as “totally without merit”; 

CASE FILE: Page 1445                   PDF: Page 206 of 994

https://intelligenceuk.com/MFC-DEMAND/23_10_2020/Tab_13---Letter_Drewett_PM_DP_20_05_2020_V01F.pdf


whilst disposing of the application without first trying any of the issues during his rigged 

hearing of 6th November 2020.   It is for this reason he failed altogether to provide any 

reasoning for his mala fide, malicious decision in any way shape or form. He could not, 

because he knew full well that what he has done is illegal and he knew what he has done is 

dishonest and undoubtedly, for which it will be proven by Judge and in the opinion of the 

Jury, his actions would indeed be viewed and incontrovertibly dishonest in the opinion of 

any ordinary and reasonable adult.  He had the premediated intent, working in conspiracy 

with Ohrenstein, Womble Bond Dickinson and the 1st Defendant, to defraud me of over £1.1 

million, acting dishonestly, in abuse of his position.  His motive for doing so, is because he as 

been “got at” by Burnett and Buckland, the kleptocrat white-collar criminals at the heart of 

this ruination of our justice system and the rule of law.  He has deliberately allowed, acting 

dishonorably, to allow his independence to be compromised by a third party, that in itself 

vitiates his judicial oath, but the actions of Fancourt are in fat, far more sinister.  

APPLICATION TO SET ASIDE THE VOID ORDER PURSUANT TO CPR 3.1(7) 

35. The order of 6th November 2020 is void as ultra vires and as such, I seek to set it aside, 

pursuant to CPR 3.1(7) for manifest error. The Applicant’s case was not tried, all of the 

evidence, facts and statements were evaded and the Applicant’s right to a fair trial was 

compromised, constituting not only an act of corruption and a criminal contempt of Court, 

but also a flagrant violation of Article 6 of the Human Rights Act 1998.  

 
36. The manifest error is firstly the fact that the Judge, by his own admission, failed to consider 

any part of the Applicant’s statements or evidence, because he was perverting the course of 

justice.  Therefore in any event, his order is void.  

 
37. Secondly, because I have adduced fresh evidence of collusion and dishonesty founding the 

order on the part of both Stewart and Ohrenstein who have knowingly presented a false 

case that was supported, in conspiracy by Fancourt, who acted in this way, even in light of 

being told, categorically and very clearly that the sum of the statutory demand cannot be 

disputed in any way shape or form.  

 
38. Thirdly, for that reason, because the sum of the statutory demand cannot be disputed: 
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THE CLAIM OF THE DEMAND CANNOT BE DISPUTED 

39. Fancourt fraudulently abused his position, working in conspiracy with Ohrenstein and the 

First Defendant, seeking to defraud me of over £1.1 million when he knew that the 

offenders could not dispute the claim of the statutory demand.  The position is irrefutable.   

 

40. There are three absolutely simple positions at the heart of the demand.  The first is: 

 
(A) The fact that the claim is founded by unlawful forfeiture of the Lease which has already 

been found (issue estoppel applies) in that same order of 5th February 2018 that was 

amongst the plethora of material exhibits withheld.  In fact however, this fact was 

proven in the statements and evidence I had referred to, but Fancourt evaded all of 

that. His job was to assist the offenders in defrauding me of over £1.1 million.  At page 2 

of my witness statement dated 28th October 2020 that Fancourt evaded, I included a 

table of contents for ease in navigation.  Clicking on this title; “Unlawful forfeiture of 

the Lease founding the claim in the demand” we are taken to page 3.  Paragraph 7 

proves beyond doubt that the claim for unlawful forfeiture is as read.  Therefore, on this 

ground the claim, the abortive costs founded by unlawful forfeiture cannot be disputed.  

The defendants knew this all along, which is why they fraudulently withheld all of the 

evidence ex-parte on 9th January 2017, because they could not defend the claim and for 

presiely the same reason, which is why they submitted the fraudulent £4.1 million false 

representation they all knew was false, by Staunton’s own written admission, against 

Empowering Wind MFC Ltd, on 9th January 2017 and just 24-days later, Gill, of Womble 

Bond Dickinson, made that claim.  All of that is covered in the 54-page report, that was 

also dishonestly withheld.   

 

(B) The assignment:    The counterpart assignment, an absolute assignment of the abortive 

costs, all of the investments in the project, was withheld from the ex-parte hearing of 9th 

January 2017 and the ex-parte hearing of 23rd October 2020.   Fancourt discovered this, 

but he made no attempt to carry out any standard of review, because he was perverting 

the course of justice.  He just ignored it, just like Nugee did, only in fact, Nugee did not 

ignore it, he assisted the offenders, by misrepresenting the terms of the assignment.  
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Again, this fact is proven, to the criminal standard of proof, within the 54-page report, 

which is why Fancourt deliberately and dishonestly evaded all of my evidence.  Because 

he was perverting the course of justice to prevent justice from being served on the 

offenders.  I refer specifically to that report (tab_7), which becomes a bit monotonous, 

because everything is again condensed in there and Fancourt knew this formed a 

fundamental part of my fraud case against the offenders, which is why he evaded it 

altogether.    I refer the Judge and Jury to page 1 of that report and ask you to take your 

pick, all of it is relevant, just click on the selection in the table of contents and hey 

presto, it is all proven to the criminal standard of proof.    I will complete this submission 

by citing that:  

 

41. At approximately 40 minutes into the hearing, Fancourt and Ohrenstein were seeking to 

diminish the rule of law, namely section 136(1) of the Law of Property Act 1925 which 

makes any absolute assignment of a thing in action valid from the date such assignment was 

served on the debtor / affected party.  This is the law, the law cannot be diminished, the 

law makes the assignment valid and Fancourt sought to affront the law to assist the 

offenders in defrauding the Applicant of the sum of the demand, exceeding £1.1 million.    

 
42. At approximately 42 minutes into the hearing, Fancourt cited that:  

 
“It seems to me that the assignment from EWMFC to EE was never actually decided by a 

Judge 

 
43. Ohrenstein however, lied prior to that finding and cited that the assignment had been 

decided by a Judge and sought to mislead the Court when he knew the argument he was 

advancing was completely nonsensical.  They were using the façade of insolvency to 

defraud, that in itself is material, because it proves the Applicant’s case beyond doubt.   

 

44. At approximately 25 minutes into the hearing, Ohrenstein stated that: 

 

 

CASE FILE: Page 1448                   PDF: Page 209 of 994

https://intelligenceuk.com/MFC-DEMAND/23_10_2020/Tab_07---Report_Systemic_Corruption_02_06_2020_PM_VF.pdf


“At page 23 of the bundle and from the detail that were put with the statutory demand 

you can see that what Mr Millinder is concerned with originated from an agreement with 

Empowering Wind MFC Ltd and an agreement it had with MFC.  The company had a Lease 

which was forfeited and then there was a dispute between the parties” 

 

45. Ohrenstein went on to state that: 

 

“The allegation is then that, ur, Empwering Wind, er, assigned the benefit of its dispute to 

another entity” 

 

46. The statement made above by Ohrenstain is a fallacy and he knew the statement he was 

making was false.   So did his instructing solicitor, Stewart, who also lied in his ex-parte 

witness statement when he knew that no money was ever owed to the First Defendant. 

   

47. A “dispute” was not assigned, there was no “dispute” to start with, because no money was 

ever owed to the First Defendant and that cannot be disputed in any way shape or form.  

What is assigned is the “investments” and this is where the materiality of the report of 54-

pages again comes into play.    

 

48. The Applicant refers briefly to that report in respect of this part of my written submission; 

(tab_07) of the application bundle.    We turn to page 34 of the report, line 28 and 29. From 

Ohrenstein’s colleague himself, Staunton, he refers in the transcript of 5th February 2018 to 

the fact that what’s assigned to EEI are “the investments, the £200k”.    

 
49. It is absolutely material that Ohrenstein’s fellow white-collar criminal, Staunton, his co-

conspirator, the purported Radcliffe Chambers barrister who was acting for the First 

Defendant but has now gone “AWOL”, admitted himself, on 5th February 2018 that what’s 

assigned are the investments.   Ohrenstein has “stepped into his shoes”, he is another 

white-collar criminal intent on abusing his position to defraud the Applicant under the 

façade of “justice” and insolvency, working in cahoots with the white-collar criminals 

purporting to be judges.  
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50. Ohrenstein knew there was an absolute assignment of all of the investments in Empowering 

Wind MFC Ltd on 5th February 2018 and therefore, by Staunton’s own admission, both he 

and his instructing solicitors knew that their alleged claim for £25,000 was extinguished in 

full by the cross claim that was assigned to Earth Energy Investments LLP.    

 
51. This proves beyond reasonable doubt, to the criminal standard of proof, that on 5th 

February 2018, the offenders all knew that Earth Energy Investments LLP does not owe the 

1st defendant £25k.    That is absolutely material, because it proves that the alleged £25k 

petition debt never existed on 5th February 2018, just one-week prior to Gill, the same Gill 

who has conspired to defraud me, a creditor in proceedings pursuant to the Insolvency Act 

1986, made the covert, without notice presentation of a winding up petition in full 

knowledge that neither I nor my companies owed the 1st Defendant a single penny.  The 

position is absolutely steadfast and therefore, I set aside the orders of 9th January 2017 and 

16th January 2017 because in law, (it cannot be disputed) I have a cross claim that 

extinguishes their non-existent petition debt but they continued the fraud and again, this is 

where the materiality of the report comes into play, but first, I reiterate, it was the 

counterpart assignment that Ohrenstein and his conspirers withheld from the last ex-parte 

hearing when same was served with the statutory demand.  During the hearing of 6th 

November 2020, Ohrenstein himself was forced to admit that the assignment counterpart 

was withheld, but he knew that formed an integral part of the case I am advancing as in law, 

the assignment is valid and any deviation away from this position is not a disagreement with 

me, but it is a challenge to the law itself which makes it so, together with the original 

demand in that sum of £530,000, the “investments” that were assigned from Empowering 

Wind MFC Ltd on 29th June 2015 and in fact served on the offenders 3 separate times 

thereafter up until 6th January 2017 when they were served in hard copy again, with the 

demand.   It is absolutely material that the offenders withheld the assignment counterpart 

when I clearly referred to it within the demand, but they did it twice over, history repeating 

itself, but safe in the knowledge that the corrupt judiciary would support them no matter 

how many times they break the law.  

 

CASE FILE: Page 1450                   PDF: Page 211 of 994



52.  Now I come into the report, but in fact, to condense, I refer to my witness statement that 

Fancourt evaded, it is all covered in there, referring to the evidence he also evaded.  The 

key part is really at page 15 “The order of 21st March 2018 and the transcript of the 

hearing on 28th March 2018 was withheld from the ex-parte hearing” of that statement of 

28th October 2020, but equally in the 54-page report that was amongst the deliberate non-

disclosure.  Again, I am fed up having to make statements, skeletons, oral submissions that 

are just evaded by these utterly useless, cowardly white-collar criminals pretending to be 

judges, so I suggest you, the reader, the learned judge, if that is what you are, actually just 

go to tab_7, the first page, and read it all from start to finish.   I will spell it out, yet again, at 

the hearing of this application to set aside, as I will in the Magistrates and Crown Court 

when I prosecute all of the offenders.    All of my evidence is complete and indexated, there 

is no non-disclosure on my part, everything on which I seek to rely has been presented to 

the courts, but the courts have been acting in an entirely unconstitutional way, proving that 

in fact, one cannot rely on those courts, because the judicial mechanics are up the creek, an 

outright failure to perform or to run as the Queen and our country intended.  That is the 

problem, fundamentally, not me, or the case, but the corrupt judiciary.  It is all proven to 

the criminal standard of proof.    I reiterate, judges that wilfully act with malicious intent to 

conceal fraud, are guilty of perverting the course of justice and they are not judges form 

that day on, they are one and the same as the principal offenders.  

 

(C) The third issue, (A), (B) and now (C), is the fact that orders that are founded by fraud 

cease to exist in law from the outset.    There never was a petition debt, because no 

money was ever owed whatsoever.   

 

It is absolutely material to the ex-parte case in this respect, that the defendants 

disclosed the report, because same proved just that but specifically, in the email 

Ohrenstein lied about (tab_03D)  and said was disclosed, along with the 13 attachments, 

when he knew it was not at all, I referred specifically to both the report (see tab_07 

page 37 “The cross claim extinguished the alleged (non-existent) petition debt”) and 

the transcript of the hearing proving beyond doubt that Staunton knew the statements 

he was making in my absence; 
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just one week after receiving that order from Nugee at line 28 of same report (also 

withheld from the ex-parte hearing of 23rd October 2020), were false and proving to 

that effect that the order of 28th March 2018 was founded by fraud. Stating the obvious.   

 

My evidence however, was much clearer, which is why Fancourt was forced to lie and 

make up pathetic, absolute nonsense stories “I can’t access your PDF” whilst evading 

the fact that all of the evidence was linked where referred to in any event.  The fact is 

that he was perverting the course of justice and he considered nothing, as nothing has 

ever been considered from start to finish in these absolute nonsense  rigged 

proceedings designed to conceal indictable offences and to provide impunity to the 

offenders.   

 

This brings me on to the next and final part, which is the salient part of the skeleton of 

12th November 2018. When I informed Vos that Staunton had “u-turned” on the claims 

he himself admitted could not be established by virtue of “Force Majeure”, but whilst 

dishonestly omitting the correct application, namely the conditional nature of the 

Energy Supply Agreement that I had also explained at tab_22, that was also dishonestly 

withheld both during the ex-parte hearing and in that same email asking Ohrenstein to 

disclose.  I refer to tab_28. Vos perverted the course of justice to assist the offenders by 

allowing Staunton to retract and replace his skeleton containing the clear admission in 

the citation that I had exhibited from it, namely at tab_28, where Staunton “U-turned” 

on the claims he knew, by his own written admission were false on 9th January 2017 and 

cited there, in writing that the offenders now “don’t bring any claims”.   That exhibit is 

equally material, because at paragraph 40, Staunton makes the admission that “sols” 

meaning the white-collar criminals, Womble Bond Dickinson, were under no obligation 

to inform me of the £25k winding up petition, nor to serve the petition when it is proven 

beyond doubt that they all knew, on 5th February 2018, that no debt even existed, but in 

fact, they knew long before, they have known since 9th January 2015, but in fact, on 25th 

June 2015.  
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53. The point I make off the back of the submission in the paragraph above is also a very simple 

one, it is one in application of the law: 

 

54. I refer to the Practice Direction respective of Insolvency Proceedings. The Civil Procedure 

Rules are part of the laws of the United Kingdom that set out the process in which civil 

justice is to be administered and the processes that are to be adhered to both by the courts 

and litigants.    Part 5 of the PD deals with service of documents and the salient part is that 

CPR Part 6 applies respective of service of a winding up petition.  The nullity winding up 

petition when no money was owed, was not even served and Staunton made that 

admission in that very same exhibit (tab_28).  Aside from the fact that no money was owed 

to them anyway and the alleged £25k was extinguished by the assigned investments 

exceeding £530,000 but in fact all of the investments I had made in the project that exceeds 

£770,000, non-service of the petition, which is admitted, invalidates the proceedings on this 

ground alone.   

 
55. The process set out in CPR Part 6 applies to winding up petitions.   The petition was never 

served, it is a nullity but aside from that, it is proven beyond reasonable doubt in the report, 

that the winding up order was founded by Staunton’s premeditated dishonesty (perjury and 

fraud by false representation. (See: tab_7, page 38, reading from line 1 through to line 37 of 

page 53).  My case is proven to the criminal standard of proof.   Neither I nor my companies 

owed the 1st Defendant a single penny and they have engaged in a most serious and 

protracted conspiracy to defraud and conspiracy to pervert the course of justice of which all 

the defendants referred to at paragraph 15 are equally culpable.   

 

56. All of the purported judges involved in this case have consistently behaved in the same way, 

favouring the defendants whilst deliberately and maliciously evading my arguments and the 

evidence to prevent justice from being served on those defendants.  

 
57. The warrants of arrest against all the defendants in this prosecution are mandatory, for they 

have committed indictable only offences of plenty that can only be tried in the jurisdiction 

of our Crown Court by Judge and Jury. 
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FANCOURT WAS CONFICTED AND FAILED IN HIS DUTY TO RECUSE – HIS ACTS WERE 

PREMEDITATED  

 
58. Fancourt is conflicted, he has a long established personal and business relationship with 

both Nugee and Staunton, the defendants in my private prosecution.   Fancourt had no 

locus from which to have heard the case in the first instance and he did so knowing that he 

had no jurisdiction, with the predetermined motive in preventing justice from being served 

and in preventing the trial I had applied for in going forward.   

 
59. All of my written submissions prove a multitude of indictable offences and issues that 

amount to criminal contempt of Court.    Fancourt knew this, but he continued with his 

malicious predetermined scheme.  

 
60. At the start of the hearing, Ohrenstein commenced by citing that he seeks to extend the 

false instrument ECRO that was deployed by the First Defendant and their conspirators to 

conceal their multiple wrongdoings and to prevent the Applicant from prosecuting the 

offenders in the civil courts.     

 
61. Ohrenstein was talking about the claims that vest in the companies, but he made no 

reference to the fact that the corrupt purproted Chancellor of the High Court, Vos, 

perverted the course of justice by doing precisely what Fancourt has done on 6th November 

2020.       

 
62. The application that came before Vos sought to deal with the multiple frauds collectively, 

Vos failed to do so, after concealing all of the frauds. Nothing has ever been tried. Jones 

perverted the course of justice by circumventing the application of 16th November 2017 

that sought to deal with the frauds collectively.   Nugee perverted the course of justice 

during the application of 5th February 2018 by failing to deal with the frauds by false 

representation and by wilfully failing to prosecute the offenders for what is the most 

significant case of material non-disclosure ex-parte in the history of the UK. 
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63.  Pelling was factored in to do precisely the same and to originate the ECRO false instrument 

whilst failing to try any of the issues at the heart of the case whatsoever and on 6th 

November 2020, Fancourt has done precisely the same.   All responsible have conspired to 

pervert the course of justice and by Fancourt’s own admission, nothing has ever been tried.  

 

64. Early into the hearing, Fancourt cited that “I cannot access any of your evidence” citing that 

he “cannot access your PDF portfolio”.  Further into the hearing, approximately 1 hour into 

the hearing, I wanted to take Fancourt to one of the many material exhibits that were 

withheld by the 1st Defendant and their cohorts ex-parte.  I referred to “tab_13”, the 10-

page letter I sent to Drewett addressing all of the issues in question relevant to the ex-parte 

hearing.  I cited that we could condense matters by just focusing on the contents of that 

letter dated 20th May 2020.  I made it clear that the letter was amongst the plethora of 

material information withheld from the ex-parte hearing by the defendants.   I told Fancourt 

that I had also included links directly to the evidence contained within my bundle and the 

statements and skeletons for seamless ease in navigation.    Fancourt responded by saying 

something along the lines of “I’ve got a number of electronic documents that you’ve filed”.    

 
65. The bundle, being that PDF portfolio, contained all of the evidence referred to in the 

statements and skeleton.  I told him again that the bundle was filed with the application I 

made on 28th October 2020.    I recited the title of the bundle (EX-PM-27-10-2020). I made it 

clear that this is the bundle of evidence I was referring to in my written submissions.  

 
66. Fancourt then sought to ask his clerk, Steven Brilliant about the exhibit, clearly indicating 

that he has been nowhere near it whatsoever.  I then stated clearly that I had included links 

to all of the evidence on which I sought to rely in my first witness statement.  The 

statement dated 28th October 2020.  Page 2 of the statement clearly refers to the PDF 

portfolio of exhibits and paragraph 5 of page 1 also provided a username and password so 

that the reader could simply follow the links as and when referred to and be taken to the 

document that I had hosted on my secure 256-bit encrypted folder which offers the same 

level of security as the Courts main technical infrastructure systems.     
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67. I explained again to Fancourt during the hearing that all he needed to do to access the 

evidence was click on the link after saving the username and password, to make viewing 

those exhibits simple.  

 
68. Fancourt stated “it’s not allowing me to access the PDF portfolio, its asking me for a 

username and password”.  Fancourt had clearly not even read page 2 of my witness 

statement of 28th October 2020. He considered nothing, because he was focused only on 

the defendant’s submissions and how he could assist them.  It was clear to me that 

Fancourt had not pre-read any single part of my case, yet his clerk confirmed by email he 

would do.  

 
69. At tab_01D, the Applicant’s 11-page exhibit, I refer to page 9. The email I sent to Mr Brown 

of Chancery Listings on 3rd November 2020 at 09.52AM respective of the application for 

trial.   The highlighted part makes it clear that it is the duty of the interim applications judge 

to have set aside the injunction to enable the collective issues amounting to a conspiracy to 

defraud to be aired at trial.   Fancourt wanted to ensure that did not happen, which is why 

he has done what he did on 6th November 2020.   

 
70. Turning to page 9, the email dated 4th November 2020 at 09.28 is addressed to Steven 

Brilliant from the Applicant enclosing my first and second witness statement and citing that 

there is a significant amount of pre-reading to do.     

 
71. The extent of the index is across 3-pages at tabs A through to tab 35, with the remaining 

additional exhibits from tab_28 through to 35 filed separately after the bundle was filed on 

28th October 2020 with my application.   

 
72. All of those exhibits referenced within my first witness statement and were clearly referred 

to.   There is no way on earth that the complexities of those matters could possibly be dealt 

with in 2.5 hours, the standard of review was deliberately non-existent.  
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73. When the Applicant proved that Ohrenstein was lying, Fancourt wilfully failed to conduct 

any form of review whatsoever and continued with his conspiracy to prevent justice being 

served on the offenders, completely evading all of the evidence, the facts and the 

applicable laws.     

 
74. I made Fancourt aware that there has been criminal offences committed by the defendants 

and that the evidence on which I seek to rely is pertinent to my case.  I explained to 

Fancourt that I have always filed a PDF portfolio of exhibits and no other judge has had any 

issue whatsoever accessing the evidence.   In fact, filing a PDF portfolio of tabulated exhibits 

makes navigation of the evidence much easier than working off a huge long paginated 

exhibit.   It is a standard process, nothing extraordinary whatsoever. In reality, anyone can 

access a PDF portfolio and anyone that can’t could simply Google “how to access a PDF 

portfolio” and within about 2-minutes any issue, if there was any genuine issue, could be 

easily resolved.    If Fancourt really did have an issue in accessing the evidence contained in 

the PDF portfolio, he could have asked his clerk to ask me to email the exhibits separately.  

He did not, because he wanted to deliberately evade all of the statements and evidence to 

prevent justice being served on the offenders and to circumvent my right to a fair trial.   It 

was all premeditated.    

 

75. When I again referred to the salient piece of evidence, namely the letter from me to 

Drewett (tab_13) that was withheld from the ex-parte hearing and was absolutely material 

to all of the issues being advanced ex-parte, Fancourt replied again by stating “I don’t have 

access to that”.  There has been deliberate evasion of evidence and submissions by the High 

Court of Justice throughout these proceedings.   

 
76. I expressed by frustration at Fancourt during the hearing because he failed in his duty to 

consider any part of my case or the evidence whatsoever.  I explained that all of the 

evidence that I sought to rely on was in that exhibit and was referred to in all of my written 

submissions. It was clear to me that Fancourt had not read any single part of it.   
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77. I then wanted to test Fancourt to see if he was in fact paying any attention whatsoever 

during the hearing.  I made reference to my statement, being by first statement as being 

dated “August 2020”, I did that twice and at no point did he seek to correct me, because 

frankly he never considered a single part of it and on the balance of probabilities he was not 

even following my oral submissions, I believe he was just paying lip service.     

 
78. During the hearing I made it very clear to Fancourt that no money could possibly be owed 

to the 1st Defendant. I referred to the “Preliminary Considerations” set out clearly in my 

witness statement of 28th October 2020.   I referred to an “unwarranted demand of 25th 

June 2015” and that on 25th June 2015 , no rent was payable until 15th September 2015 and 

no payments for energy supply were due because the 1st Defendant had refused the 

connection and therefore the conditions precedent could not be satisfied.  I explained the 

position in a clear, calm and authoritative way so that any lay person could understand the 

submissions I was making.    I made it absolutely clear that the 1st Defendant had effectually 

unlawfully forfeited the Lease on the basis of unwarranted demands for payment that was 

never owed after they refused the connection.    

 
79. In my written submissions I included links to a part of my website that is not in the public 

domain, but that can only be accessed by this Court and the other side’s lawyers.  The site 

contains a detailed report on the case from start to finish.  Fancourt did not even access a 

single link within the report.   Nothing was considered whatsoever.  However, I had proven 

very clearly that no money was owed to the 1st Defendant and that they unlawfully forfeited 

the Lease after refusing the connection, preventing me, the Tenant from performing on the 

rights granted.     

 
80. In particular, my first witness statement addressed the list of material exhibits that were 

withheld from the ex-parte hearing.   Fancourt owes a duty, in the public interest and to act 

in the interests of justice, according to the law, to diligently examine the evidence in a 

party’s case and particularly so when non-disclosure during ex-parte injunction or financial 

hearings are in issue.    
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81. It was the intent of Fancourt and Ohrenstein, his conspirator, to dispose of the application 

for trial, to defraud the Applicant of over £1.1 million, being the sum of the demand that 

cannot be disputed in any way shape or form and to go on, on Wednesday, in absence of 

trial of the arguments, to make a false instrument ECRO (Extended Civil Restraining Order) 

to further prevent justice being served on the offenders.  

 
82. Anyone legally trained could determine that all of the information withheld is material in 

proving the Applicant’s case.  

 
83. In full knowledge that he has failed in his duty as a judge to read any single part of the 

Applicant’s case, Fancourt disposed of the application without trying any single part of the 

Applicant’s case and ordered the Applicant to pay the 1st Defendant’s costs on an indemnity 

basis when he knew, or ought to have known, that the Applicant’s demand is proven 

beyond doubt and cannot be disputed in any way whatsoever.      

 

GAIN AND LOSS 

 
84. It is proven beyond doubt that Fancourt has dishonestly abused his position with intent to 

make a gain of over £50,000 in costs that he had intended to apply after deliberately failing 

to exercise his rightful and proper statutory duties as a judge, a fiduciary duty by nature.  

Fancourt knew, as any judge hearing the case would do, that the claim of the statutory 

demand is not and cannot be disputed in any way shape or form and that the sum of the 

demand exceeding £1.1 million is proven.   

 

85. Fancourt sought, in full knowledge of the circumstances, not only to prevent justice from 

being served by concealing the multitude of indictable offences committed by the 

offenders, but he sought to make a false instrument, granting injunctive relief to take away 

my democratic right in law to recover the indisputable debt by means of the appropriate 

legal mechanism to do so.    Fancourt has fraudulently abused his position and has 

perverted the course of justice.  
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PREMEDITATED CONSPIRACY  

86. It was the intention of Fancourt, Ohrenstein and their conspirators to have Nugee as the 

assigned judge on the ECRO false instrument so that he could continue in his malicious and 

protracted scheme, as he has done throughout, from 5th February 2018 onwards, in 

concealing the multiple frauds, perjuries by false statements worn as true and a multitude 

of oral statements that were made when the offenders knew the statements they were 

making were false.   

 
87. There has been a “Jimmy Saville” style cover up, only worse, by the corrupt establishment 

and the compromised judiciary they control, to prevent justice being served on any of the 

offenders, including Hannon.   We have a most serious and protracted conspiracy to pervert 

the course of justice.  

 
88. The standard of review that is absolutely inescapable in the public interest when fraud and 

material non-disclosure is an issue was deliberately non-existent.   As I correctly stated, a 

case of history repeating itself, the corrupt judiciary in this case, all of them, including 

Fancourt have been instructed by Burnett and Buckland to prevent justice from being 

served on the offenders, they are all guilty of the principal indictable offence of conspiracy 

to defraud and conspiracy to pervert the course of justice for which they must all be 

arrested and returned to the Crown Court for trial and sentencing.  

 

THE PUBLIC INTEREST 

 

89. The offenders, all solicitors and Hannon, acting as a liquidator all owe a duty to act with 

honestly and integrity. They have breached that duty and the failures by the state to 

apprehend, but rather to prevent these offenders from being apprehended by perverting 

the course of justice is absolutely contrary to the public interest.   Dishonest lawyers and 

insolvency practitioners pose a significant risk of financial and emotional harm to anyone 

they come into contact with.  It is clearly in the public interest to prosecute all of the 

offenders.   
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90. Likewise, without reliance on an honest and properly functioning judiciary who act 

according to the constitutional oaths they undertook, investor confidence in the UK as a 

whole is diminished, posing a threat to our democracy as a whole.   The offenders named at 

paragraph 15 herein have acted in a premeditated and protracted way to prevent justice 

being served on the offenders.   They have manipulated evidence, spoliated evidence, 

dishonestly attempted to misrepresent the applicable laws and whilst intending to assist the 

offenders not only in evading justice, but in using the court as the means to further their 

frauds and whilst attempting to reverse the victim of their frauds into the defendant, 

seeking to apply over £250,000 in maliciously awarded costs against the victim, me, when 

all of those costs were founded by fraud and conspiracy.    

 

91. It is absolutely in the public interest to prosecute and sentence all of the offenders to the 

fullest extent permitted by the law, so that nobody else has to suffer at the hands of these 

taxpayer funded state terrorists who hide behind the façade of justice to inflict their 

atrocities.  

 
92. This case is only one example of the level of abuse these cowardly white-collar criminals are 

prepared to inflict on an innocent party who has acted at all times honestly, with integrity 

and according to the law, seeking restitution for blatant and obvious wrongdoings and 

illegality.   The acts of corruption inflicted by these terrorists has affected many hundreds if 

not thousands of innocent civilians.   These terrorists have been responsible for more 

deaths by suicide, through loss of hope in ever getting justice, homelessness, loss of wealth 

and loss of livelihood than all of the Islamic State terrorists on British soil combined.   They 

must be made an example of, to be sentenced to the maximum extent possible under law, 

to send out the correct message to any other officer under the Crown who considers 

behaving in this way in the future.  

 
93. It was the intent of these terrorists and their conspirators, the principal offenders to 

defraud me of over £18.7 million, when my claim, founded by unlawful forfeiture was 

proven from the outset.   
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94. Their actions have had a terrible impact on my life, causing irreparable damage to my 

quality of life, wasting over six years, resulting in the break up of my family and loss of 

confidence in the UK as a whole due to their acts of conspiracy and corruption.    

 
95. I request that this Court now sets aside the void order and all of the orders in this case, for 

they were founded by dishonour and a most serious and protracted fraud upon the Court.   

I request that this Court finds the 1st Defendant, Middlesbrough FC and their conspirators in 

contempt of Court and that those parties are returned, in the interim for sentencing.  

 
96. I request that my application for trial over 7-days be reinstated and that in the interim, this 

Court awards me the sum of £5 million in aggravated damages compensation in accordance 

with the cross undertaking given in the order of 23rd October 2020 and I request that the 

Court orders that the defendants, including Paul Stewart, Anthony Hannon, Julian Gill, Ulick 

Staunton and Dov Ohrenstein are made jointly and severally liable for payment of the 

aggravated damages compensation forthwith, along with the sum of the demand they 

sought to defraud me of.  

 

 

Declaration of truth:  

This statement (consisting of 28 pages) is true to the best of my knowledge and belief and I 

make it 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. 

 

 

Paul Millinder  

Dated:  10th November 2020  
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N244 

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_9: Pages 222 - 239
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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.

CASE FILE: Page 1469                   PDF: Page 230 of 994



4 

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.

CASE FILE: Page 1470                   PDF: Page 231 of 994



5 

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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IN THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISIONAL ADMINISTRATIVE COURT                     Claim No: CO/3966/2020  
  
_____________________________________________________________________________________  
Pursuant to Section 9 of the Criminal Justice Act 1967 

 
Claimant’s skeleton dated 24th June 2021 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 
1. The Claimant (“C”) has prepared this skeleton to further consolidate the case following 

the email I sent to all on Friday 11th June which I refer to in this skeleton as EX13. 

 

2. Whilst all of my submissions are absolutely clear, we have issues with serious corruption 

induced by political interference and there is no independence of the UK’s judiciary, so, 

once again, we will hand it on a plate.  The laws and the evidence do not deceive, only 

the corrupt judiciary and their supporters do, along with the principal offenders they 

have been supporting throughout the rigged proceedings.  

The simplicity of the case – in a nutshell:  

3. I was defrauded of my rights as requisite majority creditor, because the damages claim 

founded by unlawful forfeiture of the Lease is proven.   Three fraudulent proofs of debt 

were accepted and sustained by Hannon, who was working in conspiracy with Womble 

Bond Dickinson and Middlesbrough FC.    The first claim was the unwarranted demand 

in the sum of £256,269.89 used to unlawfully forfeit the Lease, which grew to the 

second, in the sum of £541,308.99 and then the third exceeding £4.1 million.  The 

offenders have been using insolvency to defraud creditors.  The insolvency was caused 

by them and their fraud in the first instance.  The corrupt purported judges then 

“stepped into the shoes of the fraudsters” acting under orders of the Conservative 

kleptocracy who have consistently interfered with the judiciary to prevent justice being 

served on Gibson and his conspirers because he is a Conservative Teesside politician.   

 

4. All of this has been proven many times over.  I refer to my skeleton of 30th March 2021:  

SKE_RESPONDENT_24_03_2021 (“7”).  Any deviation will be proven to be nothing other 

than more corruption. Everything is documented.  

Tab_10: Pages 240 - 258
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Force Majeure:  

5. At the heart of this case is the application of the operative provision of Force Majeure.  

At the heart of the offender’s dishonesty is the same, that is no coincidence, just to 

make that clear.    

 

6. On 9th January 2017 when the offenders attended their ex-parte hearing and 

fraudulently withheld 172 pages of witness evidence whilst presenting an entirely false 

case in tandem with Bloom’s false witness statement where he lied about the 

assignment, Staunton lied about the operative provision of Force Majeure in the Lease.   

 

7. I refer to page 8 of my skeleton (no 7 of EX13, page 1).  At p31, the bottom of the page I 

refer to the fact that Staunton lied about the operative provision of Force Majeure in 

the Lease. I quote from the transcript:  

 

“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”. 

 

8. Staunton had admitted that the Force Majeure operative provision of the ESA is 

effective (but failed to disclose the agreement was conditional), whilst lying about the 

operative provision of Force Majeure in the Lease, because he knew it had effect, for 

the same reason, namely because the 2nd Defendant refused the connection.    

 

9. At page 9, p32 – p35 I explain the effect of Force Majeure, taking the judges to it in the 

Defendant’s 9th January 2017 ex-parte hearing bundle.  The effect of the Force Majeure 

provision in the Lease is made absolutely clear at paragraph 35.    The period of Force 

Majeure came just 3 months and 6-days into the 12-month period within schedule 7 of 

the Lease that was to be free of rent for commissioning.    The period of Force Majeure 

suspended the 12-month period free of rent within the Lease accordingly. No rent was 

payable (had MFC not refused the connection), until 15th September 2015.  
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10. At page 9, p36, I recited yet another lie by Staunton documented on the transcript of 

their ex-parte hearing:  

 

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. 

 

11. Staunton took Arnold to page 66 of their ex-parte bundle ( Exhibit_JRB1 ), which is the 

unwarranted demand used to unlawfully forfeit the Lease when no rent or energy 

supply was owed (even if the 2nd Defendant did not refuse the connection).  

 

12. The demand dated 25th June 2015 from page 66 (which is in fact page 67 of the 

document) is of 7-pages.  The first page is that at page 67 of the exhibit and it clearly 

states: 

 

“1. Rent payable under the Lease for the period to 28th September 2015” 

 

“2. Payment under clause 3.4.2 of the Energy Supply Agreement on the basis that the 

Start Date has not been achieved within 12 months of the date of the Energy Supply 

Agreement”  

 

13. At page 68 of their exhibit (page 2 of the 7-page demand) an invoice for the energy 

supply element of the unwarranted demand with menaces is exhibited in the sum of 

£181,269.89.  

 

14. There was no candour whatsoever respective of the fact that the offenders refused the 

connection.  That is what they were concealing with their dishonest non-disclosure ex-

parte, by withholding the 3 salient connection contracts in tandem with any mention of 

the fact that the connection was agreed by Bloom himself who extended the option 

agreement for the specific purpose of securing it.  

 

15. I repeat, no rent was payable, the first instalment was not due until 15/09/2015.  
CASE FILE: Page 1484                   PDF: Page 245 of 994

https://intelligenceuk.com/PM-15-03-2021/Exhibit_JRB1.PDF


4 
 

16. The Energy Supply Agreement is conditional. I made it so.  Rather than repeat, I refer to 

page 10 of same skeleton (no 7), paragraph 40, reading carefully to paragraph 48. 

    

17. The completed terms of the ESA and Lease cannot be disputed.  It is proven beyond 

reasonable doubt that on 9th January 2017 the offenders knew they had unlawfully 

forfeited the Lease.  Any lawyer, acting with the slightest bit of diligence would do, for 

having conducted the most simple review that I have, just by reading the statutory 

demand and the terms of the contracts themselves.   The offenders knew what they 

were doing was dishonest.  They knew they could not defend the demand, so they 

committed fraud and dishonestly withheld 172 pages of witness evidence that would 

have proven it instead.     

 

18. Likewise, they committed fraud by false representation and 24-days after Gill himself 

sent me that note of hearing ex-parte where his own instructed counsel admitted 

“Force Majeure has effect” Gill claimed over £4.1 million and Hannon sustained that 

fraudulent claim ever since, to defraud me of the claim, quantified with a high degree of 

certainty, because the claim is proven, by virtue of the fact that the offenders prevented  

me from performing on the rights granted by refusing the same and only connection. 

They then unlawfully forfeited the Lease based on their ransom demand when 

contractually, no money was owed.  The case is proven beyond reasonable doubt.   

 

19. The offenders are guilty of conspiracy to defraud and conspiracy to pervert the course 

of justice, as well as the two stand alone offences under the Proceeds of Crime Act 

2002.  

 

20. Even if MFC did not refuse the connection they jointly negotiated and agreed during the 

option period, they still unlawfully forfeited the Lease.  The claim is criminal property I 

have been defrauded of as defined in section 340 of the Proceeds of Crime Act 2002.  

 

21. We move to the bottom of page 9 of my skeleton (no 7). Vos was concealing the fraud 

stating that the unwarranted demand is a “quantified claim for rent”.  
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22. Vos is a liar and a cheat, but moreover, he is an offender who has conspired to pervert 

the course of justice. Why is he still sitting as Master of the Rolls posing a risk of 

extreme financial and emotional harm to everyone he comes into contact with?    I 

addressed the dishonesty and perversion of the course of justice by Vos substantially in 

my skeletons and the two reports at EX13, page 1. It does in fact need to be read and 

considered.  

 

I was defrauded of the assigned investments and the indisputable statutory demands: 

23. At page 12, paragraph 52, I recited from the transcript of the hearing of 5th February 

2018 where Nugee himself asserted that the injunction to refrain presentation of the 

petition (the indisputable sum of the stat demand) was granted and continued on two 

grounds:  

 

Nugee J: “There is doubt over the assignment and Dispute over the claim” 

 

24. He certainly knew that the claim could not be disputed, for he found that himself. He 

also knew that the assignment could not be disputed, which is why he himself 

committed fraud by false representation and falsified the terms to make his corrupted 

version relied on in his judgment not absolute when he knew it was.   We already 

addressed that on 30th March 2021, where Swift J was trying to imply it was a 

"mistake".   

 

25. None of this was a mistake, it is conscious and premeditated dishonesty by Nugee, as 

well as it was by the principal offenders and their aiders and abettors;  Jones, Briggs, 

Pelling, Arnold, Vos, Snowden, Fancourt, Miles, Fanning, Ikram, Currer and Prince of 

North Tyneside / Newcastle.  They have all conspired to pervert the course of justice, 

acting under orders to do so by Buckland, the dishonest cretin white-collar criminal 

sitting at the helm of the Ministry of Injustice.  

 

26.  I refer to tab_Z9, turning to page 36, reading line 1 through to line 11 of page 37.  
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27. Again, I reiterate, it was no mistake that Nugee committed fraud by false representation 

and corrupted the terms of the absolute assignment to make it not absolute when it 

was.   It was conscious and premeditated dishonesty intended to assist the offenders in 

defrauding me of over £640,000 (the sum of the demand plus standard interest).  

 

28. At p23 above, I recited that Nugee himself found that the injunction to refrain 

presentation of the indisputable debt was made on two grounds:  

 

Nugee J: “There is doubt over the assignment and Dispute over the claim” 

 

29. He knew that neither could be disputed, so he committed fraud and made the 

assignment not absolute to assist the offenders in furtherance of their fraud.    

 

30. We move back to page 10 of my skeleton of 24th March 2021 (no 7). At p39, I evidenced 

the application notice itself that came before Vos who was concealing the fraud.  Read 

paragraph 39 and in particular, the application notice (tab_X1) where it was recited on 

that application notice that Nugee had already found that neither rent or energy supply 

was owed.   Was Vos also stating that the £4.1 million claim I asked him to remove was a 

“quantified claim for rent also” and which part was quantified for rent and which part 

was quantified for energy supply?   

 

31. As I said, they are just liars and cheats.   All are solely reliant on collusion, one 

preventing justice being served on the other to get away with these atrocities.    I know 

the law, I am diligent.  I also know the contracts I completed and why I made them 

conditional.   

 

32. The fact that these terrorist criminals purporting to be judges have “stepped into the 

shoes of the fraudsters” whilst seeking at all times to grant them impunity knowing of 

the indictable only offences they have committed is their problem not mine.    

 

33. I dare anyone to try and continue it and see what happens to you.   
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34. I have all my ducks in a row and I have an agenda for all responsible.  Nobody is above 

the supremacy of the rule of law.  

 

35. Those that pervert the course of justice in this way, knowingly concealing fraud in the 

way proven that they have, in breach of their positions of trust, should expect to receive 

the longest possible jail terms. There are aggravating factors of the extreme.  

Statutory law makes the assignments effectual from the date notice was given:  

36. The 54-page report that was withheld from the ex-parte hearing of 23rd October 2020 to 

defraud me once again of the indisputable demand of 5th October 2020 

(Stat_Demand_05_10_2020) referred to the law, as well as the fact that Bloom 

committed perjury and lied about the notice of assignment he had in his possession on 

30th June 2015, then on 3rd January 2017 (by email) and then on 6th January 2017 by hard 

copy with the demand served at the 2nd Defendant’s registered office.    

  

37. Page 1 of the report that the offenders withheld from their ex-parte hearing, along with 

the 12 other documents containing material information, proved my case.   

 

38. Any judge, starting at the table of contents, could have determined that no money was 

ever owed to MFC and that the demand cannot be disputed.  History repeats itself and, 

like Nugee, yet another offender, Fancourt, comes running to their aid, preventing justice 

being served on them.     

 

39. The position however, when he did so, was identical to as it was on 9th January 2017:  The 

demand cannot be disputed, for the claim cannot be disputed, it is proven by virtue of 

unlawful forfeiture, and the assignment cannot be disputed, for statutory law makes it 

valid from the date notice was given.    

 

40. I quote from section 136(1) of the Law of Property Act 1925: 
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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— 

 

41. At tab_Z6, page 2, line 18 – 20, I refer to yet another express notice of assignment that 

was in Bloom’s possession by email along with the statutory demand and the assignment 

with it that was signed under hand by me, the creditor. The demand and the assignment 

is also notice of  assignment.  I quote: 

 

"We assigned the investment made in the project to Empowering's parent on 29th June 

2015 during a board meeting after receiving the Notice to Terminate from you and at 

that time, its Parent took on the debt" 

 

42. Bloom responded to that email, he also confirmed receipt of the demand and the 

assignment on 3rd January 2017.  It is proven beyond reasonable doubt that he knew the 

assignment extinguished the alleged £25k many times over and it is proven he knew the 

witness statement he made on 8th January 2017 denying all knowledge of the assignment, 

was false.    

 

43. When I became aware that the offenders were continuing to use the façade of insolvency 

to defraud, I assigned the investments I made in the project back to me on 18th March 

2018.      

 

44. I refer to the assignment which was served on them once again, by process server, on 12th 

October 2020.    The assignment is at APPENDIX_A.  The assignment is in the sum of 

£973,384.48, plus standard interest, totaling the sum of the demand of £1,172,221.59, 

with interest on the criminal property I have been defrauded of, continuing to accrue.  
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45. The offenders have known, at all times from 30th June 2015 onwards, that the assigned 

investments extinguished any claim they don’t have against either my companies or I.   In 

fact, Staunton did admit that himself at the hearing of 5th February 2018.  

 

46. At tab_Z6, page 2, line 11, it is evidenced, as recited from the transcript of that hearing, 

that Staunton himself admitted that "what's assigned are the investments" on 5th 

February 2018.   Now read page 10 and 11.   

 

47. At page 2, line 39 and 40, I recite the fact Staunton was relying on Nugee’s fraud: 

“That’s an exact quote by Mr Justice Nugee of the resolution" 

 

48. Staunton clearly did know that Nugee, with whom he was conspiring, had committed 

fraud by false representation and falsely represented the assignment he had before him 

and relied on his corrupted version within his judgment to defraud me of the assigned 

investments.     

 

49. Staunton made that highlighted comment above on 11th April 2018 before Briggs, who 

was assisting them anyway, knowing he was conflicted, having perverted the course of 

justice and assigned Jones to the application that was “to be heard by a High Court Judge”.   

 

50. For clarity, I repeat, every single application I have made to try the frauds has been 

suppressed, concealed and never tried.   The conduct continues, respective of my 

application of 6th April 2021.  You will however find, my case has already been tried and 

proven.   You are only fooling yourselves.  

 

51. Briggs “crossed out” the request that the application be heard by a High Court Judge and 

implemented Jones, just one day prior to him meeting with Hannon at the drinks 

reception at Staunton’s Chambers on 22nd November 2017, just one day after Briggs 

himself approved the confidential filings to do with the blackmail in the sum of 

£619,774.48 also originating from their ex-parte hearing and fraudulent non-disclosure.  
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52. Briggs “adjourned rescission of the malicious winding up order” after finding that the 

alleged petition debt of £25k was subject to challenge by order of Nugee just one-week 

prior to Staunton committing fraud by false representation.  Briggs found that the alleged 

petition debt was extinguished, as well as he did that the alleged debt was subject to 

challenge.   He adjourned it to the next offender, Pelling, who made a false instrument 

ECRO to conceal the blatant and proven fraud.  This is who the criminals purporting to be 

judges defraud and pervert the course of justice.  It is all proven beyond reasonable doubt.  

 

53. I refer to pages 10 and 11 of tab_Z6, it is all absolutely clear.   In fact, the judges reading 

this should spend an hour reading Z6 time and time again, to get to grips with it.   

 

54. On 5th February 2018, the assigned investments and the sum of the demand extinguished 

their alleged £25k founded by fraudulent non-disclosure by 26.6 times.    

55. The fact that Nugee committed fraud and perverted the course of justice to prevent 

justice being served on the principal offenders for what is the most extreme case of fraud 

by failing to disclose information (s.4 of the Fraud Act 2006), by purported lawyers, in the 

history of UK law, does nothing to alleviate the issue.   The conduct only aggravates their 

offending and puts Nugee where he belongs at the same time.    

 

56. Is it a mistake that Nugee perverted the course of justice as well as committing fraud by 

false representation when he had the assignment before him at the time he did it?  

 

57. When I served Vos with tab_Z6 and the cross examination, unsurprisingly, he could only 

respond “no comment”.   The pathetic, dishonest coward also sought to degrade the 

assignment to further the offender’s fraud. Fancourt did precisely the same, then making 

a false instrument GCRO when he had no jurisdiction to even preside over the case, to 

defraud me of the £1.17 million plus standard interest whilst concealing the 3rd and 4th 

count of fraud by failing to disclose information in conspiracy.    

 

58. Fancourt prevented the trial of 27th October 2020, my application, from going ahead, 

knowing that my case is proven.  
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59. Now I put “meat on the bones” following C’s submission contained at EX13 respective of 

the corrupt Magistrates Courts who, like the Chancery Court of fraud and injustice, have 

been “got at” by the Attorney General’s Office via Buckland and now Ellis, who has 

“stepped into his shoes”.  

 

60.  In the UK, all criminal proceedings start in the magistrates courts.   It is one’s 

constitutional right to initiate a private prosecution against an offender and one does so 

by laying an information before magistrates respective of either a summons or a 

warrant of arrest.    C did so in June 2018, at York Magistrates, in the circuit of North 

Yorkshire.   After over 5-months of deliberation, C was informed that the private 

prosecution had been “transferred out”, so C took a recording of York Magistrates on 

15th November 2018 at 11.43AM.    

 

61. C refers to the transcript and original recording of that call at; Transcript_G1.  Mr 

Williams, a former Special Forces Agent, took the call.    

 

62. At page 2 of the transcript, in response to C’s question as to why the prosecution has 

been transferred out, Mr Williams said this:  

 

Mr Williams:  The court doesn't know 
 
Mr Millinder: The court doesn't know?  
 
Mr Williams:  No, because it's been taken by higher up. That decision’s been taken by people 
higher up, the court doesn't know we've been told to moved to Huddersfield. 
 
Mr Williams:   Mr Millinder, please, don’t go into, ur, don’t go into the case because I can’t 
answer it (sarcastic tone). The answer is, I don’t know why your case has been moved to 
Huddersfield by people higher up than myself and people higher up than this court. If you want 
to query that, then you're perfectly entitled to write that question in and that question will be 
forwarded up the line. Ok? 
 

63. The answer as to why it was moved to Huddersfield is because Burnett and Buckland 

were colluding to prevent justice being served on Hannon (the Official Receiver of 

London) and Staunton (the fraudster counsel) acting for Middlesbrough FC.      
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64. Burnett resides on the Sentencing Council with Fanning, the corrupt purported judge 

who perverted the course of justice and then went on to affix himself to the case, 

because he was acting under orders to do so.   

 

Conspiracy to pervert the course of justice:  

65. Perverting the course of justice is an offence committed when a person prevents justice 

from being served on either themselves or on another party.  The common law offence 

carries a maximum sentence of life imprisonment.  Statutory versions of the offence 

exist in Australia, Canada, Hong Kong, Ireland, and New Zealand. The Scottish equivalent 

is defeating the ends of justice, whilst in the US the offence is known as defeating or 

obstructing the course of justice.  

 

66. That is what all responsible (including Swift) have been doing, acting under orders by 

criminals in central government and corrupt politicians who are connected with the 

principal offenders to ensure that they are not prosecuted and to ensure secrecy and 

concealment is maintained.    This is why we are still here, fundamentally.  Inter-agency 

collusion prevails.  

 

67. C provided a comparative case, Huhne & Briscoe, both were jailed for taking driving 

points for the other.  The principal offence, in all it’s triviality resulted in jail time for the 

offenders, because they prevented justice being served.   There wasn’t millions of 

pounds and indictable only offences in issue there as there is here.  Briscoe wasn’t in 

office at the time.  

The submissions & evidence:  

68. EX13, page 1 and 2, we have the submissions and evidence numbered 1 – 15.  At the 

bottom of page 6, we have items 16, 17 and 18.   

 

69. At page 3, paragraph (“p”) G1, we have a link to that recording between Williams of 

York Magistrates and C.    
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70. It is necessary to read page 4, G2 through to G5 finishing at the first paragraph of page 

5.   It is proven that the magistrates courts have been coerced by corrupt central 

government officials, which is why all the evidence was deleted and evaded altogether, 

both in York Magistrates and Westminster, but also in Bromley and later in North 

Tyneside.    

 

71. EX13, page 2, pA, second from bottom, C explains in simple, incontrovertible terms how 

the corruptors purporting to be judges have been using false instruments in the form of 

civil restraint orders to conceal fraud, indictable offences and criminal property whilst 

depriving C of his right of access to justice, to any trial whatsoever and to restitution for 

the obvious wrongdoings that a schoolkid could determine.  All are reliant on using the 

false instrument void GCRO to conceal and suppress in this way after they prevented 

justice being served on the principal offenders, knowing of the offences committed.  

 

72. The conduct described above continues in this Administrative Court, which is why the 

application at EX13, page 1, (no 9) has been left in limbo.  All applications made for trial 

of the principal offender’s frauds have been suppressed from the outset and never 

heard.  False instrument restraint orders were founded by malicious and unjust 

certifications as “totally without merit” when the case is proven beyond doubt.    

 

73. EX13, pA through to pD1 of page 3, the GCRO is a false instrument founded only to 

conceal fraud whilst Fancourt failed to try more fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte.   

Any judge would have known he had no jurisdiction to continue presiding over the case 

in absence of dealing with the recusal first.   Hence, the position conveyed at pC applies 

and all orders made upon the void order thereafter are void ab initio (they cease to have 

legal effect from the outset), notwithstanding all the orders in this case are founded by 

fraud upon the court anyway.  The purported judges are the offenders.  

 

74. We move to INDEX-05-04, to PDF portfolio number 3, then to tab_T1, the transcript that 

Fancourt and Brilliant ensured they held back to conceal Ohrenstein’s dishonesty and 

fraud.   Ohrenstein being another fellow freemason Zionist white-collar criminal.  
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75. C requested and paid for a 48-hour turnaround on that transcript, as it was relied upon 

as evidence in the application to recuse Fancourt and set aside his void order of 6th 

November 2020 made in absence of trial and in absence of considering any part of C’s 

evidence whatsoever.    

 

76. It was however Fancourt’s intent to steamroller ahead, acting without jurisdiction to 

make the GCRO to further conceal after he perverted the course of justice on 6th 

November 2020.  Brilliant, his clerk, assisted him, later tampering with the hearing 

audio.   They have both perverted the course of justice.  

 

77. We move to INDEX-05-04, to PDF portfolio no 8, then to tab_AG7.  Page 1, line 1 

through to line 6 of page 3 is part of the hearing audio that Brilliant redacted.  

Tampering with hearing audio and transcripts: 

78. There is no integrity of the hearing audio or transcripts because the offenders have been 

tampering with them throughout these proceedings.  

 

79. We move to Transcript_G10, the recording of the call between Smith of RCJ Transcripts 

and C on 27th April 2018.    At page 3, line 17 through to line 4 of page 4, Smith, who 

purports to be an audio manager for the Rolls Building, a trained audio technician, is 

covering for the fact that Jones has been tampering with the transcript of the hearing of 

21st December 2017.   Smith said this:  

 

“We have no, we have no way of splitting that, there’s no way that I can think of to split 

that”  

 

80. Any audio technician would know, as well as C does, that there are a multitude of 

programs available edit or cut audio recordings in whichever format.  Smith was 

concealing the fact that Jones had tampered with the transcript, which is why he sent it 

to him.    
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81. One of the many programs available as at March 2018 onwards were Audacity (running 

since 2000 with over 110 million downloads since 2015).  Audacity is the most used 

audio editor, every audio technician knows about it.  

 

82. Brilliant himself cut the hearing audio, so to suggest the Court does not have the 

technology to do it when it already did it shows how pathologically dishonest most 

within that court are.  They are only too willing to cheat, collude and cover up.  

 

83. Fancourt failed whatsoever to deal with the application by C for trial of 27th October 

2020.  Knowing the application for trial over 21-hours to deal with the premeditated 

non-disclosure ex-parte on 23rd October 2020 is proven and the application was 

constructed to a high standard, he perverted the course of justice and evaded all C’s 

evidence, preventing the trial from being heard whilst assisting the offenders by making 

the false instrument GCRO he had no jurisdiction to make.   

 

84. Moving briefly to PDF portfolio number 2 of the index, then to tab_01D, then to the top 

of page 9.  The email of 3rd November 2020 at 09.52AM to Brown of the Court 

respective of the application for trial.    

 

85. C quotes from that email: 

 

…there has been material non-disclosure ex-parte and it is necessary therefore for the 

interim applications judge to discontinue the injunction taking into consideration my first 

and this second witness statement, both of which make the position absolutely clear. 

 

86. Directly above that email at the bottom of page 8, Brown wrote to C on 4th November 

2020 to confirm he had filed C’s second witness statement with the application for trial 

of 27th October 2020.  

 

87. In the same email, Brown introduced Fancourt to the equation.  
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88. The ex-parte hearing and the injunction however was before Mann J.  C made Mann J 

acutely well aware of the fraudulent non-disclosure on 24th October 2020, just one-day 

after the hearing, but he, like the rest of these dishonest quisling state terrorists, just 

evaded everything and deployed Fancourt to do his dirty work in assisting the offenders.   

 

89. C refers to back to the tabulated PDF portfolio referred to at paragraph 12 above, 

turning to tab_03D, this is C’s email to the principal offenders complaining of fraudulent 

non-disclosure and listing (non-exhaustively) the 13-material exhibits that were 

withheld from the ex-parte hearing before Mann J.   Pages 1 through to the top of page 

6 is that email.  C copied Mann into it directly, along with the offenders he has been 

assisting.     

 

90. At page 6, the table contains the tracking report showing that Mann read the email at 

7.33AM on 25th October 2020.  It is proven beyond reasonable doubt therefore that 

Mann has known of the offence committed by the offenders ever since.   

 

91. It is the duty of the Judge hearing the ex-parte case to deal with any allegation of 

fraudulent non-disclosure, but Mann J just covered it up, just as they have all covered 

everything up from the outset.     

 

92. The same table evidenced that Womble Bond Dickinson read the email 10 separate 

times from 06.46AM on 25th October 2020 until 09.37AM on 3rd November 2020. (See 

page 7).  

 

93. C had immediately contacted Mann J’s clerk in relation to the material non-disclosure 

and the application that was made.    C refers to EX13, page 6, the email of 26th October 

2020 at 16:42PM, pages 6 through to the end of page 9 sets out the fraud and non-

disclosure very clearly, referring to the 4 material exhibits withheld and their 

significance.  Those exhibits were attached to that email.   
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94. Of particular significance is the 54-page report proving fraud and indictable offences.   

The email asked Mann to look at that.  The continuing duty of the offenders to disclose 

applied, but none of them did.  All have completely evaded that report, which is the 

report that proves the fraud, which is why the principal offenders withheld it from that 

ex-parte hearing. Mann also clearly knew that.  

 

95. The principal offenders were reliant on Mann and other offenders purporting to be 

judges preventing justice being served on them and low and behold, that is precisely 

what they did, as they have done from the outset. Again, political interference is the 

driver.  

 

96.  C made a call to Susan Woolley, the clerk to Mann, on 27th November 2020, the same 

day the application was filed.    C received the usual obnoxious, evasive, rude treatment 

from the corrupt Court staff who work only to assist criminals in using the courts to 

defraud.     

 

97. C refers to the transcript of that call to Woolley:  Transcript_G2, it is necessary to read 

and digest the contents of that call. Woolley clearly knew of the plan to evade all the 

evidence and assist the offenders.  There was “funny business” as there has been from 

the outset in these rigged proceedings, both civil and criminal.  

 

98. EX13, the top of page 10, there is an email from Woolley in response to the email that C 

asked her to put in front of the Judge in preparation for the application that C filed on 

the same day.    

 

99. From Woolley’s email, C quotes yet another contradiction: 

 

“…any judge will deal with the application before him/her on the basis of material 

provided. If you wish to deal with the court in proceedings you must make a formal 

application”. 
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100. In fact, the Court has a duty of enquiry in the interests of justice because the 

duty of disclosure ex-parte remains and the Court must preserve the public interest in 

prosecuting any known material non-disclosure.   The duty to inform the Court of any 

material change in circumstances was breached by the offenders, so C reported it 

instead, but as usual, the corruptors provided one another with impunity.  

 

101. The email that Woolley was responding to is the email directly below at page 10, 

of 27th October 2020 at 10.08AM.    The offenders were copied to the same email.   The 

email and its contents prove fraud and indictable offences.  The email asked Mann 

specifically to consider the 54-page report.  Mann just covered it all up, instructing his 

clerk to “block” and ignore C’s emails, knowing of the offences committed.  

 

102. Essentially, the corrupt Court did precisely what it did the first time around to 

prevent justice being served on the offenders.   The application for trial was put before a 

fellow corruptor (Fancourt), as the first one was put before Jones (a Registrar who didn’t 

even have jurisdiction) for disposal without consideration.  Nothing has ever been 

considered, only covered up.   The part quoted above from Woolley: “any judge will deal 

with the application before him/her on the basis of material provided”, never happened.   

 

103. All C’s evidence and incontrovertible submissions have been evaded to assist the 

offenders from the outset.  Even Staunton himself admitted the claims are false.  

 

104. We move to INDEX-05-05, then to PDF portfolio no 8, then to tab_AG13, the 

submission that consolidates how Fancourt evaded all of C’s evidence whilst preventing 

justice being served on the offenders.  

 

105. It is necessary to read and conduct a standard of review in respect of that 

submission.   Fancourt admitted that he “could not access” and single part of C’s 

evidence or submissions.  
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106. Likewise, Brilliant redacted the hearing audio because C’s cross examination tied 

in with the fact that they set out deliberately to evade all C’s evidence whilst preventing 

the application for trial from being heard. That is precisely what this Court is doing, 

using the void GCRO as the excuse to suppress and conceal criminal property.  

 

107. That, in a nutshell, summarises how the purported judges involved in this case 

are one and the same as the principal offenders.   It is a most serious and protracted 

conspiracy.  

 

108. That is not an allegation, but it is a proven fact.  C has been terrorized in the 

hands of immoral, vile oath breaking corruptors who have allowed their impartiality to 

be compromised, acting under orders of the Tory kleptocracy of fellow human rights 

abusing, lying, cheating dishonest criminals.  

 

Paul Millinder – 

 

24th June 2021                                                                                                     
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IN THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISIONAL ADMINISTRATIVE COURT                     Claim No: CO/3966/2020  
  
_____________________________________________________________________________________  
Pursuant to Section 9 of the Criminal Justice Act 1967 

 
EX13  

Claimant’s submission of 11th June 2021 at 07.21AM and intel report  

______________________________________________________________________________ 

EMAIL A – page 1 – the separation line at page 6:  
 
From: Paul Millinder <pm@intelligenceuk.com> 
Date: Fri, 11 Jun 2021 at 07:21 
Subject: CO/3966/2020 - Concealing criminal property & conspiracy to pervert the course of 
justice (SUBMISSION SIS-PM-06-11/2021-1) 
To: (undisclosed recipients)  
 

FOLLOW THIS VERY CAREFULLY - YOU WILL BE NEEDING IT 
 
Dear all, 
 
I am going to make this position expressly clear, you will not get away with preventing me from 
my constitutional right of access to justice, misrepresenting the law and acting to deliberately 
evade all my evidence and submissions to conceal fraud and indictable only offences in the way 
you have done throughout.  The UK's courts, regulatory authorities and puppet police who are 
hopeless anyway at the best of times, are all controlled by taxpayer funded state terrorists and 
criminals in Ministerial office.  
 
The suite of documents are contained in our 256-bit secure server.  You can access the material 
at one-click for ease in reference.  You will be able to do so until 4PM on Wednesday 30th June 
2021 then the folder will be locked and you will need to contact me for a username and password 
for further access.   Here is the index of documentation: 
 
1. CLAIMANT_SKE_27_05_2021_1 
2. CLAIMANT_SKE_24_05_2021 
3. ESD_Claimant_05_05_2021_PT1 
4. ESD_Claimant_10_05_2021_PT2 
5. PETITION-JCPC-15-03-2021 
6. DIRECTIONS_15_03_2021 
7. SKE_RESPONDENT_24_03_2021 
8. INDEX-05-04 - The PDF portfolios of evidence referred to 
9. N244_App_Cont_Sht_04_04_2021_CO39662020_Sealed  - Application for trial sealed on 6th 
April 2021 and continuation sheet.  
 
 
 

Tab_11: Pages 259 - 273
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10. TIMOTHY_FANCOURT_09_11_2020  - The warrant application served on Fancourt just 
4-days after he defrauded me of circa £1.17 million (the indisputable sum of the demand) whilst 
evading all my evidence, refusing to try my application for trial (See INDEX-05-04, PDF 
portfolio no: 17) that sought to deal with even more dishonest non-disclosure ex-parte that 
founded the injunction ex-parte of 23rd October 2020.    

 
11. N244_APP_CONTINATION_SHEET Is the application I made to recuse Fancourt (he was 
conflicted anyway, having received the warrant application against him). The application was 
issued on 10th November 2020. 
 
12. WITNESS_STATEMENT_P_MILLINDER_10_11_2020 - Is the witness statement with 
the application to recuse Fancourt.  See page 2, paragraph 7 - 23).  From p9, by Fancourt's own 
admission "The substantive issues have never been tried”.  Never been tried, because the 
criminals in judicial office have consistently perverted the course of justice, providing impunity 
to the fraudsters whilst denying all remedy to the victim.  
 
13. GCRO_dated_2011-11-20  - Is the false instrument (S1 & S3 of the Forgery & 
Counterfeiting Act 1981) GCRO made by Fancourt on 11th November 2020 to assist the 
offenders - perverting the course of justice made knowing he was conflicted and knowing he had 
no jurisdiction to make it in absence of determination of the recusal application.  Fancourt 
ensured he affixed two other criminals, Snowden and Miles to the GCRO as the corrupt practice 
is to originate the false instrument restraint order by malicious and unjust certifications as 
"totally without merit" and then to affix fellow conspirers to it to ensure that the applications 
made by the victim never get to court, when the entire case is proven from start to finish.  
 
14. SKELETON_CLAIMANT_26_11_2020 - Is the skeleton with the application to recuse 
Fancourt of 26th November 2020.  See page 1 and top of page 2, the table of contents are self-
explanatory.  
 
15. ORDER---D_MILES_ORDER_27_11_2020 - Is the void order made by Miles one day 
after he evaded the skeleton and purported to determine the application to recuse Fancourt on 
26th November 2020 after Fancourt had affixed himself to the case he was being recused from.   
Miles has been concealing indictable offences and criminal property (See; Section 340 of the 
Proceeds of Crime Act 2002 & section 327(1) and section 328(1) of which all the offenders 
and their co-conspirer perverters of the course of justice and fraudsters purporting to be judges 
who have assisted them are guilty).  
 
SUBMISSIONS:  
 
A.  The application to recuse Fancourt was never determined, not until 26th November 2020 
after Fancourt had affixed himself to the case he was being recused from on 11th November 
2020 after being served both the recusal application that was issued by the Court on 10th 
November 2020 along with the warrant application for his arrest.   

 
It was Fancourt's job, acting under instruction of Buckland, the criminal head of the Ministry of 
Justice who is connected with Bloom of Middlesbrough FC, to follow through on the corrupt 
practice in making another restraint order to conceal the fraud and indictable offences.     
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B.  The indisputable position is that it was ultra-vires" (beyond the powers of any judge) for he 
had no jurisdiction to continue presiding over the case in absence of determination of the 
application to recuse him.  In essence Fancourt was operating without jurisdiction knowing he 
had no jurisdiction do so it.(See: Sirros v Moore CA 1974)        None of it matters to these 
offenders, the law, integrity, fairness and the principles of natural justice does not come into the 
equation.   
 
C.  The point I make in relation to operating without jurisdiction however is firstly, that the 
orders Fancourt made were founded by an ultra vires without jurisdiction act by the judicial 
office holder (See: no.5 of the list above: page 8, paragraphs 55 & 56), I recite the salient 
point:      
 
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).  
 
D.  The point I make, in case it is not clear, is that all the orders in this case are void, but 
moreover, everything made after 10th November 2020 is void ab initio and there is no real order 
of the Court, it is just fraud upon fraud and dishonest concealment with intent to pervert the 
course of justice.  The point I make in relation to B and Sirros v Moore is that purported judges 
that breach their oaths acting with favour and ill-will are not judges, the doctrine of judicial 
immunity does not apply and for avoidance of doubt, I quote:  
 
However the doctrine of judicial immunity does not apply: ‘if it be shown that [a judge] was not 
acting judicially, knowing that he had no jurisdiction to do it’ 
 
D1. The point I make is that any judge would know he / she had no jurisdiction to continue 
presiding over a case when there is a recusal application issued to remove him / her from that 
case and likewise, the principle of nemo judex in causa sua (I shall not be a judge of my own 
cause) applies respective of the warrant application Fancourt was also served.  He did read it, I 
have the proof that he did.   
 
E. The rest of my submissions within the documentation at 1 - 14 above makes the position 
absolutely clear and proves this case beyond reasonable doubt from start to finish.   Where is the 
money I have been defrauded of?    Interest continues to accrue on the c£23.5 million criminal 
property at 8% standard interest.  
 
F.   I am still waiting for my application for trial to be listed (undoubtedly Swift, another 
common purpose offender) has been meddling to ensure that does not happen, seeking also to 
rely heavily on the false instrument (using a false instrument) to my prejudice.  It is for that 
reason he sought to constrain me, it is all part of the fraud and serious corruption I have had to 
endure from these quisling white-collar criminals from the outset.    
 
G. I refer to the recordings and the clear evidence:  
 
G1.  YORK MAGISTRATES:  16/11/2018 - They were got at by Buckland who was 
perverting the course of justice to prevent justice being served on Hannon (the criminal acting as 
Official Receiver who defrauded me of my claim in restitution).   CASE FILE: Page 1503                   PDF: Page 264 of 994
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The prosecution was transferred to Huddersfield for disposal by another offender, Fanning, who 
was again "got at" by the corrupt establishment, coerced to do what he did.  
 
G2. Tab_AA---Exhibit_Buckland_21_09_2020_PM_VF  - Is the exhibit linked to G1, above. 
Turning to page 3, we have a series of email returns, 5 of them, all dated 17th October 2019 
coming from Huddersfield Magistrates.  The emails were deleted from the system and were 
never read at all and it was those emails containing submissions of me, the prosecution that were 
to be considered for the hearing of 22nd November 2018.    The emails were deleted from the 
Court file because on 16th October 2019 at 15.11PM I said I was going to prosecute Daley, the 
corrupt legal advisor and Fanning for perverting the course of justice, so in their infinite wisdom, 
in typical style following the usual corrupt practice of this rabble of white-collar criminal 
colluders in public and judicial office, he sought to dispose of the evidence.  Clearly they did not 
know that us in intelligence track absolutely everything so we can gain intel on them to use at the 
appropriate time.  The emails came back "not read", providing beyond reasonable doubt 
that Fanning never even read a single part of the evidence or the submissions prior to the 
hearing.  He did not, because it was all predetermined through political interference by 
Buckland and the corrupt Attorney General's Office.   
 
G3. I refer to the enclose index with the prosecution that was again all ignored by Fanning, just 
as everything has been from the outset both in the civil and criminal proceedings and again, for 
the same reason; political inference leading to serious corruption, further offending and gross 
human rights abuse. See page 3 of that index (16) attached, tab_28.   You will note at page 1, 
Fanning is the 10th Defendant and Daley is the 11th.   That did not stop Fanning, once again 
being judge of his own cause, disposing of the prosecution against him to prevent justice 
being served.  That is what this Administrative Court is relying on to attempt to originate yet 
another false instrument "all proceedings restraint order" to continue the conspiracy to pervert 
the course of justice.  You defraud then conceal.  
 
G4. We move to tab_Z1 (17), which I have also attached.  We turn to page 9, containing that 
email of 16th October 2019 at 15.11PM. The email contains the detailed chain of information 
finishing at page 49.  It is no coincidence that exactly 1 day after receiving that email, accusing 
Daley and Fanning of perverting the course of justice, those emails were deleted from Kirklees 
Magistrates Court.  
 
G5.  We refer back to tab_AA (18) turning back to page 3 and on to page 4, finishing at the top 
of page 5.   When I pulled the private prosecution from North Yorkshire because they are utterly 
corrupt and have been perverting the course of justice,  Westminster Magistrates did precisely 
the same. They systemically deleted all of the evidence with the application I made in the ex-
parte application for warrants against all the offenders for the indictable only offences 
committed.   There are 12 emails that generated  "not read" returns in our system, proving 
beyond doubt that the emails were deleted without being read. Again, political interference is the 
driver.   At the bottom pf page 5 and on to the bottom of page 6 is where Heaton, the other 
corrupt parasite who has fortunately moved on from the MoJ, deleted the evidence from his PC 
to conceal the fraud and corruption.     At page 7 - page 13 is where Buckland, who was then 
Solicitor General was concealing the blatant fraud, fraud by failing to disclose information and 
fraud by false representation when he has a duty to prosecute civil contempt.  He was then acting 
as one of the two Law Ministers responsible for the CPS, concealing fraud and indictable 
offences and he gets promoted to head of the MoJ for his acts of corruption.  A total sham and a 
disgrace.     CASE FILE: Page 1504                   PDF: Page 265 of 994

https://intelligenceuk.com/PM-11-06-2021/Tab_AA---Exhibit_Buckland_21_09_2020_PM_VF.pdf
https://intelligenceuk.com/legal/SKELETON_19_03_2020_MCA_1980_PM_VF___.pdf
https://intelligenceuk.com/PM-11-06-2021/Tab_Z1---E_mail_Chain_17_12_2019_10_38_AM_V_F.pdf
https://intelligenceuk.com/PM-11-06-2021/Tab_AA---Exhibit_Buckland_21_09_2020_PM_VF.pdf


5 
 

The rest of the exhibit is the nonsense evasive responses and cover up by the Attorney General's 
Office who continues to conceal the fraud on today's date.  That's why Ellis the offender made 
the application for the restraint order.    
 
G6. We move to INDEX-05-04, all the evidence that has been evaded by more corruptors in the 
Administrative Court,(Swift is the leader of that) again, political inference is the driver.  I have 
no reason to question Lady Justice Andrew's integrity, I believe Her Ladyship is one of the good 
ones trapped in a rotten system that is unfit for purpose.   We move to PDF portfolio number 
8.  Fancourt's clerk, the corrupt dishonest parasite, Brilliant, no doubt acting under orders by 
Fancourt, tampered with the hearing audio and redacted the first part of the cross examination I 
made against him and then against Fancourt.  I refer to tab_AG6, read it carefully.    
 
G7. Brilliant_11_11_2020_PM_01   - The recording of the part that Brilliant redacted from the 
hearing where he and Fancourt were perverting the course of justice to originate the false 
instrument GCRO whilst defrauding me of over £1.17 million.   Brilliant was  told by Fancourt 
to hold back the transcript of the hearing of 6th November 2020 (tab_T1) because it proved 
Ohrenstein (and Fancourt's) dishonesty and acts of fraud and corruption.  
 
G8. Tab_T2 is the transcript of the without jurisdiction corruption session by Fancourt to 
originate the false instrument GCRO.  You will note, the recording of Brilliant is not present on 
the transcript, it starts at page 2 with "Mr Millinder: You have read my transcript, have you, Mr, 
my skeleton, Mr Ohrenstein, have you? Is he playing conveniently" 
 
G9. Fancourt and Brilliant were concealing the fact that Fancourt evaded all the evidence during 
the last hearing.  Throughout these rigged proceedings, starting with Registrar Jones, the 
purported judges and their supporters have tampered with the hearing audio and the transcripts 
themselves.  Hence, there is no point in even having a transcript, because they redact the audio 
before it gets there, as well as interfering with the integrity of the transcripts anyway.   
 
G10.  Arun_Smith_RCJ_Transcripts_27.04.2018   - Transcript of the call between Smith and I 
of 27th April 2018 -  The transcription manager ("AS"), as one of the pathetic excuses used to 
conceal the fact that Jones had instructed him to pass him the transcript so he could tamper with 
it, said this:  
 
AS:   "because there was no interruption between the recordings in the audio, it's one solid 
block" 
 
PM: Yeah but we can still cut it can't we?   
 
AS: "We have no way of splitting that"  
 
Which is another proven lie, because indeed, Brilliant himself split it.   What those 
responsible are is a bunch of immoral liars and cheats, fraudsters, who actively collude, deface 
and spoliate evidence, tamper with hearing transcripts and audio and conspire to defraud whilst 
perverting the course of justice acting under orders to do so by criminals in central government.  
 
The problem you all have, is that we have the evidence to prove each and every single part of it 
across a multitude of cases.   All responsible are going to prison where you rightfully belong.  
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G11. Admin_Court_10_06_2021_PM   - Call with Administrative Court of 10th June 2021 
(evasion): 
 
G12.  Attorney_Generals_Office_10_06_2021_PM - Call with Attorney General's Office of 
10th June 2021.  
 
A cesspool of corruption, endemic dishonesty and inter-agency collusion. 
 
--- Paul Millinder 
 
Paul Millinder 
Investigations & Litigation 
Intelligence UK International S.A         Identifier (continued from page 2):  
 
 
INDEX_EXHIBITS_UPDATED_23_05_2020.pdf (235K)                                              --- 16 
 
Tab_Z1---E_mail_Chain_17_12_2019_10_38_AM_V_F.pdf (579K)                         --- 17 
 
Tab_AA---Exhibit_Buckland_21_09_2020_PM_VF.pdf (1,966K)                             --- 18  
 

 
 
________________________EMAIL A ENDS_________________________________________ 
 
 
EMAIL B: Page 6 to separation line at page 9: 
 

From: Paul Millinder <pm@intelligenceuk.com> 
Date: Mon, 26 Oct 2020 at 16:42 
Subject: Fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte - 23/10/2020 / MIDDLESBROUGH FC & others 
To: <susan.woolley@justice.gov.uk> 
 
Ms Simmons, 
 
I note that Womble Bond Dickinson is continuing this conspiracy to defraud me of my rightful 
assets under the facade of the utterly corrupt court of which it is colluding.    
 
Ohrenstein has failed to respond whatsoever, which is no surprise, his conduct follows the same 
path, defrauds and then goes into hiding whilst the rest of the hoodlums work to conceal the 
wrongdoings.    This time, you have gone a few too many steps too far.   This is all being 
documented and we are targeting your Parent Company in the USA for knowingly engaging in a 
conspiracy to defraud.    I am extremely well connected in the States, you will find out, all of you 
will.   
 
I did not receive a response as to why, for the second time, you have fraudulently withheld 
material information from the Court, constituting yet another offence of section 3 off the Fraud 
Act 2006, following on from what is undoubtedly the most prolific material non-disclosure ex-
parte in the history of UK law, being the fraudulent non-disclosure on 9th January 2017.    
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Just because Nugee and other criminals disguised as judges have perverted the course of justice, 
maliciously working to conceal the blatant and multiple frauds, that does not alleviate the issues 
in question, it in fact just compounds them.  
 
There was no need for the application to be ex-parte.   You did this because you are intent on 
misleading the Court, as you have done throughout and I guess, solely reliant upon attempting to 
procure advantage by deception, because you cannot do it any other way.  
 
From my last email, I will ask you again, why did you fail to disclose all of the material 
information to the Court?      
 
In particular, why did you fail to disclose the report 
(Report_Systemic_Corruption_02_06_2020_PM_VF)  when that presents all of the issues in 
question all proving beyond doubt the multiple frauds committed by Middlesbrough FC and its 
conspirators, including Womble Bond Dickinson and Staunton?     You knew that this is a 
document on which I seek to rely. Page 1 contains the table of contents, it is all fairly easy to 
navigate, self explanatory.   That report proves that any action you seek to commence is founded 
by illegality, your own illegal acts and multiple offences of fraud, as well as perjury and 
perversion of the course of justice.   
 
Why are you making applications for a false instrument ECRO / Gen CRO when none of my 
applications are without merit and they cannot possibly be?   This is how the purported judges 
have been assisting you in concealing the frauds, that does not lend credence to the position, on 
the contrary, again, it just aggravates.  
 
There are two main issues:  
 
1.  The fact that issue estoppel applies to the fact that Middlesbrough FC did unlawfully forfeit 
the Lease after "U-turning" and breaching the completed collateral contract affirming the grid 
configuration for the project.   That issue was revealed very clearly in 
( Exhibit_SRA_Email_14_08_2020 ), another document key to all of the issues in question that 
has been altogether evaded by you corrupt, dishonest cowardly white-collar criminal offenders 
who seek only to behave in this way in the belief that you are safe because corrupt fake judges 
will cover for you anyway.  They are not safe either and neither are any of the perpetrators, all 
are going to prison for a significant period of time.  It is clearly material that you and your client 
have conspired to defraud me of my rightful assets under the facade of the corrupt Court and 
"insolvency", working in conspiracy with the two-bit, scheming, persistent liar white-collar 
criminal, Hannon. You sought to defraud me using the £4.1 million fraudulent claim to stymie 
the liquidation and then you colluded with the quisling coward, Nugee, who has perverted the 
course of justice, to attempt also to defraud me of my abortive costs founded by same unlawful 
forfeiture.   Now you seek to have him allocated to the ECRO false instrument you and your 
cohorts disguised as judges seek to invent, for a second time. All part of the fraud, you are only 
fooling yourselves.    
 
1.1. The other part that is somewhat material is the operative provision of "Force Majeure" that 
occurred just 3-months into the 12-month period free of rent in the Lease, suspending that period 
accordingly. I refer to the next key document that you fraudulently withheld 
(FORCE_MAJEURE).  It is somewhat material that no money was ever owed to 
Middlesbrough FC, yet they made an unwarranted demand with menaces, after "U-turning" on CASE FILE: Page 1507                   PDF: Page 268 of 994
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the connection, rendering the project useless.  That is directly linked with the fact that you could 
not defend the claim in the first statutory demand, so you did what you have done again, attended 
ex-parte and misled the court, which you have been using to defraud me throughout these 
protracted proceedings whilst deceitful, traitor cowardly, taxpayer sponsored, lawless criminals, 
disguising themselves as "honourable" judges, covered the blatant frauds.  It is for that reason 
and that reason only you have survived for the length of time you have, whilst ruining my life 
and my family in the process.    The point I make is an extremely simple one, that is, even if 
Middlesbrough FC did not refuse the connection, rendering the project useless, when the entire 
purpose of the contract was for me to operate the turbine off the basis of that same and only 
connection, on 25th June 2015 when it made the unwarranted demand with menaces (section 21 
of the Theft Act 1968), the first payment of rent was not to become due until 15th 
September 2015.   No energy supply was due anyway (for the reasons made clear in the 
second key document you have fraudulently withheld - referred to below).  It is somewhat 
material, because it proves beyond doubt that Middlesbrough FC did unlawfully forfeit the 
Lease, which is the foundation of the statutory demand (both of them).   
 
1.2. The Energy Supply Agreement (ENERGY_SUPPLY_AGREEMENT). It's as self-
explanatory as the "SRA Email" you also fraudulently withheld.   
 
2. Now on to the second part, which is the assignment.  Stewart, who has committed fraud and 
perjury and is a generally deceitful, pathetic, flawed individual, seeks to diminish the applicable 
rule of law. I think this is why you also withheld the very concise document I prepared on the 
assignment, in tandem with failing to disclose the report.   The fact of that matter is, the claim 
cannot be disputed on this ground either, because there is an absolute assignment of the 
investments (all of the investments) made in Empowering Wind MFC Ltd to Earth Energy 
Investments LLP and on 18th March 2018, when I became only too well aware that you were 
colluding with the corrupt judiciary to defraud me, I assigned it back to myself.   I served the 
assignment on Middlesbrough FC on 6th January 2017 and I served the second assignment, 
when I served this demand.    
 
2.1. Nugee knew the assignment was valid, it is hardly rocket science, anyone would do, but you 
and your conspirators, the utterly complacent, corrupt dishonest bunch of collusive criminals, 
seek to diminish and affront the law at every given opportunity.  I think in fact, you withheld the 
report, because page 36 of page 54 (" Nugee J dishonestly manipulated the terms of and 
misrepresented the assignment ") proves that Nugee has perverted the course of justice, beyond 
reasonable doubt.   The assignment cannot be diminished, but Nugee tampered with the terms, 
dismantled the terms and then sought to rely on it in his absolute nonsense order that was 
designed to prevent justice being served on the offenders for what is the most serious case of 
material non-disclosure in the history of UK law.   You people are a complete and utter fxxking 
joke, but again, you only fool yourselves.   I speak my mind, I am honest and I retain my right to 
freedom of speech, it is the truth, I know the law, I will not tolerate this nonsense.     By the way, 
the Judge, Mr Justice Mann, is copied directly and he has also read my email of Sunday (we use 
military grade tracking software).      
 
2.2. The point I make is that the assignment that Bloom also dishonestly withheld from the ex-
parte hearing of 9th January 2017, was in fact in two parts.  The assignment minute and the 
demand, (Part B of the demand) also refers to that assignment that was served on them on 6th 
January 2017.    On that note, it is somewhat material that you have also dishonestly withheld my 
3 affidavits.  Just because Murray has been perverting the course of justice, also seeking to CASE FILE: Page 1508                   PDF: Page 269 of 994
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collude to prevent justice being served on the offenders, that does not alleviate the issues, again, 
it just aggravates.  
 
2.3. The point I make is a very simple one, it is the law (s.136) and it cannot, under any terms 
whatsoever, be diminished.  The assignment meets that criteria and that is the law, the 
assignment is valid, both of them are.   Staunton knew that, which is why he committed perjury 
before ICCJ Barber and lied about the assignment.  By the way, you are all in criminal contempt 
of court and just because Murray has been concealing that, it does not alleviate the issue because 
as it happens, Murray had no jurisdiction to hear the petition for mandatory order, nor the claim 
anyway, it was to be heard by the President of the QBD and none of it was, it was disposed of by 
the solicitor white-collar criminal, made judge, who was instructed by Burbett to assist the 
offenders in this way.   
 
3. Lastly, I knew you would attempt to defraud me in this way, but this time, you have snookered 
yourselves, well done.   We have made a documentary about this corruption, it is going live 
before you know it. The bits I sent you were only mock ups, wait until you see the real 
thing.   As I said, there is a cure for corruption and that is transparency.  
 
All of the detail is in that report, which is why you dishonestly withheld it from the ex-parte 
hearing.  The order is founded by fraudulent non-disclosure and the doctrine of illegality applies, 
voiding any civil action you purport to take.   
 
Now, I suggest you provide me with a form of draft consent order, with a very substantial 
offer of settlement, in the interim. For if I do not have that by 4PM on Wednesday 28th 
October 2020, I promise you, corrupt system or otherwise, I will absolutely finish each and every 
single one of you that has been involved in this conspiracy and I mean that, entirely legally, with 
the full force of the law.   
 
I do hope that makes the position clear and I really urge you to wake up and smell the 
coffee.   Now, on that note, I ask that you explain to me, for the record, why you believe the debt 
is disputed and why you failed to disclose all of these particulars to the Court.  I also want that 
answer, by return.     
 
Thank you very much indeed. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
Paul Millinder  
 
Attachments:  
 
 
Exhibit_SRA_Email_14_08_2020.pdf_(266K) 
Report_Systemic_Corruption_02_06_2020_PM_VF.pdf (635K) 
FORCE_MAJEURE.pdf (125K) 
ENERGY_SUPPLY_AGREEMENT.pdf_(583K) 
s.136.jpg (284K) 
_________________________EMAIL B ENDS________________________________________ 
 

CASE FILE: Page 1509                   PDF: Page 270 of 994

https://intelligenceuk.com/legal/1/s.136.jpg
https://intelligenceuk.com/PM-11-06-2021/Exhibit_SRA_Email_14_08_2020.pdf
https://intelligenceuk.com/PM-15-03-2021/Tab_Z9---Report_Systemic_Corruption_02_06_2020_PM_VF.pdf
https://intelligenceuk.com/PM-11-06-2021/FORCE_MAJEURE.pdf
https://intelligenceuk.com/PM-11-06-2021/ENERGY_SUPPLY_AGREEMENT.pdf
https://intelligenceuk.com/PM-11-06-2021/s.136.jpg


10 
 

EMAIL C – page 10 to the separation line at page 12 
 
 
From: Woolley, Susan <susan.woolley@justice.gov.uk> 
Date: Tue, 27 Oct 2020 at 10:29 
Subject: RE: Fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte - 23/10/2020 / MIDDLESBROUGH FC & 
others 
To: Paul Millinder <pm@intelligenceuk.com> 

Dear Mr Millinder 

You have now sent several emails directly to Mann J, apparently seeking to engage directly with 
him over matters relating to proceedings.  I am directed by him to write you this email. 

It is inappropriate for you to correspond with the judge directly in this way.  As you must already 
know, any judge will deal with the application before him/her on the basis of material 
provided.  If you wish to deal with the court in proceedings you must make a formal 
application.  Emails are unacceptable.   Please understand that any further emails directed to 
either me or Mann J will not be read.  They will be despatched directly and automatically to the 
spam or junk mailbox.  There is therefore no point in your corresponding further with us.   You 
will receive no further response. 

Yours sincerely 

Susan Woolley 

Clerk to The Hon. Mr Justice Mann 

Clerks to HM Judges | HMCTS | Royal Courts of Justice | 7 Rolls Buildings | Fetter Lane | London | EC4A 1NL 

Phone: 020 7947 7964 

Web: www.gov.uk/hmcts 

 
From: Paul Millinder <pm@intelligenceuk.com> 
Date: Tue, 27 Oct 2020 at 10:08 
Subject: Re: Fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte - 23/10/2020 / MIDDLESBROUGH FC & 
others 
To: <MrJustice.mann@ejudiciary.net>, <susan.woolley@justice.gov.uk>, 
<dov@radcliffechambers.com>, <angela.simmons@wbd-uk.com>, <betty.temple@wbd-
us.com>, <commonsleader@cabinetoffice.gov.uk>, <bjohnson@no10.gov.uk>, 
<paul.stewart@wbd-uk.com>, <julian.gill@wbd-uk.com>, <priti.patel.mp@parliament.uk> 
 

Mr Justice Mann,  
 
You are sworn in to office to do justice, that is what you are paid to do by the taxpayer.   You are 
not paid to assist white-collar criminals in using the facade of the court to defraud, yet that is 
what's been happening.   I ask that you study that 54-page report I sent you.   CASE FILE: Page 1510                   PDF: Page 271 of 994
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The report that the offenders failed to disclose, because they are wholly reliant on deceit and 
being propped up by the corrupt judiciary.    The contents of that report are somewhat material.   
 
We are going to have all responsible indicted in the USA, including Womble Bond 
Dickinson, the fraudster lawyers.   
 
I refer to the letter from Anthony Stansfeld to the insolvency criminals who have been conspiring 
with the aptly named "Womble" Bond Dickinson to defraud me by sustaining the false 
representation claims;  £256,269.89 / £541,308.89 / circa £4.1 million.   Again, all of the detail 
was completely absent from the ex-parte submissions.   No surprises there, this is what they do.   
 
It is clearly material that I rely on the doctrine of illegality, because the defendants have 
committed multiple criminal offences and one cannot rely on one's own wrongdoings to found a 
civil cause of action.  That also goes in respect of the false instrument ECRO and the more recent 
applications to found another.    The letter I sent to Drewett in that respect is also somewhat 
material, because it proves beyond doubt that the ECRO was a false instrument that has been 
used by these cowards to pervert the course of justice whilst concealing the blatant and multiple 
frauds.  This is how the purported judges involved have behaved.    
 
You should be aware that I know you have read the 3 emails I have sent you, but yet you have 
failed to watch the videos.  
 
I have an issue here with criminality, fraud upon the court and purported judges who have been 
perverting the course of justice.   I do hope, for your sake rather than mine, that you will not 
continue to do the same.   I ask, to save a lot of time, that you watch both videos, the 
Middlesbrough FC one and the one on the judicial & insolvency corruption.     All of this is 
going to be used in overseas litigation to prosecute all responsible for this corruption.  All had 
best get with the program.  
 
Rightfully I have zero faith in it whatsoever, my case was proven when on 9th January 2017, the 
Club could not defend the demand, so they dishonestly withheld 172 pages of witness exhibit 
that would have proven it.     
 
Clean hands do not come into the equation, this is an utter joke and a disgrace.    
 
Here is the first video:         Middlesbrough FC Wind Turbine - A conspiracy to defraud - 
by Robin Bloom & Womble Bond Dickinson 
 
Here is the second:             JUDICIAL CORRUPTION UK - DOCUMENTARY 
 
The position I convey is graphic and indisputable. I have unlocked a secure portion of my 
organisation's website containing a most detailed (but easy to navigate) narrative proving my 
case beyond doubt.   
 
1.  I refer  to the note of hearing ex-parte (Tab_2 - attached).   At page 1 A & B, you appear to 
support Middlesbrough FC, citing they are correct to go for the ex-parte injunction on the 
indisputable debt.   This is nonsense.   
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No money was owed for rent or energy supply.  They unlawfully forfeited the Lease based on 
that unwarranted demand.  That fact has already been tried and proven, issue estoppel applies.  
 
2. Likewise, the assignment can either be disputed, because both assignments meet the criteria 
set out in s.136(1) of the Law of Property Act 1925 and therefore the debt is proven and it cannot 
possibly be disputed in any way shape or form.    
 
Why therefore did you make the order when you know, or ought to have known that the claim is 
proven?  
 
Are you also part of this protracted conspiracy to defraud?  It certainly seems that way in looking 
at that note of hearing.  
 
I want answers and I ask that you now set aside the order, of your own motion.  I need not make 
an application, I have made you aware of the material non disclosure.   I am asking you to study 
these parts, to make it absolutely clear.   I have been working with other barristers and a former 
High Court Judge, we know what all of this is about, it is just making all responsible look like 
the dishonest, pathetic, lawless bunch of white-collar criminals that they really are.   I am not 
going to play in a corrupt system, of course there is no justice when the judicial mechanics are so 
grossly compromised.  
 
My case is absolutely simple. I will just expose it all and deal in a court of international law, this 
Court has been perverting the course of justice, providing dishonest assistance to these white-
collar criminals disguised as lawyers.   Please follow this:  
 
The grid connection for the wind turbine   
The grid connection configuration - A completed collateral contract  
Force Majeure applied from 7th February 2015 – The unforeseen delay caused by MFC  
 
Nothing has ever been decided upon, there has been a most serious and protracted fraud upon the 
court orchestrated by Burnett and Buckland (you will find out how I know what has been going 
in due course).   My case is so simple, it is utterly shocking that remedy has been denied for 
these blatant and multiple frauds.  It is a total sham that the first ECRO false instrument was 
made, but to attempt a second, founded on legal fiction and fraudulent abuse because criminals 
disguised as judges have been maliciously certifying applications that are proven beyond doubt 
as totally without merit, just sums the system up entirely.  I am on top of it.   I will not tolerate 
this nonsense total abuse ruination of the rule of law and our justice system.  
 
As for Stewart, his witness statement is false and he knew the statements he was making were 
false.   Anyone with half a brain would know that no payment was due for energy supply or rent. 
Where does the alleged debt used to unlawfully forfeit the Lease come from?   
 
That is my submission, in the interim.    Please confirm receipt and that you are actioning this 
accordingly.  Thank you.  
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
Paul  Millinder  
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Attachments: 
 
 
Letter_Drewett_PM_DP_20_05_2020_V01F.pdf (418K) 
311019_Letter_Beale_Shrimplin_Hannon_A-Stansfeld_31_10_2019.pdf (285K) 
 

 
_____________________EMAIL C ENDS____________________________________________ 
 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Intel tracking dated 13th June 2021 
 

Report proving that the submission of 11th June 2021 (page 1, above) has been 
read by the parties concerned 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 

Recipient Subject Opened Sent 

edward.x.young@royal.uk CO/3966/2020 
- Concealing 
criminal 
property & 
conspiracy to 
pervert the 
course of 
justice 
(SUBMISSION 
SIS-PM-06-
11/2021-1) 

4 times Jun 11, 2021, 
7:20:45 AM 

ladyjustice.andrews@ejudiciary.net CO/3966/2020 
- Concealing 
criminal 
property & 
conspiracy to 
pervert the 
course of 
justice 
(SUBMISSION 
SIS-PM-06-
11/2021-1) 

2 times Jun 11, 2021, 
7:20:36 AM 

 

 

 

 

CO/3966/2020 
- Concealing 

 

 

3 times 
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lordjustice.haddon-
cave@ejudiciary.net 

criminal 
property & 
conspiracy to 
pervert the 
course of 
justice 
(SUBMISSION 
SIS-PM-06-
11/2021-1) 

Jun 11, 2021, 
7:20:49 AM 

MrJustice.mann@ejudiciary.net CO/3966/2020 
- Concealing 
criminal 
property & 
conspiracy to 
pervert the 
course of 
justice 
(SUBMISSION 
SIS-PM-06-
11/2021-1) 

3 times Jun 11, 2021, 
7:21:01 AM 

MrJustice.Snowden@ejudiciary.net CO/3966/2020 
- Concealing 
criminal 
property & 
conspiracy to 
pervert the 
course of 
justice 
(SUBMISSION 
SIS-PM-06-
11/2021-1) 

2 times Jun 11, 2021, 
7:21:00 AM 

mrjustice.murray@ejudiciary.net CO/3966/2020 
- Concealing 
criminal 
property & 
conspiracy to 
pervert the 
course of 
justice 
(SUBMISSION 
SIS-PM-06-
11/2021-1) 

4 times Jun 11, 2021, 
7:20:59 AM 
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mrjustice.fancourt@ejudiciary.net CO/3966/2020 
- Concealing 
criminal 
property & 
conspiracy to 
pervert the 
course of 
justice 
(SUBMISSION 
SIS-PM-06-
11/2021-1) 

2 times Jun 11, 2021, 
7:20:58 AM 

mrjustice.miles@ejudiciary.net CO/3966/2020 
- Concealing 
criminal 
property & 
conspiracy to 
pervert the 
course of 
justice 
(SUBMISSION 
SIS-PM-06-
11/2021-1) 

3 times Jun 11, 2021, 
7:20:57 AM 
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SD1 - Statutory Demand under section 123(1)(a) or 222(1)(a) of the Insolvency Act 1986 (04.17) 

Rule 7.3  
SD 1 Statutory Demand  

under section 123(1)(a) of the Insolvency Act 1986  
 

 Warning 
• This is an important document. This 

demand must be dealt with within 21 days 
after its service upon the company or a 
winding-up order could be made in respect 
of the company. 

 
• Please read the demand and notes 

carefully. 
 

 Notes for Creditor 

• The person making this 
demand must complete the 
whole of sections 1, 2 
(including Part B if applicable) 
and 3 and the authentication 
(including the date) at the end. 

• The details given in Section 1 
must comply with rule 1.6 of 
the Insolvency (England and 
Wales) Rules 2016 (IR 2016). 

• The Details of Debt (Section 2) 
must include all the relevant 
the matters listed in the 
margin notes at Section 2.  
These should be set out in the 
order given unless the person 
completing the demand 
considers that a different order 
would be more convenient for 
the recipient. 

• The creditor must give details 
of an individual with whom the 
Company can communicate 
about the Demand in Section 
3. 

• The authentication must 
comply with rule 1.5 of the IR 
2016. If signatory of the 
demand is a solicitor or other 
agent of the creditor the name 
of his/her firm should be given. 

Section 1 – DEMAND 

 

To:                   MIDDLESBROUGH FOOTBALL & ATHLETIC COMPANY (1986) Ltd 
                                                                 (The Company) 
Registered No:   01947851 
 

Address:               Riverside Stadium, Middlesbrough, TS3 6RS  

  
This demand is made under section 123(1) of the Insolvency Act 1986  
 
and is served on you by the creditor; 
 
Name:   MR PAUL MILLINDER 
 

Address:  3rd Floor, 277-281 Oxford Street, London, W1C 2DL  
 

The creditor claims that the Company owes the sum of £1,172,221.59, 
full details of which are set out in section 2 of this Demand. 

Tab_13: Pages 277 - 280
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 Section 2 
These details must include 
the following information:  A. Details of Debt 

(a) the amount of the debt 
as at the date of this 
demand;  

(b) the consideration for the 
debt (or if is there is no 
consideration the way in 
which it arose); the date on 
which the debt arose should 
also be included; 

(c) if the demand is founded 
on a judgment or order of a 
court, details of the 
judgment or order;  

(d) if the creditor is entitled 
to the debt by way of 
assignment, a statement to 
that effect and that the 
details of the relevant 
assignment(s) are given in 
Part B below (which must 
then also be filled in);  

(e) if the sums demanded 
include (i) any charge by 
way of interest not 
previously notified to the 
company as included in its 
liability and/or (ii) any other 
charge accruing due from 
time to time, each such 
charge must be separately 
identified (if claimed) with 
the amount or rate of the 
charge and the grounds 
upon which payment is 
claimed: the amount 
claimed for such charges 
must be limited to that 
which has accrued due at 
the date of the demand. 

 
The claim originates from abortive costs incurred from 15th June 2012 through to 
25th June 2015 when the Company rendered the Lease referred to in Appendix-B 
unfit for purpose by breaching the completed collateral contract affirming the 
connection configuration for the wind turbine that was completed when on 7th 
November 2012 Mr Bloom of the Company extended the option agreement for six-
months for the purpose of securing that connection.  
 
On 25th June 2015 the Company made an unwarranted demand with menaces 
against the Creditor’s company, Empowering Wind MFC Ltd in the sum of 
£256,269.89 and in full knowledge that it had prevented the Creditor and his 
company from performing on the rights granted in constructing and operating the 
turbine.  
 
On 25th June 2015, no rent was due, owing to a period of Force Majeure suspending 
the 12-months within the Lease (Schedule 7) from which to commission the wind 
turbine.    The delay was found to be an event of Force Majeure on 5th February 2018 
by Mr Justice Nugee in the High Court of Justice (see Appendix-B).  
 
The period of Force Majeure was incurred on 22nd September 2013 just 3-months 
and 6-days into the 12-month period free of rent from which to commission the 
turbine.    The impasse, preventing the turbine from lawful operation was resolved 
on 23rd December 2014.   No rent was due until 15th September 2015.   £85,000 of 
the demand used to unlawfully forfeit the Lease was sought for rent.  
 
Force Majeure applied equally in respect of the Energy Supply Agreement, 
suspending the 12-month period from which the Creditor had to procure the Start 
Date (the date from which the conditions in clause 2 are satisfied).   No payment for 
energy supply was due until 7th November 2015.  
 
On 19th August 2015 the Company unlawfully forfeited the Lease on the grounds of 
their unwarranted demand when no money was owed after rendering the project 
useless. The Company retained the Creditor’s £200,000 Lease premium and caused 
the abortive costs to arise.  Issue estoppel applies in relation to this finding and the 
order of 5th February 2018 where same was found by Nugee J (see: Appendix-B).  
 
The Company could not defend the sum of the original statutory demand, so they 
attended an ex-parte hearing and dishonestly withheld 172 pages of witness exhibit 
that would have otherwise proven the claim instead, to defraud the Creditor of his 
right to claim the abortive costs.    
 
Amongst the serious and pre-meditated non-disclosure was the assignment of the 
debt referred to in Part B (page 6 of Appendix-A) and at page 8, being the 
assignment counterpart contained and served with the demand on 6th January 2017 
and with both parts constituting a valid assignment of the abortive costs in 
accordance with section 136(1) of the Law of Property Act 1925.  
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SD1 - Statutory Demand under section 123(1)(a) or 222(1)(a) of the Insolvency Act 1986 (04.17) 

Founded by that fraud, the court allowed the Company to make a further gain, 
awarding them £25,000 in costs founded by what is, undoubtedly, the most serious 
case of deliberate non-disclosure ex-parte in the history of UK law.      
 
The Company then sought to wind up the Creditor’s company, Earth Energy 
Investments LLP when it knew of the Creditor’s application to set aside the order 
founded by fraudulent non-disclosure on 1st March 2018.    The Court failed in its 
duty to apply set off pursuant to rule 14.25 of the Insolvency Rules 2016 and the 
£530,000 cross claim in any event.  It became clear to the Claimant that the Court, 
Hannon, the Official Receiver and the Company were conspiring to defraud the 
Creditor under the façade of insolvency and abuse of the rule of law.  
 
The Company has been using the façade of insolvency legislation from which to 
defraud creditors, making various random fraudulent claims against Empowering 
Wind MFC Ltd and working in conspiracy with the office holder to defraud the 
Creditor, also majority creditor of that company. 
 
On 18th March 2018, in knowledge of the conspiracy to defraud, the Creditor 
assigned the abortive costs and all the investments made by him and his companies 
to himself (see pages 1 & 2 of Appendix-A).     Page 2, paragraph 5, refers to the 
interest payable from the date of the first assignment (29th June 2015) to the date 
of the assignment (18th March 2018).    The sum outstanding being £973,384.48.     
 
Standard interest is applied to the sum outstanding as at 18th March 2018 through 
to today’s date, 5th October 2020, the simple interest rate at 0.02192% per day (8%) 
with that interest accrued in the sum of £198,837.11.  
 
The Creditor claims the sum of £1,172,221.59, plus standard interest at 8% accruing 
from today’s date and until the Company pays or secures compound for the debt to 
be paid in full.  
 
The sum of this demand is not and cannot be disputed nor defended and the 
Creditor’s claim is quantified with a high degree of accuracy based upon the abortive 
costs incurred that have been assigned for the purpose of collecting that undisputed 
debt.  
 

 
 
Part B [For completion if the creditor is entitled to the debt by way of assignment] 
 Name Date(s) of Assignment 

Original creditor Earth Energy Investments LLP  18/03/2018  

Assignees Mr Paul Millinder  
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Section 3 
 

 

The Company must pay the above debt within 21 days of service of this demand on the Company after which the 
creditor may present a winding-up petition unless the Company offers security for the debt and the creditor 
agrees to accept security or the Company compounds the debt with the creditor’s agreement.  
 

 

The individual or individuals to whom any communication regarding this demand may be addressed is/are: 
Name  Paul Millinder 

 
Address  3rd Floor 

277-281 Oxford Street 
London 
W1C 2DL  
  

Electronic address  pm@intelligenceuk.com  

Telephone Number  0207 866 2401  

Reference  MFC Debt  

How to comply with a statutory demand 
If the Company wishes to avoid a winding-up petition being presented it must pay the debt shown on page 1, details of which are 
set out on page 2 of this notice, within the period of 21 days after its service upon the Company. Alternatively, the Company can 
attempt to come to a settlement with the creditor. To do this an officer or representative of the Company should: 

• inform the individual (or one of the individuals) named in Part A above immediately that it is willing and able to offer security 
for the debt to the creditor’s satisfaction; or 

• inform the individual (or one of the individuals) named in Part A immediately that it is willing and able to compound for the 
debt to the creditor’s satisfaction. 

 
If 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. 
 
REMEMBER! The Company has only 21 days after the date of service on it of this document before the creditor may 

present a winding-up petition.  
NOTE: The Company has the right to make an application to the court (*) for an injunction restraining the 

creditor from presenting a winding-up petition or from advertising it. 
 

 

 (*) The court to which an application should be made is: The High Court of Justice, Insolvency & 
Companies List, 7 Rolls Buildings, Holborn, London EC4A 1NL, United Kingdom 
 

  

 
 
Note: The demand 
must be dated, and 
authenticated either 
by the creditor, or a 
person authorised 
to make the 
demand on the 
creditor’s behalf.  A 
demand which is 
authenticated by a 
person other than 
the creditor must 
state that the 
person is authorised 
to make this 
demand on the 
creditor’s behalf 
and state the 
person’s 
relationship to the 
creditor. 

Authentication 

Signature of individual: 

 

Name:                                   PAUL MILLINDER  

Date:                                     05/10/2020  

Address:                               3rd Floor, 277-281 Oxford Street, London, W1C 2DL  

Telephone number:           0207 866 2401                      

 

Enclosures:  APPENDIX-A & APPENDIX-B  
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Transcribed by:  Intelligence UK International 
Date:          11th June 2021  
Duration:          3 minutes and 10 seconds 
Original audio recording:      York_Magistrates_15_11_2018_PT_2_Mr_Williams 
______________________________________________________________________________ 

Mr Williams:  Hello, Mr Millinder? 1 

Mr Millinder:   Hello there 2 

Mr Williams:  Hi 3 

Mr Millinder:  Hello there 4 

Mr Williams:  You have a question? 5 

Mr Millinder:  Well, I do, yes, um.  The question is I made the application to your court, York 6 
  Magistrates 

Mr Williams:  Yes, you did, yes 7 

Mr Millinder:   And it's a simple application that I made. There's nothing complex in the    8 
 application.   The application is fundamentally the offence of (overspeaking) 

Mr Williams:  Mr Millinder, I know what the application is, you have a question? 9 

Mr Millinder:  Fine, yes. My question, is why has this been transferred out of circuit? 10 

Mr Williams:  Well, the moment I can't answer that question, um, the powers that be 11 
  decided to move into Huddersfield  

Mr Millinder:  Who are the powers, who are the powers to be? 12 

Mr Williams:  I can’t answer that question 13 

Mr Millinder:  Right? Who are you please? 14 

Mr Williams:  My name is Graydon Williams. 15 

Mr Millinder:  Okay. Mr. Williams, um, I'm going to record this call now, for the purposes of 16 
  further investigation  

Mr Williams:   Ok, that’s fine you’re perfectly entitled to do that. You’ve asked a question, I’ve 17 
  answered your question  

Tab_14: Pages 282 - 284   
____________________________________________________________________________________ 

TRANSCRIPT_G1 

Call between Paul Millinder & Graydon Williams of York Magistrates Court on 15th November 
2018 at 11.43AM  
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Mr Millinder:   Ok, so I'm going to place the call onto record now, um, what we 1 
 (overspeaking) 2 

Mr Williams:   Mr Millinder, you’ve asked the question, is there anything else? 3 

Mr Millinder:   Yes, there is. Yes, please. I'm asking you quite categorically. Why, this 4 
 application that I’ve made (overspeaking)   

Mr Williams:  and I’m telling you, as York Magistrates Court that I don't know the reason 5 
 why your case has been moved out.  

Mr Millinder:  Ok, right, well? 6 

Mr Williams:   We haven’t done it, it's been done by somebody else. 7 

Mr Millinder:  Okay 8 

Mr Williams:  and that's where it's at? 9 

Mr Millinder:   Fine. I would like to know, as I'm the prosecutor in this case, I would like to 10 
 know who did it? 

Mr Williams:  Well, I'm afraid I'm not able to tell you that. 11 

Mr Millinder:  Why would you be concealing? 12 

Mr Williams:  The court doesn't know 13 

Mr Millinder:  The court doesn't know? 14 

Mr Williams:  No, because it's been taken by higher up.  That decision’s been taken by 15 
  people higher up, the court doesn't know we've been told to moved to  
  Huddersfield.  

Mr Millinder:  Why would they move it to Huddersfield? 16 

Mr Williams:  Mr Millinder, I can't answer that question 17 

Mr Millinder:  Well, you know, the problem is 18 

Mr Williams:  I’ve told you that 19 

Mr Millinder:  The problem is, the problem is, um, that this is a problem because we have an 20 
  issue of corruption that does in fact, originate from the circuit of this court 
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Mr Williams: 1  Mr Millinder, please, don’t go into, ur, don’t go into the case because I can’t 
  answer it (sarcastic tone). The answer is, I don’t know why your case has    
been moved to Huddersfield it's been done by people higher up than 
myself and people    higher up than this court.  If you want to query that, 
then you're perfectly entitled to write that question in and that question 
will be forwarded up the line.  Ok?  

Mr Millinder:  You know, this, you know, it's not good enough. I think you know, that this is 2 
  a problem (overspeaking) 

Mr Williams:   Mr Mallender, you’re perfectly entitled to write that request in if you so wish, 3 
  ok?  

Mr Millinder:   It’s not good enough. This is not good enough, I consider this to be 4 
 (overspeaking)  

Mr Williams:   Well, I’m sorry it’s not good enough for you 5 

Mr Millinder:  Well, no it’s not you, you know, I am not having a go at you, it’s nothing to do 6 
  with you  

Mr Williams:   Mr Millinder, there are other people waiting to make enquiries into this line 7 
  at the moment.  Is there anything else I can help you with today?  

Mr Millinder:   I think I’m going to take this much further 8 

Mr Williams:   You’re perfectly entitled to do that 9 

Mr Millinder:  Yeah, ok, thanks a lot then, cheers. Bye 10 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
CASE FILE: Page 1525                   PDF: Page 286 of 994

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight



1 

In The High Court of Justice  Claim No CR-2017-000140 

Business and Property Court of England and Wales 

Insolvency and Companies List (ChD) 

In the matter of Empowering Wind MFC Limited 

And in the matter of Earth Energy Investments LLP 

Between: 

Paul Millinder 

Applicant 

-and-

(1) Middlesbrough Football & Athletic Company 1986 Limited

(2) Gibson & O’Neill Ltd

Respondents 

Skeleton for Respondents 

The Applicant (referred to as “A”) has served and lodged various bundles, which are not easy 

to follow.  He has also served two skeletons, one dated 5 November 2018 which extends to 

28 pages (it is at tab 8 of this bundle), and the second dated 9 November 2018 (at tab 9 of this 

bundle).  This skeleton responds to the first of A’s skeletons, it being contended that nothing 

arises out of the second skeleton.  The Respondents (the First Respondent is referred to as 

“the Club”) have lodged and served 10 files: 

Tab_15: Pages 285 - 298 
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(1) The first is named “Bundle of skeleton arguments, orders and transcripts of

judgments….”. 

(2) Next is the “Bundle for hearing on 5 February 2018”.

(3) Next are two lever arch files containing the bundles for the hearings of the application of

16 November 2017, which had three hearings, 21/12/17, 26/03/18 and 5/10/18. 

(4) “Bundle A filed on behalf of” the Club “Applications and Orders”.

(5) “Bundle B Evidence filed…in respect of the hearing 5 February 2018”.

(6) “Bundle C ….Invitation to court to dismiss second application”, ie the application of 

1/03/18, being the further application by Mr Millinder/Earth Energy to set aside the consent 

order restraining presentation of a petition in respect of the Club, alleging again significant 

material non-disclosure. 

(7) “Bundle D evidence filed on behalf of” the Club “for hearing 16 May 2018”, containing

evidence in respect of the second application to set aside the injunction. 

(8) “Bundle E evidence and documents filed by Mr Millinder for the hearing 16 May 2018.

(9) Bundle F containing another witness statement for the Club in respect of the second

application to set aside the injunction, and the application for the extended civil restraint 

order with supporting evidence.  

Reading:  If time permits, it is suggested that the learned judge read the following, time 

estimate 1 hour:  

(1) Skeletons at tabs 1, 7 and 8 of this bundle.

(2) Mr Stewart’s witness statement at tab 3 of this bundle.

(3) What seems to be A’s application at tab 6 of this bundle.

286
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(4) The application at tab 9 of this bundle and the order of Arnold J of 24 July 2018 at tab

23 of the “Bundle of skeleton arguments, orders and transcripts of judgments….”. 

(5) The transcripts of judgments at tabs 4, 11, 14, 17, and 21 in the “Bundle of skeleton

arguments, orders and transcripts of judgments….”. 

(6) The extended civil restraint order at tab 22 of the “Bundle of skeleton arguments,

orders and transcripts of judgments….”. 

(7) The Claim Form recently issued and served by A, at tab 10 of this bundle.

The extended civil restrain order 

1. In light of the extended civil restraint order, and the order of Arnold J of 24 July 2018,

this application should be dismissed.  Also, it is submitted that the claim as set out in

the Claim Form at tab 10 of this bundle should be dismissed or referred either to

Arnold J or to Norris J.  The Claim Form was recently issued and served by A.

2. It is asserted by A in paras 8-44 of his skeleton that the order should be set aside on

the grounds that it is an abuse of process in that it is being used to “cover fraud and

serious misconduct by lawyers and insolvency practitioners and I contend that it

should not have been made on a number of grounds.  I also submit that the ECRO

was made with dishonest intent on the part of HHJ Pelling QC who should have

known he was not empowered to make the ECRO, yet he sought, along with the

Defendants to lead me to believe the ECRO was a genuine article as an attempt to

violate my rights to a fair hearing in this court, predominantly it is alleged, to cover

fraud and criminal misconduct of Mr Hannon (Mr Hannon is the liquidator of

Empowering Wind MFC Ltd, referred to herein as “Empowering”, and Earth Energy
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Investments LLP, referred to herein as “Earth Energy”, and the Official Receiver) and 

the Defendants.” 

3. The first error on Mr Millinder’s part, para 2 of his ske, is to assert that any claim

against the Club is his claim.  The claim arises out of the lease and energy supply

agreement entered into between the Club and Empowering, the claim being that in

breach of the terms the Club terminated one or both of the lease and the energy supply

agreement, thereby causing loss to Empowering, which seems to be a loss of profit

and also the sums it had paid under the lease and to pursue the wind turbine project.

4. The second error, paras 12-20 of the ske, is the assertion that HHJ Pelling QC did not

have power to make the extended civil restraint order; the learned judge is a Deputy

High Court Judge.

5. Next, paras 21-22 of the ske, A asserts that HHJ Pelling QC erred when he decided

that three of the applications were totally without merit.  The transcripts of the

hearings 5 Feb, 16 May, 7 and 28 June (see the transcripts of judgments at tabs 4, 14,

17, and 21 in the “Bundle of skeleton arguments, orders and transcripts of

judgments….”) show that HHJ Pelling QC was correct; in any event, if A wishes to 

advance this argument he should do so in the Court of Appeal.  An appeal is now 

somewhat out of time.  

6. Para 23 ske.  Next, that HHJ Pelling QC was conflicted being connected with Rs and

Peel Holdings.  In his judgment of 28 June 2018, see para 30 at tab 21 of the “Bundle

of skeleton arguments, orders and transcripts of judgments….”, HHJ Pelling QC 

expressly stated that he had no connection with Peel Holdings.  Rs wait to hear how A 
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intends to deal with that part of the judgment of HHJ Pelling QC and the rest of A’s 

arguments on this issue.  Surely this is a matter for the Court of Appeal. 

7. Para 23 of ske.  A also asserts that HHJ Pelling has “quite some “form””.  This is not

understood; does A assert that this court has to decide whether HHJ Pelling QC

handed down excessive jail sentences?  If so how is this court to do so?  Also, how

can that be said to result in a decision that HHJ Pelling QC should not have heard the

application for the ECRO?  How does any of this enable A to assert that the ECRO

should not have been made?  Again, surely this is a matter for the Court of Appeal.

8. Para 24 of the ske.  A also asserts that Peel Holdings made false allegations in respect

of Durham Tees Valley Airport so as to frustrate his business, causing him loss.  Rs

understand that it is A’s argument that the wind turbine scheme to be designed, built

and operated by Empowering did not go ahead because of concerns that it would

affect the operation of Durham Tees Valley Airport.  Does A assert that this court has

to decide whether Peel Holdings made false allegations in respect of Durham Tees

Valley Airport, and that prevented the wind turbine scheme going ahead?  If so how is

this court to do so?  How does A have a claim, surely it is the claim of Empowering?

Also, how can any of this be said to result in a decision that HHJ Pelling QC should

not have heard the application for the ECRO?  Further, the ECRO does not prevent A

bringing a claim, assuming he has a claim (Rs assert that any claim would be that of

Empowering), rather it requires him to apply to Arnold J or Norris J for permission to

issue and pursue such a claim.

9. Para 25 ske.  The application of 1 March 2018 was the second application to set aside

the injunction on the grounds of material non-disclosure in January 2017.  It is
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caused the application to be heard by HHJ Pelling QC.  This is not understood or 

supported by credible evidence.  Also, it seems to be an assertion that HHJ Pelling 

QC erred when he decided to dismiss this second application; that is a matter for the 

Court of Appeal.  Further, how that enables A to assert that the ECRO should not 

have been made is not understood.   

10. Para 26 of the ske.  This seems to hark back to paras 12 to 20 of the ske.

11. Paras 27-29 of the ske.  These matters do not appear to be relevant.

12. Para 30 of the ske.  This is the third time that A has asserted material non-disclosure

in January 2017.  How that enables A to assert that the ECRO should not have been

made is not understood.  The court has decided that any non-disclosure was not

material.  If he wants to challenge the decisions of Nugee J of 5 Feb and HHJ Pelling

QC of June, he should do so by way of an appeal.

13. Para 31 of the ske.  While A may believe that there was material non-disclosure in

January 2017, the fact is that both Nugee J and HHJ Pelling QC have heard and

dismissed the two applications to discharge the injunction on the ground of material

non-disclosure.

14. Paras 34-35 of the ske.  Again, A asserts material non-disclosure in January 2017.

The court has decided otherwise, and that any non-disclosure was not material.  If he

wants to challenge the decisions of Nugee J of 5 Feb and HHJ Pelling QC of June, he

should do so by way of an appeal.
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15. Para 36 ske.  This is simply wrong, that the second application to set aside the

injunction had to be heard by a full time High Court Judge.  Further, how is it said

that HHJ Pelling QC erred in dismissing the second application?

16. Para 37 of the ske.  If A wishes to challenge the decision of HHJ Pelling QC that the

applications were totally without merit, and so justified the making of the ECRO, he

should do so by way of appeal.

17. Paras 38-40 of the ske.  ICC Judge Jones did not certify that the application of 16 Nov

2017 was totally without merit.  A is simply wrong.

 
18. Paras 41-44 of the ske.  Arnold J did give reasons, see the order at tab 23 of the

“Bundle of skeleton arguments, orders and transcripts of judgments….”.  Also, any 

such argument should be in the Court of Appeal.  Also, even if there is something in 

A’s complaint, which there is not, it would not result in the setting aside of the ECRO. 

Orders of Registrars, ICC Judges, and HHJ Pelling QC 

19. Para 45 ske.  It is not understood how it can be said that Registrar Baister, ICC Judges

Jones and Barber, and Chief Registrar Briggs violated A’s rights under Article 6.  As

to A’s assertion that the decision of HHJ Pelling QC violated his right, this is

addressed above.

Order of 26 March 2018 of ICC Judge Jones 

20. Paras 46-49 of the ske.  This appears to be an assertion that ICC Judge Jones erred in

making his decisions on 21 December 2017 and 26 March 2018.  Such complaints are

those of Earth Energy, now in liquidation, and should be made to the Court of Appeal,

if the liquidator decided to do so.  In any event, A does not seek to establish how it is

*page 7 of the Judgment - 26/3 - para 26 "totally without merit" 
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said that ICC Judge Jones erred.  Further, even if ICC Judge Jones erred, that would 

not result in the setting aside of the ECRO. 

21. Paras 50-53 of the ske.  It is not understood how it is said by A that he has established

that the hearings and decisions of Arnold J on 9 January 2017, and ICC Judge Jones

are inextricably linked.  In para 53, A harks back to the complaint of material non-

disclosure.  But this has been dealt with by Nugee J and HHJ Pelling QC, and cannot

now be further pursued by A.  In any event, nothing said here would result in the

setting aside of the ECRO.

22. Paras 54 to 63 of the ske.  In these paras A appears to challenge the decisions of ICC

Judge Jones.  If such a challenge were to succeed, it would not result in the setting

aside of the ECRO.  Further, any such challenge should be made in the Court of

Appeal, and would be a challenge by Earth Energy, which is in liquidation, and this is

a matter for the liquidator.

23. Paras 64-68 of the ske.  This is a challenge to the winding up order made by ICC

Judge Barber on 28 March 2018.  A fails to establish how ICC Judge Barber is said to

have erred, the application to rescind the winding up order has been dismissed by

HHJ Pelling QC, and any further challenges should be to the Court of Appeal.

24. Paras 69 to 72 of the ske.  A shall have to refer to the evidence to establish what he

means by the assertion that matters were not fully ventilated before ICC Judge Jones.

The reference to the fact that matters were ventilated before ICC Judge Jones was in

respect of the hearings on 21 December 2017 and 26 March 2018.  It is not

understood how it can be said that such matters were not then ventilated.  As to para
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the application of Earth Energy so any claim for costs would be its claim, and ICC 

Judge Jones decided that Earth Energy and A should pay those costs, which decision 

is not appealed; A says that the claim for costs was his claim, and even if that were so, 

the petition to wind up Earth Energy was based on the £25,000 due from it to the Club 

under the consent order of 16 January 2017, see The Bundle for the Hearing 5 

February, tab 1, pg 4 para 9. 

25. Para 73 of the ske.  This is not understood.

26. Para 74 of the ske.  The assertion that there was material non-disclosure before ICC

Judges Barber and Briggs and Nugee J is not understood.  The assertion that there was

material non-disclosure before Arnold J on 9 January 2017 has been heard by Nugee J

and HHJ Pelling QC and they decided otherwise.  Also, how this assertion affects the

existence of the ECRO is not understood.

27. Paras 75-76 of the ske.  All that ICC Judge Briggs, the Chief Registrar, decided to do

was to adjourn the application of 29 March to rescind the order of 28 March 2018 to

wind up Earth Energy.  On 21 March 2018 Nugee J decided not to dismiss on paper

without hearing the second application to set aside the injunction, which was then

listed for hearing in June 2018, ICC Judge Jones was so informed, and hence his

decision to adjourn to June the application to rescind the winding up order, see the

“Bundle of skeleton arguments, orders and transcripts of judgments….”, tab 11, para 

13. 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 (the order is 

at tab 7 of  the “Bundle of skeleton arguments, orders and transcripts of 

judgments….”), as was ICC Judge Briggs, the Chief Registrar.  Also, how any of this 
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can be said to result in the setting aside of the ECRO is not understood or made out by 

A.  

28. Para 78 of the ske.  That the application of 1 March 2018 is said to be sub judice, and

how that affects the orders of 26 and 28 March or later orders is not understood.  It is

not understood how mentioning to ICC Judges Barber and Briggs the existence of the

application could contravene the sub judice rule.  ICC Judges Barber and Briggs were

aware of the existence of the second application and that Nugee J had ordered it be

listed for a hearing.

29. Para 82 of the ske.  It is not understood how it can be said that ICC Judge Briggs, the

Chief Registrar, was minded to rescind the winding up order, and, it is submitted that,

a reading of the transcript of his judgment shows otherwise, see the transcript at tab

11 of the “Bundle of skeleton arguments, orders and transcripts of judgments….”, 

especially paras 12 and 13.  In any event, all that the learned judge decided to do was 

to adjourn the application and there is no challenge by appeal against the decision of 

HHJ Pelling QC to dismiss the application. 

30. Para 83 of the ske.  The allegation that counsel “pre-arranged for HHJ Pelling QC to

hear the case” is not understood.  The allegation that HHJ Pelling QC failed to give

reasons for dismissing the application to rescind the winding up order is wrong, see

paras 20-22 of the transcript of his decision, at tab 17 of the “Bundle of skeleton

arguments, orders and transcripts of judgments….”. 

31. Para 84 of the ske.  Whatever is meant by this para, the fact is that HHJ Pelling QC

dismissed the second application to set aside the January 2017 injunction, and that

decision is not appealed.
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32. Para 85 of the ske.  That ICC Judge Briggs, the Chief Registrar, is said to have

“approved the confidential filings”, whatever that means, resulted in him being

conflicted is not understood, nor is it understood how that affects any of the matters

concerning the ECRO or otherwise.  All that ICC Judge Briggs did was adjourn the

application to rescind the winding up order.  A will have to take the learned judge to

the evidence that A asserts shows that ICC Judge Briggs had “an established

relationship with both Mr Staunton and Mr Hannon”, and even if there is any such

evidence A will have to explain how any such relationship affects the order of ICC

Judge Briggs or other judges.

33. Paras 86 to 89 of the ske.  These are not understood.  ICC Judge Jones knew that it

was part of the application that the agreement be disclaimed, see tab 1, pg 2 para 1(2)

of the skeleton in the “Bundle of skeleton arguments, orders and transcripts of

judgments….”  Also, that was claimed in the Application, and a full copy was 

included in the bundles for the hearing before ICC Judge Jones on 21 December 

20187 and 26 March 2018. 

34. Paras 90 to 99 of the ske.  None of this is relevant to whether or not the ECRO should

stand or whether A can challenge any of the other orders.

35. Paras 100 to 105 of the ske.  Aside from the serious allegations against Mr Hannon,

the thrust of A’s complaint appears to be that there was bias on the part of ICC Judge

Jones.  There is no evidence of bias.

36. Paras 106-109 of the ske.  A is again going over old ground; Nugee J and HHJ Pelling

QC decided to dismiss the two applications to set aside the injunction.
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37. Para 110 of the ske.  The assertion that Rs did something wrong in respect of the wind

turbine project is one that may provide a foundation for a claim by Empowering, not

A. 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. 

38. Para 111 of the ske.  Nugee J and HHJ Pelling QC refused to set aside the consent

order of 16 January 2017, under which Earth Energy owed the Club £25,000 in costs,

and the basis of alleged material non-disclosure.

39. Para 112 of the ske.  The winding up order was made on the petition of HMRC; the

Club was merely a supporting creditor.

40. Paras 113-114 of the ske.  The Club’s sols were not under any obligation to inform A

that a petition had been presented.

41. Paras 115-121 of the ske.  The relevance of any of these paras is not understood.

42. Paras 122-131 of the ske.  Aside from the references to rule 14, these paras are not

understood.  If anything, they may support an appeal by Earth Energy against the

decisions of ICC Judge Jones of 21 December 2017 and 26 March 2018; how that can

assist A is not understood.

43. Para 132 of the ske.  What fraudulent misrepresentation is the Club said to have made

to ICC Judge Jones?  How can it be said that any alleged frauds are linked to the

alleged material non-disclosure in January 2017?  Further, Nugee J and HHJ Pelling
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QC have dismissed the two applications seeking to discharge the injunction on the 

ground of material non-disclosure. 

44. Para 133 of the ske.  This refers to a winding up order of 19 January 2017.  It is

presumed it was meant to refer to the winding up order of 28 March 2018.  The

winding up orders of both Empowering and Earth Energy were based on debts

unrelated to “unwarranted demands….forfeit of the Lease”.  As stated above, 

Empowering was wound up on the petition of HMRC and the Club was merely a 

supporting creditor; Empowering was not wound up because the Club was a 

supporting creditor. 

45. Para 140 of the ske.  It is not clear how A asserts that he has a claim against the Club.

The £25,000 is a liability of Earth Energy pursuant to the consent order of 16 January

2017; it is not understood how any claim that A may have against the Club could

reduce or extinguish the Club’s claim against Earth Energy for £25,000.

 
46. Paras 141-142 of the ske.  It is not understood how any of these allegations might

assist A or affect the validity of the ECRO or other orders.

47. Paras 143-151 of the ske.  These paras seek to run yet again the assertion that there

was material non-disclosure.  Those assertions have been rejected by Nugee J and

HHJ Pelling QC.        

48. A cannot be permitted to pursue the application of 28 September 2018 because of the

ECRO, and if he wants to pursue that or any other application he should make the

appropriate application to Arnold J or Norris J.  The same is true of the Claim Form

recently issued and served by A, see tab 11 of this bundle.

*who ordered on 21/03 that the 01/01 application be listed for hearing

* The costs from the hearing before ICCJ Jones & the assignment
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49. Rs say the application and the claim set out in the Claim Form at tab 11 of this bundle

should be dismissed.

Radcliffe Chambers Ulick Staunton 

Lincoln’s Inn 

12 November 2018 
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INTRODUCTION 

 
1. Now that A has delivered a full suite of documents, in particular the Part 1 skeleton, A 

provides this report to further consolidate the issues, acts of dishonesty and offences 

committed by the offenders.    

 

2. A refers to the same documents referred to in the main index titled: INDEX-16-07-2021, 

to the Part 1 skeleton dated 26th June 2021 and to the exhibit:  PM-EX-PART-3, with this 

report.  

 

3. There are three main issues at the heart of this case, those are the issues addressed by 

A at page 1 of the skeleton dated 24th March 2021 (main index; tab_7).   All the offences 

and acts of dishonesty are centred around those three issues.    

 

4. A refers to tab_7 of the index, that skeleton of 24/03/2021.   Page 1 of the skeleton 

itself proves A’s case, without really doing much at all from there.   

 

5. Page 1, p B is where Fancourt, who prevented the application for trial of 27th October 

2020 from going ahead whilst preventing justice being served on the offenders, said this 

on 6th November 2020: 

 

"the underlying substantive issues have never in fact been tried".   

 

6. The position is identical on today's date.  Every single application A has made has never 

been tried, everything has been concealed and A had been denied the right of a trial.  

 

7. That does not alleviate the fact that the case it proven, it is just that both the principal 

offenders and the purported judges have been perverting the course of justice from 21st 

December 2017 onwards, whilst defrauding A in the name of justice at the same time.  
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8. The preliminary consideration is inextricably linked with the unwarranted demand used 

to unlawfullt forfeit the Lease, the resulting claim that A has been defrauded of, the 

fraudulent proofs of debt and the claim of the statutory demands.  It is all proven.  

 

9. A schoolkid could determine the case, but white-collar criminals purporting to be judges 

have consistently worked for the offenders to prevent justice being served on them 

whilst concealing A’s proven case.  

 

10. Note how Fancourt refers to “substantive issues”.  He is referring to the 3 issues that 

“go to the heart” of A’s case at the bottom of page 1 of that skeleton and the 

preliminary consideration at page 4, p5 through page 11, p48.    It was already found by 

Nugee on 5th February 2018 that no rent or energy supply was owed, issue estoppel 

applies to the finding.    

 

11.  It is ultra vires for any judge of the same court to rule to the contrary. The law must 

work both ways and whilst the corruptors in Chancery, in particular Vos, sought to fetter 

the Insolvency Court’s duty of inquiry respective of going behind any judgment if there 

is a prima facie case made out to set aside the debt or underlaying judgment, issue 

estoppel does apply in A’s favour respective of the finding.    

 

12. Page 9, p38 of that skeleton highlights where Vos is concealing the fraud, saying that the 

claim, he knew was false, having been taken to Nugee’s own decision, was;  

 

“for a quantified claim for rent in the sum of £256,269.89" 

 

13. That is, quite categorically, a judicial fraud, convened with intent to interfere with the 

proper administration of justice.   Likewise as is the fact that Nugee committed fraud 

and, acting dishonestly, he falsely represented the terms of the original absolute 

assignment to rely on his corrupted version in his judgment.   The fact is, that the 

purported judges in this case are fraudsters, as much as the principal offenders are.  
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14. How well quantified is the claim for £541,308.89 and the one exceeding £4.1 million.

Was that a quantified claim for rent also?    Given that rent was only £50,000 per year,

and that even if D2 did not unlawfully forfeit the Lease, the first instalment (£15k) was

not due until 15th September 2015, how well quantified is the £256,269.89?

15. What use is a head of civil justice that lies, cheats and conceals fraud to prevent justice

being served on the fraudsters?

16. Indeed, the conduct is acting “with favour and ill-will”. Vos has breached his oath, but

moreover, he has conspired to pervert the course of justice with the rest of them, who

have all colluded against A to prevent justice being served on those principal offenders,

knowing of the offences they have committed.   All the orders made in the case are void

ab initio, founded by fraud upon the court.  That is the truth and reality.

A. Fraud around the assignment

17. A’s skeleton of 24th March 2021 (tab_7), page 1, p B refers to the fact that the

defendants defrauded A of the assigned investment that A made in Empowering Wind

MFC Ltd (c£770,000).

18. After D2 refused the connection and presented their unwarranted demand with

menaces on 25th June 2015, on 29th June 2015 A assigned all the investment made in the

project to Earth Energy Investments LLP.

19. The assignment was served on D2 at the Stadium on 30th June 2015.  From that date on,

the assignment has been effectual in law.

20. D2, D3, D4 and D7 withheld the assignment from the ex-parte hearing of 9th January

2017.
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21. After having the assignment in his possession on 30/06/2015, then on 3/01/2017 (by 

email) and on 6/01/2017 (by process server), Bloom of D2 lied in his ex-parte witness 

statement, denying all knowledge of the assignment.  

 

22. The purported judges then “stepped into the shoes of the offenders”, continuing their 

fraud around the assignment and concealing the indictable only offence of perjury and 

fraud by failing to disclose information in conspiracy, as well as the 5 counts of fraud by 

false representation.  

A1. Statutory law commits the assignment as being effectual from the date 

notice was given.  – The judges affronted the law to defraud A 

 

23. Tab_5, page 5, p30 and 31, refers to the fraud committed by Nugee, who on 5th 

February 2018 committed fraud by false representation by falsely misrepresenting the 

assignment.   

 

24. Nugee made his corrupted version of the assignment in his order of 5th February 2018 

not absolute when he had the original before him and sought to rely on his falsely 

represented version to defraud A of £640,000 (£530,000) plus standard 8% interest from 

the date of the assignment.    

 

25. Tab_5, page 5, p28 refers to the fact that Staunton (D7) admitted that the investments 

had been assigned on 5th February 2018:       

 

Mr Staunton: “Second page in. Reading that second paragraph, what’s assigned to EEI are the 

investments, the £200,000” 

 

26. P31 contains a link to section 136(1) of the Law of property Act 1925. For clarity, A 

quotes the law, for it is the law that commits the assignment as being effectual from the 

date notice was given: 
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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— 

(a) the legal right to such debt or thing in action;

(b) all legal and other remedies for the same

27. That is the law and it is not subject to degradation, yet degrading it is precisely what

Pelling, then Arnold, then Vos, then Murray, then Fancourt, then Snowden, then Miles

did.    Nugee did not, not at first anyway, on 5th February 2018 he just committed fraud

by false representation to make the absolute assignment not absolute to defraud A of

the £640,000.  Nugee did know the assignment was effectual in law, which is why he

falsely represented it to start with after Staunton expressly told him the investments

had been assigned.

28. Nugee did so, after first finding that the claim is proven and that no money was ever

owed to D2.

29. Nugee misrepresented and affronted the law in many other ways, but only after he had

first defrauded A of the £640,000 indisputable sum of the demand on 5th February 2018.

30. A refers to the secondary index at tab_8, then to PDF portfolio no 26.  All the evidence

in respect of the assignment is in that portfolio.   We select tab_Z9, the 54-page report,

then to page 26.  All the consolidation has already been done.  Page 26 refers to the fact

Nugee found that all the evidence had been withheld, but he prevented justice being

served on the offenders.  At line 32, it is cited from his order where Nugee found that:

“it does seem to me that the bulk of the non disclosure went to that issue”. 

304
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31. At line 32 and 33, A recited from p8 of Nugee’s order, where he then said:  

 

“The other was a question as to whether EEI had any cause of action vested in it at all” 

 

32. At page 30, line 31 – 33, it was said by Nugee on 5th February 2018 that the injunction 

was continued on two grounds:  

 

“There’s doubt, doubt over the assignment and dispute over the claim” 

 

33. At page 31, A evidences at line 10, through to line 9 of page 32, Nugee found that 

Staunton had lied before him about the operative provision of Force Majeure in the 

Lease.   Nugee had found that the offenders dishonestly withheld all the evidence that 

proved the demand.  He found the Staunton had been dishonest during the ex-parte 

hearing of 9th January 2017, where he first lied about the operative provision of Force 

Majeure in the Lease.  Staunton repeated the lie before Nugee, but yet again, Nugee 

bypassed it, preventing justice being served on him and his conspirers knowing that 

Staunton’s dishonesty around the assignment “goes to the heart” of A’s case.    

 

34. Nugee came nowhere near the fact Bloom committed the offence of section 5 of the 

Perjury Act 1911 by lying about the assignment in his ex-parte witness statement, he 

just concealed everything and prevented justice being served on the offenders for what 

is the most extreme case of material non-disclosure by lawyers in the history of UK law.   

 

35. There was no protection of the public interest, only protection of the offenders. The 

courts have a duty in the public interest to prosecute breaches of duty of candour in ex-

parte proceedings.    A, the innocent party has been the only one penalised.  It shows 

what a total disgrace the system has become.   

 

36. At page 32, line 13 and 14, Staunton said “it’s all water under the bridge by the time 

Pennington Manches..”  
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37. Nugee agreed with Staunton, implying it’s all perfectly ok, but he knew that the 

offenders had dishonestly withheld the Penningtons Manches LLP letter of 11th January 

2017 in breach of their continuing duty to disclose, where had disclosure been made, it 

would have been discovered that there was no genuine consent (the consent order is 

invalid).  Any judge would have discovered the material non-disclosure and no judge, 

acting lawfully, would have continued the injunction.  The Livesey v Jenkins rule applies. 

 

38. Nugee has been preventing justice being served on the offenders whilst defrauding A of 

the indisputable sum of the demand, knowing that law makes the assignment effectual 

from the date notice was served.     Read page 32, line 28 through to line 14 of page 33.  

 

39. It is clear from the comments recited from the transcript at page 32, line 34 – line 2 of 

page 33, that the entire hearing was premeditated between Staunton and Nugee, who 

are personal acquaintances.    

 

40. At line 37, Nugee said: “Petition should go forward”.   There was no petition, only the 

one that came 4-days later made by Gill.   

 

41. There is some synergy, Staunton, his own instructed counsel finds that the investments 

are assigned, 4-days later Gill presents the petition for £25k he knew was not owed.  

 

42. On 9th January 2017, Staunton finds that “Force Majeure has effect”, whilst withholding 

the fact that the ESA is conditional, but on that ground alone (Force Majeure) any 

lawyer would know, from Staunton’s own observation, aside from actually reading the 

statutory demand and the contracts originating, that no claim by D2 could possibly be 

established.   24-days later, Gill claims over £4.1 million for energy they prevented from 

being supplied.   It is conscious and premeditated fraud.  Clearly they knew that the 

judges are part of the fraud and that in any event they would prevent justice being 

served on them no matter what they do.     That is precisely what all of them have done 

from the outset.  
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A2. Dishonesty around the assignment  

 

43. To comply with section 136(1) of the Law of Property Act 1925, the assignment must 

meet the following criteria:  

 

a. The assignment must be absolute 
 
b. The rights to be assigned must be wholly ascertainable and must not relate to part 
only of a debt 
 
c. The assignment must be in writing and signed under hand by the assignor 
 
d. Notice of the assignment must be received by the other party or parties for the 
assignment to take effect 
 

A3. On 5th February 2018 Nugee fraudulently misrepresented the assignment 

 

44. Being a Judge, Nugee did know of the most basic law and the criteria.  Acting 

dishonestly, after having the original assignment before him and after being told by 

Staunton himself what “what’s assigned are the investments”.  

 

45. Nugee fraudulently misrepresented the terms of the assignment to make it not 

absolute.  That is the first part of the judicial fraud in respect of the assignment, aside 

from the fact that the statutory demand of 6th January 2017 is proven and cannot be 

disputed, but they continued the injunction, on both occasions, to assist the offenders in 

furthering their fraud.  

 

46. It is no longer a case of “fraud unravels all”, it is fraud after fraud to make more gains 

founded by fraud whilst protecting the fraudsters from prosecution.  
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47. At page 36 of the report (tab_Z9), Nugee’s fraud by false representation is made 

absolutely clear.  Line 20 and 22 recited paragraph 12 of his judgment where Nugee said 

this:  

“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” 

 

48. Again, Nugee was acting dishonestly, concealing the blatant non-disclosure when he 

himself had found that: 

 

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” 

(See: page 26 of the report, line 18 – 21, as cited from paragraph 5 of his order)  

 

It is not disputed that those documents were not put before Mr Justice Arnold. 

(See: page 26 of the report, line 22 – 30, p6 of the order where he found Staunton also 

lied about Force Majeure). From paragraph 8 of the order:  

 

“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. 

 

49. “A cause of action for the sums which had been thrown away as a result” he says, then 

finding that “it does seem to me that the bulk of the non disclosure went to that issue”.    

 

50. Nugee finds that the evidence withheld was material and that the non-disclosure would 

have proven the cause of action, namely the claim of the demand.  He however 

contradicted himself just a few paragraphs later in his order, as cited at p32 above.  
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51. The correct factual position is that Force Majeure did apply in the Lease from 23rd 

September 2013 onwards and Force Majeure continued to apply accordingly.   

 

52. The effect of that being that no money was ever due to D2, proving the claim of the 

demand.   

53. A’s Part 1 skeleton, page 6, p36 through to page 7 p39, then page 8, p46 through to p62 

of page 10 makes that position watertight.   The completed terms of the contracts 

cannot be diminished.  Even if D2 did not refuse the connection (they did) they still 

unlawfully forfeited the Lease based on their unwarranted demand.  

 

54. Moreover however, Nugee himself found precisely that on 5th February 2018 in that 

same order.  Issue estoppel applies to the finding that no money was ever owed to D2.   

No credit to him, any lay person could have determined the same in 5 – 10 minutes, but 

Nugee ensured he did not recuse Jones, so Jones could sustain the fraudulent £4.1 

million claim made by Gill (D4), when Nugee himself knew the claim was fraudulent.   It 

was all orchestrated conspiracy.  

 

55. A refers to tab_8, the secondary index, then to PDF portfolio no 1, turning to tab_08, 

the transcript and order of 05/02/2018.  From the order at page 90 and 91 of the 

document (pages 2 & 3 of the order) A recites the findings: 

 

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 had to pay Middlesbrough a figure based on eight pence 

for each kilowatt hour of energy which Middlesbrough consumed. 
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(From p3 of the order of 05/02/2018)  

 

56. Nugee however, knowing that Jones (his co-conspirer) had been sustaining the £4.1 

million fraudulent claim off the back of it, was altogether silent about the fact that on 

9th January 2017, Staunton himself admitted that “Force Majeure has effect”.    

57. Likewise, Nugee declined any mention whatsoever of the fact that the ESA is conditional 

upon A’s “satisfaction in full” of “entering into a connection agreement” which D2 

refused.   Likewise, the fact that £181,269.89 of the unwarranted demand used to 

unlawfully forfeit the Lease was invoices for energy supply, when contractually, any 

“invoicing & payment” is contractually prohibited.     

 

58. The purported judges are as much as part of the fraud as the principal offenders.  At p4 

of the order, he then said this:  

 

“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” 

 

59. Note, that whilst Nugee did find that neither rent or energy supply was owed, he seeks 

to conceal the full extent of the unwarranted demand and the subsequent frauds in the 

sum of £256,269.89, then £541,308.89 then over £4.1 million by stating that the lease  

was terminated only for non-payment of rent that was not owed, knowing that the vast 

majority of the unwarranted demand was for energy supply.   

 

60. At paragraphs 1 & 2 of his order, (page 90 of tab_08), Nugee said this:  

 

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 
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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 

 

44. Nugee knew that Jones was not going to recuse himself, but moreover, he also knew 

that Jones was working for the offenders and that Jones had no jurisdiction whatsoever 

to hear any part of the application.        

 

45. At page 9 of the transcript, Jones QC took Nugee to the conditional nature of the ESA.  

Nugee knew the agreement was conditional.  

 

46. At page 12, it is obvious that Jones QC (also a deputy High Court Judge), who was 

factored in by one of the corruptors to “assist”, but A did not need her collusion or 

“assistance”.   A quotes:  

 

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. 

 

47. Ms Jones QC was lying and stating that clause 3.4.2 of the ESA was not conditional when 

any lay person could determine that in absence of A’s “satisfaction in full” of those two 

conditions precedent there was no “Entitlement to agreed output” (Agreement by A to 

supply any power, period).    The fact that Jones said that the clause was not conditional 

demonstrates clearly that the entire hearing was a pre-meditated cover up, just as all 
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the proceedings have been.   It was all about preventing justice being served on the 

offenders and further defrauding A in the name of justice.   

48. That is most certainly help that A could have done without. But that’s why she was

brought in, to “hold the fort” to prevent justice being served on fellow corruptors.

49. At page 3 of the transcript, Jones admitted that herself:

Ms Jones: I, I simply came in to hold the fort -- 

Nugee J: Mr, Mr Ulick. 

Ms Jones: Yes, Your Honour, yes 

50. Nugee came in to say “non payment of rent”.  That lie and dishonest concealment was

carried over by Pelling, Arnold, Vos, Murray, Fancourt, Miles and Snowden in that order.

It is no coincidence, it is conscious and premeditated dishonesty intended to conceal

obvious fraud.

51. They all completely lost the plot, completely disregarding the fact that Staunton (D7)

himself admitted on 9th January 2017, in writing and orally during the hearing that “For

the purpose of the Energy Supply Agreement, Force Majeure has effect”.

52. Therefore, they all knew that £181,269.89 of the unwarranted demand was fraudulent,

but they did nothing other than conceal the most obvious fraud, all the fraudulent

claims.

53. The transcript should be pre-read by the learned Judge.

54. A refers to page 19 of the transcript, quoting the salient parts:

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 -- 

312
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55. Both Nugee and Jones QC did in fact know how they were made up, because they were 

just that, made up fraudulent claims used to procure pecuniary interest in the 

insolvency of A’s wind turbine sole purpose vehicle by deception to defraud A and his 

fellow creditors of the proven damages claim.  

56. At page 20 of the transcript, A quotes the masonic signalling between Jones and Nugee, 

when Jones lied again to conceal the fact that the ESA is conditional and that 

£181,269.89 of the unwarranted demand used to unlawfully forfeit which became the 

first proof of debt was fraudulent, just as all the rest of the claims are.   A quotes: 

 

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. 

 

(Nugee repeats “point” 3 times to indicate their pre-meditated conspiracy to conceal 

the fraud)    

 

(Jones then immediately lied to state 3.4.2 is not conditional)  

 

57. The fact of the matter is, that Nugee failed to deal with the application to recuse the 

dishonest, corrupt registrar, Clive Hugh Jones, because they were all conspiring to 

defraud whilst perverting the course of justice.  

 

58. To be absolutely clear, A refers to tab_8, the secondary index, then to tab_5 “BUNDLE 

A”, turning to the tab: “EX-05-07_01 – Energy Supply Agreement”, then turning to the 
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3rd page in (page 1 of the agreement), wherein at the bottom of the page, the term 

“Commissioning Date” is defined.   

 

59. We move to page 4 of the agreement (page 6 of the document) “COMMENCEMENT & 

TERM”.  Clause 3.1 is “Entitlement to agreed output” at page 5.    

60. There was no “Entitlement to agreed output” and no agreement by A to supply any 

power whatsoever.    

 

61. Clause 3.4 is “Commissioning”, having the meaning as defined at page 1.  All the 

offenders and their conspirers, the purported judges, knew that D2 had refused the 

connection, therefore the turbine could not be commissioned.      

 

62. Moreover however, clause 3.1, there was never any agreement by A to supply any 

power in absence of fulfilment of the two conditions precedent.   In any event, 

irrespectively Staunton himself admitted that “Force Majeure has effect”. On both 

grounds any lay person could determine that no claim could possibly be established 

under the ESA terms.     

 

63. Clause 4 is “Invoicing & payment”.  In absence of fulfilment of the conditions, any 

“invoicing & payment” is contractually prohibited.   £181,269.89 of the unwarranted 

demand was an invoice for energy supply.   

 

64. It is for that reason that Nugee and the rest of these conspiring dishonest clowns sought 

to conceal the fraud, because they have all perverted the course of justice.    They call 

white, black, when it’s already proven to be white.  They are liars and cheats, they cheat 

people of their right to a fair trial and of their civilian rights in law.  

 

65. The most obvious point that comes out of this, is that if any of the offenders, including 

the purported Judges, where in the slightest bit integral, on or very shortly after 9th 
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January 2017, when Staunton admitted that “Force Majeure has effect”, they could 

have removed the fraudulent claims.   

 

66. Instead, they submitted the one for £4.1 million and Jones and the rest of these 

offenders purporting to be judges sustained it and concealed the obvious fraud.  

 

67. Rules 14.10 of the Insolvency Rules 2016 states that:   

68. 14.10. —(1) A creditor may withdraw a proof at any time by delivering a written notice to the 

office-holder. (2) The amount claimed by a creditor's proof may be varied at any time by 

agreement between the creditor and the office-holder. 

 

69. Hannon (D6) had that note of hearing in his possession on 9th January 2017.  They all 

knew the claims were blatantly false, but it was until 24-days later that Gill claimed over 

£4.1 million, of which over £4 million was for energy supply.     

 

70. A had consistently asked Hannon to reject the fraudulent claim, pointing to the 

contracts and explaining the position many times over.  He was clearly reliant on 

Registrar Jones and the other corrupts assisting them, which is precisely what they did.  

 

71.  A refers back to the transcript of 05/02/2018, (tab_08) turning to page 20.  Here, A 

wanted to correctly plead the position in relation to the offending around the false 

instrument applications (certified with statements of truth when both N293A 

applications are knowingly false).  Read page 20 through to 24.   

 

72. At page 21, as soon as A wanted to explain the correct factual position, Jones QC 

intervened to conceal the obvious fraud once again:  

 

Ms Jones: Let me explain what the mistake is, let me explain what the mistake is first, OK? Yeah? 
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73. It is obvious that Jones had been drafted in, probably by Buckland, to assist Nugee in

concealing the fraud and indictable only offences committed in conspiracy by D2, D3,

D4, D6 and D7.

74. Now we move to page 24, Jones QC said this:

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. 

75. Now read page 25, A quotes the applicable parts:

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 

76. The application of 15th November 2017 was the application that sought to deal with all

the instances of fraud collectively.  The fraud during the ex-parte hearing of 9th January

2017, the frauds by false representation effectually originating from it.   The claim,

founded by unlawful forfeiture of the Lease that A had been defrauded of by Hannon,

D2, D3, D4, D5 and D7 in conspiracy, but moreover, the unwarranted demands with

menaces originating from the ex-parte hearing contained at the secondary index (tab_8)

PDF portfolio no 21.

77. The point being is that all the fraud, the non-disclosure in breach of legal duty to

disclose, the false witness statements, the frauds by false representation and the false

instrument applications certified as true when they are false, the blackmails, all

originated from the ex-parte hearing of 9th January 2017.

316
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78. It was Briggs, the corrupt Chief Registrar, who is personally affiliated with Hannon and 

Staunton, who approved those confidential filings in the application he circumvented.  

Briggs knew of the multiple frauds, but he “crossed out” the request that the application 

be heard by a High Court Judge” and inputted Clive Hugh Jones” who worked to conceal 

the fraud.   Jones misrepresented Part 14 of the Insolvency Rules 2016 and made up his 

own version of the law, stating that A must submit “a package”, so that the package 

could be rejected so that Jones could look at it on appeal.   It was all bullshit, designed 

only to prevent justice being served on the offenders.  

 

79. During the early stage of the hearing, Jones said this:  

 

“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”. 

 

80. By his own admission, Jones admitted he could not do what the application sought to 

have done in trying the fraud all together.   Jones was acting non-judicially, knowing he 

had no jurisdiction to do it.   But he affixed himself to the application, certifying the 

application to recuse him from the application he had no jurisdiction to hear as “TWM” 

when it is proven he was concealing the fraud when he had no jurisdiction to hear it by 

his own admission.   This is how utterly insane and out of control these terrorists have 

become.   

 

81. When fraud is an issue, dishonesty does matter and a registrar has no jurisdiction to try 

fraud, ,because they cannot judge.   Burnett however, the Zionist Lord Chief Justice, 

together with Buckland, the Zionist Lord Chancellor, have glorified them, describing 

them as “ICCJs” “Insolvency & Company Court Judges”, when they are not judges at all, 

they are registrars, and their jurisdiction is limited.   They are all part of the agenda in 

using the courts and insolvency law to asset strip and defraud innocent parties in the 

name of justice.  We have a racketeering enterprise of colluding freemason Zionist Jews, 

an Israelite sect of freemasons, enshrined in collusion and deceit, who have infiltrated 

justice and decimated the rule of law.  That is a fact.  
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82. Read page 26 of the transcript through to 38 and please reads it very carefully.  Page 34 

rounds it off very nicely. A quotes: 

 

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? 

83.  They got that part right, at least, it was a premeditated scheme, a conspiracy to defraud 

and to pervert the course of justice to make sure that A could not sue for the unlawful 

forfeiture, whilst D2 and their conspirers used the façade of insolvency to defraud A of 

his rights as requisite majority creditor and of the assigned investments.     

 

84. A clarifies, from my part 1 skeleton, that is the motive in D2 submitting the fraudulent 

claims.    

 

85. At page 33, A quotes: 

 

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. 
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86. It was clear to both Jones QC and Nugee that at the heart of A’s case is the fact that 

Force Majeure suspended any obligation to pay rent under the Lease, as it did the “Start 

Date” of the ESA, but what really caused all the loss to A is the fact that D2 refused the 

connection.  All of which D2, D3, D4, D7 and D8 were concealing from all of their ex-

parte hearings.  Their actions are indisputably of dishonest intend from the outset.  

 

87. It’s no wonder why therefore that the offenders, D2, D3, D4 and D8 went on to 

dishonestly withhold the transcript and judgment of that hearing from their ex-parte 

hearing of 23rd October 2020.   They knew A’s case was already tried and proven, so 

they withheld that, along with the 54-page report and 11 other exhibits of material 

information.  

88. Likewise, which is why Fancourt failed to try the application made by A for the trial of 

27th October 2020, knowing that Murray did the same in the Queen’s Bench, preventing 

the committal application that sought to try the same frauds and have the offenders 

committed for making false statements in contempt of court.  They have all conspired to 

pervert the course of justice. 

 

89. The malicious and unjust certifications as “TWM” when A’s case has been proven since 

9th January 2017 is all part of the conspiracy.  They defraud and then use false 

instrument civil restraint orders to obstruct A’s path of access  to justice whilst the 

corruptor allocated to the false instrument restraint order consistently refuses any 

application made under it’s façade.  That is precisely what all of them have done from 

the outset, but Pelling never had any jurisdiction to make the ECRO, for none of A’s 

applications can possibly be without merit, the case is proven.  

 

A4. On 11th April 2018 Briggs perverted the course of justice after finding the 
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assignment was effectual in law 

 

61. On 11th April 2018, Briggs, the Chief Registrar, knowing he was conflicted, having met 

with Hannon (D6) on the evening of 22nd November 2017 after having approved the 

confidential filings relating again to the ex-parte hearing of 9th January 2017, assigned 

himself to the rescission application.     

 

62. On 21st November 2017 Briggs approved A’s confidential filings in the application 

relating to the unwarranted demands founded by the false instrument applications (s.5 

of the Perjury Act 1911) to Bristol County Court.  

 

63. Briggs, knowing of the serious fraud committed, “crossed out” A’s request that the 

application be heard by a High Court Judge and assigned the application to Jones, a 

Registrar who concealed the fraud.  Briggs did so, just one day prior to meeting with 

Hannon.    Knowing he was conflicted, he assigned himself to the rescission application 

to assist Staunton in defrauding A and evading justice.  

 

64. A refers to tab_8, the secondary index, then to PDF portfolio no 26, then to tab Z6.  A 

has again consolidated everything down perfectly, so it’s just a case of “point and 

shoot”.    Much of it has already been proven in A’s skeletons and reports, so we will just 

get to the main issues in question that prove each and every part of A’s case.  

 

65. At page 2, line 7, Staunton relied on Nugee’s fraud, misrepresenting the assignment to 

try and mislead Briggs, who was working for him anyway, that the assignment is not 

absolute when it is.  That is indisputably dishonest.  

 

66. Page 2, line 18 – 20 is another notice in writing of the assignment that D2 had in their 

possession on 30th June 2015, then on 3rd January 2017 in that email referred to with 

that assignment, which is also absolute.    
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67. Page 4, line 15 – 17 is where Bloom lied in his witness statement and denied all 

knowledge of the assignment he had in his possession 3-times over.  

 

68. Page 6, line 40 and 41, is recited from the transcript of the hearing of 11th April 2018 

before Briggs where Staunton admits categorically that: 

 

“So there’s a cross claim which extinguishes the liability to pay £25,000” 

 

69. However, they have all known that since 30th June 2015, but by 3rd January 2017 at the 

longstop.   A repeats, for avoidance of doubt, statutory law makes any absolute 

assignment, of which express notice has been given in writing, effectual in law, from the 

date of notice.  

A5. The offenders knew from 30th June 2015 that either A nor the companies 

owe D2 a single penny but they applied for the false instrument writs and then 

the winding up petition anyway – It was all fraud 

 

70. All the offenders knew that they had no right to apply for a writ of control to Bristol 

County Court in the sum of £555,000 originating from their ex-parte fraudulent non-

disclosure of 9th and 16th January 2017.  Nor, for £25,000, because the purported debt 

was extinguished by over 26 times as of 3rd January 2017.    

 

71. Bloom and D2 knew that, which is why they withheld the assignment referred to in the 

demand and which is why Bloom lied about it in his witness statement in tandem.  

 

72. The application of 15th November 2017 was to be heard by a High Court Judge and A has 

evidenced that D2, D3, D4, D5, D6 and D7 has known that there are proceedings on foot 

since June 2017.   

 

73. A refers to the first report at tab_3, page 34, p16 reading to p19.  Arnold, who was the 

judge that presided over the ex-parte hearing of 9th January 2017, was very quick to 
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shirk out of his duty to hear any allegation of non-disclosure.  Clearly, he also knew of 

the pre-meditated conspiracy to prevent justice being served on the offenders.  

  

74. Page 34, p17 refers to tab_Q8, then to mid-way down page 4.  We have the email from 

A to Hannon (D6), Campbell and Hallamore, Hannon’s deputy Official Receiver of the 

Insolvency Service dated 27th June 2017 at 10.10AM.   The email, also copied to Womble 

Bond Dickinson, asks Hannon to exercise his powers to apply to the Court in respect of 

the fraud.   

75. Of course, Hannon failed to do so, because he has been conspiring to defraud A with 

them.  That does not alleviate the fact that on 27th June 2017 and from then thereafter, 

they have known that proceedings were on foot in respect of their fraud, including the 

fraudulent £25k liability.  Read page 5, 6 and 7, but then read page 8 very carefully 

indeed.  

 

76. At page 8, A’s email to Brown (D5) of 23rd June 2017 at 11.52AM, sets out why the 

information withheld from their ex-parte hearing of 9th January 2017 was material.   P1 

of that email refers specifically to the assigned investments: 

 

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 constituting 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; 

 

77. The point made by A is that aside from having the assignment in their possession since 

30th June 2015, but then by email on 3rd January 2017 and then in hard copy with the 

demand on 6th January 2017, this email chain to Brown, copied to them all, to which 

they responded, proves categorically that from 23rd June 2017 all the offenders have 

known that there are proceedings on foot and that the assigned investments 

extinguished the alleged £25k fraudulent liability.  
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A6.  The perjuries committed in the applications to Bristol County Court 

resulting in unwarranted demands with menaces  

 

78. A refers to the secondary index (tab_8), then to PDF portfolio no 21.  We turn to tab_2, 
high court writ application dated 7th September 2017.   In the top right corner, we have 
a declaration 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”  

 

79. The false instrument application refers to a “judgment” of 16th January 2017 in the sum 

of £555,000.   D2 purports to be “creditor / claimant”. Both statements are entirely 

incorrect.  It is evidenced on 23rd June 2017, just 2-months and 15-days prior, that D2, 

D3, D4, D5 and D6 all knew that Earth Energy Investments LLP is the creditor, in the sum 

of the assigned investments.   

 

80. Likewise, on 27th June 2017, D2, D3. D4, D5 and D6 all knew that there were 

proceedings on foot, namely the application that Jones circumvented to deal with the 

fraud collectively.   Therefore, it is proven beyond doubt that D2 and their conspirers 

knew the certification they have given on the writ, was entirely false.  

 

81. Tab_3 is the resulting false instrument writ of control dated 10th October 2017.  

Undoubdtely D2, D3, D4, D5 and D6 did receive the result of their application back on or 

around 10th October 2017.  They knew the writ was in the sum of £583,582.41. They did  

not seek to cancel the writ.  

 

82. Tab_1 is the unwarranted demand with menaces in the sum of £619.774.48, dated 21st 

November 2017 resulting from the false instrument application of 7th September 2017.  

The unwarranted demand with menaces came 50-days after the offenders received 

their writ order, on 2nd October 2017.   They instructed the High Court Enforcement 
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Officer to levy distress on A’s company’s goods, knowing no money was owed to them 

whatsoever.  

 

83. Tab_4 is the email chain from A to D3, D4, D5 and to Court Enforcement Services Ltd.  

The email was sent enclosing tab_1, bearing a seal of the same date in the proceedings 

Briggs circumvented and put before Jones for disposal.   It was these filings that Briggs 

himself approved on 21st November 2017, proving beyond doubt he knew of the fraud.  

He approved those confidential filings one day prior to meeting with Hannon, the 1st 

defendant in that application.  

 

84. It is necessary to read that email chain.   At the bottom of page 1, D3 responded. 

85. D3 responded with his usual set of lies and evasion, this time referring to A as 

“vexatious”.  Everything that does not agree with their sinister motives enshrined in 

dishonesty and fraud is vexatious.   The email chain bares a seal of the same day.  It is 

proven beyond reasonable doubt that D2, D3, D4, D5, D6 and Court Enforcement 

Services all knew that on 22nd November 2017 there were proceedings on foot, namely 

the application to deal with the fraud of 15th November 2017, which had, by then, also 

been served on them in hard copy.  

 

86. At the bottom of page 1, (tab_4), in the first paragraph of his response of 14.22PM on 

22nd November 2017, D3 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”. 

 

87. Stewart has the brazen audacity to refer to the Penningtons Manches LLP complaint of 

material non-disclosure dated 11th January 2017 that they withheld from the court, 

breaching their continuing duty to disclose.  
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88. At page 2, the same email from Stewart, he said this:  

 

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. 

A7.  Breach of the offender’s continuing duty to disclose & Livesey v Jenkins 

 

89. A refers to PM-EX-PART-3, the tabulated PDF portfolio of exhibits with this final Part 3 

report, turning to tab_2, the Penningtons Manches LLP letter of 11th January 2017.  

90. The Penningtons Manches LLP letter contains a “shopping list” of material exhibits 

withheld from the ex-parte hearing of 9th January 2017, including the assignment.  

 

91. It is expressly stated that “the appropriate order for costs is that each party bears it’s 

own”.    

 

92. The duty to disclose any material particulars or change in circumstances is on the ex-

parte applicant until (and during) the first hearing on notice between the parties.  D2, 

D3, D4 and D7 dishonestly withheld the Penningtons Manches LLP letter because they 

were concealing their own fraud ex-parte.  

 

93. As correctly pleaded in A’s skeleton of 24th March 2021 (tab_7), page 20, p109 – 111 

refers to the indisputable position.  Had D2, D3, D4 and D7 fulfilled their duty to 

disclose, any judge would have discovered the most significant material non-disclosure 

ex-parte and no judge would have continued the injunction on 16th January 2017.   

 

94. Additionally, it would have been discovered that A never consented to paying costs and 

in order for there to be a consent order, there must first be consent.  Disclosure would 

have proven there was not.   The “Livesey rule” referred to in p109 therein applies and 

Stewart knew that.    It is proven beyond reasonable doubt that both the order of 9th 
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January 2017 and 16th January 2017 were founded by fraud.  They cease to have legal 

effect from the outset.  

 

95. Moving back to Stewart’s email at tab_4 of PDF portfolio no 21, at page 2, Stewart 

attempts to imply that it was the High Court Enforcement Officer who made the 

application.  It was not, it was the lawyers acting for D2, namely D3, D4 and D5.  

 

96. At tab_7, we have yet another writ application, this time dated 24th November 2017, 

again containing a certification of truth. It is proven beyond doubt however that both 

D2, D3, D4, D5 and Court Enforcement Services knew of the application pending. 

Therefore they knew the certification was again, blatantly false.  

97. D2, D3 and D4 have committed a further two counts of the offence of section 5 of the 

Perjury Act 1911, resulting in two further counts of blackmail against A.   

 

98. A’s part 1 skeleton, page 39, p236 recited where Staunton (D7) lied before Briggs on 

11th April 2018 and said 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“ 

 

99. All that was before Registrar Barber was Staunton’s conscious and premeditated 

dishonesty pleaded and proven by A at page 40, p240, where he lied and stated that the 

cross claim was the cause of action for the feed in tariff revenue and unlawful forfeiture 

of the Lease.  Staunton knew it was the investment that was assigned.  He admitted that 

himself on 5th February 2018.  

 

100. At page 41, p245, A recited what Staunton said before Registrar Barber about 

the cross claim:  

 

“Judge Jones then dismissed that application. That’s the cross claim. That’s disposed of Monday 

of this week”. 
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101. Staunton however, had the order of 21st March 2018 in his possession, listing A’s 

application to set aside the fraudulent £25k liability aside and to set aside Nugee’s own 

order of 5th February 2018 as many of the pertinent issues were not taken into 

consideration.   

A8.  The fraud by Pelling, who made the false instrument ECRO to pervert the 

course of justice  

 

102. The third part of the judicial fraud in respect of the assignment is by Pelling, the 

offender who made the false instrument ECRO (Extended Civil Restraint Order). 

103. Pelling certified A’s proven case as “TWM” after once again evading all A’s 

evidence, the points of law and the material facts.  One just stepped into the shoes of 

the other, taking it in turns to defraud A whilst preventing justice being served on the 

offenders.     

 

104. We move back to PM-EX-PART-3, turning to tab_P1, we have Pelling’s order of 

28th June 2018 that affronts the rule of law itself.    

 

105. At page 4, p13 of Pelling’s order, Pelling also sought to conceal the absolute 

assignment of the investment made by A in Empowering Wind MFC Ltd to Earth Energy 

Investments LLP.  Pelling said this:  

 

(a) Mr Justice Nugee had concluded, as did I, that the document relied on by Mr. Millinder 

did not even arguably constitute an assignment but evidenced at best an agreement to 

explore the possibilities of assignment with a view to enabling any claims to be brought 

in the future by Earth Energy.   

 

(b) In addition, the Club deployed before me two pieces of correspondence, both emanating 

directly or indirectly from Mr Millinder, each of which was entirely inconsistent with the 

suggestion that there was an assignment in place as alleged. These documents were now shown 
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to Mr. Justice Nugee. That they been I have no doubt that they would have fortified the view he 

came to when making his order.   

 

(c) This material - that is the minutes and the correspondence - led me to conclude that there 

was no proper basis to set aside Mr Justice Nugee's order and there was no realistically arguable 

cross claim avaialable to Earth Energy that provided a proper basis for setting aside the Consent 

Order. 

 

106. A has separated out Pelling’s paragraph of deceit that affronts the law itself, so A 

can refer to parts a, b and c.    

 

107. At a, above, Pelling did precisely as Bloom of D2 and Nugee did in 

misrepresenting the intent of the assignment.    

108. A refers to INDEX-16-07-2021, (main index), then to tab_8, the secondary index, 

selecting PDF portfolio no 26, then to tab_Z8, to page 8, the assignment served on D2 

on 30th June 2015, then on 3rd January 2017 (by email) then on 6th January 2017 with the 

demand at pages 3 – 7 therein.    

 

109. The second paragraph of page 8, the assignment, states as follows: 

 

(a) “so that Earth Energy Investments, as Parent of Empowering MFC is assigned those 

investments, representing what we put into project”. 

 
(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  

 

(c)  …and Empowering MFC recovering consequential loss, including the feed in tariff revenue. 

 

110. Again, A has separated out the terms of the assignment for this analysis.  (a) is an 

absolute assignment of all the investments to Parent Company, Earth Energy.  
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111. (b) is the differentiation and further explanation of the assignment that none of 

these fraudsters have the capacity of working out, or they do, but they are all just 

utterly dishonest colluding white-collar criminals.  Likely to be a combination of both.  

 

112. The assignment makes it absolutely clear that are two causes of action, with 

Parent recovering the funds invested (the assigned investments), whilst at (c) it is 

expressly stated that Empowering Wind MFC Ltd recovers consequential loss “including 

the feed in tariff revenue”.   

 

113. The assignment, first served on 30th June 2015, then served with the demand on 

3rd January 2017 (by email) and on 6th January 2017 (by process server) is an absolute 

assignment that meets the requirements of p13 above, and p16(a),(b),(c) and (d) above.   

 

 

114. Pelling was taken to the evidence, the transcripts of both hearings where A had 

proven beyond reasonable doubt that Staunton had committed fraud by false 

representation and the offence of section 5 of the Perjury Act 1911 during the hearing 

of 28th March 2018 and during the hearing of 11th April 2018, the rescission.  Pelling, like 

the rest of them, just steamrollered ahead, denying A the right of a fair trial, making an 

Extended Civil Restraint Order to conceal the fraud and criminal property.  

 

115. At page 26 above, at (c) where A referred to p13 of Pelling’s order, he said this:  

 

“….that is the minutes and the correspondence - led me to conclude that there was no proper 

basis to set aside Mr Justice Nugee's order and there was no realistically arguable cross claim 

avaialable to Earth Energy that provided a proper basis for setting aside the Consent Order”. 

 

116. Again, utter nonsense. Any judge would know that the law itself makes the 

assignment valid from the date notice was given, and Pelling was taken to ample notice 

of the assignment.   
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117. Aside from that however, Pelling knew that Staunton himself had admitted on 

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 

118. D2’s own barrister admitted that the cross claim extinguished the liability to pay 

£25k, but they have all known that from the outset.  

 

119. It was the application to set aside the order of 16th January 2017 that is proven 

to have been founded by fraud that Pelling certified as “TWM” to originate his false 

instrument ECRO.  That was one of three.  

 

120. Two of three was the application to recuse Jones from the application he had no 

jurisdiction, by his own application to hear.    

121. It is proven therefore that Pelling never had any jurisdiction to make the ECRO, 

he maliciously and unjustly certified as “TWM” only to create the restraint order to 

conceal the fraud, because he was perverting the course of justice.   It is no coincidence 

that Vos, Murray, Miles and Fancourt did precisely the same.   

 

122. Likewise in respect of the fraudulently obtained consent order, when there is no 

consent, Pelling altogether failed, deliberately, to account for the fact that it is not res 

judicata to make a further application to set aside a consent order, even if the first was 

dismissed.   At tab_7 of the main index, page 19, p105 - 107, A cited the applicable 

authority that synergises perfectly. There was no genuine consent (aside from the fact 

that the order was founded by fraud).   

 

123. Both grounds provide absolute reason for setting aside the order of 16th January 

2017, but these cowards only assisted the offenders in making further dishonourable 

gains, founded by their conspiracy to defraud.  The purported judges are as much a part 

of the fraud as the principal offenders.   
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B.  The fraud by Vos, who failed to try the application, concealing the fraud 

whilst sustaining the false instrument restraint order 

 

124. A has covered this in finite detail within the same skeleton of 24th March 2021. 

We go to page 9, where A recited the passage from p109 of the judgment created by 

Vos in February 2019.     

 

125. Vos is saying that the £256,269.89 is a “quantified claim for rent” when he had 

before him, in the application notice itself, categoric proof, from Nugee himself, that no 

rent or energy supply was owed.  This is the lie and concealment carried over by Vos 

then by Snowden and then by Miles.  Read page 10, p39, which refers to that 

application notice that Vos failed to try, he only worked to sustain the false instrument 

ECRO to prevent A from getting justice and to prevent A from prosecuting the offenders.  

 

126. Vos made the conscious and premeditated decision to conceal the blatant and 

obvious fraud, not only the fraud by false representation, knowing it was already found 

by Nugee that no claims could be established by D2, but also the fact that Staunton 

himself admitted the same on 9th January 2017, owing to “Force Majeure”.  

 

127. Vos likewise sought to conceal the fact that the assignment is effectual in law, 

but this time, trying to imply that only £200,000 of the £770,000 was assigned, knowing 

that all the investments were assigned.   

 

128. Again, A has distinctly pleaded and proved the fraud by Vos and the fact he has 

perverted the course of justice, but so has Fancourt, Snowden and Miles.   A refers to 

tab_4 of the main index, working from page 2, the table of contents.  

 

On 6th November 2020, whilst evading all A’s evidence, Fancourt admitted the 
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assignment had never been tried 

 

129. A refers to tab_8, the secondary index, then to PDF portfolio no 3, turning to 

tab_T1.  We turn to page 11. At (A) and (B), Ohrenstein (D8) refers to the fraud 

committed by Vos in degrading the assignment the law makes valid.  

 

130. At (C), the story changes again, this time, Ohrenstein fabricates this: 

 

“So the, the chain of assignment of this, this dispute broke, breaks down at the, at the, at the 

first stage, never mind the fact that the underlying allegation is also disputed” 

 

131. Ohrenstein can’t even string a sentence together, let alone act with integrity.  

What is an “assignment of a dispute” and how does it break down at the first stage?   

The fact is that Ohrenstein knew that Staunton, his own colleague admitted that the 

assignment extinguished the £25k fraudulent liability.      There is no dispute, for the 

claim founded by unlawful forfeiture is proven and so is the assignment.  

132. They are just a bunch of fabulists and cheats who rely on colluding together to 

defraud their adversaries, strength in numbers, but they are all very weak indeed.  

 

133. Read page 12 of the transcript, through to page 17.  It is only slightly revealing.  

At page 17, (H), Fancourt said this: 

 

Fancourt J: Well, it seems to me the position is that the, the validity of the assignment by EW 

MFC to EE was never actually decided by a judge at a, at a trial. 

 

134. The correct position is that the assignment does not need to be tried, for any lay 

person could determine it is effective from the date notice was given.  The laws of the 

United Kingdom are not designed to be ambiguous; they are taken as read.  
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Chronology on the dishonesty around the assignment 

135. A provides this short chronology on the assignment to demonstrate the level of 

dishonesty around it: 

 

a. On 29th June 2015, A assigned all the investment made in Empowering Wind MFC Ltd 

to Earth Energy Investments LLP after D2 confirmed that they had refused and would 

not provide the connection whilst making their unwarranted demand, threatening to 

forfeit the Lease that required the connection.    On 30th June 2015 the assignment was 

served at Riverside Stadium.  

 

b. On 3rd January 2017, Bloom of D2 had the assignment in his possession by email, 

along with the further clarification in response to his email (the additional notice of 

assignment).    

 

c. On 6th January 2017 D2 had the assignment served at Riverside Stadium, together 

with all the exhibits of evidence referred to in the Penningtons Manches LLP letter (PM-

EX-PART-3, tab_P2).  

d. On 8th January 2017 Bloom of D2 falsified his witness statement and lied about the 

existence of the assignment.  (See: Part 1 skeleton, page 11, p69 – p78)  

 

e.  On 9th January 2017 D2, D3, D4 and D7 attends their ex-parte hearing and 

fraudulently withholds all the evidence referred to in the Penningtons letter, including 

the assignment. (tab_P2).  

 

f. On 16th January 2017, in A’s absence, it was said that A had consented to paying the 

offenders £25,000 when the Penningtons Manches LLP letter that was withheld proved 

precisely the opposite.  A is not going to consent to pay D2, or any of the defendants a 

single penny, for the sum of the demand, the cross claim assigned investments 

extinguished their purproted debt.  
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g. On 23rd June 2017 A wrote to D3, D4 and D5 setting out the position in relation to the 

assignment.  

 

f.  On 7th September 2017 D2, D3 and D4 applied for a high court writ of control in the 

sum of £555,000.  On 24th November 2017, they apply for a further high court writ in 

the sum of c£29,000.   

 

g. On 30th January 2018 A applied to set aside the order of 9th January 2017 for material 

non-disclosure. On 5th February 2018 Nugee prevented justice being served on the 

offenders after finding that 172 pages of witness evidence was withheld.  Nugee himself 

fraudulently misrepresents the terms of the assignment, whilst finding that the claim of 

the demand is proven.    Staunton admits during the hearing that “What’s assigned are 

the investments”. 

 

h. On 12th February 2018, Gill presents a covert (without notice) winding up petition 

against Earth Energy Investments LLP for the £25,000 that was extinguished by the cross 

claim assigned investments by over 26.6 times.   

 

i. On 1st March 2018, A applied to set aside Nugee’s order on the basis that the 

assignment is valid and that non-disclosure of the Penningtons Manches LLP letter was 

material, invaliding the consent order and proving that the order of 16th January 2017 

was founded by fraud.  

 

j. On 20th March 2018, D2, D3, D4 and D7 applied to Nugee (without application) to set 

aside A’s application of 1st March 2018.    

 

k. On 21st March 2018, Nugee refuses to set aside A’s application of 1st March 2018 and 

lists A’s application for a hearing in the usual way.  
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l. On 21st March 2018, A applied to Nugee (referring to the application that had been 

made and his order) to strike out the purported £25k petition as an abuse of process.  

Nugee fails to deal with that application.  

 

m. On 28th March 2018, in A’s absence, Staunton (D7) attended the winding up petition 

and lied to Registrar Barber about the cross claim that extinguished the alleged £25k 

“debt”, lied about the order of 21st March 2018 and lied failed to disclose the 

assignment.  

 

n. On 29th March 2018, A applied to rescind the malicious winding up order founded by 

fraud.  

 

o.  On 11th April 2018, Briggs affixes himself to the rescission application, knowing he is 

conflicted.  Staunton lied about the fact he lied to Registrar Barber whilst admitting that 

“there’s a cross claim that extinguishes the liability to pay £25k”.  Briggs finds that the 

application to set aside the order of 16th January 2017 is subject to challenge.  Both are 

grounds from which to have rescinded.  Briggs denied remedy and failed to rescind, 

adjourning the rescission application that was expressly “to be heard by a High Court 

Judge”, to Pelling.   

 

p. 28th June 2018, Pelling evades all A’s evidence, suppresses all of A’s submissions, 

refused A the right to cross examine the offenders and said that the assignment was 

found by Nugee to have been ineffective.   Pelling makes an ECRO against A, when the 

party bringing the proceedings is Earth Energy Investments LLP.  

 

r. From July 2018 onwards Arnold refuses each and every single application A made 

under the false instrument ECRO. 

 

s. 28th September 2018, A makes the application and claim to the Chancellor to have the 

multiple frauds that have been concealed tried.    
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t. 5th October 2018, Jones makes A personally liable for £44,536.84 for the two hearings 

he had no jurisdiction to hear founded by the £4.1 million fraudulent claim that he 

retained against Empowering Wind MFC Ltd.  

 

u. 14th November 2018, Staunton “U-turns” on the claims he admitted were false owing 

to “Force Majeure” on 9th January 2017.   (See: tab_28)  

 

v. Between 15th – 30th November 2017, Vos asks Staunton to retract and replace his 

skeleton less the “U-turn” on the claims he knew were false on 9th January 2017 and less 

the admission that the fraudulent petition was never even served on A.  

 

 

136. A has proven this entire case, the multiple offences committed to the criminal 

standard.    

 

137. The learned Judge will note, that all A’s submissions are linked and cover 

different elements of this conspiracy to defraud and perversion of the course of justice.   

 

138. A Judge is a fact finder, but here, all the facts are already found, it’s just that the 

judges involved to date, are one and the same as the principal offenders.  The case 

however, is absolutely simple.   

 

139. In view of, it is requested that the Court issues the warrants and remands all the 

offenders in custody until trial by Judge and Jury at either the Old Bailey or St Albans 

Crown Court.  
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Sticky Note
Mr Bloom did not mention the conduct of MFC in firstly demanding payment, pursuant to the energy supply agreement and Lease when Force Majeure applied in the operative provision and;That no payment was then payable because from 5th February 2015 MFC refused to complete the Agreement so that the Distribution Network Operator could establish the connection. 
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In fact I knew about it on 7th March 2015 when Mr Bloom demanded I pay the sum of c£255,000 that was never even owed in the first instance. 
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Sticky Note
Via the OFGEM Feed in Tariff Scheme, the Generator is paid both a "Generation Tariff" and an "Export Tariff" so in fact we are paid whether the power is consumed on site by MFC or whether it is exported to the grid.    In other words, we are paid to deliver the power to the Stadium, it was for that reason I could "give" up to 1500 MWh of power to the Club each year.  But I did need to connect to the Stadium and to the Grid first, otherwise there is no power, its like a stick in the air. 
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In fact I paid the £200,000 from Lupton Fawcett for the benefit of the Lease that was to be in the name of the SVP Co I had established as "The Generator". 
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Mr Bloom did not disclose that I had complied with all of the planning conditions.  They were all discharged, so that we could commence construction.  We even removed Condition 7, relating to the radar mitigation so that the turbine could do as intended by the Planning permission once construction was complete, however;We could not complete construction because MFC refused the connection, so that the wind turbine could produce electricity. 
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Mr Bloom did not disclose that he refused to complete the Asset Sale Agreement dated February 2015. Far from it, he withheld that document from the Court. Neither did Mr Bloom disclose that Force Majeure therefore has effect in the operative provision as in the same clause, in favour of Tenant, when Landlord caused unreasonable delay, beyond control of Tenant, by refusing that very same connection from February 2015.    Instead, MFC terminated the Lease in August 2015, after making an unwarranted demand for payment that was not due, then carrying out the threat by forfeiting the Lease, causing the loss. 
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Mr Bloom omitted the Connection Agreement Deed completed on the same date, also being one of the "shopping list" of material information withheld from the ex-parte hearing. It is contended, had this Connection Deed been disclosed it would have demonstrated to the Judge that the documents are inextricably linked, in that one cannot operate without the other. On the same basis, the turbine cannot operate without a connection.   It is very misleading. 
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Mr Bloom did not tell the Judge that the "Start Date", is the date from which the conditions set out in Clause 2 are satisfied. 
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I refer to the Judgment of Nugee J of 5th February 2018, paragraphs 3 & 4;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 had to pay Middlesbrough a figure based on eight pence for each kilowatt hour of energy which Middlesbrough consumed.
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It is contended that the delay quoted by Bloom was an event of Force Majeure, however I refer to the event of Force Majeure and the tort of frustration, those Force Majeure provisions and the conditional Energy Supply Agreement as in;Landlord refusing to complete connection agreement in February 2015 and;Demanding money that is not due after the above. 
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DOC-10

IN THE NEWCASTLE CROWN COURT A-2021-0089

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
INDEX OF C-BUNDLE-30-08-2021 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Continuation of A-BUNDLE-16-07-2021 

41 * PART_3_Skeleton_28_07_2021 Part 3 skeleton dated 28/07/2021 
for hearing on 30/07/2021. 

42 * EX-SKE-28-07-2021 Exhibit referred to in Part 3 
skeleton dated 28/07/2021 
(tab_41)  

43 * LETTER-CPS-13-08-2021 Letter to Deputy Chief Crown 
Prosecutor in relation to the 
offences committed by Womble 
Bond Dickinson and their 
conspirers dated 13/08/2021.   

Letter in response from the CPS 
at pages 7 – 8.  

44 * DIRECTIONS_24-08-2021 DIRECTIONS – Application dated 
24/08/2021 concerning Hannon’s 
offending and fraudulent abuse 
of position.  

45 * EX-PM-24-08-2021 Exhibit referred to in directions 
application dated 24/08/2021 
(tab_44).  

46 * EX-HANNON-1 Exhibit of evidence in relation to 
Hannon’s fraudulent abuse of 
position as referred to in 
directions application dated 
24/08/2021.  (tab_44) 

47 * EXHIBIT-PM-25-08-2021 Exhibit of email chains:  Page 1 is 
the email of 27/08/2021 
containing the recording between 
Mr Palmer and I where Mr 
Palmer is obviously concealing 
the offences.  

Page 2 is the email asking for 
directions to list the reporting 
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restrictions and to allow public to 
attend the hearing.   
 
Page 3 & 4 is the email to Mr 
Palmer of 25/08/2021 further 
consolidating Hannon’s 
offending, referring to the 
directions. (tab_44). 
 

48 *  Transcript_27_08_2021_Palmer_Millinder 
 

Transcript of the call between Mr 
Millinder & Mr Palmer on 27th 
August 2021 at 10.08AM.  
 

49 *  PRE-TRIAL-QUESTIONNAIRE-06-08-2021_GILL PTQ served on Julian David Gill on 
6th August 2021 containing the 
questions A will ask him at trial.  
 

50 *  PRE-TRIAL-QUESTIONNAIRE-10-08-2021_Brown PTQ served on Michael Arthur 
Brown on 10th August 2021 
containing the questions A will 
ask him at trial. 
 

51 *  PRE-TRIAL-QUESTIONNAIRE-11-08-2021_Stewart PTQ served on Paul Robert 
Stewart on 11th August 2021 
containing the questions A will 
ask him at trial. 
 

52 *  Schedule_10_IA_1986_Offences___VF Schedule 10 of the Insolvency Act 
1986 – List of and punishment of 
offences.  Page 3, as highlighted, 
lists the offences committed by 
Hannon.  
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IN THE NEWCASTLE CROWN COURT                                                              CASE REF:  A-2021-0089                                   
_____________________________________________________________________________________  
 
Appellant’s response to Prosecutor’s application under section 36 of the Youth Justice and 
Criminal Evidence Act 1999 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

PART 3:  SKELETON DATED 28TH JULY 2021 FOR HEARING ON 30TH JULY 2021 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

1. Appellant (“A”) makes this skeleton in response to the application and bundle served on 
me on 23rd July 2021 by Mr Palmer of the CPS.  
 

2. In this skeleton I refer to my exhibit titled: EX-SKE-28-07-21 and I respond by referring 
to those documents served on me by the CPS, as referred to at pages 1 & 2 of my 
exhibit.   
 

3. At page 1 of my exhibit, A refers to the email of 23rd July 2021 at 12.53PM.  This is the 
first contact I received from the CPS throughout the proceedings. 
   

4. At the bottom of page 7, there’s an email from the learned Judge referring to his 
extension of time on the direction to have delivered A the CPS contact by 4PM on 16th 
July 2021.  It was extended to “first thing next week” and delivered last thing on Friday.       
 

5. The CPS has failed whatsoever to comply with any directions for service throughout the 
proceedings in the Magistrates.    23rd July 2021 was the first time that A has ever been 
served the prosecution bundle, rendering the prosecution irredeemably defective and out 
of time.  
 

6. The breach of His Honour’s order on the part of the CPS is likely because they were 
engineering emails, like the courts have been, so that all my emails are incercepted by 
the corrupt Attorney General’s Office (“AGO”) who has been coercing the judiciary in 
both civil and criminal proceedings since October 2017 when Buckland first became 
involved, then as Solicitor General, preventing justice being served on his personal 
associate Jeremy Robin Bloom.  
 

7. The email set up by Mr Palmer is; NorthEast.CCCMF@cps.gov.uk. As Mr Palmer stated, 
this is an email set up “solely for this case”.   This is because the AGO intercept all emails 
sent to it, so that they can write the judgments, as they have done throughout this case. 
The AGO has been conspiring to pervert the course of justice, which is why Ellis applied 
for the “all proceedings restraint order”.    
 

8. Ellis did so after coercing the judiciary in Chancery to fabricate “TWM” certifications to 
originate the false instrument ECRO and GCRO.   Undoubtedly, therefore, Swift and 
Andrews also perverted the course of justice, following orders, concealing the heinous 
fraud that was distinctly pleaded and proven before them.   They also evaded the fact 
that none of A’s applications are either “vexatious” nor “totally without merit”.  
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9. The certifications of the proven case as “no more or less than bound to fail” is part of 
the conspiracy to pervert the course of justice, founded by political coercion of the 
judiciary by the AGO and led by Buckland.  
 

10. Impartiality of justice is non-existent, due to corrupt central government officials 
meddling in this way.    The AGO themselves have been concealing criminal property 
and the offences committed by the principal offenders.   A will produce an intelligence 
report in preparation for trial to deal with these related matters.   
 

11. Since 2nd June 2020, the Magistrates Court and CPS have had in their possession 
categoric proof that Womble Bond Dickinson, Middlesbrough FC, Hannon, Staunton and 
Ohrenstein have committed serious criminal offences against A.  
   

12. The courts, the CPS and the AGO have altogether evaded their duty to prosecute the 
true offenders, focusing on targeting and victimising A, the victim of their heinous 
conspiracy to defraud.  It is for that reason justice has been consistently denied to A, 
when the case is so fundamentally simple.   
 

13. All A’s submissions and evidence has been entirely evaded and concealed in every single 
application that was made, both criminal and civil.    
 

14. The CPS are supposed to prosecute offenders in the public interest, however, they are  
acting under orders of the AGO.  The AGO has bridged the constitutional separation gap 
that should be between the courts and judiciary, to prevent justice being served on 
those principal offenders.   The Law Ministers have broken the law, committed 
indictable only offences and breached their legal duties under section 3 of the 
Constitutional Reform Act 2005.   

 
INDEX-19-07-2021:  
 

15. Tab_21, is the 54-page report that was withheld during the principal offender’s ex-parte 
hearing of 23rd October 2020 to defraud A of the indisputable sum of the statutory 
demand (circa £1.17 million).  The report has consistently been concealed, firstly by the 
principal offenders, then by all the judges involved.   
 

16. It is no coincidence that the AGO evaded the report, the police they control evaded it, 
Currer evaded it and so did Fancourt in the civil court, even though he knew it was one 
of the 13 exhibits of material information that was dishonestly withheld from their ex-
parte hearing of 23rd October 2020.  Currer, the AGO and the CPS had that report in 
their possession since 2nd June 2020.   
 

17. Likewise, it is no coincidence that Swift (the corrupt “go to purported judge” for the 
Treasury / AGO) also completely evaded the report and all the other evidence, going on 
to state “I can see no evidence of fraud”.   He was acting under orders of the AGO.  Swift 
was former chief counsel to the Treasury.  
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18. A refers to page 8 of my exhibit with this skeleton.   It requires 20-minutes of reading, 
referring to that report.      
 

19. Middlesbrough FC, Womble Bond Dickinson, Staunton and Ohrenstein have committed 
the indictable offence of fraud by failing to disclose information on four counts in 
conspiracy to defraud A of the indisputable sum of the statutory demands of 6th January 
2017 then of 12th October 2020 (the dates both demands were served).     
 

20. The hearings were called on ex-parte, so that the offenders could present an entirely 
false case, withholding all A’s evidence in breach of their legal duty to disclose, to 
procure pecuniary advantage by deception.  
 

21. On all occasions, the offenders could not defend the demands, because the demands 
cannot be disputed, so they dishonestly withheld all the evidence from the ex-parte 
hearings whilst presenting an entirely false case.    
 

22. The offending falls in tandem with offences of section 5 of the Perjury Act 1911 wherein 
Bloom and later, Stewart, made knowingly false witness statements to further their 
fraud.  Likewise Hannon did, in his statutory “Official Receiver’s Report to Court” dated 
15th December 2017.  
 

23. All this offending was distinctly pleaded and proven in A’s application to the corrupt, 
politically controlled Administrative Court, but following suit with Currer, Fanning and all 
in the Chancery Court who have been involved, Swift and Andrews conspired to pervert 
the course of justice, using the false instrument GCRO as an excuse to evade A’s 
application altogether, knowing that everything has been concealed from the outset.  

 
 
APPEAL-BUNDLE-PM – the skeleton at tab_05 and the exhibit referred to within it titled:  
PM-01-02-2021 (download PDF portfolio to view): 
 

24. A refers to tab_8 of that PDF portfolio of exhibits (PM-01-02-2021) with my skeleton at 
tab_05 of the appeal bundle.   Page 1 is the email from Magistrates to A dated 29th May 
2020 at 10.04AM stating that even by then, no service of the evidence had taken place 
(54-days after it was ordered that all emails be served by 5th April 2020).    
 

25. To assist the CPS by concealing their outright failures, the corrupt court lied and stated 
this: 
 
“A problem in serving these items arose as the CPS did not have the details of your legal 
Representative”  “It is normal practice to serve papers on a defendant’s legal representatives”. 
 
“In the absence of these details the items (a disc with the information downloaded onto it) has 
been forwarded to your address at 3rd Floor, 277-281 Oxford Street, London, W1C 2DL by the 
CPS”. 
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26. The CPS and the Court knew I was representing myself from the outset.  No disk was 
ever served either, but by 29th May 2020 the court was still not in possession of any 
evidence whatsoever.   The question remains outstanding as to why the CPS brought the 
case to court when it could not have possibly completed the FCT when there was no 
evidence?   It was all undoubtedly orchestrated by the corrupt AGO. 
 

27. The CPS and Magistrates knew I am non domicile, they had my email address, why did 
they never effect any service via email when I had emailed them many times over?  

 
28. At page 2 (tab_8) there’s an email from A’s colleague on 2nd June 2020 at 15.18PM 

requesting confirmation of receipt of the emails referred to from page 2 through to the 
end of page 14.  Once again, the email was ignored by the CPS.  
 

29. At the bottom of page 2, A complains in respect of the CPS failing to deal with the 
application for discontinuance pursuant to section 23 and 23A of the Prosecution of 
Offences Act 1985.  Clearly, it is ultra vires for the prosecution to have proceeded in 
absence of the Prosecuting Authority making the statutory decision.    The same email 
also complains about the failure to serve in accord with Currer’s order of 5th March 
2020.  
 

30. It is necessary for the learned Judge to read the contents of those emails from page 2 – 
14.  Pages 6 and 7 refer to the frauds by false representation committed by Womble 
Bond Dickinson and their conspirers.    
 

31. At the bottom of page 7, A recited the “U-turn” on the claims contained in Staunton’s 
skeleton of 12th November 2018.   Gill, Stewart, Blair, Brown and Gray knew their 
instructed counsel admitted could not be established because “Force Majeure has 
effect” on 9th January 2017:  
 
“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.” 
 

32. That admission is from Staunton’s skeleton of 12th November 2018, the one that Vos 
then asked him to retract and replace less the admission so that he could continue 
preventing justice being served on the offenders.    Vos was promoted to head of UK 
civil justice for following his orders.  He should have been jailed for perverting.  
 

33. The £25k referred to is the £25k purported “debt” founded by their fraudulent non-
disclosure ex-parte that was extinguished by 26.6 times as of 5th February 2018 when 
Staunton said during that hearing before Nugee that; 
 
“what’s assigned are the investments, the £200,000” 
 

34. The email set out in detail the fraud committed by Womble Bond Dickinson.  Both the 
Magistrates and the CPS deliberately concealed and evaded the fraud to prevent justice 
being served on these corrupt lawyers who have defrauded A of millions.  
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35. A refers to tab_09 of my appeal bundle, turning to page 8.  The email of 29th July 2020 at 
06.30 contained A’s section 142 MCA Act 1980 application and the report (item 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”. 
 

36. The corrupt Magistrates and the CPS altogether failed to deal with the information A 
had laid on 2nd June 2020 to prosecute Womble Bond Dickinson for the indictable only 
offences they committed.    
 

37. Please read pages 7 – 1 (from bottom to top).  The evasion of A’s evidence of fraud by 
Womble Bond Dickinson is clearly and obviously deliberate and protracted.  
 

Referring to: INDEX-19-07-2021 (front page of: PDF portfolio – A-BUNDLE-16-07-2021)  
 

38. On 15th March 2021, A filed 2 substantive reports with the Administrative Court in the 
proceedings effected by Ellis of the AGO.  One was seeking directions (tab_6) and the 
other was a petition, outlining the criminal concealment and offences by the principal 
offenders (tab_5).   
 

39. Those two reports were referred to extensively within A’s skeleton (tab_7).  The learned 
Judge will have read A’s skeleton of 24th March 2021 and those two reports.   
 

40. The skeleton and the reports (all of them) distinctly plead and prove fraud to the 
criminal standard of proof.    Unsurprisingly, Swift and Andrews, but also Ellis, the 
corrupt Attorney General who made the application for yet another false instrument 
restraint order” sought only to conceal the offences.   
 

41. At tab_5, page 5, p28, A refers to the fraud committed by Nugee when on 5th February 
2018 he committed fraud by false representation to defraud A of the £640,000 
indisputable sum of the statutory demand.  P28 also recites the fact that Staunton 
admitted that “what’s assigned are the investments, the £200,000”.  
 

42. It is proven beyond doubt that on 5th February 2018 counsel for the offenders therefore 
knew that the assigned investments constituted a cross claim that extinguished the 
liability of EEI to pay £25,000.  4-days later, his instructing solicitor, Gill, presented the 
petition for the £25k he knew was not owed. That is a serious fraud in itself.  
 

43. On precisely the same basis, on 9th January 2017, counsel for the offenders, Staunton, 
stated in writing and during their ex-parte hearing that “Force Majeure has effect”. 
 

44. Staunton admitted therefore, both orally and in the note of hearing on Womble Bond 
Dickinson’s headed paper, that no claims could be established against either A nor my 
companies, owing to Force Majeure in the operative provision.   Notwithstanding 
however, that the ESA is conditional and the conditions were not fulfilled.  
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45. 24-days later, Gill claimed over £4.1 million, removing the penal notice from the 14.4 
formal proof of debt form he used to make the fraudulent claim when the original form 
stated: 
 
“3. 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”. 
 

46. Tab_5, page 5, p30 and p31 refers once again to the report that was evaded once again 
by all involved.  P30 refers precisely to the fraud by Nugee at page 36.  
 

47. Page 5, p32 refers to the fact that on 15th August 2018, long after it was established 
many times over that the proof of debt is entirely false, Hannon, by his own admission, 
was not treating the proof of debt neutrally at all, he was sustaining it, when he knew it 
was false, to defraud A and fellow creditors. 
 

48. Hannon, in conspiracy, sustained the fraud by false representation to defraud A and 
fellow creditors of their rights to call a meeting to replace him with a liquidator who is 
not an offender, who would assign the proven claim founded by unlawful forfeiture of 
the Lease, to A or a company under A’s control.   
 

49. A recites what Hannon said on 15th August 2018 in relation to the fraudulent £4.1 
million claim:  
 
“Middlesbrough Football Club are the overwhelming majority creditors they have more than 75% 
and therefore unless you can get Middlesbrough Football Club to support, er, er a request, er, 
you cannot garner the necessary support” 
 

50. Gill made the fraud by false representation (s.2 Fraud Act 2006), to defraud creditors 
and to pervert the course of justice, to prevent A from suing Middlesbrough FC for 
damages.   
 

51. In full knowledge that his own barrister, Staunton, had admitted that no claims could be 
established owing to “Force Majeure” on 9th January 2017, but then after attending the 
hearing of 5th February 2018 when Nugee found just that, and then on 14th November 
2018 after knowing that Staunton then “U-turned” on the claims.  On 22nd October 
2020, during their second ex-parte hearing to defraud A of the indisputable statutory 
demand, Stewart made a false statement in his ex-parte statement and said this:  
 
“The construction of the wind turbine was delayed and Empowering Wind became liable to MFC 
for various payments under the Lease and the ESA and when these were not paid, MFC exercised 
its right to terminate the parties' contractual relationship on 19 August 2015”. 
 

52. Once again, there was a complete replication of the entirely false case presented during 
their first ex-parte hearing of 9th January 2017.   
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53. The assignment was withheld, there was no candour in respect of the fact that the 
offenders refused the connection, rendering the project entirely useless.    
 

54. There was no candour in respect of the fact that Staunton himself admitted on 9th 
January 2017 “Force Majeure has effect” when that argument “goes to the heart” of the 
entire case.  13 material exhibits were dishonestly withheld, in tandem with Stewart’s 
false statement and Ohrenstein’s false skeleton and submissions.  
 

55. Stewart, Gill and Ohrenstein dishonestly withheld the 54-page report that proved A’s 
case, along with the transcript and order where Nugee himself found, on 5th February 
2018 that neither rent or energy supply was owed.    The materiality of the report is 
somewhat self-explanatory.   
 

56. Page 1 of the report, the table of contents, denoted its materiality, which is why, once 
again, it was withheld from the ex-parte hearing of 23rd October 2020.   Please read 
page 39 “Staunton lied to Registrar Barber and falsely misrepresented the cross claim 
that extinguished the (non-existent) alleged petition debt” then through to page 47.  
The report proved Staunton’s conscious and premeditated dishonesty originating the 
winding up order of 28th March 2018 for the purported debt that was subject to 
challenge by order of Nugee J just one-week prior.   
 

57. Likewise, the report proved that Stewart, Gill and Staunton had committed fraud by 
failing to disclose information already on 2 counts on 9th and 16th January 2017.  
 

58. Your Honour will have read the letter A sent dated 12th July 2021 referring to “issue 
estoppel” respective of that finding.   It is clearly material that the High Court had 
already found that no rent or energy supply was owed (stating the obvious), but the 
report withheld also proved the position on the assignment.  The two parts together 
therefore proving beyond doubt that none of A’s statutory demands can be defended, 
for the claims are indisputable.    
 

59. Stewart, Gill, Staunton, Middlesbrough FC, Hannon and Ohrenstein did know that, so did 
all the purported judges involved.  That did not stop Stewart committing perjury.  
 

60. The petition at tab_5, dated 15th March 2021 referred extensively to the dishonesty and 
perjury on the part of the principal offenders, which is why, once again, Swift and 
Andrews, evaded it entirely.  They were all acting under orders of the corrupt AGO to 
prevent justice being served on these offenders.   
 

61. Please read page 19, p137 through to p156 of page 21 of that petition.  Judges are not 
supposed to conceal fraud and indictable only offences.  
 

62. A now refers to my exhibit with his skeleton: EX-SKE-28-07-21, turning to page 13, being 
my email to Your Honour of 27th July 2021 at 12.18PM.   A copy of this email has also 
been served on the “Womble” offenders in preparation for trial. Indeed, they have been 
served with everything, but they cannot respond.     
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63. Line 24, refers to tab_14, which is the transcript of the recorded call between York 
Magistrates and A of 15th November 2018.   Mr Williams indicated that proceedings 
were being interfered with by 3rd parties (stating the obvious):  
 
From page 2, line 14 & 15 of the transcript:  
 
Mr Millinder: The court doesn't know? 
Mr Williams: No, because it's been taken by higher up. That decision’s been taken by 
 people higher up, the court doesn't know we've been told to moved to Huddersfield. 
 

64. The prosecution was incercepted by the corrupt AGO, under instruction of Buckland, 
and transferred out of circuit for disposal before Fanning, who evaded all A’s evidence 
(it was predetermined). The AGO and Fanning bundled the applications against 
Staunton and Hannon together and disposed of them to prevent justice being served, 
knowing of the offences committed.    
 

65. Just because Fanning was acting under orders, that does not alleviate the fact he has 
perverted the course of justice, as all the judges in this case have done.  
 

The comparative: Huhne, Broscoe and Pryce case:  
 

66. Huhne, Briscoe (a part time judge) and Pryce were all jailed for perverting the course of 
justice.  The offence is complete when one prevents justice being served on themselves 
or another or others.  
 

67. In that case, the offenders were jailed for perverting, even though the underlying 
offence was trivial, just involving driving points.   There was not multiple indictable and 
indictable only offences concealed, nor conspiracy to defraud and millions in revenue 
(criminal property) in issue like there is here and Briscoe was not in office at the time.   
 

68. There were no false instrument restraint orders deployed by the kleptocracy to further 
prevent justice being served whilst defrauding A of his right to a fair trial or any trial 
whatsoever.  
 

69. Line 34 – line 5 of page 14 (EX-SKE-28-07-21) refers to the criminal offences committed 
by Hannon under the Insolvency Act 1986 which all overlap with the conspiracy to 
defraud using the fraudulent proof of debt to prevent creditors from their rights in law 
to call a meeting of creditors.   
 

70. It is somewhat material and synergises with their conspiracy that Hannon committed 
the offence of section 93.3 of the Act on 3 counts by failing to summon a general 
meeting of creditors at each year end.     
 

71. Hannon was preventing any meeting of creditors being called, knowing that A and his 
fellow creditors wanted to replace Hannon so that the claim, founded by unlawful 
forfeiture of the Lease, could be progressed.    
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72. A had engaged Mr Parkman, a licensed Insolvency Practitioner and if Hannon did call a 
meeting of creditors, as he was under a legal duty to do, A and his fellow creditors, 
Smith Brothers and GMR Consulting, all would have voted to replace Hannon and A 
would not have been defrauded by him of the £18.7 million proven damages claim.  
 

73. All those criminal offences have been committed by Hannon.  It is proven beyond doubt 
that Hannon did commit all the offences set out in the SP0001 and it is proven beyond 
doubt that Fanning, Currer and all the judges involved, but also the AGO, have conspired 
to pervert the course of justice, throughout both civil and criminal proceedings, to 
prevent justice being served on the offenders, knowing of the offences committed.  
 

74. Likewise, it is proven, in A’s most comprehensive submissions and in particular the 47-
page skeleton, that Womble Bond Dickinson, MFC, Hannon, Staunton and Ohrenstein 
have conspired to defraud A of his rightful assets.     
 

75. A reserves my constitutional right to cross examine the offenders, as I do to prosecute 
the offenders in this honourable Court for the indictable only offences they have 
committed against me whilst the corrupt establishment shielded them from prosecution 
for all this time.  
 

76. In reality, the only reason Currer prevented A from attending any trial or hearing 
whatsoever, is to prevent A from furthering the counter allegations against the 
offenders.  It is for that reason he also unlawfully prevented A from cross examining the 
offenders, whilst evading that fundamental report and all A’s submissions.  
 

Formal response to the Prosecution’s application:  
 

77. Moving back to my exhibit, at page 1, I formally respond to the bundle of papers served 
on me for the first time on 23rd July 2021 titled: “Pros Papers served 23rd July 2021” 
 

78. I have not made the statements contained in many of those emails referred to.  I believe 
much of the comments were fabricated by the offenders, Gill, Brown, Stewart and Gray, 
who have conspired to defraud me of my assets and are proven to have made false 
statements in the civil proceedings.  
 

79. Given the fact that A drafted and completed the contracts with Brown, who I had paid 
to advise Middlesbrough FC, it is absolutely idiotic, but also criminal, for the offenders to 
firstly refuse the connection for the turbine, and to secondly then demand payment for 
rent and energy supply when they prevented A from performing on the rights granted.  
The demand was unwarranted, there are menaces with the threat of forfeiture of the 
Lease A paid them £200,000 for, unless A paid them £256,269.89 that was never owed.   
 

80. The demand contained a significant degree of coercion in that respect. The offence of 
section 21 of the Theft Act 1968 is a serious, indictable only offence.  The further serious 
frauds stemmed from that, founding the unlawful forfeiture.  
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81. To claim energy supply pursuant to the conditional ESA that required A’s “satisfaction in 
full” of “entering into a connection agreement” after they and their client “U-turned” 
on the connection configuration is utterly dishonest.  
 

82. The pre-agreed connection configuration formed the entire basis and understanding of 
which Bloom (formerly the Womble senior partner) extended the Option Agreement 
and which then enticed A to complete the Lease.  Without a connection, the turbine 
cannot operate.  
 

83. To claim energy supply when any “Entitlement to agreed output” (agreement by A to 
supply any power, period) is conditional upon A’s satisfaction in full of both the 
connection agreement they refused and commissioning of the wind turbine (which 
needs the connection), is absolute insanity.   Of the unwarranted demand of 25th June 
2015 used to unlawfully forfeit the Lease, £181,269.89 was invoices for energy supply.  
 

84. Brown and his conspirers, all knew that in absence of A’s satisfaction in full, of those two 
conditions precedent in the ESA, any “invoicing & payment” was also contractually 
prohibited.   
 

85. The “Start Date” of the ESA is the date on which those conditions precedent are 
fulfilled.   
 

86. Brown, Stewart, Gill and their conspirers all knew that £181,269.89 of the unwarranted 
demand of 25th June 2015 used to unlawfully forfeit the lease was invoices for energy 
supply.  
 

87. The offenders all knew, that the conditions could not be fulfilled, because they and their 
client refused the connection, preventing A from performing on those rights granted.   
 

88. Likewise, the originating delay of Force Majeure ensured that the first instalment of rent 
(£15k) was not payable until 15th September 2015, but from 7th February 2015, when 
the Club “U-turned” on the connection they themselves jointly negotiated and 
completed with A, Force Majeure continued to suspend any liability to pay rent.    
 

89. On 19th August 2015, they unlawfully forfeited the Lease, retaining A’s £200,000 and 
throwing all A’s investment over 3-years down the drain, causing huge losses resulting 
from their fraud.   
 

90. For them to have then attended the winding up hearing caused by their fraud, claiming 
that they are “creditors” in the sum of £256,269.89 when anyone, whether legally 
trained or otherwise, could determine that in accord with the completed contracts, no 
money could possibly be owed is a serious fraud in its own right.  
 

91. To then go on and submit the fraud by false representation to Hannon on 1st December 
2016 in the sum of £256,269.89 is once again a serious fraud.   
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92. But to then go on and submit a second claim, in the sum of £541,308.89 of which 
£466,308.89 is for energy supply, is absolute criminality which is off the scale.  
 

93. On 9th January 2017, when Gill then provided A with their ex-parte note of hearing at 
5.30PM where Staunton himself admitted “Force Majeure has effect” but lied about the 
existence of the operative provision in the Lease, because he knew it had effect for the 
same reason, they all knew, on that date as the absolute longstop, that no money was 
ever owed to Middlesbrough FC.  
 

94. The offenders did not seek to retract the fraudulent claims, nor did they seek to correct 
their fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte.  On the contrary, they withheld the 
Penningtons Manches LLP letter of 11th January 2017 in breach of their continuing duty 
to disclose and 24-days after their fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte when Staunton 
admitted no claims could be established, Gill claimed over £4.1 million, of which 
£4,036,874.75 was for energy supply they prevented from being supplied.  
 

95. In full knowledge the claims are blatantly false and even after Staunton “U-turned” on 
the claims he knew were false on 9th January 2017, the “Wombles” and their conspirers 
still sustained the fraudulent £4.1 million claim to prevent A from suing them for 
unlawfully forfeiting the Lease.  
 

96. Likewise, it was the grid connection contracts (in particular the unsigned Northern 
Powergrid / MFC agreement for making the connection) that Stewart, Gill, 
Middlesbrough FC and Staunton withheld from their ex-parte hearing of 9th January 
2017.  They withheld that information, along with the evidence that proved the delay of 
Force Majeure and the assignment of the investments A made in the project to Parent 
Company.   
 

97. Their non-disclosure was indisputably of dishonest intent, which came in tandem with 
Bloom’s false ex-parte statement where he lied about the assignment. 
 

98. Bloom had the assignment in his possession since 30th June 2015 (hard copy) then on 3rd 
January 2017 (by email with the demand) then on 6th January 2017 (hard copy by 
process server with the demand).   At all times he knew that the assigned investments 
extinguished any possible claim (£25k) the offenders could possibly bring against A or 
any of my companies.  
 

99. The motive was to both defraud A of the millions in revenue A would have otherwise 
gained from the turbine had they and their client not “U-turned” and refused the 
connection, but also to pervert the course of justice.  
 

100. Thereafter, the offenders could not provide any defence whatsoever, so they 
relied on the corrupt, politically controlled judiciary to prevent justice being served on 
them instead.  
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101. It is clear that Bloom relied on his fellow colluding Jewish Zionist freemason, 
Buckland, to do his dirty work for him.  He did just that.  Don’t get me wrong, A has 
nothing against any religion, but I object to being defrauded and colluded against by 
corrupt, dishonest Jewish Zionist freemasons who all conspire to defraud and pervert 
the course of justice.  It is no coincidence that Ellis, Buckland, Burnett, Vos, Nugee and 
all the purported judges involved, are all colluding Jewish Zionist freemasons.  
 

102. Harassment is an offence contrary to section 2 Protection of Harassment Act 
1997 (the Act). It is a summary offence and is therefore subject to the provisions of 
section 127 of the Magistrates Court Act 1980 (“MCA 1980”). 
 

103. Part of the FCT the Prosecution failed to apply is the public interest test: Is it in 
the public interest to prosecute the prosecution whilst preventing justice being served 
on corrupt dishonest lawyers who have committed indictable only offences in 
conspiracy?  
 

104. Clearly that test was not met either, but they brought the case to court anyway.  
 

105. Aside from the fact that the prosecution against A is irredeemably defective 
through failure of the Prosecution to comply with any single order for service and failing 
to serve the prosecution papers until 23rd July 2021, but also failing whatsoever to apply 
the FCT,  statutory law also commits the prosecution to be time barred and void: 

 
Limitation of time:  
 

106. Section 127(1) of the MCA 1980 determines that: 
 
(1) Except as otherwise expressly provided by any enactment and subject to subsection (2) 
below, a magistrates’ court shall not try an information or hear a complaint unless the 
information was laid, or the complaint made, within 6 months from the time when the offence 
was committed, or the matter of complaint arose. 

 
107. At page 6 of the prosecution bundle, it is said that the last email referred to as 

purported evidence of “harassment” was on 16/06/2019.   The police statement by 
Stewart is at page 8, dated 6th December 2019.   
 

108. It is implausible that police had any evidence, aside from hearsay in their 
possession at the time A was arrested.  As such, the police unlawfully arrested and 
detained A off the back of hearsay and no formal complaint within time or evidence was 
ever in their possession.   They were reliant on a false statement by Stewart who herein 
A has proved to have committed fraud and perjury.  
 

109. Stewart’s witness statement is false and those emails, in particular the email of 
16/06/2019 has been fabricated by Stewart or the police to attempt to make the 
prosecution within time when it is not.  
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110. The rest of the statements are all dated 7/02/2020, therefore the complaints are 
out of time to prosecute. The 6-month timeframe expired on 16th December 2019.  

111. When A was detained by the corrupt Northumbria Police, despite requests, they 
failed to provide any of the emails said to have amounted to harassment.  No offence 
was ever committed in the jurisdiction of Northumbria.  A was not even in the UK when 
the alleged offences were said to have been committed.   
 

112. At page 17 of the exhibit, the purported “evidence” is wholly inconsistent with 
the dates of the emails referred to in Stewart’s statements.  There, it is said that the last 
course of action / email that is said to have amounted to harassment was on 3rd May 
2019.  
 

113. None of the later emails, containing evidence on which A relied upon in the 
proceedings against Womble Bond Dickinson could possibly constitute a course of 
action that amounted to harassment.    
 

114. Service in any event by A is necessary to comply with an enactment.  Without 
service, proceedings, both criminal or civil, are ineffectual.  Sending emails to serve 
evidence is not and cannot possibly be “harassment”.  
 

115. Aside from that, the CPS failed altogether to serve any evidence whatsoever and 
at page 100, the police record refers to an address of “Seavegate House”, which is not 
and never has been, my address.   I once resided at Seavegate Farm, which is in no way 
related, and is a different land title to Seavegate House.  
 

116. Nowhere within the Prosecutor’s bundle is the transcribed copy of the police 
interview, there is only the lies of DC Hall, who lied and stated that A said he would not 
co-operate with police when A had recorded the call between Hall and A where A had 
offered to attend York police station for the voluntary interview just one day prior to A’s 
unlawful arrest whilst on holiday.   

 
Response to the second email (the application) from Mr Palmer at page 2 of my exhibit:  

 
117. I begin at item (2), the application titled (s36 YJCE 1999 application).  At page 1, 

p1, once again, the position in relation to the purported evidence relied upon conflicts.  
This time, Mr Palmer is stating that: 
 
“He was convicted of s.2 Protection from Harassment (harassment without violence) dating 15th 
May 2019 – 6th June 2019”. 
 

118. The dates once again conflict, likely to be because the CPS never in fact had any 
evidence whatsoever in their possession prior to 7th February 2020.     
 

119. Here, it is said by Mr Palmer that the last date of the email said to amount of a 
course of conduct was on 6th June 2019.   
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120. At page 4 of the application, p4, it is said that A: 
 
“had not properly applied to the Court for remote link”  

 
121. Once again, this statement is nonsense.  There is no requirement to “properly 

apply to the court for a remote link”.  The purported summary trial was in the height of 
the Covid-19 outbreak, there were no flights and no way that A could attend.  Currer 
knew that.  
 

122. A refers to my tabulated PDF portfolio titled “APPEAL-BUNDLE-PM”.  Tab_1 is 
the judgment by Currer and at page 2, p8, Currer himself referred to the fact that the 
legislation provided for A to attend the summary trial by video link.  The fact is that A 
was denied the right to attend any trial whatsoever. 
  

123. At page 4 of that order, A referred to the fact that the order of 5th March 2020 
by Currer was breached by the CPS and there was never any service of the purported 
evidence:  
 
“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?” 
 

124. Undoubdtely, therefore, the CPS failed to include this order whatsoever in their 
prosecution bundle.  Similarly, they withheld the transcript of the police interview, 
knowing that same furthered the counter allegations of conspiracy to defraud, which 
they have sought to conceal entirely.  
 

125. The fact of the matter is that my care of address (Oxford Street) has been 
unoccupied since February 2020 due to the corona outbreak.   There was never anyone 
there to accept service.  
 

126. It is clearly material that on the date of the trial, no evidence was served on A.  
Likewise, it is material that the CPS brought the case to Magistrates on 15th January 
2020 in absence of any evidence whatsoever.  They cannot have possibly completed the 
FCT, for they never had any evidence.  
 

127. At p7, Mr Palmer stated this: 
 
“The Appellant casts wide, disparaging accusations of which have no bearing on the issues of the 
Appeal”. 
 

128. There are no “wide, disparaging accusations” only proven criminal offences of 
fraud committed by Womble Bond Dickinson and their conspirers that lays at the heart 
of the dealings originating the contact with them in the first instance.    
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129. If they had not defrauded A, there would have been no need for A to have 
contacted them.   Their conduct clearly does have bearing on the issues of the appeal, in 
particular the fact that the statutory defence applies on all three grounds.     
 

130.  Once again, A reserves the constitutional right to prosecute the offenders and to 
progress the counter allegations accordingly in this honourable Court.  
 

131. At p8, Mr Palmer is demonstrating his lack of understanding of the law and the 
case entirely.    On 29th July 2020, A made an application pursuant to section 142(1) of 
the MCA 1980 (tab_06) to set aside the void prosecution and the order of 19th June 
2020.      
 

132. It took Currer (who was conflicted), until 9th April 2021 to determine the section 
142(1) MCA 1980 application, to make yet another void order he had no jurisdiction to 
make, once again denying A the right of attending the trial whatsoever.    
 

133. Tab_09, page 1, evidenced that Currer failed to have notice of his void order 
served on A until 21st May 2021, 42-days after his void order was made.  (See: the order 
at tab_08).  
 

134. A has already substantially proven that the orders made by Currer are void, and 
the appeal is to set aside the void orders, but we must deal with the conspiracy to 
defraud and conspiracy to pervert the course of justice by the true offenders, the CPS 
and the corrupt judiciary who have been acting under orders of the AGO.  
 

135. At p9 and 10 of Mr Palmer’s application, it is said that Mr Purves cross examined 
the offenders on A’s behalf.  This is nonsense, Mr Purves was factored in by Currer and 
made no cross examination in accord with A’s instructions whatsoever.  It was all rigged.   
 

136. A’s right to cross examine the purported “witnesses” who are in fact the 
defendants, has been compromised entirely.     
 

137. It is A’s constitutional right to cross examine and no harm will be caused by 
doing so.  The offenders have consistently evaded justice, they all purport to be lawyers, 
they should be used to having questions asked of them.  It is time for them to account 
for their actions.  
 

138. The failure of Currer to allow the offenders to be cross examined is a violation of 
Article 6 of the Human Rights Act 1998, as is preventing A from my right to attend a trial 
or to have stated my defence.  
 

139. There is absolutely no reason nor any grounds whatsoever from which A should 
be prohibited from cross examining the offenders.   
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Structured cross examination by service of a pre-trial questionnaire (“PTQ”):  
 

140. A is a professional, capable of conducing a cross examination professionally and 
politely. There are key questions that must be answered in the cross examination and A 
proposes, to be clear, to serve a copy of the pre-trial questions to the offenders, 
Womble Bond Dickinson, by 4PM on Friday 6th August 2021. A copy will also be sent to 
the court by the same longstop date proposed.  
   

141. A’s cross examination shall be limited to the questions presented in that PTQ.  
 

142. A is not in the court in person, only by video link. There is no risk of intimidation 
or any other factor that would warrant preclusion of A cross examining the offenders / 
witnesses.  
 

143. At page 2 of the (non-CPR compliant) application by Mr Palmer which lacks page 
numbering, at p13, it was said that A had “refused to provide his address to the police”.  
This is another fallacy.   I was arrested at my former address, Seavegate Farm, Moor 
Lane, East Ayton, YO13 9EW.   North Yorkshire Police clearly had record of my former 
address and no other address was ever requested.     It is however already evidenced 
that the address police used (as referred to at page 7, p56 above) was an incorrect 
address.    

 
144. In any event, the police knew I was only visiting the UK on holiday when I was 

accosted on my land after I phoned police to report that I had caught fly tippers on my 
land located adjacent to my former property, Seavegate Farm.  
 

145. At page 2 of the application, it is said that “service was effective”.  This is, once 
again, total nonsense.   
 

146. It was ordered firstly by Currer on 15th January 2020 that all evidence be served 
on A by 15th February 2020. That never happened.   

 
147. Currer proceeded irrespectively, knowing that the CPS failed to apply the FCT 

and in the Court’s absence of any evidence whatsoever.  
 

148. At tab_03 of A’s appeal bundle, Currer granted the CPS yet more time, even 
though the prosecution was out of time and they never even had the evidence.  The 
order directed that:  
 
“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” 
 

149.  The CPS failed whatsoever to serve any emails by 5th April 2020 and nothing was 
disclosed.  
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Currer was operating without jurisdiction, knowing he was conflicted:  
 

150. Tab_05 of A’s appeal bundle is the skeleton dated 8th February 2021 with the 
section 142 MCA 1980 application.   It is clear Currer evaded that altogether, just as he 
did the 54-page report proving that Womble Bond Dickinson and their conspirers have 
committed a multitude of indictable offences.  It’s all convenient blindness, or, “justice 
subject to status”, but more, just perverting the course of justice.  
    

151. It is necessary for the learned Judge to read that skeleton (30-mins reading).  
 

152. At page 7 of A’s skeleton of 8th February 2021, A referred clearly to the fact that 
on 29th May 2020 at 10.04AM, the email from the court themselves confirmed that by 
29th May 2020 the Court stated; “A problem serving these items arose”.  
 

153. There was nothing to stop the CPS from emailing me, knowing that I was abroad, 
to serve the purported evidence.  The fact is that nothing was ever served, not until 23rd 
July 2021 by Mr Palmer and the alleged offence is long out of time for the CPS to even 
contemplate laying an information.  The proceedings are void ab initio.  
 

154. There is nothing else in Mr Palmer’s application that would provide any necessity 
to prevent A from cross examining the offenders in the open court during trial.    
 

155. There are only defamatory, factually inaccurate accusations largely resulting 
from the abuse suffered in the hands of the corrupt, politically controlled judiciary who 
have conspired to pervert the course of justice, acting under orders by the AGO law 
ministers who are connected with the principal offenders.  

 
The purpose of the YJCE 1999 Act and legal framework:  
 

156. A vulnerable or intimidated witness will be eligible for special measures under 
sections 16 to 33 of the YJCEA.   The offenders do not fall into the category, they are 
neither vulnerable nor intimidated and they do not qualify for special measures.  
 

157. Vulnerable witnesses are defined by section 16 YJCEA as: 
 
All child witnesses (under 18 – as amended by section 98(2) of the Coroners Act 2009 to 
substitute 17 for 18); and 
 
Any witness whose quality of evidence is likely to be diminished because they: 
 
are suffering from a mental disorder (as defined by section 1(2) of the Mental Health Act 1983 
and amended into a single definition by section 1(2) of the Mental Health Act 2007 – see the 
Mental Health legal guidance); 
have a significant impairment of intelligence and social functioning; or 
have a physical disability or are suffering from a physical disorder. 
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158. None of the above applies to any of the offenders, Womble Bond Dickinson.  
 

159. Intimidated witnesses are defined by section 17 YJCEA as those suffering from 
fear or distress in relation to testifying in the case. Complainants in sexual offences are 
defined by section 17(4) as automatically falling into this category unless they wish to 
opt out. Witnesses to certain offences involving guns and knives are similarly defined as 
automatically falling into this category unless they wish to opt out. 
 

160. Section 17(1) sets out that:  
 
Witnesses eligible for assistance on grounds of fear or distress about testifying. 
(1) For the purposes of this Chapter a witness in criminal proceedings (other than the accused) is 
eligible for assistance by virtue of this subsection if the court is satisfied that the quality of 
evidence given by the witness is likely to be diminished by reason of fear or distress on the part of 
the witness in connection with testifying in the proceedings. 
 

161. In this case, there is no fresh evidence being adduced and therefore no risk of 
quality of such evidence being diminished and there is no fear or distress, aside from the 
fact that the offenders are likely to be jailed for perverting the course of justice and 
conspiracy to defraud, but that is of their making.  
 

162. In consideration of all the circumstances and pleadings by A herein, it is 
submitted that the Prosecution’s application under s.36 YJCE 1999 (which is designed to 
protect vulnerable witnesses) should be dismissed and A should be permitted to cross 
examine and to prosecute the offenders accordingly in this honourable Court before 
Judge and Jury for the indictable only offences they have committed.  

 
 
 

P. Millinder 
29th July 2021  
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IN THE NEWCASTLE CROWN COURT                                                              CASE REF:  A-2021-0089                                   
_____________________________________________________________________________________  
 

EX-SKE-28-07-2021 
 

Appellant’s exhibit referred to in Part 3: Skeleton dated 28th July 2021 (PART_3---Skeleton_28_07_2021)  

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
EMAIL A:  
 
From: North East CC CMF <NorthEast.CCCMF@cps.gov.uk> 1 
Date: Fri, 23 Jul 2021 at 12:53 2 
Subject: Appeal against Conviction - NCC 30th July 2021 3 
To: pm@intelligenceuk.com  4 
 
Dear Mr Millinder, 
  
Please find enclosed the prosecution papers in respect of this case. You have agreed to 5 
accept service of prosecution material via this email address provided during the 6 
hearing on 16th July 2021. 7 
  
This email address, NorthEast.CCCMF@cps.gov.uk will be used solely for this case. 8 
  
A further email will be sent to you shortly regarding a s36 application to prohibit cross 9 
examination by an unrepresented defendant. 10 
  
Kindest regards, 11 
 

James Palmer | Senior Crown Prosecutor 12 
Crown Court Team | Crown Prosecution Service North East 13 
St Ann’s Quay | 122 Quayside | Newcastle 14 
0191 231 6233 15 
cps.gov.uk | @cpsuk 16 
  
Attachments:  

Pros Papers served 23rd July 2021.pdf (5,143K) 17 
 

 

 

 

 

 

__________________________________________EMAIL A ENDS_______________________________ 
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EMAIL B: 

From: North East CC CMF <NorthEast.CCCMF@cps.gov.uk> 1 
Date: Fri, 23 Jul 2021 at 12:59 2 
Subject: Appeal against Conviction - NCC 30th July 2021 3 
To: pm@intelligenceuk.com  4 
 
Dear Mr Millinder, 
  
Please find enclosed the following documents in support of the prosecution application 5 
under s36 Youth Justice and Criminal Evidence Act 1999 to prohibit cross examination 6 
by an unrepresented defendant/appellant. 7 

1. Covering letter 8 
2. S.36 application 9 
3. CPS Service documents 10 
4. Judgement of DJ Currer 19th June 2020 11 
5. Email dated 5th June 2020 from the Appellant 12 
6. Transcript of Millinder 2021 EWHC 1865 (Admin) 13 

  
Kindest regards, 14 
  

James Palmer | Senior Crown Prosecutor 15 
Crown Court Team | Crown Prosecution Service North East 16 
St Ann’s Quay | 122 Quayside | Newcastle 17 
cps.gov.uk | @cpsuk 18 
  
Attachments:  

Covering letter.docx_(28K) 19 
 
s36 YJCE 1999 application.docx (20K) 20 
 
Service documents.pdf (777K) 21 
 
DJ Judgement reasons.pdf (433K) 22 
 
Appellant email 5th June 2020.pdf (1,010K) 23 
 
Millinder [2021] EWHC 1865 (Admin).pdf (349K) 24 
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EMAIL C:  

From: Paul Millinder <pm@intelligenceuk.com> 1 
Date: Fri, 23 Jul 2021 at 13:15 2 
Subject: Re: Appeal against Conviction - NCC 30th July 2021 3 
To: North East CC CMF <NorthEast.CCCMF@cps.gov.uk>, Newcastle Crown, Listing 4 
<listing.newcastle.crowncourt@justice.gov.uk> 5 
 

Dear Mr Palmer, 6 
 
Thank you. I confirm receipt.  I had always maintained I accept service via email, during 7 
the earliest stages of the void magistrates prosecution.   This is the first time I have 8 
received service of any papers from the CPS (aside from the transcript of the police 9 
interview, which was sent to my care of address in London and was luckily forwarded to 10 
me by email).   11 
 
You were ordered to have delivered me your email address by first thing this 12 
week.   Can you explain why you failed to abide by the court order?    Please refer to 13 
the email from HHJ Prince of 16/07/2021 in the chain below.  14 
 
This is the first time I have ever seen the emails you seek to rely on.  I know these 15 
emails were collated a long time after you brought proceedings in the magistrates 16 
court.  The police never had the emails and never provided them when I asked to see 17 
them.   It appears to me, much of the contents of those emails has been fabricated, I did 18 
not say much of what is implied in these emails. It appears that the true offenders, 19 
Womble Bond Dickinson have fabricated them, just like they fabricated the claims and 20 
false witness statements they have made throughout to defraud me of millions.  21 
 
In any event, the prosecution is void and this is about setting aside the void 22 
orders.    You cannot adduce evidence you failed to present and failed to serve prior to 23 
summary trial in the magistrates.  24 
 
I refer below to my 2 emails to the court. By means of service, along with the two 25 
attachments.  26 
 
I will send you my bundles and skeletons separately and I would appreciate it if you 27 
would spare me the courtesy of confirming receipt.   Thank you. 28 
 
Kind regards, 29 
 
Paul Millinder: 
 
On Wed, 21 Jul 2021 at 13:41, Paul Millinder <pm@intelligenceuk.com> wrote: 30 
 
Dear HHJ Prince, 31 
 
Good afternoon.  I hope your week is going well.   I must advise, that as of today's date, 32 
1.05PM GMT on 21st July 2021, I am still not in receipt of the CPS contact person from 33 
which to serve the bundles.   I submit as follows:  34 
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1. The CPS have evaded every single email I have ever sent.   The fact of the matter is 1 
that they don't have any evidence, nothing has ever been served on me and the 2 
prosecution for alleged harassment is void ab initio.   As you know, the Full Code Test 3 
(“FCT”) must be satisfied in order for a prosecutor to make the decision to charge a 4 
suspect and bring a prosecution. Stage one of the test requires prosecutors to 5 
assess the evidence in each case and decide whether there is a reasonable 6 
prospect of conviction.   There was never any evidence, which is why it has never 7 
been served on me. The case was brought to Magistrates in absence of evidence.  That 8 
is an abuse of process.  9 
 
2. A void order results from a ‘fundamental defect’ in proceedings (Upjohn LJ in Re 10 
Pritchard (deceased) [1963] 1 Ch 502 and Lord Denning in Firman v Ellis [1978] 3 WLR 11 
1) or from a ‘without jurisdiction’ or ultra vires act of a public body or judicial office 12 
holder (See: Lord Denning in Pearlman v Governors of Harrow School [1978] 3 WLR 13 
736).  A ‘fundamental defect’ includes a failure to serve process where service of 14 
process is required (See: Lord Greene in Craig v Kanssen [1943] 1 KB 256) 15 
 
3.  It was ultra vires of the CPS to bring the case to court when it failed to meet the FCT 16 
and in absence of evidence.  It was ultra vires of Currer to order that evidence be 17 
served by 15th February 2020, when by then the 6-month statutory timeframe for 18 
bringing the prosecution was out of time.   It was ultra vires of Currer to then order on 19 
5th March 2020 that all evidence be served by 4PM on 5th April 2020 and it was ultra 20 
vires to continue the prosecution in absence of compliance with that order anyway.  All 21 
orders founded by the order of 5th March 2020 (tab_3 - Appeal bundle) are void ab 22 
initio.  23 
 
4.  A void order is incurably void and all proceedings based on the invalid claim or void 24 
act are also void. Even a decision of the higher Courts (High Court, Court of Appeal and 25 
Supreme Court) will be void if the decision is founded on an invalid claim or void act, 26 
because “something cannot be founded on nothing” (See: Lord Denning in MacFoy v 27 
United Africa Co. Ltd. [1961]) 28 
 
6. In Crane v Director of Public Prosecutions [1921] it was stated that if an order is void 29 
ab initio, then there is no real order of the Court.  In Bellinger v Bellinger [2003] UKHL 30 
21 the House of Lords confirmed that a void act is void from the outset and no court has 31 
jurisdiction to give legal effect to a void act no matter how unreasonable that may seem, 32 
because doing so would mean reforming the law which no court has power to do. Such 33 
power rests only with Parliament. 34 
 
7. For your information, I have effected a motion to set aside the void restraint order 35 
imposed upon me by the corrupt High Court of Injustice to fetter my right to prosecute 36 
the offenders in the civil and criminal context (perverting the course of justice).   Those 37 
orders are also void ab initio (from the beginning).   The issue is not with the laws, but it 38 
is with the likes of Buckland and the corrupt Attorney General's Office who coerce the 39 
judiciary to behave in the way they have done.  I do strongly believe (I have good 40 
intuition) that Your Honour will put things right.  41 
 
8. Without needing to harp on further, you understand the point I make,  The 42 
prosecution against me is void from the beginning, for a multitude of different reasons.   43 CASE FILE: Page 1612                   PDF: Page 373 of 994
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I do however also want to address the void order by Currer, who made it knowing he 1 
was conflicted, but then made it contrary to law when he had no jurisdiction to make it 2 
anyway.    I need not repeat what I have already submitted, save for referring you to 3 
tab_10 of my appeal bundle (attached for ease in reference).  I put in a table of contents 4 
to make navigation seamless: 5 
 
9.  I refer to page 8, paragraph 14, where I refer to CPR part 44. I also refer to page 9, 6 
paragraph 10, line 1 - 27 in respect of Currer denying me the right to attend the 7 
summary trial by video link as well as denying me the right to attend the section 142 8 
application.   These people are lawless, they have not the first clue, but they are also 9 
utterly corrupt.  Statutory law commits Currer's order under s.142 of the MCA 1980 as 10 
being void from the outset.     11 
 
10.  That just leaves the number of indictable only offences committed against me that 12 
has been suppressed by the corrupt common purpose establishment and the purported 13 
judges who have each conspired to pervert the course of justice.   I know I have not left 14 
any stone unturned in that respect, we will get to all that on 20th August 2021.     15 
 
11. the long and short is, even in absence of sight of the CPS application to attempt to 16 
prevent me from cross examining the offenders, they are not vulnerable and they do 17 
have many questions to answer in relation to the offences they have committed against 18 
me.    I am sensible, balanced and articulate. I perform well under pressure and I know 19 
the law.   I would serve my PTQ on them prior to trial on 20th August 2021 to give them 20 
plenty of time in advance to try and answer the questions I will be asking them in court 21 
in respect of those offences.  22 
 
I hope this assists the Court in getting to the issues.   Could you please do something to 23 
enforce your order that the CPS is to provide me the contact person?   I wish to serve 24 
on them the main bundle and skeleton.  25 
 
Many thanks and I look forward to hearing from you. 26 
 
Kind regards, 27 
 
Paul Millinder:  28 
 
 
On Mon, 19 Jul 2021 at 15:03, Paul Millinder <pm@intelligenceuk.com> wrote: 29 
 
Dear HHJ Prince, 30 
 
The CPS is a sham entity, a failure in duty, led by the corrupt Attorney General's Office 31 
who has been preventing justice being served on the offenders from the outset.  It is for 32 
that reason they have deliberately evaded any question or email ever delivered to them, 33 
including my application for discontinuance of 10th February 2020 pursuant to Sections 34 
23 and 23A of the Prosecution of Offences Act 1985. 35 
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If Your Honour orders that I am to serve something by first thing next week, it is my 1 
interpretation that first thing next week means just that, like before 12 on Monday 2 
latest.  It is now 3PM GMT and I still don't have the email and contact person from 3 
them.   4 
 
One must look at the choreography:  The CPS were ordered that all evidence must 5 
be served by 15th February 2020, that never happened.    Then at tab_3 of the appeal 6 
bundle, Currer ordered that all evidence be served by 4PM on 5th April 2020, that ever 7 
happened either.  Then by 19th June 2020, after Currer prevented me from attending 8 
the summary trial, when the emergency Corona legislation provided for me to attend by 9 
video link, still no evidence was ever served.  There is no evidence, the prosecution is 10 
malicious and void, but they progressed it anyway, because they work for Womble Bond 11 
Dickinson, of whom Jonathan Paul Moore, of the CPS, is personally connected.  12 
 
What I want to know, is why the case ever came to magistrates court anyway when the 13 
CPS never even had the evidence?   The full code test can never have been applied.   I 14 
have been terrorised by these incompetent unconstitutional jobsworths, losing me many 15 
sleepless nights, for over a year, only to receive a void order by Currer, who is one and 16 
the same as the principal offenders.  Justice delayed, justice denied, being an 17 
understatement.  18 
 
The email I sent to the Court on Friday at 16:43PM is a classic example.   I asked them 19 
for disclosure and what they are doing about the indictable offences committed by 20 
Womble Bond Dickinson and the report (tab_12), they just ignore everything.   They had 21 
the report in their possession since 2nd June 2020.  22 
 
I ask that Your Honour consider in detail, the contents of that report.  It does not take a 23 
rocket scientist to discover why they evaded it and why Currer did also.  It is no 24 
coincidence that Fancourt, their fellow corruptor purported High Court Judge said of the 25 
report "I can't access that", when it was on the court file, but he knew it proved 26 
fraud.   Political interference is the driver.  27 
 
I hope this provides clarification.   I am here to further the counter allegations, to ensure 28 
justice is finally served for the multitude of indictable offences committed against 29 
me.  Your Honour will appreciate, it's a case of one law fits all, not "justice subject to 30 
status".   31 
 
I have had my life ruined by these offenders, because I set out to do as intended by the 32 
contracts in constructing and operating the turbine.  They refused the connection, 33 
preventing me from performing on the rights granted after I paid them £200k for the 34 
Lease, from which to construct, connect to the grid and operate, the turbine.  All the 35 
serious frauds and offending, originated from that.  36 
  
I ask that you take this into consideration, in conjunction with that report.   Please see 37 
page 1, the active table of contents for ease in reference.   Please have a look at page 38 
25 in respect of 4 counts of fraud by failing to disclose information to defraud me of over 39 
£1.17 million (the £770,000 I invested in the project, plus standard interest from the date 40 
of the assignment).  41 
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I also enclose, for good housekeeping, a copy of my note of hearing on Friday.  1 
 
Kind regards, 2 
 
Paul Millinder  3 
 
Attachments: 
 
Tab_10---EX-PM-2-22-05-21.pdf (265K) 4 
 
Note_of_Hearing_16-07-2021_A.pdf (227K) 5 
 
On Fri, 16 Jul 2021 at 16:56, Newcastle Crown, Listing 6 
<listing.newcastle.crowncourt@justice.gov.uk> wrote: 7 
 
Good afternoon, 8 
  
Please see below email from HHJ Prince. 9 
  
Regards 10 
  
Kayte 11 
   
From: Prince, HHJ Christopher 12 
Sent: 16 July 2021 16:54 13 
To: Charnley, Heather 14 
Subject: Millinder Appeal 15 
  
Dear Heather, 16 
  
Please inform Mr. Millinder that the CPS have this afternoon applied that I extend the 17 
time for them to send Mr. Millinder an email address to facilitate his communication with 18 
them. 19 
  
I have granted this request, but made it clear to the CPS that this must be addressed 20 
first thing next week 21 
  
HHJ Prince                                                        22 
Newcastle upon Tyne Combined Court Centre 23 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
___________________________________EMAIL C ENDS_______________________________ 
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EMAIL D:  
 

From: Paul Millinder <pm@intelligenceuk.com> 1 
Date: Fri, 23 Jul 2021 at 15:15 2 
Subject: FAO HHJ Prince & Mr Palmer - North East CPS - email dated 23/07/2021 - 3 
sent at 3.10PM 4 
To: North East CC CMF <NorthEast.CCCMF@cps.gov.uk> 5 
 
Dear Mr Palmer, 6 
 
Here is another email sent on 25th May 2021 re-enclosing the 54-page report proving 7 
indictable offences against Womble Bond Dickinson that the CPS and Currer have 8 
evaded since 2nd June 2020.  9 
 
You should start paying particular attention to that report.  Page 1 has an active table of 10 
contents for ease in reference. I point you to these: 11 
 
Page 23 "THE OFFENCE OF FRAUD BY FAILING TO DISCLOSE INFORMATION – 12 
section 3 of the Fraud Act 2006" 13 
 
Page 24, line 1 - 7 "Drafting the charge" 14 
 
Page 24, line 8 - 23 "The legal duty to disclose" 15 
 
Page 24, line 24 - 16 of page 25 "Details of the offence" 16 
 
Page 25, line 17 - 3 "The actus reus of the offence" 17 
 
Page 26, line 1 - 8 "Proof & test for dishonesty"  18 
 
Page 26, line 9 - 25 of page 27 "Judicial findings of non-disclosure ex-parte" 19 
 
Page 27, line 26 - 7 of page 29 "Perjury – section 5 of the Perjury Act 1911" 20 
 
Please explain why the CPS has been perverting the course of justice and why you 21 
evaded this report, proving that Womble Bond Dickinson and their conspirers are guilty 22 
of indictable only offences? 23 
 
Please explain why you have failed to respond to one single email I have sent, including 24 
the application for discontinuance of 10/02/2020?  25 
 
It is my right to cross examine the offenders. It is my right to prosecute the offenders 26 
who have conspired to defraud me whilst central government corruptors, in particular 27 
those in the Attorney General's Office, coerced the judiciary to ensure justice was not 28 
served on them.    29 
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I am no vexatious litigant, I am just someone who is honest and knows the law.  I will 1 
not stand for being defrauded by the corrupt state, who have "stepped into the shoes 2 
of the fraudsters".  No false instrument void restraint order is going to stop me, for 3 
there is no real order of the court.  That is being dealt with separately.  4 
 
I don't believe HHJ Prince will stand for being "got at" in the same way as the other 5 
dishonourable oath breaking offenders have done in this case to date.  It is time to turn 6 
the tables.  7 
 
The next email will contain the submissions and evidence that is already before the 8 
court.   The Court is included in this email.  9 
 
I ask that you respond to this email with accountability and explanation after reading 10 
that report in detail.  I will be referring to it, in some finite detail, in Court.  11 
 
Thank you very much and I look forward to hearing from you. 12 
 
Kind regards, 13 
 
Paul Millinder: 14 
 
---------- Forwarded message --------- 15 
From: Paul Millinder <pm@intelligenceuk.com> 16 
Date: Fri, 16 Jul 2021 at 16:43 17 
Subject: Fwd: 10U40587119 - REQUEST FOR DISCLOSURE 18 
To: <listing.newcastle.crowncourt@justice.gov.uk>, Newcastle Crown, Enquiries 19 
<enquiries.newcastle.crowncourt@justice.gov.uk>, 20 
<northumbria.mcgeneral@cps.gov.uk> 21 
 
A-2021-0089  22 
 
Dear Sir / Madam, 23 
 
Following on from the hearing before HHJ Prince earlier today, I refer to the email below 24 
that was evaded by the CPS. 25 
 
Please put this email before the honorable Judge.  26 
 
I must confirm that the CPS has failed to comply with HHJ Prince explicit directions in 27 
providing me a point of contact by 4PM today.   There is no email from them 28 
whatsoever.  29 
 
It will be, for that reason, the Judge was not copied into the email.   I have reason to 30 
believe the CPS have been a part of this conspiracy, in preventing justice being served 31 
on Womble Bond Dickinson.      32 
 
The questions I asked them and the evidence I served on 25th May 2021 is somewhat 33 
revealing.  34 
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I hope you all have a pleasant weekend.  1 
 
Kind regards, 2 
 
Paul Millinder  3 
 
From: Paul Millinder <pm@intelligenceuk.com> 4 
Date: Tue, 25 May 2021 at 07:27 5 
Subject: 10U40587119 - REQUEST FOR DISCLOSURE 6 
To: <northumbria.mcgeneral@cps.gov.uk> 7 
 
Messrs North Tyneside CPS, 8 
 
I request that you disclose to me, by return, a copy of:  9 
 
1. The PDF portfolio of exhibits referred to at page 1, p1 of the skeleton 10 
at tab_04 (attached), the one titled EX_PM_01 11 
 
2. Disclosure of what you ever did about the indictable only offences committed by 12 
Womble Bond Dickinson when you had tab_12 in your possession since 2nd June 13 
2020?  14 
 
3. Explain why you failed whatsoever to determine my application at tab_02 pursuant to 15 
sections 23 and 23A of the Prosecution of Offences Act 1985 16 
 
I refer to page 1 of the 54-page report at tab_12, the active table of contents.  What did 17 
you ever do about that save perverting the course of justice because your common 18 
purpose corrupt clown, Johnathan Paul Moore is connected with Womble Bond 19 
Dickinson and has been colluding with the court and the AGO.  20 
 
Please provide me with an office copy of the entire file you hold. I need it for the Crown 21 
Court proceedings.  22 
 
Thank you very much. 23 
 
Paul Millinder 24 
Investigations & Litigation 25 
Intelligence UK International S.A  26 
 

Attachments:  27 
 
Tab_04---Skeleton_14_01_2020 (2).pdf (177K) 28 
 
Tab_12--Report_Systemic_Corruption_02_06_2020_PM_VF.pdf (796K) 29 
 
Tab_02---Application_Discontinuance_CPS_10_02_2020_PM_V01 (1).pdf (565K) 30 
 

 
_______________________________________EMAIL D ENDS_________________________ 
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EMAIL E: 
 

From: Paul Millinder <pm@intelligenceuk.com> 1 
Date: Fri, 23 Jul 2021 at 15:51 2 
Subject: CPS Email service - A'S TRIAL BUNDLE: A-2021-0089 FAO HHJ Prince & Mr 3 
Palmer 4 
To: North East CC CMF <NorthEast.CCCMF@cps.gov.uk> 5 
 

Dear Mr Palmer, 6 
 
I enclose links so that you can download bundles at (1), (2) and (3), all of which are in 7 
the Court's possession (aside from the chronology *E and the exhibits referred to).  The 8 
Court is therefore also copied to this email for good housekeeping.   I suggest you have 9 
this email handy for the trial on 20/08.   10 
 
PLEASE DO CONFIRM RECEIPT:  11 
 
A's written submissions (attached):  12 
 
A. PART_1---Skeleton_26_06_2021  - Part 1 ske of 47 pages referring primarily to 13 
bundle (1) below: 14 
 
B. PART_2---Skeleton_01-07-2021  -  Part 2 ske of 11 pages to dispose of the void 15 
prosecution referring primarily to bundle (2) below. 16 
 
C. Letter_HHJ_Prince_12_07_2021 - Letter of 7-pages to HHJ Prince of 7-pages 17 
showing how the corrupt, politically controlled court has been concealing every part of 18 
A's case from the outset and perverting the course of justice, when the case is proven 19 
many times over. 20 
 
D. HEADLINE-SKE-16-07-2021 -  A's 9-page skeleton of 16/07/2021 consolidating 21 
matters and referring to the 25-page exhibit titled: EX-PM-16-07 (attached). 22 
 
E.  Chronology - Chronology of the corrupted, rigged civil proceedings along with CR-23 
Bundle-1 (download via link: the bundle of tabs referred to) and PM-EX-PART-3 24 
 
You will need to click on the links below to download the PDF portfolios from my 25 
corporate secure server.  They are guaranteed virus free. You will not be able to view 26 
the PDF portfolios without downloading. If you have any issue, just ask me and I will 27 
ensure delivery in a different way that works.  It should however be absolutely simple to 28 
click and download: 29 
 
1. A-BUNDLE-16-07-2021  (Index attached - INDEX-19-07-2021)  30 
 

2. B-APPEAL-BUNDLE-PM   (The application / appeal to set aside the void prosecution against 31 
me for allegedly "harassing the fraudsters")  32 
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3.  C-INDEX-05-04   - Index of PDF portfolios referred to in submissions for the corrupt, 1 
politically controlled Administrative Court who evaded all my evidence to prevent justice being 2 
served on the offenders, because Gibson, Chairman of the Club is a Tory Teesside politician and 3 
Bloom is personally connected with Buckland, the oath breaking corrupt Lord Chancellor who 4 
sent his foot soldier, Michael Ellis to assist in the conspiracy whilst concealing indictable only 5 
offences and proceeds of crime.     6 
 
I draw your attention to my letter to HHJ Prince, page 3, p3, the order of 5th February 2018. 7 
Issue estoppel applies to the finding and that it is ultra vires for any judge of the same court to 8 
make any order that defeats the finding that no money was ever owed to MFC and that they 9 
unlawfully forfeited the Lease.  My case was found and proven.  10 
 
Thereafter, the corrupt, politically controlled judiciary conspired to pervert the course of justice, 11 
certifying the proven case as "totally without merit" (no more or less than bound to fail).   12 
 
How can the proven case be no more or less than bound to fail?    13 
 
That's all my submissions done in preparation for trial.   I shall provide a short skeleton 14 
opposing your application attempting to prevent me from cross examining the offenders early 15 
next week and in any event, prior to 4PM on 29/07 as directed.  16 
 
Kind regards, 17 
 
Paul Millinder 18 
Investigations & Litigation 19 
Intelligence UK International S.A  20 
 

Attachments: 
 
INDEX-19-07-2021.pdf (140K) 21 
 
PART_1---Skeleton_26_06_2021.pdf (386K) 22 
 
PART_2---Skeleton_01-07-2021.pdf (303K) 23 
 
Letter_HHJ_Prince_12_07_2021.pdf (653K) 24 
 
HEADLINE-SKE-16-07-2021.pdf (213K) 25 
 
EX-PM-16-07.pdf (3,207K) 26 
 
Chronology.pdf (288K) 27 
 

 
 
 
 
 
_______________________________________EMAIL E ENDS_________________________ 
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Email F 
 
From: Paul Millinder <pm@intelligenceuk.com> 1 
Date: Tue, 27 Jul 2021 at 12:18 2 
Subject: A-2021-0089 --- FAO HHJ Prince / Complaint of corruption and misconduct 3 
against the CPS & AGO (Int ref: *SIS-33-052*) 4 
To: <Northumbria.CrownCourt@cps.gov.uk> 5 
 6 
Dear HHJ Prince, 7 
 8 
I refer to my exhibit (EX-SKE-26-07-21)  that will be coming with the forthcoming 9 
skeleton in accord with your directions at the last hearing.   10 
 11 
Page 7, line 20 - 21 is your email of 16/07/2021 at 16.54PM where you ordered that the 12 
CPS were to provide me a point of contact by "first thing next week". To me, that means 13 
before 12 on Monday at the absolute latest.     Page 1, line 3 is the first contact I 14 
received from Mr Palmer of the CPS, on Friday 23rd at 12.53PM.   15 
 16 
Undoubtedly, the delay is because they were waiting for their technical department to 17 
ensure that all emails I send to the CPS are intercepted by the corrupt AGO who has 18 
been coercing the judiciary to provide impunity to the offenders in both civil and criminal 19 
proceedings from the outset.    I have just found that all emails I send are automatically 20 
redirected to the AGO, who has been meddling with the administration of justice in this 21 
case from the outset.   I will prove that during the trial.  22 
 23 
Your Honour will note, at tab_14 of my index (attached) page 2, line 15, the decision to 24 
transfer my private prosecution against Hannon and Staunton was taken in fact by the 25 
AGO, under the instruction of Buckland.  It was put in front of Fanning, (out of North 26 
Yorkshire's circuit) for disposal to prevent justice being served on both Hannon and 27 
Staunton.  Fanning never had jurisdiction, for the application sought to deal with a 28 
corrupt public office holder and it falls within the special jurisdiction of the chief 29 
magistrate.   Fanning was just following his orders.  The corrupt AGO then relied on 30 
Fanning's void orders to originate their false instrument "all proceedings restraint order" 31 
as a further attempt to conceal this heinous fraud and corruption.  32 
 33 
I refer to the SP0001 against Hannon (attached).  Hannon has committed all those 34 
offences under the Insolvency Act 1986, because he singularly failed to call any 35 
meeting of creditors, nor did he advertise his appointment of liquidator of EEI.  Hannon 36 
was conflicted, being defendant in the application against him disposed of by Jones, just 37 
two-days prior, and because EEI was never insolvent. It was that application of which 38 
Hannon was defendant, which sought to remove the £4.1 million fraudulent proof of 39 
debt to ensure that A and fellow creditors could not call a meeting to replace him, so it 40 
follows that he failed altogether to: 41 
 42 
(a) summon general meeting of company at each year’s end: 43 
(b) send to company members a copy of account of winding up: 44 
(c) publish notice of his appointment in respect of Earth Energy Investments LLP: 45 
(d) send progress report to members 46 
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Clearly Hannon also failed to send progress reports to members, because he was 1 
preventing the progress by sustaining the £4.1 million fraudulent claim to ensure the 2 
liquidation was stymied to defraud creditors of their rights under the Insolvency Rules 3 
2016 / Insolvency Act 1986.   Those are criminal offences, that overlap with more 4 
serious indictable offences. 5 
 6 
I now refer to tab_18 of my index (attached).   You will note the number of times the 7 
AGO read the email, but they altogether failed to respond, nor to have sought 8 
permission from the NCA contrary to their reporting duties under the Proceeds of Crime 9 
Act 2002.  I refer to those two standalone indictable only offences; section 327(1) and 10 
328(1).  The AGO had all the parts referred to at page 4, line 25 through to line 25 of 11 
page 8.  The submission proved that Hannon and his conspirers have committed 12 
criminal offences.  Likewise, Swift and Andrews evaded it altogether, because they are 13 
being coerced by the same offenders in the AGO.    14 
 15 
Lastly, please study tab_AA with a detailed standard of review.  It does not take a rocket 16 
scientist to work out that all this corruption and concealment has originated from the 17 
AGO.  In particular, please note page 3, the emails from Huddersfield Magistrates Court 18 
that were "deleted without being read" the day after I said I would prosecute Daley and 19 
Fanning for perverting the course of justice.  The emails came back "not read" proving 20 
beyond doubt that Fanning, nor anyone else in that corrupt court, ever even read the 21 
submissions for the rigged hearing of 22nd November 2018 before Fanning.  It was all 22 
orchestrated by the AGO. 23 
 24 
Given that they have intercepted the email address, I have copied the CPS email 25 
address they gave into this, by means of service.  I seek a warrant for the arrest of 26 
Ellis, Fraser and Charania of the AGO, for conspiring to pervert the course of justice.   27 
 28 
The CPS has failed to acknowledge receipt of my emails at page 8 (Email D) and page 29 
11 (Email E).  Both of which are somewhat material.   I want to know why the corrupt 30 
CPS and Attorney General have evaded the 54-page report (tab_21) that proves 31 
Womble Bond Dickinson, MFC, Hannon, Staunton and Ohrenstein are all guilty of 32 
conspiracy to defraud.  They have all evaded it altogether, Swift and Andrews did the 33 
same and so did Currer.  It is no coincidence.  34 
 35 
Everything that does not correspond with the sinister motives of these terrorists and 36 
white-collar criminals in ministerial and judicial office is "vexatious" or "TWM", but in 37 
reality, it is all their corrupt practice in perverting the course of justice.  38 
 39 
I hope this helps clarify. 40 
 41 
Kind regards, 42 
 43 
Paul Millinder 44 
Investigations & Litigation 45 
Intelligence UK International S.A  46 
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Attachments:  
 
EX-SKE-26-07-21.pdf (379K) 1 
 

SP0001_Hannon_06_01_2021.pdf (761K) 2 
 
Hannon_Letter_24_10_2017_14.6_lie_sealed_16_11.pdf (88K) 3 
 

Tab_26---Submission_Hannon_21_05_2020.pdf (252K) 4 
 
Tab_AA---Exhibit_Buckland_21_09_2020_PM_VF (1).pdf (1,966K) 5 
 
INDEX-19-07-2021.pdf (140K) 6 
 

 
 
 
____________________________________Email F ends_______________________ 
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 IN THE NEWCASTLE CROWN COURT                                                                       CASE REF: A-2021-0089 

 Pursuant to section 6 Prosecution of Offences Act 1985 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Submission to consolidate – to CPS dated 13th August 2021 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

By email only:  

Ms Jan Lamping,  
Chief Crown Prosecutor 
CPS North East 

Dear Ms Lamping,  14th August 2021 

It is the principal duty of the CPS to make sure that the right parties are prosecuted for the right 
offence, and to bring offenders to justice wherever possible.    The CPS purports to be 
independent of police and government, but is that really the case?   You are controlled by the 
corrupt Attorney General’s Office (“AGO”).  

I asked Mr Palmer a simple question. That was, why are my emails to the CPS being intercepted 
by those in the AGO who have been perverting the course of justice since October 2017 in both 
civil and criminal proceedings.  Firstly, he denied that they were. Then when I told him we 
installed sophisticated pixel tracking to prove it, he just failed to answer the question 
whatsoever.    Therefore, the lead question remains outstanding: 

Why are my emails sent to northumbria.crowncourt and the dedicated email set up; 
NorthEast.CCCMF being intercepted by the AGO?  

I am a member of an international private intelligence group specialising in tackling corruption 
and white-collar crime.   We have in house counsel (a grade 3 criminal prosecutor) and my 
colleagues are also solicitors, as well as former SIS officers. We have applied the full code test 
and all the investigation has been done.   

Mr Palmer seeks to evade his duty to prosecute the offenders, Womble Bond Dickinson.  He 
keeps implying that the case needs investigating when the documentation is court ready and 
has been prepared to a far higher standard than the CPS would ever be able to produce. His 
own skeleton, the last one, is full of errors and factual inaccuracies.   The incompetence is 
shocking.   I believe however, it is just common purpose corruption, as opposed just mere 
incompetence that is driving this.  

Below, I set out the case, consolidating and referring to the documentation in the index and in 
the email with this letter.  You can access the documentation at one click.  

This letter will be relied upon in Court and will be sent to HHJ Prince well in advance. 
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I request that you are personally allocated to this case, or that someone much more senior than 
Mr Palmer deals with it.   

I request that you provide the report, as directed by HHJ Prince, on the entire case and all the 
submissions, by 18th August 2021.    The submissions below should assist you greatly in doing 
so.  

Please respond, by return and confirm receipt of this letter.    I require a full response, 
explaining to me what the CPS is doing about the indictable only offences committed by 
Womble Bond Dickinson, Middlesbrough FC and their conspirers.  

Thank you.  

Yours sincerely, 

Paul Millinder:  

______________________________________________________________________________ 

1. I refer to the documentation in numeric order as per the table below.   I include direct
links to all the documentation which is stored on our corporate secure server.  The
information will be accessible at one-click until 4PM on 31st August 2021.  After that
date, you will need to contact me for a password as the folders will be locked down to
ensure that the documentation remains secure.  Only authorised persons with the link
can access.

No:   Doc title & link:   Description: 
1. PART_3_Skeleton_28_07_2021        Skeleton dated 28/07/2021 

2. EX-SKE-28-07-21   Exhibit with skeleton at (1). 

3. APPELLANT-SKE-05-08-2021   Court of Appeal (“CoA”) 1st   
  skeleton dated 05/08/2021 

4. APPELLANT-SECOND-SKELETON   CoA second skeleton dated 
  07/08/2021  

5. PRE-TRIAL-QUESTIONNAIRE-11-08-2021_Stewart   PTQ Paul Robert Stewart 
6. PRE-TRIAL-QUESTIONNAIRE-10-08-2021_Brown   PTQ Michael Arthur Brown 
7. PRE-TRIAL-QUESTIONNAIRE-06-08-2021_GILL  PTQ Julian David Gill 
8. Submission-11-08-2021   Submission to Mr Palmer 

  CPS of 11/08/2021  
9. INDEX- 19-07-2021   Crown Court trial bundle 

  index.  
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The offending originated from the tort of fraudulent misrepresentation and then blackmail in 
the sum of £256,269.89:  

 
2. I refer to my CoA  skeleton (3).  Page 1, p8 and p9 sets out that D2 prevented Appellant 

from performing on the rights granted by the Lease he paid them £200,000 for the 
benefit of.  
 

3. (3), page 2, p12 sets out that the demand of 25/06/2015 was unwarranted and that 
demand caused D2 to unlawfully forfeit the Lease after they refused the connection, 
preventing A from performing on the rights granted.  They retained the £200,000 they 
defrauded A of, whilst causing loss to A exceeding £10 million, the revenue that would 
have otherwise been gained by the turbine, inclusive of £770,000 invested in developing 
the project.  
 

4. Page 2, p13 – p21 of page 3 refers to the fact that D2 and their conspirers transformed 
the unwarranted demand into a false representation and presented that to Court on 
19th September 2016 to cause the winding up of the wind turbine sole purpose vehicle 
(“EW”) as they were using the façade of insolvency to defraud and to prevent justice 
being served on D2.  

 
Issue estoppel – A’s case was already tried and proven:  
 

5. I refer to page 3, p22, taking you to tab_38 of the index (9). Tab_38 is my letter to HHJ 
Prince in Newcastle Crown Court of 12th July 2021.  P22 refers to the fact that it was 
found and proven on 05/02/2018 that D2 unlawfully forfeited the Lease and that no 
money was ever owed to them.   All the claims they made; £256,269.89, £541,308.89, 
£4,111,874.75, £619,774.48, £25,000 are all fraudulent.  Nugee however, did nothing, 
other than commit fraud himself and prevent justice being served on the offenders, for 
what was the most prolific case of fraud by failing to disclose information in the history 
of UK law.   
 

6. The kleptocracy, Buckland and Ellis in the AGO have been coercing the judiciary to 
prevent justice being served on the offenders, which is why all the purported judges 
have behaved in the way they have.  There is no excuse for it, they have all conspired to 
pervert the course of justice.   

 
The comparative case – Huhne / Briscoe / Pryce:  
 

7. I refer to my CoA skeleton (4), page 2, p14, reading to p31 of page 5.  Here, I 
consolidated the offending, the 2 counts of fraud by failing to disclose (S.3 Fraud Act 
2006) by D2, Gill, Stewart and Staunton, with the offences under the Insolvency Act 
1986 committed by Hannon (the Official Receiver of London as Liquidator), that also 
overlap with his serious offending: conspiracy to defraud, s.5 perjury, 2 counts of fraud 
by abuse of position, 2 counts of fraud by failing to disclose information.  
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8. Rightfully, I likened the fairly trivial principal offences under the Insolvency Act 1986 
committed by Hannon (See: SP0001_Hannon_06_01_2021) and the fact that Currer in 
North Tyneside, but also Fanning and all the purported judges have been concealing, 
with the driving misdemeanour offences committed by Huhne.    The only difference is, 
that Briscoe, a judge, was not in office at the time and neither was there multiple 
indictable only offences and millions of criminal property involved as there is here. 
Neither was this corruption and perversion of the course of justice being led by 
Buckland, the Lord Chancellor and the AGO, who are sworn into office to maintain the 
independence of the judiciary but do precisely the opposite.  
 

9. I refer to (9), the index, then to tab_14, the transcript of the call between Mr Williams of 
York Magistrates and I prior to the orchestrated “transfer out” of the prosecution of 
Hannon and Staunton for disposal by Fanning, under Buckland’s instruction (then 
Solicitor General).   The original recording is included at the top of the transcript. Read it 
carefully.    Graydon Williams was former special forces.  
 

10. I cite the highlights from that transcript of the call on 15/11/2018: 
 
Mr Williams: and I’m telling you, as York Magistrates Court that I don't know the reason 
 why your case has been moved out.  
 
Mr Millinder: Fine. I would like to know, as I'm the prosecutor in this case, I would like to know 
who did it? 
 
Mr Williams: Well, I'm afraid I'm not able to tell you that. 
Mr Millinder: Why would you be concealing? 
Mr Williams: The court doesn't know 
Mr Millinder: The court doesn't know? 
 
Mr Williams:  No, because it's been taken by higher up. That decision’s been taken by 
 people higher up, the court doesn't know we've been told to moved to Huddersfield. 
 

11. I refer to the index (9) then to tab_38, page 6, p5.3, it refers to that key email I wanted 
to send to Andrews directly knowing that Swift was concealing my evidence.  The email 
is here:  EMAIL OF 24TH MAY 2021.   From that email, I recite the two key paragraphs, 
referring to that evidence within it:  
 
At Tab_AA, page 3, until 3/4 way down the page, we exhibit 5 emails, returns of which were 
generated as “not read” proving beyond doubt that Fanning, or Kirklees never even read the 
emails containing the evidence and submissions that was relied on for the hearing of 22nd 
November 2018.  It was all orchestrated to prevent justice being served on Hannon (the Official 
Receiver) and Staunton (the corrupt barrister acting for Middlesbrough FC).  Bloom is “in house 
counsel for MFC, former senior partner of Womble Bond Dickinson in Newcastle, Staunton’s 
instructing solicitor.   It’s a case of the kleptocracy perverting the course of justice to provide 
impunity to MFC, because Steve Gibson, their Chairman is a fellow colluding Conservative 
political and white-collar criminal.  
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It is no coincidence that on 16/10/2019 I threatened to prosecute Fanning and the York 
Magistrates Legal advisor, Daley, for perverting the course of justice. The following morning, 
they sought to frantically delete those emails from the court file at Huddersfield Magistrates, not 
knowing that we have tracked them.    The rest of page 3, all of page 4 and on to the top of page 
5 contains the returns showing that Westminster Magistrates also deleted the prosecution 
evidence entirely from the court file, again following Buckland’s orders.   
 

12. There is category A harm and culpability, with a prolonged and determined plan by the 
principal offenders, Womble Bond Dickinson, Middlesbrough FC, Hannon, Staunton, 
Ohrenstein, the two Law Ministers and all the judges referred to at (4), page 3, p22, 
along with Swift and Andrews in the Administrative Court.   Read p23 of page 3, that is 
the law.   
 

13. What did Fanning do about the offences Hannon is proven to have committed?  What 
about the offences committed by Staunton?   He was acting under Buckland’s orders to 
prevent justice being served on the offenders.   
 

14. Likewise, the CPS have been instructed to do the same, as has Currer in the North 
Tyneside Magistrates and it is for that reason you have all evaded the report at tab_21 
of (9) since 2nd June 2020, along with why Currer and the Magistrates completely 
evaded all the information I laid against the offenders, knowing of the offences 
committed.  
 

15. I refer to my submission at (8).  We can consolidate substantially from that, which is why 
we put it together.   You should in fact read that submission very carefully, however, I 
am just going to refer to the salient parts.   Read page 1, line 20 – line 6 of page 2.  You 
need to download the PDF portfolios referred to so you can view the tabulations.  Now 
read page 3, line 22 – line 20 of page 4.  
 

16. At page 5, line 6 and 7, during the hearing of 6th November 2020 when Fancourt 
perverted the course of justice and defrauded me of over £1.17 million, the indisputable 
statutory demand that caused them to obtain the injunction (all part of the fraud), I 
recite that Fancourt knew the report was withheld and he knew the report proved 
fraud: 
 
Fancourt J: All right, so I have got (1) and (2) we have covered, (3) they withheld the report of 
2018 showing fraud 
 

17. Page 4, line 35 refers to the special ops report at tab_AG13, where it is evidenced that 
Fancourt said this of the report (tab_21 of the index at 9): 
 
Mr Millinder: The report? Have you seen -- 
Fancourt J: I -- 
Mr Millinder: The report, My Lord? 
Fancourt J: I cannot access that. 
 

18. We move back to the submission (8), to page 5, reading line 18 – 38.   
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19. The point I make however, is at line 26 – 31. Fancourt was taken to the report 
(tab_21), because I had also put it on the court file separately to the 41-exhibits 
in the tabulated PDF portfolio he evaded, but he still said “I cannot access that”, 
because they have all evaded all my evidence and submissions from the outset, 
following orders from the offenders in ministerial office, Buckland and Ellis.   
 

20. The likes of Fancourt, Vos, Miles, Murray and all the rest are their foot soldiers, 
fellow conspiring offenders who are only too willing to pervert the course of 
justice, they then get promotions for following orders, like Nugee and Arnold, 
two fellow Jewish Zionist colluding freemason offenders, who now reside in the 
CoA.  They get promoted at the expense of the taxpayer, for perverting the 
course of justice, when they should all have been jailed.  
 

21. Is it any coincidence that the CPA and Currer has evaded the same report since 
2nd June 2020?    It is a coincidence that Swift and Andrews did the same?  No, is 
the answer, it is not, they have all conspired to pervert the course of justice, 
knowing the report proves every part of my case, which is why it was withheld 
from the ex-parte hearing of 23rd October 2020.  
 

22. Read the rest of the submission (8), page 6 – line 9 of page 9.  
 

23. Now we move to the index (9), then to tab_37, the skeleton. You should read all 
of that skeleton.  I was the one being prosecuted by this corrupt, rotten system 
for “harassing the fraudsters”, but in absence of any evidence whatsoever, in 
absence of being allowed the right to attend the summary trial and in absence of 
being allowed to state my defence, because Currer knew I would further the 
counter allegations which are now being dealt with in the Crown Court and 
Currer is also one of the defendants.     
 

24. Page 1, p2 of that skeleton refers to the APPEAL-BUNDLE-PM, which is my PDF 
portfolio of 10-tabulations.   I refer to tab_9, page 8. There is the email to North 
Tyneside Magistrates Court dated 29th July 2020 at 06.30AM.  The email contains 
my application to set aside the void prosecution convened in my absence in 
absence of service and in absence of evidence.  Item 6 is the report (tab_21).   
Currer wanted to ensure that the offences proven in that report were concealed.  
Moss, the Legal Advisor did the same, relying on the void, without jurisdiction 
order of their fellow offender, Fanning, as an excuse to further conceal.  
 

25. Fanning is not the Chief Magistrate, he knew he had no jurisdiction to deal with 
the application that sought to deal with Hannon, a corrupt public official. He was 
just following orders given by Buckland to prevent them from being prosecuted. 
Currer did precisely the same.  
 

26. That should be enough to assist you in getting with the program, in the interim.  
Now I ask that you read the 3 cross examinations, (5), (6) and (7) very carefully, 
for good measure.  
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CPS North East, St Ann’s Quay, 122 Quayside, Newcastle upon Tyne, NE1 3BD  
 
   CPS North East: Delivering Justice for Victims and Communities  

                                      www.cps.gov.uk 

Mr Paul Millinder 
By email:  cps@uk01.co.uk 
 
Our Ref:  TE/JM 
13 August 2021 
 
Dear Mr Millinder, 
 
R v Yourself 
Newcastle Crown Court: A-2021-0089 
 
Thank you for your communication of 12 August 2021. I have now had the opportunity to 
consider the case in full. 
 
I understand that you were convicted, in your absence, for an offence of Harassment on 
19 June 2020. An appeal against that conviction has been lodged and is due to be heard 
before HHJ Prince later this year. 
 
You allege that Mr Palmer is ‘not doing what HHJ Prince had ordered’. I disagree.  
 
On 16 July 2021 HHJ Prince ordered the following action: 
 
‘that there be a designated CPS team member to whom the appellant can send material – 
this person’s email address should be sent to Appellant by 16:00 on 16/7/21 and 
confirmation this has been done to be sent to HHJ Prince 16 July 2021’. 
 
As a result of this Mr Palmer has allocated you the correspondence address 
NorthEast.CCCMF@cps.gov.uk. 
 
 On 30/07/2021 HHJ Prince ordered the following to be completed by 18 August 2021: 
 

• A full written opening.  
• A bundle of all the documents to include all witness statements and the 

transcript of the Defendant’s interview. 
• The s.36 application.  
• A written response from the prosecution to the point raised by Mr Millinder that 

the proceedings are barred on the basis of limitation.  
• A written response addressing Mr Millinder’s argument that the proceedings are 

null and void.  
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I have spoken to Mr Palmer who is aware of the need to provide these documents by 
18 August 2021. You have cited the appropriate date as 18 October 2021, that is at odds 
with my record of the case. 
 
The CPS can only deal with cases which are referred to us by bodies defined in statute. We 
are not able to act on complaints or allegations regarding criminal conduct from individuals. 
Our correspondence with you is therefore confined to that which is relevant to the offence 
currently before the court at Newcastle namely your appeal against conviction outlined 
above. Any other correspondence will be filed without response. 
 
As you appear to be alleging criminal conduct by a number of individuals and bodies, this 
should be referred to the police who will decide whether to investigate, and then decide 
whether it is a matter which should be referred to the CPS. 
 
Yours sincerely 

  
Tracy Easton 
Deputy Chief Crown Prosecutor 
CPS North East 
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 IN THE NEWCASTLE CROWN COURT                                                                       CASE REF: A-2021-0089 

 Pursuant to section 6 Prosecution of Offences Act 1985 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
 

DIRECTIONS APPLICATION DATED 24TH AUGUST 2021 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

By email only:  
 
Dear HHJ Prince,                                                                                                                 
 
On 18th August 2021 I was served by Mr Palmer of the CPS 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.  
 
Everyone is very keen to try and prosecute me for “harassing the fraudsters”, whilst completely 
evading all the indictable and indictable only offences they have committed against me. 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 refer to my exhibit with these directions: EX-PM-24-08-2021.  Page 1, (Email-A1) is the 

email of 16/08/2021 at 06.05AM GMT, ending at page 2 line 26.  That email needs to be 
read and digested in context.    
 

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.  
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4. Page 3, line 18 refers to the 54-page report (tab_21 of BUNDLE-16-07-2021 - the bundle 
in this Court ).  Currer evaded the report altogether, as did Fancourt and all the 
purported judges in the civil court.  There has been a consistent pattern of deliberate 
evasion of all my evidence to prevent justice being served on the offenders.   The 
instruction to do so came from the AGO, which is why the CPS they control are doing 
precisely the same.  
 

5. I turn to page 9 of my exhibit (EX-PM-24-08-2021).  I suggest reading the email (Email-
A3), however, I will cut to the chase.  Please read line 27 – 37.    Line 39 refers to the 
letter I sent to Ms Lamping of the CPS.  The letter, from page 3 – 6, consolidates the case 
very substantially.    I refer to that letter (LETTER-CPS-13-08-2021). 
 

6. I refer to page 3, paragraph 7 and 8 of that letter. Please read those, and the 
subheading, very carefully.    The point I make is that it is proven beyond reasonable 
doubt that Hannon has committed those offences.    
 

7. Fanning, the corruptor sitting in Kirklees Magistrates who was instructed to prevent 
justice being served on the offenders by Buckland, stated my application to prosecute 
Hannon and Staunton was “vexatious”.  Anything that does not confer with the sinister 
motives of this cabal of racketeering criminals in power is either “vexatious” or is totally 
without merit.  This is the corrupt practice, leading to how their false instrument 
restraint orders originated, to further conceal the offences, preventing the perpetrators 
from being prosecuted.      
 

8. The offences committed by Hannon and all his conspirers, including Womble Bond 
Dickinson are proven beyond reasonable doubt.     
 

9. I move to page 21 of my exhibit, the email to Mr Palmer of 02/08/2021 at 10.09AM.  
This email focuses purely on the criminal offences under the Insolvency Act 1986 
committed by Hannon (liquidator) in abuse of his position.    
 

10. Page 22, line 13 – 17, lists the attachments to that email.   I have placed all those 
attachments in one exhibit, titled: EX-HANNON-1, also attached herewith.   Please read 
that email carefully.  
 

11. I concentrate now on those offences and the evidence to prove them.   I refer to EX-
HANNON-1, turning to page 11 (the warrant of arrest form that Fanning failed to even 
read, let alone do anything else with).     
 

12. I list 8 counts of the Insolvency Act 1986 criminal offences committed by Hannon.   You 
will note, in my Part 3 skeleton and in the letter to the corrupt common purpose CPS of 
13/08/2021 (page 3, p7 & 8), I liken the Insolvency Act criminal offences that the corrupt 
establishment has prevented Hannon being prosecuted for, with the driving points 
offence in the Huhne, Pryce, Briscoe case where all were jailed for perverting the course 
of justice.   Admittedly, here, there are serious, indictable only offences committed and 
millions I have been defrauded of, but I wanted to refer to the comparative.  
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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 30, 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.

CASE FILE: Page 1636                   PDF: Page 397 of 994



6 
 

37. Lastly, I refer to my letter to the CPS, page 2, the table of evidence.  Items 5,6 and 7 
contain the detailed PTQ and cross examination questions I have served on the 
offenders.    
 

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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IN THE NEWCASTLE CROWN COURT          A-2021-0089

Pursuant to section 6 Prosecution of Offences Act 1985 

____________________________________________________________________________________
EX-PM-24-08-2021 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

EMAIL-A1 

From: Anti Corruption Operations <cps@uk01.co.uk> 
Date: Mon, 16 Aug 2021 at 06:05 
Subject: North Tyneside Magistrates Private criminal prosecution against Womble Bond 
Dickinson & ors - 2nd June 2020 
To: <ian.dyson@city-of-london.police.uk> 

Dear North Tyneside Magistrates Court, 

I refer to the email below of 21st July 2020 at 15.11PM.     The email refers to the fact 1 
that I discontinued the private prosecution laid at York and I laid all the information and 2 
the applications in this Court on 2nd June 2020 and up until 21st July 2020 when full 3 
disclosure and all the emails on which I sought to rely was sent.  4 

As you know, Currer failed whatsoever in his duty to determine the application.    I 5 
request that you send me an office copy of the application and all the emails from 2nd 6 
June 2020 - 21st July 2020. 7 

The corrupt CPS who are working under instruction of the Attorney General's Office also 8 
seek to completely evade the prosecution evidence to prevent justice being served on 9 
the offenders, knowing that the offences have been concealed, so they continue 10 
concealing.  All peas of the same pod.  11 

Can you show me any order that was made in respect of the private criminal 12 
prosecution and the 54-page report (attached) that proves indictable offences?  Page 1 13 
of the report?   Tab_1 of the index? Tab_10 of the index?  14 

Clearly I am dealing with everything that Currer concealed to assist the offenders in the 15 
Crown Court, that includes the criminal prosecution.  I need the evidence, all of it.   The 16 
CPS seem to have some kind of issue with that.  I do know why that is.   I will be 17 
referring to this email in the Crown Court and in other overseas related proceedings. 18 

Here is our tracking return report immediately below confirming that the email of 21st 19 
July 2020 at 15.11PM was read by the Court, but you deliberately evaded dealing with 20 
it: 21 

Recipient:   Date and time read: 22 
no-results@justice.gov.uk    read this email on Jul 21, 2020, 3:11:20 PM 23 
no-results@justice.gov.uk    read this email on Jul 28, 2020, 12:11:14 PM 24 
no-newcastle@justice.gov.uk     read this email on  Jul 21, 2020, 4.02: 51 PM 25 
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__________________________________________________________ 
 
Subject:       Application - Section 142 MCA 1980 / CR: 101900555666 1 
Recipient:   <no-newcastle@justice.gov.uk> 2 
Sent:          July 29, 2020 at 6:30:33 AM 3 
Read:         45 times 4 
 
The second email tracing report above is the section 142 application made on 29th July 5 
2020 whereas, in that same email, tab_6 it also contained the report.  You read the 6 
email 45 times:  First on  7 
29th July 2020:   no-newcastle@justice.gov.uk read this email on Jul 29, 2020, 8 
9:30:57 AM. Last on 12th October 2020:  no-newcastle@justice.gov.uk read this 9 
email on Oct 12, 2020, 3:05:15 PM 10 
 
As usual, all the evidence was evaded to prevent justice being served on the offenders 11 
and the s.142 application was not determined until 9th April 2021 by Currer, who you 12 
knew was conflicted and has been perverting the course of justice, then he made 13 
another void order, evading all the evidence anyway.   A cesspool of corruption.   14 
  
What is the point in courts when the judges are one and the same as the principal 15 
offenders?      16 
 
What's it like to live a lie?  To get up every morning to go into work, paid courtesy of the 17 
taxpayer to lie, cheat and defraud innocent parties of their rights in law?     18 
 
What's it like to try and convince people white is black, when it is already proven to be 19 
white?     I have had enough of this abuse and criminals in power who deface the rule of 20 
law and the principles of justice itself.  We, the British people, have the right to be 21 
governed justly.   Wake up and snap out of your delusion, for God's sake, or you may 22 
find yourselves being jailed with the rest of them.  23 
 
Please send me the evidence in a CPR compliant exhibit by email and by 24 
return.  Thank you.  25 
 
Paul Millinder:  26 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
From: Police 1 <police@intelligenceuk.com> 
Date: Tue, 21 Jul 2020 at 15:11 
Subject: In the matter of Womble Bond Dickinson (UK) LLP & others 
To: <no-listings@justice.gov.uk> 
 

Dear Sir / Madam, 27 
 
I had laid applications against Womble Bond Dickinson (UK) LLP in this Court and I had 28 
discontinued the prosecutions at York because of the malicious predetermined 29 
proceedings brought against me in this court by the offenders.    30 
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Clearly matters are inextricably linked, it would have therefore made sense to deal with 1 
the applications against them, but I have been prevented from my constitutional right to 2 
further counter allegations.  Essentially DJ Currer has been providing impunity to the 3 
fraudsters, I take issue with that.  4 
 
Can you inform me what is happening with the applications I have made against the 5 
defendants for warrants of arrest?  6 
 
I refer to the index of exhibits containing the applications and evidence on which I seek 7 
to rely (INDEX_EXHIBITS_02_12_2019___PM____UPDATED_23_05_2020)  8 
 
On 2nd June 2020 I sent my report to this Court as evidence on which I seek to rely in 9 
defence.  It is my democratic right to further counter allegations in the appropriate 10 
jurisdiction.   All of my evidence was evaded, yet the evidence is somewhat 11 
fundamental to the fact that the statutory defence to section 2 harassment applies on all 12 
3 grounds.    It is clearly against the public interest to allow the criminals to evade justice 13 
whilst the prosecutor gets prosecuted on a false trumped up charge of harassment.    I 14 
will deal with what happened with that separately, I wish to follow up on the indictable 15 
offences that have been concealed by Currer when it is his duty to prosecute those 16 
most serious financial crimes.  17 
 
I refer to my report (Report_Systemic_Corruption_02_06_2020_PM_VF), the first 18 
page contains the table of contents.   19 
 
What is happening about the warrants of arrest against the offenders?    They are not 20 
optional, they are mandatory, the offences must be tried by Judge and Jury in our 21 
Crown Court.  22 
 
I will, as I said, deal with the mala fide order separately.  I want to know what is going on 23 
with the information I laid, it appears this has been completely evaded, along with my 24 
defence statements.  It is clear that Currer has been perverting the course of justice, 25 
abusing his position against the interests of justice to provide impunity to the fraudster 26 
dishonest lawyers with whom he is associated.  27 
 
You should note, the index of exhibits contains links to my 256-bit secure server 28 
containing all of the evidence and applications referred to.   You will need to input the 29 
credentials when prompted by following the links referenced:  30 
 
Username:  Legal_01 31 
Password:   LpM6560189#6 32 
 
My applications need to be dealt with by the Senior District Judge.  33 
 
Thank you and I look forward to hearing from you. 34 
 
Yours faithfully, 35 
 
Paul Millinder 36 
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Attachments:  
 
INDEX_EXHIBITS_02_12_2019___PM____UPDATED_23_05_2020.pdf_(166K) 1 
 
Report_Systemic_Corruption_02_06_2020_PM_VF.pdf_(635K) 2 
 
 
__________________________________EMAIL-A1 ENDS____________________________ 
 
EMAIL A2 
 
From: Anti Corruption Operations <cps@uk01.co.uk> 3 
Date: Wed, 18 Aug 2021 at 08:54 4 
Subject: Re: Re: Fw: Failure to deal with p5 of my skeleton / CORRUPT CPS 5 
WORKING FOR THE AGO TO PERVERT THE COURSE OF JUSTICE 6 
To: North East CC CMF <NorthEast.CCCMF@cps.gov.uk> 7 
 
Dear Mr Palmer, 8 
 
At page 3, p4.3 of your limitation submission, you forget to mention I was unlawfully 9 
arrested when there was no evidence whatsoever of harassment in possession of the 10 
police.  You failed to deal with the fact that the CPS were never even consulted prior to 11 
me being charged and that the full code test was never applied.  12 
 
The first witness statement by Stewart, is, as you rightfully state, 6th December 2020, 1 13 
day passed the limitation period.   At page 3, p4.2(b), proceedings were not 14 
commenced prior to 5th December 2019.    15 
 
Your chronology does not cover any of the proceedings whatsoever from 15th January 16 
2020 when the CPS took the case to court in absence of evidence.  Nor does it cover 17 
that Currer ordered that evidence be served by 15th February 2020 (nothing was), nor 18 
when on 5th March 2020 it was ordered that all evidence be served by 5th April 2020 19 
(nothing was).   You appear to be wanting to conceal the fact that no evidence was ever 20 
served, notwithstanding the fact you are concealing the indictable only offences 21 
committed against me and focusing only on prosecuting me when the proceedings you 22 
are seeking to maintain are void from the outset.  What about the order at tab_03, 23 
(attached) was that complied with?  24 
 
If you cannot read a few emails (they are not long emails) in 1/2 hour, you are in the 25 
wrong job mate.    Personally, I receive over 100 emails a day most days and I have no 26 
problem responding to them, I also read what's in front of me.   There are others, who 27 
have a much bigger workload than you, who have read my emails, instantly, because 28 
they know me and they know I am no fool, but I am being treated like one by you bunch 29 
of colluding abuses of the public's trust who are all working for Womble Bond Dickinson 30 
to prevent them from being prosecuted.   One such example is this, below.  Do you 31 
know who Ian Dyson is, Mr Palmer?   32 
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Subject:      North Tyneside Magistrates Private criminal prosecution against Womble 1 
Bond Dickinson & ors - 2nd June 2020 2 
Recipient:   <ian.dyson@city-of-london.police.uk> 3 
Sent:           August 16, 2021 at 6:05:40 AM 4 
Read:          59 times 5 
 
Or what about the other two emails I sent this morning:  6 
 
Subject:     URGENT - FAO MAX HILL QC, CoLP & JAN LAMPING - FORMAL 7 
COMPLAINT OF CORRUPTION DATED 18/08/2021 (A-2021-0089) 8 
Recipient:  <ian.dyson@city-of-london.police.uk> 9 
Sent:          August 18, 2021 at 3:53:49 AM 10 
Read:         2 times 11 
 
Subject:      Failure to deal with p5 of my skeleton / CORRUPT CPS WORKING FOR 12 
THE AGO TO PERVERT THE COURSE OF JUSTICE 13 
Recipient:   <ian.dyson@city-of-london.police.uk> 14 
Sent:           August 18, 2021 at 5:35:14 AM 15 
Read:          3 times 16 
 
Mr Dyson is retiring soon, he for sure does not want to spend his retirement days 17 
behind bars for perverting the course of justice.  You appear to have other ideas, 18 
seeking only to assist the offenders, concealing the criminal property I have been 19 
defrauded of whilst abusing your position and perverting the course of justice.   Do you 20 
believe you will be shielded from prosecution?  21 
 
Please deal with the submissions in my emails, it is what you are paid by the taxpayer 22 
to do.   Who are you people exactly?  Who do you think you are trying to fool?   23 
 
Regards, 24 
 
Paul Millinder 25 
 
On Wed, 18 Aug 2021 at 08:19, North East CC CMF <NorthEast.CCCMF@cps.gov.uk> 26 
wrote: 27 
 
Dear Mr Millinder 28 
  29 
Prosecution Directions from HHJ Prince were to provide a Prosecution Opening and 30 
address the limitation issue only. There was no direction to serve further material 31 
relating to the Service of the prosecution case. 32 
  33 
If you wish for directions on this point, you should correspond with the court and a 34 
hearing can be listed. 35 
  
In any event, the service point is addressed in the s.36 application and you were 36 
provided with documents in support of the prosecution position.   37 
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There have been so many emails from you over the last two days that it has not been 1 
possible to review them all. 2 
  
I have reviewed from you the following which are acknowledged:- 3 

1. 1 email Monday 9th August 2021 4 
2. 3 emails Tuesday 10th August 2021 5 
3. 1 email Wednesday 11th Aug 2021 6 
4. 1 email Thursday 12th Aug 2021 7 
5. 3 emails Friday 13th August 2021 8 
6. 1 email Saturday 14th August 2021 9 
7. 5 emails Monday 16th August 2021 10 
8. 1 emails Tuesday 17th August 2021 11 
9. 3 emails today 18th August 2021. 12 

Regards, 13 
 
James Palmer | Senior Crown Prosecutor 14 
Crown Court Team | Crown Prosecution Service North East 15 
St Ann’s Quay | 122 Quayside | Newcastle 16 

cps.gov.uk | @cpsuk 17 
  
From: Anti Corruption Operations <cps@uk01.co.uk> 18 
Sent: 18 August 2021 05:35 19 
To: North East CC CMF <NorthEast.CCCMF@cps.gov.uk> 20 
Subject: Failure to deal with p5 of my skeleton / CORRUPT CPS WORKING FOR THE 21 
AGO TO PERVERT THE COURSE OF JUSTICE 22 
  
Dear Mr Palmer, 23 
  
The other issue is the fact you failed whatsoever to deal with paragraph 5 of my 24 
skeleton for the last hearing.   It was ordered that the next hearing is directed to be 25 
limited solely to the two issues:  26 
  
1.  Whether the failure of the to Prosecution to serve whatsoever in the 27 
Magistrates renders the prosecution to be irredeemably defective;  28 
  
2. The limitation argument.  29 
  
Your submission only purports to deal with the limitation position, it does not deal with 30 
the failure to serve.  Neither are there witness statements in response to the section 36 31 
application by the Womble Bond Dickinson offenders (which should also encompass the 32 
response to the PTQs served on them).  Those are the questions that are going to be 33 
asked and it will be recorded on the transcript that I will obtain for furtherance of the 34 
prosecution.  35 
  
I have attached that Part 3 skeleton referred to. You appear to have completely evaded 36 
all the points raised in my skeleton, as well as the directions given by the Judge.   37 
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 My point, fundamentally, is that the failure to serve whatsoever during the Magistrates 1 
proceeding, in tandem with the failure to allow me to have stated my defence and failure 2 
to have allowed me to attend my own trial whatsoever, does indeed render the 3 
prosecution irredeemably defective as a stand alone point.  4 
  
You all knew I was a non-UK resident.  There was no order made for permission to 5 
serve out of jurisdiction.   Not one email was sent serving any of the evidence or 6 
documentation you sought to have relied and Currer prevented me from attending, after 7 
concealing my private prosecution because he was perverting the course of justice, 8 
knowing I would be advancing the counter allegations that the police, the CPS and the 9 
magistrates have worked so hard to prevent from being advanced.    I have read the 10 
rest of the jargon and waffle you include, the irrelevant case law far departed from the 11 
truth and reality in this case.  It is not good enough, you thrive off concealment and 12 
deceit.  13 
  
The point I make at (1) is well established,   A void order results from a ‘fundamental 14 
defect’ in proceedings (Upjohn LJ in Re Pritchard (deceased) [1963] 1 Ch 502 and 15 
Lord Denning in Firman v Ellis [1978] 3 WLR 1) or from a ‘without jurisdiction’/ultra 16 
vires act of a public body or judicial office holder (Lord Denning in Pearlman v 17 
Governors of Harrow School [1978] 3 WLR 736).   18 
 
A ‘fundamental defect’ includes a failure to serve process where service of 19 
process is required (Lord Greene in Craig v Kanssen Craig v Kanssen [1943] 1 KB 20 
256); or where service of proceedings never came to the notice of the defendant at all 21 
(e.g. he was abroad and was unaware of the service of proceedings); or where there is 22 
a fundamental defect in the issuing of proceedings so that in effect the proceedings 23 
have never started; or where proceedings appear to be duly issued but fail to comply 24 
with a statutory requirement (Upjohn LJ in Re Pritchard [1963]). Failure to comply with 25 
a statutory requirement includes rules made pursuant to a statute (Smurthwaite v 26 
Hannay [1894] A.C. 494). 27 
  
A ‘without jurisdiction’/ultra vires act is any act which a Court did not have power to do 28 
(Lord Denning in Firman v Ellis [1978]. Currer never had jurisdiction to make any order 29 
in the case, he was counsel for Jeremy Robin Bloom when Womble Bond Dickinson 30 
was Dickinson Dees, who he acted for many times whilst a barrister at Trinity 31 
Chambers.    Furthermore, judges that pervert the course of justice are not judges and 32 
Currer made the conscious and premeditated decision to evade my prosecution to 33 
prevent justice being served on the offenders after having that prosecution information 34 
in his possession on 2ns June 2020.  Currer was disqualified, but he went on to make 35 
yet another void, without jurisdiction (s.142 order) nearly a year later when he should 36 
have been jailed by then.  37 
  
You failed whatsoever to deal with the fact that statutory law commits the section 142 38 
order as being void in any event.  Why did you evade that and why did you evade the 39 
point on failure to serve when you knew there had been no service?  40 
  
I refer to page 3 of my skeleton, p25, reading to p36 of page 5.   Are you going to try 41 
and lie and say there was service when on 29th May 2020 the Court themselves 42 
admitted there was none?   43 CASE FILE: Page 1644                   PDF: Page 405 of 994



8 
 

Please provide me the emails where service was affected (I do know there is 1 
none).  Please also direct me to the order providing permission to serve out of 2 
jurisdiction and show me where you served at my last known place of residence.   Why 3 
don't you therefore act with at least some integrity and admit that there was never any 4 
service?  5 
  
You know, as well as I do, nothing was ever served until 23rd July 2021 and by that 6 
time, the proceedings are out of time to prosecute, hence, the proceedings are 7 
irredeemably defective and void ab initio.  8 
  
Page 4, p31?   Page 5, p35?   What about page 6, p45?    Page 5, p40 - 44?    9 
  
And for your information, I will not comply with any void order designed to defeat the 10 
ends of justice and that includes all the void, false instrument restraint orders.  As I said, 11 
those responsible should roll them up and clear their colons with them, they are all 12 
completely full of the brown stuff, at least that way, they would not have gone 13 
completely to waste.  14 
  
I have evidenced that I served my cross examination PTQs on the defendants (Womble 15 
Bond Dickinson), they all read the cross examinations (multiple times over several 16 
days).  Where are their witness statements in response?     I refer to: LETTER-CPS-13-17 
08-2021, page 2, the table, items (5,6 & 7).  You evaded those entirely, what a 18 
surprise.  Do you think I write them just out of enjoyment?   19 
  
Now, Mr Palmer, wake up and get in the real world, what are you thinking of exactly with 20 
this lawless, delusional utter nonsense?    21 
  
I want answers, I will refer to the answers you give in court.  Please provide them 22 
forthwith.   You are going to Court personally, and so is Easton, seeing as you like to 23 
conceal offences so much, you can join the cross examination.  This is an application I 24 
am making right now.   25 
  
Thank you very much.               26 
  
Kind regards, 27 
  

Paul Millinder  28 
 
 
 
 
 
_______________________________EMAIL-A2 ENDS_______________________________ 
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EMAIL-A3 
 
From: Anti Corruption Operations <cps@uk01.co.uk> 1 
Date: Wed, 18 Aug 2021 at 03:53 2 
Subject: URGENT - FAO MAX HILL QC, CoLP & JAN LAMPING - FORMAL 3 
COMPLAINT OF CORRUPTION DATED 18/08/2021 (A-2021-0089) 4 
To: North East CC CMF <NorthEast.CCCMF@cps.gov.uk> 5 
 6 
Dear Mr Palmer, 7 
 8 
I place this formal criminal complaint on record, right now.    It must be sent to Jan 9 
Lamping, not Ms Easton, who is clearly part of this conspiracy.    I will take it to Max Hill 10 
and the most senior officers in the country..     You have failed whatsoever to include 11 
the fact that your malicious proceedings (contrary to the public interest), to prosecute 12 
me for "harassing the fraudsters" are irredeemably defective through failure to serve on 13 
me whatsoever until 23rd July 2021.  That is separate to the limitation point (which I 14 
maintain after reading your submission).  15 
 16 
1.  I have read your documentation.  Nowhere does it cover the offences committed by 17 
Womble Bond Dickinson, nor the fact that my private criminal prosecution was 18 
concealed by Currer in North Tyneside Magistrates, who failed to determine it 19 
whatsoever.  This is one-way justice, or "justice subject to status". Our laws were not 20 
designed to work this way.  In your email of 17th August 2021, you said this "Please 21 
note that the Prosecution Opening Note relates solely to the prosecution facts 22 
and the issues before the Crown Court in the Appeal against Conviction which 23 
does not require any admission by the Prosecution relating to facts outwith that 24 
of the Appeal" 25 
 26 
2. You do know, the issue before the Crown Court is the fact that all Womble Bond 27 
Dickinson and their conspirator's offending stems from their unwarranted demand with 28 
menaces used to unlawfully forfeit the Lease I paid them £200,000 for on the basis of 29 
the pre-agreed grid connection affirmed during the period of the Option Agreement 30 
which they refused, when it came time to implement the connection.  You need to get in 31 
the real world and deal with the evidence and the facts, rather than concealing the 32 
offences like the rest of these criminals involved have done from the outset, under 33 
instruction of the corrupt Attorney General's Office ("AGO").   The AGO has controlled 34 
these proceedings, both in the civil and criminal court, from the outset.   There was 35 
nothing impartial about any single part of any hearing, it was all a premeditated 36 
conspiracy to pervert the course of justice and you, CPS Northeast are continuing it.    37 
 38 
3. In my letter to Ms Lamping (LETTER-CPS-13-08-2021), page 1, p1 I defined the core 39 
duty of the CPS "the principal duty of the CPS to make sure that the right parties 40 
are prosecuted for the right offence, and to bring offenders to justice wherever 41 
possible".  You have wilfully failed in that duty to prevent justice being served on the 42 
offenders, knowing of the offences committed by them.  You seek to evade that 43 
evidence, with pre--meditated and deliberate intent to prevent justice being served on 44 
them, knowing of the proven indictable offences they have committed.   45 
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4. Everything was consolidated from page 3 of that letter, referring to the key 1 
documentation in the table at the bottom of page 2.   It is clear that you and Ms Easton 2 
evaded that in addition, as you have done everything else.   3 
I will not tolerate this systemically corrupt cesspool, nor will I tolerate those who are paid 4 
by the taxpayer to prosecute offenders, who just prevent justice being served on 5 
offenders.  All responsible are delusional, you are clearly so used to behaving in this 6 
way,  victimising those who have been targeted by the corrupt system, that you honestly 7 
believe you will continue to get away with it.  You will not, not a chance.  I am not part of 8 
your bullshit, lawless corrupt system, I never will be.    I have another State who has 9 
investigated these heinous crimes and all those responsible.    Continue fooling 10 
yourselves and digging a deeper hole, you will soon find out where it takes you.  11 
 
The evidence and the law:  12 
 
5. Page 3, p2 - p4 sets out the originating offence. The unwarranted demand was used 13 
as an excuse to unlawfully forfeit the Lease so the offenders could defraud me of the 14 
£200,000 Lease Premium I paid to them on the basis of that same and only connection 15 
for the wind turbine, whilst throwing away an additional £570,000 I invested over 3-16 
years in developing the project and taking it to a construction ready phase.   That , in its 17 
own right, is a very serious fraud and blackmail is an indictable only offence.   All their 18 
further offending originated from that.     19 
 
6.  All this evidence was placed before you, most concisely, and you made the 20 
conscious and premeditated decision to continue in your quest, acting in conspiracy, to 21 
prevent justice being served on the offenders.   22 
 
7. Read page 3, p 5 very carefully. Study the submissions and evidence being referred 23 
to.  24 
 
8. Now read p 7 and 8.  25 
 
9. Now we come on to p9 and 10.  I evidence where Mr Williams told me that the private 26 
prosecution I laid at York has been "transferred out" by "someone much higher up than 27 
this Court" (Buckland, the gap toothed, Zionist white-collar criminal who is personally 28 
affiliated with Jeremy Robin Bloom, a fellow Jewish Zionist colluding dishonest 29 
freemason offender, the one that made the unwarranted demand to start with).    I cite 30 
from the transcript of that call on 15th November 2018, 1-week prior to Fanning, in the 31 
Kirklees Magistrates Court, concealing all the evidence of fraud and the offences 32 
committed by Hannon and Staunton, (perverting the course of justice), disposing of the 33 
prosecution which was bundled together.     34 
 
10. Page 4, p11 refers to "Tab_AA", the email returns proving that Fanning never even 35 
opened the 5 emails I sent to the Court in preparation for the hearing of the ex-parte 36 
applications.  37 
 
11. Read it all, very carefully, following it, to the end of the document.  38 
 
I repeat, conspiracy to pervert the course of justice is a very serious offence, but here, 39 
there are category A aggravating factors and you are continuing to do so.     40 CASE FILE: Page 1647                   PDF: Page 408 of 994
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This email has been circulated to both UK senior officers and senior operations officers 1 
in the international division of Interpol.     2 
 
The arrest of the offenders is not optional, given the magnitude of the offending. You 3 
know that, but yet you seek to do precisely what they and their conspirers have been 4 
doing.  You will join them.  5 
 
Now, take this complaint and put it before Jan Lamping and Max Hill QC, the Director of 6 
Public Prosecutions, for review.  I demand a comprehensive response to the 7 
submissions herein, (and the evidence and submissions within the table at page 8 
2).   Please confirm that has been done, by return.  9 
 
Once again, the question, as to:  why my emails have been intercepted by the 10 
corrupt AGO, remains outstanding.  I know on our call, you said "I cannot 11 
confirm, or deny that is happening", I do know it is happening and I have the 12 
evidence to prove it. The question remains outstanding, I want it answered.   13 
 
A copy of this submission has gone to the Crown Court.    It will be referred to, 14 
comprehensively at the next hearing.    15 
 
We are also missing the witness statements in response to the cross examination 16 
matter and obviously those PTQs it was ordered by HHJ Prince that were to be 17 
provided.  Where are they?   Where is the response to the PTQs at 5, 6 and 7 of the 18 
table at page 2?     Your idea of dealing with that is to re-serve the same nonsense 19 
statements that you failed to serve on me until 23rd July 2021. It is not good enough, 20 
you are only fooling yourselves.    HHJ Prince is no fool, he has read my prosecution 21 
evidence and submissions, he knows what I am doing.    22 
 
You people are just playing games with the law and our justice system, preventing the 23 
offenders from being prosecuted.   24 
 
Wake up, before you run out of time, you have not got much time (if any) at all.  25 
 
Thank you.  26 
 
Yours faithfully, 27 
 
Paul Millinder 28 
 
 
 
 
 
 
______________________________EMAIL A3 ENDS________________________________ 
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EMAIL-A4 
 
From: Anti Corruption Operations <cps@uk01.co.uk> 1 
Date: Thu, 12 Aug 2021 at 13:47 2 
Subject: In the Newcastle Crown Court: A-2021-0089 3 
To: <Jan.Lamping@cps.gov.uk> 4 

Dear Ms Easton, 5 
 6 
I am concerned that Mr Palmer is not doing what HHJ Prince had ordered.  This is 7 
probably the most serious corruption case in the history of the UK and Mr Palmer 8 
appears to be implying to me, a highly experienced investigator, with in house counsel 9 
who has been through everything with a fine tooth comb, that something here needs 10 
investigating when everything is court ready and the submissions and level of detail is to 11 
a far higher standard than that produced by the CPS.  12 
 
During the last hearing (30/07/2021) it was ordered that the CPS produce a detailed 13 
report on the case by 18th October 2021.  The detail has already been provided, by my 14 
team and I.   It appears the CPS are acting under orders by the corrupt Attorney 15 
General's Office who have been coercing the judiciary in this case (both civil and 16 
criminal) since October 2017.    17 
 
The email I sent to Mr Palmer contained one attachment, which is this 18 
one:   Submission-11-08-2021; It is only 8-pages.  19 
 
I refer to the cross examination documents:  20 
 
1. PRE-TRIAL-QUESTIONNAIRE-11-08-2021_Stewart: 21 
2. PRE-TRIAL-QUESTIONNAIRE-10-08-2021_Brown 22 
3. PRE-TRIAL-QUESTIONNAIRE-06-08-2021_GILL 23 
 
This case is not being treated with the seriousness it deserves.  14 judges have been 24 
perverting the course of justice, acting under orders of Buckland and Ellis, who are 25 
personally acquainted with the principal offenders.   The case is being litigated in New 26 
York, as well as in the Court of Appeal.  27 
 
You should read:  APPELLANT-SECOND-SKELETON 28 
 
The CPS are supposed to prosecute crime, not conceal offences and criminal property 29 
to prevent justice being served on the offenders.    30 
 
I would like somebody far more senior and dedicated than Mr Palmer to contact me to 31 
discuss the submissions enclosed in this email.  32 
 
Please get back to me as a matter of priority.  Many thanks. 33 
 
Regards, 34 
 
Paul Millinder 35 
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On Wed, 11 Aug 2021 at 15:02, North East CC CMF <NorthEast.CCCMF@cps.gov.uk> 1 
wrote: 2 
 
Dear, Mr Millinder 3 
  
I confirm that I have received your three emails of Tuesday 10th August and one email 4 
of Wednesday 11th August, plus attachments in each. I am not currently able to review 5 
all the attachments due to other urgent work commitments. I will be setting time aside in 6 
the coming weeks to review your documents. 7 
  
I again remind you that the CPS is not an investigative body and does not have 8 
investigatory powers at its disposal.   9 
  10 
Many thanks, 11 
  
James Palmer | Senior Crown Prosecutor 12 
Crown Court Team | Crown Prosecution Service North East 13 
St Ann’s Quay | 122 Quayside | Newcastle 14 

cps.gov.uk | @cpsuk 15 
  
From: Anti Corruption Operations <cps@uk01.co.uk> 16 
Sent: 11 August 2021 08:13 17 
To: North East CC CMF <NorthEast.CCCMF@cps.gov.uk> 18 
Subject: IMPORTANT: Submission-11-08-2021: PoCA 2002 reporting obligations, 19 
corruption & serious crime 20 
  
Dear Mr Palmer, 21 
  
(Two very senior police officers and the clerk to HHJ Prince are copied to this 22 
important submission)  All the pieces referred to can be accessed at 1 click.  The 23 
evidence is on my secure server, it will be accessible by 1 click until 4PM on 31/08/2021 24 
then it will all be locked down and you will need to contact me for a password to access 25 
the root folders.  26 
  
I am very fed up with being defrauded whilst the corrupt establishment prevent justice 27 
being served on the criminals, because, effectively, they are all one and the same.  You 28 
will find out what I am doing about all that, very shortly.   All I wanted to do was build a 29 
wind turbine, for that, I did in fact need that grid connection and, any agreement to 30 
supply power was conditional, in case you have not already picked up on that.   What 31 
about the £4.1 million claim, how quantified is that?   What about the unwarranted 32 
demand with menaces used to unlawfully forfeit the Lease, how well quantified was it?   33 
  
There are many parts you are missing, the line numbered submission will, I hope, assist 34 
you, by "filling the void".   I will cut to the chase: 35 
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I refer to the submission (attached), page 4, line 15 - 18:   The fundamental email of 1 
24th October 2020 complaining of material non-disclosure ex-parte (23rd October 2020) 2 
was sent to North Tyneside Magistrates, but they evaded it, just as they did all the 3 
information I laid against the defendants, Womble Bond Dickinson and their 4 
conspirators, because the rotten corrupt system have all conspired to pervert the course 5 
of justice.   That is also why we are now prosecuting the Crown. I am prosecuting them, 6 
frankly, the CPS are just part of the conspiracy, controlled by the kleptocracy in the 7 
AGO who has been coercing the judiciary since October 2017.  8 
  
I suggest you read that submission very carefully.  Once again, I do not write out of fun, 9 
my rate if £350 per hour and I have spent many hours on this case because of CPS 10 
malfeasance.  I am not impressed.  11 
  
Once you have read it, I would like a call with you to discuss certain elements and what 12 
you propose to do about it.  13 
  
Thanks.  14 
  
Kind regards, 15 
  
Paul Millinder 16 
 
Attachments:  17 
 18 
  
On Mon, 9 Aug 2021 at 16:14, North East CC CMF <NorthEast.CCCMF@cps.gov.uk> 19 
wrote: 20 
 
Dear Mr Millinder 21 
  
Thank you for your email. I will consider the documents you have provided. However, I 22 
remind you that the CPS is not an investigative body. It cannot investigate 23 
allegations of crime. If you believe that you are the victim of crime, then the police 24 
are the investigative body and material should be referred to them. 25 
  
There is no need to send emails to the northumbria.crowncourt@cps.gov.uk address 26 
anymore. Please use this dedicated email address which allows me to review your 27 
correspondence more quickly. This dedicated email address is being used due to the 28 
anticipated large amount of emails and documents received from yourself. 29 
  
Kindest regards, 30 
  
James Palmer | Senior Crown Prosecutor 31 
Crown Court Team | Crown Prosecution Service North East 32 
St Ann’s Quay | 122 Quayside | Newcastle 33 

cps.gov.uk | @cpsuk 34 
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Attachments:  1 
SP0001_TIMOTHY_FANCOURT_09_11_2020.pdf (446K) 2 
Submission-11-08-2021.pdf (281K) 3 
INDEX-19-07-2021.pdf (140K) 4 
 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
From: Anti Corruption Operations <cps@uk01.co.uk> 5 
Date: Fri, 13 Aug 2021 at 16:23 6 
Subject: Re: FW: Letter to Mr Millinder 7 
To: North East CC CMF <NorthEast.CCCMF@cps.gov.uk> 8 
 
Dear Mr Palmer, 9 
 
You will note I corrected the date error in my submission.   I am still waiting for answers 10 
to my question and the response in the letter is wholly inadequate.  11 
 
Clearly the CPS take over private criminal prosecutions on a wholesale basis.  The 12 
hypocrisy is outrageous.   There is nothing but lame excuses used as a ploy to evade 13 
your duty to prosecute the offenders knowing of the multitude of indictable offences and 14 
indictable only offences they committed. 15 
 
You do know that the same corruptors have instructed the police not to investigate, so 16 
you seek to push it back to them when it's all court ready.  Stop trying to pass the buck 17 
and deal with the offending.    I do hope this is the last time I have to forewarn. 18 
 
Perverting the course of justice is a serious offence and it appears only too clear this is 19 
how the CPS intend to behave. 20 
 
Kind regards, 21 
 
Paul Millinder 22 
 
On Fri, 13 Aug 2021, 15:04 North East CC CMF, <NorthEast.CCCMF@cps.gov.uk> 23 
wrote: 24 
 
Mr Millinder 25 
  
Please see attached letter. 26 
  
Regards, 
 
James Palmer | Senior Crown Prosecutor 
Crown Court Team | Crown Prosecution Service North East 
St Ann’s Quay | 122 Quayside | Newcastle 

cps.gov.uk | @cpsuk 
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Attachments:  
DCCP letter to Mr Millinder.13 August 2021.pdf (214K) 1 
 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
From: Anti Corruption Operations <cps@uk01.co.uk> 2 
Date: Fri, 13 Aug 2021 at 12:16 3 
Subject: Error in letter for Ms Lamping 4 
To: North East CC CMF <NorthEast.CCCMF@cps.gov.uk> 5 
 
Dear Mr Palmer, 6 
 
Please disregard my last letter, it contained a date error at the second paragraph of 7 
page 2.   Please provide the enclosed version to Ms Lamping and please answer the 8 
question in the last email I sent, by return. 9 
 
Thank you. 10 
 
Kind regards, 11 
 
Paul Millinder 12 
 
Attachments:  
LETTER-CPS-13-08-2021.pdf_(383K) 13 
 
 
_________________________EMAIL-A4 ENDS_____________________________________ 
 
EMAIL-A5 
 
From: Anti Corruption Operations <cps@uk01.co.uk> 14 
Date: Tue, 10 Aug 2021 at 03:11 15 
Subject: Fwd: A-2021-0089 - Criminal offences under the Insolvency Act 1986 16 
committed by Hannon (Following hearing on Friday) 17 
To: North East CC CMF <NorthEast.CCCMF@cps.gov.uk> 18 
 
Dear Mr Palmer, 19 
 
Here is the email I referred to of 2nd August 2021 at 10.09AM.    Did you receive a copy 20 
of it or was it automatically redirected to the corrupt Attorney General's Office so they 21 
could continue perverting the course of justice?  22 
 
Also, you did not answer my question as to why all my emails 23 
from pm@intellifenceuk.com , sent to both this email address you set up and the 24 
northumbria.crowncourt addresses were beign intercepted by the Attorney Generals 25 
Office.  Please provide me with a comprehensive response to that question.    It is 26 
clearly linked to tab_18 of my bundle (attached).   I would suggest you also read that, 27 
very carefully indeed.    28 
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I don't write out of fun, it's just that I am placing all this evidence before you, to ensure 1 
that once again my evidence is not spoliated (deliberately and recklessly concealed to 2 
obstruct the course of justice), as it has been throughout by the utterly corrupt, politically 3 
controlled judiciary who have been coerced by Buckland in the Attorney General's 4 
Office since October 2017.  5 
Kind regards, 6 
 
Paul:   7 
 
On Mon, 9 Aug 2021 at 09:21, North East CC CMF <NorthEast.CCCMF@cps.gov.uk> 8 
wrote: 9 
 
Dear Mr Millinder, 10 
  
I have been away from work for the last two weeks. I can confirm that I have received 11 
your various emails as follows to the North East CC CMF email address provided to 12 
you:- 13 

1. 26th July 2021 from M D Khan 14 
2. 29th July 2021 from Claudio Di F 15 
3. 3rd Aug 2021 from Anti Corruption Operations 16 
4. 3rd Aug 2021 from HMCTS Investigations 17 
5. 4th Aug from Anti Corruption Operations 18 
6. 4th Aug from Anti Corruption Operations 19 
7. 5th Aug from Anti Corruption Operations 20 
8. 5th Aug from Anti Corruption Operations 21 
9. 6th Aug from Anti Corruption Operations 22 
10. 6th Aug from Anti Corruption Operations 23 
11. 7th Aug from Anti Corruption Operations 24 

The majority of these emails are where the CPS have been cc’d in and require little 25 
response except an acknowledgement that they have been received. They have been 26 
received, and this is an acknowledgement of the fact. 27 
  
Kindest regards, 28 
  
James Palmer | Senior Crown Prosecutor 29 
Crown Court Team | Crown Prosecution Service North East 30 
St Ann’s Quay | 122 Quayside | Newcastle 31 

cps.gov.uk | @cpsuk 32 
  
From: Anti Corruption Operations <cps@uk01.co.uk> 33 
Sent: 07 August 2021 05:31 34 
To: North East CC CMF <NorthEast.CCCMF@cps.gov.uk> 35 
Subject: In the Newcastle Crown Court - Cross examination CR-A-2021-0089 36 
  
Dear Mr Stewart, Mr Gill, Mr Brown and Mr Blair, 37 
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You have been asked to confirm receipt of the two emails sent, the cross examination 1 
PTQ served on you by email in preparation for trial and the lead questions for Mr 2 
Stewart in the email directly below.  None of you confirmed receipt, but the email was 3 
sent to all.   4 
 
 Can you please now confirm receipt?  5 
  
The Senior Crown Prosecutor is copied directly to this email, they have been ordered to 6 
produce a full report on the case by the presiding Judge by 18th August 2021.  It is right 7 
that the cross examination questions and the evidence referred to be included in that 8 
report and one would expect it to be included in your defence statements in preparation 9 
for trial accordingly.   10 
  
You will be cross examined at trial and I have given you plenty of time to prepare for 11 
that.  12 
  
Yours faithfully, 13 
  
Paul Millinder: 14 
  
(EMAIL 1): On Fri, 6 Aug 2021 at 09:07, Anti Corruption Operations  15 
<cps@uk01.co.uk> wrote: 16 
  
Mr Stewart, 17 
  
I have some lead questions for you, I do have many more but I will save that for the 18 
PTQ of next week, I want to put this to you separately, in advance, in relation to the 19 
indictable only offence of section 5 of the Perjury Act 1911 that I see you have 20 
committed in fact on 3 counts in separate witness statements you certified as true, 21 
knowing they are false, but then on the 4th count, in relation to the application of 24th 22 
November 2017 to Bristol County Court.  23 
  
1. I refer: INDEX-19-07-2021  (attached), clicking on tab_3, the first report (exhaustive 24 
summary of dishonesty). At page 20, part 8.3, I address your false statement of 15th 25 
May 2018, reading through to page 22 part 8.18.  I highlight the passage from your 26 
witness statement:  27 
  
“Empowering Wind became liable to the Respondent for various payments under 28 
the Lease and the ESA and, as these were not received, the Respondent exercised 29 
its right to terminate the parties' contractual relationship on 19 August 2015” 30 
  
2. Now we move to tab_5 of the index, page 20, paragraph 146, of which I recited from 31 
your ex-parte witness statement of 22nd January 2020.  You said this: 32 
  
"The construction of the wind turbine was delayed and Empowering Wind became 
liable to MFC for various payments under the Lease and the ESA and when these 
were not paid, MFC exercised its right to terminate the parties' contractual relationship 
on 19 August 2015". 
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3. On 5th February 2018 you attended the hearing before Nugee J, you were present 1 
throughout the entire hearing and you then received a copy of the transcript and the 2 
order, which you later withheld from the ex-parte hearing of 23rd October 2020 along 3 
with 12 other pieces of material information, including the 54-page report that proves 4 
every part of my case.    5 
 
To consolidate, I refer to tab_29 of the index, which is the 9th January 2017 ex-parte 6 
note of hearing you have also read many times since.  Your own purported counsel is 7 
stating "Force Majeure has effect", therefore you knew that there never was any liability 8 
to pay either rent or energy supply and therefore it is proven beyond reasonable doubt 9 
that you knew the statements you certified as being true, as blatantly false.  You knew 10 
the delay you refer to was of Force Majeure.  11 
  
4. I refer to tab_38, my letter to the presiding Judge in this case,  (copied indirectly).  At 12 
page 2, paragraph 3, I refer to the issue estoppel position on which you knew I sought 13 
to have relied, wherein, during that hearing you attended, Nugee J found that no money 14 
was ever owed to MFC and "on the basis of those matters Middlesbrough 15 
demanded payment of money from EW, terminated the Lease for non payment 16 
and subsequently appeared as a supporting creditor”  17 
  
Q1:  Given that you knew that both your instructed counsel and then Nugee J 18 
found that MFC did unlawfully forfeit the Lease and that no money was owed, 19 
why did you withhold both the 54-page report (tab_21) and the transcript and 20 
judgment of that same hearing? 21 
(See attached: Transcript_&_Judgment_05_02_2018).  22 
  
5. I refer to page 91 of the transcript and judgment, paragraph 6 of the judgment.  It was 23 
found that you did withhold all the evidence and that Staunton twice lied about the 24 
operative provision of the Lease, because he, like you, knew it had effect.  The effect of 25 
that being very clear, as you have known from the outset, and that is, the act by the 26 
Council, failing to act according to planning law, prevented the turbine from lawful 27 
operation.   The event of Force Majeure occurred just 3-months and 6-days into the 28 
365-day period provided for in Schedule 7 of the Lease, that was to be free of rent, from 29 
which I was to commission the wind turbine.   The delay of Force Majeure was from 30 
23rd September 2013 through to 23rd December 2014 and on 24th December 2014, I 31 
had a further 296-days, free of rent, from which to have commissioned the turbine.  The 32 
first instalment of rent would not have fallen due, until 17th September 2015.  Tab_1 of 33 
the index, is my skeleton dated 27th May 2021. At page 3, paragraph 10, that explains 34 
the blatantly obvious position that no energy supply was ever due either.   You purport 35 
to be a lawyer, you knew all this, therefore you knew what you were doing was 36 
dishonest and you knew the statements you were making were false.  37 
  
Q2:  Why have you conspired to defraud me of my assets when all I set out to 38 
do, was build the wind turbine in accord with the Lease, I paid your client 39 
£200,000 for, whilst I paid your firm, £10s of thousands to complete those 40 
contracts for them?   41 
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6. You did all know that Bloom pre-negotiated that connection with me during the option 1 
period.  You knew that connection configuration was the only option and it required 2 
MFC to take ownership of their substations so that the connection could be 3 
established.   You do know about the law on collateral contracts, therefore you knew the 4 
obligation on MFC to do so was binding when Bloom extended the Option for the 5 
specific purpose of securing that same and only connection, so that the turbine could 6 
commercially operate.   7 
You all knew that without the connection, it could not. Therefore, you all knew what you 8 
were doing was dishonest and undoubtedly, your array of offences over this protracted 9 
period of time, in conspiracy, will be viewed by the Jury as being nothing other than 10 
blatantly dishonest. 11 
  
All the further offending and all the loss caused as as a result of MFC's unwarranted 12 
demand with menaces (s.21 of the Theft Act 1968) of 25th June 2015. All bets were off 13 
from that date on. It was all founded by your fraud and criminality. You knew that, and 14 
you failed to report the offences, contrary to your duties under PoCA 2002, hence you 15 
have also committed the offences of section 327(1) and 328(1).   There are aggravating 16 
factors of a most extreme and protracted nature.    17 
  
Hence, I assert, that it is proven beyond doubt that you, MFC, your colleagues at 18 
Womble Bond Dickinson, Hannon, Staunton, Ohrenstein and all the judges involved up 19 
until these Crown Court proceedings are each guilty of conspiracy to defraud and of 20 
conspiracy to pervert the course of justice.   21 
  
I do hope this makes the position clear, in the interim.   I would suggest you go and take 22 
this and put it in front of Gibson.  He can have all the money in the world, but nobody is 23 
above the supremacy of the rule of law, and conspiracy to pervert the course of public 24 
justice and conspiracy to defraud are very serious offences.   I seek to have all arrested 25 
and remanded in custody until trial by Judge and Jury. 26 
  
Yours faithfully, 27 
  
Paul Millinder 28 

  
Attachments:  29 
INDEX-19-07-2021.pdf_(140K) 30 
Transcript_&_Judgment_05_02_2018.pdf_(1,531K) 31 
_______________________________________________________________ 32 
  33 
(Email 2)  34 
 
From: Anti Corruption Operations <cps@uk01.co.uk> 35 
Date: Fri, 6 Aug 2021 at 07:36 36 
Subject: In the Newcastle Crown Court - Cross examination of Julian David Gill (PTQ) 37 
CR-A-2021-0089 38 
To: <julian.gill@wbd-uk.com> 39 
  
Mr Gill, Mr Stewart, Mr Brown and Mr Blair, 40 
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I enclose, by way of service, my cross examination and PTQ that you will be asked to 1 
answer under oath during trial.  2 
  
Due to the extended timeframe, with the next hearing of 1st October 2021, I shall serve 3 
the PTQ's against Mr Stewart, Mr Brown and Mr Blair separately, by 4PM on Friday 4 
20th August 2021.  5 
I am not sure of the whereabouts of Mr Gray, I understand he has left the 6 
firm.  However, if he wishes to attend, we shall serve a PTQ on him in preparation, in 7 
addition.  He had some questions to answer, as you know.  8 
  
A copy of this has been delivered to the CPS and to the Court. 9 
  
I encourage Mr Stewart, Mr Blair and Mr Brown to study the same questions, as theirs 10 
will follow on from that, pretty much.  11 
  
Please confirm receipt.   12 
  
Thank you.  13 
  
Yours faithfully, 14 
  
Paul Millinder 15 
  
Attachments:  16 
PRE-TRIAL-QUESTIONNAIRE-06-08-2021_GILL.pdf (305K) 17 
  
 
From: Paul Millinder <pm@intelligenceuk.com> 18 
Date: Mon, 2 Aug 2021 at 10:09 19 
Subject: A-2021-0089 - Criminal offences under the Insolvency Act 1986 committed by 20 
Hannon (Following hearing on Friday) 21 
To: Tony Hannon <tony.hannon@insolvency.gov.uk> 22 
 
Mr Palmer, 23 
 
I refer to the SP0001 against Hannon, the corrupt liquidator.    24 
 25 
In relation to 2 counts of the offence of section 92A(2) of the Insolvency Act 1986 in 26 
Hannon failing as Liquidator failing to send progress report to members, I refer 27 
to: WU07_V1_0_Notice_Progress_Report 28 
 
This is the formal notice of progress report that must be filed with Companies House 29 
when the progress report is made.  30 
 
Sol_Lueshing_Progress_Reports_Ex_1  - Is a screen shot example from an 31 
unrelated liquidation showing the progress reports filed at Companies House: 32 
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Empowering_Wind_MFC_LTD_insolvency - Is the screen shot from Empowering 1 
Wind MFC Ltd showing that Hannon failed to make any progress reports whatsoever, 2 
because he was sustaining the £4.1 million fraudulent claim to defraud creditors.  3 
 
I have served a copy of this on both Hannon and Beale of the Insolvency Service, both 4 
have conspired to pervert the course of justice and both have failed in their reporting 5 
duties, concealing the criminal property I have been defrauded of contrary to section 6 
327(1) and 328(1) of the Proceeds of Crime Act 2002.  7 
 
The comprehensive report on the case you have been ordered to prepare by HHJ 8 
Prince by 18th August 2021 must cover all the criminal offences committed by Womble 9 
Bond Dickinson, Middlesbrough FC, Hannon and their conspirers.  Mine already did, 10 
and I provided a chronology.  11 
 
Please confirm receipt.  Thank you.  12 
 
Paul Millinder 
Investigations & Litigation 
Intelligence UK International S.A  
 
Attachments: 
SP0001_Hannon_06_01_2021.pdf (761K) 13 
WU07_V1_0_Notice_Progress_Report.pdf (149K) 14 
Sol_Lueshing_Progress_Reports_Ex_1.jpg (122K) 15 
Empowering_Wind_MFC_LTD_insolvency.jpg (125K) 16 
Tab_18---Submission_AGO_04_02_2021.pdf (297K) 17 
 18 

__________________________EMAIL-A5 ENDS____________________________________ 
 
EMAIL-A6 
 
From: Anti Corruption Operations <cps@uk01.co.uk> 19 
Date: Wed, 4 Aug 2021 at 04:23 20 
Subject: MARKED URGENT: A-2021-0089 - In the Newcastle Crown Court Millinder v 21 
Womble Bond Dickinson, their conspirers & the corrupt state 22 
To: <NorthEast.CCCMF@cps.gov.uk> 23 
 
Messrs CPS, 24 
 
I called your office yesterday.   Mr Leonard assured me that the information had been 25 
passed to the senior legal manager. Once again, nobody got back to me.  You people 26 
have been acting under orders of the corruptors, Buckland and Ellis, the Zionist 27 
freemason offenders who have consistently coerced the judiciary in both civil and 28 
criminal proceedings since October 2017 when I reported the civil contempt to Buckland 29 
when he was then Solicitor General.   Buckland is personally affiliated with Bloom and 30 
Greg Clark, the former Sec of State for BEIS / Insolvency Service, also affiliated with 31 
Gibson, the Tory Teesside politician and owner of Middlesbrough FC.   It's a case of the 32 
corrupt political establishment providing impunity to fellow offenders of the same 33 
cabal.      34 

CASE FILE: Page 1659                   PDF: Page 420 of 994

https://intelligenceuk.com/EX-20-08-2021/Empowering_Wind_MFC_LTD_insolvency.jpg
https://intelligenceuk.com/EX-20-08-2021/SP0001_Hannon_06_01_2021.pdf
https://intelligenceuk.com/EX-20-08-2021/WU07_V1_0_Notice_Progress_Report.pdf
https://intelligenceuk.com/EX-20-08-2021/Sol_Lueshing_Progress_Reports_Ex_1.jpg
https://intelligenceuk.com/EX-20-08-2021/Empowering_Wind_MFC_LTD_insolvency.jpg
https://intelligenceuk.com/EX-20-08-2021/Tab_18---Submission_AGO_04_02_2021.pdf


23 
 

 
You have engineered your email system so that my emails are intercepted by the bunch 1 
of dishonest conspiring offenders in the Attorney General's Office so they can continue 2 
to interfere with the proper administration of justice as they have done throughout.  You 3 
should actually deal with that.   It is an issue that Ellis is a colluding white-collar criminal 4 
who has conspired to pervert the course of justice with Buckland and all the purported 5 
judges involved in this case, aside from HHJ Prince.  6 
 
You have failed to abide by the order given by HHJ Prince.  My complaint against you 7 
was recorded at the last hearing.   I have labeled the paragraphs below for ease in 8 
reference.  All the submissions will be placed on a line numbered document for trial:  9 
 
A.   I refer to tab_10 ,enclosed, (one of the tabs of my appeal bundle - APPEAL-10 
BUNDLE-PM ).  Page 1 contains an active table of contents for seamless navigation, 11 
also in chronological order with the newest information at the top.    We click on item (7) 12 
of the index "29 July 2020 at 06.30AM - - Applicant made an application to set 13 
aside the void order of Currer who has been assisting the offenders"  14 
 
B.   Line 17 is item 6 of the section 142 MCA 1980 application that was intercepted by 15 
Currer, the offender.  Item 6 is the report that has been evaded by all the purported 16 
judges in this case and you and your corrupt Attorney General's Office.  Item 6 is the 17 
report that was dishonestly withheld from the principal offender's ex-parte hearing of 18 
23rd October 2020 rto defraud me of over £1.17 million (the indisputable statutory 19 
demand).      20 
C.    Tab_AG13 (attached) is the link numbered intel submission referring to the 21 
transcript of the rigged hearing before Fancourt, a fellow Jewish Zionist criminal 22 
racketeer who has been working under orders of the Attorney General's Office via 23 
Buckland.   Read page 1, line 19 - 25. Fancourt stated "I cannot access that" when 24 
the report was on the Court file with all the rest of the exhibits of evidence he evaded to 25 
assist the offenders (perverting the course of justice).     26 
 
D.     A copy of this will be served on Fancourt, the dishonest, oath breaking cretin who 27 
has perverted the course of justice. He does know that on 10th November 2020 I issued 28 
an application for a warrant for his arrest, along with the recusal application.  But he 29 
steamrollered ahead, knowing he had no jurisdiction to continue presiding over the 30 
case, to make the false instrument (without jurisdiction, ultra vires) GCRO to conceal 31 
the fraud and to prevent justice being served on the offenders after suppressing my 32 
application for trial of the fraudulent non disclosure.  You should read the entire 33 
submission.   34 
 
E.     I am not abiding by any void corrupted order, least of all the void (without 35 
jurisdiction) section 42 order designed only to prevent justice being served on the 36 
offenders whilst depriving me of my right of access to justice because my case is 37 
proven (both criminal and civil).  I will not stand for this abuse, nobody should.    38 
 
F.      Fancourt was there only to defraud me of the indisputable sum of the demand, 39 
whilst perverting the course of justice.  The dishonest, utterly corrupt cowards in the 40 
North Tyneside Magistrates, suppressed the application for a warrant for his arrest, 41 
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the false instrument "all proceedings restraint order" to pervert the course of justice 1 
when they all know of the array of serious offences committed.  All responsible are 2 
going to prison.  You have played your collusion games once too often, and this time, 3 
with the wrong parties.  I want that accountability. I want to speak with the senior Crown 4 
Prosecutor and run through these submissions over the phone, to ensure that we are 5 
absolutely on the same page.    6 
 
G.     So we are on the same page, I am talking about the report that Currer also 7 
deliberately evaded whilst then preventing me from my right of access to my own 8 
summary trial and the section 142 application hearing because he knew I would further 9 
the counter allegations against his conspirers, Womble Bond Dickinson and 10 
Middlesbrough FC, when he was factored in by the corrupt Attorney General and 11 
Buckland to reverse me into the defendant with their fabricated allegations of 12 
harassment.    13 
 
H.    For further clarity, I refer to the email of 29th July 2020 containing the section 142 14 
MCA 1980 application mentioned at (A) above.  I refer to tab_09 of my appeal bundle, 15 
turning to page 8.  The email of 29th July 2020 at 06.30AM contains the 54-page report 16 
that has been concealed entirely by the Attorney General's Office, Currer in North 17 
Tyneside Magistrates, York Magistrates, North Yorkshire Police, Northumbria Police 18 
(both of whom have blocked me from contacting them, because they were instructed to 19 
do so), Nugee, Snowden, Vos, Miles, Fancourt, Murray, Swift and Andrews (Zionist 20 
freemason corrupt judges who follow orders by the kleptocracy and conspire to pervert 21 
the course of justice).   22 
  
The point I make is that item 6 of the concise bundle with the section 142 application is 23 
that report.  The report was also laid as an information against Womble Bond Dickinson 24 
and their conspirers, however,  the corruptors in North Tyneside just ignored everything 25 
to prevent justice being served, knowing of the indictable only offences committed.   The 26 
point I make is that it is proven beyond doubt that Currer had the report in his 27 
possession for best part of a year and prior to the rigged trial to prevent me from stating 28 
my defence whilst prosecuting me in absence of any offence and in absence of any 29 
evidence aside from the fabrications of the offender who is already proven to have 30 
committed perjury, Paul Stewart of Womble Bond Dickinson.  31 
 
G.  At tab_11 of my appeal bundle, we turn to page 5 and on to page 6, the email from 32 
Lesley Moss, the Legal Services Manager from Middlesbrough.  Moss is stating that:   33 
 
"Once this is received, I will refer your applications to one of the local District 34 
Judges for consideration. There is no requirement to have it dealt with by a 35 
Senior District Judge, by which I take it you mean the Chief Magistrate who is the 36 
senior DJ for Magistrates’ Courts". 37 
 
G1. The applications deal with serious corruption (perverting the course of justice and 38 
conspiracy to defraud / fraud by abuse of position by judicial office holders).  Moss 39 
referred the applications (including the section 142 application, to Currer, who just 40 
evaded everything as they all have, perverting the course of justice as usual).   41 
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G2. Tab_5 of my appeal bundle is my skeleton for the 142 application.  Paragraph 2, 1 
page 1 correctly stated that both the section 142 and the private prosecution that was 2 
evaded altogether, falls under the special jurisdiction of the Chief Magistrate because it 3 
deals with corrupt public officials.  The passage even refers to the correct part within the 4 
CPR Practice Direction.   Currer purported to determine the section 142 application 5 
when he had no jurisdiction to do either, but he evaded the criminal prosecution he had 6 
no jurisdiction to deal with altogether.  7 
 
G3.   Moving back to tab_11, page 11 and on to page 12, on 9th September 2020 at 8 
11.20AM, Moss said this:  9 
 
You also seek to have individuals prosecuted for alleged criminal 10 
offences, including District Judge Currer. Rule 7 of the Criminal Procedure Rules 11 
2015 (as amended) sets out the procedure 12 
to be followed by anyone wanting to start a prosecution in the magistrates’ court. I have 13 
attached a copy of the relevant Rule so that you can see what information needs to be 14 
included. Please be 15 
advised that the magistrates’ courts in Cleveland, Durham and Northumbria will 16 
not be able to consider any request to have one of the local District Judges 17 
prosecuted. I am sure you can 18 
appreciate that there is a need to avoid any perception of bias wherever a decision 19 
like this has to be made which means that any such application would need to be 20 
pursued in a different court 21 
area. 22 
 
G4.   In full knowledge that Currer was conflicted (by her own written admission), Moss 23 
ensured that Currer went on to determine the section 142 application he had no 24 
jurisdiction to hear, making yet another void order the best part of a year after the 25 
application was made on 29th July 2020, but whilst ignoring all my evidence (in 26 
particular the 54-page report) and whilst making a void order, contrary to the law. 27 
(See: tab_10, from page 1, the active table of contents, click " The law - Section 142(1) 28 
of the Magistrates Court Act 1980 and the Criminal Procedure Rules", taking you to 29 
page 8, of which I quote: 30 
 
(3) The court must not exercise its power in a party’s absence unless— 31 
(a) the court makes a decision proposed by that party; 32 
(b) the court makes a decision to which that party has agreed in writing; or 33 
(c) that party has had an opportunity to make representations at a 34 
hearing (whether or not that party in fact attends). 35 
 
Currer prevented me, deliberately, from attending either the summary trial in the void 36 
prosecution, or the section 142, because he knew I would further the counter 37 
allegations.  It is for the same reason that you, the corrupt, politically controlled CPS, 38 
failed to include the only one piece of material that was served at that London office 39 
which was forwarded to me by email, the police interview transcript.    You redacted that 40 
from the bundle altogether, because you knew I was advancing the counter allegations, 41 
the serious criminal offences committed by Womble Bond Dickinson.  You all wanted to 42 
conceal those altogether, which is why the Police failed to deal with them either.    43 
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It is my right to prosecute the offenders, I will do that in the Crown Court before HHJ 1 
Prince, one of the few truly honourable judges left who won't allow his impartiality to be 2 
compromised by criminal racketeers in central government.   3 
 
The majority these days are just a fraud in their own right, pretending to be honourable, 4 
when they are entirely lawless and dishonourable.  The likes of Ellis and Buckland, but 5 
also Vos, Nugee, Snowden, Arnold, Pelling, Fancourt, Miles, Murray and all others 6 
involved in the civil and magistrates proceedings.    7 
The describe themselves as "Right and Honourable" when they are "Wrong and 8 
dishonourable".  A sick, satanic system of fraudsters and pedophile supporters.  9 
 
I won't mince my words, all responsible are a complete and utter disgrace, vile, immoral 10 
criminals who are an insult to the name of justice and the law.  That is a fact.   11 
 
The UK has turned into a cesspool of corruption, due to criminals in positions of 12 
power.   This case will make history, so I am asking you, CPS, choose your side.  Do 13 
you want to go down with them or are you now going to do the right thing and assist me 14 
in dealing with them?  15 
 
All of the evidence and submissions I have sent will be intensively referred to at trial.  16 
 
Now, please, do the entire nation a favour and stop the nonsense right now.  Put me 17 
onto the senior contact at the CPS to run through my submissions.  I want that done, for 18 
the record.  19 
All of this needs to be included in the case report you are ordered to provide by 18th 20 
August 2021.   This should be treated as a most serious criminal complaint of 21 
corruption.     22 
 
I am reporting it to a senior Chief Superintendent police officer, so this will all be 23 
formally recorded separately to my complaint.   None of you can be trusted, you have 24 
proven that.  25 
 
Thank you. 26 
 
Paul Millinder: 27 
 
Date: Tue, 3 Aug 2021 at 13:55 28 
Subject: Millinder case in the Newcastle Crown Court, fraud and the restraint order for 29 
vexatious proceedings 30 
To: <pm@intelligenceuk.com> 31 
 
Re: FAO: Senior Crown Prosecutor: SWIFT AND ANDREWS PERVERTING THE 32 
COURSE OF JUSTICE ACTING UNDER ORDERS BY THE CORRUPT AGO 33 
 
Dear Sirs, 34 
 
We were forwarded this message from the complainant below.  Having reviewed the 35 
contents of the three attachments and the associated judgment and order in the public 36 
domain, there is substance in the complaint.   37 CASE FILE: Page 1663                   PDF: Page 424 of 994
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Mr Justice Swift and Lady Justice Andrews appear to have perverted the course of 1 
justice.  It appears there has been a cover up by the judiciary and by the police of what 2 
is evidentially clear to be a very serious and protracted fraud.   I numbered the 3 
paragraphs of my email for reference and this email addresses only a few of the 4 
multitude of criminal complaints contained in the submissions.  5 
 
1.  I noted that in particular, page 1 of his skeleton referred to "Fraud around the 6 
assignment: See page 4, p 27 – p 31" .    7 
 
I went to the document referred to at paragraph B described as PETITION-JCPC-15-03-8 
2021. At page 5, paragraph 28, he recited what counsel for Middlesbrough FC said of 9 
the assignment on 5th February 2018:   10 
 
Mr Staunton: “Second page in. Reading that second paragraph, what’s assigned to EEI 11 
are the investments, the £200,000”    12 
 
2.  At page 11, paragraph 74, the passage from that email between Mr Millinder and Mr 13 
Bloom of Middlesbrough FC on 3rd January 2017 is recited:  14 
 
“We assigned the investment made in the project to Empowering's parent on 29th June 15 
2015 during a board meeting after receiving the Notice to Terminate from you and at 16 
that time, its Parent took on the debt" 17 
 
3.  Paragraph 76 then recited paragraph 22.2 of Mr Bloom's witness statement dated 18 
8th January 2017, which is clearly false:  19 
 
"the clear implication from these statements is that, as at 15 December 2016, no such 20 
assignment had occurred and I have seen no evidence of any assignment. It is 21 
therefore wholly unclear on what basis EE asserts that it is a creditor of MFC and no 22 
explanation Is provided in the statutory demand". 23 
 
4.   Mr Bloom did have that assignment in his possession on 3rd January 2017, he 24 
responded to the email from Mr Millinder that referred precisely to it.  The email 25 
contained the assignment and the demand that referred to it.   Page 12 of the same 26 
document elaborated on the evidence and referred to that email proving that Mr Bloom 27 
knew the statement, affirmed with a statement of truth, was false.  28 
 
5.    When we looked at Mr Millinder's report (tab_21), I read pages 26 - 30 where parts 29 
of that 5th February 2018 judgment was recited where the Judge found that a "large 30 
number of documents which, as I understand it, supported the statutory demand" were 31 
withheld. (See page 26).  32 
 
6.     At page 27, the Judge implied that "This was all dealt with in the evidence of Mr 33 
Bloom, who said that according to the statutory demand, the alleged debt was assigned 34 
by EW to EE on the 29th June 2015" 35 
 
7.     Mr Bloom was found to have withheld the assignment and he lied about the 36 
assignment in his witness statement.    37 
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It is our understanding that the assignment was in fact served on Middlesbrough FC on 1 
30th June 2015, then on 3rd January 2017 in that email of 3rd January 2017 then on 6th 2 
January 2017 with the demand that was served by a process server.   Mr Bloom clearly 3 
did know that the assignment was effective.  4 
 
8.     Disturbingly, page 31 and 32 of that report refers to the fact that Mr Staunton, 5 
counsel for Middlesbrough FC, twice lied about the Force Majeure clause in the 6 
Lease.  It appears that argument is central to the fact that no money was owed to 7 
Middlesbrough FC and that they therefore did unlawfully forfeit the Lease as claimed in 8 
the demand.  It was the abortive costs that originated by unlawful forfeiture that was 9 
assigned.   10 
 
9.     At page 36 it is evidenced that Judge Nugee misrepresented the terms of the 11 
assignment resolution that was served on Middlesbrough FC.  It appears that he did so 12 
to make the assignment not absolute, so that it did not comply with the law on 13 
assignment.   The misrepresentation quoted from the Judge's order at line 4 through to 14 
6, is substantially different to the original terms of the assignment, which are absolute, 15 
at line 10 through to 13.   It appears that the Judge has been involved in a fraud, which 16 
may explain why he failed to discharge the order after finding significant non-disclosure 17 
during the without notice injunction hearing (legal duty on applicants to disclose).   18 
 
10.   Page 40, at line 10 through to 29, from that transcript of 28th March 2018 it is 19 
evidenced that Mr Staunton lied about the cross claim assigned investments and said 20 
that proceedings were concluded by ICCJ Jones.  Both of which are untrue.   In fact, it 21 
was evidenced that Judge Nugee made an order listing Mr Millinder's application to set 22 
aside the order originating the £25,000 for a hearing on 21st March 2018.     23 
 
11. In the later hearing on 11th April 2018 before Judge Briggs (see page 43), Mr 24 
Staunton then said this:  "MR STAUNTON: That's an exact quote by Mr Justice Nugee 25 
of the resolution".  It is evidenced that Judge Nugee misrepresented the assignment 26 
resolution and that Mr Staunton was relying on that to further mislead the court.  27 
 
12. The contents of page 44 and 45 is even more disturbing and evidenced 28 
premeditated dishonesty in respect of the key issues.  In particular: 29 
 
"MR STAUNTON: --and if you look at the second page, it’s the 21st March, and this is 30 
before Judge Barber" 31 
 
13. The order made by Judge Nugee was not before Judge Barber because it is 32 
evidenced in that transcript of the hearing before Judge Barber that Mr Staunton lied 33 
and said that: 34 
 
 "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 36 
obviously the subsidiary couldn’t pursue it. Judge Jones then dismissed 37 
that application. That’s the cross-claim. That’s disposed of Monday of this week" 38 
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14. It appears, at page 45, line 9 through to 14 that Judge Briggs knew of Mr Staunton's 1 
dishonesty and sought to warn him by faking a sneeze", but did nothing to reprimand 2 
counsel, knowing that he was lying about the cross claim and the order of Judge Nugee 3 
of 21st March 2018 that listed the order to set aside the £25k subject of the petition for a 4 
hearing in the usual way.  See page 43, line 27 to line 27 of page 44.  It appears that 5 
Chief Briggs is party to the fraud, acting to conceal, when he found that the petition debt 6 
was sub judice and listed for a hearing by Judge Nugee.  7 
 
15. Page 46 evidences clear and obvious dishonesty.  8 
 
16. Page 45 evidenced that Mr Staunton himself then admitted on 11th April 2018 that 9 
the cross claim assigned investment by Mr Millinder extinguished the £25k liability: 10 
 
MR STAUNTON: --and paras.17 to 24. So there's a cross claim which extinguishes the 11 
liability to pay £25,000. 12 
 
Mr Millinder is party to this email, we are working alongside him and others to deal with 13 
judicial and political corruption.    14 
 
We place this on record.  Can you please now look into this and get back to us, 15 
responding in detail to this email?  Thanks.  16 
 
See below.  17 
 
Yours sincerely, 18 
 
Jason Taylor 19 
 
SIS HMCTS Investigations Team  20 
Tel:       0207 097 4698  21 
Email:   sis@ukjustice.co.uk  22 
 
From: Paul Millinder  23 
Date: Sat, 31 Jul 2021 at 04:38 24 
Subject: FAO: Senior Crown Prosecutor: SWIFT AND ANDREWS PERVERTING THE 25 
COURSE OF JUSTICE ACTING UNDER ORDERS BY THE CORRUPT AGO 26 

Mr Swift and Ms Andrews, 27 
 
You may be aware that you are going to be dealt with for conspiring to pervert the 28 
course of justice.     You cannot accuse me of perverting the course of justice for 29 
sending an email to you that proves the AGO and all the judges in this case have 30 
conspired to pervert the course of justice.  Judges who pervert the course of justice, are 31 
not judges.  I did not pervert the course of justice, nor did I in any way interfere with the 32 
administration of justice, quite on the contrary, the email I sent was to alert Andrews that 33 
Swift was perverting the course of justice, serving directly the evidence of corruption 34 
and perversion of the course of justice that Swift was suppressing.   35 
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For avoidance of doubt, the senior Crown Prosecutor is copied to this email.   I demand 1 
answers from you and you have a duty to provide me those answers in accord with the 2 
Nolan Principles.  Nobody defrauds me in the name of justice and gets away with it and 3 
your false instrument void restraint order was designed only to do that.  It was deployed 4 
to conceal indictable offences and the criminal offences I have been defrauded of and 5 
as a method of preventing me from prosecuting the offenders, depriving me of my right 6 
of access to justice.  You did know that part of your conspiracy was to assign Snowden 7 
(one of the offenders) to the false instrument, so any applications made for permission 8 
would constantly be refused, as you have done throughout.   9 
 
1.  I refer to the skeleton that was before you (SKE_RESPONDENT_24-03_2021).  You 10 
evaded all my submissions and the evidence entirely. At page 1 (A) I referred to the 11 
fraud and indictable only offence committed by Hannon (s.5 of the Perjury Act 12 
1911).   You evaded it to prevent justice being served on him.   The directions 13 
application you also evaded is attached: (DIRECTIONS-15-03-2021).  14 
 
1.1. We start at page 3 of the directions you evaded, p18.   Therein I emphasise the 15 
legal duty on Hannon to disclose the proofs of debt.  (R.14.6 of the IR 2016).   Read 16 
from there down to p23 of page 4. Right, now we come on to p24 of page 4 and 17 
carefully, through to p55 of page 8.   It is only slightly obvious as to why you evaded the 18 
directions altogether, just as you evaded everything else.    19 
 
2. Back to the skeleton you evaded to assist the corrupt AGO in preventing justice being 20 
served on the offenders.   The second paragraph of page 1 refers to the two stand 21 
alone indictable only offences under the Proceeds of Crime Act 2002, but also Hannon's 22 
breach of duty under sections 7A, 282B and 218(4) of the Insolvency Act 1986.  You 23 
concealed those.  24 
 
 
2.1. The third p of page 1, deals with fraud by abuse of position on the part of Hannon, 25 
setting the position again, very concisely, taking you to page 10, p70 and 71 of those 26 
directions. We turn to the directions, page 10.  I quote:    "The liquidator’s 27 
misfeasance may consist of negligence in admitting to proof claims against the 28 
insolvent estate without making proper inquiry”. (Re Windsor Steam Coal Co [1929] 29 
1 Ch 151).  That is, as you know, precisely what Hannon has done. Only he sustained 30 
the fraud by false representation exceeding £4.1 million to defraud creditors and to 31 
prevent justice being served on his conspirers, Middlesbrough FC and Womble Bond 32 
Dickinson, to keep the damages claim, proven by unlawful forfeiture, beyond reach of 33 
creditors of which he owes a fiduciary duty.  You knew that Hannon had committed 34 
serious criminal offences.    35 
 
3. You knew that Middlesbrough FC, Womble Bond Dickinson, Staunton and 36 
Ohrenstein are guilty of conspiracy to defraud and perverting the course of justice.   You 37 
knew that each and every single part of my case is proven and you knew that on 5th 38 
February 2018, Nugee found just that.  Middlesbrough FC did unlawfully forfeit the 39 
Lease based on their blackmail (unwarranted demand with menaces - s.21 of the Theft 40 
Act 1968) of 25th June 2015 in that sum of £256,269.89.   You knew all the more 41 
serious offending, all stemmed from that.   42 
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You knew all the purported judges in this case have conspired to pervert the course of 1 
justice, acting under orders to do so by the Jewish Zionist freemason criminals in the 2 
Attorney General's Office (and Buckland), who is intimately connected with Bloom, the 3 
former senior partner of Womble Bond Dickinson.  You decided to jump on the 4 
bandwagon and do precisely the same as they have.  Well done.  Now, you will all be 5 
dealt with.   Nobody is above the supremacy of the rule of law, least of all, 6 
colluding dishonest cowards purporting to be judges who are one and the same 7 
as the principal offenders.  8 
 
4. I attach, for further clarity, the PETITION-JCPC-15-03-2021, that you also evaded, 9 
along with every single part of my case, once again, because it proves indictable only 10 
offences against the offenders you have been shielding from prosecution.      11 
 
In due course, you will be served with all the evidence on which I seek to rely.   You are 12 
going to Crown Court for trial and sentencing by Judge and Jury along with Ellis, 13 
Buckland and all the colluding state terrorist purported judges in this case, both criminal 14 
and civil (aside from the learned Judge who is involved now presiding over the case).  15 
 
I will be following up with the Senior Crown Prosecutor on Monday, I seek to have you 16 
all arrested and remanded in custody for trial and sentencing.   Perverting the course of 17 
public justice is a very serious offence, but to do so whilst purporting to administer 18 
justice, is an aggravating factor of the extreme.  19 
 
I suggest that you collect your belongings from that court and wait at home for the police 20 
to come and take you away.  Judges that act with "favour and ill-will" are not judges. 21 
You have no standing to continue pretending to be one.  22 
 
I will not be restrained by your void, nonsense corrupt orders designed only to suppress 23 
and conceal.   I do hope this makes the position clear, in the interim.  24 
 
Paul Millinder 25 
Investigations & Litigation 26 
Intelligence UK International S.A  27 
 28 
Attachments:  29 
Tab_21---Report_Systemic_Corruption_02_06_2020_PM_VF.pdf (796K) 30 
SKE_RESPONDENT_24_03_2021 (1) (2).pdf (392K) 31 
PETITION-JCPC-15-03-2021 (1) (2).pdf_(612K) 32 
DIRECTIONS_15_03_2021 (1) (1).pdf (820K) 33 
Tab_AG13---Submission_13_12_2020_BG_Intel.pdf (294K) 34 
Tab_10---EX-PM-2-22-05-21.pdf (265K) 35 
Tab_09---EX-PM-22-05-21.pdf (293K) 36 
Tab_11---EX-PM-3-22-05-21.pdf_(349K) 37 
 38 
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IN THE NEWCASTLE CROWN COURT                                                                                   A-2021-0089  

Pursuant to section 6 Prosecution of Offences Act 1985 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
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All insolvency notices Resources Place a notice 

Notice details 

Type: 

Corporate Insolvency 

> Winding-Up Orders

Publication date: 

6 April 2018, 8 30 

Edition: 

The London Gazette 

Notice ID: 

3000886 

Company number: 

OC392875 

Notice code: 

2452 

Issue number: 

62249 

Page number: 

6296 

About Winding-Ug Orders notices 

Notice timeline for EARTH ENERGY INVESTMENTS LLP 
(OC392875) 

Winding-Up 

Orders 

06/04/2018 

Winding-Up Orders 

EARTH ENERGY INVESTMENTS LLP 

(Company Number OC392875) 

Registered office 14 Hanover Street, LONDON, W1S 1YH 

In the High Court Of Justice 

No 001137 of 2018 

Date of Filing Petition: 12 February 2018 

Date of Winding-up Order: 28 March 2018 

J Dionne 2nd Floor, 4 Abbey Orchard Street, LONDON, SW1 P 2HT, 

telephone: 0207 637 1110 

Capacity of office holder(s): Official Receiver 

28 March 2018 

BACK 

Actions 

* Save notice to MY. Gazette

II Download PDF of this issue

ffl Print notice

< Share this notice 

c:I Linked data view

CJ Provenance trail

Digital Signature 

II Signed Document HTML

ii Signature for HTML Document

c:Z Signed RDF Document

CJ Signed Provenance RDF

(?) What is a digital signature?

.... 
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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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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE
CHANCERY OMSION
COMPANIES COURT

Insolvency and Companies Court Judge Barber

In the matter of Earth Energy Investments LLP

and 

In the Matter of The Insolvency Act 1986

28 Mar 2018

.. ��d'
CR-2018-001137

UPON THE PETITION OF 1. Middlesbrough Football & Athletic Company (1986) Limited,
creditors of the above-named partnership, presented to this court on 12 February, 2018

AND UPON HEARING Counsel for the Petitioner and, No one appearing on behalf of the said
Partnership

AND UPON READING THE EVIDENCE

AND the court being satisfied on the evidence that the EC Regulation on Insolvency Proceedings
applies and that these proceedings are main proceedings as defined in Article 3 of the EC
Regulation

IT IS ORDERED THAT 1. Earth Energy Investments L! .. P (registration number OC392875) be
wound-up by this court under the provisions of The Insolvency Act 1986

AND IT IS ORDERED THAT the costs of the petitioner of the petition be paid out of the assets of
the partnership

Dated: 28 Mar 2018

Note: One of the Official Receivers attached to the court is by virtue of this order liquidator of the
partnership

To: Womble Bond Dickinson (UK) LLP, St. Ann's Wharf, 112 Quayside, Newcastle upon Tyne,
NEl 3DX, DX 727902 Newcastle upon Tyne 28

Ref: PS2X/ML11/MID/0083.15

lll l llll l l ll l l l ll l ll 
•A734JEUB•

A07 03/04/2018 #245 
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" 

Reference: LQD5260881 NOTCH 

Pursuant to Section 130(1) of the Insolvency Act 1986 
and Rule 7.22(2) of the Insolvency (England and Wales) Rules 2016 

S.130(1)
R7.22(2)

The Registrar of Companies 
Liquidation Section 
Room 1.03 
Companies House 
DX 33050 Cardiff 

Name of Company 
EARTH ENERGY INVESTMENTS LLP 

For official use 

Company Number 

I
OC392875 

I, J Dionne, Official Receiver and Liquidator, of 2nd Floor, 4 Abbey Orchard Street, 
LONDON enclose a copy of the winding-up order made against the company on 28 March 
2018 for filing on the company's file. 

Date 3 April 2018 

V.. . J Dionne

�� 

� 

Official Receiver and Liquidator 

ost Room 
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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

1 Company details

Company name in full  

Company number

WU07In accordance with
Rule 18.8 of the 
Insolvency (England & 
Wales) Rules 2016. Notice of progress report in a winding-up 

by the court

For further information, please 
refer to our guidance at
www.gov.uk/companieshouse

Filling in this form
Please complete in typescript or in 
bold black capitals.

3 Liquidator’s address

5 Liquidator’s address

2 Liquidator’s name

4 Liquidator’s name

Building name/number

Building name/number

Street

Street

Post town

Post town

County/Region

County/Region

Country

Country

Postcode

Postcode

Full forename(s)

Full forename(s)

Surname

Surname

Other liquidator   
Use this section to tell us about  
another liquidator.

Other liquidator   
Use this section to tell us about  
another liquidator.

1

1

2

2
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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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04/17 Version 1.0

WU07
Notice of progress report in a winding-up by the court

Where to send

You may return this form to any Companies House 
address, however for expediency we advise you to 
return it to the address below:

The Registrar of Companies, Companies House,
Crown Way, Cardiff, Wales, CF14 3UZ.
DX 33050 Cardiff.

For further information please see the guidance notes 
on the website at www.gov.uk/companieshouse
or email enquiries@companieshouse.gov.uk

This form is available in an 
alternative format. Please visit the 
forms page on the website at
www.gov.uk/companieshouse

Further informationi

Important information

All information on this form will appear on the 
public record.

!Presenter information

You do not have to give any contact information, but if 
you do it will help Companies House if there is a query 
on the form. The contact information you give will be 
visible to searchers of the public record.

Contact name

Company name

Address

Post town

County/Region

Postcode

DX

Telephone

Country

This form has been provided free of charge by Companies House.

Checklist

We may return forms completed incorrectly or 
with information missing.

Please make sure you have remembered the 
following:

The company name and number match the 
information held on the public Register.
You have attached the required documents.
You have signed the form.
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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. CASE FILE: Page 1679                   PDF: Page 440 of 994
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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 
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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.
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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.  
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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.   
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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. 
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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. 
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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. 
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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. CASE FILE: Page 1688                   PDF: Page 449 of 994



Date: 18 August 2017  
Our Ref: EMP0012 
Your Ref: LQD4815341 

FAO Mr. A Hannon 
Official Receiver’s Office 
The Insolvency Service 
2nd Floor, 
4 Abbey Orchard Street 
London, SW1P 2HT 

By Post & Email: tony.hannon@insolvency.gsi.gov.uk; 
insolvency.complaintsinsolvency@gsi.gov.uk     

Dear Sirs, 

EMPOWERING WIND MFC LIMITED IN LIQUIDATION (“EWMFC”) 

We act for Mr Paul Millinder, and we refer to our client’s previous correspondence with you in 

relation to the above-mentioned company. 

1. As you are aware, EWMFC was the subject to a compulsory winding up order on 19
September 2016 on the petition of HMRC in respect of a debt said to be in the sum of £21,400.

2. As you are also aware, an alleged creditor of EWMFC, Middlesbrough Football Club (“MFC”)

submitted a proof of debt form lodged on 2 February 2017 in respect of a claim of
£4,111,874.75.

3. We note that there has already been extensive correspondence between you and our client in
connection with these matters. You will be aware, therefore, of our client’s position that:

i. EWMFC has a substantive defence to MFC’s claim; and,

ii. EWMFC has a very substantial claim against MFC.

4. We add that, as it appears clear to us, the vast majority of MFC’s claim is contingent liability

pursuant to a contract that can, and should, be disclaimed as onerous by the Office Holder.

5. In these circumstances, we write this letter to invite the Official Receiver to:

16 Nov 2017

CR-2017-008690
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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.
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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
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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;

CASE FILE: Page 1694                   PDF: Page 455 of 994

pmill
Highlight



Page 7 of 12 

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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In the Newcastle Crown Court                                                                      A-2021-0089 

Pursuant to section 6 Prosecution of Offences Act 1985 and appeal to set aside 
the void orders made by Currer in North Tyneside Magistrates Court 

In the prosecution of Anthony Hannon, Dean Beale, Middlesbrough Football & 
Athletic Company (1986) Ltd, Womble Bond Dickinson (UK) LLP, Ulick Staunton, 
Dov Ohrenstein and judges listed in the petition at tab 28 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
EXHIBIT-PM-25-08-2021 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
From: Anti Corruption Operations cps@uk01.co.uk                                                  ***Tracked 
Date: Fri, 27 Aug 2021 at 12:45 
Subject: URGENT: A-2021-0089: Recording of Mr Palmer / Conspiracy to pervert the course of 
justice by the corrupt State 
To: <ian.dyson@city-of-london.police.uk> 
 
Dear Sir / Madam, 
 
I refer to this recording between Mr Palmer and I.  Mr Palmer is the corrupt CPS Crown 
Prosecutor who has been seeking to conceal offences to prevent Womble Bond Dickinson, 
Hannon, Middlesbrough FC (the conspirators) from prosecution knowing that the offences 
against them are proven:  https://intelligenceuk.com/APPEAL-16-06-2021/DIRECTIONS-24-
08-2021/Palmer_10.08AM_27_08_2021.mp3  
 
I spoke about Huhne / Briscoe and Pryce who were all jailed for perverting the course of justice 
in the Huhne driving points scandal.   
I likened the fairly trivial primary offence with the more serious offences Hannon is proven to 
have committed under the Insolvency Act 1986 and that the offence is complete when 
proceedings have started (whether criminal or civil) and when someone attempts to prevent 
justice being served on himself or another.   
 
That is precisely what Palmer, but what all the white-collar criminals purporting to be judges in 
this case have done from the outset. They acted under orders given by the Zionist colluding 
freemason criminals; Buckland and Ellis to do so.    HHJ Prince is the only one so far who has 
not, I do hope, for his sake rather than mine, that it stays that way.   I am not putting up with this 
bollocks, not for one second.  
 
I refer to the submission below.   I will ask you, what needs investigating in this case exactly 
when each and every single part of it is proven beyond reasonable doubt?    
 
I request that you send this email to HHJ Prince at once and that you confirm it has been done.    
I wish to have Mr Palmer and Ms Easton of the Northeast CPS summoned to Court for the next 
hearing to account for their actions (which they knew had tendency to pervert the course of 
justice), which is why they did it.  
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I request that the learned Judge listen to that recording very carefully (accessible at one click).  I 
request that the learned Judge studies the email below referring to it.   
 
Mr Palmer implies that the proven offences must be "investigated" by the useless dishonest 
clowns in the various police forces who are all politically controlled and most are pathologically 
dishonest anyway.  Why not ask DS Morgan, or DI Fowler of Northumbria to investigate, they 
will do a fine job now won't they?    
 
Thank you very much. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
Paul Millinder: 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
From: Anti Corruption Operations cps@uk01.co.uk                                                           ***Tracked  
Date: Fri, 27 Aug 2021 at 08:57 
Subject: A-2021-0089 - DIRECTIONS 
To: North East CC CMF NorthEast.CCCMF@cps.gov.uk, 
enquiries.newcastle.crowncourt@justice.gov.uk  
 
Dear Sir / Madam, 
 
There has been all out concealment of serious offences in my case, both in the civil and criminal 
courts.  The judges are not independent, they are controlled by the kleptocracy in the Attorney 
General's Office and Buckland, all of whom are going to be dealt with in ways they never 
dreamed were possible, for perverting the course of justice in the prottacted way they have 
done.   
 
My directions application is pending and I also seek an order with the directions order, as 
follows:  
 
1.  That the reporting restrictions are lifted:   The principle of open justice must be 
advocated.  The proceedings should be in the open court and journalists should be allowed to 
freely report;  
 
2. Members of the public are allowed to observe the proceedings:   During the last hearing, my 
colleague, Mr Gregory was excluded from observing the hearing.  The proceedings are 
supposed to be in the open Court.  There are no grounds for the hearing to be conducted in 
private and at the next hearing, I wish there to be observers as well as journalists present.  
 
 
 
Please put this before HHJ Prince.  I note that the CPS are also being controlled by the offenders 
in the AGO who have been coercing the judiciary throughout, which is why Mr Palmer of the 
CPS has been implemented as the next obstruction to justice (layer), to conceal the offending. I 
refer to below.  
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All of this is going to be fully exposed internationally, so trying to conceal it in this way is 
absolutely delusional.  I must make that clear.  
 
Thank you very much.  
 
Regards, 
 
Paul Millinder:  
______________________________________________________________________________ 
From: Anti Corruption Operations cps@uk01.co.uk                                  
Date: Wed, 25 Aug 2021 at 09:49 
Subject: Simplification for Mr Palmer - CPS North East 
To: <ian.dyson@city-of-london.police.uk> North East CC CMF 
<NorthEast.CCCMF@cps.gov.uk> 
 
Dear Mr Palmer, 
 
I hope you are keeping well.   You have referred a few times to the fact that the CPS does not 
have investigatory capability (defeating its purpose), as fact finding is what you have to do to 
establish whether a case has a reasonable prospect of successful prosecution.  Likewise, you 
take over private criminal prosecutions brought by members of the public.   Do you not 
consider that I know what you are saying is entirely contradictory?   
 
In any event, there is no investigation to do here.  We are articulate, highly trained people, with 
investigatory and legal capability that far exceeds what any police force would ever be able to 
achieve.    
 
In relation to my directions application served on you yesterday, I refer to the documents, as 
numbered; 
 
1. DIRECTIONS_24-08-2021  - Directions application: 
  
2. EX-PM-24-08-2021 - Exhibit 1 referred to:  

3. EX-HANNON-1 - Exhibit 2 referred to;  
  
4. LETTER-CPS-13-08-2021 - Letter to CPS referred to;  
  
I only need to refer to (1) and (3), for the purpose of this exercise.  I have attached only those, 
for ease in reference: 
 
1. At (1) page 1, p 1 - 3 I refer to the fact that Currer has been perverting the course of justice 
and evaded dealing with the private criminal prosecution against "Wombles" and their 
conspirers.  The private criminal prosecution has, you will note, never been determined by the 
Magistrates and Fanning did precisely the same, acting under orders of the AGO to provide 
impunity to their fellow criminal racketeers.  That is one issue.    
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The prosecution therefore gets dealt with in Crown, which is what this is all about, in case you 
had not already picked up on that.   All this evasion by you and your colleagues just shows it's 
all an orchestrated conspiracy by the offenders in the AGO who continue to meddle with 
proceedings as they have done throughout.  
 
2. I refer to (1) page 2, p9 reading to p40.   I think you will agree that there are 9 counts of the 
offences under the Insolvency Act 1986 that are proven beyond reasonable doubt (evidence 
proves it), no investigation necessary.   What about the offences at p36(a) - (d)?   
 
3. What about the criminal property I have been defrauded of by Hannon's fraudulent abuse of 
position referred to at page 5, p 31?   
 
Please digest that, it will take you less than 10-minutes.  
 
Thanks.  
 
Paul Millinder  
 
Attachments: 
 
 
DIRECTIONS_24-08-2021.pdf (290K) 
 
EX-HANNON-1.pdf (1,779K) 
 

 
_____________________________________ ENDS___________________________________________ 
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TRANSCRIPTION OF TELEPHONE CONVERSATION  

Date of call:         27th August 2021 
 
Time of call:         10.08AM  
 
Between:              Paul Millinder (“PM”) and James Palmer (“JP”) of the CPS Northeast 
 
Transcribed by:   John Baines (Intelligence UK International) on 27/08/2021  
 
Link to audio:      Palmer_10.08AM_27_08_2021 
 
Duration:             14 minutes and 27 seconds 
 

 

10.08AM: (Phone is answered)  

JP:     Hello, James Palmer 1 

PM:   Ah, good, Mr Palmer hi, it’s Paul Millinder.  Mr Palmer.. 2 

JP:     Hello there 3 

PM:   Hello there. I phoned your office to speak with somebody senior the other day and was told that, 4 
you’re the only person within the group who is authorised to speak with me.  What’s all that about 5 
exactly?  6 

JP:     OK. Ur.  7 

PM:   What is it actually all about?  I mean, you’re meant to be a public authority. You are meant to be a 8 
prosecuting agency, ur, as far as I can see you’re just concealing the fraud.  You are concealing offences 9 
that are proven beyond reasonable doubt, and, what is actually going on?  I’m asking you, please, 10 
explain to me.  11 

JP:     Well, if you’ve got um, some evidence that you want the police to investigate, send it to police.  12 

PM:   Well, you know full well that the police have been covering it up, you know that 13 

JP:     This. Well,  14 

PM:   There’s nothing to investigate here 15 

JP:     And you know that, and I’ve told you before in various emails, and so (sighs) has, ur, deputy chief 16 
crown prosecutor, said that we’re not able to investigate cases 17 

PM:   Well, that’s good, because there’s nothing to investigate (overspeaking) 18 

JP:     Not.. 19 
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PM:   You know that as well as I do  1 

JP:     Ok 2 

PM:   so why don’t you get real with me?, right, because I’m sensible, (overspeaking), right 3 

JP:     (Inaudible) 4 

PM:   I’ve sent you a simple email about the Insolvency Act offences committed by Hannon… 5 

JM:    Um hm 6 

PM:   all of those offences are proven to the criminal standard and they’re offences, 9 counts of the 7 
offences that are complete when Hannon fails in his duty to do certain things. Well, he has failed in his 8 
duty to do those certain things, and therefore the offences are proven.  9 

PM:   Likewise, if you exceed the speed limit, and you go over, say 30 miles an hour and do 60 in a 30 10 
limit, you get done for speeding.  I liken it to the Huhne, Briscoe, Pryce case that we’ve been talking 11 
about there… 12 

JP:     Um hm 13 

PM:   only these are more serious offences, and what’s happening is, people are preventing justice from 14 
being served on Hannon, knowing of those offences that have been committed. Now, I’ve sent you a very 15 
simple email.  I’ve also sent you the directions, you have read the directions that I’ve sent to HHJ Prince… 16 

JP:     Yes, just once 17 

PM:   What is all this cover up about? What is it all about exactly?  You’ve read the exhibit, you know 18 
what I’m talking about, you know the offences.  What needs investigating exactly, Mr Palmer?  19 

PM:   You’re meant to be a senior crown prosecutor, you tell me what needs investigating there when 20 
I’ve put the exhibit forward and everything’s been done, to a far higher standard than any police officer 21 
could possibly do, or any common purpose law, er, legal services department within the police forces.   22 

PM:   You tell me what needs investigating exactly? (long pause)  23 

JP:     I’m not going to get into that, Mr Millinder.. 24 

PM:   Well, you’ve just said… 25 

JP:     Ur         26 

PM:    it needs investigating, come on, stop playing games with me, I want answers. 27 

PM:   You’ve got a duty to act in accordance with the Nolan Principles… (overspeaking)  28 

JP:     Nobody’s playing games. 29 

PM:   Course you are. You’re playing games, you’re covering up offences, it’s one set of laws for one, and 30 
then a completely different set for everyone else.  31 

JP:      Mr Millinder…  32 

PM:   you’re preventing Womble Bond Dickinson… (overspeaking) 33 

JP:     please can you... 34 
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PM:   and their conspirers from being prosecuted… 1 

JP:     Well…  2 

PM:   You’re perverting the course of justice, right? And I want answers. So, I want to know, from you… 3 
(overspeaking) 4 

JP:     Well, I will not be accused. Excuse me Mr Millinder, you will not accuse me, of doing that. 5 

PM:   Well, what are you doing then? You know the offences that have been committed, you’re meant to 6 
be the crown prosecutor, what are you doing?   7 

JP:     The Crown Prosecution Service is not able to investigate offences.  8 

PM:   Well, there’s nothing to investigate, you know that as well as I do, so, the offences are proven, on 9 
all of those 9 counts that Hannon has committed, what are you doing about it?  10 

JP:     Well, hasn’t District Judge, ur, Fanning, ur, looked at the evidence and deemed that there wasn’t 11 
anything… 12 

PM:   No, he’s looked at nothing, you know full well he’s looked at nothing, because he’s been perverting 13 
the course of justice as well.  14 

JP:     Oh 15 

PM:   Nobody’s looked at anything, because we’ve tracked the emails, and he didn’t even read any of the 16 
evidence that was sent to the magistrates court. Because we tracked the emails, using pixelated tracking 17 
software, we found that all the evidence was deleted 9-months, sorry, 11-months later, when I 18 
threatened to prosecute them all for perverting the course of justice.   19 

PM:   Coincidentally they then deleted all of the emails without being read from the court file, so 20 
nobody’s ever done anything aside from covering everything up (overspeaking) both in the civil courts… 21 

JP:     Well, should that be something that you raise, with, ur, at the appeal?  22 

PM:   and in the criminal courts. Sorry, is what, sorry?  23 

JP:     That will be something that you’ll be raising at your. That ill be something you’ll be raising in your 24 
evidence at the appeal won’t it?  25 

PM:   Well no, hang on, right, what about the criminal prosecution that I laid before Currer on the second 26 
of June? Nothing’s been dealt with… 27 

JP:     Ur, what about it?  28 

PM:    it’s all been covered up, right, so why don’t you get in the real world?  You’re meant to be an 29 
honourable man sitting in there as a crown prosecutor, a senior lawyer, who’s got a duty to act in the 30 
public interest to prosecute all crime.  Why are you making justice selective?  31 

PM:   You know what’s gone on.  32 

JP:     I’m not going to get into this Mr Millinder. I’m not going to get into, ur, into this discussion here.  33 

PM:   Well, well, you’re the only person here that will speak with me, so I want answers. I’m being 34 
reasonable… 35 
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JP:     Sorry?  1 

PM:   I want answers from you, you know. I’m asking you, you’re the only person designated to speak 2 
with me in the whole of the CPS, I want some accountability.  You have a duty to act in accordance with 3 
the Nolan Principles, and I’m asking you for the accountability.  4 

PM:   I’m asking you what you’re going to do about the offences that Hannon’s committed, what about 5 
the fact that he’s fraudulently abused his position, defrauding me out of millions of pounds in the 6 
process?    7 

PM:   He’s committed the offence of section 4 of the Fraud Act 2006 on two separate counts. He wasn’t 8 
even appointed as liquidator of Emp… Of Earth Energy Investments LLP, my Parent Company… 9 

JP:     Umm 10 

PM:   All I wanted to do is build a wind turbine, Mr Palmer. Put yourself in my position...  11 

JP:     Yes, I know, I know full well  12 

PM:   Put yourself in my position, how would you feel? If you’d been ripped off, you’ve had your family 13 
torn apart…  14 

JP:     Umm 15 

PM:   you’ve had all your wealth taken off you..  16 

JP:     Yes  17 

PM:   and you’ve had your business torn apart because of these cretins, and they are cretins, and I don’t 18 
hold back, that’s what they are, they are dishonest, colluding cretins. Whilst the corrupt state provides 19 
them with impunity.  20 

PM:   Do you think I don’t know what’s going on?  You know, I’m not daft… 21 

JP:     No 22 

PM:   I’m an experienced man.  I want to get to the bottom of this. I’m not going to tolerate the 23 
corruption. Right? So why don’t you do something right for a change and help me to sort out these 24 
criminals?   25 

PM:   Coz they’re the ones that should be prosecuted. They are the ones that have ruined my life, you 26 
know, what about all the years I’ve spent developing, the, the project?   27 

JP:     Umm 28 

PM:   Seven hundred and seventy thousand pounds of my money down the drain because of these 29 
clowns. What’s being done about it?   30 

PM:   (Sarcastic tone) Oh, it’s alright coz they’re Middlesbrough Football Club, or, it’s alright because 31 
they are Womble Bond Dickinson.   32 

PM:   It’s not alright because nobody’s above the law.  33 

PM:   I want justice  34 

JP:     Um hum  35 
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PM:   Right?  1 

JP:     Yes 2 

PM:   So, let’s get with the program. Deal with Hannon, he’s committed those offences. He should be 3 
hauled up and he should be jailed like anyone else would be if they were in a position of trust and they’ve 4 
dishonestly abused their position, committed perjury on many different counts, lying in his own Official 5 
Receiver’s Report.  You know, I’m not having a go at you, I don’t want to take it out on you… 6 

JP:     No 7 

PM:   I just want you to do your job 8 

JP:     No. Yes, yes 9 

PM:   You know, so be fair with me, what are you going to do about it?  10 

JP:     Well, like I keep on telling you Mr Millinder, the CPS is not in a position to investigate any further, 11 
any offences.  12 

PM:   Well, ok, well there’s nothing to investigate… (overspeaking), right? We both know that… 13 

JP:     If, if, there, I know but, yeah but  14 

PM:   it’s at court stage, there’s no investigation. You’re just using that as a ploy, so why don’t you just 15 
be real with me?   All the information has been laid before magistrates, it’s done to a far higher 16 
standard.  I’ve seen what you produced, it’s done to a far higher standard, all the investigation has 17 
already been done, why do you keep coming back and saying “oh, it needs to be investigated”, when it’s 18 
already at court?  19 

PM:   It’s beyond investigation.  20 

JP:     Coz, we only advise on the evidence of an investigation by one of the authorities, um… 21 
(overspeaking)  22 

JP:     who, who are able to 23 

PM:   No you don’t you take over private criminal prosecutions. You take over private criminal 24 
prosecutions.  25 

JP:     Slowly please.  26 

PM:   Well there isn’t a private prosecution though is there?  27 

JP:     There was, it was laid on the second of June last year, before Currer, but he’s been working for the 28 
offenders, perverting the course of justice.  He has done that, he has evaded the private criminal 29 
prosecution.  I’ve provided you the evidence showing you when it was laid.  I showed you that it was all 30 
tracked. I showed you that the court had responded to it, you know, and they even said “oh, you seek to 31 
have Currer prosecuted and it’s not appropriate for it to be done in this Court”.  32 

PM:   Four months later Currer comes along and makes an order under section 142, firstly knowing he’s 33 
conflicted and secondly, making a completely unlawful order anyway. He’s wasted over a year.  34 

JP:     Yeah well that’s… 35 

PM:   The guy’s a joke  36 
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JP:     That’s your, that’s your, issue, that’s your issue at the trial though isn’t it?  1 

PM:   It’s not my interpretation, it’s the law. It’s the law 2 

PM:   You know, that’s the law, he’s broken the law… 3 

JP:     That’s your issue at trial. Yeah but that’s your issue in trial. That’s your issue at the appeal, before, 4 
um, Mr, oh um, Judge Prince. 5 

PM:   But we’re here now, we’re here now, right… (overspeaking) 6 

JP:     Yes but it needs to be adjudicated on doesn’t it?  7 

PM:   Well, that is being adjudicated on… 8 

JP:     Yes, so.  9 

PM:   But that’s one issue…  10 

JP:     So it would be wrong to do anything, it would be wrong to do anything, um. 11 

PM:   Yes, but what isn’t being adjudicated on, is, what about the private criminal prosecution, that I’ve 12 
laid, before the magistrates that has never been. Show me the order.  Show me any order to do with this 13 
private criminal prosecution.   I’ll tell you now, to save you time, there isn’t any, because Currer covered 14 
it all up, because he’s connected with Womble Bond Dickinson and Mr Bloom.  I’ve already done the 15 
homework on these people, we know what it’s all about.  So, I’m asking you, please, to do the right thing, 16 
stop all of this cover up business, telling me it needs to be investigated, because I know full well that 17 
everything’s done and the full code test has been applied, you need to prosecute them.  18 

PM:   They’re the ones that need prosecuting, not me. I’m just somebody that’s pissed off about it and 19 
rightfully so. 20 

JP:     Yeah  21 

PM:   Anyone would be pissed off about it  22 

JP:     Yes  23 

PM:   How would you like it if you’ve worked hard all your life, and these cretins come along and throw 24 
all your money down the drain for nothing because… (overspeaking)  25 

JP:     Yes, yes… 26 

PM:   you wanted to build a wind turbine. How would you feel? I’m asking you.  27 

JP:     It’s very emotive. It’s a very emotive experience, yes.  28 

PM:   Well, emotive?  Is that what you call it, yeah?   I’ve lost contact with my 13-year old daughter 29 
because of these cretins, and you tell me it’s emotive, yes?   30 

PM:    and now you’re sitting in there telling me, “oh well, it needs investigating” Where do you come 31 
from you people? Have you got any morals whatsoever?  32 

JP:     ur, ah, I’m gonna, I’m gonna, I’m gonna stop this conversation now Mr Millinder. 33 

PM:   Well, I’m asking you, you know. You’re meant to be the honourable lawyer in there doing the right 34 
thing.  I’m asking you, where’s your integrity?   35 
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PM:   Why are you trying to tell me that it needs investigating when we already know it’s already been 1 
investigated, to a far higher standard?  Everything’s been put together, all you need to do is read. Why 2 
aren’t you reading?  3 

JP:     Mr Millinder this I’ll be adjudicated on by Judge Prince.  4 

PM:   Well, that’s what you think, yes?    Because he’s probably going to cover it all up as well.  I’ve got 5 
no faith in any of them.  Let’s be fair.  6 

JP:     Well, hold on, you said, you, you told me just a couple of weeks ago that you thought Mr Prince 7 
was incorruptible. (overspeaking) 8 

PM:   Well, yeah, but.  I think he is good, but he’ll be got at just like everyone else has been got at in this 9 
case… 10 

JP:     Oh right, ok, ok. 11 

PM:   well, let’s face it, he’s been got at.   12 

PM:   He will be got at by the Attorney General’s Office, who have been intercepting my emails.  13 

JP:     Right  14 

PM:   Now, I know what all this is all about. We’re going to prove it. Every single part of this is going to 15 
be proven. We’re collating all the evidence, it’s going to be adjudicated upon internationally, coz I’m not 16 
going to tolerate being defrauded and then having a corrupt system cover it all up, I tell you that now.    17 

PM:   And, if you want to be a part of it, and you want to do the wrong thing, don’t say I didn’t warn 18 
you… 19 

JP:     Right 20 

PM:   And you will find out what I’ve done in due course. I’m going to deal with this, I’m not going to 21 
allow people to come in and cover it all up and provide impunity to the true offenders. That’s what’s 22 
been going on and each and every single person that’s been involved in that are going to go to prison, 23 
that’s a promise, right.   24 

PM:   I will tell you now that all the calls that we’ve had have been recorded, for the purpose of a criminal 25 
investigation. I’ve got all of the evidence of your colleagues admitting what’s been going on, and all the 26 
rest of it. It’s all going to come out in the wash.   27 

JP:     (sighs)  28 

PM:   So, you need to get with the program and go and do the right thing, Mr Palmer, I’m telling you 29 
now. Enough of the nonsense, I’ve had enough of it.  What normal and rational person wouldn’t turn 30 
around and say, “do you know what, these people, they’re a joke”, because the whole system has 31 
provided them with impunity. They should have been locked up years ago.  The whole system is unfit for 32 
purpose, that’s the reality of it.  Providing impunity to criminals so that they can do what the hell they 33 
like, running people’s lives, and carry on about their business, whilst going completely unpunished.  34 

PM:   Is that how our laws were meant to work?  (long pause).  I’m asking you, is that how our laws were 35 
meant to work?   36 

JP:     You’re telling me that this recording, that this is being recorded?  37 
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PM:   I’m telling you all of the calls are being recorded…  1 

JP:     Right 2 

PM:   every call we’ve had is recorded. 3 

JP:     At no, at no point have you said that… 4 

PM:   Well, I don’t care… 5 

JP:     these calls are being recorded. 6 

PM:   Listen to this.  I don’t need to tell anyone that the calls are being recorded for the purpose of a 7 
criminal investigation. That’s the law. 8 

JP:     It’s a bit underhand though isn’t it Mr Millinder?  9 

PM:   Well, it’s not underhand, it’s called the law. We’re investigators, you know what we do, we’re a 10 
large private investigation agency, this is what we do.  11 

JP:     I asked you on our very first phone call, whether the.  I asked you on our very first phone call 12 
whether these phone calls are being recorded and you said no, they weren’t, and I specifically asked, that 13 
you, that you would be telling me if they were recorded… 14 

PM:   Well.. 15 

JP:     (poor quality audio) and you said, yes.   16 

PM:   Well, what I’m getting at, right, is that all the calls are being recorded. 17 

JP:     So, are you reneging on what you said before?  18 

PM:   I don’t care whether I’m reneging on what I’ve said before because all the calls are recorded for the 19 
purpose of a… 20 

JP:     Well 21 

PM:   criminal investigation, because everything needs to be noted. Everything needs to be noted down... 22 

JP:     Ok, well this, this phone call is now being terminated 23 

PM:   Well that’s fine, coz I’m going to send you back all the recordings as they’re going to be used as 24 
evidence in court.  25 

 

 

- Call terminated at 10.22AM (14 minutes and 27 seconds from start) - 
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 IN THE NEWCASTLE CROWN COURT                                                                       CASE REF: A-2021-0089 

 Pursuant to section 6 Prosecution of Offences Act 1985 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
Pre-trial questionnaire in accord with page 16, paragraph 140 of A’s skeleton of 28th July 2021 

 
PART A OF THE PTQ:  CROSS EXAMINATION OF JULIAN DAVID GILL (“D4”) 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 
1. Mr Gill, on 9th January 2017 after calling on the ex-parte hearing to refrain presentation 

of a winding up petition from Earth Energy Investments LLP (“EEI”), at 5.30PM on the 
same day you provided me a copy of the note of hearing exhibited at tab_29 of the 
index.    You knew therefore that Mr Staunton (“D7”) had admitted “Force Majeure has 
effect” and therefore you knew that no money was owed to Middlesbrough FC (“MFC”), 
because Force Majeure in favour of Tenant absolved any liability whatsoever.  The 
statutory demand, as you knew, referred to the operative provision of Force Majeure in 
both the Lease and the Energy Supply Agreement.  

 
Q1:  Why therefore, on 2nd February 2017, 24-days later, did you present the proof 
of debt to Mr Hannon in the sum of £4,111,874.75 when you knew the claim was 
false?  
 

2. At page 6 of my skeleton of 28th July 2021, paragraph 45, I refer to the formal 14.4 proof 
of debt form you used to make the proof of debt claim and the penal notice on it.   

 
Q2:  Why did you take the penal notice off the standard proof of debt form?   
 

3. Mr Gill, we move to tab_21 of the index, the 54-page report proving offences that was 
found to have been withheld from the ex-parte hearing of 23rd October 2020 by MFC, 
Mr Stewart, you and Mr Ohrenstein (“D8”).   Page 15, line 28 – line 8 of page 17 recites 
from tab_1 , the 12-page email chain dated 15th June 2015 at 13.55PM, which was 
amongst the 172 pages of witness evidence served with the demand that was found to 
have been withheld from the ex-parte hearing on 9th January 2017, also by MFC, you, 
Mr Stewart and Mr Staunton.     

 
Q3:  Given that this exhibit has been presented a number of times prior to and 
during the hearing of 5th February 2018, can you confirm that you did read the 
exhibit?  
 
Q4:   How many times prior to 23rd October 2020 did you read the report of 54-
pages (tab_21)?  
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4. Page 17 of the report, line 9 – 18 refers to “Exhibit 8”, the unwarranted demand with 
menaces made by MFC on 25th June 2015, exactly 10-days after they engaged in that 
email chain referred to at p3, above.    
 

5. You knew that the original claim was in the sum of £256,269.89.  You knew that 
£181,269.89 of that claim was for energy supply and that £75,000 was for rent.  

 
Q5:  Mr Gill, did you look at the Energy Supply Agreement (“ESA”) terms prior to completing the 
elaborate statement you concocted in proof of debt claim (See: PoD_Gill)?   
 
Q6:  Why therefore did you claim £4,036,874.75 for energy supply when you knew 
that MFC had refused the connection and that you knew that any “Entitlement to 
agreed output” / agreement by me to supply power, was conditional upon my 
“satisfaction in full” of “entering into a connection agreement with Northern 
Powergrid”? 
 
Q7:   Why did you claim for energy supply when you knew that MFC refused to 
complete the Northern Powergrid agreement for establishing the connection?   
 
Q8:   Why did you claim for energy supply when the completed terms of the 
conditional ESA precluded any “invoicing and payment” in absence of fulfilment 
of those conditions and “commissioning” of the wind turbine?  
 
Q9:   Why did you claim over £4 million for energy supply when there was no 
agreement by me to supply any power whatsoever in accord with the completed 
contract?  
 
Q10:  Why did you claim over £4 million for energy supply knowing that of the 
unwarranted demand of 25th June 2015, £181,269.89 was for invoices for energy 
supply that MFC were contractually prohibited invoicing against?  
 

6. We come back to the report at tab_21, turning to page 17, line 19 refers to page 8 of 
“Exhibit AC1”.   Line 25 – 28 recites that the first claim, which you knew to be in the sum 
of £256,269.89 was false.    
 

7. At page 18 of the report, line 1 – 12, I refer to the emails you responded to, both of 
which refer to the first claim referred to above as being false, and then that the second 
claim “circa £500k” being a “purported debt”.   I asked why the purported debt 
increased.    At page 2 of Exhibit AC1, you said “we are instructed to consider this issue 
and will respond next week”.  

 
Q11.  Why did you fail to respond as you said you would when you knew both 
claims were false?  
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8. On 9th January 2017, rather than to have responded to the position presented in the 
statutory demand served on Mr Bloom of MFC by email on 3rd January 2017 and then in 
hard copy at MFC stadium on 6th January 2017 you attended an ex-parte hearing to 
refrain presentation of a winding up petition in the sum of £530,000 plus standard 
interest accruing from the date of the assignment.   
 

9. I refer to the statutory demand contained in the PDF portfolio number 26 (See: index at 
tab_8 - download from Dropbox to view - ).  I refer to tab_Z8, pages 4 and 5, the 
statement of the statutory demand.     
 

10. The first paragraph of the statement of the demand at page 4 refers to the fact that 
Force Majeure absolved any liability to pay whatsoever, referring to both the Lease and 
the ESA.   The 3rd paragraph refers to the fact that the ESA is conditional.  The 4th and 5th 
paragraph refers to the fact that it was condition precedent of the Connection Offer that 
MFC was to take ownership of its substations so that the connection for the wind 
turbine could be established.  
 

11. At page 5 of tab_Z8, the second page of the statement of the demand, the first 
paragraph refers to the Connection Offer and the Connection Deed.  

 
Q12.   Did you prepare the bundle for the ex-parte hearing of 9th January 2017 on 
your own or did Mr Stewart, Mr Bloom of MFC and Mr Staunton assist?  
 

12. The first paragraph of the statement of the demand mentioned at p11 above, referred 
to the Connection Offer and the Connection Deed.  As you know, it was the Connection 
Offer, the Connection Deed and the (unsigned) Northern Powergrid and MFC 
Connection Agreement that was withheld from the ex-parte hearing.    The paragraph 
referred to Force Majeure applying solely in favour of Tenant because MFC refused the 
connection.  

 
Q13.   Why did you withhold all those connection related contracts from the ex-
parte hearing contrary to your legal duty to disclose?  
 
Q14.   Why did you fail in any of your submissions whatsoever to make any 
mention that MFC refused the connection for the wind turbine, rendering the 
project useless when you knew that was the argument being advanced in the 
statutory demand?  
 
Q15.   Why did you not seek to correct Staunton, your instructed counsel, during 
the ex-parte hearing when you knew there was an operative provision of Force 
Majeure in the Lease?  
 

13. Tab_Z8: 3rd paragraph of page 5 referred to the Planning Decision Notice (“Exhibit 4”). 
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14. The 4th paragraph of page 5 referred to “emails between the Creditor, the CAA 
and the Planning Authority. (Exhibit 5)”. Exhibit 5 was those emails from the CAA.    
 

15. Page 1 of that email chain is the email dated 10th November 2014 at 10.43AM wherein 
the head of airspace, air traffic movement and aerodromes for the Civil Aviation 
Authority, Mr Ritchie, said this:  
 
Thank you for your message and copy of the expert report commissioned by Mr 
Millinder. 
 
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 
 

16. The exhibit is material, because it proved that on 14th November 2014, after receiving 
and reviewing the export witness report I had commissioned, the CAA were still stating 
the position remains unchanged and that the condition, preventing the turbine from 
lawful operation, be sustained.  
 

17. In Mr Bloom’s ex-parte witness statement of 8th January 2017 and later in Mr Stewart’s 
of 22nd October 2020, both lied about the facts relating to the delay of Force Majeure 
when on 23rd September 2013 it was evidenced in yet another exhibit withheld by you, 
Mr Stewart and Mr Staunton, that I had done what was required to have discharged the 
condition.  The Senior Planning Officer, on advice of the in-house Legal Counsel, stated 
that I had done so and that they were minded to discharge the condition on 23rd 
September 2013.   
 

18. At page 6 of Bloom’s statement, paragraph 18.4, he misrepresented the court and 
stated this: 
 
“Significantly, given that EW was only required to get the Local Planning Authority's 
blessing to a scheme of mitigation, it should have commissioned its own expert 
immediately to present the report that was eventually produced in November 2014. The 
result of that report was an almost immediate acceptance that the turbine would not 
compromise aircraft safety”. 
 

19. It is obvious that the intent to fail to disclose the CAA email chain ((Exhibit 5), the 
planning decision notice (Exhibit 4), the Accompanying Statement, the “DVTA 
Notification of Decision but most critically, (EX1), the email chain from 23rd – 25th 
September 2013 revealing that I had already done what was required to discharge the 
condition, was pre-meditated and of dishonest intent.  Likewise, as was concealment of 
the fact that MFC refused the connection, in tandem with failing to disclose all those 
connection related documents, making no mention whatsoever of the fact that it was 
MFC who rendered the project entirely useless after I had overcome the issue of Force 
Majeure preventing the turbine from lawful operation.  
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Q16:  Why did you fail to disclose all those documents when you knew they were 
referred to in the demand originating your ex-parte hearing?  
 

20. At EX1, page 3 of 6, it is expressly stated by the Senior Planning Officer that: 
 
“It does seem that the Airport are using the planning system to lever funding from the 
Applicant and we don’t think it’s the Council’s place to adjudicate in this matter”  
 
“Clearly we don’t have the expertise to consider fully the radar mitigation scheme but we 
would expect that Airport Safety is not solely reliant on the planning system” 
 
“Following Bryn’s 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” 
 
“Any comments before we progress with discharge of the condition” 
 

21. It is clearly material to the Force Majeure position that the Council admitted in writing 
on 23rd September 2013 (3-months and 6-days into the 12-month period free of rent) 
that firstly, they don’t have the expertise to do what the condition required of them in 
approving the mitigation system in the first place, but secondly and more crucially, that 
on 23rd September 2013, the Applicant had already done what was required to 
discharge the condition.   
 

22. Disclosure of that exhibit would have proven that the delay was a delay of Force 
Majeure caused by failure of the public body to act in accordance with planning law and 
to have discharged the condition that prevented the turbine from lawfully operating.  

 
Q17:  In full knowledge of that, having received those documents by email on 3rd 
and 5th January 2017, but then on having those documents in your possession in 
hard copy with the demand on 6th January 2017, why did you withhold all of this 
material information?   

 
23. Moving back to the statutory demand (tab_Z8), page 6, is part B of the statutory 

demand.  Part B of the statutory demand refers to the assignment resolution of 29th 
June 2015 which was served on MFC on 30th June 2015, then on 3rd January 2017 (by 
email to Mr Bloom of which he responded) then on 6th January 2017 with the demand 
by process server at the Stadium.  

 
Q18:  Knowing that the duty is on you to disclose all information and facts relevant 
to the ex-parte case you are advancing and knowing that Part B of the demand 
referred to the assignment resolution, why did you withhold it from the ex-parte 
hearing bundle?  
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24. Page 7 of tab_Z8 is the final page of the statutory demand. Once again the demand 
refers to the list of exhibits. All of those exhibits were withheld.  
 

25. On 11th January 2017, I instructed Penningtons Manches LLP to write to you to set out 
the material non-disclosure that I had, by then, referred to the common purpose 
corrupt police who work for you to conceal the fraud anyway.     I exhibit a copy of the 
Penningtons Manches LLP letter that you replied to.   The letter contains the “shopping 
list” of material information you and your conspirers withheld from the ex-parte hearing 
in breach of your legal duty to disclose.  

 
Q19:  Why did you not immediately disclose that letter to the Court when you are 
under a continuing duty to disclose up to, and during the first hearing on notice 
when you knew that there had been material non-disclosure?   
 

26. We move back to the report of 54-pages (tab_21) that you, MFC, Mr Stewart and Mr 
Ohrenstein were found to have withheld from the ex-parte hearing of 23rd October 
2020.    
 

27. The first page of the report contains an active table of contents proving the fraud and 
every single part of my case against you and your conspirers.   I click on the title “Nugee 
J dishonestly manipulated the terms of and misrepresented the assignment” taking 
you to page 36.   It is evidenced there that Nugee, your co-conspirer who has been 
perverting the course of justice, committed fraud by false representation and 
misrepresented the terms of the assignment to make it not absolute.  
 

28. The misrepresented version in Nugee’s order is at line 4 – 6 and the original, absolute 
assignment that you withheld from the ex-parte hearing is at line 10 – 13.  
 

29. Line 20 – 30 is where Nugee relied on his misrepresentation to defraud me of over 
£640,000, the indisputable sum of the demand, after finding that MFC did unlawfully 
forfeit the Lease and that no money was ever owed, due to Force Majeure having effect, 
as you knew on 9th January 2017.  
 

30. At page 37, line 1 – line 6 refers to the law, which makes any absolute assignment, of 
which notice has been given, effectual in law.  Being purported lawyers, or at least being 
legally qualified, you all knew this.  You therefore knew, at all times, since 30th June 
2015, that the assigned investments extinguished any liability of either EEI and later 
myself, to pay MFC or any of you any single penny whatsoever.  
 

31. At line 23 and 24, you had in your possession the transcript of that hearing, within 14-
days after I had it produced.  I filed it in the proceedings and sent you all a copy.  
Staunton (D7)said this during that hearing:     
 
Mr Staunton: “Second page in. Reading that second paragraph, what’s assigned to EEI 
are the investments, the £200,000” 

CASE FILE: Page 1718                   PDF: Page 479 of 994

https://intelligenceuk.com/CROSS-EXAMINATION/Exhibit_Penningtons_11.01.2017.pdf
https://intelligenceuk.com/APPEAL-16-06-2021/Tab_Z9---Report_Systemic_Corruption_02_06_2020_PM_VF.pdf


7 
 

Q20:  Knowing that the assignment was effectual in law from 30th June 2015, why, 
just 4-days after Staunton made that admission, did you present a winding up 
petition against EEI when you knew that no money was owed?  
 
Q21:  Why did you certify the statement of the petition as being true and factually 
accurate when you knew it was false?  
 

32. To consolidate matters substantially, I refer to the letter to the presiding Judge, HHJ 
Prince in these proceedings at tab_38.  I therein refer to the position of issue estoppel 
on which I rely, being that finding of Nugee J of 5th February 2018.  (See page 2, 
paragraph 3 – 3.2).    

 
Q22:   Why, given that you knew that the £4.1 million claim was false and that 
Nugee J had found it to be false, did you fail whatsoever to remove the fraudulent 
claim on or after 5th February 2018 by exercising your prerogative to do so under 
rule 14.10 of the Insolvency Rules 2016 when I had asked you, on multiple 
occasions to have done so?  

 
33. We move back to the 54-page report, starting at page 1, the active table of contents, 

clicking on “STAUNTON “U-turns” on the claims on 14th November 2018” reading page 
18, line 13 – 37.  We then go to page 19, reading line 1 through to 19.   At line 20 – 24, I 
highlighted the “U-turn” by Staunton, your purported counsel you instructed to assist 
you with the fraud.   You knew that Staunton had, on 12th November 2018, in writing 
“U-turned” on the claims, whilst in the same page, also admitting that the nullity 
petition for £25,000 was never even notified to me when it was presented to the Court.  

 
Q23:  Why, given that you knew your own counsel had retracted the claims he, 
you, MFC and Stewart were using to defraud my fellow creditors and I of the 
proven damages claim founded by unlawful forfeiture of the Lease, did you not 
immediately withdraw the proof of debt on or around 12th November 2018?  

 
34. Read from line 25 – 35 of page 21 of the report.  

 
35. Now read from page 23 of the report, line 16, through to line 7 of page 29.   

 
Q24:    I ask again, why, given that the report proves every part of my case, did you 
withhold the report from the ex-parte hearing of 23rd October 2020 after you read 
it many times over long prior?  
 

36. I refer to tab_39 of the index, turning to page 6, reading paragraph 27, through to 41 of 
page 9.  
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Q25:   Why did you instruct Staunton (D7) to attend the winding up hearing on 28th 
March 2018 when you all knew that neither I, not EW, nor EEI owed MFC a single 
penny, but you did know that you defrauded me of millions?   
 
Q26: Why did you not retract the petition when on 21st March 2018 Nugee J made 
the order listing EEI’s application to set aside the false pretences consent order 
originating the £25,000 aside when you knew the purproted debt was in any 
event subject to challenge?  
 
Q28: Why, on 7th September 2017 did you apply for a High Court Writ in the sum 
of £555,000 when firstly you knew that neither I nor EEI owed MFC a single penny 
and when secondly, you knew that any such claim was in any event subject to 
proceedings in the High Court?  
 
Q29:  Why, on 21st November 2017, when I served you a copy of the sealed 
unwarranted demand with menaces in the sum of £619,774.48 originating from 
your perjury / false instrument application to Bristol County Court, did you then 
make yet another application for a High Court Writ on 24th November 2017?  
 
Q30:  Why did you certify the second application as true and accurate, certifying 
that the details are correct and that there is “no other application or procedure 
pending” when you knew and that you were served with the sealed application 
that was to be heard by a High Court Judge of 16th November 2017?  
 
Q31:  Why did you not cancel the first High Court Writ when on or around 2nd 
October 2017, you would have received the writ from Bristol County Court, when 
you knew that no money was owed?  
 
Q32:  Why did you instruct the High Court Enforcement Officer to levy distress on 
EEI’s goods, firstly in the sum of £619,774.48 and then in the sum of circa £29,500 
when you knew no money was owed to MFC whatsoever?   
 
__________________________________________________________________ 
Concluding the cross examination against Mr Gill save for follow up questions in rely to his 
answers.  
 
A copy of this cross examination and pre-trial questionnaire has been served on the offenders, 
Mr Brown, Mr Stewart, Mr Blair and Mr Gill by email today, 6th August 2021 prior to 7.30AM.  
 
A copy of this document has been served on the CPS Chief Prosecutor and to the Clerk to the 
precising Judge.  
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 IN THE NEWCASTLE CROWN COURT            CASE REF: A-2021-0089 

 Pursuant to section 6 Prosecution of Offences Act 1985 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
Pre-trial questionnaire in accord with page 16, paragraph 140 of A’s skeleton of 28th July 2021 

PART B OF THE PTQ:  CROSS EXAMINATION OF MICHAEL ARTHUR BROWN (“D5”) 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

1. Mr Brown, you completed the Option Agreement, the Lease, the Connection Deed and
the Energy Supply agreement with me from February 2012 through until 8th November
2013 and you were engaged acting for Middlesbrough FC (“D2) throughout the
transaction until 25th June 2015.

2. I refer to my part 1 report dated 1st May 2021 at tab_3 of the index.  At page 4, part 1,
paragraph (“p”) 1, I quoted recital B of the Option Agreement you completed with me
on behalf of D2 as: “The Developer intends to construct, connect to the Grid and operate a 90m
high wind turbine at the Property”

3. I think it is fair to say that you knew, that to construct and operate the turbine, I needed
that grid connection.  Please correct me if I am wrong, but I believe, at least there is
common ground there.

4. I refer to page 5, p9, I referred to that email you wrote to Andrew Lindsay, who was
assisting me in completing the contracts.   On 25th September 2012 (3-months and 10-
days into the option period), you referred to:

“the need to transfer the two existing substations from the DNO to the club”

Q1:  Can you therefore confirm to the Court, for avoidance of doubt, that you knew, by 
25/09/2012, that for the wind turbine to connect to the grid, there was a requirement to 
transfer the ownership of the two on site dedicated substations to D2?  

5. Also at page 5, p6 I refer to the same 44-page exhibit of email correspondence between
the parties.   I turn to page 37 of 44, the email of 3rd November 2012 at 07.57AM from
me, to you, Mr Smith, Mr Bloom and Mr Bausor.  The email confirms that the deal is
going to be the same, and that costs of connection are the only issue.   The email
responded to Mr Bloom’s, where he confirmed he would be happy to extend the Option
Agreement for the same commercial deal.

Q2:  If you or D2 envisaged an issue with the connection configuration in the Club taking 
ownership of the substations, why did you extend the Option Agreement knowing of 
the express requirement of the Distribution Network Operator to do so?  
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6. At the bottom of page 37, there’s an email from me dated 21st November 2012 at
10.58AM, referring to the chain of emails below it, also addressed to you, Mr Bloom, Mr
Smith, Mr Bloom and Mr Bausor.  The email directed you to the email of 19th November
2012 at 15.44PM from Mr Ryan at Northern Powergrid.

7. The email from Mr Ryan at Northern Powergrid specified the basic requirement of the
connection for the wind turbine:

“The connection arrangement will be similar to that discussed earlier with the two existing
substations being disconnected from our system and transferred to the clubs ownership and a
new single HV point of supply established”.

8. At the bottom of page 40 and onto page 41, there is an email dated 8th November 2012
at 13.12PM from Mr Ryan of Northern Powergrid which you also had sight of. That email
clarified the connection configuration for the wind turbine contained in that email from
Mr Pubanz, my technical advisor, clarifying the terms of the connection.   The email of
16th October 2012 at 08.15AM was edited in red by Northern Powergrid. The first
paragraph specified that:

“There is an 11kV line at the stadium with a transformer dedicated to the stadium. The
stadium has two substations both connected to the same 11KV system. These will
need to be disconnected from the Northern Powergrid system and connected to the
customer owned 11KV network which in turn will be connected to a new 11kv switch
house where the turbine would also be connected”.

Q3:  As D2’s legal advisor, you knew of the requirement of the Club to take ownership of their 
dedicated substations.   If you envisaged that being an issue, which you later imply you did, 
why did you not advise your client to negate the Option Agreement when it was an option for 
them to have done so?  

Q4: Why did you wait until I completed the Lease and paid you the £200,000 before you and 
they “U-turned” on the express requirement in completing the connection for the wind 
turbine?  

9. At page 15 of tab_3, my report, part 4, p32, I refer to the fact that you “U-turned” and
stated this: “I myself made the club's views clear on the configuration issue as early as October
2013”

10. It is evidenced that both you and D2 were clear on the configuration on 25th September
2012 and on 8th November 2012 when Mr Bloom extended the Option Agreement for
the specific purpose of me securing the same and only connection for the wind turbine.

Q5:  Why did you state that you made the Club’s views clear on the configuration issue as 
early as October 2013 when you knew that the Lease was completed on 17th June 2013 on the 
basis of the agreed connection?   
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Q6:  Why did you state there was a configuration issue in October 2013 when you knew that 
the Connection Offer (with it’s condition precedent that D2 takes ownership of it’s 
substations) was completed by 4th January 2013?  

11. Mr Brown, we turn to page 12 of the report, part 4, p18, where Mr Bloom stated on 16th

April 2015 that there is a requirement to “record the configuration, infrastructure, ownership
and maintenance”

12. At page 13, part 4, p20, 5-days later, Mr Bloom is saying in his email of 21st April 2015, at
15.55PM that: “the intent of the various agreements was maintained, save for Empowering
Wind taking ownership of the high voltage side from NPG”

13. It is evidenced that it was the duty of D2 to take ownership of their substations, you
yourself admitted that on 25th September 2012 during the Option Period.  In the second
part of that same email, I recited what Mr Bloom introduced:

“We believe that in order for progress to be made an alternative configuration must be
established in which the turbine operator is accountable for the energy supply including
the fallback of supply from the grid when necessary”.

14. You knew, as well as D2 did, that the connection configuration was finalised during the
Option Period in 2012 on the basis of the connection specified by Northern Powergrid,
the Distribution Network Operator.     The first time the Club “U-turned” and began to
procrastinate on the completed connection was on 16th April 2015, after I had offered to
deposit the sum of their “ransom demand” in Escrow.

Q7:   Why therefore, on 13th May 2015 did you say you made the Club’s views clear on the 
configuration issue in October 2013 when no issue was raised whatsoever until 16th April 
2015?  

The Connection Deed and the Energy Supply Agreement: 

15. Mr Brown, on 7th November 2013, you were instructed to complete the Connection
Deed and the Energy Supply Agreement, which was originally agreed and attached to
the Option Agreement with the Lease.   I refer to the Connection Deed.

Q8: Prior to completing the Connection Deed and the Energy Supply Agreement, you 
requested a copy of the finalised Connection Offer.  Why did you request a copy of the 
Connection Offer?  

16. In requesting the Connection Offer, you knew, on 7th November 2013, that it was
condition precedent of the Connection Offer that D2 took ownership of their
substations, that is plain and clear at the bottom of page 1 and on to page 2.  You have
known that since 25th September 2015 if not long prior, nothing ever changed in respect
of the connection configuration.
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17. The Connection Deed, as you knew, formed an integral part of the Connection
Agreement.   The function of the Connection Deed is to ensure that D2 maintained the
connection within the “Customer Owned” substations they were to adopt from
Northern Powergrid in line with the terms of the Connection Offer and the connection
configuration specified and completed during the option period from October 2012 until
4th January 2013.    The Connection Deed referred to the terms of the Energy Supply
Agreement.

Q9:  Why did you state, on 13th May 2015 that you made the Club’s views clear on the 
connection configuration in October 2013 when you had this material before you in 
November 2013?  

18. Page 4 of the Energy Supply Agreement refers to the “Start Date”, being the date the
conditions precedent in clause 2 are satisfied.

19. At the bottom of the page, clause 2 is “COMMENCEMENT & TERM”.  2.1 states that:

“Clauses 3.1 - 3.3 and 4 shall commence on (and be conditional on) the satisfaction in full of the
following conditions precedent:

2.1.1 the occurrence of Commissioning; and
2.1.2 the Generator entering into a Connection Agreement in respect of the Equipment.

20. As you knew, (you agreed and completed the terms of the Energy Supply Agreement),
clause 3.1 (page 5) is “Entitlement to agreed output” (agreement to supply power).  Clause
4 is “INVOICING & PAYMENT”.

21. It is evidenced that on 25th September 2012 you knew it was D2’s duty to take
ownership of their two on site substations, you said that yourself.   You also had a copy
of the Connection Offer in your possession on 7th November 2013, you asked me to
send you it.   You knew therefore, on 7th November 2013, but in fact long prior, during
the option period, that it was Northern Powergrid’s express requirement that D2 took
ownership of those substations and the Connection Offer re-quote also re-affirmed that.
You knew that the Connection Deed formed part of the Connection Agreement, it says
precisely that on the document you completed.

Q10:  Why did you complete the Connection Deed and Energy Supply Agreement, if, according 
to you, you knew there was an issue with the connection configuration in October 2013, just 
one-month prior?  

22. You clearly knew that the terms of the Energy Supply Agreement you jointly negotiated
and agreed with me was conditional and required my “satisfaction in full, of entering
into a connection agreement” and “commissioning” of the wind turbine.   You knew, as
anyone would do, that to be commissioned, the turbine requires the connection.
Likewise, you knew that the start date is the date those conditions are fulfilled.
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Q11:  Why did you complete either the Connection Deed or the Energy Supply Agreement 
knowing that the Connection Offer is conditional upon D2 taking ownership of their 
substations?  

Q12:  Why did you complete the Energy Supply Agreement, if according to you, that D2 had 
an issue with the connection configuration in October 2013, just one-month prior when you 
knew that the Energy Supply Agreement is conditional upon my “satisfaction in full “of 
entering into a connection agreement with Northern Powergrid?  

23. From 16th April 2015 onwards, it is evidenced that you were aware that D2 had refused
to do as required in providing the connection for the turbine.

Q13:  Given that you were advising D2, why, knowing that the Energy Supply Agreement was 
conditional, did not advise your client that they could not claim for Energy Supply on 7th 
March 2015 when you knew they were demanding £181,269.89 when there was no 
“Entitlement to agreed output”?  

Q14:  Why did you not advise your client that in accord with the completed Energy Supply 
Agreement, any “invoicing & payment” was contractually prohibited?  

Q15:   Why did you not advise your client that on 7th March 2015, Force Majeure absolved any 
requirement to pay whatsoever owing to the fact that from 7th November 2013 until 23rd 
December 2014 the delay of Force Majeure suspended the 12-month period from which it was 
implied I was to procure the “Start Date”?  

Q16:  Why did you not advise your client they had no position from which to have claimed for 
any energy supply or rent whatsoever because they prevented me from performing on the 
rights granted by the Lease, which was to construct, connect to the grid and operate the 
turbine?  

24. At page 15 of my report (tab_3), I refer to part 5, p1 at the bottom of the page, I refer to
tab_Q3, which is the email I sent to you, Mr Bloom and Mr Ellis on 15th June 2015 at
13.55PM.

25. The paragraph I highlighted in the report stated categorically that:

“..no payments would become due until 12 calendar months from that date. I state this because
you previously made it clear you had intended to invoice my company for payments that are
clearly not due”.

26. You knew therefore that no payments for energy supply were due.  You knew, on 16th

April 2015 and always thereafter, that D2 had refused the connection and that the
Energy Supply Agreement is conditional.   You also knew that Force Majeure from 23rd

September 2013 – 23rd December 2014, suspended the 12-month period from which to
procure the “Start Date”.
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27. It is fair to say any lawyer in your position would know, on both grounds, and given that
I told you all precisely that, you knew on 15th June 2015 that no money could possibly be
owed to D2 in the circumstances of which you were aware.

Q17:  Why on 25th June 2015 did you not advise your client that the demand they were 
making was unwarranted when you knew they refused the connection, preventing me from 
performing on the rights granted?  

28. I refer to Exhibit-15, turning to page 8 of 8.  There is an email from me to you of 23rd

June 2017.

Q18:  Given that you then knew that D2 and your colleagues, Stewart and Gill had dishonestly 
withheld all the evidence from the ex-parte hearing of 9th January 2017 to defraud me of the 
investment I made in the project, exceeding £640,000 (the sum of the demand plus interest), 
when did you fulfil your duty to report the offences to the National Crime Agency under the 
Proceeds of Crime Act 2002?  

29. I refer to page 6 of 8. The email from me to you, Mr Hannon, Mr Campbell, Ms Bremner
and Mr Gray of your firm on 23rd June 2017 at 18.55PM.   The 3rd paragraph of page 7
refers to the fraudulent proof of debt in the sum exceeding £4.1 million made by your
colleague, Mr Gill.

Q19:  Why, given that you knew all along that no claims could possibly be established, did you 
not advise your colleague, Mr Gill, to retract the proof of debt pursuant to rule 14.10 of the 
Insolvency Rules 2016?  

30. Page 4 contains a further email from me dated 27th June 2017 at 10.10AM to you, Mr
Gray and Ms Bremner.  You were listed as a defendant in that email asking Hannon to
exercise his duty to request directions from the Court and get the application listed.
The top of page 6 refers to that £4.1 million fraudulent claim.

Q20:  Why did you, in full knowledge of the fact that the Energy Supply Agreement is 
conditional, fail in your duty to the Court to act with honesty and confirm what you knew all 
along, insofar as disclosing that the Energy Supply Agreement is conditional upon my 
satisfaction in full, of entering into the Connection Agreement, you knew your client refused? 

Q21:   Why did you remain silent and fail in your duty to respond to that email of 27th June 
2017, failing to inform Mr Hannon that the first claim he accepted from Mr Bloom on 1st 
December 2016 in the sum of £256,269.89 was false when you knew it was?  

31. I refer to the Penningtons Manches LLP complaint of material non-disclosure of 11th

January 2017.

32. As you knew, your client refused the connection, rendering the wind turbine project
useless.   You knew your client refused to sign the Northern Powergrid / MFC agreement
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Q22:  Knowing that your client refused the connection and upon discovering that your client 
and your colleagues, Gill and Stewart committed a criminal offence of fraud by failing to 
disclose information by withholding all the evidence referred to in that Penningtons Manches 
LLP I presented you with, why did you fail in your duty to report the offences to the Police or 
to the National Crime Agency in accord with your reporting duties under the Proceeds of 
Crime Act 2002?  

33. Mr Brown, I refer back to that “grid connection” email chain, (tab_Q2), turning to the
bottom of page 8, the email from me to you, Mr Towner, your colleague, Mr Bloom and
Mr Ellis of D2.  The email dated 8th May 2015 at 13.14PM responding to Mr Towner’s
questions directed at Northern Powergrid, the Distribution Network Operator.  The
response to those questions is at pages 9 and 10.

34. In that email, the answer to question 1 maintains precisely the same position on the
completed connection configuration on which Mr Bloom of D2 extended the Option
Agreement for me to complete on 8th November 2012. Nothing whatsoever had
changed, as you knew.

35. At page 10, the answer is no, because as you knew, there was only one alternative
connection arrangement and the turbine could not “export” when connected by that
arrangement.  There was only one way in which the turbine could connect and it is the
terms of the Connection Offer proposed by Northern Powergrid which formed the
entire basis of me agreeing to extend the Option Agreement, then completing the
Lease.

36. At page 33 and 34, the email between D2 and I dated 4th January 2013 at 15.18PM if
where the connection configuration and the electrical design was completed, along with
the costs for making that same and only connection.

37. At page 36, there is an email from Mr Smith of 21st November 2012, again referring to
the transfer of ownership of the substations.

38. At page 39 and on to page 40, we have the email of 9th November 2012 at 14.05PM,
where Mr Bloom of D2 asked one of the very few questions ever asked about the
connection when both you and they, had Northern Powergrid, my technical team and
your own advisors (if you had any) at your disposal throughout the Option Period when
the connection was finalised.   Bloom recited the “alternative connection arrangement”
from that email of 16th October 2012 (page 42):

"There is a costly alternative, which is to make a connection at the other side of the A66, also at
11 kV. The method of connection for the 2.6MW of generation is from our primary SS,
approximately 3km away. The alternative connection is from the 11KV currently supplying the
stadium though this can only supply the demand to the site and the generation cannot export
when the site is connected via this alternative arrangement.."
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39. As explained to both you and Bloom, the alternative connection was not viable, firstly it
cost over £1.2 million and secondly, it can only supply the demand to the site and the
turbine cannot “export” / deliver power back to the grid.  Hence, you all knew that the
connection completed during the Option Period was the only connection for the
turbine.

Q22:   Why therefore did you state in your email at page 1 of 13th May 2012 that: 
there is at least one alternative configuration of the connection which meets MFC's position that the club 
does not need to adopt the HV substations for this arrangement to operate. 

When you knew that the only alternative connection was not viable and that we had explored 
all possible options for making the connection during the option period, when it was an 
option, if either party became dissatisfied with either the technical or commercial 
arrangements being proposed, to negate without financial commitment?  

40. I refer back to my index, tab_21, the 54-page report your colleagues, Gill, Stewart and
Ohrenstein withheld from the ex-parte hearing of 23rd October 2020 in breach of their
duty to disclose.   You had a copy of that report in your possession since 2nd June 2020.

41. Page 1 of the report contains an active table of contents, you simply click on the links to
be taken to the section, making navigation seamless.    The report proves that D2 and
your colleagues have committed indictable only offences.

Q23:  When did you fulfil your duties under the Proceeds of Crime Act 2002 on or around 2nd 
June 2020 by reporting the offences to Police or the National Crime Agency?  

Q24:  Why, when I paid you to complete the Option Agreement, Lease, Energy Supply 
Agreement and Connection Deed, all of which require that connection, which required your 
client to take ownership of their dedicated substations, have you defrauded me of huge 
amounts of money when you knew of the requirement, by your own admission, on 25th 
September 2012?  

Q25:  Do you consider that your actions and the actions of your colleagues  would be viewed 
as dishonest by the standards of ordinary and reasonable persons in view of the 
circumstances?   

Q26:  If you set out to construct, connect to the grid and operate a wind turbine, you agreed 
and completed the connection during the option period and then 2-years later, after you had 
paid £200,000 for the privilege of doing so, the Landlord outright refused to allow you to 
perform on the rights granted after you spent over £770,000 of your hard earned money 
developing the project, would you be annoyed?   Would you feel a sense of injustice if the 
corrupt judiciary then colluded to prevent justice being served on the perpetrators?  
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________________________________________________________________ 
Concluding the cross examination against Mr Brown save for follow up questions in rely to his 
answers.  

A copy of this cross examination and pre-trial questionnaire has been served on the offenders, 
Mr Brown, Mr Stewart, Mr Blair and Mr Gill by email today,10th August 2021.  

A copy of this document has been served on the CPS Chief Prosecutor and shall be filed with 
the Court in preparation for trial.  
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 IN THE NEWCASTLE CROWN COURT                                                                       CASE REF: A-2021-0089 

 Pursuant to section 6 Prosecution of Offences Act 1985 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
Pre-trial questionnaire in accord with page 16, paragraph 140 of A’s skeleton of 28th July 2021 

 
PART C OF THE PTQ:  CROSS EXAMINATION OF PAUL ROBERT STEWART (“D3”) 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 
1. Mr Stewart, on Sunday 8th January 2017, you assisted Mr Bloom, Mr Gill and instructed 

Mr Staunton in preparing D2’s ex-parte hearing bundle to refrain presentation of a 
winding up petition presented by Earth Energy Investments LLP in the sum of £530,000 
plus standard interest accruing from the date of the assignment.  

 
Q1:  In exercise of your duty to the Court, did you read the statutory demand 
served on D2 on 6th January 2017 at tab_Z8, page 3 – 7?   
 

2. The first paragraph of the statutory demand refers to the fact that D2 unlawfully 
forfeited the Lease, referring to Force Majeure applying at clause 6 of the Energy Supply 
Agreement and in the Lease.   

 
Q2:  Did you refer to the terms of the Energy Supply Agreement and Lease in 
exercise of your duty to the Court?  
 
Q3:   Did you refer to the Force Majeure definition in the Lease at page 7 and the 
operative clause at page 29 “Agreements & Declarations, cause 6?  

 
Q4:   Did you refer to the terms of the Energy Supply Agreement at page 1, the 
definition of “Commissioning”, page 2 the definition of “Force Majeure” and 
page 8, clause 6, the operative Force Majeure clause?  
 
Q5:   Did you read page 4, clause 2 “Commencement & Term” of the Energy 
Supply Agreement and the fact that the “Start Date” is the date on which the 
conditions at page 5, clause 2.1.1 and 2.1.2 are satisfied?  
 

3. Clause 3.1 is “Entitlement to agreed output” (agreement to supply power) at page 5.  
The definition of “agreed output” is at page 1, defined as: 
 
means an output of upto 1500 MWh of electricity to be supplied free of charge to the Company 
each year, together with Energy supplied over and above 1500MWh per annum to be sold to the 
Company at the rate of 8.25p /KWh 
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4. In reading simply that clause alone, the definition of “agreed output” and the fact you 
knew that D2 did refuse the connection and therefore you knew, I could get no 
satisfaction of entering into a connection agreement that D2 refused and neither could I 
commission the turbine, you knew there was no “entitlement to agreed output” 
(agreement to supply power).  It is fair to say that any lawyer would do, in particular Mr 
Bloom, Mr Brown and Mr Gill, because indeed they spent quite some time around the 
terms of the Energy Supply Agreement.  
 

5. You also knew, it was right in front of you, that the two conditions precedent are 
embedded in “Commencement & Term” of the agreement.    
 

6. Commissioning is defined at the bottom of page 1 and on to page 2, where “Connection 
Agreement” is also defined.  
 

7. The definition of “Start Date” is at page 4, meaning “the date the conditions precedent in 
clause 2 are satisfied”  
 

8. The conditional agreement at clause 2 is linked to clause 4 “Invoicing & payment” at 
page 6.  You knew therefore that any “invoicing & payment” was contractually 
prohibited in absence of fulfilment of those 2 conditions precedent.  Any lawyer, just 
spending 5-minutes reading the contract would do.  It is your duty to the court to have 
done so, so it is fair to say, prior to 9th January 2017, you did read, in full the terms of 
both the Lease and the Energy Supply Agreement.  

 
Q6:  How do you interpret page 4, clause 2.1 “Clauses 3.1 - 3.3 and 4 shall 
commence on (and be conditional on) the satisfaction in full of the following 
conditions precedent”?   
 
Q7:  Mr Stewart, can you confirm to the Court that you did read the terms of the 
Energy Supply Agreement and the Lease that I referred to prior to attending the 
ex-parte hearing on 9th January 2017?  
 

9. We move back to tab_Z8, the Appendix you, D2, Mr Gill and Mr Ohrenstein later 
withheld from the ex-parte hearing of 23rd October 2020.  Well, to give some credit, you 
did in fact include a copy of the statutory demand and the assignment with the first 
demand of 6th January 2017, but you did withhold the assignment from the first ex-parte 
hearing.   
 

10. During the second ex-parte hearing, on 23rd October 2020, you withheld the assignment 
of the investment back to me that was served on D2 with the demand on 12th October 
2020.  You withheld that assignment at pages 1 and 2 of tab_Z8 when you knew the 
demand was based upon that assignment.   You did precisely the same during the first 
ex-parte hearing on 9th January 2017 and it was found by Nugee J that you did.  
Likewise, it was found by Fancourt J you did a second time, but they work for you to 
prevent you from being prosecuted anyway, so they too are being prosecuted.   
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11. We move back to that statutory demand, the statement of the demand at page 4. The 
3rd paragraph (“p”) refers to the conditional nature of the agreement.   P4 refers to the 
fact that the Northern Powergrid Connection Offer is conditional upon D2 taking 
ownership of its dedicated substations to form the private network the turbine would 
then connect into.  
 

12. The 3rd p of the statutory demand refers to the “Connection Deed” and the 5th p refers 
to the “Connection Offer”, explaining in further detail that the condition precedent of 
the Connection Offer was that the Debtor (D2) took control of those two substations.  

 
Q8:  Why, when you had a legal duty of disclosure to the Court, did you fail to 
disclose the Connection Offer and the Connection Deed when you knew those 
documents are integral to the argument being advanced that D2 refused the 
connection, rendering the project useless?  

 
13. The last p of page 4 of the demand (tab_Z8), I refer to the “Northern Powergrid Asset 

Sale Agreement”. The unsigned agreement between D2 and Northern Powergrid form 
establishing the connection for the wind turbine dated February 2015.  
 

14. The 1st p of page 5 refers to the fact that D2 first asked me to “drop my position on Force 
Majeure” because they were trying to lever, as you knew, £256,269.89 from me when 
contractually no money was owed, so they were asking me to forget the operative 
clause of Force Majeure in the Lease and Energy Supply Agreement (notwithstanding 
the fact that the ESA is conditional anyway), so they could extort £256,269.89 from me.  
 

15. The 1st p of page 5 refers to the fact that the delay of Force Majeure was caused by D2 
themselves by refusing the connection and preventing me from performing on the rights 
granted.  

 
Q9:   In full knowledge of those facts, having read the statement of the demand 
that originated your ex-parte injunction hearing on 9th January 2017 why did 
you fail to disclose the (unsigned) Northern Powergrid Asset Sale Agreement?  
 
Q10:  Why did you, Mr Bloom, Mr Gill and Mr Staunton all fail whatsoever to 
disclose any mention of the fact that D2 refused the connection?  
 

16. You will note that Force Majeure is at the heart of the argument within the statutory 
demand. Force Majeure suspended the 12-month period from which to have 
commissioned the turbine.  Force Majeure then continued to suspend the period 
(schedule 7 of the Lease) due to D2 refusing the connection. 
 

17. You knew therefore that refusing the connection and the operative provision of Force 
Majeure in the Lease proved the claim of the demand.   
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18. You knew therefore, on 9th January 2017 by the longstop, that neither rent or energy 
supply was owed to D2, because they unlawfully forfeited the Lease after refusing the 
connection.  
 

19. Tab_8 of my index (INDEX-19-07-2021) with my trial bundle contains the index of 
evidence and submissions (tabulated PDF portfolios) that was concealed and evaded by 
Swift and Andrews in the Administrative Court.     
 

20. I refer to PDF portfolio no. 1 of that index (tab_8), you will need to download the PDF 
portfolio to view the tabulations.  This is the bundle of evidence that Fancourt openly 
admitted in Court on 6th November 2020 that “I can’t access” when the bundle was on 
the court file with the application for trial he prevented from being tried, knowing you 
had committed fraud by failing to disclose information during the hearing of 23rd 
October 2020 and again by failing to disclose my complaint of non-disclosure of 24th 
October 2020.   We will address that later in this PTQ.  
 

21. I turn to tab_04 of PDF portfolio no 1, the transcript and order of your ex-parte hearing 
on 9th January 2017.   At page 3(G) Mr Staunton lied, knowing that no rent was owed, 
and stated: 
 
“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” 

 
Q11:  In conducting your prerequisite due diligence, as any lawyer would have to 
do prior to embarking on such ex-parte injunction proceeding, why did you not 
tell Staunton that no rent was owed and no energy supply was owed because 
D2 refused the connection?  
 

22. At page 3 (H) and on to page 4, Staunton lied again and said this: 
 
“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 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”. 
 

23. Then, also at p A of page 4, Staunton admitted that he knew what the effect of the 
operative clause of Force Majeure in the Lease would be: 
 
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. 
 

24. Yet, in preparing for the case, you, Mr Gill and Mr Bloom clearly did know of the Force 
Majeure clause in the Lease. In fact, Mr Bloom knew of it long before.  I will take you to 
some evidence, which I know you have seen before.    
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25. I have referred to the numerous false statements within it, and the fact that he was 
concealing the pertinent matter that he himself agreed the connection configuration 
then refused it and made no disclosure of that fact whatsoever, in tandem with 
dishonestly withholding those 3 connection contracts that proved D2 rendered the 
project useless. 
 

26. I refer to Mr Bloom’s ex-parte witness statement dated 8th January 2017. At page 3, p8.4 
of his statement, Bloom refers to: 
 
“Schedule 5, clause 6 (Agreements & Declarations) – provided relief to either party for the 
duration of a Force Majeure event. The definition of Force Majeure is at page 22 and includes the 
usual wording to capture any event or circumstance beyond EW’s reasonable control” 
 

27. Once again, nothing any of you say is ever either candid, nor factually accurate.   
Schedule 5, clause 6 of the Lease starts at page 27 of the Lease and the operative Force 
Majeure clause (not the definition) is at page 29.    The definition is at page 7.  It is an 
extremely wide definition to encompass any act by a third party that causes delay or 
prevents a party from performing on its obligations.   The Force Majeure definition 
applies solely in favour of Tenant, as it did anyway, because Bloom, you, Staunton and 
Gill, all knew that D2 refused the connection.  
 

28. Staunton did read Mr Bloom’s statement, he would have had to have done in exercise of 
his duty as counsel.   It is proven therefore that Staunton did know there was an 
operative provision of Force Majeure in the Lease, his own client referred to it. 
Therefore, it is proven that Staunton knew the statement he was making, lying about 
the Force Majeure provision in the Lease, was blatantly false, just as you did.    
 

29. Moving back to that transcript,( tab_04), page 4, (B) through to (D) Staunton admits that 
Force Majeure has effect in relation to the Energy Supply Agreement when there was no 
entitlement to agreed output anyway.   It is proven beyond doubt therefore, that by his 
own admission, he knew no energy supply could possibly be owed, on 9th January 2017.  
You all knew that, but long before, just by reading the terms of the contracts and 
moreover, the demand that originated your ex-parte hearing.  
 

30. Between D and E, Staunton said this:  
 
“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” 
 

31. P66 of your ex-parte hearing bundle (Exhibit JRB1) is the unwarranted demand with 
menaces used to unlawfully forfeit the Lease after D2 refused the connection.  Page 67 
is the invoice for energy supply in the sum of £181,269.89 which D2 was contractually 
prohibited from invoicing for.   You all kept very silent about the terms of the Energy 
Supply Agreement and the fact that D2 refused the connection when you knew that 
there was no “Entitlement to agreed output”.  
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Q12:  Why did you, on 9th January 2017 or prior to, fail in your duty to brief Mr 
Staunton that your client refused the connection and that any “entitlement to 
agreed output” was conditional upon my “satisfaction in full” of entering into 
the connection agreement?  
 
Q13:  Why did you make no mention of the fact that any “invoicing & payment is 
contractually prohibited because there was never any agreement by me to 
supply any power?  
 
Q14:   Why did you fail to disclose that on 20th December 2016, Mr Bloom 
submitted a second proof of debt to Mr Hannon (liquidator) in the sum of 
£541,308.89 of which £466,308.89 was for energy supply they prevented from 
being supplied?  
 
Q15:  Having read Bloom’s statement, why did you not immediately correct Mr 
Staunton during the hearing and tell him he is wrong about Force Majeure not 
having effect in the Lease?  
 
Q16:   Why, immediately after the hearing, when you had a copy of the note of 
hearing on your own headed paper (see: INDEX-19-07-2021, tab_29, page 1), did 
you not fulfil your continuing duty to the court to notify of the correct factual 
circumstances when your duty was to do so?  
 

32. Moving back to  tab_04, at page 4, (A) Staunton admitted that he knew what the effect 
of Force Majeure in the Lease would be:  
 
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 
 

33. It is evidenced from Mr Bloom’s witness statement, page 4, p8.4 that you all knew there 
was an operative Force Majeure clause and you all knew that D2 refused the 
connection, therefore it is proven beyond doubt that you all knew that no rent was 
owed either and you knew that D2 had unlawfully forfeited the Lease.  
 

34. You all knew that the demand of 25th June 2015 was unwarranted and you knew that by 
then, D2 had rendered the project useless by “U-turning” and refusing that connection 
that Bloom himself extended the option on the basis of, so I could complete it.  
 

35. We move to INDEX-19-07-2021; tab_3, my report dated 5th May 2021.  I turn to part 6 
of the report at the bottom of page 16.  I address more false statements in Bloom’s ex-
parte witness statement.   At page 16, part 6, p3 I refer to where Bloom misrepresented 
the “Start Date” of the ESA which I correctly addressed at page 2, p7 above.  
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36. Further down page 17 of the report, we come to part 7, at p1 and p2, I refer to where 
Bloom also lied about the delay of Force Majeure that prevented the turbine from 
lawful operation.   At p3(a), (b), (c), (d) and (e) I listed the material information you, 
Bloom, Gill and Staunton withheld that proved the correct factual position.  
 

37. At p2 I referred to the false statement made by Bloom in his witness statement, when 
he had the conscious and premeditated intent to withhold the documents proving the 
correct factual position.   Bloom said this:  
 
“The disagreement over the suitability of the mitigation scheme led to the wind turbine 
project being delayed” 
 

38. Bloom knew, as well as you, Gill and Staunton did, there as no such disagreement over 
the suitability of the mitigation scheme.    
 

39. We move to page 8 of the report: “Part 3: 22nd September 2013 – The Claimant 
submitted the scheme to discharge planning condition 7 of the planning permission” 
 

40. P3 of page 8 refers to “Email_chain_25_09_2013”, which is item (e) of the evidence you 
withheld from the ex-parte hearing.  P3(a), through to p5 of page 9 recites the contents 
of that email chain from the Senior Planning Officer and the in-house counsel, 
evidencing that by 23rd September 2013 (3-months and 6 days into the Lease), I had 
submitted the scheme, as required by the condition and the Council was minded to 
discharge the condition because I had.   
 

41. At page 20, p3 through to p7 I refer to the fallacies in both yours and Bloom’s witness 
statements and I refer to the false statement contained in your witness statement of 
15th May 2018 where you said:  
 
“save to say that the project was delayed as a result of a delay in satisfying a condition attached 
to the planning permission obtained by the Respondent to erect the wind turbine”. 
 

42. You knew that there was no delay in satisfying the planning condition, because it was 
not satisfied.  You knew the evidence withheld by you, D2, Gill and Staunton proved that 
position very clearly.    We move back to page 17, p3(a), the planning decision notice 
that was withheld.     
 

43. The planning decision notice confirmed that the condition was removed, because there 
was no threat to aviation safety.    Item p3(c) is the DTVA notification of decision.  The 
document, prepared by Middlesbrough Council sent to DTVA (the Airport), confirmed 
categorically that:  
 
As removal of the condition is in accordance with the Councils policies and in light of 
guidance from the CAA, planning permission has been granted under the Council’s 
scheme of delegation.  The relevant approval notice has therefore been issued 
accordingly 
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44. Item p3(d) was particularly material because it contained the admission by the Council 
that they never had the expertise to do what the condition required them to do in 
approving the mitigation scheme in the first instance.  I refer to: MBC Complaint 
Assessment Response.  I quote:  
 
“this level of expertise is not possessed within the Council” 
 

45. It is material that on 19th May 2015, the Council is still saying that they do not have the 
expertise to determine the radar mitigation scheme when the condition they installed, 
that prevented the turbine from lawful operation, required them to have done so. 
 

46. Likewise, the additional exhibit of material information you withheld, the email chain of 
23rd – 25th September 2013, p3(e), also contained the same admission: 
 

47. The same also referred to the conflict of interest, because the Club and the Airport have 
been working together to defraud me of my assets whilst using the planning system to 
defraud:  
 
“The conflicting interests between the Airport and the Football Club” 
 

48. Page 1 of the email chain said that: 
 
“seeking the advice of the Civil Aviation Authority is the best course of action to take”  

 
49. The Council failed to seek advice of the CAA, they only did so after I personally 

intervened and embarked upon my own investigation, however, the same email chain 
did reveal I had done what was required to have discharged the condition, as it did that:  
 
“Durham Tees Valley Airport have called to say they cannot confirm that the system is safe and 
are pressuring the applicant to fund an alternative scheme to the tune of £80,000 for the first 
year of testing. It does seem that the Airport are using the planning system to lever funding from 
the applicant and we don't think it's the Council's place to adjudicate in this matter” 
 

50. At page 3 of that same email chain:  
 
Clearly we do not have the expertise to consider fully the radar mitigation scheme 
 

51. It is obvious that both your statement and that of Bloom’s is designed to conceal the 
fact that the entire position around this radar mitigation was a fraud when I had done 
what was required to discharge the condition on 23rd September 2013,which is clearly 
why you withheld all that evidence.    It proved that the delay was completely beyond 
my control and further, that the CAA were never consulted when the Council said they 
were. The CAA were not consulted until I personally contacted them. 

 
Q17: Why did you lied in your witness statement of May 2018 when you knew the 
condition was not satisfied at all?   
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52. I refer to the Penningtons Manches LLP letter dated 11th January 2017.  The letter was 
in your possession on 11th January 2017.   It contained the “shopping list” of material 
information you withheld from the Court and it confirmed that I did not consent to 
paying your costs.  

 
Q18:  Why, knowing that all that evidence has been withheld and that you, D2, 
Gill and Staunton presented an entirely false case ex-parte did you withhold 
that letter in breach of your continuing duty to disclose?  
 
Q19:  Why did you withhold the letter when it was your legal duty to disclose it 
when you knew that doing so would prevent justice being served on you and 
your cohorts?  
 
Q20:   Why did you withhold the letter when you knew that had you disclosed it, 
no judge would have continued the injunction and it would have been 
discovered that I never did consent to paying your purported £25k costs?  
 

53. We move back to tab_Z8, page 6, which is Part B of the demand, the part that deals 
with assignments.  The assignment is referred to, stating the date of the assignment 
from EW to EEI of 29th June 2015.   The assignment was served on 30th June 2015 and 
according to law, has been effectual thereafter.  
 

54. The assignment counterpart to the demand (Part B) is referred to at page 7 (enclosure) 
and is at page 8.   The assignment resolution is an absolute assignment of all the 
investment made in EW to EEI.  

 
Q21:  Why did you withhold the assignment from the ex-parte hearing bundle 
(Exhibit JRB1) when you knew the demand was originated upon assignment of 
part of my assigned investments?  
 

55. We move to my 54-page report at INDEX-19-07-2021, tab_21.  You were served this 
report several times over since 2nd June 2020, by email on at least 6-occasions and in the 
hard copy bundle for the hearing of 24th August 2020 before Murray in the Queen’s 
Bench, the offender who disposed of the application to prevent justice being served on 
you.  
 

56. The front page of the report contains an active table of contents for seamless 
navigation.  Pages 26 & 27 contain findings of non-disclosure ex-parte by Nugee J. He 
found that 172-pages of witness evidence was withheld from the ex-parte hearing, but 
he perverted the course of justice to prevent you and your conspirers being prosecuted.  
 

57. Page 36, line 4 – 6 recited the fraud by false representation committed by Nugee where 
he falsely represented the terms of the assignment he found you withheld to make it 
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58. Page 37, line 1 – line 7, refers to the law that makes any absolute assignment, of which 
express notice has been given to the debtor, effectual in law.  
 

59. Page 28 of the report, line 15 – 18 contains another notice of the assignment, 
notwithstanding the fact that D2 has had the assignment in their possession since 30th 
June 2015, of 3rd January 2017, referring to that email chain Bloom responded to.  
 

60. Line 24 – 26 is the finding of Nugee J that you, D2, Gill and Staunton withheld the 
assignment.   Page 29, line 5 – 7 recited the lie in Bloom’s statement where he denied all 
knowledge of the assignment he had in his possession on 30th June 2015 (hard copy), 3rd 
January 2017 (by email), 6th January 2017 (by process server in hard copy).    Bloom said 
this:  
 
“the clear implication from these statements is that, as at 15 December 2016, no such 
assignment had occurred and I have seen no evidence of any assignment. It is therefore wholly 
unclear on what basis EE asserts that it is a creditor of MFC and no explanation Is provided in the 
statutory demand”. 
 

61. Clearly you knew the statement Bloom was making was entirely false and you knew that 
the statutory demand referred to the assignment on which it was based and you knew 
the assignment had been withheld from the ex-parte hearing of 9th January 2017.  
 

62. Page 23 line 17 – 25 is the offence that it is proven that you, D2, Gill and Staunton have 
committed on 2-counts between 9th and 16th January 2017.   Page 25, line 17 is the actus 
reus of the offence.  
 

63. I refer now back to the INDEX-19-07-2021; tab_34, my “part 3 report”, turning to page 
25, part A6 of the report, that deals with the perjuries and blackmail coming from the 
false instrument applications you made to Bristol County Court.  
 

Q22:  Given that you knew, on 9th January 2017 if not long before, that my 
assigned investments (exceeding £770,000) extinguished any claim D2 could 
possibly bring against Earth Energy Investments LLP, why did you make the 
application for a High Court Writ referred to at p79, in the sum of £555,000 on 
7th September 2017?  
 

64. P80 refers to the fact you all knew proceedings were on foot in respect of your fraud, on 
27th July 2017.   P81 refers to the High Court Writ of control in the sum of £583,582.42 
which is actually dated 2nd October 2017 (not 10th).    

 
Q23:   Why, upon receipt of the Writ on or around 2nd October 2017, did you not 
immediately cancel it knowing that Earth Energy Investments LLP does not owe 
D2 a single penny?  
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65. P82 refers to the unwarranted demand with menaces of 21st November 2017.  By then, 
you were served with a copy of the application of 15th November 2017 that was to deal 
with the fraud committed by you and your colleagues together in that one application.   
 

66. Page 26, p86 refers to your email to me of 22nd November 2017, one day after I served 
on you a sealed copy of the unwarranted demand in the sum of £619,774.48 that you 
said was a “mistake”.   The High Court Enforcement officer confirmed that you made the 
application.  
 

67. P86 – p88 continues to recite your email where you implied that I agreed a consent 
order to pay your costs, when the Penningtons letter of 11th January 2017 you 
fraudulently withheld proved that I did not at all.  

 
Q24:  Why, on 24th November 2017, did you apply for yet another High Court 
Writ for £25,000 when you knew, on 9th January 2017 if not long prior, that 
neither I, nor Earth Energy Investments LLP owed your client a single penny?  
 
Q25:  Why was the High Court Writ application of 24th November 2017 certified 
as correct and that there is no other application or procedure pending when you 
knew no money was owed and you knew an application was pending, by virtue 
of the application of 15th November 2017 and the sealed documentation, served 
on you just two-days prior?  
 
Q26:   Can you confirm that you attended the hearing of 5th February 2018 before 
Nugee J on 5th February 2018 can’t you Mr Stewart?  
 
Q27:  Can confirm you have read the transcript and order from that hearing of 5th 
February 2017 multiple times since that hearing?  
 
Q28:  How many times have you read the order?  
 

68. I refer to tab_38 of the index, my letter to HHJ Prince of 12th July 2021.   Page 2, p3 
recites the finding of Nugee J from that hearing you attended, when Nugee J found that 
neither rent nor energy supply was owed and that on the basis of those matters 
“Middlesbrough terminated the Lease for non payment of money and appeared as a 
creditor in support of winding up..”.   It is evidenced, that aside from this finding, you 
knew, on 9th January 2017, if not long prior, that no money has ever been owed to D2, 
not by EW nor EEI.  

 
69. I refer to the line numbered submission titled: Submission-11-08-2021, at page 7, line 9 

– 11, you made a knowingly false statement. Even your own barrister confirmed, on 9th 
January 2017 that no money was owed due to Force Majeure having effect.  
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70. Then on 5th February 2018, the facts were affirmed by Nugee J during that hearing you 
attended.      

 
Q29:  Why therefore, on 22nd October 2020, did you lie in your ex-parte witness 
statement and state this: 

 
“The construction of the wind turbine was delayed and Empowering Wind became liable to MFC 
for various payments under the Lease and the ESA and when these were not paid, MFC exercised 
its right to terminate the parties' contractual relationship on 19  August 2015” 
 

71. I refer to tab_19a of my index, the skeleton argument prepared by Staunton of 12th 
November 2018.   Turning to page 12, p37, Staunton stated:  
 
“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” 
 

72. You knew Staunton had “U-turned” on the claims he knew, as well as you did, could not 
be established on 9th January 2017.    

 
Q30:    What about the claim for £256,269.89 used to cause the winding up of 
EW, how valid is that claim?  
 
Q31:   What about the claim for £541,308.89 and what about the claim for over 
£4.1 million, how well quantified are those claims, how are the claims arrived 
at?  
 

73. You were happy to make the statement in your ex-parte witness statement that my 
companies had became liable to MFC for payment of rent and energy supply.  Given 
that, ordinarily, had D2 not refused the connection, the first instalment of rent, £15k, 
was not payable until 15th September 2015;  

 
Q32:   What are the various payments I came liable for under the Lease and ESA? 
 
Q33:   What do you think the effect of disclosing the Penningtons Manches LLP 
letter to the Court on or around 11th January 2017 would have been?  
 
Q34:   Given that the letter stated categorically that I do not consent to paying 
costs, do you consider there was any consent for me to pay you a single penny?  
 

74. I move back to Submission-11-08-2021, page 7, line 33 – line 37 where Ohrenstein lied 
and said that the emails I had sent you had been disclosed, along with the attachments 
to those emails.     The bundle Ohrenstein was referring to is at my index, tab_8 (index-
05-04, then to tab_9.  
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Q35:  Can you take me to your ex-parte hearing bundle, which was the same 
bundle as presented during the hearing of 6th November 2020 and show me 
where the email (tab_Z3) is disclosed, along with the 13-attachments of 
material information that was withheld?  
 

75. Tab_Z3, is, as you know, my complaint of material non-disclosure of 24th October 2020, 
just one-day after your ex-parte hearing where I discovered that you had once again 
fraudulently withheld 13-material exhibits from the ex-parte hearing, including the 
report (tab_21) that proved every part of my case.  
 

76. Page 1 of that email, asked you specifically to disclose the email, fulfilling your 
continuing legal duty to disclose.  You once again failed to do so.  

 
Q36:  Why did you fail to disclose the email I asked you to disclose when you 
knew it complained of significant material non-disclosure ex-parte?  
 

77. I refer to page 3 and 4, listing the 13-material exhibits you withheld and explaining why 
they are material.   Page 7 lists the number of times your PA, Ms Simmons read the 
email from 06.46AM on 25th October 2020 through until 9.37AM on 3rd November 2020.   

 
Q37:  Did Ms Simmons show you the email?  
 
Q38:  Why therefore did you fail to disclose all the exhibits that were withheld by 
6th November 2020 when you were served with my application for trial of the 
fraud on 28th October 2020?  
 

78. Lastly, I refer back to the report, (tab_21), turning to page 25, “the actus reus of the 
offence”.  
 

Q39:  Do you consider that your actions in firstly withholding 172-pages of 
witness evidence from the ex-parte hearing and then withholding the 
Penningtons Manches LLP complaint of non-disclosure would be considered 
dishonest by standards of ordinary, honest and reasonable persons in view of 
the circumstances?  
 
Q40:  Do you consider that your actions in stating that I became liable for rent 
and energy supply in your witness statement of 22nd October 2020 after your 
own barrister and a High Court Judge found that no money was owed, was 
dishonest?  
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Q40.1:   Why did you still maintain that EW was liable to D2 for money after 
knowing that your own instructed counsel also “U-turned” on the claims on 12th 
November 2018?  
 
Q41:  Do you consider that withholding the report of 54-pages, along with the 
judgment and transcript of that hearing you attended on 5th February 2018 
where Nugee J found no money was owed was dishonest?  
 
Q42:  Why did you withhold the report, the order of 5th February 2018 and the 
affidavits when you knew those documents alone proved my case when you 
were under a legal duty to disclose all material facts and information relevant to 
the case?  
 
Q43:  Why did you withhold the assignment of the investment from Earth Energy 
Investments LLP (tab_Z8, pages 1 &2) from the ex-parte hearing of 23rd October 
2020?  
 
Do you plead guilty or not guilty to four counts of fraud by failing to disclose 
information on 9th January 2017 – 16th January 2017 and on 23rd October 2020 – 
6th November 2020?  
 
Q44:  Do you consider that your collective actions, in conspiracy would have had 
a devastating impact on my personal life since 9th January 2017 and do you 
consider you have cause me immense loss as a result of your dishonesty and 
fraud?  
 
Q45:   If roles were reversed and lawyers and judges colluded against you to 
defraud you in the name of justice all because you did what was right and 
according to the contracts you completed, would you expect the perpetrators to 
be jailed for a very significant period of time?  
 
________________________________________________________________ 
Concluding the cross examination against Mr Stewart save for follow up questions in rely to his 
answers.  
 
A copy of this cross examination and pre-trial questionnaire has been served on the offenders, 
Mr Brown, Mr Stewart, Mr Blair and Mr Gill by email today,12th August 2021.  
 
A copy of this document has been served on the CPS Chief Prosecutor and shall be filed with 
the Court in preparation for trial.  
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SCHEDULE 10 PUNISHMENT OF OFFENCES UNDER THIS ACT 
Note: In the fourth and fifth columns of this Schedule, "the statutory maximum " means— 

(a)in England and Wales, the prescribed sum under section 32 of the Magistrates' Courts Act 1980 (c. 43),

and

(b)in Scotland, the prescribed sum under section 289B of the Criminal Procedure (Scotland) Act 1975 (c. 21).

Section of 
Act creating 

offence 

General nature of offence Mode of 
prosecution 

Punishment Daily default 
fine (where 
applicable) 

12(2) Company and others failing to state in 
correspondence etc. that administrator 
appointed. 

Summary. One-fifth of the 
statutory maximum. 

15(8) Failure of administrator to register office copy 
of court order permitting disposal of charged 
property. 

Summary. One-fifth of the 
statutory maximum. 

One-fiftieth of 
the statutory 
maximum. 

18(5) Failure of administrator to register office copy 
of court order varying or discharging 
administration order. 

Summary. One-fifth of the 
statutory maximum. 

One-fiftieth of 
the statutory 
maximum. 

21(3) Administrator failing to register administration 
order and give notice of appointment. 

Summary. One-fifth of the 
statutory maximum. 

One-fiftieth of 
the statutory 
maximum. 

22(6) Failure to comply with provisions relating to 
statement of affairs, where administrator 
appointed. 

1. On
indictment.

A fine. One-tenth of 
the statutory 
maximum. 

2. Summary. The statutory 
maximum. 

23(3) Administrator failing to send out, register and 
lay before creditors statement of his 
proposals. 

Summary. One-fifth of the 
statutory maximum. 

One-fiftieth of 
the statutory 
maximum. 

24(7) Administrator failing to file court order 
discharging administration order under s. 24. 

Summary. One-fifth of the 
statutory maximum. 

One-fiftieth of 
the statutory 
maximum. 

27(6) Administrator failing to file court order 
discharging administration order under s. 27. 

Summary. One-fifth of the 
statutory maximum. 

One-fiftieth of 
the statutory 
maximum. 

30 Body corporate acting as receiver. 1. On
indictment.

A fine. 

2. Summary. The statutory 
maximum. 

31 Undischarged bankrupt acting as receiver or 
manager. 

1. On
indictment.

2 years or a fine, or 
both. 

2. Summary. 6 months or the 
statutory maximum, 
or both. 
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Section of 
Act creating 

offence 

General nature of offence Mode of 
prosecution 

Punishment Daily default 
fine (where 
applicable) 

38(5) Receiver failing to deliver accounts to 
registrar. 

Summary. One-fifth of the 
statutory maximum. 

One-fiftieth of 
the statutory 
maximum. 

39(2) Company and others failing to state in 
correspondence that receiver appointed. 

Summary. One-fifth of the 
statutory maximum. 

 

43(6) Administrative receiver failing to file office 
copy of order permitting disposal of charged 
property. 

Summary. One-fifth of the 
statutory maximum. 

One-fiftieth of 
the statutory 
maximum. 

45(5) Administrative receiver failing to file notice of 
vacation of office. 

Summary. One-fifth of the 
statutory maximum. 

One-fiftieth of 
the statutory 
maximum. 

46(4) Administrative receiver failing to give notice of 
his appointment. 

Summary. One-fifth of the 
statutory maximum. 

One-fiftieth of 
the statutory 
maximum. 

47(6) Failure to comply with provisions relating to 
statement of affairs, where administrative 
receiver appointed. 

1. On 
indictment. 

A fine. One-tenth of 
the statutory 
maximum. 

2. Summary. The statutory 
maximum. 

48(8) Administrative receiver failing to comply with 
requirements as to his report. 

Summary. One-fifth of the 
statutory maximum. 

One-fiftieth of 
the statutory 
maximum. 

51(4) Body corporate or Scottish firm acting as 
receiver. 

1. On 
indictment. 

A fine. 
 

2. Summary. The statutory 
maximum. 

51(5) Undischarged bankrupt acting as receiver 
(Scotland). 

1. On 
indictment. 

2 years or a fine, or 
both. 

 

2. Summary. 6 months or the 
statutory maximum, 
or both. 

53(2) Failing to deliver to registrar copy of 
instrument of appointment of receiver. 

Summary. One-fifth of the 
statutory maximum. 

One-fiftieth of 
the statutory 
maximum. 

54(3) Failing to deliver to registrar the court's 
interlocutor appointing receiver. 

Summary. One-fifth of the 
statutory maximum. 

One-fiftieth of 
the statutory 
maximum. 

61(7) Receiver failing to send to registrar certified 
copy of court order authorising disposal of 
charged property. 

Summary. One-fifth of the 
statutory maximum. 

One-fiftieth of 
the statutory 
maximum. 

62(5) Failing to give notice to registrar of cessation 
or removal of receiver, 

Summary. One-fifth of the 
statutory maximum. 

One-fiftieth of 
the statutory 
maximum. 
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Section of 
Act creating 

offence 

General nature of offence Mode of 
prosecution 

Punishment Daily default 
fine (where 
applicable) 

64(2) Company and others failing to state on 
correspondence etc. that receiver appointed. 

Summary. One-fifth of the 
statutory maximum. 

 

65(4) Receiver failing to send or publish notice of 
his appointment. 

Summary. One-fifth of the 
statutory maximum. 

One-fiftieth of 
the statutory 
maximum. 

66(6) Failing to comply with provisions concerning 
statement of affairs, where receiver 
appointed. 

1. On 
indictment. 

A fine. One-tenth of 
the statutory 
maximum. 

2. Summary. The statutory 
maximum. 

67(8) Receiver failing to comply with requirements 
as to his report. 

Summary. One-fifth of the 
statutory maximum. 

One-fiftieth of 
the statutory 
maximum. 

85(2) Company failing to give notice in Gazette of 
resolution for voluntary winding up. 

Summary. One-fifth of the 
statutory maximum. 

One-fiftieth of 
the statutory 
maximum. 

89(4) Director making statutory declaration of 
company's solvency without reasonable 
grounds for his opinion. 

1. On 
indictment. 

2 years or a fine, or 
both. 

 

2. Summary. 6 months or the 
statutory maximum, 
or both. 

89(6) Declaration under section 89 not delivered to 
registrar within prescribed time. 

Summary. One-fifth of the 
statutory maximum. 

One-fiftieth of 
the statutory 
maximum. 

93(3) Liquidator failing to summon general meeting 
of company at each year's end. 

Summary. One-fifth of the 
statutory maximum. 

 

94(4) Liquidator failing to send to registrar a copy of 
account of winding up and return of final 
meeting. 

Summary. One-fifth of the 
statutory maximum. 

One-fiftieth of 
the statutory 
maximum. 

94(6) Liquidator failing to call final meeting. Summary. One-fifth of the 
statutory maximum. 

 

95(8) Liquidator failing to comply with s. 95, where 
company insolvent. 

Summary. The statutory 
maximum. 

 

98(6) Company failing to comply with s. 98 in 
respect of summoning and giving notice of 
creditors' meeting. 

1. On 
Indictment. 

A fine. 
 

2. Summary. The statutory 
maximum. 

99(3) Directors failing to attend and lay statement la 
prescribed form before creditors* meeting. 

1. On 
indictment. 

A fine. 
 

2. Summary. The statutory 
maximum. 
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Section of 
Act creating 

offence 

General nature of offence Mode of 
prosecution 

Punishment Daily default 
fine (where 
applicable) 

105(3) Liquidator failing to summon company 
general meeting and creditors' meeting at 
each year's end. 

Summary. One-fifth of the 
statutory maximum. 

 

106(4) Liquidator failing to send to registrar account 
of winding up and return of final meetings. 

Summary. One-fifth of the 
statutory maximum. 

One-fiftieth of 
the statutory 
maximum. 

106(6) Liquidator failing to call final meeting of 
company or creditors. 

Summary. One-fifth of the 
statutory 

 

109(2) Liquidator failing to publish notice of his 
appointment. 

Summary. One-fifth of the 
statutory maximum. 

One-fiftieth of 
the statutory 
maximum. 

114(4) Directors exercising powers in breach of s. 
114, where no liquidator. 

Summary. The statutory 
maximum. 

 

131(7) Failing to comply with requirements as to 
statement of affairs, where liquidator 
appointed. 

1. On 
indictment. 

A fine. One-tenth of 
the statutory 
maximum 

2. Summary. The statutory 
maximum. 

164 Giving, offering etc. corrupt inducement 
affecting appointment of liquidator. 

1. On 
indictment. 

A fine. 
 

2. Summary. The statutory 
maximum. 

166(7) Liquidator failing to comply with requirements 
of s. 166 in creditors' voluntary winding up. 

Summary. The statutory 
maximum. 

 

188(2) Default in compliance with s. 188 as to 
notification that company being wound up. 

Summary. One-fifth of the 
statutory maximum. 

 

192(2) Liquidator failing to notify registrar as to 
progress of winding up. 

Summary. One-fifth of the 
statutory maximum. 

One-fiftieth of 
the statutory 
maximum. 

201(4) Failing to deliver to registrar office copy of 
court order deferring dissolution. 

Summary. One-fifth of the 
statutory maximum. 

One-fiftieth of 
the statutory 
maximum, 

203(6) Failing to deliver to registrar copy of 
directions or result of appeal under s. 203. 

Summary. One-fifth of the 
statutory maximum. 

One-fiftieth of 
the statutory 
maximum. 

204(7) Liquidator failing to deliver to registrar copy of 
court order for early dissolution. 

Summary. One-fifth of the 
statutory maximum. 

One-fiftieth of 
the statutory 
maximum. 

204(8) Failing to deliver to registrar copy of court 
order deferring early dissolution. 

Summary. One-fifth of the 
statutory maximum. 

One-fiftieth of 
the statutory 
maximum. 

205(7) Failing to deliver to registrar copy of 
Secretary of State's directions or court order 
deferring dissolution. 

Summary. One-fifth of the 
statutory maximum. 

One-fiftieth of 
the statutory 
maximum. 
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Section of 
Act creating 

offence 

General nature of offence Mode of 
prosecution 

Punishment Daily default 
fine (where 
applicable) 

206(1) Fraud etc. in anticipation of winding up. 1. On 
indictment. 

7 years or a fine, or 
both. 

 

2. Summary. 6 months or the 
statutory maximum, 
or both. 

206(2) Privity to fraud in anticipation of winding up; 
fraud, or privity to fraud, after commencement 
of winding up. 

1. On 
indictment. 

7 years or a fine, or 
both. 

 

2. Summary. 6 months or the 
statutory maximum, 
or both. 

206(5) Knowingly taking in pawn or pledge, or 
otherwise receiving, company property. 

1. On 
indictment. 

7 years or a fine, or 
both. 

 

2. Summary. 6 months or the 
statutory maximum, 
or both. 

207 Officer of company entering into transaction 
in fraud of company's creditors. 

1. On 
indictment. 

2 years or a fine, or 
both. 

 

2. Summary. 6 months or the 
statutory maximum, 
or both. 

208 Officer of company misconducting himself in 
course of winding up. 

1. On 
indictment 

7 years or a fine, or 
both. 

 

2. Summary. 6 months or the 
statutory maximum, 
or both. 

209 Officer or contributory destroying, 
falsifying, etc company's books. 

1. On 
indictment 

7 years or a fine, or 
both. 

 

2. Summary. 6 months or the 
statutory maximum, 
or both. 

210 Officer of company making material omission 
from statement relating to company's affairs. 

1. On 
indictment 

7 years or a fine, or 
both. 

 

2. Summary. 6 months or the 
statutory maximum, 
or both. 

211 False representation or fraud for purpose of 
obtaining creditors' consent to an agreement 
in connection with winding up. 

1. On 
indictment 

7 years or a fine, or 
both. 

 

2. Summary. 6 months or the 
statutory maximum, 
or both. 

216(4) Contravening restrictions on re-use of name 
of company in insolvent liquidation. 

1. On 
indictment 

2 years or a fine, or 
both. 
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Section of 
Act creating 

offence 

General nature of offence Mode of 
prosecution 

Punishment Daily default 
fine (where 
applicable) 

2. Summary. 6 months or the 
statutory maximum, 
or both. 

235(5) Failing to co-operate with office-holder. 1. On 
indictment 

A fine. One-tenth of 
the statutory 
maximum. 

2. Summary. The Statutory 
maximum. 

353(1) Bankrupt failing to disclose property or 
disposals to official receiver or trustee. 

1. On 
indictment 

7 years or a fine, or 
both. 

 

2. Summary. 6 months or the 
statutory maximum, 
or both. 

354(1) Bankrupt failing to deliver property to, or 
concealing property from, official receiver or 
trustee. 

1. On 
indictment 

7 years or a fine, or 
both. 

 

2. Summary. 6 months or the 
statutory maximum, 
or both. 

354(2) Bankrupt removing property which he is 
required to deliver to official receiver or 
trustee. 

1. On 
indictment 

7 years or a fine, or 
both. 

 

2. Summary. 6 months or the 
statutory maximum, 
or both. 

354(3) Bankrupt failing to account for loss of 
substantial part of property. 

1. On 
indictment 

2 years or a fine, or 
both. 

 

2. Summary. 6 months or the 
statutory maximum, 
or both. 

355(1) Bankrupt failing to deliver books, papers and 
records to official receiver or trustee. 

1. On 
indictment 

7 years or a fine, or 
both. 

 

2. Summary. 6 months or the 
statutory maximum, 
or both. 

355(2) Bankrupt concealing, destroying etc. books, 
papers or records, or making false entries in 
them. 

1. On 
indictment 

7 years or a fine, or 
both. 

 

2. Summary. 6 months or the 
statutory maximum, 
or both. 

355(3) Bankrupt disposing of, or altering, books, 
papers or records relating to his estate or 
affairs. 

1. On 
indictment 

7 years or a fine, or 
both. 

 

2. Summary. 6 months or the 
statutory maximum, 
or both. 
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Section of 
Act creating 

offence 

General nature of offence Mode of 
prosecution 

Punishment Daily default 
fine (where 
applicable) 

356(1) Bankrupt making material omission in 
statement relating to his affairs. 

1. On 
indictment 

7 years or a fine, or 
both. 

 

2. Summary. 6 months or the 
statutory maximum, 
or both. 

356(2) Bankrupt making false statement, or failing to 
inform trustee, where false debt proved. 

1. On 
indictment 

7 years or a fine, or 
both. 

 

2. Summary. 6 months or the 
statutory maximum, 
or both. 

357 Bankrupt fraudulently disposing of property. 1. On 
indictment. 

2 years or a fine, or 
both. 

 

2. Summary. 6 months or the 
statutory maximum, 
or both. 

358 Bankrupt absconding with property he is 
required to deliver to official receiver or 
trustee. 

1. On 
indictment. 

2 years or a fine, or 
both. 

 

2. Summary. 6 months or the 
statutory maximum, 
or both. 

359(1) Bankrupt disposing of property obtained on 
credit and not paid for. 

1. On 
indictment. 

7 years or a fine, or 
both. 

 

2. Summary. 6 months or the 
statutory maximum, 
or both. 

359(2) Obtaining property in respect of which money 
is owed by a bankrupt. 

1. On 
indictment. 

7 years or a fine, or 
both. 

 

2. Summary. 6 months or the 
statutory maximum, 
or both. 

360(1) Bankrupt obtaining credit or engaging in 
business without disclosing his status or 
name in which he was made bankrupt. 

1. On 
indictment. 

2 years or a fine, or 
both. 

 

2. Summary. 6 months or the 
statutory maximum, 
or both. 

360(3) Person made bankrupt in Scotland or 
Northern Ireland obtaining credit, etc. in 
England and Wales. 

1. On 
indictment 

2 years or a fine, or 
both. 

 

2. Summary. 6 months or the 
statutory maximum, 
or both. 

361(1) Bankrupt failing to keep proper accounting 
records. 

1. On 
indictment. 

2 years or a fine, or 
both. 
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Section of 
Act creating 

offence 

General nature of offence Mode of 
prosecution 

Punishment Daily default 
fine (where 
applicable) 

2. Summary. 6 months or the 
statutory maximum, 
or both. 

362 Bankrupt increasing extent of insolvency by 
gambling. 

1. On 
indictment. 

2 years or a fine, or 
both. 

 

2. Summary. 6 months or the 
statutory maximum, 
or both. 

389 Acting as insolvency practitioner when not 
qualified. 

1. On 
indictment 

2 years or a fine, or 
both. 

 

2. Summary. 6 months or the 
statutory maximum, 
or both. 

429(5) Contravening s. 429 in respect of disabilities 
imposed by county court on revocation of 
administration order. 

1. On 
indictment 

2 years or a fine, or 
both. 

 

2. Summary. 6 months or the 
statutory maximum, 
or both. 

Sch. 7, para. 
4(3). 

Failure to attend and give evidence to 
Insolvency Practitioners Tribunal; 
suppressing, concealing, etc. relevant 
documents. 

Summary. Level 3 on the 
standard scale 
within the meaning 
given by section 75 
of the Criminal 
Justice Act 1982. 
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IN THE COURT OF APPEAL CRIMINAL DIVISION 

On appeal from Newcastle Crown Court: Case ref: A-2021-0089 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
INDEX OF EXHIBIT-7B 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
  Tab No:          Pages:                                                       Description: 

G1 1 – 4 Application notice and continuation sheet – the application for trial to 
set aside the ex-parte injunction order of 23/10/2020 as it was 
founded by fraud and that the sum of the demand cannot be disputed 

G2 5 - 43 First witness statement in support of the application for trial of 
23/10/2020 with an active table of contents at page 2 of the 
statement (page 6 of the exhibit) 

G3 44 – 62 Second witness statement in support of the application for trial of 
23/10/2020 dated 03/11/2020 with an active table of contents at 
page 2 of the statement (page 45 of the exhibit) 

G4 63 – 72 Claimant’s first skeleton dated 05/11/2020 with the application for 
trial of 23/10/2020  

G5 73 – 91 Claimant’s second skeleton for hearing of 06/11/2020 

G6 92 – 101 Claimant’s submission in response to Ohrenstein’s ex-parte skeleton 

G7 102 – 106 Claimant’s PTQ in respect of the false ex-parte witness statement 
made by Stewart 

G8 107 – 119 Claimant’s email of 24/10/2020 after discovering material non-
disclosure during the ex-parte hearing of 23/10/2020.    

Email tracking return report at pages 112 – 113 proving that the email 
was read multiple times by Womble Bond Dickinson by they failed to 
disclose.  

Page 114 – 119 is a further email of 27/10/2020 from Claimant to 
Womble Bond Dickinson with email tracking return reports at pages 
118 – 119 proving that the email was read.  

DOC-11 
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N244

Application notice

N244 Application notice (08.18) © Crown copyright 2018

1. What is your name or, if you are a legal representative, the name of your firm?

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

6. How long do you think the hearing will last?

Is this time estimate agreed by all parties?

5. How do you want to have this application dealt with? at a hearing without a hearing

at a telephone hearing

For help in completing this form please read the 
notes for guidance form N244Notes.

Hours Minutes

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.

Claimant Defendant Legal Representative

Other (please specify)

2. Are you a

If you are a legal representative whom do you represent? 

Name of court Claim no.

Fee account no. 
(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

Find out how HM Courts and Tribunals Service uses 
personal information you give them when you 
fill in a form: https://www.gov.uk/government/
organisations/hm-courts-and-tribunals-service/
about/personal-information-charter

High Court of Justice CR-2017-000140

Mr Paul Millinder

Middlesbrough Football & Athletic Company (1986) Ltd
Gibson O Neill Company Ltd

28th October 2020

Paul Millinder

✔

To set aside the order of 23/10/2020 on the grounds it was obtained by fraudulent non-disclosure and the
orders of 9th January 2017 and 16th January 2017 as I have an indisputable debt. To strike out the
Defendant's application for an ECRO / General CRO as their cause is illegal. - See continuation sheet

✔

✔

21

✔

02/11/2020 - 06/11/2020

High Court Judge

Defendant's solicitor

Paul Stewart
Womble Bond Dickinson (UK) LLP
St Anns Wharf
112 Quayside
Newcastle upon Tyne
NE1 3DX

Tab_G1: Pages 1 - 4
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2

Applicant’s address to which documents about this application should be sent

If applicable

Phone no.

Fax no.

DX no.

Ref no.

E-mail address

Postcode

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

Statement of Truth

(I believe) (The applicant believes) that the facts stated in this section (and any continuation sheets) are true.

Signed Dated
Applicant(’s legal 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

If necessary, please continue on a separate sheet.

Signed Dated
Applicant(’s legal representative’s)(’s litigation friend)

Position or office held
(if signing on behalf of firm or company)

✔

The continuation sheet appended with this application notice titled "N244 continuation sheet"

The bundle of evidence with the application including the 3 affidavits and all of the evidence referred to in
the statement dated 28th October 2020 with this application.

It is requested that the trial takes place over 7-days with hearings of 3 hours per day.

The two online videos referred to at tab_06 of the Claimant's bundle at page 2, lines 34 and 36.

The detailed case narrative setting out the full background at;
https://intelligenceuk.com/secure_report_mfc/secure.mindmap_01.html

28th October 2020

Paul Millinder

28th October 2020

Mr Paul Millinder
3rd Floor
277-281 Oxford Street
London

0207 866 2401

W 1 C 2 D L CR-2017-000140

pm@intelligenceuk.com

✔
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In the High Court of Justice                                                                     CR-2017-000140  
Insolvency & Companies List        
___________________________________________________________________ 

N244_Continuation_Sheet 
___________________________________________________________________ 

1. This is an application to set aside the order of 23rd October 2020, the order
of 9th January 2017 and 16th January 2017 on the following grounds:

A. The grounds set out comprehensively in the Claimant’s witness statement
dated 28th October 2020.    There has been material non-disclosure and
failure of the defendants to disclose a large amount of information that sets
out the detailed background to the case.  The orders were all founded by
deliberate non-disclosure of a “shopping list” of material information has
again been deliberately withheld.

B. The sum of the demand cannot be disputed because the claim for unlawful
forfeiture of the lease is proven.  On 18th August 2015 when the 1st

Defendant forfeited the Lease for non-payment, no payment for rent was
due. The first instalment of rent was not due until 15th September 2015 and
no payment for energy supply was due because the conditions precedent
were not fulfilled.

C. The 1st Defendant prevented the Claimant from enjoying the rights granted
by the Lease that intended the wind turbine to be capable of commercial
operation by refusing to provide the grid connection for the project when it
was the entire purpose of the Lease and the Energy Supply Agreement for
them to do so.    No money was ever owed to the 1st Defendant and yet it
has made numerous fraudulent claims, has previously fraudulently
withheld 172 pages of witness exhibit from the ex-parte hearing of 9th

January 2017 whilst failing to disclose material information and has since
repeated this conduct to mislead the court and to defraud me of the sum of
the demand, which cannot be disputed in any way shape or form

D. The Claimant seeks, in addition to set aside the order of 9th January 2017
and 16th January 2017 because those orders prevent the Claimant from
progressing a winding up petition against the 1st Defendant for the
indisputable debt exceeding £1.1 million.

Type text here
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E. The 1st Defendant has sought to make applications for an Extended Civil
Restraining Order against the Claimant when it knows or ought to know
that it is precluded from seeking any remedy in the civil courts by virtue of
the doctrine of illegality.     Any such restraining order would be convened
solely to prevent justice from being served on the offenders.

F. The Claimant seeks an award in aggravated damages as per the witness
statement and seeks to bring committal proceedings against the
defendants named in the Claimant’s first affidavit at tab_09 of the
Claimant’s bundle, for the reasons made only too clear therein.

G. The order has caused substantial loss to the Claimant and as such, the
Claimant requests that the Court penalises the defendants accordingly, by
awarding further compensation in aggravated damages as it sees fit and
orders that the defendants pay the Claimant’s costs.

H. All of the evidence, statements and submissions must be reviewed with a
high degree of care and diligence. That standard of review has been
absolutely non-existent in any of the mooted proceedings rigged in favour
of the defendants to date.

Tab_G1: Pages 1 - 1
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE   CR-2017-000140 

INSOLVENCY & COMPANIES LIST 
___________________________________________________________________ 

IN THE MATTER OF THE INSOLVENCY ACT 1986 AND IN THE MATTER OF MIDDLESBROUGH 
FOOTBALL & ATHLETIC COMPANY (1986) LTD  

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 

MIDDLESBROUGH FOOTBALL & ATHLETIC COMPANY (1986) LTD 
(First Defendant)  

GIBSON O’ NEILL COMPANY LTD 
  (Second Defendant) & others 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
Witness Statement of Mr Paul Millinder dated 28th August 2020 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

1. I, Mr Paul Millinder, an energy infrastructure developer, investor and private intelligence

expert specialising in domestic anti-corruption operations, do say as follows:

2. I am not a UK resident, I left after being defrauded by the rotten corrupt establishment who

have been actively supporting the 1st Defendant and their cohorts, using the façade of

insolvency legislation and the corrupt court to defraud me of my assets whilst the judges

involved prevent justice from being served on them.  My UK postal address is care of 3rd

Floor, 277-281 Oxford Street, London, W1C 2DL.

3. To the best of my knowledge and belief the facts and information on which I seek to rely in

this statement and in the continuation sheets, appendices and related statements and

submissions made by me are true and accurate to the best of my knowledge and belief.

Tab_G2: Pages 5 - 43 
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4. All of the information contained in my index of exhibits with this application shall be

available at trial.

5. In this statement I refer to my exhibit, the PDF Portfolio titled:  EX-PM-27-10-2020 and for

ease in navigation of the documents electronically I include access to my secure 256-bit

encrypted folder wherein there are direct links to the exhibits.  The reader will need to

input the following login credentials to access the documents:

__________________________________ 
Username:  Legal_08 
Password:   FrAudstErS_666 
__________________________________ 

I include a dropdown table of contents herein for further ease in navigation: 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

PRELIMINIARY ISSUES ........................................................................................................................................... 3 

Unlawful forfeiture of the Lease founding the claim in the demand ...................................................................... 3 

The continuing duty to disclose ex-parte and the order of 16th January 2017 ........................................................ 4 

A conscious and pre-meditated intent in failing to disclose material information .................................................. 5 

The law on assignment ......................................................................................................................................... 7 

Summary of the 3 preliminary issues .................................................................................................................... 7 

Non-disclosure of the 54-page report ................................................................................................................. 10 

5 False statutory declarations and other false statements without oath........................................... 12 

The transcript and order of 5th February 2018 was withheld from the ex-parte hearing ...................................... 14 

The order of 21st March 2018 and the transcript of the hearing on 28th March 2018 was withheld from the ex-
parte hearing ...................................................................................................................................................... 15 

The list of documents fraudulently withheld from the ex-parte hearing of 23rd  October 2020 ............................ 17 

Application to dismiss the ECRO / General CRO applications ............................................................................... 21 

The cross undertaking in damages in the order of 23rd October 2020 .................................................................. 24 

The cross undertaking, the claim and an award in aggravated damages .............................................................. 25 

Fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte and the public interest ................................................................................ 26 

The application to set aside the order of 23rd October 2020 – Further submissions: ............................................ 30 

A completed collateral contract – the grid connection configuration .................................................................. 31 

The unwarranted demand for rent used to unlawfully forfeit the lease ............................................................... 33 

The unwarranted demand for energy supply ...................................................................................................... 34 

Paul Stewart’s false witness statements – section 5 of the Perjury Act 1911 ....................................................... 34 
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PRELIMINIARY ISSUES 

6. The issues in this application are absolutely straightforward and are already proven, these

are:

Unlawful forfeiture of the Lease founding the claim in the demand 

7. The 1st Defendant unlawfully forfeited the Lease based on an unwarranted demand for

payment of £256,269.89 that was never owed.  £75,000 was sought for rent and

£181,269.89 was sought for energy supply which they prevented from being supplied.    The

first instalment of rent was not due until 15th September 2015, ordinarily.  Things are not

that straight forward however, as from 7th February 2015, the 1st Defendant began to

procrastinate, making demands for payment that were not owed and causing frustration to

the project, cumulating in them breaching the completed collateral contract affirming the

connection configuration for the turbine.      On 25th June 2015, after refusing the

connection, the 1st Defendant made an unwarranted demand (tab_C) and then on 18th

August 2015, unlawfully forfeited the Lease.   It has already been found (issue estoppel

applies) that no money was owed to the 1st Defendant and unlawful forfeiture is the heart

of the claim of the demand for abortive costs plus standard interest from the date of the

assignments.     It is particularly disturbing to find that amongst the extensive list of material

withheld from this ex-parte hearing, was the transcript and order of 5th February 2018 and

21st March 2018 respectively.     The defendants seek to present a false case, relying only on

what their fellow corruptors have done in making mala fide orders to conceal their

dishonesty, rather than presenting a true case or the evidence on which they know I seek to

rely.

8. To be clear, the first issue is therefore that no money was owed and the 1st Defendant

unlawfully forfeited the Lease after preventing me from generating any money when the

turbine was intended to be capable of commercial operation.  On this ground alone, the

doctrine of ex turpi causa non oritur action comes into play, their cause of action is

dishonourable.  One cannot found a remedy based on one’s own wrongdoings. None of this

has ever been tried.

Tab_G1: Pages 1  
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9. The learned Judge will be unable to take me to one single transcript or judgment that tries

this preliminary issue and the only one that came close, is the transcript and judgment of 5th

February 2018 that the defendants have withheld ex-parte.

The continuing duty to disclose ex-parte and the order of 16th January 2017 

10. The defendants have shown tendency to withhold anything that does not suit the false case

they have presented, twice over, ex-parte.   In reality, it is the third false case they have

presented ex-parte.  The defendants failed in their continuing duty to disclose any material

change in circumstances ex-parte respective of the return date of 16th January 2017.

11. Their failure in their continuing duty to disclose was the Penningtons Manches LLP

complaint letter of 11th January 2017 (tab_23) respective of fraudulent non-disclosure ex-

parte.  I maintain the irrefutable position that had that letter been disclosed, any judge

would have discovered what is, undoubtedly, the most prolific material non-disclosure ex-

parte in the history of UK law and no judge would have made the order of 16th January

2018.

12. That advancement is not “totally without merit” but it is proven beyond reasonable doubt

and I request a trial on the specific issue in these proceedings.  Indeed, this issue alone is

absolutely material to the entire case and yet it has been evaded altogether by this Court.

13. This Court has demonstrated a continual tendency to favour the other side, whilst

concealing their wrongdoings.  Again, that is not an allegation, but it is a fact that is proven

beyond reasonable doubt, the issues need to be tried.    I reserve my constitutional right to

a fair and unbiased hearing to extensively try all of the issues herein, for it is a Convention

Right and an obligation of this Court, the public authority for the purpose of the Act, for it to

do so, as it is for the judge to hear these matters and act impartially, according to the law

“without favour or ill-ill”.  None of that has ever happened to date, the principles of natural

justice and the rule of law has been violated in this case, there has been a most serious and

protracted fraud upon the court and all of the orders made to date are void ab initio.  There

is no need to appeal a void order, for in law, it ceases to exist from the outset.

Tab_G1: Pages 1
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14. One nullity cannot be made right by another.

15. The continuing duty on the ex-parte applicant to disclose all material facts relevant to the

application in question prior to the first hearing on notice is as much of a legal duty to

disclose as the non-disclosure during their originating ex-parte hearing.

16. The materiality of the non-disclosure of the Penningtons Manches LLP letter dated 11th

January 2017 is in fact incontrovertible.  Firstly on the grounds that disclosure of that

material information would have ensured that the Court discovered what is, indisputably,

the most prolific case of non-disclosure ex-parte in the history of UK law.  Had that

disclosure been made, no judge would have continued the order of 9th January 2017 and

secondly, because disclosure proves beyond doubt that I did not consent to costs.

17. On both grounds, had that disclosure been made, the order of 16th January 2017 would not

have been made.   It is therefore proven beyond reasonable doubt that both the order of 9th

January 2017 and the order of 16th January 2017 were founded by fraudulent non-

disclosure.   That position cannot be undone nor concealed by corrupt judges who have

been perverting the course of justice to date to prevent justice from being served on the

offenders.   The supremacy of the rule of law is our birthright and the law makes this

conduct a criminal offence of fraud, an indictable offence.

A conscious and pre-meditated intent in failing to disclose material information 

18. Indeed the 1st Defendant and their purported lawyers, Womble Bond Dickinson had that

letter in their possession of 11th January 2017 and they made the conscious and

premeditated decision to withhold that material information from the court when they

knew of what is the most serious case of fraudulent non-disclosure in the history of UK law.

Those actions are dishonest and would be viewed as dishonest in the opinion of any

ordinary and reasonable adult.

19. It is indisputable that Womble Bond Dickinson (UK) LLP and the 1st Defendant knew what

they were doing was dishonest in concealing their fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte.
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20. It was fraud on top of fraud.   The position is proven to the criminal standard of proof. The

1st Defendant and their conspirators, Womble Bond Dickinson (UK) LLP and Staunton, their

purported barrister are, I allege, guilty of conspiracy to defraud and of fraud on multiple

counts, principally the offence as in section 3 of the Fraud Act 2006, fraud by failing to

disclose information.  It has now happened on the 3rd count.  That position is not subject to

diminishment nor degradation, their cause of action is founded by their own illegal acts.

21. Ohrenstein, purportedly of counsel and originating from the same chambers, Radcliffe as

Staunton and having been involved in perversion of the course of justice with Pelling, who is

subject of criminal prosecution, was acutely well aware of these particulars and yet he has

knowingly sought to present an entirely false case ex-parte when he, his instructing

solicitors and the 1st Defendant were acutely well aware of these particulars. Pelling was

perverting the course of justice, which is why he made the false instrument ECRO when my

case was proven from the outset.   In this respect, disclosure of my letter to Drewett at

tab_13 was absolutely critical to proving the steadfast position I convey herein. The non-

disclosure was premeditated and deliberate, as it has been from 9th January 2017.

22. This court has actively been preventing justice from being served on the offenders for the

prolific fraudulent non-disclosure, (indictable offences in conspiracy), perjuries, frauds by

false representation, blackmails, perversion of the course of justice and whilst abusing its

powers seeking to reverse me into the defendant, when I am the victim of their crimes.

23. This Court has continually spoliated evidence and has conspired to ensure justice is not

served on the offenders when all of their crimes are proven to the criminal standard of

proof.   It is precisely for that reason the offenders withheld all of the evidence listed at

paragraph 54(a) through to 54(p) below.

24. The First Defendant and their conspirators are wholly reliant on presenting a false case and

being “propped up” by corrupt members of the judiciary who have continually supported

them by abusing their powers, undermining and often misrepresenting the rule of law
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25. Again, that is not an allegation, it is a fact and one that is proven to the criminal standard of

proof based on the circumstances and the evidence.    It must be tried in the appropriate

jurisdiction, namely the Crown Court, as must the multitude of indictable offences that have

been committed by the 1st Defendant and their conspirators.

The law on assignment

26. The second issue is that of the assignment.  The 1st Defendant and their conspirators seek to

dispute the validity of the assignments, which is even more imprudent than fraudulently

withholding 172 pages of witness exhibit that would have proven the demand during the

ex-parte hearing of 9th January 2017.    The Law of Property Act 1925 (section 136(1)

(Tab_A) sets out the criteria for assignment of rights of action.  That is the law, it is taken as

read, it is not subject to destruction nor diminishment by the defendants nor the corrupt

judiciary who have been assisting them in using the Court to defraud.

27. The law states that the assignments are valid and enforceable:

 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 

Summary of the 3 preliminary issues 

28. It is, primarily, those three issues outlined above and summarised for clarity below that go

to the heart of this case:

(a) The claim for unlawful forfeiture is proven beyond doubt; because no money was ever owed to

MFC and the order withheld from their ex-parte hearing of 23rd October 2020, being the

transcript and order of 5th February 2018 proves that issue estoppel applies to the finding.    I

will refer further to the additional findings within that transcript and judgment within my
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(b) That the assignment from Empowering Wind MFC Ltd to Earth Energy Investments LLP is valid;

it was served on the 1st Defendant on or around 30th June 2015, then again by email on 3rd

January 2017 and in hard copy on 6th January 2017 together with the statutory demand and

referred to in part B of that demand is a valid assignment of all of the investments I made in

Empowering Wind MFC Ltd.  That assignment extinguished the alleged £25k that they obtained

by fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte during the hearing of 9th January 2017 and 16th January

2017, respectively.

(c) That the non-disclosure of all of the information withheld at the ex-parte hearings was

material; and the non-disclosure was prolific, pre-meditated and was therefore dishonest.

29. On 6th January 2017, I served the statutory demand (Defendant’s bundle, tab 10).  Page A87

is page 4 of the statutory demand and part B of the demand that refers to the assignment

counterpart that was served on the debtor (1st Defendant) on 6th January 2017.

30. Page A91 contains the counterpart assignment dated 29th June 2015 which was also served

on the 1st Defendant shortly after, on or around 30th June 2015 but again by email on 3rd

January 2017 and in hard copy with the demand on 6th January 2017.

31. Paragraph 2 of the counterpart assignment is an absolute assignment of all of the

investments made in Empowering Wind MFC Ltd to Earth Energy Investments LLP.

32. It came in that form, in two parts effectively, part B of the demand referring to the

counterpart and the demand itself, explaining how the debt was incurred, signed under

hand by the assignor.   It is indisputable that the assignment is valid and is effectual in law, it

has been from June 2015 onwards and standard 8% interest accrued from that date on.

33. Any deviation away from this position affronts the rule of law, constating a criminal

contempt in its own right.     Therefore, on this indisputable basis alone and in accordance

with the law in set off, namely rule 14.25 of the Insolvency Rules 2016, (tab_B) the alleged

petition debt of £25,000 is ultra vires and is void ab initio, it ceases to exist from the outset.

CASE FILE: Page 1764                   PDF: Page 525 of 994

https://intelligenceuk.com/MFC-DEMAND/23_10_2020/Defendant_Bundle_Ex_Parte_23_10_2020.pdf
https://intelligenceuk.com/MFC-DEMAND/23_10_2020/Tab_B---R.14-25.pdf


34. The alleged debt never even existed, but these offenders do like to make something out of

nothing, when my case was proven from the outset.   In relation to the actions of the

corrupt judiciary involved, it is a case of double standards and lawlessness in abuse of

power. The offenders are permitted to wind up my company and defraud left right and

centre, but I am prevented from using the same law to recover my indisputable debt.  This

is where the materiality of the report (tab_07) and non-disclosure of it also comes into play.

35. I believe the defendants knew the assignment was valid prior to 8th January 2017, which is

why they withheld it from that ex-parte hearing of 9th January 2017.  In fact, it is plainly

evidenced that Bloom had that assignment in his possession on 3rd January 2017, but in fact

long prior.  Bloom lied and denied having sight of it when it was in his possession, he is

guilty of perjury and Murray, who perverted the course of justice on 24th August 2020 to

conceal these indictable offences, knew that, which is why he sought to dispose of the

committal application, to prevent justice from being served on the offenders.  Now, justice

is going to be served on all of the perpetrators, including Murray, Burnett and Buckland, the

order givers who have been orchestrating this corruption.

, 
36. This corruption and ruination of the constitutional principles that underpin our democracy

is long passed its expiry date, time to wake up and get with the program, enough of this

draconian nonsense.  This has gone many steps too far.

37. It is your duty, My Lord, to act according to your oath, without favour or ill-will, do

administer justice impartially, according to the law, without third party influence. That third

party influence includes coercion by the perpetrators, the kleptocrats who have been giving

the orders in this case, the putative defendants, Burnett and Buckland or their disciples.

You must take note, we are not all stupid and I am most certainly not, I will not tolerate this

outright abuse and ruination of the rule of law.  It is my duty, as an honourable man, to

bring an end to this corruption, so that nobody else has to suffer at the hands of a rotten

system that colludes to aid and abet frauds under the façade of justice.   It is a duty that I

will perform on and I shall not stop, until all of the perpetrators are jailed for the crimes

they have committed.
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Non-disclosure of the 54-page report 

38. The learned Judge will note, the report is absent altogether from the Defendant’s bundle.   I

refer to the report at tab_07 and I draw attention to the contents set out at page 1.     From

page 1, we click on the 7th title up from the bottom of the page; “Nugee J dishonestly

manipulated the terms of and misrepresented the assignment”.

39. Nugee knew that there was an absolute assignment of the abortive costs, so he tampered

with the evidence and sought to misrepresent the terms of that absolute assignment within

his judgment. He then sought to rely on it.

40. Nugee has been perverting the course of justice from 5th February 2018 onwards and this is

only one such example, one that is proven beyond reasonable doubt.   Another prime

example is that conveyed within my statement of 19th June 2019 (tab_25) made directly in

response to the mala fide order of 18th June 2019.  The 1st Defendant and their conspirators

exhibited that order, but they did not exhibit the true and factual position conveyed within

the witness statement that followed because they are concealing the fact that Nugee, their

fellow conspirator has been working for them all along to prevent justice from being served

on them.    It is non-disclosure and those facts therein are also material.

41. I turn briefly to that statement, reading page 1.   Paragraph 6 is directly related to the 1st

Defendant’s ex-parte advancement of yet another false instrument restraining order

convened to pervert the course of justice.  My case is proven beyond reasonable doubt,

there are many angles advanced within it that have more than just a reasonable prospect of

success.   In fact, the main issue was tried and already found in my favour, that was within

the order of 5th February 2018 that the 1st Defendant also withheld.

42. At page 4 of 16, Nugee sought to fetter the wide discretion conferred under the Court’s

wide case management powers to vary or revoke an order pursuant to CPR Part 3.1(7).  This

malfeasance is directly linked to the submissions in my second affidavit (tab_10), where at

page 9, paragraph 47, through to paragraph 64 of page 12.  In fact, the entire affidavit is

absolutely critical to the ex-parte case, because it proves the conspiracy.
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43. The reason this was withheld is because it proves that Hannon has dishonestly withheld the

proof of debt, contrary to his legal duty to disclose it.  Likewise, the reason Murray disposed

of the committal claim he had no jurisdiction to hear anyway, is because it is proven beyond

reasonable doubt that Hannon has committed perjury, as in the offence of section 5 of the

Perjury Act 1911 by making a false statement in his report.  That finding is directly linked

with the fact that Nugee found that Hannon did have the proof of debt in his possession

(See: Defendant’s bundle, tab 29), page 174 of their bundle, reading carefully from

paragraph 18 of the order.

44. Law, namely rule 14.6 of the Insolvency Rules 2016 provides a legal duty on Hannon, the

office holder to disclose “at any reasonable time” “on any business day”.    Hannon refused

to disclose and then, in his statement dated 15th December 2017 he lied and denied that the

proof of debt (tab_C), which has been in Hannon’s possession since 1st December 2016

exists when it is proven that it does.   So, there is a legal duty to disclose, that is established,

Hannon has lied and denied the proof exists when it is proven that it does by virtue of the

1st Defendant’s own later admission, (that completes the dishonestly element) but then,

Nugee himself found that Hannon has withheld the proof.    At paragraph 21 of is mala fide

order designed to prevent Hannon from being prosecuted, Nugee cites that:

“I do not myself understand why Mr Millinder considers it so important to see the 

documents in which these claims were made” 

45. The reasons are in fact extremely clear and Nugee did know, or ought to have known the

reasons. Firstly, because there is a legal duty on Hannon to disclose them and yet Nugee’s

own comment affronts that law.  Secondly and more critically, because Hannon has known

the claims are false since 11th October 2016 but he accepted 3 different proofs of debt from

the same non-existent source of debt as the first (tab_C), being the false claim used by the

1st Defendant to unlawfully forfeit the Lease.  That claim (proof of debt), meets the criteria

of proof set out in rule 14.4 of the Insolvency Rules 2016.   Hannon has committed the

indictable offence of fraud by failing to disclose information, but furthermore, it is plainly

evidenced he has committed the offence of section 5 of the Perjury Act 1911.
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46. One must “join the dots” or “put the pieces of the jigsaw together”, the frauds must be

considered collectively, rather than not at all, as is the case here throughout these nonsense

pre-determined proceedings designed to interfere with the administration of justice to

provide impunity to the offenders.

47. Indeed, it is absolutely material that the 3 affidavits were withheld from the ex-parte

hearing when those prove this entire case to the criminal standard of proof, particularly so

given the attempt ex-parte to continue the ECRO false instrument as a means of further

evading justice.

48. Likewise, it is absolutely material that the 1st Defendant and their conspirators, Womble

Bond Dickinson (UK) LLP, also dishonestly withheld the salient document, namely (tab_26)

which proves beyond reasonable doubt that Hannon knew the statement in his report he

was making were false.  That entire submission is dedicated to Hannon’s false statement

and the fact he is guilty of fraud by failing to disclose information, namely the fraudulent

claim he has known was false since 11th October 2016, the two emails he referred to that he

also blatantly lied about.   The fresh evidence I had adduced from the hard drive of my PC is

somewhat material, it proves Hannon knew that the statements he was making were false

(see line 13 of page 2).

49. It is necessary for the learned Judge to adopt a diligent standard of review when dealing

with fraud, same has been (deliberately) absent from all of the rigged hearings to date,

resulting in over 3-years of my life wasted because of this Court’s blatant acts of corruption

in conspiracy.   It is necessary to study tab_26) with some attention to deal, it is all linked,

navigation of the documents is easy, it is self-explanatory and the offence is proven to the

criminal standard of proof.   The law in question is here:

5 False statutory declarations and other false statements without oath. 

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
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(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, . . 

. F1, for any term not exceeding two years, or to a fine or to both such imprisonment and fine 

50. Diminishment of the law and degradation of the validity of the assignment is a major part

of this fraud but the fact is, the laws are not subject to diminishment and neither are the

assignments that meet the criteria of section 136(1) of the Law of Property Act 1925.

51. Now we go back to my statement of 19th June 2019 (tab_25), reading from paragraph 37 of

page 10 through to the end of the statement.  Nugee and the other quislings involved in this

case are wholly reliant on spoliation of evidence, (completely and deliberately evading all of

the evidence, facts and my statements to favour the other side and to prevent justice from

being served on them), whilst mispresenting the diminishing the applicable laws in the

process.  That is how the first false instrument ECRO came about.

52. Judges that breach their oaths, acting with ill-will, contrary to the law, perverting the course

of justice, committing criminal offences in office, are not judges at all and neither does the

doctrine of judicial immunity apply to them, they are personally, financially and criminally

liable.

53. It is not our laws that are at fault, which are the most comprehensive in the world, but the

issue is with those that purport to administer those laws, when they are under a duty to do

so, strictly to the rule of law, impartially, but do not. The corruptors provide impunity to one

another and this case is a prime example, though of the most extreme.

54. At page 36 of the 54-page report (tab_07), lines 4 through to 6, Nugee misrepresented the

terms of the assignment, it is evidenced there from his mala fide judgment.
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55. He did so, because he knew the assignment is absolute, so he committed fraud by false

representation (section 2 of the Fraud Act 2006), an indictable offence, he did so not only to

defraud me of my abortive costs, but he did so to interfere with the proper administration

of justice so that these hoodlums could then rely on it and that is what they did.  Again, that

is not an allegation, it is proven beyond doubt by virtue of his own judgment that he created

in doing so.  Nobody else created that judgment, Nugee did. It is fraud on top of fraud and a

fraud upon the court and one that is proven to the criminal standard of proof.   It cannot be

denied, as it is proven beyond reasonable doubt, they have all been perverting the course of

justice and conspiring to defraud me under the façade of justice.

56. Whilst I am surrounded by dishonest white-collar criminals who have all colluded against

me, the aggrieved party, victim of this abuse and fraud, to assist the offenders, the rule of

law is not subject to diminishment and at least the evidence does not deceive, it just gets

evaded, deliberately, to interfere with the proper administration of justice.   It is for that

reason these clowns, the aptly named “Womble” Bond Dickinson and their scheming

football hooligan fraudster clients, have survived for the length of time they have.

The transcript and order of 5th February 2018 was withheld from the ex-parte 

hearing 

57. I turn to tab_08, the transcript and judgment of the hearing of 5th February 2018, again, this

is absolutely critical to my case, it is a transcript that I had paid for and served on the

offenders, the 1st Defendant and their conspirators, they again, they failed to disclose it,

because they knew I wanted to rely in the findings within it.  It may be linked within my

statement, but they deliberately withheld it and as they did the order of 21st March 2018

when they included all of the rest, they have been, as usual, “cherry picking” the evidence.

58. Firstly, the transcript sets out that there has been what is, unquestionably the most serious

case of material non-disclosure ex-parte in the history of UK law and the transcript sets out

the detailed background.
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59. The order dated 5th February 2018 is completely absent from the Defendant’s bundle, as is

this transcript.  The Defendants have breached their duty of full and frank disclosure a third

time over.

The order of 21st March 2018 and the transcript of the hearing on 28th March

2018 was withheld from the ex-parte hearing

60. The Defendants dishonestly withheld the order of 21st March 2018 (tab_15) and the

transcript of the hearing before ICCJ Barber a week later (tab_14), which I will come onto,

that is also directly related to the fraud around the assignment and the fact that the

conspirators have been using the façade of insolvency law to defraud creditors.

61. We turn to page 70 of the 88-page transcript and judgment (tab_08).   At A11, Staunton

himself refers to:  “What’s assigned are the investments, the £200,000”

62. At A13, Nugee cited that:

“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?” 

63. At page 71 (A14), Staunton lied again, citing that:

“But all of this point about assignment was dealt with in Mr Bloom’s witness statement 

for Mr Justice Arnold” 

64. Staunton knew nothing whatsoever was dealt with in relation to the assignment in Bloom’s

ex-parte witness statement and this fact also is covered most substantially in the report

(tab_07 – page 27 of 54 “Perjury – section 1A of the Perjury Act 1911”), reading from line

26 through to page 29 of 54, line 7.
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65. It is therein proven beyond reasonable doubt that Staunton and Bloom have lied about the

assignment and Bloom did so in his witness statement dated 8th January 2017 when the

exhibit at linked at line 1 of page 28 of 54 proves that Bloom had that assignment in his

possession on 3rd January 2017 electronically and on 6th January 2017 in hard copy, but in

fact he had it long before, in June 2015.

66. It is proven beyond doubt that Bloom is guilty of perjury, which is why Murray perverted

the course of justice and illegally disposed of the committal proceeding without hearing it

and it is for the same reason the 1st Defendant and their cohorts also dishonestly withheld

the 3 affidavits when the first one focuses on these issues specifically.    That is not “absurd”

as these cowardly deceitful parasites that have been abusing their powers to support them

claim, but it is fact, proven beyond reasonable doubt.   I am relying on this statement in the

prosecution and in the international litigation I have commenced.

67. Whatever I submit is disregarded, it is all about assisting the offenders, even though my

case was proven long ago.  It appears that cannot not rely on this Court to do justice,

because it has proven that is does not, it is part of the fraud, so I will continue drawing out

the perpetrators, in the interests of justice, according to the law and I shall expose and

criminally prosecute, to prevent anyone else from suffering at the hands of an utterly

corrupt judiciary ever again.  We will deal internationally.

68. I refer to my first affidavit at tab_09, turning to page 5, reading paragraph 18 through to

paragraph 46 of page 13.   The defendants were seeking to conceal from the court the

multiple criminal offences they have committed in conspiracy. Yet, the defendants did all

know that I seek to rely on the defence of illegality, nullifying their nonsense applications

for ECRO / General CRO to further conceal the frauds and to continue the protracted

perversion of the course of justice.   The defendants are indeed in criminal contempt of

court, but the issue is, that Buckland and Burnett have been coercing the judiciary (Murray

this time) to prevent justice from being served, which is why yet another nonsense

malicious certification as “totally without merit” came about.  All part of the conspiracy.
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69. The fact of the matter there is that the committal application was never tried nor heard, so

how the hell can he lawfully certify as totally without merit?   It is out of control total and

utter ruination of our justice system.  It was disposed of without a hearing.  There was no

trial of the issues therein, how can it be an abuse when no committal application was ever

brought?

70. All of this is proven to the criminal standard of proof that the defendants are guilty of

criminal contempt and a multitude of criminal offences from perjury to conspiracy to

defraud.

71. This is malfeasance is widespread, so much so that the judges involved have grown so

complacent in belief that one will continue to “cover for the other”, which is precisely what

has been happening to date.

72. Thousands of innocent parties have been defrauded at the hands of the corrupt judiciary of

common purpose.

73. The defendants knew that I seek to rely on the defence of illegality, which is why the

following material information was withheld (including but not limited to that list),  in

breach of their duty to disclose all material and facts relevant to the issues in question;

The list of documents fraudulently withheld from the ex-parte hearing of 23rd

October 2020

(a) the order of 5th February 2018 and the transcript at tab_08;

(b) the order of 21st March 2018 at tab_015

(c) the transcript of the hearing of 28th March 2018 at tab_14;

(d) the report dated 2nd June 2018 at tab_07

(e) my first affidavit setting out the detailed matters at tab_09;

(f) my second affidavit at tab_10;

(g) my third affidavit at tab_11;

(h) my petition for mandatory order at tab_12;
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(i) my letter to Drewett at tab_13;

(j) my line numbered statement addressing Nugee’s acts of corruption at tab_16;

(k) my witness statement focusing on the frauds by false representation dated 16th April

2019 at tab_17

(l) the transcript of the hearing of 9th January 2017 at tab_18

(m) the transcript of the hearing before Murray on 24th August 2020 at tab_19;

(n) my skeleton in setting aside the stay and seeking an order for disclosure at tab_20;

(o) my witness statement dated 20th August 2020 at tab_21:

(p) my 2-page email to the SRA setting out the frauds by false representation

committed by Gill of Womble Bond Dickinson at tab_22:

74. The extent of the material non-disclosure list this time around is even longer than the first.

So brazen the offenders have become, in knowing that the corrupt judiciary will prevent

justice from being served on them, consistently ruling in their favour no matter what

circumstances, that the list has grown to an even greater extent than the first.   Surely they

must have beaten their first world record this time, of holding the title for the most prolific

fraudulent non-disclosure in the history of UK law.

75. I refer to the first non-disclosure list that these clowns also withheld, in breach of their

continuing duty to disclose ex-parte, by the return date of 16th January 2017 (tab_23).   It is

in fact, absolutely indisputable that had they maintained their continuing duty to disclose

and presented that material change in circumstances to the Court, no judge would have

made the order of 16th January 2017 and the £25k obtained by fraud would not have come

into the equation.  It appears however, in this corrupted jurisdiction, the rule of law,

fairness and justice does not come into the equation.

76. Going back to my letter to Drewett (tab_13) it was the incontrovertible position respective

of the order of 16th January 2017, the continuing duty to disclose  and the Penningtons

complaint containing that list of material information that their fellow conspirator, Pelling,

certified as “totally without merit”.
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77. Pelling did so, to provide himself with false jurisdiction to make the false instrument ECRO

to deprive me of my right of access to justice, assigning Arnold, who continued along the

same path, perverting the course of justice.  The ECRO false instrument is the method of

choice.  I refer to page 5 of that letter (tab_13), paragraph 3(a).   ,

78. The materiality of those documents are self-evident, they set out the correct factual

background to my case.  All those documents prove that the defendants have conspired to

defraud, committing multiple criminal offences that are fundamentally addressed in the

report at tab_07.

79. Disclosure of those documents would have proven that there has been a most serious and

protracted fraud upon the court but moreover, that all of the defendants they have also

made multiple false statements (perjuries) and that too has been evaded.

80. The defendants have made multiple false representation claims in insolvency proceedings

that criminalises any such activity, they conspired with Hannon, the offender acting as

Official Receiver who owes me a fiduciary duty, using their £4.1 million fraudulent claim to

defraud me of my proven claim exceeding over £18.7 million in damages whilst the corrupt

judicial officers assist them in using the court to further the frauds.   On that note, it is also

material that I sought to direct the Court to the applicable precedents, namely the

authorities I quoted at tab_27 present in a number of statements the defendants failed to

disclose.   The defendants seek to mislead the Court by concealing the fact that no money

was ever owed to the 1st Defendant and they unlawfully forfeited the Lease, but also that

they have committed multiple frauds by false representation in insolvency proceedings that

criminalises any such activity.    It is all linked.

81. Stewart, in full knowledge of these facts and the “U-turn” that was then concealed by Vos,

who allowed Staunton to “retract and replace” his skeleton (perverting the course of

justice) minus the “U-turn” on the claims he himself admitted were false on 9th January

2017 by virtue of “Force Majeure made yet another false statement.
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Stewart did so in his most recent ex-parte witness statement, he asserts that money was 

owed to the 1st Defendant when he knew that was not the case. I cover Stewart’s perjuries 

further into this statement but in the interim, I refer to the specific piece in Staunton’s 

skeleton I highlighted that Stewart viewed on the 12-minute illustrated video prior to 

making his statement (tab_28).    Again, that submission is causally linked to the report that 

they also failed to disclose.  They are reliant on dishonest concealment of their own 

multiple wrongdoings when they are under a duty to disclose all facts relevant.  

82. It is somewhat material that Staunton himself has “U-turned” on the claims he knew by his

own written admission were false on 9th January 2017, that completes the actus reus of the

offence of fraud by false representation.   It was 24-days later, on 2nd February 2017 when

Gill made that £4.1 million claim of which over £4 million is sought pursuant to the

conditional Energy Supply Agreement for energy they prevented from being supplied by

refusing the connection so that the energy could first be supplied.   Again, all of that is

covered in the report the 1st Defendant and their cohorts fraudulently withheld from the ex-

parte hearing of 23rd October 2020.

83. In the first ex-parte hearing and repeated in this one of October 2020, there is absolutely no

mention whatsoever of the fact that the Energy Supply Agreement is conditional upon my

“full satisfaction of” the “Connection Agreement” encompassing the 3 salient contracts that

were dishonestly withheld in tandem from the first ex-parte hearing.    There was no

mention whatsoever that in absence of my “full satisfaction of” those two-conditions

precedent, any “Invoicing & Payment” is also contractually prohibited.  That fact is also

somewhat material.  It is clearly material that on 18th August 2015 when the 1st Defendant

unlawfully forfeited the Lease based on their unwarranted demand for payment, no money

was owed.   That fact is central to the arguments I advanced and there has only been failure

in duty of candour in tandem with dishonest non-disclosure.  Indeed, the defendants are all

in criminal contempt of Court.   Stewart did watch that video, I can prove beyond

reaosnbale doubt he did, multiple times, therefore he knew the statement he was making

claiming money was owed to the 1st Defendant is false.
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84. Nugee found that the claims were false on 5th February 2018, Stewart was acutely well

aware of this.  It is time for people to wake up and smell the coffee, what is this deluded

total and utter nonsense all about exactly?   Who is going to dare continue supporting these

hoodlum white-collar criminals?   I assure you all, those that do, will join them.

Application to dismiss the ECRO / General CRO applications

85. The parts contained in the report that the offenders withheld from the ex-parte hearing all

point to the fact that one cannot found any civil action based on their own dishonourable

and illegal acts.  The defendants all knew this, it is plainly evidenced that they were all

abundantly well aware of the acts they have committed and therefore the non-disclosure at

the ex-parte hearings of 9th January 2017, 16th January 2017 (the continuing duty to disclose

and the Penningtons Manches LLP letter dated 11th January 2017) and the non-disclosure of

all of the key documents listed above can be nothing other than deliberate and of dishonest

intent to mislead the Court.

86. Furthermore, they knew, or ought to have known, that I seek to rely on the defence, the

doctrine of ex turpi causa non oritur actio.    That doctrine does apply in this case, it means

"from a dishonorable cause an action does not arise" and all of this is founded by their

own frauds and illegality.    That is the rule of law.  No action can be based on a disreputable

cause and on that note, they seek to bring or to extend yet another false instrument

restraining order to further conceal their frauds and illegality based on the first, a false

instrument, as in section 3 of the Forgery and Counterfeiting Act 1981.    It is entirely illegal.

87. The defendants were seeking, ex-parte, to obtain an extension to the false instrument

ECRO which was deployed by the conspirators who have been preventing justice from being

served on the offenders, assisting them in furtherance of their frauds.     It is clearly material

in advancement of their mala fide ex-parte case that the ECRO they seek to extend is a false

instrument and the letter they withheld from the ex-parte proceedings is directly linked to

that.    I refer again to the contents of that letter (that the court again failed to respond to)

at tab_13.    It is necessary for the learned Judge to read and acquaint with the contents of

that letter and all of the documents linking off it.
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88. The contents are entirely relevant to the defendant’s case, particularly their ex-parte

application to extend the false instrument ECRO when none of my applications are without

merit.  Again, non-disclosure is material and deliberate.

89. I refer to page 3, reading from paragraph 12 through to paragraph 16.  The conspirators,

disguised as judges,  have been providing themselves with false jurisdiction to make an

ECRO false instrument by spoliating evidence, deliberately evading the proof of the multiple

indictable offences committed by the principal offenders, then seeking to certify as “totally

without merit”.  This is the tactic used by the corrupt judiciary, it is entirely illegal, human

rights abuse, but moreover, it has tendency to interfere with the proper administration of

justice.

90. At page 4, paragraph 17 through to the end of that letter are the arguments I presented to

prove beyond doubt that none of my applications are without merit and that there has

been dishonest concealment by the corrupt judiciary.

91. Those facts and the entire contents of that letter are material in proving that none of my

applications are without merit but also highlight the multiple frauds committed by the

offenders proving beyond doubt that their cause is illegal and prohibiting them from

seeking remedy for their own wrongdoings.

92. They are wholly reliant on a rotten, corrupt system of utterly complacent, dishonest,

corrupt dotards disguised as judges to continue their frauds and deceit.   This is not justice,

it is total outright ruination of justice, blatant fraud and corruption.  There is a fraud upon

the court, all of the orders made in the case are void ab initio, one cannot appeal a void

order, for it ceases to exist from the outset.

93. The lawless, unaccountable cretins involved in this conspiracy, including Vos, wanted to

push me into the Court of Appeal, so other members of this criminal racketeering enterprise

who have infiltrated our justice system could continue the deceit.
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94. The classic example is portrayed by the fact that Arnold and Nugee have both been made

Lord Justices of appeal, the rotten system promotes and rewards the offenders for fulfilling

their orders.  In that respect, I refer to tab_016, reading all of is and actually taking note and

digesting those contents, if that is at all possible, but moreover, reading page 6, lines 4- 6,

being the penal notice contained on the old 14.4 proof of debt form Gill used to submit the

fraud by false representation exceeding £4.1 million that Staunton admitted could not be

established on 9th January 2017.    That is a fraud and it is proven beyond reasonable doubt

that the offenders knew the claim they were making was false, by Staunton’s own

admission.  Again, I reiterate, in the hope that it will sink in, that completes the actus reus of

the offence.

95. Now we read page 1, line 7 through to line 16 of page 3.  As I said, all are wholly reliant on

acts of corruption and purported judges who are only too willing to affront the rule of law

and pervert the course of justice to assist fellow members of this cabal of white-collar

criminals in evading justice, hence, the case continues, the rule of law, justice and

impartiality has been absolutely non-existent from the start.  The kleptocrats, the

leadership of the injustice system at the helm of this criminal racketeering enterprise have

been unduly influencing the judiciary to provide impunity to the offenders.

96. Now I move back to the contents of my letter to Drewett (tab_13), I focus on the law within

that letter, something that the purported judges involved in this case and the principal

offenders take issue with, they just affront and break the laws.

97. At paragraph 20 of page 6, I refer to the applicable precedent applying to the orders of 9th

January 2017, 16th January 2017 and 23rd October 2020, the ex-parte orders that were all

founded by fraudulent non-disclosure and most serious and deliberate failures in duty of

candour on the part of the principal offenders.    The authority I quoted at the bottom of

page 20 applies respective of all of those orders, but this Court has failed. It has failed to

administer justice, it has perverted the course of justice and it has failed Queen and Country

by allowing the principal offenders to make gains and use the court as the vehicle to make

advantage gained by their wrongdoings.

CASE FILE: Page 1779                   PDF: Page 540 of 994

https://intelligenceuk.com/MFC-DEMAND/23_10_2020/Tab_016---Submission_Nugee_23_05_2020.pdf
https://intelligenceuk.com/MFC-DEMAND/23_10_2020/Tab_13---Letter_Drewett_PM_DP_20_05_2020_V01F.pdf


98. It is an utter sham and a disgrace.  Nobody is above the supremacy of the rule of law, least

of all, those who are paid generously by the taxpayer to act impartially, administering our

laws and do precisely the opposite. The doctrine of judicial immunity does not apply to

purported judges who conspire to defraud and pervert the course of justice in office.

99. I move to paragraph 25 of page 7, quoting that authority, again, it does apply and by virtue

of the findings of non-disclosure in the mala fide order of Nugee of 5th February 2018, non-

disclosure of yet again a voluminous amongst of evidence and facts that proves my case

beyond doubt can be nothing other than deliberate and of dishonest intent. Hence, the

order of 23rd October 2020 was also founded by fraudulent non-disclosure and the court

must now set aside those 3 ex-parte orders, forthwith, for any deviation in doing so will

constitute an act of corruption.  Enough of this nonsense.

100. I therefore ask that the Court dismisses the ECRO extension application, the GCRO

application and in those circumstances where it is proven beyond doubt that the

defendant’s are prohibited from seeking restitution for their own illegality in this civil

jurisdiction, certifies their applications as totally without merit on the grounds that they are

prohibited by the applicable legal doctrine in doing so and aside form that, none of my

applications are totally without merit, so there is no jurisdiction to make one, there never

has been.

The cross undertaking in damages in the order of 23rd October 2020 

101. I seek an award in aggravated damages against the 1st and 2nd Defendants of £18.7

million plus standard interest for this protracted conspiracy to defraud under the façade of

justice, based upon the proven claim in damages resulting from the illegal winding ups

founded by;

102. Vandalization of my energy business and resulting in years of protracted abuse, the

break-up of my family, loss of contact with my 13-year old daughter and over 4 years of

protracted anguish and extreme emotional distress cumulating in a complete loss of
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confidence in the UK as a whole and in particular its ability to administer justice, to the 

point that I left the country.    The damages caused by these disgraceful, parasitic dishonest 

cowards who are all wholly reliant on being propped up by corrupt fake judges who are one 

and the same as the defendants has lost me over six-years of my life, I cannot buy that back. 

103. I refer to the sealed claim of 1st November 2018 (tab_24), the claim was never heard

nor tried, contrary to Stewart’s lies within his statement, he knew this.

104. Arnold disposed of my claim under the guise of the false instrument ECRO which is

nothing other than part of this protracted conspiracy to defraud and pervert the course of

justice.   I sought restitution with the application that came before Vos, but all remedy has

been denied throughout.  The claim, founded by unlawful forfeiture of the Lease is

quantified with a high degree of certainty based on the guaranteed OFGEM Feed in Tariff

payments I would have otherwise received were it not for the 1st Defendant unlawfully

forfeiting the Lease.   I seek standard interest on top of the principal sum at 8% from 1st

November 2018 when the claim was issued.  The hard copy bundle with the claim is, I

believe, still sitting with Vos.

The cross undertaking, the claim and an award in aggravated damages 

“Where there is wrongdoing, there must be remedy, yet in this case, the wrongdoing has 

had a profound effect on my life, over many years to such an extent that monetary 

compensation would not remedy the damages done” 

105. The Court has the cross undertaking in my favour, it has the claim that has never been

tried, it is aware that my case is proven beyond reasonable doubt, now I am asking for the

long awaited remedy for this most serious and protracted wrongdoing, after all, it was all

founded by the First Defendant and their dishonesty.   I am asking this Court to make an

aware in aggravated damages compensation in the sum of £21,714,778.02, being the

principal sum of the claim that cannot be defended, plus accrued interest.
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106. I move on to the most detailed and illustrative case narrative contained in my website

(the link is private and is shared only to those involved in this case), here:

https://intelligenceuk.com/secure_report_mfc/secure.mindmap_01.html  It is absolutely

necessary for the learned Judge to read and acquaint with the full factual background, but

for the purpose of consolidation, I refer, in order, to:

Fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte and the public interest 

(i) "Mr Justice" Christopher George Nugee - reading all of it and then “THE LAW &

THE BLATANT WRONGDOINGS” at the lower part of the page, clicking on “The

public interest – material non-disclosure ex-parte….” 

All of those authorities apply equally in the case of the 3 ex-parte orders founded 

by fraud, those orders must, I reiterate, be set aside for in law, they are void ab 

initio and they cease to exist from the outset.  

(ii) “The ransom demands, Force Majeure, blackmail & unlawful forfeiture” – Self

explanatory, just read and follow, anyone with half an ounce of common sense

could determine what these criminals have been up to. As I said, they have been

wholly reliant on being “propped up” by the corrupt judiciary, all part of the

fraud.

107. The offenders were provided with access to this report several months ago, they had all

of the documentation in their possession and they made the conscious and premeditated

decision to withhold all of these material particulars contrary to their legal duty to disclose,

even if disclosure is adverse to advancement of their ex-parte case.

108. There was absolutely no reason whatsoever for their application to be ex-parte, it was

convened solely as means to prevent me from stating the correct factual position.  It was

convened, once again, to obtain pecuniary interest by deception, using the Court as the

means to defraud.
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109. In that respect, I refer to the actus reus of the indictable offence of fraud by failing to

disclose information in the 54-page report they also dishonestly withheld (tab_07), page 25

of 54. It is proven beyond reasonable doubt that the defendants have committed the

offence on 3 separate counts.

110. I repeat, it is necessary for the learned Judge to read all of the contents of “MFC

REPORT ON JUDICIAL CORRUPTION” in preparation for trial.  I also seek to reinstate the

claim that Arnold defrauded me of after citing that he has no jurisdiction to hear it. All part

of the protracted conspiracy.

111. Now I will come back to that transcript at tab_08, page 72 of 84 (A17). Nugee cites:

“There’s doubt, doubt over the assignment and dispute over the claim” 

112. These were the two-grounds on which the orders of 9th January 2017 and 16th January

2017 were founded and yet, the claim nor the assignment can be disputed, for the reasons

made absolutely clear, yet aside from that, there was material non-disclosure of 172-pages

of witness exhibit where it was found, in that same order by Nugee, that “the bulk of the

non-disclosure went to the issue cited by me in the demand.  The non-disclosure was

indisputably material and premeditated. (See: page 92 of 94, paragraph 8 of his judgment).

Why therefore did Nugee sustain the order when he owes a duty in the public interest to

prosecute material non-disclosure?  The answer is, because he has been perverting the

course of justice and it is for the same reason he dishonestly misrepresented the terms of

the absolute assignment.

113. Paragraph 9 of Nugee’s judgment is another absolute outright lie, citing that:

“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” 
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114. At the time Nugee had concocted this story, he had already found that the assignment

(Defendant’s bundle, tab 12 – page A91) referred to two causes of action, with:

“Parent recovering funds invested” – Being the funds assigned to Earth Energy 

Investments LLP and “Empowering Wind recovering consequential loss” 

115. It is that distinction that Nugee, Bloom, the 1st Defendant and Staunton sought to

misrepresent and yet, it was the assignment counterpart that the 1st Defendant withheld

from the ex-parte hearing in any event.  The non-disclosure of this part alone is clearly

material and is proven herein to be pre-meditated and therefore dishonest.

116. It is abundantly clear from the terms of the assignment and indeed the citation at

paragraph 9 by Nugee “EW’s liquidation does not prevent us from assigning the rights” that I

was clearly referring to the right of action claim for consequential loss that allegedly vests in

Empowering Wind MFC Ltd, being the claim for over £9.2 million in revenue I would have

otherwise been guaranteed to receive by virtue of OFGEM’s guaranteed,  20-year, index

linked Feed in Tariff for all of the power I would have otherwise gained from the turbine

were it not for the unlawful forfeiture.  Indeed, this is where the £4.1 million fraudulent

claim came into the equation, because they were using that, in conspiracy with Hannon, to

defraud me of my democratic right as majority creditor, otherwise with over 90% of the

requisite majority, so that they could prevent me from replacing the criminal, Hannon, who

has consistently worked to assist them.

117. In respect of Hannon, I draw attention to the transcript of that call I had with Hannon

(See: Defendant’s bundle, page 258 through to page 268.  Even with this incontrovertible

evidence of extreme malfeasance on the part of Hannon, Nugee disposed of the application

I made pursuant to section 212 of the Insolvency Act 1986 to deal with it (summary

misfeasance provision), yet it is proven that Hannon has abused his position in breach of his

duty to me, otherwise majority creditor.  The video makes that absolutely clear, a further

case of impunity for the corruptors.
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118. Now I evidence the passage at paragraph 10 of his judgment (tab_08, page 92 of 94)

where Nugee then fraudulently misrepresented the terms of the absolute assignment that I

refer to in the report that the 1st Defendant and their cohorts dishonestly withheld from this

proceeding, along with the transcript and the affidavits that prove the same position.   The

position is precisely as I conveyed within the report, Nugee dishonestly misrepresented the

absolute assignment of the investments I made in the company, because he is part of the

fraud.

119. It is proven beyond reasonable doubt that Nugee had that assignment in front of him at

the time, he recited it word for word at paragraph 9, also at paragraph 11.  The way in

which he misrepresented the terms of the assignment can be nothing other than of

deliberate and dishonest intent.  Cheating is dishonest and cheating, in context with the

new test for dishonesty, Ivy v Genting Casinos (2017), is precisely what he has done.   The

actions of Nugee are dishonest and would be viewed as dishonest in the opinion of any

ordinary and reasonable adult in review of the circumstances, yet his dishonestly is

prevalent, he has perverted the course of justice.    I will come more onto that in the

appropriate jurisdiction, the Magistrates and Crown Court, but just before I do move on, I

refer to the findings at paragraphs 3 and 4 of his judgment respective of issue estoppel.

Stating the obvious, it was already found that Staunton had misrepresented the operative

provision of Force Majeure in the Lease. Likewise, it was already found that the claims, all of

them, including the one used to unlawfully forfeit the Lease, are false.

120. It is for that reason the 1st Defendant and their cohorts withheld that transcript and

judgment from the ex-parte hearing and yet my demand seeks to rely on that very same

issue.

121. The non-disclosure is most certainly material.  It all links back to the report (tab_07) and

those material particulars that the defendants failed to disclose.
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The application to set aside the order of 23rd October 2020 – Further 

submissions:  

122. The position I convey in this respect is absolutely straight forward and incontrovertible.

The issue however, is the fact that the judges who have been involved do not administer

the law, they affront the laws to assist the defendants in defrauding me whilst ensuring

they evade justice.  That must now stop.  Our laws are the best in the world, the issue is

with those that administer them.

123. I refer to Tab_01 of my bundle, confirming that the statutory demand and evidence on

which I seek to rely was served on the 1st Defendant on 12th October 2020.

124. I move to Tab_02, which is the note of hearing ex-parte that I have page numbered

whilst marking the paragraphs I wish to refer to alphabetically for ease in reference.   The

facts were entirely misstated, full and frank disclosure was, again, for the second time,

absolutely non-existent.    Disclosure of a large number of key documents and facts has

been absent.

125. At page 1, A, it is asserted that Mr Justice Mann claimed that the 1st Defendant was

“amply justified” in restraining any winding up petition based on the demand.   There are no

“allegations” in the demand, only proven facts that rely on issue estoppel respective of the

1st Defendant unlawfully forfeiting the Lease.     That position has already been tried and

found to be correct by Nugee J, so on this ground the debt cannot possibly be disputed in

any way shape of form.      I raise the simple question, given that no rent was due and no

energy supply was due and that the 1st Defendant forfeited the Lease for non-payment,

how can anyone possibly assert that the claim founded by unlawful forfeiture is disputed?

The position is entirely delusional.   Likewise, point me to any judgment that has found to

the contrary.  You will not be able to, because it has all been covered up by the purported

judges involved who have conspired to pervert the course of justice and now this is a case

of further working with the defendants to defraud me of my abortive costs.
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126. I move to tab_04, being the transcript I recently obtained from the ex-parte hearing of

9th January 2017 wherein the 1st Defendant and their cohorts dishonestly withheld 172-

pages of witness exhibit, in a similar way as they have done in this one.

127. They could not defend the statement of the demand, because the unlawful forfeiture is

proven beyond doubt, so they dishonestly withheld all of the evidence that proved it

instead and Nugee J, the white-collar criminal, prevented justice form being served on them

for what is, unquestionably, the most significant and obviously deliberate case of material

non-disclosure in the history of UK law.   As I said, the judicial mechanics do not work, a

complete overhaul needed, a complete breakdown and failure, all involved to date are

destined for the scrap heap.

A completed collateral contract – the grid connection configuration  

128. The defendants are wholly reliant upon dishonest concealment of fact, in tandem with

“cherry picking” evidence to obtain pecuniary interest by deception.      At page 3 (F)

through to page 4 (E) of that transcript, Staunton, of Ohrenstein’s chambers, lied and

misrepresented the fact that there is an operative provision of Force Majeure within the

Lease.

129. That lie came in tandem with the 1st Defendant, 2nd Defendant, Stewart, Gill and

Staunton failing in their duty of candour to disclose the fact that the 1st Defendant breached

the collateral contract completed during the option period.   A collateral contract does

indeed place an obligation on the party to perform, but with this corrupt Court, truth,

evidence, justice and the applicable laws are far departed.  It’s officers just work for the

defendants.

130. On 7th November 2012 Bloom of the 1st Defendant extended the option for the specific

purpose of securing the same and only connection for the wind turbine that required the 1st

Defendant to take ownership of its substations so that the connection can be established.
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131. There was, in fact, absolutely no mention whatsoever within any of the defendants ex-

parte submissions on 9th January 2017 that the 1st Defendant refused the connection,

rendering the project useless.   That dishonest concealment of material fact came in tandem

with the material non-disclosure of all of the connection related documents.    It continued

during the ex-parte hearing of 23rd October 2020, the rule of full and fair disclosure appears

not to apply to these white-collar criminals, they are granted impunity.

132. The Lease was completed on 17th June 2013 on the basis of that completed undertaking

on the connection configuration, forming the entire basis of the project.    It is indisputable

that a completed collateral contract was in place by 17th June 2013 but in fact it was

completed on 7th November 2012 after the 1st Defendant was told expressly of the

connection configuration by Northern Powergrid, the distribution network operator who

specifies the technical and commercial terms.

133. The purpose of the option period is for the parties to become acquainted with and for

me, the Developer, to secure the necessary to ensure that the wind turbine can be

constructed and operated.   If, during the option period, either party became aggrieved with

the terms being specified, the aggrieved party can negate without financial commitment.

That did not happen, Bloom himself extended the option for the purpose of securing the

same and only connection configuration for the project that required the 1st Defendant to

take ownership of its two substations, so that the connection could be established.

134. Absolutely no contention in doing so was raised whatsoever, until 2015, when the 1st

Defendant began to procrastinate from 7th March 2015, demanding that I “pay for the

delay” when Force Majeure in the operative provision applied to that delay, that prevented

the turbine from lawful operation, which was, in accord with the Force Majeure definition

and operative terms in both the Lease and the Energy Supply Agreement, completely

beyond by control.     The fact of the matter is the Staunton lied, because there is an

operative provision of Force Majeure within the Lease (Schedule 5 - Agreements &

Declarations) Clause 6, it works in favour of me, the Tenant.
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135. One of the key documents that were fraudulently withheld in this ex-parte hearing is

the clear document I prepared on Force Majeure (which has already been tried and proven

on 5th February 2018 before Nugee J.    This non-disclosure is material, because there was

no obligation to pay rent whatsoever.   I refer to tab_05, being that salient document

explaining the incontrovertible position respective of Force Majeure.

136. To make it even more clear, I refer to the email I sent to Court on 27th October 2020,

(tab_06) that I have line numbered for ease in reference herein.  Page 2, lines 34 and 36

contain links to the two videos that are relevant to this case.  It is necessary for the learned

Judge to watch both of those videos to fully appreciate the contents of these submissions.

The unwarranted demand for rent used to unlawfully forfeit the lease 

137. Even if the 1st Defendant did not breach the collateral contract on the connection

configuration, rendering the project absolutely useless (one cannot operate a turbine

without a connection), no rent was payable until 15th September 2015.  The period affected

by Force Majeure occurred just 3-months into the 12-month period free of rent (schedule 7

of the Lease) from which I had to commission the wind turbine.   That period was

suspended accordingly whilst the delay of Force Majeure subsisted.  The delay was

successfully resolved by me on 23rd December 2014 and thereafter the carry over on the

period free of rent from which to commission the turbine applies.     Staunton must surely

have known this, which is why he dishonestly omitted the operative provision of Force

Majeure, citing that it does not exist within the Lease.

138. Likewise, the document at tab_05 explained this only too clearly, which is why the

defendants withheld this material fact for a second time around.   It is outright deceit.

139. It is indisputable that the rental element of the 1st Defendant’s demand of 25th June

2015 was unwarranted and there are in fact menaces (section 21 of the Theft Act 1968),

with a significant degree of coercion.  Fundamentally, they refused the connection and then

demanded that I pay them for energy supply and rent when neither were owed, with the

menaces being to forfeit the Lease I paid them £200,000 for that required the turbine to be

capable of commercial operation.
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140. So, conclusively, the £75,000 demanded for rent was not owed.

The unwarranted demand for energy supply 

141. It is also abundantly clear, for the reasons I cited very clearly at Chapter 8 of my report

“The Energy Supply Agreement is conditional”, that in absence of my “full satisfaction of”

the “Connection Agreement” encompassing the 3 salient contracts that the 1st Defendant

fraudulently withheld from the ex-parte hearing of 9th January 2017 (see: Chapter 6 - The

grid connection for the wind turbine ), there was no “Entitlement to agreed output

(agreement to supply power) and any “Invoicing and Payment” is also contractually

prohibited.   The 1st Defendant knew this and they most certainly knew that they refused

that connection so it is proven beyond doubt that they all knew what they were doing was

dishonest.

Paul Stewart’s false witness statements – section 5 of the Perjury Act 1911 

142. Stewart, the dishonest white-collar criminal, attended the hearing before Nugee on 5th

February 2018 where it was found that the claims were false, but aside from that, anyone

with half a brain would know that no money was owed pursuant to either the Lease or the

energy supply agreement.  Stewart has consistently lied in his witness statements and it is

proven beyond reasonable doubt that he knew the statements he was making were false.

Firstly, in this respect, I refer to section 5 of the Perjury Act 1911. Perjury is a criminal

contempt of Court and an indictable offence:

5 False statutory declarations and other false statements without oath. 

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
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(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, . . . or any term not exceeding two years, or to a fine or to both such

imprisonment and fine.

143. Secondly, Stewart knew that Staunton, the purported barrister originating form

Ohrenstein’s chambers, Radcliffe, firstly admitted on 9th January 2017 that “For the purpose

of the Energy Supply Agreement, Force Majeure has effect” but secondly, I have told them

all on numerous occasions, proven in the extensive evidence, that the claims are blatantly

false.

144. Thirdly, Stewart knew that on 14th November 2018, in his skeleton, Staunton “U-turned”

on the claims he knew were false from the outset.   Moreover however, they all knew full

well that Nugee had made that finding (no credit to him, anyone would do) that the 1st

Defendant did unlawfully forfeit the Lease based on their unwarranted demand and that

Force Majeure applies in both the Lease and the Energy Supply Agreement.  It was for that

reason they dishonestly withheld that order, the transcript and all of the extensive list of

exhibits withheld contained at page 5, paragraph 20, above and on to page 6. They are

outright liars and cheats, but what is more, they are guilty of conspiracy to defraud and of

perverting the course of justice, on top of numerous counts of perjury.

145. I refer to Stewart’s witness statement at tab 2 of the defendant’s bundle (see:

Defendant’s bundle, tab-2, page A6 through to A18.  At page A18, Stewart signed a

statement of truth knowing that the statement he was making was blatantly false and in

addition, it fails to disclose material particulars.

146. At paragraph 49 of his statement, Stewart attempts to imply that the second assignment

is void because I made it on 18th March 2018. This is nonsense, simply because I had

assigned the £530,000 plus interest to Earth Energy and the Court was fraudulently misled

by Staunton who sought to wind up illegally for an alleged £25k that did not even exist.
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147. The alleged petition debt that was extinguished in any event, was subject to challenge

by order of 21st March 2018 (tab_15) proving beyond doubt that the alleged petition debt

was subject to challenge by order of a High Court Judge on the day of the petition.  They

knew this, which is why they dishonestly withheld that order and the transcript of those

proceedings proving Staunton’s perjury.  They have been using the façade of insolvency law

to defraud creditors, an indictable offence punishable with up to 7-years imprisonment, the

offences are plentiful, there are aggravating factors and category A harm and levels of

culpability.

148. Likewise, which is why they withheld the report at tab_07, wherein page 34 of 54, refers

specifically to that fraud.  I refer to that page, reading from line 19 through to line 15 of

page 35.

149. Now we move to page 37 of 54, line 19 of the report; “The cross claim extinguished the

alleged (non-existent) petition debt”, reading from there (carefully digesting the contents)

through to line 39 of page 41 of 54.

150. It is proven beyond reasonable doubt that Staunton knew the statement he was making

in relation to the cross claim (the sum of the statutory demand dated 6th January 2017) was

the cross claim, but he lied and misled ICCJ Barber, causing her to believe that proceedings

were concluded when he had that order of 21st March 2018 in his possession.  It is for that

reason these hoodlum white-collar criminals withheld the report, as well as the order and

the affidavits and all of the evidence they have done.

151. I will adduce further evidence of Stewart’s numerous perjuries prior to the trial.  In the

interim, I move back to his statement at tab 2 of the defendant’s bundle.

152. I submit, as a matter of principle, Nugee is conflicted and any order he made, including

the order of 5th February 2018 is void ab initio, it is proven beyond doubt that Nugee has

perverted the course of justice, there is a fraud upon the court, all of the mala fide orders

cease to exist from the outset, nothing they have done has any legal validity, it is all fraud.
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153. At paragraph 10 of his statement, Stewart lied and asserted that my companies became

liable to MFC for various payments under the Lease and “ESA”, meaning the conditional

Energy Supply Agreement.   Stewart knew, at the time of making this statement, that the

first instalment of rent was not payable until 15th September 2015 and no energy supply

was due because the 1st Defendant refused the connection and that the “Start Date” is the

date from which the conditions precedent are satisfied.    I could not enter into a

connection agreement, because the 1st Defendant prevented me from doing so.  They

breached the collateral contract, refused the connection, preventing me from performing

on the rights granted and then unlawfully demanded payment for energy they prevented

from being suppled and rent that was not due.

154. There is absolutely no mention whatsoever of the operative provision of Force Majeure

within the Lease, nor the fact that Stewart, his cohorts and the 1st Defendant knew, from 1st

January 2017 that Staunton himself admitted that very same fact in the note of hearing ex-

parte, as he did in the transcript of that hearing of 9th January 2017, both of which, they

have withheld from the ex-parte proceedings.   Stewart knew the statement he was making

was false, he has lied all the way through in every statement he has made. Stewart is guilty

of perjury on at least 4 counts, I apply to dismiss his statement as a fallacy, that is precisely

what it is.

155. Likewise, Stewart and his fellow conspirators seek to imply that all of this has been tried

in the proceedings, but yet nobody can take me to any single transcript or judgment that

tried the issues, except for the one I have adduced, the transcript and judgment of 5th

February 2018 that finds that the claims are false and that the 1st Defendant forfeited the

Lease.

They did so off the back of payments that were never owed. Low and behold, that is 

amongst the material dishonestly withheld from the ex-parte hearing for a second time 

over.  

156. I request time, in advance of the hearing, to prepare a further statement and skeleton

addressing the full extent of the defendant’s conspiracy to dishonesty.
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157. I request that the committal application (which was never heard) and cannot possibly be

without merit because the issues were concealed by Murray and were not tried in the open

court as they should be, be reinstated and to include this new evidence of dishonesty

surrounding this submission and the dishonest non-disclosure ex-parte on 23rd October

2020, encompassing all three contemptuous issues of fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte

and the false witness statements of Stewart, Bloom and Hannon.

158. I request that all of the evidence, statements, submissions, exhibits be carefully

considered prior to the trial.

159. I request that the trial be listed for 5-days at the earliest possible opportunity over a

series of skype hearings to address comprehensively all of the issues raised in this case that

have, to date, been evaded and concealed.

160. I confirm, that I shall be making a 12-part international documentary to expose this

outrageous corruption and that all of the facts stated in the three videos we have produced

are issues that have been aired, yet evaded in the open court by the corrupt judiciary.

161. I confirm that all of the statements made in those videos are true and accurate to the

best of my knowledge and belief.

162. I retain, my right to freedom of speech, to openly describe the fraudsters and white-

collar criminals are fraudsters, idiots and cretins, because that is also substantially true.

163. I confirm that the judiciary involved in my case today have acted in a way so as to

interfere with the proper administration of justice and that the evidence substantiates and

proves these allegations to the criminal standard of proof.

164. I retain my right to publish factually accurate information, in whichever form, video,

audio, in print or online publication respective of my findings in this case, to advocate

transparency and prevention of corruption and in the interests of the principle of open

justice.
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165. I seek to rely on this statement in a private criminal prosecution against all of the

perpetrators collectively and as such I have already initiated proceedings based upon the

report of 2nd June 2020 that the defendants have had in their possession since.

Declaration of truth: 

This statement (consisting of 39 pages) is true to the best of my knowledge and belief and I 

make it 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. 

Paul Millinder  

Dated: 28th October 2020 
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE   CR-2017-000140 

INSOLVENCY & COMPANIES LIST 
___________________________________________________________________ 

IN THE MATTER OF THE INSOLVENCY ACT 1986 AND IN THE MATTER OF MIDDLESBROUGH 
FOOTBALL & ATHLETIC COMPANY (1986) LTD  

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 

MIDDLESBROUGH FOOTBALL & ATHLETIC COMPANY (1986) LTD 
(First Defendant)  

GIBSON O’ NEILL COMPANY LTD  
  (Second Defendant) & others named in the Claimant’s first affidavit dated 5th August 

2020 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
Second Witness Statement of Mr Paul Millinder dated 3rd November 2020  

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

1. I, Mr Paul Millinder, an energy infrastructure developer, investor and private intelligence

expert specialising in domestic anti-corruption operations, do say as follows:

2. This is my second statement in these proceedings against the defendants.   To the best of

my knowledge and belief the facts and information on which I seek to rely in this statement

and in the continuation sheets, appendices and related statements and submissions made

by me are true and accurate to the best of my knowledge and belief.

3. All of the information contained in my index of exhibits with this application shall be

available at trial.

Tab_G3: Pages 44 - 62
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4. In this statement I refer to my exhibit, the PDF Portfolio titled:  EX-PM-27-10-2020 and as I

did in my first statement, for ease in navigation of the documents electronically I include

access to my secure 256-bit encrypted folder wherein there are direct links to the exhibits.

The reader will need to input the following login credentials to access the documents:

__________________________________ 
Username:  Legal_08 
Password:   FrAudstErS_666 
__________________________________ 

I include a dropdown table of contents herein for further ease in navigation: 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Perverting the course of justice ............................................................................................................... 3 

Murray J perverted the course of justice on 24th August 2020 ................................................................ 4 

Hannon’s false statement (s.5 of the Perjury Act 1911) and concealment by Murray ............................. 7 

Void orders founded by fraud – the law ................................................................................................ 13 

Committal proceedings – A fresh cause of action for criminal contempt of court ................................. 15 
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Perverting the course of justice 

5. This is the offence that broadly describes the conduct of judicial officers of this Court from

21st November 2017 onwards until today’s date. It also describes the conduct of all of the

defendants, who have conspired with those office holders to prevent justice from being

served on the 1st Defendant and their cohorts.

6. Perverting the course of justice is a common law offence complete when someone acts in a

way to prevent justice from being served on themselves or another.   Triable on indictment

only, it is a serious criminal offence.

7. There must be conclusive acts by the defendant to interfere with the proper administration

of justice.  In this case, we have purported judges concealing a conspiracy to defraud and

making a false instrument Extended Civil Restraining Order as a means of concealment, to

prevent me, the victim of a multitude of fraud offences committed in conspiracy, from the

right of restitution in the civil courts.    The corrupt judiciary have been falsely certifying

applications that are already proven as “totally without merit” to further provide

themselves false jurisdiction as an attempt to originate yet another false instrument ECRO /

General Civil Restraint Order to do the same.  The court is shockingly corrupt and has been

engaging in most serious and protracted activities that all have tendency to interfere with

the proper administration of justice.

8. I begin with an analysis of the contents of the application that came before Murray, the

purported judge who was acting under instructions to prevent justice from being served on

the offenders when it is proven beyond reasonable doubt that they are in criminal

contempt of Court.

9. This is the classic example of perverting the course of justice, wherein the corrupt judge,

Murray, had all of the material to prove the offences in front of him, yet he made it is

objective, following orders, to prevent justice from being served on the offenders, thereby

completing the actus reus of the offence.     I provide an exhaustive analysis below:
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Murray J perverted the course of justice on 24th August 2020 

10. I begin by turning to tab_19 of my exhibit, the transcript and order of that hearing before

Murray of which I served a hard copy bundle, spending all day preparing the bundle that

was altogether evaded by him.   At page 3 of the transcript (A) I asked Murray if he had read

my skeleton and witness statement and at (B) he confirmed he had done, therefore he

knew of the issues raised therein and it is proven beyond reasonable doubt that he did.

That application before him was all about removing the stay imposed by Master Yoxall and

obtaining disclosure of evidence that has been dishonestly withheld by Hannon, the 2nd

Defendant.

11. Obtaining disclosure is essential in providing Hannon’s dishonesty to the required standard

and in furthering the committal proceedings against him.    It was already found by Nugee J

in his mala fide order of 18th June 2019 (para 21 of the order), that Hannon had withheld

the proofs of debt he is under a legal duty to disclose.  Indeed, this is what the corrupt

judiciary have been working to conceal. Arnold did it, twice certifying the order for

disclosure of the evidence Hannon is under a legal duty to disclose as “totally without

merit” when it is proven that Hannon has withheld the proofs of debt.  Then, when Nugee

did find that Hannon withheld the proofs of debt, he decided to embark on more

dishonesty by attempting to convince me that rule 14.6 of the Insolvency Rules 2016 “does

not apply in these circumstances”, which is more deliberate, premeditated dishonesty

designed to interfere with the proper administration of justice when in fact I do know

better.  (see paragraph 23 – 25, page 14 of his order of 18th June 2019).    Murray did

precisely the same, they have all conspired to pervert the course of justice, acting under

orders given by Burnett and Buckland, who are also, I allege, guilty of conspiracy to pervert

the course of justice.

12. As I correctly stated, it is the leadership at fault, they must be taken out first, otherwise they

will just continue to do what they have been doing and more judges, who they coerce will

also be jailed because of their wrongdoings.   Murray is already too late.
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13. The perpetrators have a choice, to act according to the law, without favour or ill-will, or, to

conspire to pervert the course of justice, Murray, Nugee, Arnold, Vos, Pelling, Jones and

Briggs chose the latter.

14. We move to the skeleton referred to that Murray confirmed he had read (tab_20), turning

to page 2, paragraph 7.  I correctly cited the law, which it appears most of the purported

judges these days appear to have some serious issues with. The laws are not designed to be

complex, most are taken as read, a case of common sense prevailing, logic before law.  Only

the individuals that purport to administer the law and justice are complex, because they do

not, they rely on a spin of legal trickery and deceit to dupe one’s opposition to assist fellow

members of their cabal in evading justice.   That is precisely what all of this is about and

again, that is not an allegation, it is a proven fact.  Our laws are supposed to be

administered by our courts and judges, not diminished, misrepresented or evaded, as is the

case here.     Paragraph 7 of my skeleton refers to my authorities tab (tab_02) of that

proceeding.   Therein, at page 1 of 21, I correctly recite Practice Direction 2B and at

paragraph 1 of the Practice Direction I highlighted the applicable passage;

“except where an enactment, rule or practice direction provides otherwise” 

“In respect of proceedings in the High Court, Section II of this Practice Direction sets out the 

matters over which Masters or District Judges do not have jurisdiction” 

15. We therefore more to Section 2 of the Practice Direction at page 2 of the same.  The rule

states, categorically, at 3.1, that:

A Master or District Judge may not make orders or grant interim remedies- 

(a) relating to the liberty of the subject;

(b) relating to criminal proceedings or matters except procedural applications in appeals to

the High Court (including appeals by case stated) under any enactment;

16. Making an order for a stay is an order and committal relates to the liberty of the subject.

CASE FILE: Page 1800                   PDF: Page 561 of 994

https://intelligenceuk.com/MFC-DEMAND/23_10_2020/Tab_20---Skeleton_hearing_24_08_2020_Claimant.pdf
https://intelligenceuk.com/legal/App_18_08_2020/Tab_02---AUTHORITIES.pdf


17. Likewise, the issues relate to criminal matters, clearly defined in that same report that the

defendants deliberately withheld from their ex-parte hearing, which was also referred to at

paragraph 7 of the skeleton (tab_05), outlining a multitude of criminal offences committed

by the principal offenders.

18. It is proven beyond doubt, in law, that Yoxall was precluded from making an order (“may

not make orders” means any order whatsoever) in proceedings defined as (a) and (b) from

the Practice Direction cited above.  Both apply to that committal application and the

application for mandatory order.   On this ground alone, it is proven beyond doubt that the

application to remove the stay should have been successful and any deviation away from

this position affronts the supremacy of the rule of law as it stands, Murray did precisely

that.

19. We turn back to the skeleton (tab_20), the next part of that application Murray disposed of

to prevent justice from being served on the principal offenders is the part that seeks

disclosure to further the overriding objective in getting to the heart of the issues that

amount to the offence of section 5 of the Perjury Act 1911 (criminal contempt) on the part

of Hannon, the 5th Defendant.  This is also linked to the fact that Hannon is guilty of fraud by

failing to disclose information, the indictable offence of section 3 of the Fraud Act 2006 and

same is also directly related to his false statement.    We turn to page 3 of that skeleton,

paragraph 11.   The salient part of that submission is:

“Essentially, they have been concealing the fact that Hannon is guilty of fraud by failing to 

disclose information contrary to his legal duty to disclose pursuant to Rule 14.6 of the 

Insolvency Rules 2016. Disclosure is in line with the rule of law, but it is entirely necessary to 

further the Claimant’s case in respect of the foregoing proceedings in this Honourable Court. 

Both Hannon and later, Stewart, lied about the existence of the first proof of debt 

Hannon has dishonestly withheld from me, a creditor, since 1st December 2016. All the 

Defendants are reliant on non-disclosure to conceal their wrongdoings” 
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Hannon’s false statement (s.5 of the Perjury Act 1911) and concealment by Murray 

20. I should also have added, correctly, that the corrupt judiciary are also reliant on preventing

my right of standard disclosure to do the same, to conceal Hannon’s fraudulent abuse of

position, also an indictable offence.

21. I present the question, what use is a Court that perverts the course of justice to assist

white-collar criminals in evading justice?  Same is clearly both breaking the law and is

against the public interest and yet it is the public purse that feeds these hoodlum white-

collar criminals disguised as judges when in fact they are one and the same as the principal

offenders.

22. Paragraph 12 of that skeleton correctly refers to (tab_03), my 8-page submission that

proves beyond doubt that Hannon has committed perjury (a criminal contempt of court),

but also proves Hannon has lied and denied that the proofs of debt that were in his

possession since 1st December 2016 and on 20th December 2016 respectively exist when it is

proven beyond doubt that they are.  That completes the actus reus of the offence of fraud

by failing to disclose information, the indictable offence of section 3 of the Fraud Act 2006.

I even referred to Hannon’s statement at tab_07, it was all evaded by Murray, who was

acting under orders, to prevent justice from being served (perverting the course of justice).

23. Paragraph 14 of the skeleton provides reasoning for disclosure, but also an additional

reason is because Hannon has withheld exhibit “AH1” that he refers to in his false

statement when I have never even had sight of that exhibit in any of the proceedings

whatsoever.

24. I ask the question, why would the court deny me the right of disclosure of an exhibit that is

contained within Hannon’s statement on which he seeks to rely?

25. Why would the court deny me the right of inspection of the proofs of debt that Hannon has

dishonestly withheld contrary to his legal duty (rule 14.6 of the Insolvency Rules 2016) to

disclose?    I want answers to those questions in this set of proceedings.
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26. Paragraph 15 of my skeleton refers to the fact that Hannon has committed the offence of

fraud by abuse of position in breach of his fiduciary duty to me, otherwise majority creditor.

This is an application I made to Nugee, that Nugee certified as totally without merit, to

prevent justice being served on Hannon and yet it is proven beyond reasonable doubt that

Hannon has fraudulently abused his position.    One should not the common synergy, this

malicious certification as “totally without merit” without even trying the arguments is the

way of the corrupt judiciary in perverting the course of justice, but actually, I am right,

nothing has never been tried, the system is rotten to the core, the purported judges are the

offenders, there is a serious and protracted fraud upon the court, all of the orders made in

the case are void ab initio and rightfully, one cannot appeal a void order, for it ceases to

exist from the outset.

27. It is in fact necessary for the learned Judge to read from paragraph 15 of that skeleton to

the end of it.   Again, same is entirely material to my defence insofar as the doctrine of

illegality and the offender’s ex-parte application of 23rd October 2020 and in particular, the

application for yet another false instrument ECRO designed to prevent justice from being

served on them.

28. Paragraph 18 refers to the criminal offences committed by Hannon under the Insolvency

Act 1986. Indeed, when a liquidator commits criminal offences (they are proven beyond

doubt) and the actus reus of those offences is attained when the liquidator fails to perform

on those acts described, would indeed constitute misfeasance (malfeasance in fact)

applicable to the summary misfeasance provision, section 212 of the Insolvency Act 1986.

In the same respect, I refer to tab_27, setting out the appropriate authorities respective of

the false proofs of debt Hannon has sustained against my interests, majority creditor.

29. On the same lines as the paragraph above, I refer to tab_28, the page I highlighted from

Staunton’s skeleton (the one that Vos allowed him to retract and replace) where Staunton

“U-turned” on the claims he himself admitted were false on 9th January 2017 by virtue of

“Force Majeure.  It is all somewhat relevant, the fact that Hannon had this in his possession

and still retained the fraudulent £4.1 million proof of debt to defraud me of my claim.
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30. Likewise, it is also relevant that I drew Stewart’s attention to the precise submission at

tab_30 within my short video illustration and Stewart, in his usual nonsense style, designed

to prevent justice from being served on himself and his conspirators, described the email

containing that as “vexatious”. Indeed, anything that does not suit the sinister motives of

these white-collar criminals, including the fake judges, is “vexatious”, even the laws they

purport to uphold.    An utter disgrace and a sham.    The part I wanted to draw the Court’s

attention to is the content specifically at tab_30 where I cited that:

“A Liquidator has a duty to creditors…. Not to act in such a way whereby a breach of that 

duty would cause creditors some loss” 

31. Hannon has indeed done that, he has, in full knowledge that the proofs of debt are false,

admitted 3 and sustained the 3rd, exceeding £4.1 million to prevent me, otherwise majority

creditor, from replacing him, because he has been working in conspiracy with the principal

offenders to defraud my fellow creditors and I of the claim that is proven by virtue of the

fact it is founded by unlawful forfeiture of the Lease.    A claim that is made out with a high

degree of certainty, exceeding £18.7 million in loss.    Likewise, Hannon did fail to call any

meeting whatsoever of creditors and he did dissolve Empowering Wind MFC Ltd to defraud

my fellow creditors and I of that asset and likewise, Nugee did cite that he sees no reason to

restore the company when he himself found the unlawful forfeiture. This court and its

officers are part of the conspiracy and that too is proven beyond reasonable doubt.   It shall

all be tried and proven in these proceedings over the 21-hours. Enough of this nonsense

ruination of our justice system and the rule of law to assist the offenders in evading justice.

32. The second part I wanted to take the Court to was the part where I referred specifically to

the citation in Pulsford v Devinish (1903), also highlighted in tab_30, that applies equally to

the fact that Hannon disposed of Earth Energy Investments LLP to defraud me and as it does

the claim, which is most certainly an asset and one that is proven, ie, nothing to try because

it is already proven and respective of rule 14.25 of the Insolvency Rules 2016 and the law in

set off.
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33. Both of which were dishonestly concealed by Stewart, the 1st Defendant and the dishonest

cretin, Ohrenstein, who is very much as complicit as the principal offenders. He has known

of the true factual circumstances and has knowingly presented an entirely false case within

his ex-parte skeleton. They are all guilty of conspiracy to defraud and conspiracy to pervert

the course of justice and presenting a false case ex-parte, whilst withholding a huge amount

of material information to procure unfair gain by deception is just another part of their

strategy in using the court to defraud whilst evading justice.

34. I refer to tab_B, namely, rule 14.25 of the Insolvency Rules 2016, it does apply, but Baister

was part of the fraud, working with Staunton (AWOL) whilst failing in his duty to apply the

law (nothing changes) in set off, yet that set off does indeed apply today as it did when

Baister wound up on 19th September 2016 knowing that firstly I had offered to repay the

HMRC disputed petition debt and secondly knowing that the 1st Defendant has no claim

whatsoever and yet it was the claim of the 1st Defendant that caused Baister to wind up, in

absence of applying that law in set off when he was duty bound to do so.   Same applies,

precisely in respect of Earth Energy Investments LLP, when I say that these criminals have

been using insolvency to defraud and evade justice I am, as usual, nothing other than 100%

accurate.  I refer to rule 14.25(5) accordingly, it does apply to the proven claim.

35. Now I ask, why did Nugee say he can see no reason to restore Empowering Wind MFC Ltd

when he himself found that the 1st Defendant did unlawfully forfeit the Lease when no

money was owed?     I do know the answer, it is because he is part of the fraud, using

insolvency as the vehicle to defraud me of my rightful assets.

36. It is for that same reason, contrary to the rule of law, that he failed to deal with my

directions application to set aside the winding up petition against Earth Energy Investments

LLP when he himself made the order of 21st March 2018 listing the application to set aside

the order of 16th January 2017 because it was founded by fraud.   It was for the same reason

Nugee tampered with the evidence and dishonestly misrepresented the assignment terms

because he knew the terms of the assignment were absolute.

CASE FILE: Page 1805                   PDF: Page 566 of 994

https://intelligenceuk.com/MFC-DEMAND/23_10_2020/Tab_B---R.14-25.pdf


37. It is for the same reason the principal offenders and their conspirators withheld the report

(tab_07) and the transcript and judgment of that same hearing, containing that very same

finding, because it proves that the 1st Defendant did unlawfully forfeit the lease and at the

same time it proves that on 5th February 2018 Nugee found that the claims are blatantly

false.

38. I refer to tab_08, page 13, Ms Jones QC refers to the proof of debt submitted by Bloom of

the 1st Defendant on 1st December 2016, but she makes error when the proof of debt is in

the sum of £256,269.89 and not £255,000, the latter being the cover-up used by Campbell

in the Insolvency Service to try and conceal that proof of debt from me, a creditor.  At page

19, it is cited that both Jones QC and Nugee state the obvious “I’m not sure who those

claims are made up”, but yet they did know, or ought to have known, they were just that,

made up frauds by false representation in insolvency proceedings that criminalises any such

activity.    On that note, I turn to the finding at page 90, paragraphs 3 and 4, it was found

that no money was owed and that “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”

39. The materiality of the finding and the transcript is somewhat self-explanatory, but as usual

with these hoodlums, liars and cheats, they are consistently reliant on presenting a false

case whilst other cheats disguised as judges then cover for them.   Is it doing to continue?

Cheating is in fact dishonest and judges that act dishonestly are not judges, they are one

and the same as the principal offenders and their conspirators.

40. Now we move back to the hearing before Murray, the other offender (tab_19). You should

note, from the defendant’s bundle, the transcript is missing entirely, yet they refer only to

the order.   Likewise, in respect of the hearing of 21st March 2018 the illegal winding up

where Staunton committed perjury and fraud by false representation by lying about the

cross claim that extinguished the alleged £25k petition debt that was both subject to

challenge (the order of Nugee J of 21st March 2018) and that was in any event subject to

challenge.
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41. Again, you should note, if you are operating with even the slightest degree of diligence (the

standard of review that is inescapable, but has been altogether absent from these

proceedings), both that order of 21st March 2018 and the transcript of the hearing before

Barber is also missing.   The defendants have demonstrated a clear and protracted pattern

of fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte, but they know they are safe, because the purproted

judges just work for them to ensure justice is not served on them anyway.

42. I digress slightly, we move back to the transcript of the hearing before Murray,(tab_19) the

other conspirator.   At page 3 (F) through to page 4 (F) I submitted that the offenders have

been using insolvency to defraud and that the claims are false.   It was evaded yet same

proves beyond doubt that the principal offenders have committed fraud. Submitting false

claims they knew to be false to an officer of the Court is a criminal contempt of Court.

Murray ignored it altogether, as have the rest of the quisling white-collar criminals playing

judge when in reality they are one and the same as the offenders.

43. At page 5 (G) I explained the next reason the claim is false is because Force Majeure then

applied in the operative provision respective of the fact that the 1st Defendant then “U-

turned” and breached the collateral contract affirming the connection configuration when

it is that connection which formed the entire basis and understanding between the parties

going forward during the option period.

44. Turning back to tab_08, the transcript and judgment of the proceeding on 5th February 2018

the defendants withheld, moving to page 91 of the 94-page document (page 3 of the 6-page

order), paragraph 6, it was found that Staunton twice lied about the operative provision of

Force Majeure within the Lease, once at the ex-parte hearing of 9th January 2017 and once

during that hearing of 5th February 2018, but at no point have any of these purported

judges got to the route of its relevance in further suspending the 12-month period free of

rent.     The fact of the matter is that even in absence of the 1st Defendant “U-turning” and

breaching the collateral contract affirming the connection configuration, no rent was due

until 15th September 2015 and no energy supply was due anyway.  That is absolutely

material, yet completely absent from both ex-parte hearings.
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45. As I said, the defendants are wholly reliant on presenting a false case and then being

supported by white-collar criminals playing judge. Again, that is not an allegation, it is a

proven fact.   It is clearly material that Force Majeure further suspended that period free of

rent, over and after 15th September 2015 when the first instalment of rent fell due.

46. Moving back to the transcript of the hearing before Murray (tab_19), page 6, reading (B)

through to (H) of page 7, all of those issues pleaded were evaded, as they have been

throughout by the corrupt judiciary who have been perverting the course of justice to

prevent justice from being served on the offenders.    However, it is proven beyond

reasonable doubt that Bloom has made a false ex-parte witness statement of 8th January

2017 when he lied and denied knowledge of the assignment he had in his possession on 3rd

January 2017 electronically and on 6th January 2017 in hard copy.  It is proven beyond

reaosnbale doubt therefore that Bloom knew the statement he was making was false and

therefore it is proven beyond reasonable doubt that Bloom is guilty of the offence of s.5 of

the Perjury Act 1911, constituting a criminal contempt of court and likewise with Hannon.

Just because the corrupt judiciary have worked for the offenders, criminal offences to do

expire and perversion of the course of justice just adds to the collection and means more

shall be dealt with. Nobody is above the supremacy of the rule of law and those who

behave in this way, in abuse of their powers, against the public interest, should expect to

get the harshest sentences.

47. Reading page 9 (B) through to the end of paragraph (F) of page 10.   There is nothing to

appeal, because the order made by Nugee is void ab initio, there is a fraud upon the Court.

Void orders founded by fraud – the law 

48. I repeat, one cannot appeal a void order, it ceases to exist from the outset. In Bellinger v

Bellinger [2003] UKHL 21 the House of Lords confirmed that a void act is void from the

outset and no Court, not even the House of Lords (now the Supreme Court), has jurisdiction

to give legal effect to a void act.
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49. Making right a void act would mean reforming the law which no Court has power to do

because such power rests only with Parliament. The duty of the Court is to interpret and

apply the law not reform or create it.

50. In Wiseman v Wiseman [1953] 1 All ER 601, Lord Denning confirmed that:

(i) The issue of natural justice does not arise in a void order because it is void whether it

causes a failure of natural justice or not;

(ii) a claimant or defendant should not be allowed to abuse the process of Court by

failing to comply with a statutory procedure and yet keep the benefit of it and for

that reason also a void act is void even if it affects the rights of an innocent third

party.

51. Preventing justice from being served on the offenders in what is, indisputably, the most

significant case of material non-disclosure in the history of UK law, is, undoubtedly an ultra

vires act by Nugee.   It was beyond his powers to grant impunity to the offenders who are

guilty of fraud by failing to disclose information ex-parte, whilst making a false witness

statement and presenting a false case to obtain pecuniary interest by deception.   Through

one’s own illegal act a cause of action shall not arise, that is the authority, but here, Nugee

perverted the course of justice. It is indisputable that the order of 5th February 2018 was

beyond Nugee’s powers to make, because judges that pervert the course of justice are not

judges and in any event, there is a fraud upon the Court invalidating all of the orders in the

case, period.    One cannot appeal a void order. Although, the contents of the order are

material to the present ex-parte case, notwithstanding the nullity as to its effect.

52. I cite the findings of Upjohn LJ of the Superior Court in; Pritchard (deceased) [1963]:

(i) a fundamental defect in proceedings will make the whole proceedings a nullity;

53. Citing from the same case that:
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(iv) a person affected by a void order has the right – ex debito justitiae ("as of Right"

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.

54. The petition for mandatory order sought to do just that, yet it was disposed of by Murray,

who was not the “President of the Queen’s Bench Division” and in any event, it is law that a

petition for mandatory order must be heard. The orders of Murray have been convened

also with intent to interfere with the proper administration of justice, they too are void ab

initio, as are all of the orders in this case.  A case of fraud upon fraud, one ultra vires act on

top of the other void order, nothing has any legal effect and the ECRO is a false instrument,

as in section 3 of the Forgery and Counterfeiting Act 1986.

Committal proceedings – A fresh cause of action for criminal contempt of court 

55. Moving back to the transcript of the hearing before Murray (tab_19), page 10, Murray

sought to imply that I was to bring committal proceedings in the Court of Appeal, which is

as much of a nonsense as the rest of his garbage, designed only to assist the offenders.

56. The fact of the matter is that it is proven beyond doubt that all of the offenders have

knowingly made false witness statements and it was already found that 172 pages of

witness exhibit were withheld in tandem.  The fact that Nugee was perverting the course of

justice to assist the offenders does not excuse the fact that they are guilty of criminal

contempt of Court and same is a fresh cause of action.  Murray however, cited in his mala

fide judgment that the application for committal is “vexatious” and improper.

57. Everything that does not suit the sinister motives of the masonic orientated white-collar

criminals is branded vexatious, but in fact, nothing is, it is factual and it is lawful and in the

interests of justice.     Now we read page 11, where I explained just that to Murray.  No

committal proceedings were ever brought, no judgment looks at the false statements of

Hannon, Stewart or Bloom, it was all evaded and then when the committal application was

brought, that was evaded just the same.
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58. A case of one covering for the other and relying on what the others did not do as an excuse

not to do what he should have done. It is premeditated and a deliberate attempt to prevent

justice from being served on the offenders and that is precisely what Murray has done,

following the footsteps of the rest.

59. Now, at page 12, (A) I referred to the applicable Supreme Court case of Takhar v Gracefield

Developments and I read out the applicable passage, it is there on the transcript.   At (C)

and (D) Murray agreed with me on the findings I read out.   At (E) I reiterate the position

insofar as the committal application is a fresh cause of action. In any event, one does not

have to appeal a void order and an action to set aside orders that were founded by fraud is

also a fresh cause of action as is an application to set aside orders founded by a fraud upon

the court in this case.   Nothing is without merit, but it is all proven beyond reasonable

doubt, the problem is, the judicial mechanics are up the creek, a complete breakdown, a

mechanical failure, as I said in my first statement and I am not wrong, a complete overhaul

is needed.

60. At page 14 (D) through to (E), I explained that in international law, where there is a fraud

upon the Court, all of the orders are void ab initio.  That is the correct position and same is

proven to the required standard.     At (F) Murray cited that;  “Well, I’m not hearing the

claim today”

61. Neither the claim, the proven contemptuous issues or the petition for mandatory order

were heard at all, they were disposed of by Murray because he has been assisting the

offenders.

62. Page 16 of the transcript is dedicated to the fact that in law, the Master was precluded from

making any order in the case, therefore the order he made was void as ultra vires,  because

it was beyond Yoxall’s powers to make it, but again, these quislings and white-collar

criminals disguised as “honourable” judges evade the law, the facts, the evidence and

everything that does not suit their sinister motives.
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63. The fact is that the stay is void in law and therefore it is proven beyond doubt that on this

ground alone, the application to remove it should have been successful, yet Murray,

following suit with the rest of the purported Chancery judges, certified as “totally without

merit” as an attempt to continue the pattern, providing false jurisdiction to make a

restraining order as a means to further pervert the course of justice.

64. At page 16, paragraph (H) of the transcript, this is where I came on to the order for

disclosure, which was the second part of the application Murray disposed of.  I began by

talking of my democratic right as litigant to standard disclosure in civil proceedings to prove

dishonesty or to further my case.  Something I have been denied the right of all the way

through, because the corrupt judiciary have been working for the offenders.   I rounded off

the first paragraph by mentioning the legal duty of Hannon to disclose.

65. At page 18 (E) through to (D) of page 19 I explain in detail the significance and the fact that

Hannon lied within his statement of 15th December 2017 and denied that the proofs existed

(amongst other lies he knew were false).  At (E) of page 19, Murray agreed with me on the

contemptuous issue.

66. At (F) and (G) I refer to the fact that Hannon also lied about the two emails of 11th October

2016 that I adduced as fresh evidence (never even looked at nor tried) and the fact that

Hannon lied in his statement and cited that it was me that asserted that Middlesbrough FC

was a creditor, referring to those same two emails I had adduced as fresh evidence, when

both confirm entirely the opposite.  It was Hannon’s exhibit “AH1” that I want disclosure of,

because he refers to that in his statement.  It is proven beyond doubt that Hannon has

withheld disclosure of it and there is no sign of it in the court file either.  It is evidence

referred to in his statement that I have a right to inspect by disclosure.

67. It is relevant to the proceeding in question, for the reasons that are self-explanatory, that I

obtain disclosure of both he proofs of debt Hannon fraudulently withheld and the exhibit he

refers to in his statement that I have never had sight of.
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68. I ask again, why is this Court seeking to “step into the shoes of the offenders” by denying

me the right of disclosure standard discovery in civil proceedings when same is integral to

providing dishonesty on the part of the offenders”  Why is this Court denying me the right

of disclosure of the proofs of debt Hannon is under a continuing legal duty to disclose?

Why did Arnold cite that I have  exhausted my avenues of litigation when I am still a creditor

of Empowering Wind MFC Ltd and the duty on Hannon to disclose continues?  Again, I do

know the answer to all of these, it is because the court has been perverting the course of

justice.   If the learned Judge does not consider my finding in this respect to be accurate,

explain any other logical grounds as to why disclosure of this material would be denied in

these circumstances.

69. At page 22 (E) and (F) I again recite my pleadings and explain the need for disclosure to

further my case in proving perjury (criminal contempt of court) on the part of Hannon.

Murray then refused my application and erroneously certified as “totally without merit”

when both grounds being advanced in the application are proven beyond doubt.

70. At page 23 (A) and (B) I recited the law which precludes a master from making any order in

the case, period.  Murray said he disagrees, therefore, he himself is in criminal contempt of

Court for affronting the supremacy of the rule of law, first and foremost, but more over

because he has acted with deliberate and protracted intent to prevent justice from being

served on the offenders.    The supremacy of the rule of law states that Yoxall was

precluded from making orders in the case, that is the law and that position is absolutely

irrefutable.  It is not for Murray, nor any other judge to apply the law any differently nor

seek, as Murray has done to degrade the meaning of the law to suit his own sinister

motives.

71. Reading from (C) to (D) of page 24, Murray then ran off, he executed his orders, preventing

justice from being served by interfering with the proper administration of justice and then

he ran away like a true coward, without substantiating his actions in any way shape or form.
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72. At page 26, Murray’s mala fide nonsense order, contrary to the law, at paragraph 4, he

certified the application as “totally without merit” whilst failing altogether to deal with the

non-disclosure.   At paragraph 4 Murray seeks to contradict the law that precludes Yoxall

from making any order in the case period, citing that it was well within his case

management powers to do so when the applicable law precludes the Master from making

any order in the case whatsoever.     The order for disclosure , which the application was

also based was completely absent.

73. At paragraph 6, Murray stated that the application for disclosure would be dealt with once

the stay is lifted, but the application in question is an application for disclosure and it was

not dealt with and neither was the claim.  It was all disposed of by Murray, who acted under

orders to provide impunity to the white-collar criminals.    The order at page 27 through to

page 30 proves the position beyond reasonable doubt.

74. Murray has perverted the course of justice and therefore I seek, in addition, with my

current applications against the offenders, an order for a warrant for his arrest accordingly.

Declaration of truth: 

This statement (consisting of 19 pages) is true to the best of my knowledge and belief and I 

make it 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. 

Paul Millinder  

Dated: 3rd November 2020 
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE   CR-2017-000140 

INSOLVENCY & COMPANIES LIST 
___________________________________________________________________ 

IN THE MATTER OF THE INSOLVENCY ACT 1986 AND IN THE MATTER OF MIDDLESBROUGH 
FOOTBALL & ATHLETIC COMPANY (1986) LTD  

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 

MIDDLESBROUGH FOOTBALL & ATHLETIC COMPANY (1986) LTD 
(First Defendant)  

GIBSON O’ NEILL COMPANY LTD 
  (Second Defendant) & others 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
CLAIMANT’S SKELETON WITH AUTHORITIES BUNDLE DATED 5TH OCTOBER 2020  

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

1. I make this short skeleton to further assist the Court in getting to the issues in question

respective of fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte and in relation to the defendants

consistently presenting a false case throughout these proceedings.

2. In this skeleton I refer to the law, the case precedents in my authorities bundle and I refer

to my first and second witness statements.   Where I reference documents I have included a

link to the document which is located within a secure encrypted folder protected by 256-bit

SSL on my organisation’s server.    I have included highlight to reiterate the passages of

particular relevance and importance and same is being referred to in associated

proceedings overseas and in the criminal courts.  It has been adequately demonstrated that

one cannot rely on this Court to act in a just, lawful and constitutional manner.

Tab_G4: Pages 63 - 72 
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3. I refer to the Supreme Court Judgment of Sharland v Sharland [2014] EWCA Civ 95 and

Gohil v Gohil [2014] EWCA Civ 274  (Authorities PDF portfolio tab_A) setting out ex-parte

financial non-disclosure obligations:

“The litigant has an absolute duty to provide full, frank and clear financial 
disclosure whether within the context of informal and voluntary discussions and 
negotiations or as part of financial remedy proceedings. If a party is in breach of the duty, 
whether by failing to disclose certain relevant facts and circumstances or actively presenting 
a false case then the court may set aside the order and make a costs order against that 
party” 

4. At paragraph 15 of the judgment (tab_A) it was found that the fraud by non-disclosure was

material to the agreement and the consent order for two reasons which are to an extent

synergized in this case.    Consent orders that were founded by fraud by non-disclosure or

that were otherwise made improperly can be set aside, just as any other order can be.   The

Court, Nugee in particular, sought to prevent that from happening, fundamentally, because

he was working for the offenders.  There is no other reason to have sustained the order

when it was proven that there was no consent and furthermore, the continuing duty to

disclose that material letter, namely the Penningtons Manches LLP letter complaining of

significant material non-disclosure confirmed precisely that I did not consent to costs.

5. The continuing duty to disclose all material facts and any change in circumstances since

making of the first ex-parte order was breached, that does indeed constitute a further count

of the indictable offence of fraud by failing to disclose information (s.3 of the Fraud Act

2006) but also a criminal contempt.   The actus reus of the offence was defined in the report

at tab_07 (pages 23 through to line 25 of page 27, that was also fraudulently withheld from

the last ex-parte hearing).   The continuing duty to disclose has been evaded, again, to

provide impunity to these criminals, all peas of the same pod.

6. The second count of the offence was committed between 11th January 2017 and 16th

January 2017 by the 1st Defendant, Womble Bond Dickinson LLP and Ulick Staunton.
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7. The offence was committed in conspiracy wherein all of the parties, being lawyers were

well aware of their continuing duty to disclose and they made the pre-determined effort to

withhold that letter.

8. Undoubtedly all of the defendants knew the outcome of that disclosure, were it made,

would be that the order of 9th January 2017 and 16th January 2017 would have been set

aside. Any judge would have discovered the most significant and obviously material non-

disclosure and no judge would have made the order. That position is not “totally without

merit” as Penning implied, but it is proven beyond reasonable doubt and is absolutely

irrefutable.   That is the law and if anyone has a problem with it, those that do are not

disagreeing with me, but they are affronting the law and should take that issue up with

Parliament.   Likewise, as Nugee should do in respect of the Insolvency Rules 2016 and in

particular rule 14.11 and 14.6 of the Insolvency Rules 2016.

9. Those actions in failing to disclose the Penningtons complaint of material non-disclosure

were made to conceal the fact that there was material non-disclosure ex-parte and the

defendant’s actions in doing so clearly do have tendency to pervert the course of justice.

That act was convened to prevent justice from being served on the 1st Defendant and their

cohorts.  Again, history repeats itself.

10. I re-iterate that the non-disclosure of that letter (tab_23) is indisputably material, because

had it been disclosed (there is the continuing duty to disclose ex-parte right up until the first

hearing on notice), any judge would have discovered what is, unquestionably, the most

serious case of material non-disclosure ex-parte in the history of UK law and the  order of

16th January 2017 would not have been made.    The corrupt judicial officers in this case,

Pelling in particular, but in fact all of them, sought to conceal this indisputable point, with

Pelling certifying the application that dealt with it as “totally without merit” to originate his

false instrument ECRO (s. 3 of the Forgery & Counterfeiting Act 1981) that the defendants

seek to extend, when in law and in reality, it ceases to exist from the outset and as to all of

the orders in this case, founded by fraud upon fraud.
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11. In the present case, on 23rd October 2020 the defendants actively presented a false case

and in tandem failed to disclose a significant number of documents that were in their

possession and of which they knew or ought to have known are material to the case.  The

list of documents withheld is again extensive, as it was during the first ex-parte hearing of

9th January 2017.     The list of material information that was withheld is at page 17 of my

witness statement (WITNESS-STATEMENT-P.MILLINDER-28-10-2020)

12. I hone in in the fact that not only did the defendants present a completely false case ex-

parte and again dishonestly withheld all of the material information whilst failing in their

duty of candour, but they sought, ex-parte, to extend the false instrument civil retraining

order.   I refer to page 18 (i), which is tab_13, being that letter from me dated 20th May

2020. The contents of which are absolutely material to every part of this case, but in

particular, the defendant’s ex-parte application to extend the false instrument ECRO when

there never was any lawful jurisdiction for it to be made.    I ask that the learned Judge

studies that letter very carefully.

13. I refer to page 3, reading from paragraph 12 (following the exhibits referred to accordingly)

through to paragraph 19 of page 6 of that letter.   It is clearly material that it is proven

beyond reasonable doubt that none of my applications are without merit and it is proven

therein that they cannot possibly be.  It is all part of the protracted conspiracy to pervert

the course of justice under the façade of this corrupt public authority that has behaved in

an entirely illegal and unconstitutional way right the way through these proceedings from

start to finish.

14. To cut to the chase somewhat, I can refer to the contents in that same letter where I cited

some of the appliable authorities.    At page 6, paragraph 20, I quoted the applicable

precedent that applies to all 3 ex-parte proceedings brought by the defendants, yet it is

evidenced that the rule of law is completely absent because the corrupt judiciary involved

have been perverting the course of justice.
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15. That precedent does however apply, to all three of the ex-parte financial injunction

proceedings, but this Court has acted unconstitutionally, contrary to the law, by assisting

the offenders in making further disproportionate gains founded by their multiple

wrongdoings.

16. There is no excuse for this outright malfeasance and lawlessness, no rationale that could

begin to quantify, it is total outright fraud, corruption and perversion of the course of

justice and God will not be able to help the offenders nor anyone else that dare follow the

same path, take that as a warning, My Lord, do not do it.  I hold you to your oath.    I know

you know the law as well as I do, therefore any deviation from it can be nothing other than

premeditated and of dishonest intent to interfere with the proper administration of justice.

17. I do not trust any of those in that Court, trust and respect are earned values and those

values have certainly not been earned.  Those responsible are entirely dishonourable, they

violate our constitutional principles, my rights, the laws and the principles of natural justice

itself, but they have also violated the rights of hundreds of others.  These are the terrorists

operating from within, funded by the taxpayer to act “without favour or ill-will” to

administer our laws, but yet they do precisely the opposite.

18. I move to paragraph 25 and 26 of page 7, I cite Memory Corporation PLC v Sidhu 2000

(authorities bundle - tab_B), highlighting the applicable passages that apply equally in all 3

ex-parte scenarios here.    Where has this Court fulfilled its duty in the public interest by

prosecuting the offenders?   Innocent non-disclosure still warrants the ex-parte orders

being set aside, but none of this is innocent. Where is the remedy for the wrongdoings?

19. I recite the passage for good measure:       “It cannot be emphasized too strongly that at an

urgent without notice hearing for a freezing order, as well as for a search order or any other

form of interim injunction, there is a high duty to make full, fair and accurate disclosure of

material information to the court and to draw the court's attention to significant factual,

legal and procedural aspects of the case.”
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20. The citation above has not happened in either 3 of the ex-parte hearings by the defendants,

on the contrary, there has been the conscious, pre-meditated and deliberate attempt to

withhold material information and to knowingly present a false case when it is proven

beyond reasonable doubt, to the criminal standard of proof, that the offenders knew the

statements they made were false.   Section 5 of the Perjury Act 1911 is a serious criminal

offence, so is fraud by failing to disclose information, so is fraud by false representation, so

is conspiracy to defraud, so is blackmail.

21. I also refer again to the Contempt of Court Act 1981 and I quote accordingly:

“The strict liability rule.

In this Act “the strict liability rule” means the rule of law whereby conduct may be treated as 

a contempt of court as tending to interfere with the course of justice in particular legal 

proceedings regardless of intent to do so” 

22. In this case, there has been the pre-meditated intent, instigated by third party corrupt

political influence or otherwise, to interfere with the proper administration of justice to

prevent justice from being served on the perpetrators.   That offence, in conspiracy, is one

that is beyond the jurisdiction of this Court to deal with.

23. The perpetrators must be arrested, charged and tried by Judge and Jury of our Crown Court,

that too is the law.  What is clear however, if that 3rd party interference is the driver and

there has been a most severe and protracted fraud upon the Court of which nullifies all of

the orders in this case, period.   One nullity cannot make right another.

24. I seek monetary redress, rightfully, the offender’s assets should be sequestrated in my

favour.    I reserve my right to wind up the 1st Defendant for the indisputable claim against

them.  I reserve my right to restitution for the multiple frauds they have committed, in

particular the frauds they committed under the Insolvency Act 1986 that criminalises any

such activity.
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25. I reserve my right to remedy for being defrauded by Hannon and the losses he has caused

when he owes me a fiduciary duty but has consistently lied and acted contrary to his

statutory duties as liquidator to defraud me, otherwise majority creditor both of my claim

founded by same unlawful forfeiture (a contingent asset) and my democratic rights as

majority creditor.    I ask again, what is it all about?  Why has this Court been providing

impunity to criminals?

26. The point I make is a simple one, the doctrine of judicial immunity does not apply to judges

who pervert the course of justice nor act in an unconstitutional way knowing they have no

jurisdiction to do what they have done.    In that respect, I refer to Sirros v Moore 1974, the

citation from the late Lord Denning:

‘Ever since the year 1613, if not before, it has been accepted in our law that no action is 

maintainable against a judge for anything said or done by him in the exercise of a 

jurisdiction which belongs to him. The words which he speaks are protected by an absolute 

privilege. The orders which he gives, and the sentences which he imposes, cannot be made 

the subject of civil proceedings against him. No matter that the judge was under some gross 

error or ignorance, or was actuated by envy, hatred and malice, and all uncharitableness, he 

is not liable to an action. The remedy of the party aggrieved is to appeal to a Court of Appeal 

or to apply for habeas corpus, or a writ of error or certiorari, or to take some such step to 

reverse his ruling. Of course, if the judge has accepted bribes or been in the least degree 

corrupt, or has perverted the course of justice, he can be punished in the criminal courts. 

That apart, however, a judge is not liable to an action for damages. The reason is not 

because the judge has any privilege to make mistakes or to do wrong. It is so that he should 

be able to do his duty with complete independence and free from fear. These words apply 

not only to the judges of the superior courts, but to judges of all ranks, high or low.’ However 

the doctrine of judicial immunity does not apply: ‘if it be shown that [a judge] was not acting 

judicially, knowing that he had no jurisdiction to do it.’ 

Tab_G4: Pages 73 - 91
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27. My question to you, Mr Justice Fancourt, are you a judge acting constitutionally or are you

another one of these state terrorists who has been perverting the course of justice, acting

under orders in breach of your judicial oath to do so?

28. All shall be revealed.  If you do affront the case I present, you are not disagreeing with me,

for I only act honestly, with integrity and according to the law, in full knowledge of our laws

and their application in practice, but you are affronting the supremacy of the rule of law

itself for which you too shall be punished.

29. It is necessary to read and pay some level of diligent attention to that letter at tab_13,

because in fact, my case, the correct factual circumstances are all condensed within there,

but I have articulated it all, to the criminal standard of proof, in these submissions before

you and now you must act according to the law, with integrity, without fear, favour,

affection or ill-will, to administer the law in a way as to do justice, fulfilling your duties to

Queen and Country, to rid our society of these corrupt, dishonest parasites who are all

wholly reliant on shockingly corrupt, likeminded disgraceful flawed individuals disguising

themselves as “honourable” judges when it is in fact proven beyond doubt they are as

dishonourable as the principal offenders they have been supporting for all this time.

30. I reserve my constitutional right to be heard in this open court.   I reserve my right to

defend the constitutional principles that underpin our democracy and to defend the

supremacy of the rule of the laws of the United Kingdom that have been ridden roughshod

over by absolutely dishonest, disgraceful traitors to the State who have actively supported

the offenders by preventing justice from being served on them.

31. I am not saying that all of the judiciary are bad, there are plenty of good ones trapped in a

rotten system and it is the good ones I appeal to, to do what is right, to assist me in my

quest to restore the rule of law and the principles of natural justice that have been

completely absent.
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32. I appeal to you, My Lord, to lead by example and to then act in applying our laws, to make

an example of these dishonest traitors, so that nobody else has to suffer, ever again, at the

hands of a corrupt judiciary and white-collar criminals disguised as lawyers.

33. You must act according to your oath, according to the law and you must administer the law

to the fullest extent, in the interests of justice, in the public interest and for the good of our

country and our future generations.    It is your statutory duty to do so.

34. It is time to end this outrageous corruption and you, My Lord, have a choice, you can go

down in history as being the good and honourable Judge who shaped the future of our

country by combatting this corruption, or you can go down in history as another one of the

corruptors who was later jailed with the rest of them for conspiring to pervert the course of

justice, that choice is yours.

35. I am asking you, categorically, to choose your side.  Make your decision, in advance, you

have read my submissions, you know what it is all about.  I am particularly strong in Court,

because I speak the truth and I know the law.

36. It is necessary for the comprehensive and full extent of my case to be heard at trial over 21

hours across several days to deal with this conspiracy to defraud and all of the matters that

need to be tried in my written submissions.

37. It is also necessary to deal with the committal application that was illegally disposed of by

Murray, the other white-collar criminal who has perverted the course of justice, acting

under orders and for the President of the Queen’s Bench Division in exercise of our duty in

the national public interest, to hear my petition for mandatory order.

38. At this hearing, I seek only to dismiss the defendant’s applications for false instrument Civil

Restraining Orders, for the reasons made clear, to set aside the orders of 23rd October 2020,

9th January 2017 and 16th January 2017 respectively.

Tab_G4: Pages 73   91
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39. I seek an interim award in aggravated damages with reference to the cross undertaking

whilst concluding a finding of criminal contempt against the 1st Defendant and the parties

named as defendants in my First Affidavit.   All of whom, have been served, by email, with a

copy of all of the material on which I seek to rely, but have consistently failed to respond.

40. I seek the usual order for costs against the defendants jointly and severally.

Paul Millinder 

5th November 2020 
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE   CR-2017-000140 

INSOLVENCY & COMPANIES LIST 
___________________________________________________________________ 

IN THE MATTER OF THE INSOLVENCY ACT 1986 AND IN THE MATTER OF MIDDLESBROUGH 
FOOTBALL & ATHLETIC COMPANY (1986) LTD  

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 

MIDDLESBROUGH FOOTBALL & ATHLETIC COMPANY (1986) LTD 
(First Defendant)  

GIBSON O’ NEILL COMPANY LTD 
  (Second Defendant) & others 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
SECOND SKELETON OF CLAIMANT FOR HEARING OF 6TH NOVEMBER 2020  

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

The Claimant has prepared this skeleton to assist the Court respective of the return date 1 
on the ex-parte injunction granted to refrain presentation of a winding up petition for 2 
the indisputable debt against the 1st Defendant, who has, for the 3rd time running, 3 
deliberately withheld a significant amount of evidence to knowingly present a false case. 4 

This Court has been part of the fraud and has behaved in an unconstitutional way for a 5 
protracted period of time, violating the constitutional rights afforded to all civilians 6 
when those rights are prerequisite duty of all public servants under the Crown to uphold 7 
and maintain.  This Court and its officers have conspired to pervert the course of justice, 8 
diminishing and degrading the laws it purports to administer to prevent justice from 9 
being served on the offenders.  10 

All officers under the Crown are elected to act for the people, in the interests of the 11 
people, evoking the will of the people, not the agenda of the deep state, the 12 
establishment.    13 
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UK Governance must always act within the limits and constraints imposed by the 1 
Constitution. It may not diminish or transfer its own power so to act, nor weaken, ignore 2 
or override the Constitution whether to serve its own, or others’ motivations.  It may 3 
not suspend or dispense with the law; nor impose harsh or punitive law without cause, 4 
yet that is precisely what this Court and its judicial officers have done.   This public 5 
authority and all its officers involved in this case to date have perverted the course of 6 
justice, they are in contempt of Court, as are the principal offenders.  7 
 
The Contempt of Court Act 1981, schedule 1, outlines the strict liability rule of contempt 8 
as:  9 
 
“Tending to interfere with the course of justice in particular legal proceedings regardless 10 
of intent to do so” 11 
 
It is absolutely clear that the purported judges involved in this case from the outset and 12 
until today have done precisely that of the strict liability rule under the Act.    13 
 
Furthermore, they have committed the indictable only offence of conspiracy to pervert 14 
the course of justice by acting in a premeditated way, over a protracted period of time,  15 
so as to prevent justice from being served on the 1st Defendant and their conspirators, 16 
in abuse of their powers in judicial office.  17 
 
The Constitutional principles and the birthright (privileges or possessions that a person 18 
has or is believed to be entitled to as soon as he is born) of Englishmen and women 19 
depends upon the supremacy of the rule of law, its observance and their right to control 20 
their laws.  The right to self-determination under the rule of our own law is the very 21 
fabric of the liberty of our society.  22 
 
Upholding our Constitution is sworn by solemn oaths of office and/or allegiance to be 23 
upheld and defended impartially in perpetuity without exception by the Monarch, 24 
ministers, politicians, judges, member’s of our forces, police and others in authority.  25 
 
Our Constitution provides redress and remedy where it is abused or breached.  This is 26 
the pre-eminent duty required to be upheld by Crown, Parliament and the Judiciary.  27 
 
Ultimately it is our constitution that also provides for the right of resistance to 28 
unconstitutional assertions of power, which also declares invalid any unconstitutional 29 
law.  It instructs the judiciary to uphold the constitution for the liberty and security of 30 
the nation, yet in this day and age, the work of law makers over hundreds of years is 31 
being violated by those who could and should know better.  It is those fundamental 32 
breaches of duty and abuse of one’s positions of trust and the law, that are the reasons, 33 
primarily, that I am still here and why justice is not done.  34 
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The system is shockingly corrupt and the strategy in passing the case from pillar to post, 1 
from one judge to the next continues.  Justice, the law and impartiality does not come 2 
into the equation and I don’t expect that to change, but I will get all of my pleadings out, 3 
on record, so at least I have provided all of the tools for the Court to do the right thing, 4 
but it is all being influenced by kleptocrats at the helm of the injustice system.  Political 5 
interference is the driver.    6 
 
Mr Justice Mann heard the ex-parte case, it should be Mr Justice Mann that hears my 7 
case proving the fraudulent non-disclosure and the fact that the 1st Defendant and their 8 
conspirators have consistently presented a false case.     9 
 
My team and I are in the process of making a 12-part documentary to expose this out of 10 
control lawlessness and corruption, those that have engaged in this nonsense shall be 11 
made famous, for all the wrong reasons.   The first in the series is all about those 12 
constitutional principles I began to address above and how corrupt officers in power 13 
have been violating our laws and those embedded constitutional principles that form 14 
our democratic state.    15 
 
The 1st in the series has not yet been produced.  I however filmed two videos and the 16 
call with Hannon to make public what has already been aired but evaded in this 17 
compromised Court that advocates blatant fraud and criminal offences.   You should 18 
watch both of the prior to the hearing, so we are on the same page, in particular the 19 
short one about Hannon.  20 
 
I have made an application to deal with all of the issues that have been concealed to 21 
assist the offenders in evading justice.   The application needs to be listed for trial over 22 
21-hours (proposed over 7-days of 3-hour hearings per day) to deal with all of the 23 
issues.    24 
 
Perversion of the course of justice by making and using false instrument ECROs, 25 
dishonestly concealing facts, misrepresenting and abusing the laws and spoliation of 26 
evidence constitutes a fraud upon the Court, all of the orders made in this case are void 27 
ab initio, nothing has ever been tried.   One cannot appeal a void order, for it ceases to 28 
exist from the outset, but this corrupted public authority just instigates one void order 29 
on top of another.  30 
 
The purported judges involved have perverted the course of justice and in this respect, 31 
judges that behave in this way, acting with ill-will to assist the offenders in evading  32 
justice are not judges at all and the doctrine of judicial immunity neither applies.     33 
 
In this skeleton I focus on the rule of law and the facts.  I refer in this skeleton to my first 34 
witness statement (WITNESS-STATEMENT-P.MILLINDER-28-10-2020).   35 
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Page 2 of my statement contains the username and password to access all of the 1 
documents referred to herein and within that, also a table of contents for further ease 2 
in navigation.  The learned Judge should find that useful in navigating the issues, in 3 
conjunction with this.  4 
 
I boil the issues down to the preliminaries that go to the heart of this case, the same 5 
three issues that were concealed from the first ex-parte hearing, namely:  6 
 
(a) Force Majeure suspended the 12-month period free of rent & no energy supply 7 

was ever due – No rent was payable ordinarily, if the 1st Defendant did not then 8 
refuse the connection, until 15th September 2015 when the first instalment was due.  9 
On 25th June 2015 when the 1st Defendant made an unwarranted demand with 10 
menaces, no rent was payable and no energy supply was payable, but furthermore, 11 
in accordance with “Commencement & Term” of the Energy Supply Agreement (See: 12 
Chapter 8 – The Energy Supply Agreement is conditional, the first paragraph and 13 
the link to that Energy Supply Agreement).  Again, this is something that the 1st 14 
Defendant and their conspirers have known about since 2012, when they negotiated 15 
and completed those agreements with me.    I have explained the position many 16 
times to certain corrupt members of the judiciary, but it all gets deliberately evaded, 17 
that in itself has tendency to interfere with the proper administration of justice.    18 
 
The point I make is a very simple one, it is, in essence, the same as the 19 
incontrovertible position I presented to the corrupt, unfit for purpose, dishonest 20 
cowards at the regulator that does not regulate, namely the Solicitor’s Regulation 21 
Authority. In fact it is the same as that I conveyed in one of the extensive list of 22 
material documents that the defendants dishonestly withheld from the ex-parte 23 
hearing of 23rd October 2020, namely; tab_22, where I spelled out some material 24 
particulars relevant to the entire case. I draw the learned Judge’s attention to that.   25 
 
You will note, all of the contents of that email, 2-pages, really does prove the case in 26 
one easy lesion. The 1st Defendant and their conspirers knew this, which is why they 27 
withheld it.   The part of particular relevance is (just to make it clear), all of it, but in 28 
particular the fact that any agreement by me (“the Generator”) to supply power 29 
pursuant to it is conditional upon my “full satisfaction of” the connection that the 1st 30 
Defendant and their conspirators refused and further, any “Invoicing & payment” is 31 
also contractually prohibited.    This is somewhat material, because £181,269.89 of 32 
the first count of 5 counts of fraud by false representation, namely the unwarranted 33 
demand with menaces used to unlawfully forfeit the Lease after they prevented me 34 
from performing on the rights granted, was sought pursuant to that Energy Supply 35 
Agreement.      You can try and dress that in whichever way you like, but the 36 
outcome is precisely the same, it is a fraud.      37 
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So, to conclude this part, on 25th June 2015 when the 1st Defendant made an 1 
unwarranted demand with menaces after rendering the project useless, no rent was 2 
owed and no energy supply was owed because they prevented the energy from 3 
being supplied.     That issue is somewhat material, given that the claim I have 4 
against them is founded by unlawful forfeiture of the Lease and that unlawful 5 
forfeiture is proven beyond reasonable doubt. 6 
 
It is, fundamentally, the unlawful forfeiture that founded the claim for abortive 7 
costs, namely the “investments” I had made in the project that I assigned to Parent 8 
Company on 29th June 2015, just 4-days after receiving that unwarranted demand 9 
with menaces (s.21 of the Theft Act 1968) the first of 3 in fact.  So, to be clear, the 10 
first issue is that my claim is proven and the claim, amounting to over £9 million is 11 
quantified with a high degree of accuracy and it is for that reason these hoodlums 12 
made the frauds by false representation in proceedings under the Insolvency Act 13 
1986 that criminalises any such activity.   Just going back to that exhibit (tab_22), 14 
you will see there at page 2, para 1.4, I referred to the penal notice that Gill 15 
removed from the formal 14.4 proof of debt form he used to make the fraudulent 16 
claim (s.2 of the Fraud Act 2006) when it is proven beyond reasonable doubt he 17 
knew the claim he was making was false.  It was Gill that provided me with that ex-18 
parte note of hearing, confirming precisely that.  Again, that is referred to in the 19 
same exhibit, non-disclosure is clearly material.  20 
 
As I said, the defendants are wholly reliant on presenting a false case ex-parte and 21 
then relying on corrupt officers under the Crown disguised as judges to prevent 22 
justice from being served on them.   I am not wrong, I never was, not with any part 23 
of it whatsoever, so, why all the bullshit and fraud on top of fraud?  Why all the 24 
perversion of the course of justice?   What is going on exactly?   I demand 25 
accountability, with reference to the 7-principles of public life, the standards 26 
expected to be upheld by this public authority who has been supporting criminals.  27 
 
As I cited in my statement, the doctrine of illegality does apply, in fact in every way 28 
shape and form.    People get jailed for perverting the course of justice just for 29 
dishonestly taking driving points for  another, the offence is complete when a person 30 
prevents justice from being served on the perpetrator, no matter how minor the 31 
originating offence.   Huhne v Briscoe is a classic example, study it.   32 
 
Briscoe was not in judicial office at the time, those involved in this case were.    I cite 33 
this comparative case for a reason.  We turn briefly to the report that was withheld 34 
(tab_07), it cites an array of indictable offences committed by the 1st Defendant and 35 
their conspirators.   36 
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Now, My Lord, I am going to put the emphasis on you with this one. I refer to that 1 
report, starting at page 1, I click on “Criminal offences under the Insolvency Act 2 
1986” being the list of criminal offences committed by Hannon that also overlap 3 
with the indictable offences he has committed in his role as liquidator working in 4 
conspiracy with the principal offenders, the 1st Defendant and their purported 5 
lawyers to defraud me of the multi-million pound claim founded by their unlawful 6 
forfeiture.  These are serious offences.    Read from paragraph 5 through to 7 
paragraph 9 of page 3.    8 
 
Now read the bit underneath “Perversion of the course of justice” reading from 9 
paragraph 10 through to paragraph 20 of page 5.   Now we turn to page 39, line 28.   10 
 
At page 39, line 28, there is a link to that exhibit involving the corrupt soldiers to the 11 
kleptocrats, Met Police, the abuse of the public’s trust sham operation of state 12 
terrorists who lie and wilfully fail in their duty to apprehend the offenders so that 13 
more taxpayer funded officers under the Crown can inflict their atrocities (Hannon, 14 
for example) whilst going unpunished.    Click on that link, turn to page 3.  15 
 
We have the email there from DS Hinchliffe the corrupt dishonest waste of oxygen 16 
pathological liar, the email dated 7th March 2018, my Birthday in fact, what a happy 17 
birthday that was.   There are the 4 points by Hinchliffe (out of the horse’s mouth). I 18 
know it is absolute nonsense and he was reliant on this corrupt public authority 19 
(inter-agency collusion strikes again) to assist the offenders by preventing justice 20 
from being served on them.     At the second point of his nonsense he cites: 21 
 
“The case is sitting with the RCJ and there is specific policy which deals with 22 
allegations of Perverting. This needs to be referred by the judge we do not 23 
investigate perverting unless the court refers it” 24 
 
The idiot was referring to a policy that does not exist, but he was implying that only 25 
the judge who has been perverting the course of justice to prevent justice from 26 
being served on the offenders.    27 
 
Therefore, in line with this nonsense from Met Police themselves, I am asking you, 28 
Mr Justice Fancourt, to refer this case to Court for the conspiracy to pervert the 29 
course of justice that is proven to the criminal standard of proof, for if you do not, 30 
you too would be perverting the course of justice.   That is the law, nobody is above 31 
it.      32 
 
When Hinchliffe referred in his email to “Bristol” he was referring to the false 33 
instrument application to Bristol County Court again by purported solicitors acting 34 
for the 1st Defendant, wherein they sought to obtain a High Court Writ, in the sum of 35 
£555,000 when no such order of the Court exists.  36 
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The false instrument that was certified as true by the solicitor acting for the 1st 1 
Defendant when it was blatantly false.  2 
 
Then on 24th November 2017, after I had served a copy of the sealed unwarranted 3 
demand with menaces (tab_32), Stewart, the same Paul Stewart who has 4 
consistently presented a false case and continues to make false statements in the 5 
hope that more corrupt members of the judiciary will support them, made yet 6 
another false instrument application wherein he certified that:  7 
 
“I certify that the details I have given are correct and to the best of my knowledge 8 
there is no application or other procedure pending” 9 
 
I refer to that false instrument application at tab_33.   Firstly, Stewart knew that 10 
neither I nor my company, Earth Energy Investments LLP owes the 1st Defendant a 11 
single penny, the position could not be further the opposite.   12 
 
Secondly, Stewart was provided with a sealed copy of that unwarranted demand at  13 
tab_32  that originated from him and his false instrument application to Bristol 14 
County Court that was also certified as true when it was false.  15 
 
Thirdly, Stewart and the 1st Defendant has known, for a considerable period of time 16 
and long prior to 7th September 2017, that there is an application and procedures 17 
pending and therefore it is proven beyond reasonable doubt that the statement he 18 
certified as being true in both false instrument applications, were blatantly false.  19 
 
I refer to tab_35, the email chain I describe as “Exhibit_15, which is also particularly 20 
relevant to all of the issues in question. We turn to page 1, the document is bearing 21 
a seal in 008690, the application that sought to deal with the frauds collectively that 22 
was circumvented by Jones, who has a long affiliation with Hannon, who cited at the 23 
first hearing;  24 
 
“Dishonesty is not going to matter because I can’t judge”   when even Jones did 25 
know, when fraud is an issue and in this case, multiple frauds in conspiracy, 26 
dishonesty does matter.    It was for that reason Briggs, who met with Hannon on 27 
the evening of 21st November 2017 “crossed out” the request that the application 28 
be heard by a High Court Judge and put Jones in there to do his dirty work, to 29 
pervert the course of justice, but yet it was Briggs, who approved those confidential 30 
filings to do with these very same false instrument applications resulting in the 31 
second and third blackmails (3 counts of the offence of s.21 of the Theft Act 1968)  32 
and, to help educate Hinchliffe, he is also going to have plenty of time to reflect on 33 
it, blackmail is not a civil matter and neither is perverting the course of justice and 34 
neither is s.26 of the Criminal Justice & Courts Act 2015; 35 
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being the offence of which he is guilty, for failing in his duty as a police constable, 1 
along with Riaz referred to in same exhibit.  You should be able to follow it.  2 
 
I detract slightly, but for good reason.  Now I go back to tab_35 quoted above and 3 
we turn to the bottom of page 1, there is the email there sent to two other senior 4 
members of the aptly named “Womble” Bond Dickinson, namely Drummond and 5 
Gray.    The email is also addressed to Hannon talking about the conditional Energy 6 
Supply Agreement and the fact that no claim can possibly be established by the 1st 7 
Defendant.   Page 2 presents 3 straight forward questions, questions that have never 8 
been answered, apart from by Staunton, who admitted that “for the purpose of the 9 
Energy Supply Agreement, Force Majeure has effect” on 9th January 2017, just 24-10 
days prior to Gill making that false representation to stymie the liquidation in the 11 
sum exceeding £4.1 million.  12 
    
Same was in fact answered again, over 10-months later, on 12th November 2018, 13 
when Staunton “U-turned” on the claims (See: tab_28) that he himself admitted 14 
were false on 9th January 2017 but in fact anyone with half a brain could establish 15 
that fact in 5 minutes just by reading the terms of those contracts.  They all knew, 16 
long before 9th January 2017 that no money was ever owed to the 1st Defendant.  17 
 
Now, back to tab_35, page 3, Gibson, Chairman of the 1st Defendant appears to 18 
acknowledge my correspondence to Womble Bond Dickinson stating the obvious, 19 
that the claims are false, but he did nothing. He was clearly reliant on the corrupt 20 
judiciary to prop them up with the later significantly premeditated conspiracy to 21 
pervert the course of justice.  22 
 
At the bottom of page 3, there is the email from Gray of Womble Bond Dickinson, a 23 
director of the firm, dated 23rd June 2017. At the top of page 4, there is a further 24 
email from Gray, this time, knowing that they are all an appearance to Court, he 25 
“loses his bottle” and cites that: 26 
 
“For the record, I would make it clear that I am not a solicitor. I am the Operational 27 
Risk Director and an member of the Risk and Best Practice Team at Bond Dickinson 28 
LLP” 29 
 
They were all perverting the course of justice, they all knew that the claims were 30 
false in June 2017, they were told precisely that, but they carried on in knowledge, 31 
undoubtedly they could rely on the rotten corrupt system and the compromised 32 
Court that behaves entirely unethically and unconstitutionally to assist them by 33 
preventing justice from being served.   34 
 
However, the part they all seem to have missed is that it is plainly evidenced therein 35 
that Womble Bond Dickinson knew, from 23rd June 2017 onwards that; 36 
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there was a procedure and an application in progress and given that Stewart and Gill 1 
were the frontrunner white-collar criminals working for the 1st Defendant to conceal 2 
their frauds and to make more, using the façade of insolvency to defraud, it is in fact 3 
proven beyond reasonable doubt that Stewart knew that both of the applications he 4 
was making to Bristol County Court that he certified as true, were in fact, blatantly 5 
false and therefore it is proven beyond doubt, to the criminal standard of proof, that 6 
Stewart, but also the 1st Defendant are guilty of multiple counts of the offence of 7 
section 5 of the Perjury Act 1911, an indictable offence.  8 
 
 I refer to the first false instrument application at tab_34, containing the same 9 
declaration:  10 
 
“I certify that the details I have given are correct and to the best of my knowledge 11 
there is no application or other procedure pending” 12 
 
Now I refer to the exhibit (tab_36) wherein it is plainly evidenced and proven 13 
beyond reasonable doubt that Stewart knew there was an application in progress 14 
that sought to deal with their fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte, their frauds by 15 
false representation, their blackmails and their false statements collectively, but 16 
none of it has ever been dealt with at all, whatsoever. The reasons should in fact be 17 
self-explanatory.  18 
 
At page 1 of tab_36, the email chain is bearing the seal of the court dated 22nd 19 
November 2017.   This was served back on Stewart the same day and the day prior 20 
he was served with the unwarranted demand, also bearing the same seal.  By then, 21 
they were served by me, with a hard copy bundle.  It is proven beyond reasonable 22 
doubt that they knew of the application in process.  23 
 
At the bottom of page 2, Stewart writes to me himself, on 22nd November 2017.  I 24 
refer the learned Judge to the highlighted parts of Stewart’s letter.  25 
 
Then on 24th November 2017, Stewart made that second false instrument 26 
application to Bristol County Court when it is proven beyond doubt he knew that 27 
firstly neither I nor my companies owed the 1st Defendant a single penny and 28 
secondly, that there is an application pending, that was not in fact pending, but one 29 
that had already been issued and served. That completes the actus reus of the 30 
offence of section 5 of the Perjury Act 1911.   All of that originated from their 31 
fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte.   32 
 
I am asking you, Mr Justice Fancourt, what is it all about exactly?   33 
 
What is this nonsense corruption?  Who is doing justice here?   Where is the remedy 34 
for the blatant wrongdoing?   What on earth has been going on?   35 
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(b) The effect of Force Majeure: From 7th February 2015 the 1st Defendant began to 1 
procrastinate, making a ransom demand for rent and energy supply. I offered to 2 
deposit the sum of their ransom demand in Escrow, pending resolution by an 3 
independent arbitrator. The arbitration never got off the ground, because 3-weeks 4 
later, the 1st Defendant outright refused the connection, rendering the project 5 
absolutely useless.  Force majeure therefore further suspended the 12-month period 6 
free of rent and the “Start Date” of the Energy Supply Agreement (for what it’s 7 
worth).  The “Start Date” of the Energy Supply Agreement is the date from which the 8 
conditions precedent in clause 2 of the agreement are satisfied. Namely the nature 9 
of the conditions specified here:  Chapter 8 – The Energy Supply Agreement is 10 
conditional.   It does need to be read and considered.  It is clearly material that no 11 
money for rent was owed and that no money for energy supply was owed either.     12 
Moreover, the 1st Defendant and their cohorts knew of the conditional nature of the 13 
agreement, they are supposed to be lawyers, they knew of the conditional nature of 14 
the supply agreement.  15 

 
The paragraph above proves that indeed the 1st Defendant did unlawfully forfeit the 16 
Lease, but in the first ex-parte hearing, they also dishonestly withheld 172 pages of 17 
witness exhibit and made no mention whatsoever of the fact that it was condition 18 
precedent of the Northern Powergrid Connection Offer (See: Chapter 6 – The Grid 19 
Connection for the wind turbine) that the 1st Defendant was to take ownership of 20 
their substations so that the connection for the turbine could be established.    21 
 
It was those 3 salient contracts comprising the entire “Connection Agreement” that 22 
the 1st Defendant and their conspirators dishonestly withheld from the ex-parte 23 
hearing of 9th January 2017.    They did so, because they were only too well aware 24 
that they had “U-turned”, breaching the completed collateral contract affirming that 25 
connection configuration that was jointly negotiated in open email correspondences 26 
during the option period.   The evidence of same is here, again, it does need to be 27 
read and digested.   I firstly draw the learned Judge’s attention to the purpose of the 28 
option agreement, the prerequisite requirements, here:  The option period and the 29 
prerequisite requirements.    30 
 
Now I come onto the next part: “The evidence”.  The start of the second paragraph 31 
sums up the correct factual position: 32 
 
“It was essentially the grid connection configuration that had enticed EW to 33 
complete the Lease” 34 
 
That is the fact of the matter, it is not subject to diminishment, neither is the option 35 
agreement and its purpose.   It is necessary for the learned Judge to study that page 36 
and its contents in some finite detail, it all lays there.    37 
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I was duped by these football hooligans and their white-collar criminal clown act 1 
purported lawyers, the aptly named “Womble” Bond Dickinson to complete the 2 
Lease off the back of the pre-agreed connection configuration, for them to then “U-3 
turn” after I did not concede to their ransom demand, wherein they were 4 
demanding I paid them a further £256,269.89 on top of the £200k I had paid them, 5 
when no money was owed.    On the balance of probabilities had I conceded to their 6 
unwarranted demand and paid them, they would have still “U-turned” on the 7 
connection.   My question that flows from this, did I invest in the project for a 8 
turbine without a connection?    9 
 
They asked me to “drop my argument on Force Majeure”, the contractual provision 10 
built into the Lease and the Energy Supply Agreement to protect me, the developer, 11 
in the event of issues by third parties that are beyond my reasonable control that 12 
causes delay in getting the wind turbine constructed or otherwise constrains 13 
operation once it is.  The completed terms of the contractual documents are not 14 
subject to diminishment.      15 
   
The materiality of the operative provision of Force Majeure and the application of 16 
that provision within both contracts is self-explanatory.    17 
 
Staunton, the liar, also originating from Dov Ohrenstein’s chambers, the other liar 18 
and cheat who has deliberately presented a false case ex-parte when he is only too 19 
well aware of the correct factual circumstances, lied about the existence of Force 20 
Majeure within the Lease that suspends any obligation for me to have paid 21 
accordingly.   The failure in duty of candour clearly goes to the heart of the issues in 22 
question, but in fact it came in tandem with non-disclosure of the email chain 23 
proving that the connection configuration was pre-negotiated during the option 24 
period and in tandem with the fact there was absolutely no mention whatsoever 25 
that the 1st Defendant refused the connection.      26 
 
Now we come onto the next pieces of the jigsaw, this is the completed collateral 27 
contract affirming the connection configuration that formed the entire basis and 28 
understanding in me completing the Lease with them in the first instance.   It should 29 
in fact come as no surprise that I needed to gain comfort of the terms and technical 30 
configuration of the connection during the option period.  Both parties needed to, 31 
we were, but then the 1st Defendant changed the goal posts 2-years later when it 32 
came to the time to implement that connection.    It is somewhat material, because 33 
anyone knows, without a connection, there is no turbine.   34 
 
The position I convey in respect of the completed collateral contract is absolutely 35 
irrefutable, the 1st Defendant and their cohorts knew this, but again, Stewart, lied 36 
within his ex-parte statement and said this at paragraph 11 of his second witness 37 
statement ( Second_Witness_Statement_Paul_Robert_Stewart_22.10.20  ):  38 
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“Empowering Wind and Mr Millinder subsequently argued that no payments were 1 
due and that, as a result, MFC had wrongly terminated the relationship and/or 2 
thwarted the project by not agreeing to take responsibility for the required high 3 
voltage connection to National Grid. However, MFC were under no obligation to 4 
do so” 5 
 
The deliberate failure to disclose material information came, once again in tandem, 6 
with failure to disclose material particulars and facts relevant to the case.   In fact, it 7 
also shows their utter inadequacy as lawyers, because the law on collateral contracts 8 
is a contractual tort and is one where the parties to one contract enter into or 9 
promise to enter into another contract.  Thus, the two contracts are connected and 10 
it may be enforced even though it forms no constructive part of the original 11 
contract.    I made this absolutely clear to all of the defendant long prior to Stewart 12 
and his conspirators presenting the false case ex-parte for the second time running.  13 
 
At no point did any of them seek to take the judge to the relevant page, yet I can 14 
and will prove beyond doubt that they had this material in their possession and they 15 
all knew it is a material particular on which I seek to rely.    I refer to this:  16 
 
Chapter 17 – The grid connection configuration – A completed collateral contract 17 
 
Again, it is necessary for the learned judge to read and become acquainted with 18 
these facts and the materiality.  The point I making is a very simple one.  Stewart 19 
knew that the statement he was making was false, because he is a liar and a cheat.  20 
Cheating is what they have all done, including the purported judges that have 21 
conspired to pervert the course of justice, working in a malicious and protracted way 22 
to deny remedy and conceal blatant and multiple wrongdoings.   23 
 
I summarised the correct contractual position very well in the opening line of that 24 
document, here: 25 
 
"a contract that coexists side by side with the main contract, often between one of 26 
the parties to the main contract and a third party.  A subsidiary contract which 27 
induces a person to enter into a main contract or which depends upon the main 28 
contract for its existence" 29 
 
The analogy above is precisely the case respective of the proposer, Northern 30 
Powergrid, the Distribution Network Operator, specifying the terms of their 31 
connection configuration (they are the only ones that do so, they own the electricity 32 
grid) during the option period and Bloom of the 1st Defendant then agreeing to 33 
extend the option agreement for the specific purpose of securing that same and only 34 
connection for the wind turbine.    35 
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The position is absolutely steadfast, a completed collateral contract affirming the 1 
connection was executed on 7th November 2012 and thereafter on 17th June 2013 2 
when the Lease was completed off the base of that undertaking.    I was fraudulently 3 
misrepresented, but here, we have fraud upon fraud.  4 
 
These disgraceful, dishonest cowards, the 1st Defendant and their cohorts, then sort 5 
to worm their way out of it, perverting the course of justice by using the façade of 6 
insolvency law to evade justice.  Here’s where their frauds by false representation in 7 
proceedings under the Insolvency Act 1986 that makes any such activity an 8 
indictable offence comes into play.   I had addressed all of that very professionally 9 
within my 54-page report, but that too was withheld form the Court, dishonest 10 
concealment of fact and presenting a false case is order of the day, which is, in 11 
reality, why they called on the ex-parte hearing in the first place.  History repeating 12 
itself.     13 
 
These clowns pose a significant risk of financial and emotional harm to everyone 14 
they come into contact with, yet criminals, disguised as judges, have been conspiring 15 
to pervert the course of justice to prevent justice from being served on them. The 16 
biggest culprits are Nugee and Vos, but all of them equally, Pelling, Arnold, Jones, 17 
Briggs and Murray but also Fanning and Ikram have done the same.  18 
 
They were acting under instruction of corrupt central government officials to do so. 19 
In due course you will all fund out how much we know about that fact. Again, I do 20 
not make allegations unless I have first established that same are absolutely true 21 
and correct.  I am honest, I am integral, I speak my mind, because I am right.  The 22 
white-collar criminals involved have a problem with honesty, integrity, the law, the 23 
evidence and the facts.     A rotten corrupt system that promotes fraud and 24 
wrongdoing against the public interest.  A constitutional melt down that poses a 25 
serious risk to our democracy as a whole.  26 
 
My question to you, Judge, is, are you going to continue it?  Are you wanting to join 27 
them or may I rely on you to act in a constitutional way, “without favour or ill-will” 28 
to do justice, impartially, according to the law and the oath you took in promising to 29 
Queen and country that you will do so?   This is a question I want an answer to.   30 
 
The next issue is that of the assignment, which is the third of the three salient issues, 31 
part (c):  32 
 
Again, this is where the materiality of the report (tab-07) comes into play, 33 
significantly.   The law on assignments is that of section 136(1) of the Law of 34 
Property Act 1925.   Again, the position I convey is absolutely irrefutable and any 35 
deviation from it is not a disagreement with me, but it is one that affronts the 36 
supremacy of the rule of law itself, a criminal contempt.    37 
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The fact of the matter is that the first assignment is 100% valid and Nugee knew 1 
that, which is why he tampered with the evidence, to make his manipulated version 2 
he conveyed in his order of 5th February 2018 (also withheld from the ex-parte 3 
hearing of 23rd October 2020) not absolute, but in fact, the assignment of all of the 4 
investments I made in the project is absolute and that assignment, referred to in 5 
part B of the demand was served on the offenders, namely Bloom, of the 1st 6 
Defendant on 3rd January 2017 by email (of which receipt was confirmed) (See: 7 
tab_31, page 7, which is that email from me to Bloom dated 3rd January 2017 at 8 
21.36PM where I told Bloom expressly about the assignment he had in his 9 
possession on that day with the demand that was served by both email and then in 10 
hard copy on 6th January 2017.      11 
 
At the bottom of page 7, he refers to the assignment, because he had it in his 12 
possession.    13 
  
This is also where the materiality of the deliberate non-disclosure of my 54-page 14 
report comes into play, they were concealing the indictable offences they have 15 
committed from the Court.  Another count of conspiring to pervert the course of 16 
justice to prevent justice from being served on themselves and their conspirators.    17 
In fact, the offence is that of section 5 of the Perjury Act 1911, one that is proven to 18 
the criminal standard of proof. That is why Nugee altogether evaded the report and 19 
indeed, that very same exhibit of fresh evidence.  20 
 
That evidence proves perjury to the criminal standard against both Bloom and 21 
Hannon, both of whom are guilty of the offence of s.5 of the Perjury Act 1911 but 22 
the offences they have committed are a long way far from isolated.   23 
 
The point I make out of all of this is a very simple and again, an incontrovertible one.  24 
If you have a problem with it, Judge, then perhaps you should consider a career 25 
change or perhaps you will continue the pattern of deceit and conspiracy and join 26 
the principal offenders anyway.   I hold you to your oath, you are bound by it and 27 
any deviation from it at this stage of play will be bound to land you in prison with 28 
the rest of them. Nobody is above the supremacy of the rule of law, most will learn 29 
that the hard way.  30 
 
I refer to my report (tab_07) and we turn, from the from page index, by clicking on 31 
the title “Perjury – section 1A of the Perjury Act 1911”  taking you to page 27 of 54 32 
and reading from line 26 through to line 7 of page 29 of 54.   It is there in black and 33 
white, quoted from Bloom’s ex-parte statement of 8th January 2017 and it is plainly 34 
evidenced that he had the assignment in his possession on 3rd January 2017 by email 35 
copy (he responded to it) and by hard copy on 6th January 2017 with the statutory 36 
demand that was served on them. 37 
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In fact, Bloom had that assignment in his possession the first time around on or 1 
around 30th / 31st June 2015 when it was sent to their Stadium by hard copy.   They 2 
have known about it ever since.  It is proven beyond reasonable doubt Bloom knew 3 
the statement he was making was blatantly false and he certified it as being true.  4 
 
Now, I come on to the law, which is again referred to in the same document.  I firstly 5 
refer to page 28 of 54, where I quoted at lines 24 – 26, the citation from Nugee’s 6 
order of 5th February 2018 that was also withheld by the offenders from this ex-7 
parte hearing, where Nugee found that the assignment counterpart was withheld.   8 
That is somewhat material, as it is that Nugee himself then tampered with the 9 
evidence and dishonestly misrepresented the terms of the absolute assignment to 10 
attempt to make it not absolute and then he relied on it to assist the offenders in 11 
their conspiracy to defraud under the façade of justice.   Again, that is not an 12 
assertion, it is proven to the criminal standard of proof.   It is plainly evidenced in 13 
black and white on his own order and I referred to it very clearly in that same report 14 
at page 36 of 54; “Nugee J dishonestly manipulated the terms of and 15 
misrepresented the assignment” , reading from line 1 through to line 18 of page 37.  16 
 
I reiterate the law, namely section 136(1) of the Law of Property Act 1925, the 17 
highlighted parts at line 2 through to line 6 of page 37.   It is proven beyond 18 
reasonable doubt that there is an absolute assignment of all of the investments 19 
made in Empowering Wind MFC Ltd to Earth Energy Investments LLP, the 20 
assignment is in fact for £530,000 plus standard interest.    The point being is that 21 
their alleged debt of £25,000 never even existed and they knew it from the outset.  22 
They are seeking to conceal all of these material facts from yet another ex-parte 23 
hearing, it is all part of their protracted conspiracy to defraud at the hands of a failed 24 
justice system that is part of the fraud.   25 
 
This brings me on to the next part of the case, which is that conveyed also at page 26 
37 of the report, line 19 through to 24.  It is clearly material that Staunton himself, 27 
the 1st Defendant’s dishonest alcoholic purported barrister, also admitted during the 28 
same hearing (on the transcript that was also withheld from the ex-parte hearing of 29 
23rd October 2020), that Staunton himself made the categoric admission that: 30 
 
Mr Staunton: “Second page in. Reading that second paragraph, what’s assigned to 31 
EEI are the investments, the £200,000” 32 
 
Yet in Stewart’s false statement; 33 
(Second_Witness_Statement_Paul_Robert_Stewart_22.10.20  ) he continues the 34 
deceit, at paragraph 15 of his statement, he seeks to affront the supremacy of the 35 
rule of law that proves categorically that the assignment, which was served on the 36 
offenders, is a valid assignment of all the investments I made in Empowering Wind 37 
MFC Ltd.   38 
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Stewart, in the same paragraph lied again and cited that “Empowering Wind’s 1 
alleged claim did not exist at the date of the purported assignment”, yet he knew 2 
that the claim originates from breach of the completed collateral contract on the 3 
grid connection configuration and the unwarranted demand with menaces of 25th 4 
June 2015.    The claim arose, in fact, on 7th February 2015 when the 1st Defendant 5 
refused to complete the agreement with Northern Powergrid so that the connection 6 
could be established.    They all knew, that without a connection, the turbine cannot 7 
operate.   8 
 
They all knew that the Lease and the Energy Supply Agreement intended the turbine 9 
to be capable of commercial operation.  They all knew that they prevented the 10 
turbine from doing so and they made the premeditated decision to withhold all of 11 
these material particulars from the first ex-parte hearing of 9th January 2017 and 12 
furthermore they failed in their continuing duty to disclose that Penningtons 13 
Manches LLP letter of complaint dated 11th January 2017 when had they done so, 14 
any judge would have discovered what is the most prolific case of material non-15 
disclosure in the history of UK law and no judge would have made the order.    16 
Those actions are dishonest and would be viewed as dishonest in the opinion of any 17 
ordinary, honest and reasonable adult in review of the circumstances.  Both 18 
instances of non-disclosure were material, deliberate and were premeditated.  19 
 
I reiterate therefore, it is proven beyond reasonable doubt that non-disclosure of 20 
the letter is material, because had it been disclosed, the order of 16th January 2017 21 
would never have originated.  22 
 
The alleged £25k costs order is a nullity, founded by fraud and fraud does indeed 23 
unravel all, even post judgment and therefore, it is proven that this Court has been 24 
assisting the offenders in advocating blatant and proven frauds in multiple different 25 
ways and therefore it is proven that there is a fraud upon the Court nullifying all of 26 
the orders in this case, period.  27 
 
The 1st Defendant and their conspirators have been using the façade of insolvency 28 
law to defraud creditors.    29 
 
It is indeed also material the fact that Staunton then attended the hearing before 30 
ICCJ Barber and committed further perjury and fraud by false representation when 31 
he lied in Court and misrepresented the cross claim that he knew extinguished the 32 
alleged £25k nullity petition debt that was subject to challenge in any event.  33 
 
The rule of law is that an alleged debt, that is subject to challenge, is disputed on 34 
genuine and substantial grounds and is not and cannot possibly be a petition debt, 35 
yet this Court and the principal offenders made it one, to assist them in defrauding 36 
me under the guise of insolvency law.   37 
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The position I convey is irrefutable and on this ground alone, it is proven beyond 1 
reasonable doubt that the winding up order made by ICCJ Barber on 28th March 2 
2018 is ultra vires, a nullity that ceases to exist from the outset.   3 
 
Now I come on to the evidence.   Going back to page 37 of tab_07, my 54-page 4 
report. At line 28 I included a link to the order of 21st March 2018, the order by 5 
Nugee J listing my application to set aside the order of 16th January 2017 aside on 6 
the proven grounds that it was founded by fraud.    It was that order that was 7 
amongst the material non-disclosure ex-parte this time around, along with the 8 
report and all of the evidence I listed in my first witness statement.      It is that order 9 
that dismissed the 1st Defendant’s application to strike out my application of 1st 10 
March 2018 and listed it for a hearing.  11 
 
Irrespectively, in full knowledge of the fact that the alleged petition debt was subject 12 
to challenge by order of this Court, the 1st Defendant attended before Barber in my 13 
absence, to wind up Earth Energy Investments LLP off the back of an alleged debt 14 
they knew did not even exist.  Again, history repeating itself, they rely on a fraud 15 
they created to found a civil cause of action to further their own frauds.   16 
The Court fails in duty again to act in the public interest, according to the law and 17 
just continued their fraud.    The fact of the matter is that the winding up order is a 18 
nullity, Earth Energy Investments was never insolvent, it is all part of the fraud and 19 
this Court, along with the corrupt Insolvency Service office holders are part of it.  20 
Aiders and abettors.  This Court has acted in a protracted lawless and 21 
unconstitutional way, all will be exposed and prosecuted and no false instrument 22 
void restraining order is going to get in the way of it, fraud upon fraud.  23 
 The judges have been serving fraud and injustice, they have ruinated the principles 24 
of natural justice, bribery and third party influence is at the heart of it all. This is 25 
utter madness and it is clear that those responsible have grown so delusional and 26 
complacent that they actually believe they can continue the fraud in this way whilst 27 
going unpunished.   That is true insanity.  28 
 
I move to page 28 of (tab_07). At line 10 I included a link to my skeleton of 18th 29 
March 2018 made in the application of 1st March 2018.   Reading from line 10 30 
through to line 30 of that page, it is proven beyond doubt that Staunton and his 31 
conspirators had that skeleton and the order of 21st March 2018 in their possession, 32 
yet they proceeded to use the façade of insolvency and the disputed debt nullity to 33 
defraud and to pervert the course of justice.   34 
 
They wound up, so that the right of action I was taking against them and Hannon, 35 
the corrupt “Official Deceiver of London” who fraudulently abused his position as 36 
liquidator of Empowering Wind MFC Ltd, could then appoint himself (acting in 37 
deliberate conflict) as liquidator of Earth Energy to assist the offenders in continuing 38 
the fraud when he was defendant in the application that Jones disposed of illegally; 39 
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just 2-days prior, to conceal the frauds by false representation the Court was under 1 
a duty to have removed.  It is all part of the protracted conspiracy to defraud.  2 
 
Now we come on to page 39, reading carefully “Staunton lied to Registrar Barber 3 
and falsely misrepresented the cross claim that extinguished the (non-existent) 4 
alleged petition debt” 5 
 
Again, this most obvious and proven fraud, founding the malicious winding up order 6 
off the back of the alleged petition debt that never even existed at the time the 7 
order was made and still does not today, was concealed by the corrupt fake judges 8 
involved who are one and the same as the principal offenders.      9 
 
At line 13 and 14, I quoted from the transcript wherein Staunton lied to ICCJ Barber 10 
and cited that:  11 
 
MR STAUNTON: Indeed, but that matter has been fully ventilated in front of Judge 12 
Jones, terminating Monday of this week when he dismissed (inaudible) application. 13 
 
Staunton and his conspirators had the order of 21st March 2018 made by Nugee in 14 
their possession, they knew that the alleged debt was disputed and subject to 15 
challenge, but furthermore it is evidenced that Staunton knew that the cross claim 16 
extinguished it anyway, they all did, but they were using insolvency to defraud 17 
creditors, which is why their frauds by false representation in insolvency 18 
proceedings came about anyway.  Not satisfied with defrauding me of the claim, 19 
working in collusion with Hannon, the white-collar criminal, they wanted to defraud 20 
me of the abortive costs also, whilst preventing justice from being served.  21 
 
It is necessary for the learned Judge to study the rest of the contents of the 54-page 22 
report at tab_07.  In view of the facts, it is clear that the defendants have 23 
consistently and knowingly presented a false case ex-parte and have dishonestly 24 
withheld substantial amounts of material information whilst failing in their duty of 25 
candour to disclose material facts and this conduct must be punished in the public 26 
interest.  27 
 
It goes without saying that the order of 23rd October 2020 was obtained by fraud 28 
and should be set aside.  29 
 
However, this submission proves beyond doubt that all of the offenders are in 30 
criminal contempt of Court and have sought to use the Court and insolvency as the 31 
vehicle to defraud me, otherwise majority creditor.   32 
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I request that the Court fulfil its duty in the public interest, acting constitutionally, by 1 
penalising the 1st Defendant making an award in compensation aggravated damages 2 
in the sum of the claim that cannot possibly be defended, of £18.7 million plus 3 
standard interest accruing from 1st November 2018 when the claim was served on 4 
them and until the date the sum is paid to me in full.   This Court has the power to 5 
do so and the cross undertaking is in place. I am asking the Court to make the 1st 6 
Defendant and its Parent Company, Gibson O Neill Company Ltd jointly and severally 7 
liable, along with Hannon, Stewart, Gill, Staunton and Ohrenstein.  8 

 

I request, pursuant to the Court’s wide case management powers, that it finds 9 
Hannon, Stewart, Gill, Staunton and Ohrenstein in criminal contempt of Court and 10 
orders that they be summoned for committal at the soonest available date along 11 
with the 1st Defendant and their management team who have knowingly engaged in 12 
this protracted conspiracy.   13 
 
I request that this Court dismisses the ECRO and General CRO application and finds 14 
that the applications are totally without merit and I request that this Court exercises 15 
its wide case management powers under CPR Part 3, rule 3.3 to make any other 16 
order as it sees fit in the due administration of justice against the defendants 17 
accordingly.    18 
 
This skeleton shall be relied upon in the criminal prosecution of the defendants and 19 
same has been filed in ongoing related proceedings both in the UK and overseas.  20 
 
 
--- Paul Millinder 
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE               CR-2017-000140 

INSOLVENCY & COMPANIES LIST 
___________________________________________________________________ 

IN THE MATTER OF THE INSOLVENCY ACT 1986 AND IN THE MATTER OF MIDDLESBROUGH 
FOOTBALL & ATHLETIC COMPANY (1986) LTD  

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 

MIDDLESBROUGH FOOTBALL & ATHLETIC COMPANY (1986) LTD 
(First Defendant)  

GIBSON O’ NEILL COMPANY LTD 
     (Second Defendant) & others 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
SUBMISSION FOR DOV OHRENSTEIN & ORS DATED 6TH NOVEMBER 2020  

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

I make this statement in relation to Dov Ohrenstein, the morally bankrupt liar and cheat 1 
who has perverted the course of justice to prevent justice from being served on his co-2 
conspirators.     Ohrenstein was the one who attended for two-days before Pelling to 3 
instigate the false instrument ECRO that he knew was false. He was working in 4 
conspiracy with Pelling and he knew that those actions have tendency to interfere with 5 
the proper administration of justice.  As such, on this ground along, Ohrenstein is in 6 
criminal contempt of Court.     7 

Ohrenstein has been conflicted from that day on, he has failed in his duty to maintain 8 
his independence, knowing that his scheming dishonest colleague, Staunton, has gone 9 
“AWOL” because he is a defendant in these proceedings and both he and Ohrenstein 10 
have been part of this protracted conspiracy to defraud under the guise of justice.    11 
It was Ohrenstein, in full knowledge of the correct factual circumstances, that brought 12 
the ex-parte application when he knew that I have never owed the 1st Defendant a 13 
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penny.   The man is a liar, a cheat and a coward.    I hereby make an application to attach 1 
Ohrenstein as a defendant in these proceedings and I apply for a costs order against him 2 
accordingly.  3 
 
I refer to Ohrenstein’s ex-parte skeleton (                  ). At paragraph 1, Ohrenstein makes 4 
a false and actionable statement which is, in the circumstances, defamatory by nature.  5 
He asserts that I am a “vexatious litigant” when he knows this is not the case at all.  I am 6 
a victim of crime and serious fraud who has sought restitution in the appropriate 7 
jurisdiction only to be further defrauded by this unconstitutional corrupt, lawless entity 8 
that is rotten to the core with purported judges who have been preventing justice from 9 
being served on the offenders by concealing a multitude of frauds committed in 10 
conspiracy whilst evading all of the evidence, the facts and the applicable laws to 11 
provide impunity to fellow white-collar criminals, their associated conspirators, the 12 
principal offenders.    The combined strategy is to continue perverting the course of 13 
justice, to discredit me and to make yet another ECRO false instrument to deprive me of 14 
my right of access to justice, to conceal the wrongdoings, to prevent me from accessing 15 
my damages claim I have been defrauded of and, fundamentally to pervert the course of 16 
justice.   That is precisely what it is all about and it has been from the outset. It is in fact 17 
clearly material that none of my applications are without merit, on the contrary.   18 

 

How it all originated – Foundations of fraud 

 
What is missing here is a simple evaluation of the foundations of these proceedings, the 19 
facts and the applicable laws.   There were, essentially, two applications at the root of it. 20 
The first is the ex-parte hearing of 9th January 2017 where the defendants presented a 21 
false case and in tandem, dishonestly withheld 172-pages of witness exhibit that would 22 
have otherwise proven my demand against them for some of my abortive costs that I 23 
had assigned to Earth Energy Investments LLP.     That relates also to the failure to 24 
disclose material facts ex-parte that I had addressed substantially in my skeleton dated 25 
5th November 2020 (SKELETON-PM_05_11_2020) page 3, paragraph 10.   The point I 26 
make is a very simple one, it is proven beyond reasonable doubt that both the order of 27 
9th January 2017 and 16th January 2017 were founded by fraud by failing to disclose 28 
information in tandem with a most serious failure in duty of candour to disclose 29 
material facts relevant to the case.  The fact that this corrupt public authority has 30 
perverted the course of justice and has sought, acting illegally and contrary to every 31 
applicable authority and the rule of law by sustaining those orders that are in any eveny 32 
void ab initio, to assist the offenders in evading justice and to continue their frauds is 33 
firmly on its shoulders and is the liability of the perpetrators, Nugee, Arnold, Pelling, Vos 34 
and co who have sought to abuse their duties as officers under the Crown to pervert the 35 
course of justice in this protracted and malicious way.   36 
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The fact is that the orders are founded by fraud and they cease to exist from the outset, 1 
one cannot appeal a void order.  Likewise, all of the orders in this case are founded by a 2 
pre-meditated conspiracy to pervert the course of justice by absolutely dishonest, 3 
disgraceful, corrupt, quislings pretending to administer the law when in reality they are 4 
one and the same as the principal offenders.  All of the hearings were pre-determined 5 
and the principles of natural justice have been violated.  Likewise, all of those orders are 6 
void ab initio, they cease to exist from the outset and one cannot appeal a void order.   7 
That is the correct factual position, both in English law and international law.  There has 8 
been a serious and protracted fraud upon the court and all of the orders in the case are 9 
a nullity, so there is nothing from which to base the ECRO false instrument on, it is fraud 10 
on top of fraud.  One nullity cannot make right another, for everything that has been 11 
done to date ceases to exist from the outset.      So deluded and complacent are the 12 
perpetrators, they rely on continuance of this conduct by the corrupt judiciary who have 13 
prevented justice from being served on them from the outset.  14 
 15 
It is clear and obvious that this hearing is entirely pre-determined and my constitutional 16 
rights shall again be violated in the same way, undue political interference and outright 17 
acts of corruption and perversion of the course of justice by utterly out of control white-18 
collar criminals pretending to be judges is the cause.   I place that on record now, at 19 
2.17AM GMT on 6th November 2020 as I write this.  The hearing will be predetermined 20 
and the rule of law, along with all of the evidence, the facts and the authorities will be 21 
evaded to favour the other side.   I know this, which is why I have stated categorically I 22 
am not reliant on this corrupted public authority that behaves in an entirely 23 
unconstitutional way to do justice, because it is part of the fraud.   The submissions I 24 
have made and the documentary evidence is logged for proceedings to follow outside of 25 
this compromised jurisdiction and no false instrument ECRO, no corrupt, controlled 26 
judge is going to get in the way of my agenda to finish all responsible and put them in 27 
prison where they rightfully belong.  28 
 29 
The next part of it is the application I made as an aggrieved creditor for the Court to act 30 
in a lawful and constitutional way by removing the fraudulent £4.1 million proof of debt 31 
that was made by the 1st Defendant and their conspirators to stymie the liquidation to 32 
defraud me of my claim in damages founded by unlawful forfeiture of the Lease.    This 33 
is the application that was “to be heard by a High Court Judge”.  It was the application 34 
that sought to deal with all of the frauds collectively, also the fraud by failing to disclose 35 
information ex-parte, the false representations under the Insolvency Act 1986 that 36 
makes any fraud against creditors an indictable offence punishable with up to 7-years 37 
imprisonment, the false instrument applications to Bristol County Court that I referred 38 
to in my skeleton dated 4th November 2020 (SECOND-SKE-FOR-HEARING-06-11-2020), 39 
page 6, line 33 through to line 33 of page 9.   It does need to be read, it does indeed 40 
prove to the criminal standard of proof that Stewart is guilty of the offence of s.5 of the 41 
Perjury Act 191. 42 
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Ohrenstein knew this only too well, he too has knowingly presented a false case and 1 
then in his skeleton of 5th November 2020 he is essentially still continuing to describe 2 
me as a vexatious litigant knowing that my life has been turned upside-down by these 3 
useless deceitful cowardly criminals who are all wholly reliant on collusion, deceit and a 4 
corrupt judiciary to prevent justice from being served on them.  He is scum, the lowest 5 
of the low, a vacant, dirty, morally bankrupt white-collar criminal total waste of oxygen, 6 
he should have gone “AWOL” with hos associate, Staunton, who admitted the claims 7 
were false on 9th January 2017 then appeared before Jones, knowing that the claims 8 
were false, to make me personally liable for circa £45,500 in costs founded by their 9 
abuse of the law and conspiracy to defraud, then just 24-days later, on 12th November 10 
2018, Staunton himself then “U-turns” and stated categorically in writing that “Rs” don’t 11 
bring any claim “save for the £25k”, being the £25k they obtained in fraudulent non-12 
disclosure when there never was any consent.   It is all fraud upon fraud and in full 13 
knowledge of that, the other parasite white-collar criminal, Vos, allowed Staunton to 14 
retract and replace his skeleton when I made him aware of the blatant dishonesty.  That 15 
action on its own right does indeed have tendency to interfere with the proper 16 
administration of justice, that is why he did it.  All will be jailed, criminal offences do not 17 
expire.  18 
 19 
They all know, that fundamentally, the wind turbine cannot operate without a 20 
connection. They all knew that I required “full satisfaction of” the “Connection 21 
Agreement” and they all knew that the 1st Defendant had jointly negotiated and agreed 22 
that connection with Northern Powergrid in the same open emails they dishonestly 23 
withheld from the ex-parte hearing of 9th January 2017. My position conveyed in 24 
relation to a completed collateral contract affirming that connection configuration 25 
during the option period is absolutely incontrovertible and the fact is that this absolute 26 
failure, unconstitutional, corrupted Court has supported these criminals ever since so 27 
they have grown so complacent that they have continued to present a knowingly false 28 
case ever since.   29 
 
They have grown so complacent because this failure to do justice just provides them 30 
with impunity irrespective of the facts, the appliable laws, the evidence.  It is a sick, 31 
deluded place of gross injustice, fraud and a total outright violation of one’s 32 
constitutional rights.   33 
 34 
The point I make is a very simple one and is also one that is absolutely steadfast in law.  35 
The liquidator is under a fiduciary duty to act in the interests of creditors.  I am 36 
otherwise majority creditor of Empowering Wind MFC Ltd and Hannon has fraudulently 37 
abused his position (s.4 of the Fraud Act 2006) by knowingly admitting fraudulent proofs 38 
of debt to deprive me of my democratic right to replace him, knowing that the claim I 39 
have against the 1st Defendant is proven beyond doubt.    The synergy is clear, there is a 40 
conspiracy to defraud.        41 
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 The plain and obvious fact is that Jones, by his own admission, “can’t judge” therefore it 1 
was beyond his powers to hear any part of the application  that sought to deal with 2 
those frauds collectively, because, when fraud is an issue, dishonesty does matter, yet 3 
Jones, who only retained his position to assist the offenders in evading justice 4 
(perverted the course of justice) said this:  5 
 
“Maybe in other proceedings -- who knows -- honesty and dishonesty may come into it, 6 
but for my purposes it's not going to matter because I can't judge” 7 
 
There is no way to condone it, Jones was operating without jurisdiction knowing he had 8 
no jurisdiction to do it.  His orders are ultra vires (beyond one’s powers to make),  by his 9 
own admission “out of the horse’s mouth.   Recusing Jones, when he should have 10 
recused himself is one of the 3 applications Pelling (and Stewart and Ohrenstein) relied 11 
upon as being “totally without merit” to found the ECRO false instrument to continue 12 
perverting the course of justice.    The fact of the matter is that the orders made by 13 
Jones are a nullity, Jones was perverting the course of justice and same is proven to the 14 
criminal standard of proof.    15 
 16 
Not only did Jones have the pre-meditated intent to conceal the multiple indictable 17 
offences knowing he had no jurisdiction to hear it, but he “carried over” the absolute 18 
shit nonsense lie in misrepresenting the applicable rule of law to sustain the fraudulent 19 
claim he knew was false contrary to the Court’s overarching duty to act in the interests 20 
of creditors and in the public interest and according to the law which cites, categorically, 21 
that the claim must be removed.      On that note, I refer to rule 14.11 of the Insolvency 22 
Rules 2016.   Nugee also continued the deceit, because none of them are judges, they 23 
are useless deceitful white-collar criminals who have been perverting the course of 24 
justice, one just props up the other, acting in breach of their oaths, they are traitors to 25 
Queen and Country, but what is more, they are guilty of a number of indictable offences 26 
and so is Ohrenstein.    The fact is that the rule of law is that the proof of debt was to be 27 
removed “where the office holder, Hannon, has refused to interfere in the matter”.  28 
That is the law, yet Jones, as well as Nugee and later Pelling and Vos, sought to diminish 29 
the integrity of the law and its application knowing that Nugee had found that indeed 30 
the 1st Defendant did unlawfully forfeit the Lease (stating the obvious) and therefore 31 
they knew that I was majority creditor with an asset allegedly vesting in Empowering 32 
Wind MFC Ltd exceeding £9.2 million (plus a loss of chance quantum to the extent of 33 
£18.7 million). They all sought, working in conspiracy, to defraud me of that claim. This 34 
is why their £4.1 million fraud by false representation came about.   The fact of the 35 
matter is that this Court is part of the fraud and it has failed in his constitutional duty to 36 
administer the law to protect my interests, a creditor, who has been defrauded by these 37 
criminals who have all colluded to support one another.   In law, the applicable law, is 38 
that firstly, Hannon has a duty to have adjudicated on the proofs of debt when a 39 
meeting of creditors is requested, he failed to do so.   40 
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Yet, it is proven beyond reasonable doubt that Hannon knew, on 11th October 2016, 1 
that no such claims could possibly be established by the 1st Defendant.  Hannon then 2 
committed the offence of s.5 of the Perjury Act 1911 by making a false statement, citing 3 
in that statement of 15th December 2017 that it was me that claimed MFC was a 4 
creditor, referring to those two specific emails and when I produced them, after 5 
significant expenditure to recover them from the hard drive of my antiquated PC, Nugee 6 
and later Murray, deliberately evaded that evidence because it proves, to the criminal 7 
standard of proof, Hannon has indeed committed perjury, as he has the indictable 8 
offence of fraud by failing to disclose information (s.3 of the Fraud Act 2006) when in 9 
the same statement it is evidenced that he lied and denied the proofs existed when 10 
Nugee himself later found that they do, but moreover, Bloom of the 1st Defendant 11 
admitted he made the claim himself.  What a total and utter joke, it makes a mockery of 12 
the UK as a whole, but these dirty cowards describe themselves as “honourable” when 13 
they are utterly dishonourable, but furthermore, they are still sitting as “judges” in that 14 
corrupted court, against the public interest, when they have perverted the course of 15 
justice and when they pose a significant risk of harm to everyone they come into contact 16 
with, they cannot be trusted, not in the slightest.      The rule of law cites that:  17 
 
“Exclusion of proof by the court 18 
14.11.—(1) The court may exclude a proof or reduce the amount claimed” 19 
 
It is the law that the office holder is under a duty to reject any claims that are clearly 20 
false and it is proven beyond reasonable doubt that Hannon knew all 3 of the claims, the 21 
proofs of debt he admitted to assist the offenders in using insolvency as the vehicle to 22 
defraud creditors, were absolutely false and this is why both Nugee and Murray sought 23 
to evade altogether the submission I made that proves this dishonesty to the required 24 
standard.  I refer to tab_26, it is all there, all of the work has been done, it proves 25 
Hannon’s dishonesty to the criminal standard of proof and it proves that Hannon is 26 
indeed guilty of both indictable offences and you should know what happens to people 27 
that abuse their powers to assist offenders in evading justice, that is precisely what’s 28 
going to happen.   I am asking you, Mr Justice Fancourt, to go through this submission 29 
and the evidence with me during this hearing, it is absolutely material to all of the issues 30 
in question and again, I reserve my constitutional rights to be heard, to have a fair 31 
hearing of all of the relevant facts in question and to defend and uphold the law.   It will 32 
be done and if anyone stands in my way, they too shall be prosecuted for interfering 33 
with the proper administration of justice. Enough of this despicable abuse and fraud, I 34 
will not tolerate it.   35 
 
If you attempt to go the other way, you are only doing yourself injustice.  I am ahead of 36 
my game, I am honest, I know the law.   I will not stand for it, nobody should do, these 37 
unaccountable half-witted dysfunctional cowards are going to be held accountable, both 38 
criminally and financially.  39 
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I now move to my page of applicable authorities respective of the false claims / proofs 1 
of debt.  I say that also with reference to the £25k that is also a nullity, it ceases to exist 2 
from the outset, for the reasons I have made only too clear in my written submissions 3 
and I will make only too clear again.  Any deviation from this position again, is not a 4 
disagreement with me, it is a blatant degradation of the rule of law that proves beyond 5 
doubt that the alleged £25k petition debt never even existed for all of the reasons I 6 
convey.  7 
 8 
I turn to tab_27, we shall read this out in the open court and put it all on the transcript 9 
for the record.  It is absolutely linked to the malfeasance of Jones and the fraudulent 10 
proofs of debt and the fact that this Court has violated the law in so many different 11 
ways.    I want you to read out those authorities for me, Mr Justice Fancourt.  I want you 12 
to then ask yourself, what is the validity of the proofs of debt that these white-collar 13 
criminals have used to defraud me of my rightful assets under the façade of the 14 
Insolvency Act 1986 that is designed principally to recover assets for creditors of 15 
companies in liquidation.      What about the summary misfeasance provision, s.212 of 16 
the Insolvency Rules 1986?    What about the fact that all along, these hoodlums, 17 
including Ohrenstein, have known that the claims are fraudulent and that they have 18 
consistently presented a false case?     What about the fact that the alleged £25k was 19 
extinguished by the cross claim?   What about the report of 54-pages wherein page 1 20 
contains that table of contents setting out the case in finite detail and proving, to the 21 
criminal standard of proof, that Staunton committed fraud by false representation and 22 
perjury to found the winding up order of 28th March 2018 to defraud me of £530,000 23 
plus standard interest off the back of that £25k nullity?    Where is the justice? What are 24 
you all thinking of with this nonsense lawlessness?    I will be blunt, because I am going 25 
to hit the message home so it sticks, what is it all about exactly?     I am going to use it all 26 
against all responsible anyway, so you had best take note for I hold you to account, you 27 
are the one that is tasked with administrating the law and justice, you had best do it 28 
properly.  As I said, I hold you to your oath and rightfully so.  29 
 
I was majority creditor, with otherwise over 90% of the requisite majority voting 30 
interest.  The fraudulent claim was convened to defraud me of my democratic right to 31 
replace Hannon, the criminal, who was acting against my interests in breach of his 32 
fiduciary duty.    I had engaged with another liquidator, I wanted to replace Hannon.  It 33 
is clearly material that it is proven beyond doubt that on 15th August 2018, Hannon was 34 
not treating the fraudulent claim neutrally at all.   It is evidenced, out of the horse’s 35 
mouth that he was using the claim to defraud my fellow creditors and I of that asset, the 36 
very substantial claim in damages and this Court has assisted these fraudsters in doing 37 
so.    Again, that is not a blind assertion, but it is a proven fact in hard evidence.   I 38 
reiterate, all of these particulars were dishonestly withheld from the ex-parte hearing of 39 
23rd October 2020 as they were the first 2.    What is it all about exactly?     What has 40 
gone so badly wrong with our justice system that the judiciary have behaved in this 41 
way?   I do know the answer, it is the kleptocrats who have been influencing them.  42 
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They too are getting delt with, the useless, unconstitutional traitors and wastes of 1 
oxygen who have wilfully breached their oaths so many times over.   2 
 
I move to the evidence, the transcript of the call with Hannon that Nugee also 3 
altogether evaded, when in fact, this is material fresh evidenced not adduced in any of 4 
the proceedings.  It proves to the criminal standard of proof that Hannon and his 5 
conspirators were using the fraud by false representation that Staunton himself 6 
admitted was false on 9th January 2017 as the means to defraud my fellow creditors and 7 
I and on 15th August 2018 Hannon admitted:  8 
 
“Middlesbrough Football Club are the overwhelming majority creditors they have more 9 
than 75% and therefore unless you can get Middlesbrough Football Club to support, er, 10 
er a request, er, you 5 cannot garner the necessary support” 11 
 
I refer to that transcript: 12 
(Anthony_Hannon_Official_Receiver_London_Transcription_15_08_2019_111). The 13 
recording of the call of which, Stewart, the pathetic, dishonest coward, described as 14 
being “vexatious”, which is a typical trait of these criminals.  Anything that does not suit 15 
their agenda in perverting the course of justice is “vexatious”, when in reality the only 16 
vexatious part is them and their supporters.  Back in the good old days they would all be 17 
hung from the tower, that would be the best place for them, all of them.   18 

   19 

The above brings me on to the next part, Jones knew, all along that Hannon was not 20 
treating the proof of debt neutrally at all. Fundamentally, that is why I asked the court 21 
to remove it, because they were using the fraudulent claim to defraud me of my 22 
democratic rights as majority creditor.  It is clearly material that Hannon has committed 23 
all of the criminal offences I recited under the Insolvency Act 1986, also contained in the 24 
report that was deliberately withheld from the ex-parte hearing of 23/11/2020.  25 
Likewise, it is clearly material the Stewart lied within his witness statement ex-parte, as 26 
he has done throughout, when he knew that neither I, nor my companies owe the 1st 27 
Defendant a single penny.      Going back to Ohrenstein’s nonsense skeleton (that fails in 28 
duty of candour to come anywhere close to disclosing all of the material facts relevant 29 
to the case) (Skeleton_Argument_22.10.20_Ohrenstein), there is absolutely no mention 30 
whatsoever of the proven case I conveyed at tab_22.  It is absolutely material that 31 
Staunton, Ohrenstein’s cohort admitted on 9th January 2017 “For the purpose of the 32 
Energy Supply Agreement, Force Majeure has effect”  This fact was entirely concealed, 33 
but it is also material that Staunton then twice lied about the operative provision within 34 
the Lease that has effect for the same indisputable reason, which is why they withheld 35 
the transcript and order of 5th February 2018 where those precise facts were found.    36 
There was absolutely no disclosure whatsoever that the Energy Supply Agreement is 37 
conditional upon my, full satisfaction of, the “Connection Agreement”, nor the fact that 38 
no rent was due until after the 1st Defendant unlawfully forfeited the Lease.   39 
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Those facts are again is somewhat material, it is proven, issue estoppel applies in my 1 
favour and therefore, on this ground alone, it is proven, none of my applications are 2 
without merit.     3 
 
I reserve my right to cross examine the defendants, I will ask them both, both Stewart 4 
and Ohrenstein, who were acutely well aware of the facts long prior to attending the ex-5 
parte hearing, why they failed to disclose the evidence that proves this position and why 6 
they failed to disclose the conditional nature of the Energy Supply Agreement and why 7 
they failed in their duty of candour to take the Judge, Mr Justice Mann, to the most 8 
detailed and comprehensive report that proves my case beyond doubt form start to 9 
finish, but in particular, these parts:  10 
 11 
Chapter 6 - The grid connection for the wind turbine – Wherein there is a link to the 3 12 
salient contracts encompassing the “Connection Agreement” including the Connection 13 
Offer with its condition precedent that the 1st Defendant is to take ownership of its 14 
substations so that the Distribution Network Operator (Northern Powergrid) could 15 
establish the connection.   This part is absolutely material to the case being advanced by 16 
them and so is this:  17 
 18 
Chapter 8- The Energy Supply Agreement is conditional – The same steadfast position 19 
they have sought to conceal throughout these mala fide rigged proceedings designed to 20 
prevent the defendants from having justice served on them.  As I said, I am right, it is all 21 
inextricably linked.   £181,269.89 of the unwarranted demand with menaces that the 22 
offenders transformed into to the first and then the second count of fraud by false 23 
representation (s.2 of the Fraud Act 2006) is blatantly false and they knew it was false.  24 
 25 
This part is also absolutely relevant: Chapter 9- The option period and the prerequisite 26 
requirements – Fundamentally and you will know this My Lord, being President of the 27 
Land Tribunal, that I required the connection configuration for the turbine (the 28 
Connection Offer) to be completed during the option period wherein if either party 29 
became aggrieved, during the option period, the aggrieved party could negate without 30 
financial commitment.  Having that flexibility is the entire purpose of the option in the 31 
first place.   The connection for the turbine is the single most integral part of the project, 32 
without it, the turbine cannot operate.  I draw the Court’s attention to the next part, 33 
which is the evidence that was also withheld from the first ex-parte hearing and that is 34 
the fact that is proven beyond doubt that the connection configuration was indeed 35 
affirmed during the option period: Chapter 10 – the evidence 36 
 
The paragraph above brings me on to the next bit (again, for good measure), it is the law 37 
on completed collateral contracts.   Whilst Stewart may be dumb to the law in this 38 
respect (well, on the balance of probabilities he is  not, but he is just blatantly dishonest 39 
like the rest of them), Ohrenstein does indeed know the significance of it so everything 40 
he wrote in his skeleton he knew was a total and utter nonsense. It is this part:  41 
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Chapter 17 – The grid connection configuration – A completed collateral contract – Self 1 
explanatory.   Just as relevant is the contents of the rest of  that online report and 2 
nowhere did any of these hoodlums seek to take the Court to it. They have been 3 
consistently and wholly reliant on presenting a false case, when in fact, my case is so 4 
absolutely simple, it was proven from the outset when on 9th January 2017 they could 5 
not defend the claim for unlawful forfeiture, so they dishonestly withheld all off the 6 
evidence that supported and proved it instead.  That is what this is all about, now, 7 
where is the remedy?   8 
 
Lastly, to round off, I refer to this:  Chapter 21a -  CHRONOLOGY – MFC & Womble 9 
Bond Dickinson knew what they were doing was dishonest 10 
 

I shall be referring to my submissions on a line by line basis, so that we are all, 11 
finally, on the same page.    I shall look forward to 2PM, where I will finally get some 12 
accountability from these absolutely idiotic, pathetic, dishonest bunch of collusive, 13 
cowardly, abusive white-collar criminals.  14 
 
This skeleton shall be relied upon in the criminal prosecution of the defendants and 15 
same has been filed in ongoing related proceedings both in the UK and overseas.  16 
 
 
--- Paul Millinder 
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE  CR-2017-000140 

INSOLVENCY & COMPANIES LIST 
___________________________________________________________________ 

IN THE MATTER OF THE INSOLVENCY ACT 1986 AND IN THE MATTER OF MIDDLESBROUGH 
FOOTBALL & ATHLETIC COMPANY (1986) LTD  

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 

MIDDLESBROUGH FOOTBALL & ATHLETIC COMPANY (1986) LTD 
(First Defendant)  

GIBSON O’ NEILL COMPANY LTD 
  (Second Defendant) & others 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
CLAIMANT’S SUBMISSIONS & PRE-TRIAL QUESTIONNAIRE DATED 30/10/2020  

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Purpose:  To further the overriding objective of the Court in identification of acts of dishonesty by the 
defendants and their conspirators. 

Observations:  The Claimant notes that Mr Stewart, for the 1st Defendant and Mr Ohrenstein have made 
statements they knew were false, committing the offence of section 5 of the Perjury Act 1911, an 
indictable offence amounting to a criminal contempt of Court 

Introduction:  The Claimant refers to Mr Stewart’s witness statement of Paul Stewart at tab_009 , he 
describes as his third witness statement.  In that statement, at page 2 of paragraph 3, Stewart describes 
the email he exhibited as an example of the “vexatious and abusive emails we are receiving from Mr 
Millinder” 

These white-collar criminals have a problem with the truth.  There is nothing vexatious or abusive about 
the content of either the email or the video. The statement made by Stewart is blatantly false.  The 
email contains a transcript of the call with Hannon of 15th August 2018 proving beyond doubt that 
Hannon and his conspirators were using the claim, exceeding £4.1 million to stymie the liquidation, yet 
they have all known the claim was false since long prior to 9th January 2017.   This is somewhat material, 
because it completes the actus reus of the offence of fraud by false representation (section 2 of the 
Fraud Act 2006).    

Tab_G7: Pages 102 - 106
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The second is the letter from Mr Stansfeld to Hannon and others at the Insolvency Service, explaining 
clearly why the claims are false.   I refer to that letter at tab_D1.  The letter explains in very clear terms 
that no claims could possibly be established by the 1st Defendant and their cohorts.   The letter is not 
vexatious or abusive either.   In fact, the letter tells these people exactly what they knew all along, since 
9th January 2017 when their own purported barrister, Mr Staunton, told them exactly the same.  

I refer to my 54-page report that the offenders withheld from the ex-parte hearing.  Stewart did indeed 
have that report in his possession on 2nd June 2020 and in hard copy served on him.   He had it served on 
him in the prosecution bundle against him at North Tyneside Magistrates Court.    

I refer to that report at (tab_07) and from page 1, we click on “Ulick Staunton – Counsel for MFC 
admitted in writing that the claims are false on 9th January 2017”  taking us to page 14 of 54, reading 
from line 5 to line 33.  It is proven that Gill and Stewart of Womble Bond Dickinson, but also the 1st 
Defendant knew, on 9th January 2017, by their barrister’s own written admission, that “For the purpose 
of the Energy Supply Agreement, Force Majeure has effect”.    There is in fact much more to it than 
that, because as Mr Stansfeld explained, very clearly, in that letter, the Energy Supply Agreement is 
conditional upon my “full satisfaction of” the connection agreement that the 1st Defendant refused and 
therefore it is proven beyond reasonable doubt that Stewart and his fellow conspirators, including the 
1st Defendant and Hannon, knew, on 9th January 2017 but in fact long before, that the claim for Energy 
Supply is false.    

In fact, even my fellow creditor, GMR Consulting made them absolutely aware of the same position, but 
yet they all kept the fraudulent claim there irrespectively to prevent us from calling a meeting of 
creditors to replace Hannon.    (See: tab_D2)  

Now we come on to that video we had prepared based on the call I had with Hannon on 15th August 
2018:  https://youtu.be/lNutsdAC-zw  . At 34 seconds into the intro video, an unrelated complaint 
stemming all the way back from 2007 is displayed against Hannon, appearing to be from a company 
creditor who was victim of actions that were mirrored in the malfeasance I have had to endure from 
Hannon and his cohorts.   That is somewhat material, again, it is not vexatious nor abusive, but it is 
another account of Hannon’s malfeasance that mirrors what I have encountered.  At 1.05, the second 
page of that complaint is shown and again same mirrors what I have experienced in the corrupt court 
providing impunity to these criminals, I quote: 

“This is just another example of how a system designed to protect the public, does nothing but protect 
those we believe should be upholders of the law” 

“Hannon must be removed from office before he can inflict damage on other innocent parties”  

Nugee, the white-collar criminal who is, I allege, guilty of conspiracy to pervert the course of justice, 
disposed of the application I made pursuant to section 212 of the Insolvency Act 1986 to deal with 
Hannon’s malfeasance, yet it is proven he has fraudulently abused his position in numerous ways.  I find 
the unrelated complaint against Hannon to be accurate in many ways.    

At 1.29 of the video, the image denotes that a liqudator’s misfeasance may consist of negligence in 
admitting proof claims against the insolvent estate, without making proper enquiry.  That is precisely 
what Hannon has done, only he did it dishonestly and intentionally, rather than negligently and still 
these quisling white-collar criminal dotards disguised as judges pervert the course of justice to assist the 
offenders by preventing justice from being served.     The citation highlighted yellow quoted the 
applicable authority.  
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At 1.54 into the video, a slide exhibiting various other applicable authorities was presented, that is the 
law, it is factual, it is not abusive or vexatious either.  

The recorded call played in the background proves beyond doubt that Hannon was retaining the false 
proof of debt when he knew it was false.   That call does in fact need to be listened to rather carefully, it 
is tendered as evidence. The transcript was delivered previously, but it was evaded by Nugee, for the 
obvious reasons.  

At 2.32 we exhibited snippets of the transcript of the hearing of 5th February 2018 where those finding 
were made, Stewart attended that hearing, he knew that Nugee had found that the claims were false 
and that Force Majeure applied. I believe this is why they altogether failed in their duty of full and fair 
disclosure to disclose the transcript and judgment of that hearing.    It must be studied in detail.   

At 2.45, the part of the transcript is displayed and highlighted where it was pleaded and then found that 
the Energy Supply Agreement is conditional and at the last paragraph of that slide, Ms Jones QC, also a 
Deputy High Court Judge, explained clearly that after the dispute on the validity of Force Majeure arising 
and after me offering to deposit the sum of the 1st Defendant’s ransom demand in Escrow, the 1st 
Defendant refused that connection.  That is absolutely material to all of the issues in question, because, 
again, any “invoicing & payment” and any “Entitlement to agreed output” is subject to my “full 
satisfaction of” those two conditions precedent, namely, the “Connection Agreement” and 
commissioning of the wind turbine.    

The “Start Date” is the date from which those conditions precedent are satisfied.  There was no start 
date, because the 1st Defendant and their cohorts, the aptly named “Womble” Bond Dickinson “U-
turned” on the connection, the completed collateral contract and therefore they all knew, that from 
April 2015, I could get absolutely no satisfaction of, either that connection they refused nor 
commissioning of the wind turbine.  This is where it all falls away.  They all knew it, but they are just 
outright liars and collusive fraudsters wholly reliant on being “propped up” by fellow white-collar 
criminals who only too keenly support their frauds.   Again, I refer to the operative provision of Force 
Majeure and its effect, reading these parts in order: 

Chapter 13 - The delay of Force Majeure – The turbine could not lawfully operate 

 

Chapter 15 - Force Majeure suspended the 12-month period free of rent within the Lease from 

which EW had to commission the wind turbine 

 

Chapter 14 - Force Majeure suspended the 12-month period from which EW had to 

procure the Start Date of the Energy Supply Agreement 

 
Therefore, stating the obvious, it is proven beyond reasonable doubt that all of these offenders knew, 
quite categorically, in fact long prior to 9th January 2017, that no money has ever been owed to the 1st 
Defendant and that they did indeed unlawfully forfeit the Lease, directly causing the insolvency they 
then fraudulently claimed to be a creditor in.   
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They were wholly reliant on being propped up by criminals in judicial office.  

Now I come on to the issues in question.   Stewart had in fact been provided access to the same 
documentation from July 2020 onwards, they all had access and they all viewed the information, 
therefore it is proven beyond reasonable doubt they knew that the claims were false long prior to 
Stewart then making his numerous false statements he certified as true, knowing they were false.  

In fact, I also have the absolute proof he did indeed view that content in the same site 
(https://intelligenceuk.com/secure_report_mfc/secure.mindmap_01.html ) but here is where my PTQ 
starts, off the back of this introduction, but just before I start, I refer to this:  

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

INSOLVENCY SERVICE & HIGH COURT CORRUPTION 15-MINUTE AV 

<paul.stewart@wbd-uk.com> 

 October 22, 2020 at 3:28:22 PM 

 5 times 

Link https://youtu.be/HMOtY0akfc0 was clicked by paul.stewart@wbd-uk.com 16:33, Oct 22 

Link https://youtu.be/HMOtY0akfc0 was clicked by paul.stewart@wbd-uk.com 17:03, Oct 22 

Link https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6V5j4Ttg... was clicked by paul.stewart@wbd-uk.com 17:13, 
Oct 22 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

The exhibit from my email tracking system above proves beyond doubt that Stewart watched that video 
on 22nd October 2020 and therefore it is proven beyond doubt he knew of the material particulars and 
that the claims he said the 1st Defendant was right to advance, condoning their unlawful forfeiture was 
false but he made the conscious and premeditated attempt to conceal these facts, failing again, for the 
3rd time to disclose all material facts or any change in circumstances relevant to their ex-parte hearing.  

It is absolutely relevant that the claim of the statutory demand cannot be disputed, because it is proven 
beyond doubt that the 1st Defendant did unlawfully forfeit the Lease.   Likewise, it is material that they 
fraudulently withheld the transcript and judgment, but also the 54-page report providing their multiple 
criminal offences to the required standard of proof in tandem.  

Taking those point into consideration, I come on to the PTQ, the first part of it anyway, respective of the 
offence Stewart has committed, namely section 5 of the Perjury Act 1911 and fraud by failing to disclose 
information (section 3 of the Fraud Act 2006) in an attempt to defraud me under the façade of justice 
and insolvency law, of over £1.1 million.  

1. I refer to Stewart’s witness statement at tab_D3. It contains a whole lot of utter nonsense and 
false allegations and again fails to disclose material particulars. I shall only focus on the 
dishonest statements;  
 

2. At page 3, paragraph 10, Stewart makes the false statement that Empowering Wind became 
liable for payments when he knew the statement he was making was false.  
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3. At paragraph 11, Stewart implies that there was no obligation on the 1st Defendant to take 
ownership of its substations when the entire understanding between the parties during the 
option period was for them to do so.  They themselves extended the option for the specific 
purpose of securing that same and only connection.   The law on collateral contracts is the law, 
it is valid and is does apply in these circumstances.  They defendants all knew that, which is why 
they withheld the salient contracts and those email chains with Northern Powergrid from the 
first ex-parte hearing.    
 

4. I refer to:  
 

CHRONOLOGY – MFC & Womble Bond Dickinson knew what they were 
doing was dishonest 

 
5. Again, Stewart and the 1st Defendant have had access to this material information for over 3-

months.  They failed to disclose any single part of it. They are wholly reliant on dishonest 
concealment of fact.   
 

6. Paul Stewart, at page 11 of your statement that I refer, you state there was 
no obligation on the 1st Defendant to take ownership of its substations 
when you know there was and doing so formed the entire basis of the 
connection configuration they jointly negotiated with me during the option 
period.  Why did you say this?  
 

7. Paul Stewart, at paragraph 11 of your statement, you state that y argument 
on the completed collateral contract and the obligation of the 1st 
Defendant to take ownership of their substation to facilitate the connection 
has been put forward within success.  I believe you know that was not the 
case at all.    Where within the proceedings was this tried?   Take me to a 
single transcript or judgment that would substantiate your false allegation?  
 

8. Paul Stewart, at paragraph 10 of your statement, why did you cite that 
Empowering Wind became liable for payment when you attended the ex-
parte hearing of 9th January 2017 and you read all of the evidence from 
then on and in particular the judgment of 5th February 2018 that proved 
categorically that this was not the case? 
 

9. Paul Stewart, please tell the court how many times you have repeated the 
same lies in your witness statement when you knew all long, long prior 15th 
November 2017, that the 1st Defendant did unlawfully forfeit the lease.  
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EXHIBIT_DISHONESTY_07_11_2020 

Subject: Ex-parte failures in duty of candour & fraud - Dov Ohrenstein and other white collar 
criminals -- A conspiracy to pervert the course of justice - First limb of correspondence 

Date: Sat, 24 Oct 2020 06:34:31  
From: Paul Millinder <pm@intelligenceuk.com> 

To: angela.simmons@wbd-uk.com, 

Mr Ohrenstein, 

You will need to enter the following credentials to access the exhibits linked to this email and the 
documents (contained in our secure 256-bit encrypted folder): 

Username:  Fraud_1 
Password:  C1UntS_SCammers_666_01 

Firstly, I remind you of your continuing duty to disclose any material facts relevant to the 
ex-parte hearing.   You must therefore present the Court with this email chain relating to 
fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte and concealment of material particulars.  I request that you 
provide me with evidence that has been done, in the interim.  

Secondly,  I think you do know, or ought to know about the doctrine of illegality (ex turpi 
causa non oritur actio).  It means that no civil action shall be founded upon dishonourable 
cause, or moreover, in this case, founded by their own criminality.   An action will not 
succeed if it arises in connection with the claimant’s own illegal acts.   The action you have 
brought is founded by multiple illegal acts and you know that, but you believe you can continue 
with this perversion of the course of justice because you are afforded protection by corrupt, 
dishonest clowns disguised as judges who have been actively engaging in this kind of 
malfeasance, breaking the laws, misrepresenting the laws, actively breaching their oaths to shield 
you and your fellow conspirators from prosecution.      On that ground alone, your 
applications are totally without merit and are no more or less than bound to fail.  

Thirdly, I am holding you personally liable for your acts of corruption, you dishonest, collusive, 
morally bankrupt, cowardly waste of space, along with the parasite white-collar criminals who 
instructed you.   
You have been fully aware of the background.   You know your two-bit alcoholic dishonest 
white-collar criminal colleague, Staunton, has quit under pressure and now you come along and 
step into his shoes to continue using the court and the purported judges involved who have been 
supporting you to continue the fraud, seeking to retain a false instrument ECRO to assist in 
furthering the frauds whilst conspiring to pervert the course of justice.    

Fourthly, I am not playing your games any more.  I am not a UK resident, I have not been for 
over 3-years.  I contest jurisdiction, generally.  The demand is proven, the Club should have paid 
it, but instead, they seek to further defraud, in the hope that more corrupt hoodlums disguised as 
judges will continue supporting them, using the facade of the court to defraud.   That is also 
noted.   The UK has become a cesspool of corruption, owing to the likes of you and people like 
you in positions of trust.     

Tab_G8: Pages 107 - 119
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Nobody is above the supremacy of the rule of law, neither are the criminals disguised as judges 
who have been propping you all up for this long, preventing justice from being served on 
you.    This corruption is finished and so are all involved including anyone else that wants to 
continue perverting the course of justice to try and help you.   Everything you have done is 
void ab initio, there is a fraud upon the court, founded by the fraud by your clients.  You 
know that only too well, but you decide to continue where you left off.  That is also noted.  

You are all subject to an action in the USA along with the corrupt fake judges who have been 
perverting the course of justice, Womble Bond Dickinson and the football hooligan fraudsters 
who instigated all of this.   The High Court of Justice cannot be relied upon, for it has been 
infiltrated by far too many of the same ilk, those who have been recruited by kleptocrats to 
engage in this kind of corruption to prevent justice being served on fellow white-collar 
criminals. 

Fifthly:  You have ruined my family and my energy business with your abuse and you honestly 
believe you can continue.  Your cards are marked, that's all I will say, for now.  

Sixthly:  You have a problem with the law and so does Nugee and Pelling, but also Vos, Jones, 
Briggs and Arnold, the conspirators who have been perverting the course of justice.  I refer to 
section 136(1) of the Law of Property Act 1925.   (s.136 )  The assignment is valid, for if you say 
otherwise, you are affronting the supremacy of the rule of law that proves beyond reasonable 
doubt that it is.    There is an absolute assignment of the abortive costs (all investments made in 
Empowering Wind MFC Ltd), completed on 29th June 2015 and served on the offenders, 
Middlesbrough FC on 6th January 2017.  The fact that Bloom and his cohorts fraudulently 
withheld the counterpart assignment, does not diminish the assignment.    I assigned the right of 
action back to me on 18th March 2018 when I knew you were seeking to use insolvency to 
continue defrauding me of my assets.     

And, the recorded call I had with Hannon is also somewhat material, it is not "vexatious" as the 
idiotic dishonest coward, Paul Stewart, implied, it is 100% factual and is the truth. But you and 
your cohorts cannot deal with the truth or honesty.   I refer to that, it needs to be listened to and 
digested carefully by the Judge:  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=lNutsdAC-zw.   I said I was 
going to expose your outright blatant criminality.  It has been aired in the open court and 
concealed by corrupt quislings disguised as "Honourable" judges, when they are utterly 
dishonourable, that does not prejudice litigation privilege, for the information has already been in 
the public domain.  Therefore it does not interfere with the ongoing criminal prosecution against 
all of the perpetrators.    

There is some serious and prevalent non-disclosure ex-parte;  but nothing new there. 
All are wholly reliant on misrepresentation, fraudulent concealment and collusion to evade 
justice.  History repeats itself.  

In the interim,  these documents are somewhat relevant: 

The evidence on which I seek to rely (all fraudulently withheld) in tandem with dishonest 
concealment of material particulars.  As I said, history repeats itself.   

1.

2.
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You have poured petrol on the fire and now you are going to get burned very badly, nobody is 
putting out this fire, for if they attempt to, they too will join you, because it shall be proven they 
are acting illegally, perverting the course of justice. Wake up dotards, your conspiracy has long 
passed its expiration date, but criminal offences do not expire.  
 
1. First affidavit:   (First_Affidavit_Claimant_05_08_2020)  
 
1.1. SRA Email dated 14th August 2020 - the two-page email proving beyond doubt that the 
claims made by your clients are fraudulent (Exhibit_SRA_Email_14_08_2020).  That is 
somewhat material, given the fact that it links back to the fact that on 25th June 2015, when your 
client made an unwarranted demand with menaces after breaching the completed collateral 
contract affirming the connection configuration that formed the entire basis of the Lease and 
associated contract in the first place.     It is somewhat relevant to the fact that the statutory 
demand cannot possibly be disputed, given the fact that on 25th June 2015, even if your client 
did not refuse the connection, no rent was due until 15th September 2015, but your client 
unlawfully forfeited in August 2015 after rendering the project unfit for purpose.  That material 
fact was also withheld from the first ex-parte hearing and now you have repeated the 
process.  You shall all be jailed for conspiracy to pervert the course of justice and conspiracy to 
defraud (Fraud by failing to disclose information is an indictable offence).     I think I covered 
that substantially, also within the same 54-page report you withheld.  (See: Report: working 
from page 1, I also covered the actus reus of the offence, it applies equally here).  That too is 
somewhat material.   
 
1.2.  The highlighted document explaining the operative provision of Force Majeure (also 
withheld from the originating ex-parte hearing along with 172 pages of additional evidence) to 
defraud me of my £530,000 abortive costs.   (FORCE_MAJEURE)  
 
1.3. The highlighted document explaining the effect of the conditional Energy Supply 
Agreement  (ENERGY SUPPLY AGREEMENT)  
 
2. Second affidavit.  (Second_Affidavit_Claimant_05_08_2020_Fnl)  
 
3. Third affidavit:     (Third_Affidavit_Claimant_10_08_2020)  
 
3.1. Petition for mandatory order that was illegally disposed of by 
Murray:   (Petition_Mandatory_Order) 
 
3.2. Disclosure list relating to Hannon's fraudulent non-disclosure and Murray perverting the 
course of justice, refusing disclosure of the proofs of debt Hannon has fraudulently withheld 
contrary to his legal duty to disclose, then maliciously certifying as "totally without merit" when 
it is proven beyond doubt that Hannon is guilty of fraud by failing to disclosure information 
contrary to his legal duty to disclose pursuant to rule 14.6 of the Insolvency Rules 
2016.   (Tab_B1---Part_31_Disclosure_List_2)  
 
4. 54-page report on systemic 
corruption;  (Report_Systemic_Corruption_02_06_2020_PM_VF). It is somewhat material 
that Bloom has made a false witness statement he knew was false and likewise it is material that 
Middlesbrough FC dishonestly omitted altogether the fact that they refused the connection, 
rendering the project useless.   

3.
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That failure in duty of candour went hand in hand with the material non disclosure of the 3-
salient grid connection contracts = dishonest concealment of fact.  
 
5. Transcript of the hearing of 9th January 2017; 
(Transcript_&_Judgment_hearing_09_01_2017)  
 
6. Transcript of the hearing before Murray.  The claim was never heard, it was disposed of 
illegally to prevent justice from being served on the perpetrators.  The perjuries and frauds are 
proven beyond doubt, as it is the fact that all of the defendants are in criminal contempt of Court 
but Murray, like the rest of the pathetic, dishonest abusive taxpayer funded state terrorists 
disguised as judges in this case, have been perverting the course of justice, inflicting gross and 
prolonged human rights abuse in violation of international human rights law whilst using the 
court to further the frauds.   (Transcript_24_08_2020_QB_2020_002769)  
 
As you know, these hoodlums have been maliciously certifying applications as "totally without 
merit" to provide themselves with false jurisdiction to make an ECRO to further their protracted 
perversion of the course of justice.  That is also material, but in fact, none of my applications are 
without merit, they are proven beyond doubt but the purported judges involved are white-collar 
criminals who have perverted the course of justice and that too is proven beyond reasonable 
doubt, by virtue of where we now are today.   
 
7. Letter to Drewett relating to the first false instrument ECRO is also somewhat 
relevant.   (Letter_Drewett_PM_DP_20_05_2020_V01F)  
 
8. The transcript of the hearing before Barber where your colleague, Staunton, committed perjury 
to defraud me of £530,000. (Transcript_Barber_28_03_2018 (1) ) 
 
9. The submission providing Hannon's false statement (section 5 of the Perjury Act 
1911):  ( Tab_03---5.Submission_Hannon_21_05_2020 )  
 
Please explain why you failed to disclose these material facts and the information 
relevant to the ex-parte application.  
 
You know that the claim for unlawful forfeiture of the Lease is proven.  You know that I know 
the law and I am streets ahead of you bunch of deceitful, collusive parasites who have been using 
the facade of justice and "insolvency" to defraud and to evade justice.   It should therefore come 
as no surprise that I assigned the abortive costs prior to Staunton attending before Barber to 
fraudulently wind up with no mention whatsoever of the order made by Nugee just one week 
prior listing the application seeking to set aside the mala fide orders (void ab initio) of 9th 
January 2017 and 16th January 2017.     A bunch of lawless cretins and absolutely complacent 
idiots who violate justice and the rule of the laws of the United Kingdom.  
 
You know that issue estoppel applies to the finding.  It does not take a rocket scientist to 
establish that.   You also know, only too well, that the assignment is a valid assignment.  If you 
or your fellow white-collar criminals attempt to assert otherwise then take that up with 
Parliament, because the law is not subject to diminishment.     

4.

5.

6.
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Nugee knew that the assignment is valid and that there is an absolute assignment, which is why 
he tampered with the evidence to make it not absolute. (See: Report No-4, above, page 36 of 54 
" Nugee J dishonestly manipulated the terms of and misrepresented the assignment").    
 
Nugee perverted the course of justice to assist you and your white-collar criminal cohorts in 
attempting to defraud me of £530,000 whilst abusing his powers and the public's trust by failing 
to prosecute what is, without question, the most serious case of material non-disclosure ex-parte 
in the history of UK law and now you come back to me talking about "totally without merit" and 
false instrument ECRO's, I will be blunt, you can fxxk off and go to hell you deluded bunch of 
corrupt dishonest clowns.  Do the world a favour, so nobody else has to be defrauded at the 
hands of corrupt purported lawyer white-collar criminals and the disgraceful quisling purported 
judges that provide them with impunity.   A gang of human rights abusing cowards and white-
collar criminals who all have to collude together to defraud, providing one another with 
impunity.  
 
I will not tolerate this nonsense abuse, it shows how utterly complacent and deluded the system 
has become, anyone that supports this will be jailed.  I am disturbed that Mr Justice Mann has 
even attempted  to condone it by making the order in the first place. I refer to the judge who 
called a defendant a cxxt in court and was not even reprimanded for misconduct.   The law does 
work both ways, only I am more justified, these offenders are absolute cxxts, the lowest of the 
low, collusive, dishonest, morally bankrupt scum.      
 
Source: Independent Newspaper:   Judge who called defendant 'a bit of a 
c***' cleared of judicial misconduct 
 
I am lodging this email with North Tyneside Magistrates in relation to the active prosecution and 
you shall be added as a defendant for continuing with this fraud in full knowledge of the 
circumstances.  
 
As I said, the judicial mechanics are grossly compromised, there is a fraud upon the court, all of 
the orders are invalid.  The purported judges have been conspiring to pervert the course of 
justice.  It is all being orchestrated by the order givers, providing impunity to corrupt purported 
lawyers. They too are getting dealt with, you will find out.  
 
Now, take this email and file it and confirm it has been done.  
 
I REQUEST THAT THE COURT NOW EXERCISES ITS DISCRETION 
PURSUANT TO CPR PART 3 AND IMMEDIATELY SETS ASIDE THE 
ORDER OF 23RD OCTOBER 2020 AS IT WAS FOUNDED BY ILLEGALITY 
AND FRAUDULENT NON-DISCLOSURE, IN TANDEM WITH ANOTHER 
MOST SERIOUS FAILURE IN DUTY TO DISCLOSE AND IN ADDITION;  
 
THE PETITION DEBT CANNOT POSSIBLY BE DISPUTED ON ANY 
GROUNDS WHATSOEVER, FOR DOING SO, AFFRONTS THE 
SUPREMACY OF THE RULE OF LAW AND ANY DEVIATION FROM THIS 
AFFRONTS THE SUPREMACY OF THE RULE OF LAW.  

7.
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THE ORDER HAS CAUSED ME VERY SUBSTANTIAL LOSS, I SEEK AN 
ORDER SEQUESTERING THE OFFENDER'S ASSETS.    
 
Thank you very much indeed. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
Paul Millinder  
 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Tracking report confirming that the email above of 24th October 2020 at 
06.34AM (pages 1 – top of this page) was read by all of the offenders and Mr 
Justice Mann, who was blind copied because I knew that they would 
deliberately fail to disclose these facts and I was proven to be right.  

Ohrenstein then lied about the email and the report when it is proven beyond 
reasonable doubt that his instructing solicitors had it in their possession long 
prior to the hearing.   

 

Recipient                    Subject:                                      Last opened:              No times opened:      Date and 
time sent:  

MrJustice.mann@ 
ejudiciary.net 

Ex-parte failures in duty of 
candour & fraud - Dov 
Ohrenstein and other 
white collar criminals -- A 
conspiracy to pervert the 
course of justice - First 
limb of correspondence 
 

7:33, Oct 25 1 time 6:34, Oct 
25 

angela.simmons@ 
wbd-uk.com 

Ex-parte failures in duty of 
candour & fraud - Dov 
Ohrenstein and other 
white collar criminals -- A 
conspiracy to pervert the 
course of justice - First 
limb of correspondence 
 

9:37, Nov 3 10 times 6:34, Oct 
25 

 

The table below shows the times Simmons of Womble Bond Dickinson, Ohrenstein’s instructing 
solicitors (point of contact for these proceedings) had read the email containing the material 
information addressed to Ohrenstein: 
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angela.simmons@wbd-
uk.com 

read this email 9:37, Nov 3 

angela.simmons@wbd-
uk.com 

read this email 9:24, Nov 3 

angela.simmons@wbd-
uk.com 

read this email 9:10, Nov 3 

angela.simmons@wbd-
uk.com 

read this email 7:00, Oct 26 

angela.simmons@wbd-
uk.com 

read this email 18:28, Oct 25 

angela.simmons@wbd-
uk.com 

read this email 12:06, Oct 25 

angela.simmons@wbd-
uk.com 

read this email 11:32, Oct 25 

angela.simmons@wbd-
uk.com 

read this email 9:44, Oct 25 

angela.simmons@wbd-
uk.com 

read this email 8:00, Oct 25 

angela.simmons@wbd-
uk.com 

read this email 6:46, Oct 25 

 

It is indisputable that Womble Bond Dickinson would have passed this email to Ohrenstein and that 
email contained the attachments which are referred to and contain hyperlinks to those attachments.   

It is indisputable that Stewart was made aware by Simmons of this email chain that she repeatedly 
viewed 10-times from October 25th 2020 through to 3rd November 2020  

An original copy of the email shall be made available at trial.  

The email contained sophisticated tracking, enabling the Claimant to track when the links within the 
email were clicked by the recipients.   I included some deliberately thought provoking material referring 
to the article in the Independent when the judge was cleared of misconduct for calling someone a cxxt 
in Court.     The link was clicked by Simmons, as was the material information referred to at page 3, para 
1.1. above.    

The hyperlink tracking report proves beyond doubt that Simmons accessed the link to the “SRA Email 
chain” containing material information:  

Recipient 

 
Url 

 

Last 
clicked 

 

Total 
clicks 

 
angela.simmons@wbd-
uk.com 

https://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/home-
news/ju... 

15:44, 
Oct 26 

Clicked 3 
times 

angela.simmons@wbd-
uk.com 

https://intelligenceuk.com/legal/1/Exhibit_SRA_Ema... 12:20, 
Oct 26 

Clicked 
once 

 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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From: Paul Millinder <pm@intelligenceuk.com> 
Date: Tue, 27 Oct 2020 at 14:39 
Subject: Re: Fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte - 23/10/2020 / MIDDLESBROUGH FC & 
others 
To: Angela Simmons <angela.simmons@wbd-uk.com>, NO-Listings <NO-
Listings@justice.gov.uk>, <paul.stewart@wbd-uk.com>, <julian.gill@wbd-uk.com>, 
<dov@radcliffechambers.com>, <clerks@radcliffechambers.com>, <betty.temple@wbd-
us.com> 
 

WOMBLE BOND DICKINSON / MIDDLESBROUGH FC AND OTHERS - IN THE 
NORTH TYNESIDE MAGISTRATES COURT  
 
North Tyneside Magistrates.  Due to your failure to deal with the applications, further offences 
have been committed by the offenders, namely another case of fraudulent non-disclosure ex-
parte convened with intent to defraud me of circa £1.8 million.   A total outright failure in 
duty.   Following our call, please now deal with this at once.   Thank you...  
 
Ms Simmons, 
 
I also note, your cohorts failed to disclose: 
 
*  The order of 5th February 2018 and the transcript of those proceedings I served on you.  
*  The order of 21st March 2018 relevant to the fact that proceedings were on foot a week later; 
*  The transcript of the hearing that Staunton attended before ICCJ Barber where he committed 
perjury to attempt to defraud me of my assigned costs; 
 
Again, I ask that you now explain why you failed to disclose all of this information to the Court.  
 
I retract my offer to settle by consent, the material non-disclosure is, once again, prolific and it 
goes to the heart of the issues in question.   I shall finalise the committal application and shall 
commit all responsible to prison for contempt of court.   There is a most serious and protracted 
concealment and a conspiracy to pervert the course of justice, that is why the application for a 
second false instrument ECRO has come about.     It went in tandem with failing to disclose the 
affidavits, all part of the conspiracy to defraud and to pervert the course of justice.    
 
Again, I request that you explain why you have withheld all of this information from the ex-parte 
hearing, also why Stewart has committed perjury when he himself attended that same hearing 
before Nugee on 5th February 2018 when he found that the claims were false and that Force 
Majeure applies and the Club unlawfully forfeited the Lease.    
 
I did not receive confirmation that you fulfilled your continuing duty to disclose any change in 
circumstances since the ex-parte hearing either, another breach of duty.  The non-disclosure goes 
in tandem with the multiple indictable offences you have committed in conspiracy to defraud me 
of huge sums of money.  
 
Now I am going to hold your US Arm liable for the conspiracy, the UK Court is just part of it.    
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 Game over.   
 
--- Paul Millinder  
  
 
On Mon, 26 Oct 2020 at 16:42, Paul Millinder <pm@intelligenceuk.com> wrote: 
 
Ms Simmons, 
 
I note that Womble Bond Dickinson is continuing this conspiracy to defraud me of my rightful 
assets under the facade of the utterly corrupt court of which it is colluding.    
 
Ohrenstein has failed to respond whatsoever, which is no surprise, his conduct follows the same 
path, defrauds and then goes into hiding whilst the rest of the hoodlums work to conceal the 
wrongdoings.    This time, you have gone a few too many steps too far.   This is all being 
documented and we are targeting your Parent Company in the USA for knowingly engaging in a 
conspiracy to defraud.    I am extremely well connected in the States, you will find out, all of you 
will.   
 
I did not receive a response as to why, for the second time, you have fraudulently withheld 
material information from the Court, constituting yet another offence of section 3 off the Fraud 
Act 2006, following on from what is undoubtedly the most prolific material non-disclosure ex-
parte in the history of UK law, being the fraudulent non-disclosure on 9th January 2017.   Just 
because Nugee and other criminals disguised as judges have perverted the course of justice, 
maliciously working to conceal the blatant and multiple frauds, that does not alleviate the issues 
in question, it in fact just compounds them.  
 
There was no need for the application to be ex-parte.   You did this because you are intent on 
misleading the Court, as you have done throughout and I guess, solely reliant upon attempting to 
procure advantage by deception, because you cannot do it any other way.  
 
From my last email, I will ask you again, why did you fail to disclose all of the material 
information to the Court?      
 
In particular, why did you fail to disclose the report 
(Report_Systemic_Corruption_02_06_2020_PM_VF)  when that presents all of the issues in 
question all proving beyond doubt the multiple frauds committed by Middlesbrough FC and its 
conspirators, including Womble Bond Dickinson and Staunton?      
 
You knew that this is a document on which I seek to rely. Page 1 contains the table of contents, it 
is all fairly easy to navigate, self explanatory.   That report proves that any action you seek to 
commence is founded by illegality, your own illegal acts and multiple offences of fraud, as well 
as perjury and perversion of the course of justice.   
 
Why are you making applications for a false instrument ECRO / Gen CRO when none of my 
applications are without merit and they cannot possibly be?   This is how the purported judges 
have been assisting you in concealing the frauds, that does not lend credence to the position, on 
the contrary, again, it just aggravates.  
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There are two main issues:  
 
The fact that issue estoppel applies to the fact that Middlesbrough FC did unlawfully forfeit the 
Lease after "U-turning" and breaching the completed collateral contract affirming the grid 
configuration for the project.   That issue was revealed very clearly in 
( Exhibit_SRA_Email_14_08_2020 ), another document key to all of the issues in question that 
has been altogether evaded by you corrupt, dishonest cowardly white-collar criminal offenders 
who seek only to behave in this way in the belief that you are safe because corrupt fake judges 
will cover for you anyway.   
 
They are not safe either and neither are any of the perpetrators, all are going to prison for a 
significant period of time.  It is clearly material that you and your client have conspired to 
defraud me of my rightful assets under the facade of the corrupt Court and "insolvency", working 
in conspiracy with the two-bit, scheming, persistent liar white-collar criminal, Hannon. You 
sought to defraud me using the £4.1 million fraudulent claim to stymie the liquidation and then 
you colluded with the quisling coward, Nugee, who has perverted the course of justice, to 
attempt also to defraud me of my abortive costs founded by same unlawful forfeiture.    
 
Now you seek to have him allocated to the ECRO false instrument you and your cohorts 
disguised as judges seek to invent, for a second time. All part of the fraud, you are only fooling 
yourselves.    
 
1.1. The other part that is somewhat material is the operative provision of "Force Majeure" that 

occurred just 3-months into the 12-month period free of rent in the Lease, suspending that 
period accordingly. I refer to the next key document that you fraudulently withheld 
(FORCE_MAJEURE).  It is somewhat material that no money was ever owed to 
Middlesbrough FC, yet they made an unwarranted demand with menaces, after "U-turning" 
on the connection, rendering the project useless.   
 
That is directly linked with the fact that you could not defend the claim in the first statutory 
demand, so you did what you have done again, attended ex-parte and misled the court, 
which you have been using to defraud me throughout these protracted proceedings whilst 
deceitful, traitor cowardly, taxpayer sponsored, lawless criminals, disguising themselves as 
"honourable" judges, covered the blatant frauds.  It is for that reason and that reason only 
you have survived for the length of time you have, whilst ruining my life and my family in 
the process.    The point I make is an extremely simple one, that is, even if Middlesbrough 
FC did not refuse the connection, rendering the project useless, when the entire purpose of 
the contract was for me to operate the turbine off the basis of that same and only connection, 
on 25th June 2015 when it made the unwarranted demand with menaces (section 21 of the 
Theft Act 1968), the first payment of rent was not to become due until 15th September 
2015.   No energy supply was due anyway (for the reasons made clear in the second key 
document you have fraudulently withheld - referred to below).  It is somewhat material, 
because it proves beyond doubt that Middlesbrough FC did unlawfully forfeit the Lease, 
which is the foundation of the statutory demand (both of them).   

 
1.2. The Energy Supply Agreement (ENERGY_SUPPLY_AGREEMENT). It's as self-
explanatory as the "SRA Email" you also fraudulently withheld.   
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2. Now on to the second part, which is the assignment.  Stewart, who has committed fraud and 
perjury and is a generally deceitful, pathetic, flawed individual, seeks to diminish the applicable 
rule of law. I think this is why you also withheld the very concise document I prepared on the 
assignment, in tandem with failing to disclose the report.   The fact of that matter is, the claim 
cannot be disputed on this ground either, because there is an absolute assignment of the 
investments (all of the investments) made in Empowering Wind MFC Ltd to Earth Energy 
Investments LLP and on 18th March 2018, when I became only too well aware that you were 
colluding with the corrupt judiciary to defraud me, I assigned it back to myself.   I served the 
assignment on Middlesbrough FC on 6th January 2017 and I served the second assignment, 
when I served this demand.    
 
2.1. Nugee knew the assignment was valid, it is hardly rocket science, anyone would do, but you 
and your conspirators, the utterly complacent, corrupt dishonest bunch of collusive criminals, 
seek to diminish and affront the law at every given opportunity.  I think in fact, you withheld the 
report, because page 36 of page 54 (" Nugee J dishonestly manipulated the terms of and 
misrepresented the assignment ") proves that Nugee has perverted the course of justice, beyond 
reasonable doubt.   The assignment cannot be diminished, but Nugee tampered with the terms, 
dismantled the terms and then sought to rely on it in his absolute nonsense order that was 
designed to prevent justice being served on the offenders for what is the most serious case of 
material non-disclosure in the history of UK law.   You people are a complete and utter fxxking 
joke, but again, you only fool yourselves.   I speak my mind, I am honest and I retain my right to 
freedom of speech, it is the truth, I know the law, I will not tolerate this nonsense.     By the way, 
the Judge, Mr Justice Mann, is copied directly and he has also read my email of Sunday (we use 
military grade tracking software).      
 
2.2. The point I make is that the assignment that Bloom also dishonestly withheld from the ex-
parte hearing of 9th January 2017, was in fact in two parts.  The assignment minute and the 
demand, (Part B of the demand) also refers to that assignment that was served on them on 6th 
January 2017.    On that note, it is somewhat material that you have also dishonestly withheld my 
3 affidavits.  Just because Murray has been perverting the course of justice, also seeking to 
collude to prevent justice being served on the offenders, that does not alleviate the issues, again, 
it just aggravates.  
 
2.3. The point I make is a very simple one, it is the law (s.136) and it cannot, under any terms 
whatsoever, be diminished.  The assignment meets that criteria and that is the law, the 
assignment is valid, both of them are.   Staunton knew that, which is why he committed perjury 
before ICCJ Barber and lied about the assignment.  By the way, you are all in criminal contempt 
of court and just because Murray has been concealing that, it does not alleviate the issue because 
as it happens, Murray had no jurisdiction to hear the petition for mandatory order, nor the claim 
anyway, it was to be heard by the President of the QBD and none of it was, it was disposed of by 
the solicitor white-collar criminal, made judge, who was instructed by Burbett to assist the 
offenders in this way.   
 
3. Lastly, I knew you would attempt to defraud me in this way, but this time, you have snookered 
yourselves, well done.   We have made a documentary about this corruption, it is going live 
before you know it. The bits I sent you were only mock ups, wait until you see the real 
thing.   As I said, there is a cure for corruption and that is transparency.  
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All of the detail is in that report, which is why you dishonestly withheld it from the ex-parte 
hearing.  The order is founded by fraudulent non-disclosure and the doctrine of illegality applies, 
voiding any civil action you purport to take.   
 
Now, I suggest you provide me with a form of draft consent order, with a very substantial 
offer of settlement, in the interim. For if I do not have that by 4PM on Wednesday 28th 
October 2020, I promise you, corrupt system or otherwise, I will absolutely finish each and every 
single one of you that has been involved in this conspiracy and I mean that, entirely legally, with 
the full force of the law.   
 
I do hope that makes the position clear and I really urge you to wake up and smell the 
coffee.   Now, on that note, I ask that you explain to me, for the record, why you believe the debt 
is disputed and why you failed to disclose all of these particulars to the Court.  I also want that 
answer, by return.     
 
Thank you very much indeed. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
Paul Millinder  
 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

The email tracking report below confirms that the email contained at page 8 through to the 
top of this page sent on 26th October 2020 at 16.42PM was read multiple times by Womble 
Bond Dickinson and their cohorts, as was the email of 27th October 2020 at 14.39PM to 
Magistrates: 

 

Recipient                    Subject:                                      Last opened:              No times opened:      Date and 
time sent:  

MrJustice.mann@ 
ejudiciary.net 

Fraudulent non-disclosure 
ex-parte - 23/10/2020 / 
MIDDLESBROUGH FC & 
others 
 

17:20, Oct 26 1 time 16:42, Oct 
26 

angela.simmons@ 
wbd-uk.com 

Fraudulent non-disclosure 
ex-parte - 23/10/2020 / 
MIDDLESBROUGH FC & 
others 
 

10:00, Nov 3 4 times 16:42, Oct 
26 

Angela Simmons, 
NO-Listings, 
paul.stewart@wbd-
uk.com and 5 
more. 

Fraudulent non-
disclosure ex-parte - 
23/10/2020 / 
MIDDLESBROUGH FC & 
others 

10:03, Nov 3 5 times 14:39, 
Oct 27 
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The table below demonstrates the number of times Simmons of Womble Bond Dickinson opened the 
email of 16.42PM on October 26th 2020 again asking them to fulfil their continuing duty of candour by 
disclosing the contents of the email containing the material information that was withheld from the 
ex-parte hearing of 23rd October 2020: 

 

angela.simmons@wbd-uk.com read this email 10:00, Nov 3 
angela.simmons@wbd-uk.com read this email 9:51, Nov 3 
angela.simmons@wbd-uk.com read this email 9:10, Nov 3 
angela.simmons@wbd-uk.com read this email 16:44, Oct 26 
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IN THE COURT OF APPEAL CRIMINAL DIVISION  

On appeal from Newcastle Crown Court  
_____________________________________________________________________________

INDEX OF EXHIBIT 8B 
_____________________________________________________________________________

_   Tab No:          Pages:                                                       Description: 

1 1 – 45 Witness statement and exhibit of Richard Nicholas Dixon dated 11th 
December 2021, a third party court observer who was locked out and 
prevented from accessing the trial on 10th December 2021 after read 
the particulars of the civil case and the fraud that has been concealed 
in the public domain.  

2 46 – 48 Witness statement of Martin Richard Walsh dated 11th December 
2021 after he was prevented from accessing the public hearing to 
assist the Complainant taking notes during the trial after he was 
permitted to take notes in all the mention hearings. 

3 49 - 83 Complainant’s 5-page application to set aside the void Crown Court 
order by Prince originating from the void magistrates prosecution 
where the proceedings are proven to be irredeemably defective 
through failure whatsoever to serve any evidence or submissions 
relied upon by the prosecution.   Pages 6 – 35 contain the line 
numbered email chains referred to in the application.  

4 83 - 91 The 8-page line referenced transcript of the 27th August 2021 
recorded call between the Complainant and the corrupt Senior Crown 
Prosecutor at the CPS who sought to conceal the offences committed 
by Defendants 1 – 7. 

5 92 – 95 The 4-page line referenced email chain of two emails of 24th May 
2021 at 05.39AM where the Complainant sought to make Andrews, 
the 21st Defendant aware of the conspiracy to pervert the course of 
justice. 

6 96 – 106 The 11-page transcript of the call between the Complainant and 
Hannon, the 4th Defendant on 15th August 2018 where Hannon 
revealed his motive, sustaining the £4.1 million fraudulent claim to 
keep the asset, the damages claim exceeding £18.7 million, beyond 
reach of the Complainant.  

7 107 – 114 The legal assignment at pages 1 – 2. The statutory demand of 6th 
January 2017 at pages 3 – 7 and the original assignment of 29th June 
2015 at page 8 originating that 6th January 2017 demand.  

DOC-12 
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PURSUANT TO SECTION 9 OF THE CRIMINAL. JUSTICE ACT 1967 

WITNESS STATEMENT OF MR RICHARD NICHOLAS DIXON 

1. I, Richard Nicholas Dixon of 1 Longthwaite Farm Court, Warwick Bridge, 
Carlisle, Cumbria, CA4 8RN do say as follows: 

2. In this statement I refer to my exhibit titled EXHIBIT-RNDl 

3. On or around 12th October 2021 Mr Paul Millinder, who I have known after 
contacting his firm, Intelligence UK International with interest in judicial 
corruption, having been personally affected, contacted me to inform me of a 
case sent for trial in Newcastle Crown Court on 10th December 2021. 

4. Having been an observer and party to proceedings in the Crown Court I 
know that it is my right to observe hearings in the public gallery or, if the 
hearing is remote, via video and audio link. 

5. I know the background to Mr Millinder's case having read the detail 
contained in his website over several months prior to making contact with 
his firm. 

6. I was shocked that the case appeared so straight forward and that Justice 
Nugee had determined on the 5th February 2018 that the Middlesbrough 
Football Club forfeited the lease for the wind turbine after they blocked the 

• connection. 

7. Myself, having been a litigant in person over many years, I have a good 
understanding of the law and processes. 

8. I was surprised to learn from the articles I read that judges in the Rolls 
Building High Court in London had certified Mr Millinder' s case as totally 
without merit. I cannot understand how this was arrived at when Justice 
Nugee found that Middlesbrough FC forfeited the Lease after blocking the 
wind turbine connection to the power grid. 

1 

Tab_1: Pages 1 - 45

CASE FILE: Page 1873                    PDF: Page 634 of 994



9. It appears clear to me that they did this to cover up. They certified

applications as totally without merit when the case was proven to make civil

restraint orders to cover up, what is clear from the material I have read, to be

a serious fraud and criminal ofiences.

10.1 was provided by Mr Millinder with his exhibit entitled ''EX-Fancourt-2'' in 

a line referenced document. I knew that the exhibit was a copy of the earlier 
article and evidence I read from the IntelligenceUK.com website. 

11. Pages 17 - 24 of my exhibit contains that document which I know to

contain evidence of judicial corruption and fraud. Page 9 at line 2 and to

line 9 is a citation from that order I referred to from Justice Nugee where he

found that Middlesborough FC had forfeited the lease after making a
demand for money that was not owed to them.

12. On page 9 of my exhibit from line 11 - 13 it was stated that the purpose of
the option to lease the land for the wind turbine was to ''construct, connect to

the grid and operate'' that wind turbine.

13.On page 10, line 7 - 14 there is another quotation from Justice Nugee's
order on 5th February 2018 where he refers at paragraph 5 of his order to:

''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'' 

14. I know that in without notice injunction hearings there is a legal obligation

on the applicants to make full and frank disclosure and that any non

disclosure, even innocent non-disclosure is to be penalised to preserve the

public interest.

15. It was found by Justice Nugee that the ''large number of documents'' that
were withheld supported the statutory demand and explained the background
that Middlesborough FC ''killed'' the wind turbine project by refusing the
connection. It was clear to me by reading that, Middlesbrough FC had
withheld the connection agreement.
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16.Also on page 10, line 18 - 27 it was said that;

''It is not disputed that those documents were not put before Mr Justice

Arnold''.

17. It was found by Justice Nugee that all the documents were withheld from

that without notice injunction hearing on the 9th of January 2017.

18.1 am aware that failing to disclose information when there is a legal duty to 

disclose is a criminal offence under section 3 of the Fraud Act 2006. 

19. Page 10 from line 19 - 31 refers to where Justice Nugee found that in

addition to withholding all that information, Mr Staunton lied about ''Force

Majeure'' in the lease which proved that no rent was ever payable to

Middlesbrough FC.

20.Justice Nugee's order that I referred to in paragraph 11 in this statement

above, found that no money was ever owed because of Force Majeure and

that Middlesbrough FC defeated the project by refusing the wind turbine

connection.

21.Referring to page 11 of my exhibit, at line 1 - line 6, the article referred to
the Master of the Rolls Sir Geoffrey Vos attempting to cover up the fraud by

contradicting the previous fmding of Justice Nugee.

22. The article makes reference to Sir Geoffrey Vos lying in court and stating

that the demand used to forfeit the lease was:

'a quantified claim for rent in the sum of £256,269.89''. 

23. I read the article in the Firstfomews.com website linked page 11 at line 5

and 6. The article refers to Sir Geoffrey Vos concealing a claim of over £4

million.

24. The article also stated that the ''Energy Supply Agreement'' is a conditional
contract which was conditional on the developer's ''satisfaction in full'' of

entering into a connection agreement.

25.It was found by Justice Nugee on the 5th February 2018 that Middlesbrough

FC refused the connection agreement.
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26. The article contained a link to Sir Geoffrey Vos'sjudgment of 8th Feb 2019.

27.I read thatjudgment when I read the Firstfomews.com article some months

ago when I first took interest in the case.

28. I obtained permission from Firstfornews.com to take screen shots of the

article as all their pages are copyright protected and I could not just copy the
content.

29. I exhibit the full news article from pages 25 - 35. I found the contents of
the article very disturbing that one of the highest judges in the country has
been covering up a fraud.

30.Page 26 refers to Sir Geoffrey Vos breaking his oath by acting with bias and
by concealing fraud ''assisting an off ender''. I thought that would be
perverting the course of justice.

31. Page 28 refers to the fact that the court application notice for the trial of the
issues before Sir Geoffrey Vos referred to the judgment of Justice Nugee
finding that no money was owed to Middlesbrough FC.

32.The bottom of page 28 refers to Sir Geoffrey Vos lying at paragraph 109 of
his judgment by saying that the £256,269.89 claim was a quantified claim
for rent when he knew it was not.

33.At the bottom of page 29 Firstfomews showed the excerpt from Mr
Staunton's skeleton argument in the proceeding that was before Sir Geoffrey
Vos. The skeleton argument was dated the 12th ofNovember 2018.

34.Paragraph 37 of Mr Staunton's skeleton argument contains a statement
where he said;

''R 's don't bring any claim against A, or Empowering, or Earth Energy save 

for R 's claim for £25,000 from Earth Energy under the consent order of 16th

January 2017 ''

35. I now refer to page 31 where Firstfomews exhibit that email dated 30th Nov
2018 timed at 15.42PM to the court from Mr Millinder.
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36. The email is also sent to John Penrose MP, the Tory anti-corruption
champion and to Peter Morgan of Northumbria Police and to the Womble

Bond Dickinson solicitors who I understand to have represented

Middlesbrough FC and instructed Mr Staunton, their barrister.

3 7. The email lists 7 different claims made by Middlesbrough: 

''25th June 2015 - £255,000 

19/09/2019 - £256,000 (Made by Staunton himself) 

January 2017 - £514,308 

2nd February 2017 -c£4.1 million (The thirdfalse representation claim 

Staunton has been defrauding me of sine 21st December 2017, he knew the 

first was false) 

21st November 2017- (High Court Enforcement levy distress on goods) 

£619,774.48 

24th November -4th January 2018- c£29,000'' 

38. It was very clear to me from reading that evidence that the court knew on
the 30th November 2018 that Mr Staunton had retracted all those claims in
his skeleton argument of 12th November 2018 and this cover up links up
with Sir Geoffrey Vos lying in hisjudgment and saying that the £256,269.89
claim was ''a quantified claim for rent''.

39.lt was clear to me that on 30th November 2018 the court knew that Mr
Staunton, counsel for Middlesbrough FC had retracted all those claims, but
the claims were obviously made by Middlesbrough FC, and even Mr
Staunton himself.

40.Do those claims just vanish into thin air? What about the conditions of the
Energy Supply Agreement and that £181,269.89 of the claim of £256,269.89

was for energy supply when there was no agreement by the developer to
supply the power?

41.At the bottom of page 32 it was clear to me that Sir Geoffrey Vos has been
covering up this fraud and all those false claims when he said:
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''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 the allegations 

of fraud, conspiracy and misdealing that Mr Mi/finder has made''. 

42. When I reviewed the evidence in those two articles I could determine that

there are many instances of fraud and misdealing.

43.The rest of that article at page 34 and 35 refers to Sir Geoffrey Vos replying

''no comment''.

44.Page 33 and 34 exhibited the cross examination document that was

presented to Sir Geoffrey Vos by Mr Millinder when he replied ''no

comment''.

45.lt was clear to me that Sir Geoffrey Vos had been covering up the fraud and

I believe he has perverted the course of justice by doing that.

46.Around mid-October 2021 Mr Millinder told me that the matters raised in

those articles would be raised in the Newcastle Crown Court when the case

was listed on the 10th of December 2021.

47.Knowing what I do about the case by studying the evidence and those two

articles (and others within the intelligenceu.k.com website), I wanted to

attend to see justice being done because I knew that criminal offences had

taken place.

48. I refer to page 5 of my exhibit and at the bottom I refer to the email dated

10th December 2021 at 10.11AM from Mr Millinder to Paul Binks, the clerk

at Newcastle Crown Court applying for permission that I may join the

hearing as an observer.

49. The email is also to the Chief Constable of Avon and Somerset Police and it

refers to;

''perjuries and blackmail originating at Bristol Combined Justice Centre'' 

50. I am aware that those offences are in the region for Avon and Somerset

Police and this witness statement is for them in their investigation.
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51. On page 5 I exhibit my email to Mr Binks at 10.38AM saying that I was

waiting in the lobby on the remote hearing but ''nobody I host is responding

to allow me to join the hearing''.

52.1 was aware it is the right of any member of public to see justice being done 

and that any trial for an offence should be open to the public. 

53 .At the top of page 5 I wrote again at 11.08AM expressing my concerns. In 

that email I said: 

''Please explain why there is the delay and lack of access, and why there 

appears to be all the secrecy around this case?'' 

54. I copied the Chief Constable of Avon and Somerset Police into the emails I

sent to the court, as I believed they were acting untoward. Each time Mr

Binks responded, he removed the police email address from the chain, so I

put it back in.

55.At page 4 I exhibit the email of 10.51AM stating that ''HHJ Prince has

refused permission for you to attend''

56. At that point I became very concerned that this was all ''behind closed

doors'' and knowing what I do about the case, I wanted to attend to see

justice being done.

57.I considered that there must be a cover up to stop Sir Geoffrey Vos and the

other judges exposed in those articles from being prosecuted.

58. I responded to the email from Mr Binks at 11.14AM (middle of page 4)

once again expressing my concerns. I said:

''It is a public hearing and as a member of the public I have a right to join 

the hearing. Please explain otherwise why there is all the secrecy around 

this case?'' 

59.At the top of page 4 I refer to that email from Mr Binks at 11.11AM where
he failed to provide the explanation I asked for and said this:
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''I replied to you at 10: 51 to inform you HHJ Prince has refused permission 

for you attend the hearing via CVP. Mr Millinder has been informed''. 

60. At page 3 I exhibit my response to Mr Binks timed at 11.21AM. I said:

''I am however somewhat concerned and shocked that as a member of the 

public I have not been allowed to watch over this public hearing''. 

61.At the top of page 3 I received an email from HH Judge Prince directly

timed at l 3.25PM. It is clear that Mr Millinder and I had already applied

for me to access the hearing and he refused. HHJ Prince said this:

''Please notify Mr Dixon that if he wishes to apply to watch the hearing by 
cvp he can make an application to do so to the court in the usual way'' 

62. Article 6(1) of the European Convention of Human Rights guarantees the

general right to a public hearing. It has long been established in England

and Wales that criminal proceedings should take place in open court and be

freely reported.

63. I was concerned, knowing what I do about the case, that there was a cover

up in progress and I knew that it was not for the judge to refuse me

permission to attend a public hearing as it was my right, as a member of the

public to attend, either in person or via a video link.

64.At page 2, I exhibit yet a further response from Mr Binks timed at 14.20PM

when I was aware the trial had started at 10.30AM which is why there was

an application asking me to join 20 minutes prior to the hearing. Mr Bunks

said this:

''HHJ Prince asks that you contact the Court office 

(enquiries. newcastle.crowncourt@justice.gov. uk) with an application for 
permission to join the hearing via CVP ''.

65.At that point it became clear to me that they were just messing around and

were denying me the right to attend a public hearing.
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66. I refer to page 1, the bottom of page 1 contains an email from Mr Millinder

timed at 13.56PM applying for ''permission for Mr Dixon to join the

hearing''.

67. That email is where Mr Millinder raised an issue saying the;

''right to cross examine, which never happened. Cartmell did not ask 1 

single question I asked of him, there was no cross examination on my behalf, 

not in the slightest. there was no cross examination on my behalf, not in the 

slightest. Instead, I record that Cartmell assisted the prosecution case. ''

68. It was apparent to me after reading that email, something untoward was
happening in that court room and I know it is a right of anyone accused of a

criminal offence to cross examine the witnesses against him. It was clear to

me from Mr Millinder' s comments that the court prevented that from
happening.

69.Knowing what I do about the case and as evidenced by Intelligenceuk and

Firstnews, I considered that there was a cover up and that Mr Millinder was

being denied his rights under the Human Rights Act 1998. It was not a

public hearing and his right to cross examine was denied.

70.Once again, at14.29PM I asked for access to the hearing, the email was

ignored.

71.At around 16.52PM I received a WhatsApp message from Mr Millinder

saying he had been sentenced to 3 months in prison.

72.He since told me that HHJ Prince perverted the course of justice, concealing
multiple criminal offences and denying him the right to further the counter
allegations.

73.Mr Millinder also told me that HHJ Prince had created an injunction to stop

him speaking about the case to the press or on social media.

74.Knowing what I do about the case and the substantial evidence I have
exhibited, it is my belief that HHJ Prince and Mr Binks have perverted the
course of justice.
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75.1 have reason to believe that Mr Millinder, the victim of crime, has been 

punished while those responsible for the crimes have been let off free and I 
believe this is to cover up the fraud by Middlesbrough FC and their lawyers 

and the offences committed by Sir Geoffrey Vos and those other judges 
referred to in the IntelligenceUK.com website. 

76. I am deeply distressed and disturbed to know that the courts behave in this

way.

77.I no longer believe that anyone can rely on the courts to act independently to

administer the law and I believe there is serious corruption in Newcastle
Crown Court and in the justice system has a whole.

78.It is my intention to take my findings to the newspapers in the public's

interest.

79.I request that there is a full police investigation into the conduct of HHJ

Prince and Newcastle Crown Court.

Declaration: 

This statement, consisting of 10-pages, each signed by me, is true to the best of my 

knowledge and belief and I make it knowing that, if it is 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: 

Richard Nicholas Dixon 

11 th December 2021
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PURSUANT TO SECTION 9 OF THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE ACT 1967 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

EXHIBIT-RND-1 

From: Richard <rdltd1001@aol.com> 
Date: Fri, 10 Dec 2021 at 14:29 
Subject: URGENT - RE: A2021-0089 --- Permission for Richard Dixon to join 
To: <enquiries.newcastle.crowncourt@justice.gov.uk> 
Cc: Binks, Paul <paul.binks1@justice.gov.uk>, Intelligence UK International 
<i@i1uk.com> 

URGENT - RE: A2021-0089 --- Permission for Richard Dixon to join 

Dear Sirs 

Please see the below stream of emails and attached and take this email as the application to be 
provided as a matter of urgency with a link to join the hearing that is currently taking place. 

Thank You 
And 
Kind Regards 

Richard Dixon 
Mobile: 07850 590 803 

From: Intelligence UK International <i@i1uk.com> 
Date: Fri, 10 Dec 2021 at 13:56 
Subject: Re: FW: A2021-0089 --- Permission for Richard Dixon to join 
To: Richard <rdltd1001@aol.com>, <paul.binks1@justice.gov.uk> 
Cc: <HHJ.Christopher.Prince@ejudiciary.net> 

Dear Mr Binks, 

Please ensure that Mr Dixon, an observer and a contact of mine can get into the 
hearing.  The public are entitled to observe proceedings in the interests of open justice. 

The maxim "justice is to be seen to be done” does apply and open public justice 
encompasses Article 6 of the HRA 1998, as does the right to cross examine, which 
never happened. Cartmell did not ask 1 single question I asked of him, there was no 
cross examination on my behalf, not in the slightest. Instead, I record that Cartmell 
assisted the prosecution case. 

I shall address the waste of time by Mr Cartmell when we reconvene.   Mr Walsh 
confirmed he has now sorted his technical issue and he would like to join to assist me in 
making the notes as before.   I reiterate, Mr Walsh has always taken notes in a separate 
location to me. 

Thank you, Regards, Paul Millinder 
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On Fri, 10 Dec 2021 at 13:33, Richard <rdltd1001@aol.com> wrote: 

HHJ Prince does not seem to have included you into the below email to me, but which was obviously for 
you with starting “Dear Paul”. 

Thank You 
And 
Kind Regards 

Richard Dixon 
Mobile: 07850 590 803 

From: Binks, Paul [mailto:paul.binks1@Justice.gov.uk] 
Sent: 10 December 2021 14:20 
To: Richard 
Subject: FW: A2021-0089 --- Permission for Richard Dixon to join 

Mr Dixon 

HHJ Prince asks that you contact the Court office (enquiries.newcastle.crowncourt@justice.gov.uk) with 
an application for permission to join the hearing via CVP. 

Regards 

Paul Binks 
Criminal Court Clerk 
HMCTS | Newcastle Crown Court | Newcastle upon Tyne | NE1 6LA 
Phone: 0191 2012056 

From: Richard <rdltd1001@aol.com> 
Sent: 10 December 2021 13:56 
To: Binks, Paul <paul.binks1@Justice.gov.uk> 
Cc: 'Intelligence UK International' <i@i1uk.com> 
Subject: RE: A2021-0089 --- Permission for Richard Dixon to join 

Dear Mr Binks 

Please see the below email from HHJ Price to me, please can you see to urgently providing me with a 
link to connect to this afternoons continuation of the hearing so as I can connect. 

Thank You 
And 
Kind Regards 

Richard Dixon 
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From: Prince, HHJ Christopher [mailto:HHJ.Christopher.Prince@ejudiciary.net] 
Sent: 10 December 2021 13:25 
To: Richard 
Subject: RE: A2021-0089 --- Permission for Richard Dixon to join 

Dear Paul, 

Please notify Mr Dixon that if he wishes to apply to watch the hearing by cvp he can make an application 
to do so to the court in the usual way. 

HHJ Prince 
Newcastle upon Tyne Combined Court Centre 
The Quayside 
Newcastle upon Tyne 
NE1 3LA 
0191 201 2000 

From: Richard <rdltd1001@aol.com> 
Sent: 10 December 2021 11:21 
To: Binks, Paul <paul.binks1@Justice.gov.uk> 
Cc: 'Intelligence UK International' <i@i1uk.com>; Chief.Constable@avonandsomerset.police.uk 
Subject: RE: A2021-0089 --- Permission for Richard Dixon to join 

Dear Mr Binks 

Our below two emails 10 December 2021 11:14 and your 10 December 2021 11:11 in response to mine 
prior 10 December 2021 11:08 have crossed. 
Thank you for letting me know. 

I am however somewhat concerned and shocked that as a member of the public I have not been 
allowed to watch over this public hearing. 
Thank You 
And 
Kind Regards 

Richard Dixon 
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From: Binks, Paul [mailto:paul.binks1@Justice.gov.uk] 
Sent: 10 December 2021 11:11 
To: Richard 
Subject: RE: A2021-0089 --- Permission for Richard Dixon to join 

Mr Dixon 

I replied to you at 10:51 to inform you HHJ Prince has refused permission for you attend the hearing via 
CVP. Mr Millinder has been informed. 

Regards 

Paul Binks 
Criminal Court Clerk 
HMCTS | Newcastle Crown Court | Newcastle upon Tyne | NE1 6LA 
Phone: 0191 2012056 

From: Richard [mailto:rdltd1001@aol.com] 
Sent: 10 December 2021 11:14 
To: 'Binks, Paul' 
Cc: 'Intelligence UK International'; Chief.Constable@avonandsomerset.police.uk 
Subject: RE: A2021-0089 --- Permission for Richard Dixon to join 

Dear Mr Binks 

Further to me below emails and your reply 10 December 2021 11:08 saying Judge Price has refusing me 
access to the public hearing. 

It is a public hearing and as a member of the public I have a right to join the hearing. 
Please explain otherwise why there is all the secrecy around this case? 
Thank You 
And 
Kind Regards 

Richard Dixon 

From: Binks, Paul [mailto:paul.binks1@Justice.gov.uk] 
Sent: 10 December 2021 10:51 
To: Richard 
Subject: RE: A2021-0089 --- Permission for Richard Dixon to join 

Mr Dixon 

HHJ Prince has refused permission for you to attend the CVP hearing. Mr Millinder has been informed. 

Regards 

Paul Binks 
Criminal Court Clerk 
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From: Richard [mailto:rdltd1001@aol.com] 
Sent: 10 December 2021 11:08 
To: paul.binks1@justice.gov.uk 
Cc: 'Intelligence UK International'; Chief.Constable@avonandsomerset.police.uk 
Subject: RE: A2021-0089 --- Permission for Richard Dixon to join 

Dear Mr Binks. 

I am trying to join the hearing by both methods below and via 
CVP https://meet.video.justice.gov.uk/go/ac01517c-2b3d-4f13-b938-9b4a3fb45674/ 
I have been in the waiting area for over 30 minutes and via 
mobile hmcts2152@meet.video.justice.gov.uk link over ten minutes. 
Please explain why there is the delay and lack of access, and why there appears to be all the secrecy 
around this case? 
Thank You 
And 
Kind Regards 

Richard Dixon 
Mobile: 07850 590 803 

From: Richard <rdltd1001@aol.com> 
Sent: 10 December 2021 10:38 
To: Binks, Paul <paul.binks1@Justice.gov.uk> 
Cc: 'Intelligence UK International' <i@i1uk.com>; Chief.Constable@avonandsomerset.police.uk 
Subject: RE: A2021-0089 --- Permission for Richard Dixon to join 

Dear Mr Binks. 

I am in the CVP waiting area but nobody / host is responding to allow me to join the hearing? 

Thank You 
And 
Kind Regards 

Richard Dixon 

From: Intelligence UK International [mailto:i@i1uk.com] 
Sent: 10 December 2021 10:11 
To: Binks, Paul; Richard; #Chief Constable 
Subject: A2021-0089 --- Permission for Richard Dixon to join 

Dear Mr Binks, 

I also ask that Richard Dixon, (copied) an observer, member of the public be permitted to join 
the hearing. 

The investigating officers involved with the perjuries and blackmails originating at Bristol 
Combined Justice Centre may also join.   Thank you. 
Paul Millinder: 
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 Cloud Video Platform (CVP) joining notice for parties 

Parties Name: Paul MILLINDER v Crown 

Case Number: A20210089 

Hearing Date: 10th December 2021 
Time: 10:30 

This is your joining notice for your video hearing by Cloud Video Platform (CVP). 

1. Before you start

· Tell the court straight away if you need any special arrangements to help you to
participate safely in the hearing.

· You must test you can access CVP before the hearing.
You’ll find instructions on how to do this in section 3.

Please remember that you are joining a court hearing. You must ensure you are 
connecting from a quiet place where you cannot be overheard. 

2. Joining your hearing

To join the hearing from a PC or laptop 
· You’ll need to enter the link details below into your web browser.
This works best on Google Chrome or Edge Chromium. For Apple devices use
Apple Safari.

https://meet.video.justice.gov.uk/go/ac01517c-2b3d-4f13-b938-9b4a3fb45674/ 

To join the hearing by phone or tablet 
· You can download the ‘Pexip Infinity Connect’ app from your devices application
store to join the hearing from your smartphone or tablet device

· You might find two versions of ‘Pexip Infinity Connect’ with different icon colours.
· Download the app with a black and white icon.
· Do not download the app of the same name in orange. It will not let you join the
hearing.

· If you are joining by the Pexip app, please enter the link details below:

hmcts2152@meet.video.justice.gov.uk 

· When asked to enter your name, make sure you enter:
· your name
· your role in the hearing in brackets.

For example: John Smith (Claimant)

· This hearing will be recorded by HMCTS.
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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
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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 to6 

enter into an agreement called the connection agreement“7 
• Lord Justice Nugee concealing fraudulent non-disclosure during ex-parte injunction8 

proceedings9 
o Lord Justice Nugee: “Non disclosure of a large number of documents which10 

supported the statutory demand“11 
o Lord Justice Nugee found that his fellow brethren, Staunton had twice lied12 

about Force Majeure in the Lease but he concealed his dishonesty13 
• Page 7 of Jeremy Robin Bloom’s false witness statement dated 8th January 201714 
• Lord Justice Nugee was concealing proven perjury on the part of a corrupt lawyer15 
• Lord Justice Nugee: “Doubt over the assignment & dispute over the claim” – knowing16 

both could not be disputed17 
• Lord Justice Nugee committed fraud by false representation18 
• The corrupt UK judiciary deploy void false instrument civil restraint orders to conceal19 

fraud20 
• Corrupt lawyers using ex-parte hearings to defraud whilst the judiciary assist in21 

concealing their crimes22 
• Mr Justice Fancourt the Jewish freemason fake judge defrauds and perverts the23 

course of justice24 
• Paul Stewart of Womble Bond Dickinson committed perjury and Mr Justice Fancourt25 

concealed it26 
• Mr Justice Fancourt found that Ohrenstein was lying and that all the evidence Mr27 

Millinder cited was withheld28 

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 
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(1) Any absolute assignment by writing under1 

the hand of the assignor (not purporting to be by2 

way of charge only) of any debt or other legal3 

thing in action, of which express notice in writing4 

has been given to the debtor, trustee or other5 

person from whom the assignor would have6 

been entitled to claim such debt or thing in7 

action, is effectual in law (subject to equities8 

having priority over the right of the assignee) to9 

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 the12 

same; and :13 

(c) the power to give a good discharge for the14 

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 
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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 

CASE FILE: Page 1903                   PDF: Page 664 of 994



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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FIRST NEWS 
HOME v NEWS & FEATURES v SCIENCE & NATURE SPORTS v LIFESTYLE v VIDEOS 

Under Boris Johnson's kleptocracy, the United Kingdom has become a rogue state, the administration of 

justice lacks impartiality and there is no separation of powers between the courts and central 

government. 

On 31 st July 2020 Sir Geoffrey Vos was appointed as Master of the Rolls by the Queen. The Master of the 

Rolls is head of civil justice and the UK's second highest ranking Judge, with the first being the Lord Chief 

Justice, Ian Burnett of Maldon. 

All UK judge must take a solemn oath, swearing to act "without fear or favour, affection or ill-will". We were 

shown irrefutable evidence that Sir Geoffrey Vos had breached his oath, acting with favour and ill-will, 

concealing fraud committed by dishonest lawyers, favouring one side and assisting an offender, knowing 

of the fraud committed. 

The constitutional oath of the judiciary was implemented in 1868. Known as the Promissory Oaths Act, 

this law is designed to protect civilians from abuse of powers and to ensure that justice is administered 

fairly and impartially. 

Bizarrely, we found after investigation that this law that is never enforced. 

Judges that breach their oaths in the UK are never brought to justice, they are free to continue in office, 

completely unregulated. The UK's judges have become lawless, a law unto themselves, leading to 

thousands being defrauded in the name of "justice". 
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Sir Geoffrey Vos was concealing proven fraud 

In the case of Millinder v Middlesbrough Football & Athletic Company (1986) Ltd we were shown the 

application notice made by Mr Millinder when Sir Geoffrey Vos was Chancellor of the High Court. The 

application notice asked the court for a fraud trial. 

Page 3, paragraph 5 through to paragraph 7 of Mr Millinder's application notice referred to a finding by 

Mr Justice Nugee, a judge of the same court when on 5th February 2018 the Judge found that no money 

was owed to Middlesbrough FC. 

Paragraph 6 of the application notice referred to "collateral estoppel" applying, as Mr Millinder's central 

argument had been tried and proven by Mr Justice Nugee. 

Paragraph 7 referred to a claim of £4,031,664.80, stating that 

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 in February 2015 so that the 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. 
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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 the actions of the Landlord in preventing the same connection from being 

established and therefore the Claimant asserts that the proof of debt, submitted to the Official Receiver is a false 

misrepresentation''. 

The application that came before Sir Geoffrey Vos asked him to set aside the false proof of debt claim 

which was found to have been false by Mr Justice Nugee on 5th February 2018. Anyone reading the 

application notice (particularly the parts in bold we highlighted), could determine that no money was 

owed. 

Paragraph 8 of the application notice referred again to the same judgment of Mr Justice Nugee on 5th 

February 2018 where he found that Middlesbrough FC had unlawfully forfeited the Lease and that no 

rent or energy supply payment was owed. 

Sir Geoffrey Vos: "A quantified claim for rent in the sum of 

£256,269.89" - whilst concealing the £4.1 million fraud 

At paragraph 109 of his judgment, Sir Geoffrey Vos said this: 
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m 
"On 25th June 2015, Middlesbrough invoiced Empowering Wind MFC for a

quantified claim for rent in the sum of £256,269.89." 

-- Sir Geoffrey Vos 

£181,269.89 of the false claim, was for energy supply. Sir Geoffrey Vos knew that no rent was owed and 

that there was no "entitlement to agreed output" and that any "invoicing & payment" was contractually 

prohibited. 

Sir Geoffrey Vos lied, acting with ill-will to conceal the fact that Middlesbrough FC unlawfully forfeited the 

Lease, undermining the previous finding of Nugee J, covering up the £4.1 million claim that the 

application specifically asked him to deal with. 

Sir Geoffrey Vos had before him proof that Middlesbrough 

FC's barrister had retracted the claims 

Disturbingly, we were shown an excerpt from the barrister, Mr Staunton's skeleton, who was acting for 

Middlesbrough FC for the hearing that came before Sir Geoffrey Vos. The excerpt (page 12 of his

skeleton) below contains that admission. 

Bringing you all the latest news truly independent 

of the controlled corrupted media. First for the 

people, first for news. Saying it as it is, not how 

the establishment want it to be said. 

Got a story? 

Get in touch 

□ 

YOUR 
STORY 
MATTERS 

.... 

I 

■

CASE FILE: Page 1911                    PDF: Page 672 of 994



FIRST NEWS 
HOME v NEWS & FEATURES v SCIENCE & NATURE SPORTS v LIFESTYLE v VIDEOS Q 

Disturbingly, we were shown an excerpt from the barrister, Mr Staunton's skeleton, who was acting for 

Middlesbrough FC for the hearing that came before Sir Geoffrey Vos. The excerpt (page 12 of his 

skeleton) below contains that admission. 

)7. P.1r.1 I IOof lhc ,�c. llic .1,scn1011 th.11 R, clu.1 wnic1h111g \\Nil& Ill "''JlCl.'1 oflllC \\incl 

turh,nc pmJ<.'<:I " one lhJI ma) pnl, iclc ., founcJ.,11u11 for a cl.um h) Emp;l\\ crioi;. not 

A Tlic r,,m end, "11h ,Ill a.��mon 1h.11 .. ,,,.. l>,Jr11dw,1" t'.m1101 llnni; any cl�,m

or tmflC>�nJ! (lf t::.inh l::ncq:y. -.,,c 111.t1 K, cl.11111 £25.000 from bnh CIICI\'.) under 

Ilic con-en1 ,inkrof 16 Jm1UJI') 2017. 

The barrister acting for Middlesbrough Football Club had admitted that the only claim maintained against "A" (Applicant), or Empowering Wind 

MFC Ltd or Earth Energy Investments LLP was a claim for £25,000. 

The application that came before Sir Geoffrey Vos on 8th February 2019 asked him to try the fraud, the 

claim, exceeding £4.1 million that Mr Justice Nugee had already found to be false, whilst Middlesbrough 

FC's own barrister also retracted the claim. 

Even more disturbingly, we were shown an email to the clerk to Sir Geoffrey Vos and to the clerk to Mr 

Justice Arnold dated 30th November 2018. The email listed the false claims brought by Middlesbrough

FC and Mr Staunton and referred to the fact that Mr Staunton had retracted the claims on 12th 

November 2018 in that skeleton. 

Bringing you all the latest news truly independent 

of the controlled corrupted media. First for the 

people, first for news. Saying it as it is, not how 

the establishment want it to be said. 

Got a story? 

Get in touch 

YOUR 
STORY 
MATTERS 

.... 

I 

■

I• 

,• 

, ain l ~,1, ,\11>li ,1111 "': thi 

CASE FILE: Page 1912                    PDF: Page 673 of 994



FIRST NEWS 
HOME v NEWS & FEATURES v SCIENCE & NATURE 

Subject: Re: Fwd: CR-2017-000140 -Application >lotice -- Serious misconduct complaint 
against Mr Justice Amold -- Disclosure failings 
Date: fl'i, 30 :'-o,· 2018 lS:42:30 +0000 
Froni: Paul Millinder <pm 'a stopcom1ption.co.uk> 
Organisation: Liti.!!"io LLP 
To: D1·ewett, Pauline <Pauline.Drewett'aJustice.goY.uk>. 
pe1er.morga11.267 l '@uonhumbria.puu.police.uk 
<peter.morgan.267 l'cinorthumbria.pnn.police.uk>. Collllmu1icaiion Centre Enquiries 
Ylailbox <comact'li' northumbria .p1u1.police.uk>. rosg(ti:parli:i ment. uk 
<coxg'a' parliament uk>. j ohn.penrose .mp�parlirunent.uk 
<john.penroseJnp'a'parliament.uk>. Paul Stewart <Paul.Stewan'ilwbd-uk.com>. Julian Gill 
<Julian.Gill 'awbd-11k.com>. Michael Brown <Michael.Brown1i'wbd-11k.com>. Ulick 
Stam1to11 <UStaumon'a'radcliffechambers.com>. Tony Hauuon 
<touv.hanuon'ainsoh'eucv.gsi.go,·.uk>. ChanceryJudgeslisting 
<Chanrel'dudgesListiug'a Justke.go,·.uk>. DaYis. Adam (DJO-JO) 
<-Adam.Da,·is a judiciarv.uk> 

Here yo11 go. this is "0111 of the horse's mo111h" straight from Mr Staumon himself. 
Ylr Sta1ullon has completely 11-mmed on the claims he and bis client made. incl11du1g the false 
misrepresentation claun that Mr Statu1ton made to cause the \\lJP of Empowering \\"ind 
�IFC Ltd on 19th September �O 16. �fr Staunton did in fart aho lie in his skeleton 10 the 
Cbanrellol', to l'e-itel'ate (you refuse to pro,·ide eYidence 10 the Judge). I quote: 

Rs do not bl'in2 an�· daim a2ains1 A, 0l' [mpowel'i112 or [al'th [nel'2)", san that Rs 
daim £2S,000 from [al'th [ner�· uncle!' the ronsent order of 16 Janual'y 2017. 

I list the claims: 

25th June 2015 - £255,000 
19/09/2016 --- c£256,000 (Made by Staunton himse!J) 
17th Derembe1· 2016 - £255,000 
.Tnnnnt'\' ?017. fl:i4L,OR 

SPORTS v LIFESTYLE v VIDEOS Q 
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"llllUill�' .LUJ. / .. .I..J"1'J. • .JVO 

2ud febniary 2017 - c£.l.l million (The third false misrepresentntion claim Staunton 
has beeu defending since 21 st De('embe1· 2017. he kuew the first was false) 

21st :"lonmber 2017 - (High Court Enforcemeut le,1· distress on goods) £619,774.48 

24th �owmber - 4th J:iuu:iry 2018 - c£29.000 

Shortly after receiving that email, Sir Geoffrey Vos asked Mr Staunton to retract and replace his skeleton 

of 12th November 2018, less his admission that he retracted the claims. 

At paragraph 103 of his judgment, Sir Geoffrey Vos said this: 

m 
"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 

a/legations of fraud, conspiracy or misdealing that Mr Mi/finder has made". 

-- Sir Geoffrey Vos 

Bringing you all the latest news truly independent 

of the controlled corrupted media. First for the 

people, first for news. Saying it as it is, not how 
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We were shown a note of hearing, which was an ex-parte (without notice) hearing by Middlesbrough FC 

dated 9th January 2017 and in that note of hearing, Mr Staunton himself had admitted that no claims 

could be established because, "Force Majeure" had effect. 

It was proven therefore that all along, from 9th January 2017 that Mr Staunton, his client, Middlesbrough 

FC and his instructing solicitors, Womble Bond Dickinson, knew the claims they were making were false. 

They knew what they were doing was dishonest and the claims are a fraud. 

Sir Geoffrey Vos was served a cross examination by Mr 

Millinder asking why he lied and concealed the fraud Vos 

replied "no comment"

We were also shown the full cross examination document presented to Sir Geoffrey Vos by Mr Millinder 

on 14th March 2021. 

The excerpt below from that cross examination refers to the salient questions around the false 

statements Sir Geoffrey Vos made to conceal the fraudulent claims. 

3 8. At page 3. line 24. paragraph 19 ofyotu·judgmem was reci1ed where you said this:

"From 17th J1111e 201 .f. the rem resei,·ed by sc/1ed11/e 7 of the Lense fell d11e from Empowering 
Wind MFC to MMtllesbrough 1111der the terms oft/re Lease. but was unpaid". 

4 8.1. Why did you lie and say 1ha1 rent reseived by schedule 7 of the Lease fell due wbeu you 
s knew that 011 9th January 2017 rhat S1au111011 had admirred in wririug tbat "Force Majeure has 
6 effect" and 1ha1 you know on Sth Febrnary 2018 Nugee J found tllat no rent or energy supply was

7 owed? 

8 9. At page 4. liues 5- 7. 1he passage from paragraph 109 ofyourjudgmeut is recited:

Bringing you all the latest news truly independent 
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8 9. At page 4. lines 5- 7. the passage from paragraph 109 ofyom·judgme111 is recited:

"Mitldlesbro11gh i111·oiced E111poweri11g rJ111d ,\fFC for a q11011tified claim for re111 i11 the s11111 
ofl156,169.89" 

9 9.1. Wby did you repre em tha1 1be demand was a quan1ified claim for rent wllen you lmew no 
10 rem was owed? 

11 9.2. Wby did you say the claim for relll was quamified when you knew £181.269.89 oftbe claim 
12 was for energy supply and you knew thm any "En1i1Jemet11 10 agreed ompur" (ag.reemenr by "the 
13 Generator" / lvlr l\lilliuder 10 supply power). was conditional upon bis "full satisfaction or• 
14 "emering into a Conuec1io11 Agreement"' when you !mew Middlesbrough FC refused 1he 
15 couuection? 

Pan of the cross examination document preseoted to Sir Geoffrey Vos on 14th March 2021 by Mr Millinder 

Mr Millinder phoned the Master of the Rolls office asking for 

"accountability" - The 5-minute recording 

SPORTS V LIFESTYLE V VIDEOS 0. 
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Listen to the 5-minute call between Mr Millinder and Andrew Caton (Private clerk to the Master of the Rolls) whilst Vos was in office 

Sir Geoffrey Vos, the head of the UK's civil justice system, the second highest Judge in the country, is 

proven to have been concealing fraud to assist dishonest lawyers in using the courts to defraud and 

evade justice. 

If the second highest judge in the country, responsible for the entire civil justice system is proven to 

have behaved in this way, what are the rest of them doing? 

We asked Sir Geoffrey Vos to comment, but his response was "no comment".

Im Judicial corruption Master of the Rolls Sir Geoffrey Vos 
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CRIMINAL JUSTICE ACT 1967 - SECTION 9 

___________________________________________ 
WITNESS STATEMENT OF MARTIN RICHARD WALSH  

DATED 11/12/2021 
___________________________________________ 

1. I, Martin Richard Walsh, a citizen of the People’s Republic of China, do say as
follows:

2. This is my first witness statement in support of Mr Millinder’s case at
Newcastle Crown Court.

3. I work with Mr Millinder on various assignments under Intelligence UK
International.

4. I had attended all the hearings in the Crown Court when I assisted Mr
Millinder as a McKenzie friend in taking notes during the remote video
hearings.

5. I was permitted to attend all the hearings and I was expecting to attend the
trial of the issues on 10th of December 2021 starting at 10.30AM GMT to do
the same.

6. I received a link to the hearing from Mr Millinder sent at 09.32AM.   I logged
into the link at around 10.15AM and I was having to wait in the lobby for an
unusually long time.

7. I did finally get into the hearing at around 10.40AM.  It was said by the
Judge and the clerk to the court that there was an issue with my microphone
and camera.  The Judge used this as an excuse to remove me from the
hearing, although I explained on the chat that I could see and hear what was
going on.

8. I considered that it was very odd that I was prevented from observing and
making notes when the court knew that I was not speaking or participating
other than by taking notes for Mr Millinder.

9. I never put my camera on previously and just listened to the hearings
without saying anything, just making notes.

10.I got the impression that I was being kept out of the hearing and that the
judge did not want me there, although he had no issue with me being
present at the 3 prior mention hearings I attended.

Tab_2: Pages 46 - 48
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11.I did some checks my end on my speakers and microphone.  At about
1.45PM, after speaking with the court staff, I was let back into the lobby of
the video conference hearing.   I waited on hold until about 2.15PM when the
hearing resumed after their lunch break.

12.I was let into the hearing at around 2.15PM and I was greeted with hostility
by HHJ Prince.  I turned my camera on to prove it was working.

13.His opening line to me was: “Mr Walsh, where are you?”

14.I responded telling the Judge I was in Hong Kong.   The Judge told me that
“If I want to apply for permission to view these proceedings remotely, I
would have to contact the court office in advance of the hearing and that
permission to attend would have to be given”.

15.I considered this very odd as HHJ Prince had given me permission to assist
Mr Millinder on all other occasions. I did not understand this reasoning when
it was a hearing in the public court.

16.I contacted the court office prior to 1.45PM, which is why I was let back in to
the hearing.   HHJ Prince however said “I am not dealing your application
now as it will delay the hearing”, or words to that effect and I was refused
access and shut out of the hearing.

17.Having assisted Mr Millinder throughout the proceeding, I got the impression
that HHJ Prince was trying to conceal what Womble Bond Dickinson and
Middlesbrough Football Club had done to Mr Millinder.

18.I cannot begin to understand why I was locked out of the trial when I was
permitted to attend at all other times.  I sought permission previously in the
same way.

19. I have knowledge of the case, having read the background papers.  It is my
opinion that there has been concealment of the particulars and that Mr
Millinder has been denied the right of a fair trial in the criminal and civil
proceedings.

20.At around 5PM UK time I spoke with Mr Millinder over the phone, he was
shaken and explained that HHJ Prince had ignored all his evidence and oral
submissions.

21.I was surprised to hear from Mr Millinder that HHJ Prince had sentenced him
to prison for 3-months when I knew that he had been defrauded by Womble
Bond Dickinson.
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22.I considered the decision to be unfair and that Mr Millinder had been
prevented from privately prosecuting Womble Bond Dickinson, Middlesbrough
Football Club, their counsel and Anthony Hannon in the magistrates.  I
thought the duty of the Crown Court was to deal with everything that the
lower court failed to do.

23.I was aware from attending the previous hearings that counsel was employed
by the court to cross examine the witnesses on Mr Millinder’s behalf as he
was prohibited from doing so under some rule to do with vulnerable
witnesses.

24.When I spoke with Mr Millinder at just after 5PM he told me that Mr Cartmal
had failed to ask any single question that he was asked to raise in the cross
examination.    Mr Millinder said he believed that the Judge and counsel were
colluding and that the hearing was pre-determined.

25.I understood that the legislation, I recall “Youth Justice Act” used to prevent
Mr Millinder from cross examining the witnesses was to protect vulnerable
witnesses.    I did not consider that corrupt lawyers, who should be used to
cross examination to fit into the category of vulnerable witnesses.

26. Something very sinister is going on with the UK’s courts and from what I
know about this case, there has been a major cover up and nothing has been
tried in the civil or criminal proceedings.

Declaration of truth: 

My witness statement, comprising of 3 pages is true to the best of my knowledge 
and belief and I make it knowing that if it is 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: 

 Martin Richard Walsh 
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In the Newcastle Crown Court                                                                     A-2021-0089 

___________________________________________________________________ 

APPLICATION TO STRIKE OUT AND SET ASIDE  

VOID THROUGH FAILURE TO SERVE 
___________________________________________________________________ 

1. The Appellant makes this application to set aside the void prosecution, herein proving
beyond reasonable doubt that the magistrates prosecution is irredeemably defective
through disclosure failings in the Prosecution failing whatsoever to serve evidence.

2. It is the Appellant’s right, ex debito justitiae to have the void prosecution and the orders
made by Currer set aside.  Any orders by the superior court originating from the void
orders by Currer are void ab initio, there is no real order of the court. That is the law.

3. During the trial in Newcastle Crown Court I specifically asked the Court to ensure that
my submission in respect of the prosecution being irredeemably defective through
serious disclosure failings and failure to serve whatsoever was considered.  During the
oral judgment, nothing whatsoever was mentioned in respect of this incontrovertible
point.

4. I refer to PRIMARY-10-12-2021, turning to page 16, the index page. I refer to 3B, then to
tab_3. The directions order by Currer of 05/03/2020 where it is evidenced that he sent
the case for trial and ordered that the evidence be served on me by 5th April 2020.

5. I refer to the Service of Prosecution Evidence Regulations 2005, Regulation 2.  I spell

out the applicable part, linking to section 51 of the Act as referenced:

Where a person is sent for trial under section 51 of the 1998 Act on any charge or

charges, copies of the documents containing the evidence on which the charge or charges are

based, shall, no later than 70 days after the date on which the person was sent for trial

be: (a) served on that person;

6. Service of evidence comes under the Prosecution's legal duty of disclosure, effectually.
There was no disclosure or service in the magistrates proceedings whatsoever.
Statutory law commits the prosecution against me as being void by irredeemable defect
in failing to disclose and failing to serve evidence.

7. The CPS took the case to magistrates without any evidence. That is an abuse of process.

Tab_3: Pages 49 - 83
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8. I was in communication with magistrates by email, they all knew I was non domicile,
there was no attempt to ask me for permission to serve by email. They could have just
sent it.  No permission necessary, but they failed whatsoever to have done so.

9. It was not until 23/07/2021 when I applied to the Crown Court to set aside the void
prosecution that Mr Palmer of the CPS produced the papers.

10. The emails that were finally produced, and not until after the magistrates proceedings
had concluded that were said to amount to a course of conduct that was harassment,
were all outside of the short period of which the Prosecution relied, from 15th May
2019 – 6th June 2019.

11. The emails read out in court were completely different to those exhibited in the
Prosecution’s purported evidence dated 23rd July 2021.   I refer to that bundle:
Pros_Papers_served_23rd_July_2021.  The bundle is a complete mess, it is not even
numbered correctly, there are empty pages, but moreover, the purported evidence is
entirely inconsistent.  The full email chains were redacted, constituting more extreme
disclosure failings to prejudice my defence and right to a fair trial.

12. At page 18 – 20 of the mooted, disorganized mess produced by the delinquents at the
CPS, they exhibit a schedule of the emails said to have been relied upon as a course of
conduct that amounts to harassment.

13. Those emails are from 31st January 2019 until 3rd May 2019.  The purported evidence is
outside of the short window referred to in the Crown Court, from 15th May 2019 – 6th

June 2019.

14. The 16th June 2019 email at 13.57PM is at page 89 of their bundle. The rest of the email
chain is missing, as is all the rest of the evidence.   The redactions and failure to disclose
has seriously compromised the Appellant’s defence in any event, notwithstanding the
fact that the prosecution is void ab initio.

15. Full disclosure of those emails would have set out the context, proving that there were
no threats, aside from the threat to prosecute.   The CPS has redacted all the evidence
proving the fraud committed by Womble Bond Dickinson, which is why I was sending
the emails in the first place.   The disclosure failing altogether diminished my case that I
was pursing them under an enactment rule of law and for the purpose of detecting and
prosecuting crime.

16. They took their fraud to my doorstep by ruining my family, my business and my
wellbeing, to the extent I lost contact with my daughter, who is now 15.  I do hold them
personally liable and that is precisely what was meant by taking it to their doorsteps.
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17. The heavy redaction by the CPS and police resulted in the matter being presented out
of all context, when the rest of the emails proved I was pursuing them because they
were being prosecuted and in any event, I was serving the evidence and submissions I
rely on by email.

18. All emails during the course of litigation are supposed to be sent to the other side, in
the interests of disclosure, both in criminal and civil proceedings. There was no other
reason that the emails were sent. The emails were sent in compliance with the Criminal
and Civil Procedure Rules, enactments / rule of law.

19. Page 92 is the police interview note dated 19/11/2019.  There it was stated that there
was harassment with fear of violence, when there is no evidence of any such threat
whatsoever.    It was said that the period referred to was between the dates of 15th

March 2019 – 15th June 2019.

20. It was admitted in the Crown Court proceeding that the only emails relied on by the
Prosecution were from 15th May 2019 – 6th June 2019.    None of those emails amounted
to harassment in any event.  The right to freedom of speech, includes the right to offend
and to express frustration and anger. See Article 10 of the HRA 1998, another right that
has been violated.

21. Aside from the one email of 16th June 2019, none of the other emails (nor the full chain
of emails) have ever been served on me.  The emails were redacted to conceal the
offending by Womble Bond Dickinson.  There has been no service whatsoever and
there has been serious disclosure failings.

22. Page 101 is the “Memorandum of an entry entered in the register of the Northumbria
Youth Court LJA 6360”.   They list an incorrect address as “Seavegate House”.

23. From 2007 until 2017 I resided at Seavegate Farm, Moor Lane, East Ayton, YO13 9EW, a
completely separate property to Seavegate House, a substantial distance away.

24. At item 2, “PH97004” the time period of the alleged offence is stated to be 15/05/2019
– 06/06/2019 and it is said that the entry is “Entered in error”.

25. There is no evidence of harassment between 15th May 2019 and 06/06/2019.   No
evidence was served, not even in the void Crown Court proceedings.

26. Once again, there is no service of evidence in compliance with the Prosecution’s duty to
serve evidence in accord with the Service of Prosecution Evidence Regulations 2005,
Regulation 2.   I have never even seen the email chains that were read out in Court, but
in any event, there was no service of any evidence of any harassment whatsoever in the
time period relied upon.

27. It is proven beyond reasonable doubt that the prosecution is void ab initio.CASE FILE: Page 1923                   PDF: Page 684 of 994
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AUTHORITIES: 
I refer to several authorities of the superior courts that apply here: 

In Craig v Kanssen [1943]  "A fundamental defect includes a failure to serve process where 
service of process is required".    In criminal proceedings, service of evidence is required under 
statutory law. There is a time limit of 70-days from the date the court fixes the date for trial of 
the alleged offence from which to do so.   

I refer to in Re Pritchard (deceased) [1963] 1 Ch 502 I cite what Upjohn LJ found in respect of 
the issues specific to this case:  "...or where proceedings appear to be duly issued but fail to 
comply with a statutory requirement".  "Failure to comply with a statutory requirement 
includes rules made pursuant to a statute". 

A void order does not have to be obeyed.  In Crane v Director of Public Prosecutions [1921] it 
was stated that "if an order is void ab initio then there is no real order of the Court". 

A void order results from a ‘fundamental defect’ in proceedings (in Re Pritchard) 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). 

"Failure to comply with a statutory requirement includes rules made pursuant to a 
statute" (In Smurthwaite v Hannay [1894] A.C. 494). 

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]. 

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" (Lord Denning in MacFoy v United Africa Co. Ltd. [1961]. 

28. The Court that made the void order must set it aside and it has no discretion to further
go into the merits of the case aside from doing so.

29. Additionally, no consideration was given to the fact that Currer was conflicted by the
magistrate’s court’s own admission, but yet he went ahead to make yet another void
order pursuant to section 142 of the MCA 1980.   In any event, statutory law commits
Currer’s order as being void and it was that order I was setting aside, it was not even
considered.   Essentially, it was the void section 142 order that originated the orders in
Newcastle Crown Court.

30. I refer to exhibit 3B. It is clear that the index at pages 1 and 2 of the exhibit were not
even read.  From page 2 of the index, I click on tab_10, taking you to that active table of
contents.  It is clear none of that evidence and the submissions was even read. It was all
pre-determined.

CASE FILE: Page 1924                   PDF: Page 685 of 994

https://uk01.co.uk/secure-3-newcastle/B-APPEAL-BUNDLE-PM.pdf
https://uk01.co.uk/secure-3-newcastle/B-APPEAL-BUNDLE-PM.pdf


31. I click on number 10 “The legal position” taking you to page 7 of the submission (page
82 of the exhibit), reading line 1 through t o line 15 of page 83 of the exhibit.

32. Currer once again broke the law, not only was he knowingly conflicted and had no
jurisdiction to hear the application under section 142 anyway, but he affronted the law
and disposed of the section 142 application to set aside the void prosecution without a
hearing when page 83, line 9 – line 15 sets out that statutory law commits what Currer
did as being unlawful.

33. Page 82 of the exhibit, line 1 – 20 sets out that the court affronted the law to deny me
the right to attend my own summary trial when the Coronavirus legislation made
provision for me to have attended remotely, both in respect of the summary trial and
the section 142 order.

34. The corrupt magistrates court wanted to evade me attending the trial whatsoever, so
that I could be found guilty in my absence, in contravention of my human right to state
my defence, to cross examine the offenders and to further the counter allegations
against them.    My human rights were violated, I was denied the right to a fair trial and I
was deprived of the right to access my trial, when it was impossible for me to have
attended.

35. It is proven that the orders made by Currer are unlawful and that in any event,
statutory law commits the proceedings to be void through failure whatsoever to serve
by the time limits prescribed in law and likewise, statutory law, namely Part 44 of the
Criminal Procedure Rules commits the section 142 order I was seeking to set aside, also
to be void.

36. On all grounds, it is proven that the prosecution against me is void ab initio, for one void
order has been used to originate another, resulting in a void, without jurisdiction
sentence of imprisonment for an offence I did not commit, in absence of disclosure of
evidence whatsoever.

37. I apply that the Court set aside the void orders accordingly and that I am acquitted and
that my costs and aggravated damages as set out are awarded for the abuse I have
suffered with this hanging over my head since November 2019.   That is oppressive
punishment in itself.

Paul Millinder  
13th December 2021 
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IN THE NEWCASTLE CROWN COURT A-2021-0089

PRIMARY SUBMISSION FOR TRIAL – 10/12/2021 

1. Appellant (“A”) has prepared this primary, line numbered submission to consolidate and
to assist the offenders and the Court in navigating the exhibits and submissions.

2. At all times, where reference is made to an exhibit or submission, the key reference
document is the main index containing direct links to those documents titled:
SUBMISSIONS-HEARING-10-12-2021 (Hereafter described as “Main”) appended hereto.

3. The contents of the 4 emails contained at 1A – 4A of Main are transferred onto the line
numbered submission below and shall be referred to in order.   A has included an active
table of contents at page 3 below for further ease in navigation.

THE RECUSAL APPLICATION --- OATH OF ALLEGIENCE AND THE JUDICIAL OATH: 

4. Mr Prince has acted unlawfully in many ways, often affronting the rule of law he is
sworn to have upheld.   The Promissory Oaths Act 1868 is law, law that he has broken,
both limbs of the oath have been broken, as such Mr Prince has no jurisdiction:

Oath of Allegiance:

"I, Christopher John Prince, do swear by Almighty God that I will be faithful and bear true
allegiance to Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth the Second, her heirs and successors,
according to law."

Judicial oath:

"I, Christopher John Prince, do swear by Almighty God that I will well and truly serve our
Sovereign Lady Queen Elizabeth the Second in the office of Crown Court Judge, and I will
do right to all manner of people after the laws and usages of this realm, without fear or
favour, affection or ill will.

5. Mr Prince is being controlled by the Attorney General, part of the Tory kleptocracy, as
all the rest of the oath breaking offenders in both civil and criminal proceedings in this
case have done from the outset.   He has allowed his independence to be compromised
in this way, seeking to keep the void prosecution alive, contrary to the law, and to
prevent justice being served on the offenders.
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HUMAN RIGHTS VIOLATIONS: 

6. Mr Prince, acting with favour and ill-will has violated A’s constitutional and human rights
in several ways.  Violating one’s human rights is acting contrary to the law, with ill-will.

7. Mr Prince has prevented A from cross examining the true offenders who he describes as
“witnesses” using legislation designed to protect vulnerable witnesses, mainly victims of
sex abuse and underage witnesses.   The offenders are not vulnerable.  Mr Prince has
abused the law and the motive for doing so is to conceal the offending, because the
cross examination PTQs prove their offending beyond reasonable doubt.

ARTICLE 6 OF THE HUMAN RIGHTS ACT 1998: 

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. 

8. The right to a fair trial includes the right to a public hearing and the right to state my
defence, the right to cross examine the main witnesses and the right to an independent
and impartial tribunal.  Mr Prince has violated my rights in respect of all three and on 9th

December 2021, refused the public access to the hearing.  The hearing is an open
hearing in the public court.

9. The corrupt, politically controlled civil and criminal courts have prevented A’s right of
access to justice with a serious of void, false instrument restraint orders used to conceal
the prevalent offending and civil fraud, originated by certifying the proven case as “no
more or less than bound to fail”.    The judges allocated to the void restraint orders are
instructed to consistently refuse permission to bring any application whatsoever,
arbitrarily denying A his right of access to justice.

NO PUNISHMENT WITHOUT LAW: 

No one shall be held guilty of any criminal offence on account of any act or omission which did 
not constitute a criminal offence under national or international law at the time when it was 
committed. 

10. The statutory defence to the alleged section 2 harassment offence applies on all 3
grounds, however there is no harassment.  The right to freedom of speech includes the
right to offend.   The corrupt, politically controlled magistrates violated A’s right to
attend a trial, preventing a fair and unbiased hearing, preventing A from stating his
defence and whilst acting with favour and ill-will, concealing and suppressing A’s private
criminal prosecution to assist the offenders in evading justice.
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1. Email 1A

From: Intelligence UK International <i@i1uk.com> 1 
Date: Thu, 9 Dec 2021 at 03:33 2 
Subject: URGENT: A-2021-0089 - B-APPEAL-BUNDLE-PM --- Never even opened or 3 
read by the Judge !!! 4 
To: <Undisclosed recipients> 5 

(Email 2 of 3 for Mr Cartmell) 6 

Messrs Newcastle Magistrates Court, 7 

We have tracked the documentation using military grade electronic intelligence 8 
gathering technologies.   Can you explain to me why the Judge had not even read any 9 
of my submissions after having them in his possession for many months? 10 

The appeal bundle (to set aside the void orders made by Currer, the white-collar 11 
criminal:  B-APPEAL-BUNDLE-PM has never even been opened and we are now a 12 
day prior to trial and nothing has even been pre-read (apart from the recent 13 
submissions).   Is this because it is once again all pre-determined conspiracy to pervert 14 
the course of justice?   I have more than good reason to believe it is. 15 

TAKE NOTE:  At page 95 & 96; I exhibit the 9th September 2020 email from Leslie 16 
Moss, the senior magistrates legal advisor, at 11.20AM.  At page 96, line 10 - 18; Moss 17 
herself referred to the fact that Currer was conflicted, but she allocated him to determine 18 
the section 142 application when he had no jurisdiction to do so. The principle of nemo 19 
judex in causa sua (I shall not be a judge of my own cause) is a principle of natural 20 
justice that in itself vitiates the order made by Currer, notwithstanding that the 21 
prosecution is in any event irredeemably defective through failure whatsoever to serve 22 
and that the statutory defence applies on all 3 grounds.  I am dealing with a lawless 23 
bunch of dishonest, morally deficient, colluding common purpose cretins. 24 
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That too is proven beyond reasonable doubt.  I know more of the law than all put 1 
together.  I quote from that email: 2 

"the magistrates’ courts in Cleveland, Durham and Northumbria will not be able to 3 
consider any request to have one of the local District Judges prosecuted. I am 4 
sure you can appreciate that there is a need to avoid any perception of bias 5 
wherever a decision like this has to be made which means that any such 6 
application would need to be pursued in a different court area" 7 

It is for that reason that the first set of directions that Christopher Prince evaded was to 8 
transfer the case to St Albans, but he, like the rest of the oath breaking, politically 9 
controlled criminal racketeering purported judges, wanted to keep it under his control, 10 
so he could continue perverting the course of justice like the rest of them have 11 
throughout both the civil and criminal proceedings. 12 

I refer to tab_12, pages 23 (119 of the bundle) - line 30 of page 30 (126 of the 13 
bundle) - Why do you think the offenders dishonestly withheld the report from the ex-14 
parte hearing on 23rd October 2020?   Why do you think Currer evaded the private 15 
criminal prosecution? 16 

Now read page 82 of the bundle, line 1 through to line 16 of page 84.   I will ask you 17 
again, why do you think Currer prevented me from my right to attend the summary trial 18 
and then the section 142 proceeding? 19 

Lastly, in relation to the failure whatsoever to serve, I refer to page 54, paragraph 20 
34; "A fundamental defect includes a failure to serve process where service of process 21 
is required". See: Lord Greene in Craig v Kanssen Craig v Kanssen [1943] 1 KB 22 
256).  Service of evidence is required in a criminal prosecution.  Tab_8 referred to 23 
therein (page 54, p36 is attached as a loose leaf). 24 

At page 1 of tab_8, we have the email from Court dated 29th May 2020 at 25 
10.04AM.   The email from the magistrates confirms that by 29th May 2020 there was 26 
still no service and on the day of the trial, I was not served with anything 27 
whatsoever.   The dishonesty, stating "the CPS did not have details of my legal 28 
representative" was designed to cover for the failure whatsoever to serve, when they 29 
all knew I was representing myself and there was never a legal representative.   They 30 
knew I resided abroad, they could have served by email, they never did.   Palmer did, 31 
only after the appeal had started, but there was no service whatsoever in the 32 
magistrates. The proceedings are void ab initio. 33 

At page 52 of my exhibit, I also refer to the precedent  "...or where proceedings appear 34 
to be duly issued but fail to comply with a statutory requirement (Upjohn LJ in Re 35 
Pritchard [1963]). Failure to comply with a statutory requirement includes rules made 36 
pursuant to a statute". 37 

The order by Currer at tab_03, page 37 of my exhibit, directed that service was to be 38 
effective by 30th April 2020.  That never happened. 39 
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2. The Criminal Procudure Rules 2020 are statutory law as are the Service of 1 

Prosecution Evidence Regulations 20052 

 Rule 1.19(1)(b) applies and Rule 3.19(2)(b) applies equally in Magistrates Court 3 
proceedings: "not more than 70 days after sending for trial, where the defendant is on 4 
bail".  The trial (in absence of evidence whatsoever, was ordered on 5th March 2020 5 
and the 70th day was 14th May 2020.    Once again, the email from the magistrates 6 
court admitting no service on 29th May 2020 proves the case beyond reasonable 7 
doubt.  There was no service whatsoever. 8 

Prince affronted the rule of law, stating that lack of service of any evidence whatsoever 9 
was perfectly fine "because I knew about it".  The law determines overwise. See:  The 10 
Crime and Disorder Act 1998 (Service of Prosecution Evidence) Regulations 2005 ( 11 
Regulation 2). 12 

The time for service of the prosecution evidence is prescribed by regulation 13 
2.  Admittedly, he did later retract his position, stating that I am at liberty to have these14 
matters re-determined properly at trial.  We shall do so, but it won't take very long, 15 
because it's already done here. 16 

We will however make full use of the trial, by prosecuting the true offenders for the 17 
multiple indictable only offences they have committed.   I refer to the primary overriding 18 
objective of the court; "to acquit the innocent and to convict the guilty".   We are working 19 
on the latter. I am applying to have the offenders remanded in custody, pending 20 
trial by Judge and Jury as statutory law determines. 21 

Send this to the Judge at once and confirm it has been done.   Please work from the 22 
index, pre-reading it all, by starting at the index at pages 1 & 2 (always a good place to 23 
start).   It is all linked accordingly. 24 

Thank you very much. 25 

--- Paul Millinder 

Attachments: 

B-APPEAL-BUNDLE-PM.pdf(2,543K)26 

Tab_08---Email_correspondence_court.pdf (349K) 27 

____________________________EMAIL 1A ENDS_____________________________________ 
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3. Tracking return report for Email 1A

Recipient:    Subject:   Last read:  Read:    Sent: 1 

Lyonette, 
Pauline 

URGENT: A-2021-
0089 - B-APPEAL-
BUNDLE-PM --- 
Never even opened 
or read by the Judge 
!!! 

Dec 9, 
2021, 
1:30:17 
PM 

3 
times 

Dec 9, 
2021, 
3:33:02 
AM 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

4. EMAIL 2A2 

From: Intelligence UK International <i@i1uk.com> 3 
Date: Thu, 9 Dec 2021 at 02:55 4 
Subject: Fwd: A-2021-0089 - 2 counts of perjury & 2 counts of blackmail - further submission 5 
for the Judge re Police - Trial on Friday 10/12/2021 6 
To: <Nick.Cartmell@newparkcourt.co.uk> 7 

Dear Mr Cartmell, 8 

I don't believe it is your fault, however, it is completely unacceptable that you have been brought 9 
into this case on the 11th hour.  10 

There is insufficient time for you to read the papers, nor to take instruction on the cross 11 
examination and in absence of, there is no way we can proceed, you would be doing me an 12 
injustice.    Undoubtedly you have a significant case load and you are not going to be able to 13 
spend all day today reading the papers and taking an instruction on the cross examination from 14 
me.  If I am mistaken, and you do have all day today to pre-read and take the instruction, please 15 
make contact with me first thing this morning (UK time) after you have skimmed through the 16 
paperwork.  17 

Can you explain why I only found out about your proposed engagement yesterday when I have 18 
been calling and emailing your chambers for about 5-weeks, ever since Prince decided he was 19 
going to protect the offenders in this way, by disallowing me my constitutional right to cross 20 
examine? 21 

There has been a protracted conspiracy to pervert the course of justice by politically controlled, 22 
oath breaking quislings purporting to be judges in both the civil and criminal proceedings in this 23 
case.  This nonsense, trying to prosecute me for "harassing the fraudsters" in absence of any 24 
service whatsoever in the Magistrates whilst Currer, who I found to be connected with the 25 
offenders, suppressed my private criminal prosecution and failed to determine whatsoever, is the 26 
final leg. 27 
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Currer, in North Tyneside Magistrates (the alleged offence occurred in London) knew I was non-1 
domicile and refused me the right to attend the summary trial remotely, knowing that in June 2 
2020 the Corona virus restrictions were in full force and it would have been impossible to fly, 3 
even if I was going to.   Currer denied me the right to attend my own trial (knowing I would 4 
further the counter allegations) and then affixed himself to the case, making a void, without 5 
jurisdiction section 142 order to once again attempt to defeat the ends of justice.  Prince is doing 6 
precisely the same.  7 

Please carefully read and follow the email below and refer to the enclosures. My skeleton for 8 
trial contains an active table of contents at page 1, for ease in reference.   9 

Please get back to me as a matter of urgency.    It is essential that you pre-read and acquaint with 10 
the case, so that you know why I am asking you to cross examine the offenders based on each 11 
and every single question contained in the 3 PTQ documents I served on them long ago.  12 
I look forward to hearing from you. 13 

Kind regards, 14 

Paul Millinder: 15 

From: Intelligence UK International <i@i1uk.com> 16 
Date: Wed, 8 Dec 2021 at 04:17 17 
Subject: A-2021-0089 - 2 counts of perjury & 2 counts of blackmail - further submission for the 18 
Judge re Police - Trial on Friday 10/12/2021 19 

Dear Sir / Madam, 20 

It will be useful in further consolidating that the Judge considers my submission to the police, in 21 
the interests of transparency, and to further assist in getting to the issues in question.  22 

Pay particular attention to what the corrupt CPS Crown Prosecutor, Palmer, whom the court is 23 
colluding with said.  I quote: "Well, if you’ve got um, some evidence that you want the police to 24 
investigate, send it to police". I have now done that. However, that does not alleviate the fact 25 
that the course of public justice has commenced and there are indictable only offences of plenty 26 
and criminal property exceeding £23.5 million I have been defrauded of and that the Crown 27 
Court has exclusive jurisdiction to deal with that.   28 

It is my constitutional right to prosecute the offenders and this is yet another right I have been 29 
hoodwinked of my criminals in judicial office; namely Currer in the North Tyneside Magistrates 30 
and prior, Fanning, both of whom perverted the course of justice, suppressing the criminal 31 
prosecution information I laid to prevent justice being served on the offenders.  Once again, the 32 
Crown Court has exclusive jurisdiction to deal with that. 33 

Alec Burns (as you knew) has evaded making any contact with me whatsoever, so there are no 34 
instructions on the cross examination. In any event, it is my right to cross examine the offenders 35 
and I note they failed whatsoever to respond to the PTQs that were served on 36 
them.  Undoubtedly they are once again solely reliant on the corrupt, politically controlled 37 
judiciary to prevent justice being served on them.  I will show you how far you get. 38 
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I suggest people sharpen their pencils, we are not all stupid and some actually know the law, far 1 
better than others.  I quote "A man that knows the truth cannot be deceived" 2 

I do hope this makes the position clear. 3 

Yours faithfully, 4 

Paul Millinder:  5 

From: Intelligence UK International <i@i1uk.com> 6 
Date: Wed, 8 Dec 2021 at 04:00 7 
Subject: Re: URGENT: A-2021-0089 --- Collusion & judicial conspiracy to pervert the course of 8 
justice 9 
To: #Chief Constable 10 

Dear Sir / Madam, 11 

No response received from Inspector Reed since his email where he disingenuously stated "I see 12 
no reference to matters within our jurisdiction, so will take no action" .  13 

The common purpose synergy with this corrupt establishment and their footsoldiers is the 14 
doctrine of wilful blindness / conscious avoidance.  If you don't know what that means, Google it 15 
and find out. 16 

Diligence is part of the oath of a police constable.  Diligence is entirely lacking here, but this is 17 
undoubtedly deliberate, by one of the most corrupt Forces in the UK at the epicentre of fraud and 18 
economic crime.   Bristol Combined Court is a sham, most of its judges are masonic orientated 19 
white-collar criminals, part of this racketeering enterprise sponsored by the taxpayer.  20 

21 
I will just recap over the evidence: 22 

1. At the front cover (pages 1 - 4), page 1, paragraph ("p.") 2.2 refers to tab_9, pages 35 - 4023 
where it is evidenced on 23rd June 2017 that they knew there was an application and procedures 24 
pending against them for the multiple offences of fraud and perversion of the course of justice 25 
they have committed; 26 

2. Page 1, p.2.3 refers to the perjury committed when they certified the false instrument27 
application as true, when it is proven beyond reasonable doubt they knew the application they 28 
were making was blatantly false in every way.  P2.3 refers specifically to "N293A false 29 
instrument application to Bristol County Court for a High Court Writ in the sum of £555,000 30 
made on 7th September 2017".   Accordingly, Bristol County Court where this offending 31 
originated is in the jurisdiction of Avon and Somerset Police.   32 

3. Page 2, p.23(a) and p23(b) are very clear submissions.  P.2.5 is likewise, referring to the false33 
instrument High Court Writ originating from their perjury at tab_2.5  We also identify statutory 34 
law, criminal law as in section 5 of the Perjury Act 1911 relating to their offending between 9th 35 
and 16th January 2017.  The evidence is incontrovertible. 36 
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4. Page 2, p.2.6 refers to the sealed email chain of 22/11/2017 (sealed the same day). Reading 1 
from there, to the end, the submission is absolutely clear and is self-explanatory.  The offences 2 
are proven to the criminal standard and the conduct of the offenders would be viewed as 3 
dishonest in the opinion of the ordinary, informed observer, because these people are supposed to 4 
be lawyers, they knew, from 27th June 2017 if not far sooner, that no money was ever owed to 5 
Middlesbrough FC.  The assigned investments extinguished their alleged £25k fraudulent 6 
liability by over 30 times. 7 

5.  At page 1, p.1. we include a link to my skeleton and "Exhibit-D" referred to in that8 
skeleton.  Page 1 of my skeleton contains an active table of contents for further clarity and ease 9 
in reference.  10 

You should pay some very diligent attention to the contents therein, but I will cut to the 11 
chase.   At page 20, p.105, I recite from the transcript of the hearing before Nugee on 5/02/2018, 12 
whereby Staunton, the aptly named "Womble" Bond Dickinson solicitor's white-collar criminal 13 
purported barrister, their fellow conspirator.  Staunton admitted this: 14 
“What’s assigned are the investments, the £200,000”. 15 

6. They all knew that however on 30th June 2015, when Middlesbrough FC were served with the16 
assignment.  Thereafter they had the assignment in their possession 3 times over.  Point being is 17 
that statutory law, namely section 136(1) of the Law of Property Act 1925, commits the 18 
assignment as being effectual in law from that date of service.  They all knew, from 30th June 19 
2015, that the assigned investment I made in the project £770,000, extinguished any claim they 20 
could bring and on this ground alone, they knew neither I, nor my companies owed them a single 21 
penny, the position is substantially the opposite.  On this ground alone, it is proven beyond 22 
reasonable doubt they knew they had no right to have made any application to Bristol High Court 23 
District Registry for the Writ of Control.  They committed perjury on two counts, leading to two 24 
unwarranted demands with menaces (S.21 Theft Act 1968).  The offending originated in Bristol. 25 

7. At page 22 of my skeleton, I recite from the transcript of the hearing on 11th April 201826 
(Exhibit-D; tab_D4), what Staunton admitted once again: "there’s a 27 
cross claim which extinguishes the liability to pay £25,000" 28 

8.  Their own counsel admitted what they all knew on 30th June 2015 when the assignment was29 
served on them.  Staunton knew that, which is why he also committed fraud by false 30 
representation.  31 
This proven, conscious and pre-meditated dishonesty is evidenced in the transcript of the hearing 32 
on 28/03/2018 (Exhibit-D, tab_D3), page 15 of the exhibit, citation (F) through to (B).  It is 33 
evidenced that Staunton lied about the cross claim assigned investments he admitted 34 
extinguished the £25k fraudulent liability.    Just 51-days earlier, evidenced in the transcript of 35 
the hearing on 5th February 2018, Staunton himself acknowledged that the investments were 36 
assigned (as per paragraph 5, above). 37 

9. These crimes originated in Bristol County Court where they took place.  2 counts of perjury38 
and 2 of blackmail originated in your jurisdiction from 7th September until 22nd November 2017 39 
and thereafter all the further offending originated from that.  The corrupt, politically controlled 40 
oath breaking white-collar criminals in the civil courts have been perverting the course of justice 41 
to conceal these proven offences.   I have no doubt that Prince in Newcastle Crown Court will do 42 
the same.  I place that on record, the course of justice has commenced. 43 
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10. Lastly, I refer to the transcript of the recorded call I had with Palmer, a senior Crown 1 
Prosecutor at the corrupt Newcastle CPS on 2 
27/08/2021: Transcript_27_08_2021_Palmer_Millinder.  At page 1, line 12, Palmer himself 3 
(who has perverted the course of justice), said this:  "Well, if you’ve got um, some evidence that 4 
you want the police to investigate, send it to police". 5 

11. That is what I have done, but there is nothing to investigate, because all the investigation is6 
done, the case is court ready, all you need to is arrest and charge all the offenders. 7 
Now, please send me the crime reference number and allocate your most senior detective in the 8 
ECU to this case.  I want to speak with them first and foremost and run through my succinct 9 
submissions on a 20 minute - half hour call encompassing the detailed crime report.  10 
I will not speak with numpty junior officers who know nothing of the law, they are just a waste 11 
of my time and resources.  I have had enough of my time, and resources wasted already by 12 
politically controlled criminal racketeers in judicial office. 13 

I do hope this makes the position clear. I do absolutely know it does.  I look forward to hearing 14 
from you. 15 

Regards, 16 

Paul Millinder 17 

On Tue, 7 Dec 2021 at 11:50, Intelligence UK International <i@i1uk.com> wrote: 18 

Dear Inspector Reed, 19 

The crimes occurred in your patch, in Bristol Combined Court when the offenders committed 20 
perjury by submitting those false instruments to the Court resulting in those offences of 21 
blackmail. 22 

If you read the 4-page cover (less then 10-minutes reading):  COVER-07-12-2021-EXHIBIT-23 
E - pages 1 - 4, you will have seen that page 1, paragraph 2.3, refers to Bristol CC and links to 24 
tab 2 (page 2 of the exhibit).  You just have to click on it to be taken to the false instrument High 25 
Court Writ application in the sum of £555,000 when the offenders knew no such order of the 26 
court exists. 27 
All the work is done for you, nothing to investigate, we are legally trained and all this is court 28 
ready.  All you have to do is exercise proper duties of a police officer in apprehending the 29 
offenders for the indictable only offences they have committed. 30 

Can you please read the 4-page cover and follow what is being referred to, it is all absolutely 31 
steadfast. 32 

Thank you and I look forward to hearing from you. 33 

Regards, 34 

Paul Millinder 35 
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On Tue, 7 Dec 2021 at 09:16, #Chief Constable <Chief.Constable@avonandsomerset.police.uk> 1 
wrote: 2 

Dear Mr Millinder, 3 

Thank you for your email to the Chief Constable. I see no reference to matters within our jurisdiction, so 4 
will take no action. If I am mistaken, please clarify and advise exactly what you are asking of Avon and 5 
Somerset Constabulary. 6 

Regards 7 

Inspector 4642 Reed8 
Staff Officer to Chief Constable Sarah Crew9 

Avon and Somerset Police 10 
Police & Fire HQ, Valley Road, Portishead, North Somerset, BS20 8QJ 11 
Attachments: 12 

13 
Transcript_27_08_2021_Palmer_Millinder.pdf (256K) 14 
COVER-07-12-2021-EXHIBIT-E.pdf (2,432K) 15 
FOR-TRIAL-10-12-2021-SKELETON-AND-EXHIBIT.pdf (2,543K) 16 

17 

____________________________EMAIL 2A ENDS_____________________________________ 

5. Tracking return report for Email 2A

Recipient:                                       Subject:  Last read:     Read:    Sent: 18 

claire.drummond@wbd-
uk.com 

A-2021-
0089 - 2 
counts of 
perjury & 2 
counts of 
blackmail - 
further 
submission 
for the 
Judge re 

Dec 8, 
2021, 
3:22:14 
PM 

7 
times 

Dec 8, 
2021, 
4:17:56 
AM 
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Police - 
Trial on 
Friday 
10/12/2021 

1 

Binks, 
Paul 

A-2021-0089 - 2 counts
of perjury & 2 counts of 
blackmail - further 
submission for the Judge 
re Police - Trial on Friday 
10/12/2021 

Dec 8, 
2021, 
1:56:44 
PM 

5 
times 

Dec 8, 
2021, 
4:17:50 
AM 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

6. EMAIL 3A

From: Intelligence UK International <i@i1uk.com> 2 
Date: Thu, 9 Dec 2021 at 09:18 3 
Subject: Fwd: A-2021-0089 - Cross examination of the Womble offenders on Friday 10/12/2021 4 
To: Newcastle Crown, Enquiries <enquiries.newcastle.crowncourt@justice.gov.uk>, Binks, Paul 5 
<paul.binks1@justice.gov.uk>, Lyonette, Pauline <Pauline.Lyonette@justice.gov.uk>, Clerks 6 
<clerks@newparkcourt.co.uk>, Nick.Cartmell@newparkcourt.co.uk 7 

8 
Dear Sir / Madam, 9 

I have just spoken with New Park Court Chambers, who confirmed they would not take any 10 
instruction from me.  They said "We have been instructed by the Court and not you", therefore, 11 
Mr Cartmell works for the corrupt court and the offenders, not me.   It is my constitutional right to 12 
cross examine the offenders and I shall do so. 13 

Mr Cartell has no place doing a half baked cross examination to assist the offenders, I am not 14 
playing your collusion games. 15 

All of this is placed on record and shall be referred back to in the international proceedings I 16 
have launched.    A cesspool of corruption and gross human rights abuse because you are all 17 
colluding and perverting the course of justice. 18 

Mr Cartmell, you are wasting your time turning up tomorrow only to assist the offenders.  The 19 
rules change by the minute. 20 

Enough of this nonsense. 21 

From: Intelligence UK International <i@i1uk.com> 
Date: Thu, 9 Dec 2021 at 04:56 
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Subject: A-2021-0089 - Cross examination of the Womble offenders on Friday 10/12/2021 
To: Newcastle Crown, Enquiries <enquiries.newcastle.crowncourt@justice.gov.uk> 

Email 3 of 3: 1 

Dear Mr Cartmell, 2 

In the interests of transparency, and by way of service, I have CC'd the offenders and the Court 3 
into this simple instruction and the submission with it.  4 

1. In essence, my case (or part of it) is that the statutory defence to section 2 harassment5 
applies on all 3 grounds (See: FOR-TRIAL-10-12-2021-SKELETON-AND-EXHIBIT  - page 2 of 6 
my skeleton, paragraphs 4 - 10). 7 

2. I reserve my constitutional right to prosecute the offenders, and just because the8 
dishonourable, politically controlled quislings have all been perverting the course of justice, that 9 
does not diminish the rule of law and statutory criminal offences, it just aggravates.   I think I 10 
make that position clear enough in my skeleton. I suggest you work from page 1 of my skeleton, 11 
that table of contents.  My right to prosecute the offenders for the indictable only offences they 12 
have committed, overlaps with the statutory defence, insofar as I was pursuing them in 13 
compliance with enactments and the rule of law, during a private criminal investigation and 14 
prosecution.     The contents of my skeleton are concise and the burden of proof is established, 15 
the offenders are proven to have conspired to defraud and have conspired to pervert the course 16 
of justice.  The money I have been defrauded of (c£23.5 million) is criminal property and I seek 17 
a confiscation order and I apply for a trial against them by Judge and Jury of the Crown Court 18 
whilst I apply to have them remanded in custody until trial, in the public interest. 19 

3.  I refer to LETTER-CPS-13-08-2021.  The bottom of page 2 contains a table, referring to20 
items 5,6 and 7.  These are the cross examination PTQs that were served on the offenders in 21 
August 2021. They have had all this time to respond, but they cannot respond, because the 22 
offences against them are proven to the criminal standard.    My instruction to you is straight 23 
forward and that is, to ask the offenders to answer all the questions (each and every single 24 
question) contained in each of the 3 PTQs because their answers will prove, to the criminal 25 
standard, alongside my submissions, that they are all guilty of each and all the offences I allege 26 
them to have committed.   The public interest part (page 8 of my skeleton), has effect. 27 

4. The salient point being is that in order to "construct, connect to the grid and operate" the28 
wind turbine, one must first have a connection to the grid.  They all knew that. Middlesbrough 29 
FC, Jeremy Robin Bloom, the former "Chief Womble" senior partner of the firm, himself jointly 30 
negotiated, agreed and completed that connection configuration in open email correspondences 31 
during the option period, when it was an option, if either party became dissatisfied with either 32 
the commercial, or technical arrangements being proposed, to negate without further financial 33 
commitment.  Having that option, is the purpose of the option agreement.  Bloom extended the 34 
option, for the specific purpose of securing that same and only connection specified by Northern 35 
Powergrid, with its condition precedent that they were to take ownership of their dedicated 36 
substations, which the turbine would connect into.   When it came to me implementing the 37 
connection, after defrauding me of £200,000 plus all the funds invested in the project, 38 
Middlesbrough FC and their lawyers made that ransom demand for payment in the sum of 39 
£256,269.89 and when I did not pay, because no money was contractually owed, but I did offer 40 
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to deposit the sum of their ransom demand in Escrow, 3-weeks later, Wombles and their client, 1 
refused the connection, rendering the wind turbine project entirely useless.   On 25th June 2 
2015, the offenders made an unwarranted demand with menaces, the first of 3 counts of 3 
blackmail.  All their further offending, originated from that. (See page 3 (B) of my skeleton, 4 
paragraph 11 through to the top of page 8). 5 

5. The cross examination PTQs are all self-explanatory and have been crafted with a high6 
degree of care and skill, explaining why the questions are being asked and what they relate 7 
to. 8 

6. You will find the Part 1 Report (BUNDLE-1B-COURT-APPEAL tab_3: pages 43 through to9 
page 55, paragraph 5 useful in understanding the background.  Please ensure you read and 10 
digest that part carefully.  The judge should do the same. 11 

7. The salient point being, is how would you get on "constructing, connecting to the grid and12 
operating the turbine" after the offenders and their conspirators, refused the connection that 13 
formed the entire basis, purpose and understanding prior to completing the Lease in the first 14 
instance? 15 

8. How would you feel to be slandered in the public domain, called a "timewasting16 
businessman" after these cretins prevented you from performing on the rights granted, 17 
defrauding you of millions in the process after you paid them to complete the legal negotiations 18 
for Middlesbrough FC who were practically insolvent.  They all had no qualms about taking my 19 
money. 20 

8. How would you feel to be branded an "Incorrigible” vexatious litigant" so that every time21 
someone Googles your name, that comes up, just because you did as required in accord with 22 
those contracts, but the corrupt establishment of politically controlled terrorists "stepped into the 23 
shoes of the fraudsters" whilst embarking on a protracted judicial conspiracy to pervert the 24 
course of justice? 25 

That, in a nutshell, is my instruction on the cross examination that you are paid by the taxpayer 26 
to convene in my interests.    Please call me as a matter of urgency to discuss. 27 

Many thanks. 28 

Regards,  29 

Paul Millinder 30 

31 

 INTELLIGENCE UK INTERNATIONAL S.A 33 
34 

Attachments:  35 

36 
LETTER-CPS-13-08-2021.pdf (651K) 37 

38 
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____________________________EMAIL 3A ENDS_____________________________________ 1 

7. Tracking return report for Email 3A2 

Newcastle 
Crown, 
Enquiries, 
Binks, Paul, 
Lyonette, 
Pauline and 2 
more. 

A-2021-0089 -
Cross 
examination of 
the Womble 
offenders on 
Friday 
10/12/2021 

Dec 9, 
2021, 
12:36:38 
PM 

4 
times 

Dec 9, 
2021, 
9:18:42 
AM 

 3 

______________________________________________________________________________ 4 
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IN THE NEWCASTLE CROWN COURT A-2021-0089

LIST AND LINKS TO SUBMISSIONS FOR TRIAL – 10/12/2021 

1A. URGENT: A-2021-0089 - B-APPEAL-BUNDLE-PM --- Never even opened or read by the Judge !!! 

Email sent at 3.33AM on 09/12/2021.  (2 of 3 emails for Mr Cartmell) 

Refers to B-APPEAL-BUNDLE-PM and the 70-day limitation for service of evidence for trial.   

See:  The Crime and Disorder Act 1998 (Service of Prosecution Evidence) Regulations 2005 ( Regulation 
2). The time for service of the prosecution evidence is prescribed by regulation 2.  

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

2A. Subject: A-2021-0089 - 2 counts of perjury & 2 counts of blackmail - further submission for the 
Judge re Police - Trial on Friday 10/12/2021 

Email sent on 08/12/2021 at 04:17AM. 

Sets out in concise detail the offences of perjury and blackmail, referring to COVER-07-12-2021-EXHIBIT-
E 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

3A. 1 of 3 to Nick Cartmell 

Email sent on 09/12/2021 at 2.55AM referring to (2) above.  

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

4A. A-2021-0089 - Cross examination of the Womble offenders on Friday 10/12/2021 

Email sent on 09/12/2021 at 04:56AM - 3 of 3 to Mr Cartmell (all of which have been evaded), setting 
out the concise instruction referring to the 3 cross examination PTQs at LETTER-CPS-13-08-2021. 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

1B.  COVER-07-12-2021-EXHIBIT-E 

2B.  FOR-TRIAL-10-12-2021-SKELETON-AND-EXHIBIT 

3B.  B-APPEAL-BUNDLE-PM 

4B.  BUNDLE-1A-COURT-APPEAL 

5B.  BUNDLE-1B-COURT-APPEAL 

6B.  C-BUNDLE-30-08-2021 
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Tab_08   Email_correspondence_court 

Subject: Paul MILLINDER URN 10U40587119 Trial Listed 19th June 2020 at Newcastle 
Magistrates Court **OFFICIAL** 

Date: Fri, 29 May 2020 10:04:33 +0000 
From: NO-NTMClisting <NO-NTMClisting@Justice.gov.uk> 

To: pm@intelligenceuk.com <pm@intelligenceuk.com> 

Good morning, 

Your case remains listed for trial on the 19/6/20. 

The court have made enquiries with the CPS regarding service of the exhibits they intend to rely 
upon.  A problem in serving these items arose as the CPS did not have the details of your legal 
representative.  It is normal practice to serve papers on a defendant’s legal representatives.  In the 
absence of these details the items (a disc with the information downloaded onto it) has been 
forwarded to your address at 3rd Floor, 277-281 Oxford Street, London, W1C 2DL by the CPS. 

At the last hearing, when you attended court on the 15/1/20, you indicated to the court that you 
were intending to instruct a solicitor to conduct the case on your behalf.  Please can you confirm 
the details of your legal representative as soon as possible and provide these to the court and the 
CPS. 

Many thanks 

Regards 

North Tyneside Magistrates Court 

Tel: 0191 2960099  
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Subject: Re: Paul MILLINDER URN 10U40587119 Trial Listed 19th June 2020 at Newcastle 
Magistrates Court **OFFICIAL** 

Date: Tue, 2 Jun 2020 15:18:42 +0100 
From: David Petraeus <david.petraeus@intelligenceuk.com> 

To: northumbria.mcgeneral@cps.gov.uk, NO-NTMClisting <NO-
NTMClisting@Justice.gov.uk>, NO-Listings <NO-Listings@Justice.gov.uk>, 
millinderp@gmail.com, pm@intelligenceuk.com 

Dear Sir / Madam, 

I am involved in this litigation with Mr Millinder overseas.   I must request on behalf of Mr 
Millinder that you now confirm receipt of the emails below and that you provide notice to Mr 
Millinder in relation to his directions application of 05/30/2020. 

Thank you.  

David Petraeus 

On 6/2/2020 1:49 PM, ECU Intel wrote: 

Where is your response?   I do know you are being ordered to continue this corruption by Burnett 
of Maldon and Buckland, the two kleptocrats who have been meddling with our justice system 
throughout both the civil and criminal proceedings.  This is all orchestrated corruption, now, 
where is your response?  

Why have I not received a single response to any of my emails? 

Any of the directions I have made?  

--- Paul Millinder 

On 6/2/2020 2:17 AM, ECU Intel wrote: 

I will ask you again, CPS Northumbria, why have you failed in your duty to discontinue this 
prosecution and why have you failed to deal with my application pursuant to section 23 and 23A 
of the Prosecution of Offences Act 1985? 

You are a decision making authority. It is your duty to provide a properly balanced and weighted 
argument.   You have failed to do so, as you have also failed to deliver the evidence on which 
you sought to have relied by 5th April 2020.  

I refer again to thee email below. 

Every email I have sent has been ignored.  All of the directions I have applied for have been 
disregarded.  This is a premeditated stick up by the corrupt common purpose establishment who 
are working to protect dishonest fraudster lawyers from prosecution.   Those actions are 
flagrantly against the interests of justice and against the public interest.  
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I shall hold Jonathan Paul Moore, an associate of Womble Bond Dickinson, personally liable for 
this corruption and malfeasance in public office.  

The full code test that every Crown prosecutor must meet has not been established and cannot 
possibly be established in this case.   It is not in the public interest for the court to be used as the 
vehicle to assist fraudsters disguised as lawyers in evading justice whilst terrorizing the victim of 
their frauds with protracted abuse when no offence has been committed.  

I want to see the properly reasoned decision respective of the long outstanding application for 
discontinuance.   Please send it by return.   There is a position of estoppel and nothing can 
happen in absence of the decision respective of my application pursuant to s23 & 23A of the 
Prosecution of Offences Act 1985. 

No cause shall be founded upon illegality 

The doctrine of Ex turpi causa non oritur actio is a legal doctrine applies, Womble Bond 
Dickisnon cannot lawfully found an allegation of harassment that arises in connection with their 
own illegal actions and the indictable offences they have committed.  

The statutory defence applies on all 3 grounds: 

No offence was ever committed. The cause of action was progressed for the purpose of detecting 
and prosecuting the crimes committed by Womble Bond Dickinson, MFC and Staunton.  

There shall be one further detailed submission from me respective of the offences committed in 
conspiracy by Womble Bond Dickinson and their cohorts.    

The orders made in this case were founded by a fraud upon the court and in any event they are 
void ab initio.  I shall not be returning to the corrupt UK regime run by taxpayer sponsored state 
terrorists in any event.  I shall not tolerate this human rights abuse and acts of corruption 
designed to interfere with the proper administration of justice.    

I request that you respond to this email and that you provide accountability as you are duty 
bound to do.   I provide no further notice as to the action I am taking overseas to deal with these 
acts of state terrorism.  

--- Paul Millinder 

On 5/30/2020 6:35 AM, Paul Millinder wrote: 

DIRECTIONS APPLICATION DATED 30TH MAY 2020 

Dear Sir / Madam, 

These directions must be forthcoming and must be served on the defendants, Womble 
Bond Dickinson my this court or the CPS accordingly;  
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1. Your email below contains lies and nonsense.   The order directed that the evidence was to be
served on me.   I will not be a victim of a corrupt system that works to reverse the victim of fraud
into the defendant.  No offence has been committed, the statutory defence applies on all 3
grounds and I shall not be attending, period.    I will not tolerate this human rights abuse.  This
proceeding has been rigged to assist Womble Bond Dickinson in evading justice and I am done
with the total corruption and lawlessness.     I have numbered this directions application for ease
in reference.

2. The directions state clearly that the evidence is to be served on me by 5th April 2020, the
order has not been complied with and now this court and its common purpose officers are
making up stories as they go along to condone it.    The transcript was served on me, it is my
right to self represent.  The rule of law is diminished.   The courts are being used to achieve
injustice.  The full code test that every Crown prosecutor must establish cannot possibly be
established in this case.   It is not in the public interest to assist fraudsters in evading justice
whilst using the court as the means to terrorise the victim of their frauds by corrupt parties who
are interconnected with Womble Bond Dickinson.

3. In the directions order (attached) it is stated that "the application for discontinuance has been
rejected".    The application is made to the CPS, the Court does not have jurisdiction to
determine an application pursuant to Sections 23 and 23A of the Prosecution of Offences Act
1985.  It is for the CPS to discontinue the malicious prosecution for the alleged offence of
section 2 harassment.  The application has not been determined and I have seen no decision in
relation to it.  The decision does need to be made with rationale, it can be challenged in a court of
appropriate jurisdiction and I would do so.   The CPS are working for Womble Bond Dickinson
and Jonathan Paul Moore, the purported prosecutor is connected with them.      It is all
orchestrated corruption.

4. We also found that the judge allocated to this case was implemented by Burnett of Maldon
who has been interfering in the civil proceedings to unduly influence the outcome along with
Buckland stemming from the fact that he is connected with Bloom of MFC, the former senior
partner of Womble Bond Dickinson.  It was for that reason that Buckland shunned his duty to
prosecute the offenders for the most serious civil contemptuous issue in making a false statement
he knew to be false and dishonestly withholding 172 pages of witness exhibit from the ex-parte
hearing of 9th January 2017 to defraud me of £530,000.

5. The course of conduct I was progressing was lawful:  The course of action was pursued by
me to investigate and prosecute the offenders, Womble Bond Dickinson, where the police were
working to support them when the frauds they have committed were proven back on 20th March
2017.   The statutory defence applies on all three grounds.

6. The Ex turpi causa non oritur actio doctrine applies in this case:    The cause was founded
by illegality on the part of Womble Bond Dickinson and no action in any court of law can be
based on a disreputable cause.

6.1.  I reserve my right of freedom of speech and to express frustration at the ones that have 
destroyed by life over 5 years for nothing. The conduct is firstly lawful and secondly is 
absolutely justified.   What a sick, deluded absolutely rotten system.    
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I have launched an action overseas to deal with the gross human rights violations and acts of 
corruption pursuant to the Global Magnitsky Act.   

7. I do know that this attempt to prosecute me, the victim, is directly linked to the fact that the
defendants cannot defend the civil case against them and that Nugee J is sitting on that
application, he has done since 27th January 2020, in anticipation waiting for me to be committed
to prison by this corrupt public authority being controlled by the taxpayer sponsored state
terrorists that have been interfering with our justice system.

8. My right to a far trial is grossly compromised: by virtue of this malfeasance and it is wholly
unlawful for this public authority to behave contrary to the law and in a way that conflicts with a
convention right, namely Article 6 and Article 7 of the Human Rights Act 1998.

8.1. I will not be able to obtain a transcript of proceedings in the magistrates court and in these 
circumstances it is absolutely necessary that I am able to refer back to every single word spoken 
in proceedings.    It is against the principle of open justice to have this corruption case tried in the 
magistrates and I want a trial by judge and jury of the Crown Court where I reserve my 
constitutional right to further counter allegations against the true offenders, Womble Bond 
Dickinson and it is that constitutional right, I have been deprived of by the corrupt state 
terrorists, Northumbria Police ,who were following orders from the tyrants of the establishment 
to orchestrate this position whilst willfully failing in their duty to deal with the indictable 
offences committed by Womble Bond Dickinson, MFC and Staunton, their alcoholic dishonest 
barrister.    

__________________________________ 

9. The application for discontinuance -  As I made abundantly clear, serves as my defence
statement in this proceeding, it cannot be "dismissed" as doing so is preventing my right to be
heard and is in direct contravention of Article 6 of the Human Rights Act 1998.     Furthermore, I
am legally trained, widely experienced in litigation and astute, more so than the vast majority of
solicitors.    It is a direct contravention of Article 6 of the Human Rights Act to deny me my right
to cross examine Womble Bond Dickinson and to further my counter allegations in the
appropriate jurisdiction.

9.1. At the bottom of page 9 and on to page 10, there was no "early consultation and charge" and 
I was disallowed my right to further counter allegations by the corrupt controlled police.  None 
of that criteria was ever considered.    

9.2. Page 10, para 36 through to para 47 of page 13 contains the counter allegations that Womble 
Bond Dickinson are guilty of conspiracy to defraud and have committed multiple offences 
against me contrary to the laws of the Fraud Act 2006.  It is my constitutional right to further 
these counter allegations, but York Magistrates are also corrupt and are being controlled by the 
tyranny, hence, my right to further the crimes committed by Womble Bond Dickinson has been 
compromised in many ways, although the offences committed by them are proven beyond doubt 
that the correct test for dishonesty has been met.    
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9.3. I move to page 14, para 51, the rule of law does apply.  Womble Bond Dickinson, MFC and 
Staunton are guilty of fraud by failing to disclose information and the offence was committed in 
conspiracy.  

9.4. Page 15, paragraph 54 refers to the exhibit titled "Unwarranted_Demands_01148" being 
the false instrument applications made by Womble Bond Dickinson. The exhibit was delivered to 
this court and to the CPS on 3rd January 2020.   Paragraph 55 through to paragraph 65 of page 
19. The demands are unwarranted and there are menaces, with the classic trait of the offence
in seeking to levy distress on property.  The demands originate from false instrument
applications certified as true to Bristol County Court by Womble Bond Dickinson when they
knew that both of those N293A applications were false.  The false statements of truth on the part
of Paul Stewart and by Robin Bloom are far from isolated.   It is my right to progress the crimes
that they have committed against me long prior to these trumped up false allegations of
harassment.

9.5. My statement contains, at page 20 the following: 

"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" 

9.6. It is unlawful for this court to "dismiss" both an application that is made to the CPS for 
discontinuance and a defence statement.  Doing so is a direct contravention of Article 6 of the 
Human Rights Act 1998 the court is not acting in a lawful capacity.  

9.7. The application for discontinuance has not been determined. No reasoning or decision has 
been provided.   Until that happens, the application remains sub-judice and no trial can possibly 
go ahead there are unresolved issues that need to be determined by the CPS.  

10. It is my right, a Convention Right to be provided with a properly reasoned, balanced and
weighted decision by the CPS, a public authority respective of my application for
discontinuance.  I have not received that.

_________________________________________    

11. Collateral Estoppel and fraud by false representation: The position of collateral estoppel
arises whereas it was found by Nugee J on 5th February 2018 that the claims made by both MFC
and Womble Bond Dickinson are false.   This public authority cannot lawfully assist the
offenders in evading justice whilst prosecuting the victim.    It was found that the first claim used
to unlawfully forfeit the Lease I paid MFC £200,000 for, the demand in the sum of £256,269.89
was unwarranted.  Gill of Womble Bond Dickinson knew, on 3rd January 2017 if not long before
that the claim he was making was false.   On 9th January 2017 after dishonestly withholding 172
pages of witness exhibit from the ex-parte hearing, Gill presented me with the attached note of
hearing.   The note of hearing contains a bundle of lies from Staunton, their instructed
counsel.    At (3) Staunton states "for the purpose of the Energy Supply Agreement, Force
Majeure has effect".  Aside from that, Gill had in his possession on 3rd January 2017 the
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Statutory Demand originating their ex-parte fraudulent non disclosure and the statement of the 
demand proves beyond doubt that no claim could possibly be established.    Paragraph 3 refers to 
the Energy Supply Agreement being conditional.      In my statement of case (Statement of 
Case_Fraud_PM_18_10_2019) , page 3, paragraph 8 through to paragraph 16, it is proven 
beyond doubt that MFC and Womble Bond Dickinson knew full well that no claim could be 
established by MFC.       

12. Any lawyer, acting reasonably would have conducted at least a 5 minute due diligence
exercise on the terms of the contracts said to originate a circa £4.1 million claim.   Any lawyer
would have realised by referring to clause 2 "COMMENCEMENT & TERM" that in absence of
my "full satisfaction of"  The "Connection Agreement" MFC and Womble Bond Dickinson
refused and in absence of "Commissioning" of the wind turbine (that first needs a connection),
there was no "Entitlement to agreed output" (Agreement to supply power) and that any
"Invoicing and payment" was also contractually prohibited.    Therefore any lawyer would have
known that £171,269.89 of the unwarranted demand with menaces made by MFC on 25th June
2015 and used to unlawfully forfeit the Lease after they reneged upon the completed collateral
contract affirming the connection configuration was false.   Gill however was told that expressly,
several times from 3rd January 2017 to 5th January 2017 and the demand originating their fraud
by failing to disclose information told them that precisely.  It also told them that from 7th
February 2015 when MFC began to procrastinate in relation to the connection, Force Majeure
applied solely in my favour.   On 18th August 2015 when MFC unlawfully forfeited the Lease,
no money was owed to them.

13. It was for that reason that Staunton referred to "Force Majeure" having effect respective of
the Energy Supply Agreement.   He also knew it had effect respective of the Lease for the same
reason. Paragraph 1 of the Statutory demand told him precisely that, which is why he dishonestly
omitted both the conditional nature of the Energy Supply Agreement and the Force Majeure
provision of the Lease when they have a duty of candour to disclose all material facts relevant to
their ex-parte financial proceeding.

14. I move to my; Supplementary_Statement_PM_27_04_2020. Page 2 has a drop-down table
of contents for ease in reference. I refer to page 2 "ULICK STAUNTON “U-TURNS ON THE
CLAIMS HE KNEW WERE FRAUDULENT".  Precisely 21 days after making me
personally liable for circa £44,500 in costs amassed by virtue of Gill's £4.1 million fraudulent
claim (Empowering_Wind_MFC_Proof_of_Debt_highlighted_11_04_2020) that he made on
2nd February 2017, just 24 days after providing me with the note of hearing prepared by his own
counsel at the hearing he attended, Staunton "U-turned" on the claims on 14th November 2018
and stated that:

“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.” 

14.1  It is like the claims they brought never even existed.   The first claim that Staunton himself 
made to cause the winding up of my wind turbine sole purpose vehicle on 19th September 2016 
when the hearing had been adjourned so that I could enter a CVA with my legitimate creditors 
who wee owed less than £40k cumulatively whilst I was owed £810,000 - See "Exhibit 8".     
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They made the false representation to deprive me of my democratic right as majority creditor of 
Empowering Wind MFC to prevent me from furthering the claim against MFC exceeding £11 
million in damages resulting from their unlawful forfeiture.    

14.2.  I refer to; Order_Fraud_Costs_Jones_22_10_2018.  On 16th November 2017 I made an 
application to Court "to be heard by a High Court Judge" to set aside the £4.1 million false proof 
of debt.   Staunton, Womble Bond Dickinson, MFC and Hannon, the Official Receiver dishonest 
coward who was purporting to act in my interests, colluded with the corrupt insolvency registrar, 
Jones, to keep the fraudulent claim there to defraud me in conspiracy.     Just 21 days after 
making me personally liable for costs and after having defrauded me of my rights as majority 
creditor, Staunton "u-turns" on all of the claims made; £256,269.89 / £541,308.89 and circa £4.1 
million that he himself admitted could not be established on 9th January 2017.   They waited 
until they founded circa £44,500 in costs against me with their fraud and then "u-turned", but 
Hannon kept the fraudulent claim there anyway to continue depriving me of my rights as 
majority creditor.     

14.3. Womble Bond Dickinson, Hannon, Staunton and MFC are guilty of conspiracy to 
defraud.  Multiple offences have been committed.    This court cannot prosecute me for a non 
existent alleged offence whilst evading its duty to prosecute the true offenders who are guilty of 
most serious and protracted indictable offences.  

14.4.   I refer to the law of statute. The offence of fraud by false representation as in section 2 of 
the Fraud Act 2006.  I quote: 

Fraud by false representation (Section 2) 

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. 

14.5.  Gill knew that the claim was false.  I refer to; Exhibit_October_2016_PM_007.  

I turn to page 17. On 6th January 2017 I am asking Gill;  

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.  
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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? 

14.6. I was asking Gill to disclose to me, their opposing litigant the first proof of debt made by 
Bloom (Exhibit 8) on 1st December 2016 in the sum of £256,269.89.   I refer to the "purported 
debt" and I asked him to explain why that was.  He failed to do so.  

14.7.  The email that Gill was copied to by Bloom on page 18, also contains a statement by me 
telling them the claim is false. I was referring to the first claim made by Bloom and Staunton in 
the sum of £256,269.89. I quote: 

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. 

14.8. It was the entire email chain from the bottom of page 3 through to the bottom of page 15 
that MFC, Womble Bond Dickinson and Staunton dishonestly withheld from the ex-parte 
hearing of 9th January 2017 together with the "Connection Agreement" comprising of the 
Connection Offer, the Connection Deed and the (unsigned) Northern Powergrid / MFC Standard 
Adoption Agreement dated February 2015.   They dishonestly withheld that evidence with the 
pre-meditated plan to conceal the fact that Bloom had jointly negotiated and agreed the 
connection configuration for the turbine during the option period but then he reneged upon their 
obligation to take ownership of the substations, 2 years and 4 months later.    Logic would first 
imply that without a connection, the turbine cannot supply power.  Both the Lease and the 
Energy Supply Agreement intended the turbine to be capable of commercial operation.  Without 
a connection, it cannot.  Gill was involved in that email chain, he knew the correct factual 
circumstances on 3rd January 2017 and the demand told him precisely that in concise 
terms.     24 days after Gill himself provided me with a copy of that note of hearing compiled by 
their own instructed counsel, he made that claim of £4.1 million with intent to make a gain for 
MFC and to cause me most serious and protracted losses.   They succeeded in doing so and they 
did so working in conspiracy with Hannon, the utterly dishonest criminal harbored buy the 
Insolvency Service who blatantly lies, provides false statements of truth and works in conspiracy 
to defraud creditors when he knew, from 11th October 2016 onwards, that all of the claims from 
MFC are false.  

15. I move back to my statement; Supplementary_Statement_PM_27_04_2020 I turn to page 3
"The demand originating MFC’s unlawful forfeiture was unwarranted – The claim was
false"  and "The Energy Supply Agreement is conditional". Now I move to page 4 "Force
Majeure suspended the 12-month period free of rent from which to have commissioned the
wind turbine"

16. It is proven beyond doubt that Gill, MFC and Staunton knew, prior to 9th January 2017 that
the claims were false. On 9th January 2017 Staunton admitted it himself in writing citing "Force
Majeure".  At 5.30PM on Monday 9th January 2017 Gill, who attended that ex-parte hearing and
assisted Bloom in premeditating the non-disclosure of all of the evidence that would have proven
that MFC did unlawfully forfeit the Lease after breaching the completed collateral contract and
refusing their express obligation to take ownership of their substations, provided me with that
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note of hearing.  Prior to that, on 5th January 2017 he had the Statutory Demand in his 
possession referring to precisely that and he was told in that email chain they also withheld that 
the claim of £256,269.89 was false.  Gill was asked to account for the difference in variation 
from £256,269.89 to "circa £500k" and I referred to the "purported debt".   Gill knew the claims 
were false, which is why he could not account for the difference and which is why he also 
withheld the first and second proofs of debt made in proceedings pursuant to the Insolvency Act 
1986 that makes it a criminal offence in its own right to make false representations.   

17. I refer to the old proof of debt form from the .Gov website:
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file
/667296/14.4-Proof_of_debt_-_General_Form_-_Requirements_for_Proof.13.12.17.pdf

17.1. The old proof of debt form contains a penal notice. I quote: 

3. 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.

17.2. Gill removed the notes from the proof of debt false representation he submitted to Hannon 
on 2nd February 2017, but he did clearly obtain the form from that link.  He knew it was 
dishonest to submit a false representation claiming on behalf of his cohort, Bloom of MFC that 
MFC is a creditor in full knowledge that they rendered the project useless by refusing the 
connection after making a ransom demand for payment that was not owed.    He knew what he 
was doing was dishonest, they all did and their actions would be viewed as dishonest in the 
opinion of any honest and reasonable person in view of the circumstances.  

18. Womble Bond Dickinson, MFC, Hannon and Staunton are guilty of conspiracy to defraud, an
indictable offence that must be tried by judge and jury of our Crown Court.  Furthermore, they
are guilty of two counts of making and using a false instrument, Bloom and Stewart are guilty of
perjury and 3 counts of blackmail, as in section 21 of the Theft Act 1968.

19. The offences are not isolated, far from it, on 28th March 2018, Staunton attended the High
Court of Justice after Gill presented a covert (without notice) winding up petition against Earth
Energy Investments LLP, Parent Company of Empowering Wind MFC Ltd, to wind up my
company off the back of an alleged £25k that did not even exist.   Their claim was extinguished
by Earth Energy's claim of the statutory demand they have known about and could not defend
since 9th January 2017.      Furthermore, on 21st March 2018 they were in receipt of the enclosed
order (Order_21_03_2018) from Nugee J dismissing the defendant's application and listing my
application to set aside the order of 16th January 2017 aside as it was founded by fraud.   It was
that order of 16th January 2017 that originated their alleged £25k costs order yet in fact, the
current application that was first listed for a hearing on 16th March 2017 adduces new evidence
of fraud and seeks to set aside the same order.    They all knew that Earth Energy Investments
LLP does not owe MFC £25k, the position is precisely the opposite and they could not defend
the statutory demand, because the claim for unlawful forfeiture cannot be disputed, so they
dishonestly withheld 172 pages of witness exhibit that would have proven the demand
instead.  MFC, Womble Bond Dickinson and Staunton are guilty of fraud by failing to disclose
information as in section 4 of the Fraud Act 2006.
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19.1. They all knew that an alleged debt that is subject to challenge by order of a High Court 
Judge is not and cannot possibly be a petition debt, yet they proceeded regardless in full 
knowledge that the petition is an abuse of process and their alleged debt did not even exist.    

20. I refer to Transcript_Barber_28_03_2018.  On 28th March 2018, in my absence due to
illness, Staunton made yet another fraud by false representation.  They were using the guise of
insolvency law that is designed to recover assets for creditors of companies in liquidation as the
means of defrauding creditors.

20.1 At page 1 (F) Staunton lies and stated that:  "Indeed, but that matter has been fully 
ventilated in front of Judge Jones, terminating Monday of this week when he dismissed 
(inaudible) application".  He made no mention of the order that Nugee J made listing the 
application of 16th January 2017 originating the alleged £25k that was founded by fraud aside.  

20.2. At page 1 (G) Staunton lies about the cross claim he has known about since 9th January 
2017 and misrepresented the cross claim that was assigned to Earth Energy as being the claim 
that allegedly vests in Empowering Wind MFC Ltd.  I quote:   "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, the subsidiary has a significant claim for damages against 
Middlesbrough”, but it never brought any proceedings" 

20.3.  At page 2 of the transcript (page 4 of 5 of the document), (A) it was that lie on the part of 
Staunton that caused Judge Barber to believe that Earth Energy did not have a cross 
claim.  There are two lies and it is proven that Staunton knew what he was doing was 
dishonest.   He had in his possession the order of Nugee J of 21st March 2018 and he had in his 
possession the skeleton ( Skeleton - CR-2018-001137_sealed_21_03_2018 ) wherein page 1, 
para 1 sets out that the proceedings are sub judice and para 3,4 and 5 sets out the cross claim. 
Para 4 refers to the £530,000 sum of the statutory demand.    

20.4. Staunton clearly did know of the statutory demand they could not defend, so they 
fraudulently withheld all of the evidence that would have proven it instead.  He, as I and any 
barrister would do, also knows that rule 14.25 of the Insolvency Rules 2016 deals with the 
application of set off that must be applied prior to making a winding up order.   Staunton made 
the conscious and premeditated effort to defraud me of £530,000 in full knowledge that;  

a. The order of Nugee J proved beyond reasonable doubt that the alleged debt was subject to
challenge and he knew that a debt that was subject to challenge is not and cannot possibly be a
petition debt;

b. He knew that the cross claim of £530,000 plus standard interest extinguished the alleged
petition debt and that therefore no money was owed to MFC, period.    He made that dishonest
misrepresentation, which is far from isolated, with intent to defraud me of £530,000 and he did
so, under the guise of insolvency, so that the right of action I was taking against MFC, Hannon
and Womble Bond Dickinson, fell back to Hannon, the defendant in the application Jones
disposed of just two days prior.      It was an orchestrated conspiracy to defraud and to pervert the
course of justice.
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20.5. Hannon then appointed himself as liquidator of Earth Energy Investments, operating in 
direct conflict when he was defendant just two days prior to their fraud and illegal winding up, so 
that he could "refuse to deal with me" Earth Energy's sole creditor and dispose of the company 
by dissolving it without notice to me whatsoever whilst refusing to accept my proof of debt for 
the money I had invested.    

Human Rights violations: 

21. I now address the HR violations:

22. Article 7 of the HRA 1998 - No punishment without law:

22.1. - The right to no punishment without law is absolute:   This means that it cannot be 
restricted in any way.    No offence of harassment has been committed and no evidence was 
presented at the first hearing nor has the order been complied with.    It is the duty of the police 
and CPS to examine the evidence, yet there is proof that the evidence was not in their possession 
and that the CPS were not even consulted.   The position was orchestrated by the tyranny of 
central government who employ Womble Bond Dickinson, the fraudsters, against the public 
interest.    Had the evidence been in their possession, it would have been proven beyond doubt 
that the statutory defence applies on all 3 grounds.  Hence, no offence was ever committed by 
me, yet Womble Bond Dickinson have committed multiple indictable offences against me and 
they are permitted to evade justice without prosecution for the most serious and protracted 
financial crimes.   That in itself means that the judicial officers and the police are in effect 
perverting the course of justice and acting with favor and ill-will.  

23. Article 6 HRA 1998

23.1. - I have the right to an explanation of how the court or decision-making authority reached 
its decision. The CPS is a decision making authority for the purpose of the Act and the decision 
on the application for discontinuance is long outstanding.   It has been outstanding since 10th 
February 2020 and nothing can happen in absence of my right to review and challenge the 
decision accordingly.  

23.2. - I have a right that the case is heard by an independent and impartial decision-maker; 

23.3. - The hearing is to be public;  

23.4. - The right to put forward my side of the case at trial;  

23.5. - The right to question the main witness against me; 

23.6. All of the above have been breached prior to trial and as such this public authority is acting 
unlawfully in a way that violates my Human Rights and defeats right to a fair trial and therefore I 
contest jurisdiction and I request expressly that the hearing is vacated and that this case is 
transferred out to London and the trial is fixed at the soonest available date in one of the 
London Crown Courts.      
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Newcastle CPS and the court are conflicted and its officers are connected with Womble Bond 
Dickinson and the interests of justice would not be served if the case were to continue.  The 
overriding objective of fairness and impartiality is compromised and no order can be allowed to 
stand in law when the principles of natural justice are compromised.   

23.7. I did not receive any rationale when this Court stated that my statement and application for 
discontinuance is dismissed.  I need to have a properly reasoned judgment, it is my right to 
challenge any decision of this public authority.    Paragraph 2, page 1, refers to my skeleton of 
14th January 2020. That has not been considered.   

23.8. This court is not acting lawfully.   No directions I have applied for have ever been 
forthcoming.   I did not indicate I would be instructing a solicitor and I won't be.  The orders 
made are void ab initio, they cease to exist from the outset and I do not and will not comply with 
a void order.      The written submissions I have made and lodged with this court are my 
defence.     

23.9. In addition, you should note, I am not a UK resident and I will not be returning to the UK 
sham corrupt system run by taxpayer sponsored state terrorists.    I would like to attend any 
proceeding by telephone / skype only. 

The court is supposed to serve justice, not to assist criminals by reversing the victim of their 
most serious and protracted crimes into the defendant in conspiracy to pervert the course of 
justice.  I hold the judge presiding over this case personally liable for this malfeasance and 
corruption, along with the controlled CPS taxpayer sponsored state terrorists who have worked 
tirelessly to support their associates, the Womble Bond Dickinson white collar criminals.  

A judge called a defendant a cxxt in a courtroom and was allowed off unpunished.  See; 
https://www.theguardian.com/law/2017/jan/09/judge-who-swore-at-abusive-defendant-cleared-
of-misconduct She was not prosecuted for offensive language, she was cleared of 
misconduct.   On exactly the same basis, calling the defendants who have ruined my life and 
defrauded me of huge amounts of money, caused the break up of my 16 year relationship and 
loss of contact with my daughter as a result of the anguish caused, I call the fraudsters "wxxkers" 
and dishonest useless cowards, which is what they are and you attempt to prosecute me for 
"harassment"?     What an utter joke and a disgrace this country has become.   You call that 
justice?   Wake up, where is the morals?  Decency, honesty, fairness, integrity?    Absolutely non 
existent.   

You make the rule of law selective.  The Womble white collar criminals can get away with 
breaking as many laws as they like, but I get prosecuted for calling them wxxkers and dishonest 
cowards?    What is it all about exactly?   

I was unlawfully arrested when I caught flytippers on my site in the act of depositing waste.  I 
was detained overnight and driven handcuffed all the way to Newcastle in the back of a freezing 
van.    The alleged offence did not even occur in Newcastle, but you brought me there for this fix 
up act of corruption.  I have had to endure this egregious abuse ever since when no offence has 
ever been committed.   Those responsible will be jailed in the court of competent jurisdiction. 
The UK's courts are all compromised and controlled by kleptocrat collusive white collar 
criminals at the forefront of its sham justice system.  
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I was asked to attend a voluntary interview and then out of the blue the corrupt state terrorists at 
Northumbria Police circulate me as wanted on the police national computer.   There was no 
necessity for my arrest, no offence was committed and in any event  I had referred in my 
skeleton of 14th January 2020 to the fact that I had expressed in writing that I would attend 
interview at York and that I was waiting to hear back from DC Hall who said he was making 
those arrangements.  My arrest was entirely unnecessary, unwarranted and unlawful.    

I have been victimised by this corrupt useless establishment of tyrants and taxpayer sponsored 
state terrorists who actively support criminals who have committed indictable offences.  The 
conduct is a total sham and a disgrace without question and it is injustice and miscarriage of the 
most extreme combined with gross human rights abuse.    

I will not tolerate this nonsense corruption and abuse of the rule of law any longer.    I do hope 
this makes the position clear and I look forward to hearing from you as a matter of priority.  

I will serve on you a letter I am preparing for North Yorkshire Police that will be useful. Other 
than that I have nothing further to add.   

I want an order for directions dealing with this submission and I want to see the 
properly reasoned decision respective of my application to the CPS for 
discontinuance.  

Yours sincerely, 

Paul Millinder 

Subject: Paul MILLINDER URN 10U40587119 Trial Listed 19th June 2020 at Newcastle Magistrates 
Court **OFFICIAL** 

Date: Fri, 29 May 2020 10:04:33 +0000 
From: NO-NTMClisting <NO-NTMClisting@Justice.gov.uk> 

To: pm@intelligenceuk.com <pm@intelligenceuk.com> 

Good morning, 

Your case remains listed for trial on the 19/6/20. 

The court have made enquiries with the CPS regarding service of the exhibits they intend to rely upon.  A 
problem in serving these items arose as the CPS did not have the details of your legal representative.  It is 
normal practice to serve papers on a defendant’s legal representatives.  In the absence of these details the 
items (a disc with the information downloaded onto it) has been forwarded to your address at 3rd Floor, 
277-281 Oxford Street, London, W1C 2DL by the CPS. 

At the last hearing, when you attended court on the 15/1/20, you indicated to the court that you were 
intending to instruct a solicitor to conduct the case on your behalf.  Please can you confirm the details of 
your legal representative as soon as possible and provide these to the court and the CPS. 

Many thanks,  Regards,  North Tyneside Magistrates Court 
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TRANSCRIPTION OF TELEPHONE CONVERSATION 

Date of call:   27th August 2021 

Time of call:    10.08AM  

Between:        Paul Millinder (“PM”) and James Palmer (“JP”) of the CPS Northeast 

Transcribed by:   John Baines (Intelligence UK International) on 27/08/2021 

Link to audio:      Palmer_10.08AM_27_08_2021 

Duration:         14 minutes and 27 seconds 

10.08AM: (Phone is answered) 

JP:     Hello, James Palmer 1 

PM:   Ah, good, Mr Palmer hi, it’s Paul Millinder.  Mr Palmer.. 2 

JP:     Hello there 3 

PM:   Hello there. I phoned your office to speak with somebody senior the other day and was told that, 4 
you’re the only person within the group who is authorised to speak with me.  What’s all that about 5 
exactly? 6 

JP:     OK. Ur. 7 

PM:   What is it actually all about?  I mean, you’re meant to be a public authority. You are meant to be a 8 
prosecuting agency, ur, as far as I can see you’re just concealing the fraud.  You are concealing offences 9 
that are proven beyond reasonable doubt, and, what is actually going on?  I’m asking you, please, 10 
explain to me. 11 

JP:     Well, if you’ve got um, some evidence that you want the police to investigate, send it to police. 12 

PM:   Well, you know full well that the police have been covering it up, you know that 13 

JP:     This. Well, 14 

PM:   There’s nothing to investigate here 15 

JP:     And you know that, and I’ve told you before in various emails, and so (sighs) has, ur, deputy chief 16 
crown prosecutor, said that we’re not able to investigate cases 17 

PM:   Well, that’s good, because there’s nothing to investigate (overspeaking) 18 

JP:     Not.. 19 

Tab_4: Pages 83 - 91

CASE FILE: Page 1956                   PDF: Page 717 of 994

https://intelligenceuk.com/APPEAL-16-06-2021/DIRECTIONS-24-08-2021/Palmer_10.08AM_27_08_2021.mp3
https://intelligenceuk.com/APPEAL-16-06-2021/DIRECTIONS-24-08-2021/Palmer_10.08AM_27_08_2021.mp3
pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight



2 

PM:   You know that as well as I do 1 

JP:     Ok 2 

PM:   so why don’t you get real with me?, right, because I’m sensible, (overspeaking), right 3 

JP:     (Inaudible) 4 

PM:   I’ve sent you a simple email about the Insolvency Act offences committed by Hannon… 5 

JM:    Um hm 6 

PM:   all of those offences are proven to the criminal standard and they’re offences, 9 counts of the 7 
offences that are complete when Hannon fails in his duty to do certain things. Well, he has failed in his 8 
duty to do those certain things, and therefore the offences are proven. 9 

PM:   Likewise, if you exceed the speed limit, and you go over, say 30 miles an hour and do 60 in a 30 10 
limit, you get done for speeding.  I liken it to the Huhne, Briscoe, Pryce case that we’ve been talking 11 
about there… 12 

JP:     Um hm 13 

PM:   only these are more serious offences, and what’s happening is, people are preventing justice from 14 
being served on Hannon, knowing of those offences that have been committed. Now, I’ve sent you a very 15 
simple email.  I’ve also sent you the directions, you have read the directions that I’ve sent to HHJ Prince… 16 

JP:     Yes, just once 17 

PM:   What is all this cover up about? What is it all about exactly?  You’ve read the exhibit, you know 18 
what I’m talking about, you know the offences.  What needs investigating exactly, Mr Palmer? 19 

PM:   You’re meant to be a senior crown prosecutor, you tell me what needs investigating there when 20 
I’ve put the exhibit forward and everything’s been done, to a far higher standard than any police officer 21 
could possibly do, or any common purpose law, er, legal services department within the police forces.  22 

PM:   You tell me what needs investigating exactly? (long pause) 23 

JP:     I’m not going to get into that, Mr Millinder.. 24 

PM:   Well, you’ve just said… 25 

JP:     Ur  26 

PM:    it needs investigating, come on, stop playing games with me, I want answers. 27 

PM:   You’ve got a duty to act in accordance with the Nolan Principles… (overspeaking) 28 

JP:     Nobody’s playing games. 29 

PM:   Course you are. You’re playing games, you’re covering up offences, it’s one set of laws for one, and 30 
then a completely different set for everyone else. 31 

JP:      Mr Millinder… 32 

PM:   you’re preventing Womble Bond Dickinson… (overspeaking) 33 

JP:     please can you... 34 
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3 

PM:   and their conspirers from being prosecuted… 1 

JP:     Well… 2 

PM:   You’re perverting the course of justice, right? And I want answers. So, I want to know, from you… 3 
(overspeaking) 4 

JP:     Well, I will not be accused. Excuse me Mr Millinder, you will not accuse me, of doing that. 5 

PM:   Well, what are you doing then? You know the offences that have been committed, you’re meant to 6 
be the crown prosecutor, what are you doing?  7 

JP:     The Crown Prosecution Service is not able to investigate offences. 8 

PM:   Well, there’s nothing to investigate, you know that as well as I do, so, the offences are proven, on 9 
all of those 9 counts that Hannon has committed, what are you doing about it? 10 

JP:     Well, hasn’t District Judge, ur, Fanning, ur, looked at the evidence and deemed that there wasn’t 11 
anything… 12 

PM:   No, he’s looked at nothing, you know full well he’s looked at nothing, because he’s been perverting 13 
the course of justice as well. 14 

JP:     Oh 15 

PM:   Nobody’s looked at anything, because we’ve tracked the emails, and he didn’t even read any of the 16 
evidence that was sent to the magistrates court. Because we tracked the emails, using pixelated tracking 17 
software, we found that all the evidence was deleted 9-months, sorry, 11-months later, when I 18 
threatened to prosecute them all for perverting the course of justice. 19 

PM:   Coincidentally they then deleted all of the emails without being read from the court file, so 20 
nobody’s ever done anything aside from covering everything up (overspeaking) both in the civil courts… 21 

JP:     Well, should that be something that you raise, with, ur, at the appeal? 22 

PM:   and in the criminal courts. Sorry, is what, sorry? 23 

JP:     That will be something that you’ll be raising at your. That ill be something you’ll be raising in your 24 
evidence at the appeal won’t it? 25 

PM:   Well no, hang on, right, what about the criminal prosecution that I laid before Currer on the second 26 
of June? Nothing’s been dealt with… 27 

JP:     Ur, what about it? 28 

PM:    it’s all been covered up, right, so why don’t you get in the real world?  You’re meant to be an 29 
honourable man sitting in there as a crown prosecutor, a senior lawyer, who’s got a duty to act in the 30 
public interest to prosecute all crime.  Why are you making justice selective? 31 

PM:   You know what’s gone on. 32 

JP:     I’m not going to get into this Mr Millinder. I’m not going to get into, ur, into this discussion here. 33 

PM:   Well, well, you’re the only person here that will speak with me, so I want answers. I’m being 34 
reasonable… 35 
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JP:     Sorry? 1 

PM:   I want answers from you, you know. I’m asking you, you’re the only person designated to speak 2 
with me in the whole of the CPS, I want some accountability.  You have a duty to act in accordance with 3 
the Nolan Principles, and I’m asking you for the accountability. 4 

PM:   I’m asking you what you’re going to do about the offences that Hannon’s committed, what about 5 
the fact that he’s fraudulently abused his position, defrauding me out of millions of pounds in the 6 
process?   7 

PM:   He’s committed the offence of section 4 of the Fraud Act 2006 on two separate counts. He wasn’t 8 
even appointed as liquidator of Emp… Of Earth Energy Investments LLP, my Parent Company… 9 

JP:     Umm 10 

PM:   All I wanted to do is build a wind turbine, Mr Palmer. Put yourself in my position... 11 

JP:     Yes, I know, I know full well 12 

PM:   Put yourself in my position, how would you feel? If you’d been ripped off, you’ve had your family 13 
torn apart… 14 

JP:     Umm 15 

PM:   you’ve had all your wealth taken off you.. 16 

JP:     Yes 17 

PM:   and you’ve had your business torn apart because of these cretins, and they are cretins, and I don’t 18 
hold back, that’s what they are, they are dishonest, colluding cretins. Whilst the corrupt state provides 19 
them with impunity. 20 

PM:   Do you think I don’t know what’s going on?  You know, I’m not daft… 21 

JP:     No 22 

PM:   I’m an experienced man.  I want to get to the bottom of this. I’m not going to tolerate the 23 
corruption. Right? So why don’t you do something right for a change and help me to sort out these 24 
criminals?  25 

PM:   Coz they’re the ones that should be prosecuted. They are the ones that have ruined my life, you 26 
know, what about all the years I’ve spent developing, the, the project?  27 

JP:     Umm 28 

PM:   Seven hundred and seventy thousand pounds of my money down the drain because of these 29 
clowns. What’s being done about it?  30 

PM:   (Sarcastic tone) Oh, it’s alright coz they’re Middlesbrough Football Club, or, it’s alright because 31 
they are Womble Bond Dickinson.  32 

PM:   It’s not alright because nobody’s above the law. 33 

PM:   I want justice 34 

JP:     Um hum 35 
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PM:   Right? 1 

JP:     Yes 2 

PM:   So, let’s get with the program. Deal with Hannon, he’s committed those offences. He should be 3 
hauled up and he should be jailed like anyone else would be if they were in a position of trust and they’ve 4 
dishonestly abused their position, committed perjury on many different counts, lying in his own Official 5 
Receiver’s Report.  You know, I’m not having a go at you, I don’t want to take it out on you… 6 

JP:     No 7 

PM:   I just want you to do your job 8 

JP:     No. Yes, yes 9 

PM:   You know, so be fair with me, what are you going to do about it? 10 

JP:     Well, like I keep on telling you Mr Millinder, the CPS is not in a position to investigate any further, 11 
any offences. 12 

PM:   Well, ok, well there’s nothing to investigate… (overspeaking), right? We both know that… 13 

JP:     If, if, there, I know but, yeah but 14 

PM:   it’s at court stage, there’s no investigation. You’re just using that as a ploy, so why don’t you just 15 
be real with me?   All the information has been laid before magistrates, it’s done to a far higher 16 
standard.  I’ve seen what you produced, it’s done to a far higher standard, all the investigation has 17 
already been done, why do you keep coming back and saying “oh, it needs to be investigated”, when it’s 18 
already at court? 19 

PM:   It’s beyond investigation. 20 

JP:     Coz, we only advise on the evidence of an investigation by one of the authorities, um… 21 
(overspeaking) 22 

JP:     who, who are able to 23 

PM:   No you don’t you take over private criminal prosecutions. You take over private criminal 24 
prosecutions. 25 

JP:     Slowly please. 26 

PM:   Well there isn’t a private prosecution though is there? 27 

JP:     There was, it was laid on the second of June last year, before Currer, but he’s been working for the 28 
offenders, perverting the course of justice.  He has done that, he has evaded the private criminal 29 
prosecution.  I’ve provided you the evidence showing you when it was laid.  I showed you that it was all 30 
tracked. I showed you that the court had responded to it, you know, and they even said “oh, you seek to 31 
have Currer prosecuted and it’s not appropriate for it to be done in this Court”. 32 

PM:   Four months later Currer comes along and makes an order under section 142, firstly knowing he’s 33 
conflicted and secondly, making a completely unlawful order anyway. He’s wasted over a year. 34 

JP:     Yeah well that’s… 35 

PM:   The guy’s a joke 36 
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JP:     That’s your, that’s your, issue, that’s your issue at the trial though isn’t it? 1 

PM:   It’s not my interpretation, it’s the law. It’s the law 2 

PM:   You know, that’s the law, he’s broken the law… 3 

JP:     That’s your issue at trial. Yeah but that’s your issue in trial. That’s your issue at the appeal, before, 4 
um, Mr, oh um, Judge Prince. 5 

PM:   But we’re here now, we’re here now, right… (overspeaking) 6 

JP:     Yes but it needs to be adjudicated on doesn’t it? 7 

PM:   Well, that is being adjudicated on… 8 

JP:     Yes, so. 9 

PM:   But that’s one issue… 10 

JP:     So it would be wrong to do anything, it would be wrong to do anything, um. 11 

PM:   Yes, but what isn’t being adjudicated on, is, what about the private criminal prosecution, that I’ve 12 
laid, before the magistrates that has never been. Show me the order.  Show me any order to do with this 13 
private criminal prosecution.   I’ll tell you now, to save you time, there isn’t any, because Currer covered 14 
it all up, because he’s connected with Womble Bond Dickinson and Mr Bloom.  I’ve already done the 15 
homework on these people, we know what it’s all about.  So, I’m asking you, please, to do the right thing, 16 
stop all of this cover up business, telling me it needs to be investigated, because I know full well that 17 
everything’s done and the full code test has been applied, you need to prosecute them. 18 

PM:   They’re the ones that need prosecuting, not me. I’m just somebody that’s pissed off about it and 19 
rightfully so. 20 

JP:     Yeah 21 

PM:   Anyone would be pissed off about it 22 

JP:     Yes 23 

PM:   How would you like it if you’ve worked hard all your life, and these cretins come along and throw 24 
all your money down the drain for nothing because… (overspeaking) 25 

JP:     Yes, yes… 26 

PM:   you wanted to build a wind turbine. How would you feel? I’m asking you. 27 

JP:     It’s very emotive. It’s a very emotive experience, yes. 28 

PM:   Well, emotive?  Is that what you call it, yeah?   I’ve lost contact with my 13-year old daughter 29 
because of these cretins, and you tell me it’s emotive, yes?  30 

PM:    and now you’re sitting in there telling me, “oh well, it needs investigating” Where do you come 31 
from you people? Have you got any morals whatsoever? 32 

JP:     ur, ah, I’m gonna, I’m gonna, I’m gonna stop this conversation now Mr Millinder. 33 

PM:   Well, I’m asking you, you know. You’re meant to be the honourable lawyer in there doing the right 34 
thing.  I’m asking you, where’s your integrity?  35 
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PM:   Why are you trying to tell me that it needs investigating when we already know it’s already been 1 
investigated, to a far higher standard?  Everything’s been put together, all you need to do is read. Why 2 
aren’t you reading? 3 

JP:     Mr Millinder this I’ll be adjudicated on by Judge Prince. 4 

PM:   Well, that’s what you think, yes?    Because he’s probably going to cover it all up as well.  I’ve got 5 
no faith in any of them.  Let’s be fair. 6 

JP:     Well, hold on, you said, you, you told me just a couple of weeks ago that you thought Mr Prince 7 
was incorruptible. (overspeaking) 8 

PM:   Well, yeah, but.  I think he is good, but he’ll be got at just like everyone else has been got at in this 9 
case… 10 

JP:     Oh right, ok, ok. 11 

PM:   well, let’s face it, he’s been got at. 12 

PM:   He will be got at by the Attorney General’s Office, who have been intercepting my emails. 13 

JP:     Right 14 

PM:   Now, I know what all this is all about. We’re going to prove it. Every single part of this is going to 15 
be proven. We’re collating all the evidence, it’s going to be adjudicated upon internationally, coz I’m not 16 
going to tolerate being defrauded and then having a corrupt system cover it all up, I tell you that now. 17 

PM:   And, if you want to be a part of it, and you want to do the wrong thing, don’t say I didn’t warn 18 
you… 19 

JP:     Right 20 

PM:   And you will find out what I’ve done in due course. I’m going to deal with this, I’m not going to 21 
allow people to come in and cover it all up and provide impunity to the true offenders. That’s what’s 22 
been going on and each and every single person that’s been involved in that are going to go to prison, 23 
that’s a promise, right.  24 

PM:   I will tell you now that all the calls that we’ve had have been recorded, for the purpose of a criminal 25 
investigation. I’ve got all of the evidence of your colleagues admitting what’s been going on, and all the 26 
rest of it. It’s all going to come out in the wash. 27 

JP:     (sighs) 28 

PM:   So, you need to get with the program and go and do the right thing, Mr Palmer, I’m telling you 29 
now. Enough of the nonsense, I’ve had enough of it.  What normal and rational person wouldn’t turn 30 
around and say, “do you know what, these people, they’re a joke”, because the whole system has 31 
provided them with impunity. They should have been locked up years ago.  The whole system is unfit for 32 
purpose, that’s the reality of it.  Providing impunity to criminals so that they can do what the hell they 33 
like, running people’s lives, and carry on about their business, whilst going completely unpunished. 34 

PM:   Is that how our laws were meant to work?  (long pause).  I’m asking you, is that how our laws were 35 
meant to work?  36 

JP:     You’re telling me that this recording, that this is being recorded? 37 
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PM:   I’m telling you all of the calls are being recorded… 1 

JP:     Right 2 

PM:   every call we’ve had is recorded. 3 

JP:     At no, at no point have you said that… 4 

PM:   Well, I don’t care… 5 

JP:     these calls are being recorded. 6 

PM:   Listen to this.  I don’t need to tell anyone that the calls are being recorded for the purpose of a 7 
criminal investigation. That’s the law. 8 

JP:     It’s a bit underhand though isn’t it Mr Millinder? 9 

PM:   Well, it’s not underhand, it’s called the law. We’re investigators, you know what we do, we’re a 10 
large private investigation agency, this is what we do. 11 

JP:     I asked you on our very first phone call, whether the.  I asked you on our very first phone call 12 
whether these phone calls are being recorded and you said no, they weren’t, and I specifically asked, that 13 
you, that you would be telling me if they were recorded… 14 

PM:   Well.. 15 

JP:     (poor quality audio) and you said, yes.  16 

PM:   Well, what I’m getting at, right, is that all the calls are being recorded. 17 

JP:     So, are you reneging on what you said before? 18 

PM:   I don’t care whether I’m reneging on what I’ve said before because all the calls are recorded for the 19 
purpose of a… 20 

JP:     Well 21 

PM:   criminal investigation, because everything needs to be noted. Everything needs to be noted down... 22 

JP:     Ok, well this, this phone call is now being terminated 23 

PM:   Well that’s fine, coz I’m going to send you back all the recordings as they’re going to be used as 24 
evidence in court. 25 

- Call terminated at 10.22AM (14 minutes and 27 seconds from start) -
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Email of 24th May 2021 at 05. 31AM GMT 

From: General Admin 1 
Date: Mon, 24 May 2021 at 05:39 2 
Subject: 10 Downing Street concealing corruption and fraud – all one and the same 3 
To: LADY JUSTICE ANDREWS 4 

JUDICIAL CORRUPTION THROUGH POLITICAL INTERENCE DRIVEN BY 5 
BUCKLAND, THE LORD CHANCELLOR HIMSELF 6 

Dear all, 7 

From May 12th 2021 at 8:17AM until May 18th at 4:19PM, Ben Gascoigne of 10 8 
Downing Street, the Political Secretary and adviser to the Prime Minister read my 9 
email in relation to Buckland being a corrupt total waste of space, 128-times. BoJo 10 
read it 3-times, but they keep these oath breakers in office, because they are all one 11 
and the same, a kleptocracy and a criminal racketeering enterprise of taxpayer funded 12 
corruptors who all support one another. 13 

Subject:      Appointment of Mr Buckland as Lord Chancellor – Breach of oath & dishonesty 14 
Recipient:  <bgascoigne@no10.gov.uk> 15 
Sent:  May 12, 2021 at 8:06:09 AM 16 
Read  128 times 17 

18 
The email I sent is below and the attachments that went with it are attached. The 19 
questions remain unanswered. Buckland cannot answer questions, he just makes the 20 
rules up as he goes along, because he is an unintegral liar, a cheat and an abuse of 21 
the public’s trust who needs to be jailed with the rest of the Conservative kleptocracy 22 
and the politically controlled judiciary he has been giving orders to. 23 

Watch the video, it speaks volumes, showing what a dishonest coward has made 24 
responsible for the UK justice system? We wonder why nobody is getting justice, well, 25 
he is the reason why. 26 

We are still missing the answers to the questions below. Please do listen to the 27 
recording, it was Buckland who transferred the proceedings out of York Magistrates 28 
for disposal by Fanning, in conjunction with Burnett, his co-conspirer, both of whom 29 
have perverted the course of justice. Buckland went to Durham Hatfield law school 30 
with Bloom. Burnett sits on the sentencing council with Fanning. 31 

Tab_5: Pages 92 - 95
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At Tab_AA, page 3, until 3/4 way down the page, we exhibit 5 emails, returns of which 1 
were generated as “not read” proving beyond doubt that Fanning, or Kirklees never 2 
even read the emails containing the evidence and submissions that were relied on for 3 
the hearing of 22nd November 2018. It was all orchestrated to prevent justice being 4 
served on Hannon (the Official Receiver) and Staunton (the corrupt barrister acting for 5 
Middlesbrough FC).  Bloom is “in house counsel for MFC, former senior partner of 6 
Womble Bond Dickinson in Newcastle, Staunton’s instructing solicitor. It’s a case of 7 
the kleptocracy perverting the course of justice to provide impunity to MFC, because 8 
Steve Gibson, their Chairman is a fellow colluding Conservative political and white-9 
collar criminal. 10 

It is no coincidence that on 16/10/2019 I threatened to prosecute Fanning and the 11 
York Magistrates Legal advisor, Daley, for perverting the course of justice. The 12 
following morning, they sought to frantically delete those emails from the court file at 13 
Huddersfield Magistrates, not knowing that we have tracked them. The rest of page 3, 14 
all of page 4 and on to the top of page 5 contains the returns showing that Westminster 15 
Magistrates also deleted the prosecution evidence entirely from the court file, again 16 
following Buckland’s orders. 17 

Buckland has been coercing the judiciary in both civil and criminal proceedings to 18 
provide impunity to these criminals who have committed indictable only offences. 19 
This must be fully exposed and these quislings must be removed from office, forthwith. 20 
BoJo needs to go with them, the lying dishonest coward. Who wants colluding, 21 
cheating liars running our country? 22 

INTELLIGENCE UK INTERNATIONAL S.A. 23 

24 
25 

From: General Admin 26 
Date: Tue, 11 May 2021 at 05:54 27 
Subject: NEWS ARTICLE: Interview with Mr Buckland QC MP – The driver of judicial fraud & corruption 28 
To: <robert.buckland.mp@parliament.uk> 29 

30 
Mr Buckland, 31 

We write to invite you for comment in relation to the following substantive allegations: 32 

DISCLOSURE REQUEST: What was the nature of the call you had with Michael Ellis 33 
QC MP at 07.10AM on 09/03/2021? Please disclose notes of the call. 34 
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3 

Legally privileged evidence:  See: Tab_Z9, page 1, working from the table of contents. 1 
Also see this short article on Vos, who you had coerced to continue providing 2 
impunity to your associates, along with this: Judicial independence is compromised 3 
and the leadership are to blame 4 

Referring to: Tab_AA—Exhibit_Buckland_21_09_2020_PM_VF 5 

1. Mr Buckland. In October 2017, in your role as Solicitor General, one of the two Law6 
Ministers responsible for the CPS, the SFO and with a duty to prosecute civil contempt, 7 
you provided impunity to Jeremy Robin Bloom who you are personally affiliated. At 8 
page 16 of the exhibit, you responded to the letter at pages 7 – 13. You knew that the 9 
offenders had fraudulently withheld 172 pages of witness evidence from the ex-parte 10 
hearing. Fraudulent non-disclosure is contempt. 11 

2. At page 16, your response (B) you referred to a contractual dispute. You knew there12 
was no dispute. It is no coincidence that ever since, the corrupt purported judges who 13 
have been following your orders referred to a “dispute” but there is no dispute. Your 14 
cohort, Jeremy Robin Bloom unlawfully forfeited the Lease for the wind turbine after 15 
refusing the connection. Even if Bloom did not refuse the connection, they still 16 
unlawfully forfeited the Lease. The first installment of rent was not payable until 17th 17 
September 2015. The Energy Supply Agreement is conditional. 18 

2.1. Q. Why did you refer to a dispute when you know there is not one? 19 
3. At page 8, it is referred to the fact that Gill, acting under Bloom of Middlesbrough20 
FC’s instruction submitted a fraudulent £4.1 million proof of debt when the form he 21 
used has a penal notice attached to it. You were aware that Gill had sent Mr Millinder 22 
the note of hearing of 9/01/2017 containing the admission by Staunton that “Force 23 
Majeure has effect”. You knew therefore, as did the principal offenders that no claims 24 
could be established because Force Majeure applied. 24-days later Gill made that 25 
claim to Hannon, an officer of the Court. That is contempt, but is also fraud by false 26 
representation. 27 

3.1 Q. Why were you concealing an indictable offence in your role as Law Minister, 28 
responsible for the CPS? 29 

4. We refer to the recording (3-mins 10-30 
seconds): York_Magistrates_16_11_2018_PT_2_Mr_Williams 31 

4.1. Q. Why did you instruct York Magistrates to transfer the proceedings out to 32 
Kirklees Magistrates for disposal by DJ Fanning when you knew the offences were 33 
committed? 34 
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4 

5. We refer to Exhibit_15, the email dated 15th November 2017. 1 

5.1. Why did you instruct Chief Registrar Briggs to ensure the application was not 2 
heard by a High Court Judge when you knew of the fraud and dishonesty? 3 

6. Why did you take oath swearing to uphold the rule of law and to maintain the4 
independence of the judiciary when you yourself have bene perverting the course 5 
of justice and coercing the judiciary tp provide impunity to Jeremy Robin Bloom 6 
(who you went to Durham Hatfield Uni with) and Steve Gibson, a fellow member of 7 
the Conservative Teesside kleptocracy of asset stripping fraudsters?. 8 

7. Why are you still in office and why have you been promoting judges knowing9 
they have breached their oaths by supporting you in following your orders? 10 

8. Why did you collude with Michael Ellis QC MP to attempt to create a false11 
instrument restraint order against Mr Millinder to further conceal indictable 12 
offences? 13 

You are invited to answer those questions. You may be aware, we have launched a 14 
petition to have you and your conspirers dismissed from office forthwith. 15 
The article will be published within 24-hours. We require your feedback by no later 16 
than 5PM today. The contents of this email and attachments shall be referred to in the 17 
article. 18 

Thank you very much. 19 

Yours faithfully, 20 

INTELLIGENCE UK INTERNATIONAL S.A. 21 

Attachments: 22 
23 

Tab_AA—Exhibit_Buckland_21_09_2020_PM_VF.pdf (1,966K) 24 
Exhibit 15_sealed_17_11_2017.pdf (477K) 25 
Tab_Z9—Report_Systemic_Corruption_02_06_2020_PM_VF.pdf (796K) 26 
PETITION_COMMONS_LORDS_05_05_2021.pdf (385K) 27 
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TRANSCRIPT OF CALL BETWEEN THE PARTIES 

CALL OF 15th August 2018 at 14.46PM 

25.40 Minutes 

BETWEEN: 

PAUL MILLINDER 

- and –

ANTHONY HANNON  

OFFICIAL RECEIVER OF LONDON 

This transcription was made in house by Litigio LLP on 21st June 2019 for the purpose of a criminal  
investigation circulation to law enforcement officials and for press privilege only.  

I declare that this is a true and accurate transcription of the telephone recording between the 
parties of 15th August 2018  

PM = Paul Millinder 

AH =  Anthony Hannon 

Tab_6: Pages 96 - 106
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PM:  I’ll just give you chance, let me know when you are ready for me to start 1 

AH: (long pause) When you say the skeleton which (overspeaking) 2 

PM: Yeah, the one that I sent 3 

AH: One are you talking about 4 

PM: The one that I sent to you, er, titled skeleton form of statement to prove offences and dishonesty 5 

AH: Yeah. Right is it one of the attachments or is it the email itself? 6 

PM:  It is the email itself that I have put in the form of a skeleton so we can work from that referring 7 
to the bits ok? 8 

AH: Right, ok I’ve read that 9 

PM: Right, ok so what do you make of it? 10 

AH:  Well, I’ve no comment about it Mr Millinder 11 

PM: Well, you know, we have false proofs of debt 12 

AH: (long pause) No we haven’t 13 

PM: Well we have it’s there by Mr Justice Nugee I think you’ll find its right in front of you 14 

AH: No it wasn’t, no, there’s no false proofs of debt Mr Millinder 15 

PM: How can you say they are not false? 16 

AH: Well, I’ve just said it (short laugh) 17 

PM: Well, how, you know, explain to me, given the fact that no payment can be due for energy 18 
supply, no payment can be due for the Lease, where does the payment come from? 19 

AH:  Er, er, the matter’s been aired at length in front of a number of judges 20 

PM: Corrupt judges? 21 

AH: And Judge Jones has quite clearly dismissed your application 22 

PM: Yeah, because he is corrupt 23 

AH: Well, anybody’s corrupt who doesn’t agree with you, that’s your logic Mr Millinder 24 
(overspeaking) 25 

PM: Well, no, no that’s not true, that’s absolutely not true you know. I’ve phoned you up, I’ve taken 26 
my time to have a rational and sensible call with you, right? It’s not going to go away, they owe me 27 
£11 million and I’m gonna come and get my money, right, and that’s what I am going to do. It can 28 
either be done the hard way or the easy way but the outcomes still going to be the same. So, let’s just 29 
work through it sensibly, because if you believe the proof is a genuine and bona fide proof after the 30 
fact that all three of the amounts are pertaining to the same originating source of debt, right, let’s 31 
talk about it, because at the end of the day, £4 million of the proof is pursuant to the Energy Supply 32 
Agreement. 33 

34 
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PM: The Energy Supply Agreement required my, full satisfaction of, the grid connection agreement. 1 
Right. The defendants refused to sign the asset sale agreement, forming part of the grid connection 2 
agreement and without a grid connection the turbine could not operate. Therefore I could not get 3 
any satisfaction of, the grid connection agreement. 4 

PM: Any agreement by me to supply power pursuant to the Agreement was subject to my full 5 
satisfaction of, before any agreement to supply power, any agreement to supply any energy 6 
whatsoever, under the terms of the Energy Supply Agreement. Any invoicing, any payment and 7 
what’s further it was also subject to, my full satisfaction of, commissioning of the turbine. So 8 
therefore, £4 million of it has gone straight away. 9 

 (Long pause) 10 

PM: Do you agree with me there? 11 

AH: No, I don’t agree Mr Millinder 12 

PM: Well, how’s it wrong? 13 

AH: The matter, the matter has been dealt with before a number of judges 14 

PM: Nothing’s been dealt with 15 

AH:  Before Judge Jones and er, I mean (overspeaking) 16 

PM: How can you? 17 

AH: And er, er, your application’s been, er, er (overspeaking) 18 

PM: Well it’s not because its before Lord Vos now, he’s dealing with it 19 

AH: Well then fine I will wait until Lord Vos (overspeaking) 20 

PM: No, no, this is your duty 21 

AH: What’s the point of speaking to me Mr Miller, I don’t understand? 22 

AH: Before Lord Vos 23 

PM: Because you’re the office holder 24 

AH: Why are you, why are you? 25 

PM: Because that’s on a different matter, that’s not dealing with that part of it, that’s dealing with 26 
the other part against the four judges 27 

AH: But you’ve just said its before Lord Vos? 28 

AH: So it’s either before Lord Vos or it isn’t 29 

PM: The part that’s before Lord Vos is the part against the four judges (inaudible) 30 

AH: But you’ve just said it’s before Lord Vos (short laugh) 31 

PM: The only, no, no the only 32 

AH: You’ve said before Lord Vos 33 

PM: That part of it isn’t, (Hannon overspeaking) however its linked to matters that are 34 
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AH: Well then, the position remains with the judgment of Judge Jones 1 

PM: (Short laugh) The Judgment of Judge Jones, right, I’m not going to get into an argument, I didn’t 2 
ring you up, I rang up to have a sensible conversation with you, because you’re the office holder, 3 
you’re the man that is upholding the proof, right. At the end of the day, how can you uphold 4 
something that doesn’t exist? 5 

AH: The matter was dealt with before Judge Jones 6 

PM: Nothing is dealt with 7 

AH: Er, the proof of debt, er, has been, has been, marked as objected to and that’s what the law 8 
requires 9 

PM: Well it doesn’t because I need to (overspeaking) 10 

AH: And that’s what I’ve done 11 

PM: Well, what about my contingent assets? 12 

AH: What contingent assets? 13 

PM: You were written to by Prospect Law, the barrister, Edmund Robb, setting out very clearly on the 14 
18th of August that the claims are contingent assets. Are you saying that Edmund Robb doesn’t know 15 
the law? 16 

AH: Er, er, I don’t recall the words contingent assets being in the letter of the 18th of August but even 17 
if they were, it’s a year ago. Even if they were, my letter of the following month dealt with it and 18 
that’s what was challenged before Judge Jones. 19 

PM: Nothing was challenged before Judge Jones, because what he did 20 

AH: My letter of September of last year was what you effectively applied to the Court to challenge 21 

PM: Yeah, but we’ve moved on since then haven’t we? You know, we’ve gone on 22 

AH: No we’ve not (overspeaking) 23 

PM: Because what they’ve done, not you, right, its not you that’s done the latter part of it because 24 
you weren’t involved in it, but what they’ve done, is they’ve sent Pelling QC in, they, Middlesbrough 25 
Football Club and their lawyers, right. What they’ve gone and done, right, is they sent Pelling in 26 
who’s a circuit judge, to spoilate my case, without moving any of the evidence on from the hearings, 27 
right, that’s what they’ve done. Pelling’s a circuit judge, he’s not one of the 16 High Court Judges and 28 
I later established he is not even a High Court Judge so he can’t make an order in a case, that’s been 29 
ordered by a High Court Judge to be heard by another High Court Judge in June. So therefore, the 30 
position in terms of Pelling’s orders, they are void ab initio and Pelling is also guilty of two counts of 31 
fraud by abuse of position, so that’s what Pelling has done because he was not empowered to make 32 
the ECRO and he’s used a false instrument as a means of trying to silence me, to prevent me from 33 
getting a fair hearing in court, so what I’ve done is made an application to Lord Vos for an order of 34 
mandamus, to deal with it. 35 

PM: But that links back to the Arnold issue where I served application pursuant to rule, erm, 3.3, CPR 36 
3.3, for the Court to make an order of its own volition. In other words, to read all of the spoilated 37 
evidence and the bits and pieces that Registrar Jones decided to spoilate and that Pelling decided to 38 
copy and to deal with it accordingly. 39 
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And, any application pursuant to CPR 3.3, it is good practice, as advised by the Court of Appeal and 1 
as replicated on Mr Justice Nugee’s order, that those cases, those matters are to be dealt with at a 2 
hearing. But because Mr Justice Arnold has his own issues in terms of other issues that surround 3 
these issues, he was allocated to the case to spoilate the evidence on the tail end of it.  So this is 4 
what’s happened, so all they’ve done is tried to bury all of the issues without actually allowing me the 5 
opportunity to have aired them substantively in Court and they’ve done that because the first one 6 
that they’ve used dated the 25th of June 2015, which they later submitted to you was that amount of 7 
£265 thousand, well that amount is the amount that is on the unwarranted demand (inaudible) 8 

PM: Because they made an unwarranted demand with menaces asking me to pay them £256 9 
thousand quid otherwise they’re not going to do this, this and this.  And they later terminate the 10 
Lease, when there’s no money owed.  And what they’ve done subsequently is, they’ve used and 11 
unfortunately you have been misled by them and therein lays the problem. 12 

PM: Now that’s what its all about. We need to deal with it. Right, even now, I still just don’t entirely 13 
believe that this is all your fault.  It’s them, they’ve misled you and hence why we are in this problem. 14 
You’ve probably got a million and one other things to do with your time and you haven’t maybe given 15 
this the consideration it needed to cover the finite issues. 16 

PM: I don’t know, but we are where we are today, it can be sorted out, its not rocket science, it’s 17 
blatantly obvious. I’m here, calling to you, saying look, (inaudible), its blatantly obvious and we need 18 
to sort it out. 19 

PM: (inaudible) and I am going to take it out on the defendants namely Middlesbrough Football Club 20 
and the people that caused me the problem. 21 

AH: (Long pause and sigh). What’s the purpose of this phone call? 22 

PM: What I want to do is get you to remove the false proof of debt so that then I can go and appoint 23 
another liquidator to go and action my claim (inaudible), that’s what I want to do because I am 24 
coming to get my money. So, move on, keep the companies do whatever, but I want to action the 25 
claim and get my money back. I will pay all your fees, whatever it costs, I’ll disburse all your fees, but 26 
I am going to get my money back and get the justice that I rightfully deserve, that’s it. 27 

AH: Right, that’s not happening Mr Millinder 28 

PM: What do you mean its not happening? 29 

AH: It’s not happening, I’m not going to go into it to dismiss the proof when I’ve already made a 30 
decision on 31 

PM: Well how can you, you’ve made a wrong decision (Hannon overspeaking) 32 

AH: I’ve not made the wrong decision, my decision was challenged before Judge Jones 33 

PM: Well, he’s a criminal, so well done, your all, you know, at the end of the day you’ve done what 34 
you’ve done, right, I could prosecute you. I’m not doing that at the moment, I’ve put it on hold, 35 
because I thought, let’s be reasonable, speak to the man, see if we can sort it all out on a reasonable 36 
basis, even though there’s been serious wrongdoing and maybe everyone can just go about their 37 
business. 38 

PM: I’m being sensible, right, I am being rational, its obvious what’s gone on, I am not interested in 39 
Judge Jones, he’s not going to be there for much longer, he’s going to get dealt with, right. I’m going 40 
to deal with him and so are a number of other people (inaudible) NCA. 41 
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6 

He is going to get dealt with, right.  He’s abused his position, he’s spoilated all the evidence, oh and 1 
your saying, lets rely on Judge Jones, but after Judge Jones and the hearing that we first attended in 2 
December, Mr Justice Nugee made the order, right.  The High Court Judge, right, so what we have 3 
there is a position in estoppel. I refer to that order, of the 5th of February this year, right. And what 4 
Mr Justice Nugee says in 5.2 in that bit of skeleton there, it makes it blatantly clear that it was 5 
already tried in Court, the basis of Middlesbrough’s claims against the Company. 6 

PM: And the Judge, said, so he sums it up and he said, the upshot of that, as I have underlined it was 7 
that Ewind was unable to generate any money, that meant it was neither able to pay money under 8 
the Lease nor pay what were quite substantial charges ostensibly payable under something called the 9 
Energy Supply Agreement under which if it was not supplying energy to Middlesbrough it had to pay 10 
the figure of 8 pence per kilowatt.  So, and then he’s gone on to say, on the basis of those matters, 11 
Middlesbrough demanded payment of money from EW, terminated the Lease for non payment of 12 
rent and subsequently appeared as a supporting creditor, right? 13 

PM: But they had no do so because, as he confirmed in paragraph 3, that they had no position to do 14 
so in the first place, which is exactly what I am telling you, for the reasons I’m telling you, because no 15 
possible claim could be established.  It is fraud what they have done. It is fraud. They have made 16 
these claims, they weren’t prompted by you to make the claims, they made the claims, the false 17 
misrepresentations to cause the winding up of Empowering Wind MFC Ltd in the first place when on 18 
the balance of probabilities, we would have completed our CVA had it not been for them making 19 
their false representation. That’s it, you know, that is the position. 20 

PM: The first claim was false, when they made it 10 days after they acknowledged that I have a 21 
substantial claim against them (inaudible) and that transpired to be the first proof of debt of the 22 
£256 thousand.  You know, it can’t increase from £256 thousand to £4.1 million without a turbine. 23 
Simple, simple position, so I am appealing to you, again, because we could go back to Court, but I’m 24 
appealing back to you, to sort it all out this time, because the matters are blatantly obvious. 25 

AH: (Long pause). Well, I’ve er, er, given you my position Mr Millinder, I’ve made my decision, er, on 26 
the proofs of debt, I’ve marked it as objected to, er, which is what the rules require and that’s all 27 
that’s happening. 28 

PM: Right, ok, so now then, ok, so then, I want to appoint another liquidator, right, to replace you, so 29 
that I can go ahead and do what I want to do.  Right, so, what would you need me to do in order for 30 
me to do that? 31 

AH: I need you to provide me with evidence that your request is supported by at least 25% in value of 32 
the Company’s creditors. At which point the decision making process can be started and er, the er, er, 33 
the process for replacing the Official Receiver as Liquidator can proceed. 34 

PM: (after a short pause) Right, ok, so you need me to provide you with proof that I’m the creditor, is 35 
that what you are saying? 36 

AH: No,  I need you to provide me with proof that 25% of the total value of the creditors of the 37 
company wish to have me removed as liquidator. 38 

PM: Well that’s me isn’t it. I’m 25% of it. 39 

AH: No, your not Mr Millinder. 40 

PM: Am I not. Who is then? 41 
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AH: Well, Middlesbrough Football Club are something like 85 or 90 percent from memory. 1 

PM: Yeah but they are not though, because the claim doesn’t exist. How can you put something in 2 
that doesn’t exist? 3 

AH: Middlesbrough Football Club are the overwhelming majority creditors they have more than 75% 4 
and therefore unless you can get Middlesbrough Football Club to support, er, er a request, er, you 5 
cannot garner the necessary support 6 

PM: Right, cos they’ve even admitted its false.  Even Staunton’s admitted its false. The Bar Standards 7 
Board have admitted its false, everyone’s admitted its false. So, why are we having this debate on 8 
something that’s false? 9 

AH: Em, well I make no comment on what you’ve just said, other than I point out that I don’t care if 10 
the world and his dog express an opinion 11 

PM: Yeah but your meant to act in my interests 12 

AH: Er, Mr Millinder, please, let me speak 13 

PM: Yeah sure 14 

AH: These people can express whatever opinions they like, but the Bar Standards Board and Mr 15 
Staunton have got nothing to do with this liquidation and their opinions count for naught.  The 16 
position is, I’ve, I’ve followed the law to the letter, it’s as simple as that. My decision’s been 17 
challenged, er, er, by you, er, before the High Court and the Court has upheld my decision and they’ve 18 
dismissed your application and that’s where we stand. 19 

PM: Do you? 20 

AH: I’ve done what the law requires me to do 21 

PM:  No you haven’t. I am not going to get into an, you know, at the end of the day, I’m not going to 22 
attack you on it any more, any further. We’ve had our differences right, I’m not going to attack you 23 
on it any further, apart from if it needs to go further legal, right? 24 

PM: I want to get down to the nitty gritty, because I don’t want to be messing around with this for 25 
the next 5 years. I want to get my claim, get my money back and park the whole thing so everyone 26 
can move on.  So, that’s what I want to do, so we need to deal with, what’s, what’s precluding it, is 27 
what’s been precluding it all the way along, its this £4.1 million claim. But, we’ve not moved on, so 28 
are we going to have to go back now, in light of everything I’ve provided to you, are we going to have 29 
to go back to adjudicate on the £4.1 million claim? 30 

AH: Er, you, I can’t give you advice Mr Millinder 31 

PM: Well no I don’t need advice, well you (overspeaking by Hannon), I’m asking you, right, because 32 
it’s your decision to sort it all out. If your saying that your not going to sort it all out then I’m going, 33 
then obviously were going to have to go back to Court, before the High Court Judge and sort it all out 34 
there.  So, you know, its up to you. I’m saying its false, your saying its not false. I’ve explained the 35 
basis, the High Court Judge is saying its false, everyone else is saying its false, your saying its not and 36 
I am saying to you well, it is false. Is your position upheld that you’re not going to do anything about 37 
it because I’m, I don’t command the majority voting interest because Middlesbrough FC does (dog 38 
barking in the background) and if that position is not going to change, obviously we’re going to have 39 
to go back to Court and sort it out again. 40 
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8 

AH: Well I can’t make any comment on that Mr Millinder, what you wish to do is a matter for you 1 

PM: Well I just want to get the proof of debt removed, you know, one way or another its going to be 2 
removed, it should not be there and its obscuring what I am trying to do. So, it is going to be 3 
removed, because it doesn’t exist in law. So I’m asking you, in your capacity as office holder and 4 
given the fact that without it I would be the majority creditor, I am asking you to remove it for me 5 
and I am also asking you to deal with the other matter in relation to Section 136 of the Law of 6 
Property Act 1925 and the assignment of the debt, in terms of Earth Energy Investments, cos what 7 
we have there, is quite an obvious matter, where there’s a conflicting interest in litigation, but in 8 
addition to that you’ve got Staunton, who turns up to the hearing before Registrar Barber and he 9 
says something along the lines of, oh and those matters have all terminated because they’ve all been 10 
fully aired and ventilated before Judge Jones (doorbell rings), but he omits the fact that actually he 11 
was at Court before, one week before, he received the order from Mr Justice Nugee, listing the case 12 
before a High Court Judge in June.  So he omitted that order from Mr Justice Nugee, altogether 13 
missing the fact that his clients, Womble Bond Dickinson actually did make the application to strike 14 
out my case before senior judiciary without a hearing, but that, Mr Justice Nugee didn’t do that, 15 
because he considered my directions application letter dated the 7th February, 2 days after the 16 
hearing of the 5th, he considered the facts, he considered my skeleton and the skeleton of the 1st, with 17 
the application of the 1st of March and he listed the case for a half day hearing before one of the 18 
Chancery High Court Judges in June. 19 

PM: So everything was then still subject to proceedings, but what Staunton did, is he misled Ms 20 
Barber and that’s why the Company was wound up (Hannon overspeaking). 21 

AH: Well, I’m sorry.  No, I’ve no comment on that I wasn’t present at the hearing and I’ve got no 22 
comment on that, erm. I’ve stated what my position is Mr Millinder 23 

PM: Well, it needs sorting out 24 

AH: As far s I’m concerned I’ve done what is appropriate for me to do in relation to the proofs of debt 25 
erm 26 

PM: Well, no you haven’t, because 27 

AH: There are mechanisms open to you to challenge my decision. You’ve challenged my decision and 28 
the Court’s refused to uphold your challenge. 29 

PM: Because they are corrupt 30 

AH: No haven’t  (inaudible) 31 

PM: We’ve got a corrupt judge. We’ve got a problem with a corrupt judge 32 

AH: As regards to reference to an assignment, er, er, my position is that there was no assignment, 33 
there may well have been an intention to do an assignment of claim, but 34 

PM: Well that’s their story isn’t it? 35 

AH: The documents which you claim to be an assignment is not an assignment and if I recall correctly 36 
one of the judges, I can’t remember which one, himself, or even two of the judges have found that 37 
the document in question does not constitute an assignment of a debt, so there is no assignment 38 

39 
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9 

PM: Well, we’ve had several counsel look at this, I’ll tell you the advises we have taken on these, an 1 
assignment is very very wide in accordance with the basic assignment criteria set out in Section 136 2 
of the Law of Property Act 1925. Assignments come in all forms (inaudible) but in essence the 3 
assignment that is assigned by the Assignor and the Assignee conveying to do something to assign a 4 
right of action, er, with money attached to it, is an assignment for the purposes of the Act 5 

AH: Well the fact is (overspeaking) 6 

PM: So it is an assignment so you don’t 7 

AH: At least two judges have found that the document is not an assignment 8 

PM: Nobody’s found. Nobody’s found anything because, nobody’s even tried that issue 9 

AH: (inaudible) I’ve read in one of the transcripts 10 

PM: No there wasn’t (overspeaking). What there was 11 

AH: No, at least one of the judges and I think er and I’ve no comment 12 

PM: No, Mr Justice Nugee (Hannon overspeaking) 13 

AH: So the judges have said the document in question is not an assignment 14 

PM: No, no, what we’ve got, Mr Justice Nugee mage that original determination but he didn’t further 15 
consider the facts, because we only had 1 hour and 40 minutes in the interim applications court. You 16 
can’t possibly expect this case to be heard in 1 hour and 40 minutes. You know the complexities. How 17 
would it be possible to air such complexities in 1 hour and 40 minutes? 18 

PM: It was for that reason the Honourable Judge made the order of the 21st to list it for a half day 19 
hearing in June 20 

AH: Well, there was a half day hearing in June wasn’t there? 21 

PM: Yeah by the corrupt judge, Pelling 22 

AH: Oh, another corrupt judge 23 

PM: There are two corrupt judges, well there’s actually 3 24 

AH: I thought there was more, oh right 25 

PM: Well there are, undoubtedly there are more, some of them have been acting as underwriters for 26 
Lloyds Bank. 27 

AH: Er, er, Mr Millinder, er, er, I’ve given you enough time as I can spare 28 

PM: Yep, no problem, anyway 29 

AH: We are going around in circles 30 

PM: So your not going to remove it, your not and I’m going to make the application 31 

AH: Fine, you make your application, I cannot give you advice on this as to whether it’s a good idea 32 
(overspeaking) 33 

PM: Well no, I don’t need advice 34 
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10 

AH: You make your own decisions Mr Millinder 1 

PM: I don’t need, you know, I think I am capable of making my own decisions, er, so your saying that 2 
your not going to withdraw it? 3 

PM: Can you do me a favour? Can you put me a quick email together, just giving a few lines, “I’m not 4 
going to withdraw the proof of debt in light of review of the evidence because of x,y and z, job done? 5 

AH: No, I’m not going to Mr Millinder 6 

PM: Why? 7 

AH: I’ve made it perfectly clear that I’m not going to, I’m not removing the proof of debt 8 

PM: Well, this is all being recorded. Right, this call’s being recorded, so your not going to help 9 
yourself by being obstinate are you?  Because at the end of the day. 10 

AH: Well, it’s news to me that your recording this call 11 

PM: I record all of the calls 12 

AH: You never said that at the start did you? 13 

PM: No, no I record all of the calls and I told Mr (overspeaking) 14 

AH: But did you say at the start of the call you were recording this telephone call? 15 

PM: I did 16 

AH: I don’t think you did 17 

PM: I did actually, because I told Mr Gould 18 

AH: No, you didn’t Mr Millinder, I’m sorry. Listen, I’ve given you enough time and I’m not speaking 19 
any further on it on the matter. You must do what you choose to do 20 

PM: No, you need to 21 

AH: But the one thing I would say, could you please stop pestering my staff, err, 22 

PM: Pestering? 23 

AH: Er, there’s no point phoning Mr Brice, er, err, sorry, Mr Gould 24 

PM: OK 25 

AH: He’s not going to be able to assist you. The only person who’s in a position to make any decisions 26 
in this case is me so there’s no point (overspeaking) 27 

PM: So, we’re going to have to remove you then aren’t we? 28 

AH: Well, that’s your decision Mr Millinder 29 

PM: Well, its my decision 30 

AH: Well you must do what you must do 31 

PM: Because you’ve been stealing from me and you’ve been abusing your position 32 

AH: I’ve been stealing. I’m a thief am I? 33 
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11 

PM: Well 1 

AH: Go on say the words, I’m a thief Mr Millinder go on the tape, call me a thief 2 

PM: No, what I am going to say is that you’ve fraudulently abused your position 3 

AH: But you’ve just said I’m a thief?  You’ve just called me a thief 4 

PM: Well, in effect, fraud is a theft 5 

AH: Well, I’ve stolen from you 6 

PM: And when you have fraudulently abused (overspeaking) 7 

AH: So I’m a thief. Go on say the words on the tape Mr Millinder, call me a thief. Why don’t you call 8 
me a thief on the tape? 9 

PM: No, I’m not. I am going to say you are somebody that’s rather dishonest that fraudulently abuses 10 
his position against my interests, a legitimate creditor 11 

AH: Well, errr, I’ve given you enough time Mr Millinder, I’ve given you enough time 12 

PM: Your not going to look good when this one is played in the Court 13 

AH: Please don’t pester my staff with any more phone calls 14 

PM: You know, it is not going to look good when this (overspeaking) 15 

AH: I would be grateful for your help in this matter, thank you, goodbye (slams phone down) 16 

------ ENDS ------- 17 
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DEED OF ASSIGNMENT - PURSU
A

NT TO SECTION 136 OF THE LAW OF 

PROPERTY ACT 1925 

Between: 

(l)Earth Energy Investments LLP of 3rd Floor, 277-281 Oxford Street, London, WIC 

2DL 

(ASSIGNOR) 

(2) Mr Paul Millinder of 3rd Floor, 277-281 Oxford Street, London, WlC 2DL

(ASSIGNEE) 

1. This Deed, duly executed by Mr Paul Millinder, for and on behalf of the Assignor

and for the Assignee himself, assigns absolutely, the right of action and the funds

invested by him and the Assignor in Empowering Wind MFC Ltd for the wind

turbine project at Middlesbrough Football Club's Riverside Stadium.

2. This Deed assigns the right of action in relation to recovery of the abortive costs

and the investment made by the Assignor and the Assignee in the project to the

Assignee with reference to the Statutory Demand and the Assignment served on

Middlesbrough Football & Athletic Company (1986) Ltd on 6th January 2017.

3. In this Assignment the Assignor refers to the original assignment at Appendix A
appended to this document. Middlesbrough Football Club withheld the

assignment counterpart referred to in Part B of the Statutory Demand from the ex

parte hearing on 9th January 2017 to defraud the Assignor and the Assignee of its
right to recover the investments it made in the project. The originating assignment
referred the assignment absolute of the investments made by the Assignee and the

Assignor and its Directors in the wind turbine project.

4. The demand, dated 6th January 2017 encompassed only £530,000 of the

Assignee's investment in the project and whereas a further £114,500 was invested

in costs with Lupton Fawcett LLP in relation to the project and £155,000 of

internal costs incurred in developing the project from 15th June 2012 through until
30th April 2015.

1 

Tab_7: Pages 107 - 114
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5. The sum assigned in this Deed of Assignment from the Assignee to the Assignor is

the principal sum outstanding of £799,400 plus standard interest at 8% above base

from the date of the assignment (29th June 2015 through until 1 gm March 2018, the

date of this Assignment. The sum of £173,984.48 is standard interest accrued

with the sum assigned to the Assignor being the principal sum plus interest

totaling £973,384.48

6. Standard 8% interest continuing to accrue until the debtor, Middlesbrough

Football & Athletic Company (1986) Ltd discharges the debt in full.

EXECUTED AS A DEED ON TIDS 18TH DAY OF MARCH 2018 

By: 

Mr Paul Millinder-For and on behalf of the Assignor 

And: 

Mr Paul Millinder -For and on behalf of the Assignee. 

2 
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Form 4.1

Rule 4.5 Statutory Demand under section 123(1)(a) or 222(1)(a) of the
Insolvency Act 1986
Warning

 This is an important document. This
demand must be dealt with within 21

days after its service upon the company
or a winding-up order could be made in
respect of the company.

 Please read the demand and notes
carefully.

Notes for Creditor

• If the Creditor is entitled to
the debt by way of
assignment, details of the
original creditor and any
intermediary assignees
should be given in part B on
page 3.

• If the amount of debt
includes interest not
previously notified to the
company as included in its
liability, details should be
given, including the grounds
upon which interest is
charged.  The amount of
interest must be shown
separately.

• Any other charge accruing
due from time to time may
be claimed.  The amount or
rate of the charge must be
identified and the grounds
on which it is claimed must
be stated.

• In either case the amount
claimed must be limited to
that which will have accrued
due at the date of the
demand.

• If signatory of the demand is
a solicitor or other agent of
the creditor the name of
his/her firm should be given

DEMAND

In the High Court, Companies Court, The Rolls Building, 7 Rolls Buildings, Fetter Lane,
London, EC4A 1NL

To MIDDLESBROUGH FOOTBALL & ATHLETIC COMPANY (1986) LIMITED

Address Riverside Stadium, Middlesbrough, TS3 6RS

This demand is served on you by the creditor:

Name EARTH ENERGY INVESTMENTS LLP

Address c/o Mill Property Developments LLP 3rd Floor, 14 Hanover Street, London
W1S 1YH

The creditor claims that the company owes 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 debt or secure or compound
for it to the creditor’s satisfaction.

Signature of individual

Name:  Paul Millinder
Director

Date  06/01/2017

*Delete if signed by the
creditor himself.

Address 3rd Floor, 277 – 281 Oxford Street, London, W1C 2DL

Tel No 07717 754551 Ref. MFC Wind Turbine

CASE FILE: Page 1981                   PDF: Page 742 of 994



Form 4.1 contd

Particulars of Debt
(These particulars must include (a) when the debt was incurred, (b) the consideration for
the debt (or if is there is no consideration the way in which it arose) and (c) the amount
due as at the date of this 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.
The purpose of the Option Period was for the Company to obtain a grid connection from
Northern Powergrid so that power could be delivered from the turbine to the Debtor’s 
football stadium in accord with terms of the Energy Supply Agreement between the
parties.
It was Condition Precedent 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 in accord with that Connection Agreement, the Energy Supply
Agreement, the Connection Deed and the Lease.

In November 2012, 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 connection 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 to pass over ownership of the two 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 will
have the details completed ready to issue the quote w/c 10/12/12.”

It was Condition Precedent of the Connection Offer that the Debtor takes control of the two
dedicated substations that are integral to supply of power to the stadium.  Robin Bloom,
the debtor’s in house solicitor, was involved in the early stage discussions from October
2012 between the Company and Northern Powergrid, had received the Connection
Agreement and had ample opportunity to raise any contention.  Had it done so, the
Company would not have exercised its Option in June 2013 based on the private network
connection it negotiated with the Debtor’s full knowledge and approval.   The Debtor
misrepresented the Company, enticing it to enter into a Lease subject to a £200,000
Premium, an Energy Supply Agreement and Connection Deed with clearly no intention of
following through on its contractual obligations.

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 the contractual relationship
between the parties.

On 7th November 2013, the Energy Supply Agreement was completed, along with the
Connection Deed. The Company was to connect the wind turbine substation to the
existing stadium substations owned by the Debtor and in accord with the Connection
Deed, the Debtor was to maintain that connection for the duration of the Lease.

On 5th February 2015 the Debtor received the Northern Powergrid Asset Sale Agreement
in accord with the Connection Offer and Connection Deed.

Notes for Creditor
Please make sure that you
have read the notes on page 1
before completing this page.
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In March 2015, after requesting that the Creditor “drops its argument on Force Majeure in
respect of the delay caused by a third party, the Debtor refused to co-operate with the
terms of the Connection Offer and Connection Deed, preventing the Tenant from fulfilling
its obligations.    In doing so, the non-performance was caused by a third party beyond
reasonable control of the Tenant and that non-performance is due to an act of Force
Majeure, caused by the Landlord themselves. (Refer to Exhibit 3)

In September 2013 the Company submitted a scheme to discharge Planning Condition 7
of the planning permission for the wind turbine to the Planning Authority.  Although
Middlesbrough Council’s senior planning officer acknowledged that the Applicant had done 
what was required to discharge the condition, the Planning Authority failed to do so, due to
an illogical, financially motivated objection from the Airport.  The Planning Authority
sustained the condition, contrary to planning law, (Circular 11/95 – Use of Conditions in
Planning) causing a delay of 14 months to the project.

On 23rd December 2014 Planning Condition 7 was removed by Middlesbrough Council on
the grounds that the system was never necessary, as the wind turbine can operate without
any threat to aviation safety.  (Refer to Exhibit 4)

Until its removal, the Planning Condition went to the heart of the planning permission as
the Applicant could not operate a wind turbine, until a scheme to alleviate the impact upon
Durham Tees Valley Airport radar was submitted to Middlesbrough Council and
implemented.   It was proven, by virtue of the Authority’s decision to remove the condition
and the reasons given, that the planning condition served no purpose in planning and
therefore should have been removed by the Authority (without application) when the
applicant applied to do so in September 2013.      Due 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 Tenant’s control.    The Debtor was acutely
aware of these circumstances and was copied into emails between the Creditor, the CAA
and the Planning Authority.  (Exhibit 5)
On today’s date, no system exists that would 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 planning
permission was fundamentally defective due to an act of Force Majeure.  The Company
had overcome this contention at its own cost, from September 2013 and in doing so
suffered a loss of 26% of the OFGEM feed in tariff because of that delay.
In March 2015 the Debtor demanded the Company pay the Rent and Energy Supply
incurred due to the delay.   The Creditor offered to deposit the 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 substation assets
to form the connection for the wind turbine, rendering the project unfit for purpose.
The Claimant and its solicitor, Lupton Fawcett LLP made the Debtor aware that the delay
was a Force Majeure event and that the Rent or Energy Supply Payments would therefore
not fall due until 24th December 2015, however the Debtor stated in writing that the
Creditor should “drop its argument on Force Majeure” otherwise it would not consent to 
novation required for financial close with the Creditor’s financier.
On 25th June 2015, the Debtor issued a Notice to Terminate the Lease on the grounds of
non-payment of £255,000.    The delay in question was caused by a Government Agency
refusing to act in accord with planning law (Circular 11/95 – Use of Conditions in Planning)
that clearly implies an ultra vires or otherwise an unreasonable planning condition should
be withdrawn "without application" by the Planning Authority.
On 19th September 2016, the Company was wound up by HMRC for unpaid tax liabilities
that would have otherwise been paid had the Debtor not circumvented the Lease.  The
Debtor made false representations to the High Court Companies Court that the Company
owed £255,000, when it was acutely aware that the sum in question is refuted by the
Creditor and that in accord with the Lease and Energy Supply Agreement, no Rent or
Energy Supply would have become due until 24th December 2015, when the turbine would
have been operational had the Debtor not circumvented the Lease, the Energy Supply
Agreement and the Connection Deed.

Note:
If space is insufficient continue
on reverse of page 3 and
clearly indicate on this page
that you are doing so.
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Form 4.1

contd.

Part A
The individual or individuals to whom any communication regarding this demand may be addressed is/are:

Name

Address

Paul Millinder
3rd Floor, 277-281 Oxford Street, London,
W1C 2 DL

Telephone Number
Reference

07717 754551
MFC Debt
E-mail: paul@empoweringwind.co.uk 

Part B 
For completion if the creditor is entitled to the debt by way of assignment

Name Date(s) of Assignment

Original creditor EMPOWERING WIND MFC LTD 29 / 06 / 2015

Assignees EARTH ENERGY INVESTMENTS LLP 29/ 06 / 2015 

How to comply with a statutory demand

If the company wishes to avoid a winding-up petition being presented it must pay the debt shown on page 1, particulars
of which are set out on page 2 of this notice, within the period of 21 days after its service upon the company.
Alternatively, the company can attempt to come to a settlement with the creditor. To do this the company should:
 inform the individual (or one of the individuals) named in part A above immediately that it is willing and able to offer

security for the debt to the creditor’s satisfaction; or
 inform the individual (or one of the individuals) named in part A immediately that it is willing and able to compound for

the debt to the creditor’s satisfaction.

If 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.

REMEMBER! The company has only 21 days after the date of service on it of this document

before the creditor may present a winding-up petition.

NOTE: The company has the right to make an application to the

court(*) for an injunction restraining the creditor from presenting a

winding-up petition or from advertising it.

(*) The court to which an application should be made is the court having
jurisdiction to wind up the company under section 117 of the Insolvency
Act 1986.
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Despite numerous requests for settlement, the Debtor has failed to settle the debt, insisting that the debt is
disputed, although no valid reason has been given for such contention.
The enclosed contractual documents between the parties along with the Exhibits, demonstrates that the debt
exists and that the Debtor circumvented the Lease, Connection Deed and Connection Agreement causing
unnecessary loss to the Company.

The Creditor’s Demand comprises of its costs expended in the project;
£200,000 expended on the Lease Premium paid to the Landlord in June 2013 and £330,000 in legal and
technical project development costs incurred until May 2015.

Enclosures:

The Lease;
Energy Supply Agreement;
Connection Deed;
Connection Offer with Exhibits 1, 2,3, 4 & 5;
29/06/2015 Board Resolution.
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r 

e rnpoweringwind.co.uk 

Tel: +114 (0)203 286 2236 Fc1x: +44 (0)207 '195 7021 

l=toor 

277•21H Oxford Street 

London 

WlC 2DL 

Un1tPd Kinfi<lom 

E: II •H' l, 

BOARD MINUTES AND ASSIGNMENT RESOLUTION

29
th 

June 2015 

Present: Alan John Millinder & Paul Millinder 

Location: Potters Bar 

We discussed Middlesbrough Football Club's issuance of a demand amounting to circa £255,000 for 

the rent and energy supply from September 13 to December 14. We agreed, following Andrew's 

advice that we owe MFC nothing and we considered our options given that MF-Chas failed to adopt 

the substation required for the connection. We concluded, as envisaged that it is not possible for 

us to take on responsibility of their dedicated substation, as this is integral to supply of the stadium 

and outside our scope. The Club's attitude does not imply that of a landlord wanting to install a 

turbine. Alpha and their solicitors agreed our position on Force Majeure is correct and we expressed 

dismay that the Club has adopted this position after all the resources committed by us. 

We c1greed to tidy up lose ends on some of the fees and the £200k that we paid from other accounts 

so that Earth Energy Investments, as Parent of Lmpowering MFC is assigned 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, with the Parent recovering funds invested and 

Empowering MFC recovering consequential loss, including the feed in tariff revenue. We agreed this 

would mitigate loss 111 litigation to dtl extent. 

We discussed how we will quantify the claim and agreed to base this on the base tariff secured in 

2013 to December 14 when the turbi11e would have been constructed, along with the GH Reports 

verifying energy output. 

We discussed legal action and the risks involved. We agreed to discuss with various solicitors and get 

another legal opinion on the case. We agreed we cannot keep investing money into the project 

when it appears they have killed it by preventing connection. PM is to write to them to set the 

position in clear terms, let them know we are contemplating legals. PM agreed he will try to curb his 

feelings, in particular towards Robin Bloom. 

We agreed to get further legal advice and come up with a plan to recover the losses. 

Signed and agreed: 

Paul Millinder 

. , 
, . ..  (' 

Alan John Millinder 
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IN THE COURT OF APPEAL CRIMINAL DIVISION

On appeal from Newcastle Crown Court  
_____________________________________________________________________________
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Friday 6 November 2020 

Fancourt J: Right, Mr Ohrenstein.  

Mr Ohrenstein: (muted)  

Fancourt J: I cannot hear you.  You are muted.  

Mr Ohrenstein: Apologies, good afternoon, My Lord.  Can you hear me now?  

Fancourt J: Yes, I can hear you now, thank you.  

Mr Ohrenstein: Thank you.  I appear for the --  

Fancourt J: Can --  

Mr Ohrenstein: Applicant --   

Fancourt J: Mr Millinder hear, hear me and can I hear him?  

Mr Millinder: Yeah, good afternoon, My Lord.  

Fancourt J: Good afternoon.  

Mr Millinder: Are you OK?  

Fancourt J: Thank you, good.  

Mr Ohrenstein: My Lord, there has been a bundle of documents that has been filed.  I hope 

that has reached you.  There have been various updates over the last couple of days, but the 

bulk of the folder has remained the same.  There has been --   

Fancourt J: I have got --  

Mr Ohrenstein: Additional --  
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Fancourt J: An electronic --  

Mr Ohrenstein: Correspondence --  

Fancourt J: Bundle which I gather has just been updated recently, so hopefully I have got 

the correct version.   

Mr Ohrenstein: Thank you, and in that bundle or separately you should have my skeleton 

argument.   

Fancourt J: Yes, I have, thank you.  

Mr Ohrenstein: And I am not sure what opportunity there has been to, to go through some 

of that pre reading that I suggested.  If you --   

Fancourt J: Well, I spent about two and a half hours last night reading into this to understand 

--   

Mr Ohrenstein: Yeah.  

Fancourt J: The, the background.  I have to say your, your time estimate of pre reading was 

hopelessly low.   

Mr Ohrenstein: I, I --  

Fancourt J: I do not know what you envisaged I would be doing in --  

Mr Ohrenstein: I apologise.  

Fancourt J: An hour.  

Mr Ohrenstein: It, the, in fact, the, the, the, the bundle and the, the documentation expanded 

during the course of the week.  So anyway, I apologise --   
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Fancourt J: I did not read the whole bundle --   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: For the time estimate.   

 

Fancourt J: But I, I did read everything you suggested in paragraph 2 and the documents 

you referred to in paragraph 3.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Yes, well, then, then, then you will see what this application relates to.   

 

Fancourt J: Can I, can I just say at the outset I, I have until 4.15 today?  I am very happy to 

give this case the, the whole of the afternoon because I see it needs some time.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Yes.   

 

Fancourt J: But I cannot sit beyond 4.15, because I have got a meeting at 4.30, so …   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Yes, well, I, OK, well, well, I, I anticipate being relatively brief, and Mr 

Millinder, I expect, may have quite a bit to say.  What has, what has triggered this application 

is that since the expiry of the Extended Civil Restraint Order that had been made against Mr 

Millinder, he has served a statutory demand on my clients on 5 October with the clear threat 

of a winding up petition to follow.  That prompted my clients’ applications, application, 

singular, to restrain presentation of a petition and for a fresh extended Civil Restraint Order 

or a General Civil Restraint Order, and that came at an ex parte hearing before Mann J --   

 

Fancourt J: Yes.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: On the, on 23 October.   

 

Fancourt J: I have seen his order, yes.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: And during the course of submissions at that hearing, it came up that 

another way forward, an alternative way forward, would be to extend the previous Extended 

Civil Restraint Order.  Notwithstanding that it had expired, it can still be, in effect, 

resurrected for a further period of two years, so a further application was made on the day of 

that hearing, immediately after that hearing, so that that alternative scenario could be 
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followed if the Court so wishes.  So what we have today are the, is, is the return date on the 

injunction.  We would want the injunction preventing a petition.  We would want that to 

continue, and in similar form to that which Mann J ordered.  We would want it also to cover 

the presentation of any further statutory demand based on, on, on the similar circumstances 

to the previous statutory demand.   

And in addition, we seek a Civil Restraint Order.  From my clients’ personal perspective, 

the Extended Civil Restraint Order would protect them.  However, because there has been a 

voluminous amount of accusations against anyone who has had anything, however 

tangential, to deal with the proceedings concerning Mr Millinder, the, may, the Court may 

think it is appropriate, rather than having an Extended Civil Restraint Order, either a fresh 

one or an extension of the previous one to, to grant a General Civil Restraint Order.   

The communications from Mr Millinder, if you have spent, as you say, you, you, you spent 

a considerable amount of time looking at those, those have continued over the last, well, 

today and over so forth.  They have continued to make accusations against counsel, 

solicitors, the judiciary, anyone who is anything to do with Mr Millinder and this litigation.  

What has not, or what, what, what is not there in the, in the documentation is really an answer 

to the point that is made in my skeleton argument that deals with the fact that the statutory 

demand is over a disputed debt and it is no basis for a petition.  And the, all, however much 

Mr Millinder wants to assert that he feels that he is entitled to pursue a claim or something 

of that sort, the way forward on that is not by way of a statutory demand and a, or, or the 

threat of a winding up petition.   

Fancourt J: Yes.  

Mr Ohrenstein: And this is not simply me asserting a view of the law and the facts and the 

circumstances.  These are matters which have been addressed by previous judgments in the 

circumstances of the, the chain of assignment, so he comes nowhere near the threshold that 

is required for presenting a statutory demand and, and, and pursuing a petition.   

Fancourt J: We understand the point.  Just in terms of how, how we are going to approach 

it, before you embark on the, the substance of it, Mr Ohrenstein, obviously it is, it is your, 

your application for injunctive relief.  Mr Millinder, I know, wishes to apply to set aside the 

order made by Mann J ex parte, on the basis of non disclosure or false representation.  
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Probably, that can most conveniently be done with, I would have thought, in answer to your 

application for the injunction, because effectively, if you could make out a ground now for 

an injunction, he would have to be saying that the previous non disclosure or false 

representation was so serious that the Court should mark that by refusing to grant an 

injunction now.  So --   

Mr Millinder: My Lord --  

Fancourt J: In, in my --  

Mr Millinder: If I can just --   

Fancourt J: Mind at least, the, the convenient way to deal with that, that application of his 

would be in response to, to you.  Mr Millinder, do you want to say anything about that at --  

Mr Millinder: Well --  

Fancourt J: This stage? 

Mr Millinder: Yes.  

Fancourt J: Or --  

Mr Millinder: My application is to deal with illegality and it is to deal with setting aside the 

order on the grounds that these people have presented an entirely false case, and that needs 

to be heard first and I reserve my right to be heard.  Number 1, the debt cannot be --   

Fancourt J: All right, I am not, not asking you to embark on it now.  I am just trying to sort 

out how --   

Mr Millinder: Yeah, good.  

Fancourt J: We will make it convenient.  We are --  

Mr Millinder: Because there are --    
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Fancourt J: Going, going to deal with this all.  

Mr Millinder: Because there are serious delusions.  Sorry?  Sorry, what, My Lord, what 

did you say there?  I did not --   

Fancourt J: Mr Millinder --  

Mr Millinder: Quite catch it.  

Fancourt J: I am not asking you to embark on the argument now.  I am just trying to sort 

out between us what is the most --   

Mr Millinder: Oh, of course.  

Fancourt J: Convenient way of --  

Mr Millinder: Yeah, yeah, fine.  

Fancourt J: Dealing with the application.  

Mr Millinder: It is not a great line.  It is not actually a great reception from this end.  You 

keep going in and out.  However, we shall persevere the best we can.  It is a little, rather 

intermittent, the connection.  That is what the --   

Fancourt J: All right.  

Mr Millinder: Problem is.  

Fancourt J: If, if, if I --  

Mr Millinder: And what I do not understand --  

Fancourt J: Disappear for any length of time, put, put up a hand and I, I will --   
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Mr Millinder: OK.  

Fancourt J: Stop until you --  

Mr Millinder: Will do, thank you.  

Fancourt J: Come back on the screen.    

Mr Millinder: So there are three points that I want to get across, three fundamental salient 

points that I can do extremely quickly, and this all goes back down to the originating ex parte 

application of 9 January 2017.  Fundamentally, the Defendants could not defend my claim 

in the statutory demand, so they dishonestly withheld 172 pages of witness exhibits that --   

Fancourt J: Yes.  

Mr Millinder: Would have otherwise proven that demand.  

Fancourt J: I, I --  

Mr Millinder: In this proceeding --  

Fancourt J: I know, I know what, what, what type of argument it is, Mr Millinder, because 

I have read the documents --   

Mr Millinder: It is why I am --  

Fancourt J: That you sent in.  

Mr Millinder: Asking you --  

Fancourt J: But that --  

Mr Millinder: Asking you, so I am pleased about that.  
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Fancourt J: At, at the moment, it seems to me the most convenient thing is for Mr 

Ohrenstein to say why he wants an injunction, then I will --   

 

Mr Millinder: Yeah.   

 

Fancourt J: Hear you on why there should not be one and on why you --   

 

Mr Millinder: All right.   

 

Fancourt J: Say the --   

 

Mr Millinder: No problem.   

 

Fancourt J: Why the, yeah, the previous order should be set aside.   

 

Mr Millinder: OK.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: OK.   

 

Fancourt J: All right, Mr Ohrenstein.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Thank you.  My Lord, the statutory demand clearly has a threat of a petition 

--   

 

Fancourt J: Yes.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: To follow, and so the question is, is whether there is the basis for a real 

dispute to the debt that is alleged by the statutory demand.  The statutory demand appears at 

page 22, and the details of it at page 23, of the bundle.   

 

Fancourt J: Thank you.  Yes.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: And from the details that are put with the statutory demand, one can see 

that what Mr Millinder is concerned with originates with an agreement between one, a 

company with which he was connected, Empowering Wind MFC Ltd and an agreement that 
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that company had with the, the, the Applicant football club, the company had a lease which 

was forfeited and then there was a dispute between the club and Empowering Wind.  The 

allegation is then that Empowering Wind assigned the benefit of its dispute to another entity 

controlled by Mr Millinder, Earth Energy Investments LLP, and then Mr Millinder now says 

that, that in turn Earth Energy assigned the benefit of that dispute to him.   

Now the underlying dispute is, is, is disputed, but we can tackle the statutory demand at a, 

a, another level where it has already been determined by the courts that the chain of 

assignment breaks down at the first stage.  We see this from the decision of the Chancellor 

at page 152 of the bundle, starting at [123].  The Chancellor was considering a, the issue of 

the alleged assignment from Empowering Wind to Earth Energy.   

Female: Yeah.  

Mr Ohrenstein: And I ask --  

Fancourt J: Yeah.  

Mr Ohrenstein: The Court to see the, the, the, [123].  

Fancourt J: Yes, I have read that.  

Mr Ohrenstein: Hundred and, and carrying on, hundred and, well, you can look through to 

[124], but [125], [126] and [129] to [130].   

(pause)  

Mr Ohrenstein: [130].  Sorry.  

Fancourt J: Yes.  

Mr Ohrenstein: [129] I think I have just one --  

Fancourt J: And what --   
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Mr Ohrenstein: One line there:  

“It was never open to Mr Millinder to allege that his companies' claims, 

whether in contract or fraud, were open and shut, as he seems to have 

thought.  The windings up of Empowering Wind MFC and Earth Energy 

were not the product of any conspiracy or fraud as Mr Millinder repeatedly 

alleges.  They were simply the inevitable result of non-payment … and the 

failure to take a valid assignment or to enunciate clearly any substantial 

cross claim in Earth Energy.”   

So the, the chain of assignment of this, this dispute broke, breaks down at the, at the, at the 

first stage, never mind the fact that the underlying allegation is also disputed.  And this has 

been, this has been addressed there and it was addressed by Nugee J as well, and nevertheless 

Mr Millinder is repeatedly trying to resurrect the same, the same arguments.   

Fancourt J: What, what --  

Mr Ohrenstein: I do not --  

Fancourt J: The Chancellor was saying was that, that the underlying substantive issues have 

never in fact been tried, that there was an opportunity to raise such substantive issues at an 

earlier time, but they were not taken as points at the right time and, because of orders that 

were then made, it is too late to try to raise them now.  That, that is really his line of 

reasoning, I think.   

Mr Ohrenstein: Yes.  Yes, so we are, we are a long way from having a debt that can be the 

form, that can form the basis of a statutory demand, you know, without being the substance 

of, you know, a, a, of a real dispute, the threshold --   

Fancourt J: The --  

Mr Ohrenstein: That --  
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Fancourt J: The debt, as I understand it, is the £200,000 premium that was paid for the 

lease, £330,000 of other losses or associated expenditure, and then, then interest and costs.  

I think that is what makes up the amount of the, the statutory demand.  Is that right --   

 

Mr Millinder: Yeah, that is right.   

 

Fancourt J: Mr Millinder?  Yeah, yeah.   

 

Mr Millinder: That is right, My Lord, yes, thank you.  All --   

 

Fancourt J: OK.    

 

Mr Millinder: Of the investments in the project were assigned.   

 

Fancourt J: Yes.   

 

Mr Millinder: All of the investments, absolutely, thank you.   

 

Fancourt J: Thank you.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Yes, the debt and --    

 

Fancourt J: Yes, Mr Ohrenstein.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: The, the, the, the, the debt, the debt on the, the alleged debt on the statutory 

demand is, is £1.172 million.  That is the figure that is, that is claimed, and certainly, but this 

is not a question of us saying the debt is exaggerated.  Well, it is, the entire debt is challenged.   

 

Fancourt J: Yes, I follow.   

 

Mr Millinder: If I may just cross-examine Mr Ohrenstein --   

 

Fancourt J: Well, no --   

 

Mr Millinder: On this point --   
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Fancourt J: Mr Millinder, not, not now please.  Yeah, I will give --   

 

Mr Millinder: OK.   

 

Fancourt J: You every opportunity in, in a, in a moment.   

 

Mr Millinder: Yeah.   

 

Fancourt J: But it, it --   

 

Mr Millinder: No problem.  

 

Fancourt J: We will get on --   

 

Mr Millinder: Thank you.   

 

Fancourt J: Quicker and better, I think, if Mr Ohrenstein has his say --   

 

Mr Millinder: OK.   

 

Fancourt J: First, and then you, you --   

 

Mr Millinder: OK.   

 

Fancourt J: Come back.   

 

Mr Millinder: OK.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: The --   

 

Fancourt J: OK?   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: And the --   
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Mr Millinder: Fine.  

 

Mr Ohrenstein: The, the position at least as appears to have been communicated by Mr 

Millinder is not that he disputes that the various judges have found against him in relation to 

the claims which he was initially trying to pursue through the companies and is now trying 

to pursue personally.  He is instead trying to challenge the validity of those decisions 

themselves by way of asserting that there has been some sort of fraudulent conspiracy by the 

judiciary together with those instructing me or others to, to, to defraud him.  But where, 

where we are at is that there are  decisions of the courts which indicate that this is not a debt 

which is, would, would, would, would, which --   

 

Fancourt J: Yeah.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Can form the basis of a statutory demand where there is no genuine dispute 

in relation to this, so in fact my client’s position is much, is much higher than that.  There’s 

no, there’s no basis for this claim whatsoever, but we do not even have to get anywhere near 

that level, because we are dealing with the threat of winding up petition.   

 

Fancourt J: You say at the very least there is a substantial dispute about the underlying 

debt.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Yes.   

 

Fancourt J: I understand.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: The underlying debt and, and the, and the alleged assignments, and that is 

the very low threshold we have to reach.   

 

Fancourt J: One of the assignments has been the subject of a, at least several previous 

decisions, but there is one, I think, that arises new, newly this time, and that is the assignment 

by Earth Energy to Mr Millinder.  Is that right?   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Yes, that, that is correct.  If, the, the first assignment has been addressed 

by, by various judges, but clearly if the first assignment is ineffective then there is nothing 

for Earth Energy to pass on to Mr Millinder.   
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Fancourt J: Yes.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: There would be, if, if there, if that was not the case, there are additional 

hurdles preventing Earth Energy, which has been the subject of a winding up petition, to in 

turn assign anything that it had, because it would be, there would be problems of void 

dispositions under, well, Section 127 of the Insolvency Act.  But we, we do not get to that 

stage, because the first assignment has clearly been considered by the Court on repeated 

occasions.   

 

Fancourt J: All right.  You, you say it has been held to be invalid or ineffective, do you, 

previously?   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Yes.  Let me see the, we are back to 152, 152.  On page 152 of the 

Chancellor’s judgment, [124]: 

 

“There had been …”   

 

About two thirds of the way down that paragraph:   

 

“There had been nothing stopping him (subject to the Insolvency Act …), 

up to Empowering Wind MFC’s winding up, assigning … [the] claims 

clearly and validly to Earth Energy, but he did not do so.  Instead he relied 

on ambiguous Minutes.  [Instead t]here had been nothing stopping Mr 

Millinder formulating a clear claim for the return … but he never did so.  

Had he done both things, successive courts might have been enabled fairly 

to evaluate his claims.  But they were never able to do so …”   

 

Fancourt J: Well, all right, I mean, it is not dealing with it in terms, but did Nugee J have 

to address this question at some stage?   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Page 182.   

 

Fancourt J: Yes.   
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Mr Ohrenstein: [153] [sic]: 

 

“The claim for the return of the premium was also vested in EMW, 

although Mr Millinder’s position is this claim was assigned” --   

 

Fancourt J: Well, sorry.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein:  

 

“to” --   

 

Fancourt J: I am not with you.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Sorry.   

 

Fancourt J: Which --   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Sorry, page 182 --   

 

Fancourt J: Yes.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: [53].   

 

Fancourt J: [53], yes, thank you.  Difficulty with all this, yes.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: [53] there:  

 

“… claim for the return of … premium was also vested in EMW, 

although Mr Millinder’s position is that this claim was later assigned 

to EEI.  That was the view taken by the Chancellor: ‘Mr Millinder's 

new claim against Middlesbrough was equally misconceived, since it 

purported to advance claims that lay in [the companies] …  As I have 

explained, Mr Millinder [has] and [had] no standing to advance claims 

on behalf of those companies.’  Having considered the matter for 

myself [Nugee J says] I entirely agree and can see no fault in this 
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reasoning.  Mr Millinder says that the right of action vests in him as 

investor and originator of the project … paid £200,000.  He chose to 

operate this project through corporate entities, with the consequence, 

as the Chancellor explained, that claims in relation to the project 

vested in those companies.  It follows that any such claim by Mr 

Millinder personally would have no reasonable project of success.  In 

those circumstances, I refuse permission under the Extended Civil 

Restraint Order application number 4.”   

 

So that seems to be squarely on point at that stage.  Application number 4 related to 

permission under the Civil Restraint Order to issue a Part 7 claim form alleging pretty much 

the same matters as are now the basis of the, of the statutory demand, the 2020 statutory 

demand.   

 

Fancourt J: But brought by Mr Millinder personally.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Brought by Mr Millinder personally.   

 

Fancourt J: Yes.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: That claim form which he pursued is, I think that is in the bundle as well.  

I will find that if, if that is helpful.   

 

Mr Millinder: I think we were talking about the assignment.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: So, for the same, I would say for the same reason that Mr Millinder was 

not, has been found not to have a reasonable prospect of success on a claim form, well, that 

underlines the point that there is a proper basis for disputing the same allegation as they, as 

are the basis of the statutory demand.   

 

Fancourt J: Well, it seems to me the position is that the, the validity of the assignment by 

EW MFC to EE was never actually decided by a judge at a, at a trial.  It is just that various 

opportunities to raise it along the way were never taken and then Mr Millinder was not in 

the position to do so because ENW was in liquidation, so he could not raise the point.  And 

then EE also went into liquidation, did it not?   
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Mr Ohrenstein: It did, yes.   

 

Fancourt J: But there is no, there is, the point has never actually squarely been decided at 

a, at any sort of trial, has it?   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: There has not been a trial of these matters.   

 

Fancourt J: No.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: There have been various applications for permission to, to pursue the 

arguments.   

 

Fancourt J: Yes.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: And he has not, he has not, he has not been able to show, effectively they 

have been dealt with summarily on the, effectively, on the summary judgment type, type test 

…   

 

Fancourt J: Yeah.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: That they had.    

 

Fancourt J: Anyway, what, what, what you say, I think, is essentially this.  The, the 

underlying debt is disputed because the two parties have completely different cases on the 

termination of the original contractual relationship as to who, who was at fault and what 

damages claims or debt claims arise out of that, so that, that is one level of dispute.  There, 

there is a level of dispute about the assignment to EE, and now you say there is a further 

level of dispute about whether there could have been a valid assignment to Mr Millinder 

personally --   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Yes.   
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Fancourt J: Because he says it happened and he has produced a deed, I think, which I have 

seen in the bundle, but the date, date of that deed is after the presentation of the petition to 

wind up EE.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: That is correct.   

 

Fancourt J: That is the point you take, is it not, so --    

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Yes.   

 

Fancourt J: It not --   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Yeah.   

 

Fancourt J: Being valid, void?  Right, and I follow those points.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: So those, those are all real, real disputes.   

 

Fancourt J: Yes.   

 

Mr Millinder: True.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: So this is --   

 

Fancourt J: And you --   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: This is, this is not, you know, there, there, there is, you know, ample 

authority to, you know, about how and when to use statutory demands and the, and the 

petition procedure, and, you know, it is normally for things, you know, clear matters, 

judgment debts and so forth.  And we are a long, long way from that in this scenario.   

 

Fancourt J: Right, so you say, what, a, presentation a petition would be an abuse of process 

--   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Exactly.   
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Fancourt J: And should be, should be restrained?   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Yes.   

 

Fancourt J: But you want to go further in the terms of the injunction you seek, and prevent 

any different petition or a further statutory demand being served.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Any, yes, because the, the, the history of this matter is that there has been 

circumstances where Mr Millinder has effectively not taken no for an answer when he has 

heard it from the judiciary and we have had to go over the same arguments before different 

tribunals on different occasion.  So what I am seeking is that there should not be a, either a 

petition and there should not be a statutory demand relating to the, effectively, the same sort 

of allegations all over again.  Otherwise we may be back in a, in a month’s time on a fresh, 

on a fresh --   

 

Fancourt J: As --    

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Statutory demand and a, and a fresh application.   

 

Fancourt J: So did, is the order that Mann J made in paragraph 1 of his order in accordance 

with what you were, what you are seeking in the, the application?   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Yes, I have, I have, I have cut and pasted, let me just, I have cut and pasted 

into my skeleton, skeleton argument the substantive provisions on the injunction restraining 

the petition and statutory demands, and that is, that is reflecting the wording from Mann J’s 

order which should continue that.   

 

Fancourt J: So, just looking at that, it is restraining presentation of a petition based on the 

actual statutory demand, then it is restraining presentation of a petition based on any 

allegation relied on in the statutory demand, even if it is in a later statutory demand.  Then 

(c) is any further statutory demand in respect of any of the same or substantially similar 

allegations, so it seems.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: That is correct.   
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Fancourt J: What does (d) add to, to all that?   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: (d) is if there had been a petition presented.  We are not aware that there 

has been a petition, but if there --   

 

Fancourt J: Right.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Was, in, in, sometimes in these circumstances, one does not always know 

-   

 

Fancourt J: Yes.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: When one is making the application what has actually gone in to the Court.  

There should not have been a petition presented, because there are time limits under the stat 

demand, but it was not, it is not something we wanted to, to risk.   

 

Fancourt J: What, your instructing solicitors have searched, have they, since the date of the, 

the application, to see if there is a petition that has been --   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Somebody --   

 

Fancourt J: Presented?   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Will, somebody will confirm to me.   

 

Fancourt J: Because if they have and there is not, then (d) is no longer necessary, is it?   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: The, my instructing solicitor is online, so I expect to receive a message 

shortly to --   

 

Fancourt J: OK.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Confirm that.   
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Fancourt J: All right, yes.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: So that is, that is essentially the, the basis of why we are seeking the, the 

injunctive relief, and we seek the, the Civil Restraint Order either in, in the, in the extended 

form or the general form.  When one sees the, the flurry of threats of continuing claims and 

allegations and applications that have been made by Mr Millinder, notwithstanding the fact 

that previously he has, he has, he has brought numerous applications which have been found 

to be entirety without merit and that gave rise to the original Extended Civil Restraint Order, 

he is continuing to make all sorts of allegations and threats, and the likelihood is that he will 

continue to make applications if he is permitted to do so.   

 

Now what I submit should happen is that those applications should be the subject of the 

judicial screening in the way that the Civil Restraint Orders provide, so that any respondents 

to those applications who, well, it may, they, that may be Middlesbrough Football Club, it 

may be my instructing solicitors, it may be whoever, do not have the costs and inconvenience 

of having to deal with such matters if, as has previously been the case, there is no merit in 

them.  So there is a, there is a, a screening, a filter --   

 

Fancourt J: Well, yes, I understand --   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: That applies.    

 

Fancourt J: That bit, but during the previous ECRO --   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Yes.   

 

Fancourt J: A, a number of applications were made by Mr Millinder to, it looks like Nugee 

J was the supervising judge in this case, because I have seen his judgment in 2020, where he 

--   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Yes.   

 

Fancourt J: Refers to a number of applications made for permission to bring further 

applications, all of which he, he rejected, I think.  Did he reject them on the basis they were 

all totally without merit?  Did he, did he say so, or not?   
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Mr Ohrenstein: In 1, well, I look at 1, page 162.   

 

Fancourt J: Is that the order?   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: That is the order, but it gives reasons with …   

 

Fancourt J: Yes.  Yeah.  It is quite a long document.  I do not, I do not think he does.  I 

mean, there is probably good --   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: I do not think he uses the --   

 

Fancourt J: Reason for that, because he is not --   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: I am not sure that --   

 

Fancourt J: Dealing with, in fact --   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Yes.   

 

Fancourt J: Applications strictly, so called.  He is dealing with applications for permission 

to make an application, so --   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Yes.   

 

Fancourt J: He just refuses --   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: It does not, it does not --    

 

Fancourt J: Permission, does he not?   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: All right.  Yes.   

 

Fancourt J: But, but --   
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Mr Ohrenstein: Certainly in, there was consideration of possible need for a further Civil 

Restraint Order if he continued, and this, this I refer to in paragraph 10(b) of my skeleton 

argument.  Murray J --   

 

Fancourt J: Yes.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Referred to the claim that was being advanced by way of a Part 8 claim as 

absurd and abusive and stated in the final paragraph of his order on 24 August of this year:   

 

“It may be necessary to make another ECRO against the Claimant, 

should he persist in making unmeritorious applications in relation to 

the matters with which the claim is concerned.”   

 

Fancourt J: And there was a previously application made to Nugee J to set aside his own 

previous --   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Yes.   

 

Fancourt J: Order, I think, which was dismissed totally without merit, and that is 4 August 

--   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Yes.   

 

Fancourt J: This year.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: So certainly, certainly since the expiry of the Extended Civil Restraint 

Order, he has made applications which have been totally without, have been found to be 

totally without merit, and I refer to that of, that, that decision of Murray J.   

 

Fancourt J: Yes, I have got that.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: And now that has prompted, at least in correspondence there may not be 

further application, but it has, has, has prompted further unmeritorious attacks.  And now we 

have the application that has been made, well, you have not heard Mr Millinder on that, but 
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it is the application that he has made on 29 October, which obviously is, it, it appears to be 

before the Court now.   

 

Fancourt J: Yes.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: And the way he has, and the way he has put that application, certainly 

making allegations which I would say are totally without merit on that.  But that has not 

been, that has not been determined at this stage.   

 

Fancourt J: Help me.  I am not, I am not sure whether there is a real distinction between an 

application to make a new Civil Restraint Order and an application to continue an existing 

one, at least where the second is made after the expiry of the initial.  I mean, there is, there 

is not different approach required to be taken, is there, under the, the rules?   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: No, it is, it is, on the extension of a previous order, it is simply that the 

Court can make such an extension where it is appropriate to do so.  And that is paragraph 

3.10 of Practice Direction 3C.  So it is simply a court considering whether it is appropriate.  

The original Extended Civil Restraint Order requires a party to have persistently issued 

claims or made applications which are totally without merit.  And persistently has been 

generally thought to be at least three applications.  Where one is making a fresh Extended, 

Extended Civil Restraint Order, one does not need a further three entirely unmeritorious 

applications on top.  You know, one can still rely on the ones that were there before.  So, in 

practice, it makes little difference.  If the Court is satisfied that it is appropriate to do so, then 

we, we can extend the, the, the previous Civil Restraint Order which ran from, well, it ran 

until, until June of this year, so the, the new, the extension would run two years from June.   

 

Fancourt J: But it would not have retrospective effect.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: No, it would, but the time, the end date …   

 

Fancourt J: Would be calculated from --   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Would be calculated --   

 

Fancourt J: The dates --     
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Mr Ohrenstein: From, I think it is 28 June, so it would not be.  So that is the only practical 

difference between a fresh ECRO --   

 

Fancourt J: I see.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Which would, which would run out two years from today, and extension 

of the, the old one, 18 months or however many months it is.   

 

Fancourt J: Right.  Yes, all right.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: And then the, and then the, the decision for the, for, for, very much for the 

Court is whether it should be an ECRO or a, a GCRO.  A GCRO is obviously a wider, if the 

Court is concerned about protecting potential respondents to applications and potential 

defendants of claims by Mr Millinder who are in a, in a, in a slightly wider context, given 

the, given the nature of the emails and communications which he is writing and, and the sorts 

of threats that he is making against all sorts of people.  So, if the Court considers those are 

real threats and that those sorts of application may be made, then the Court may, may 

consider the General Civil Restraint Order is, is necessary.  As I say, from --   

 

Fancourt J: On that --    

 

Mr Ohrenstein: My client’s perspective, my client directly is protected by an ECRO, but it 

is what, the Court is here to, to consider the wider interests as well.   

 

Fancourt J: An, an ECRO has very wide effect anyway because it, it captures any 

application relating to or touching upon, in very broad language, the subject matter of the 

previous claim.  Which is the claim that is to be identified, do you say, as the, the claim in 

any ECRO?  Because you need to identify one or more.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: What you, there have been a number, there have a been a number of 

proceeding, oh, looking --   

 

Fancourt J: Yes.   
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Mr Ohrenstein: At the previous ECRO, I will find that in the bundle, the draft order is, the 

way it has been, well, the draft order is at page 247 for the General, and for the Extended 

Civil Restraint Order it is at 249, and the wording, I think, there reflects something close to 

what was previously ordered:   

 

“Mr Millinder shall not commence proceedings or make any fresh 

applications concerning the Claimant and any issues arising from the 

arrangements between the Claimant and Empowering Wind MSC for 

the construction of wind turbine on part of the Claimant’s land.  Nor 

shall he present any petition for the winding up of the Claimant.”   

 

Fancourt J: Well, that …   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: So the, the, whether that is wide enough to, to, to prevent attacks on, 

collateral attacks on anyone who is immediately involved in the litigation process, I think 

there may be merit in, in, in, in avoiding any room for doubt or any room for debate, either 

by having a general, ECRO or a, a General Civil Restraint Order or, or widening that, but 

there, because there does seem to be an appetite on the part of Mr Millinder to, to attack the 

entire process and not just focus on the issue in the litigation.   

 

Fancourt J: Yes, your, your draft ECRO has three, three, looks like three sets of insolvency 

proceedings --   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Yes.   

 

Fancourt J: Which I think are the same ones as in the title on your skeleton argument.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Yes, 1137, 0140 and 0690, yes.   

 

Fancourt J: But the, this application that is before me, your application that is before me 

today is, is it brought in those existing proceedings, or is it brought in new proceedings?   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Brought in existing proceedings.  No fresh --   

 

Fancourt J: I --    
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Mr Ohrenstein: Proceedings were issued.   

 

Fancourt J: OK, all right, thank you.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: The application notice itself uses the number, the 2017-000140 number is 

on the application notice.   

 

Fancourt J: All right.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: But the, but then it says expressly, and it is page A5:   

 

“This application is brought in relation to …”   

 

And then it names the three sets of proceedings, then:   

 

“any other proceedings brought by Mr Millinder.”   

 

Fancourt J: Sorry, where, where is that?   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Page, the application starts on page A4, and then on page A5 it make clear 

that it is in those three sets of proceedings.   

 

Fancourt J: Yes, I see, I have got it.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Because I think the box on the first page was, there, there was not enough 

space to, to write multiple claim numbers.   

 

Fancourt J: I see.  All right, is there anything else you want to say?   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: I am not sure there is at this stage.   

 

Fancourt J: Thank you, OK.  Right, Mr Millinder.   
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Mr Millinder: Yes, My Lord.  OK, well, I have heard, obviously, everything that Mr 

Ohrenstein has said, and there are several issues that immediately sort of hit home.  And the 

first one is that these people have made an ex parte application, and in the ex parte 

applications, as My Lordship will know, the duty of candour is on the Applicants to disclose 

all material facts relevant to the application in question, and they were seeking to obtain an 

ex parte injunction for a Restraining Order [sic] preventing me from winding up 

Middlesbrough Football Club and they were seeking to obtain, ex parte, an Extended Civil 

Restraining Order [sic].  Your Lordship will note that I did address this rather substantially 

in my first witness statement, and I refer, to cut a long story short, I appreciate we have not 

got a lot of time and there is a lot of information to go through, but if we turn to my bundle 

and just go across to tab 13, we have got the letter there from myself to Ms Drewitt, Arnold 

J’s clerk, dated 20 May 2020.  I think really we can condense most matters just by focusing 

on this salient letter that was withheld by the Defendants, which is pertinent to the application 

ex parte.   

 

Fancourt J: Sorry, I am not, I am not there yet.   

 

Mr Millinder: OK.    

 

Fancourt J: Your, your bundle.   

 

Mr Millinder: Yeah, in my bundle, tab 13.  So you have got the PDF portfolio of exhibits, 

with the front page being my indexated bundle.  Tab 13, you can actually just click on the 

link that I have included within it, for very clear ease of navigation.   

 

Fancourt J: I do not have it --   

 

Mr Millinder: And these takes us --   

 

Fancourt J: In the same form, I am afraid.  I have, I have got a number of electronic 

documents that you filed for this hearing, but --   

 

Mr Millinder: Oh.   

 

Fancourt J: I --   
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Mr Millinder: You should --   

 

Fancourt J: I cannot see the --     

 

Mr Millinder: Have a bundle.  With the application that I made, there was a bundle titled 

EXPM27102020.  It is a PDF portfolio of exhibits.  It is rather pertinent because that is the 

index of exhibits that I was referring to with my statement.   

 

Fancourt J: I am just going to ask my clerk, if he is listening to this, whether he can help 

me track this down, because I cannot see it on the …   

 

Court Clerk: Well, Mr, Mr --   

 

Fancourt J: The PDF files.    

 

Court Clerk: Millinder, did, if you have emailed it to me, do you, do you know which email 

it was?   

 

Mr Millinder: Well, I did not.  I filed it.  I filed it.   

 

Court Clerk: Oh, it is on --   

 

Mr Millinder: I did not email it.   

 

Court Clerk: CE-File, is it?   

 

Mr Millinder: Yes, it is on CE-File, yeah.   

 

Court Clerk: Right, OK.    

 

Mr Millinder: Yeah.   

 

Court Clerk: Is, this is under the 1, 140.   
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Mr Millinder: Well, I mean, it is, just to, to keep it very simple, I mean, I did actually make 

it very clear in my first witness statement, which is the one that is dated, bear with me, this 

one here, which is titled Witness Statement Dated 28 August.  On the first page of that 

witness statement, sorry, at page 2, you have got a password and a username, and then each, 

wherever I have referred to an exhibit, it is actually linked for ease in reference, so all you 

would have had to have done was click on it to view the exhibit.  Makes life very easy --   

 

Fancourt J: Right, now --   

 

Mr Millinder: When we have the --   

 

Fancourt J: Which --   

 

Mr Millinder: Case law.   

 

Fancourt J: Which exhibit is it you are trying to refer me to?   

 

Mr Millinder: Well, I am talking about tab 13, My Lord, which is tab 13 of that index of 

exhibits contained at the first three pages of the PDF portfolio title E, EXPM27102020.   

 

Fancourt J: It is not allowing me to access that, I am afraid.  It is asking for a username and 

password to --   

 

Mr Millinder: Well, that is --   

 

Fancourt J: To access it.    

 

Mr Millinder: Correct, and that is the username and password which is at page 2 of my 

witness statement.  I would have thought you would have read that.  It says:   

 

“Username …  In this statement, I refer to my exhibit, the PDF 

portfolio, and, for ease in navigation of the documents, I include 

access.”   

 

And there is a username at page 2, and a password.   
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Fancourt J: Well, I am sorry, this is, that is not the format in which documents are supposed 

to be filed for a court hearing and I --   

 

Mr Millinder: Well, they are --   

 

Fancourt J: Do not want --   

 

Mr Millinder: They are also filed electronically in that bundle and I have always filed a 

PDF portfolio containing all of the exhibits referred to, and it is that exhibit that I am 

referring to that has been filed.   

 

Court Clerk: If it is --   

 

Fancourt J: Is it the --    

 

Court Clerk: In the correct format --   

 

Fancourt J: The letter of 23 October 2020 to Mann J’s clerk, is it?   

 

Mr Millinder: No, it is the letter dated 20 May 2020, at tab 13, to Ms Drewitt, of ten pages.   

 

Fancourt J: Right, well, I do not have access to that.   

 

Mr Millinder: Oh, God, well, that is not a very good start, unfortunately, because all of the 

evidence upon which I seek to rely and then I have referred to in these statements, are all --   

 

Fancourt J: Well, show --    

 

Mr Millinder: Linked to those --   

 

Fancourt J: Well, show --   

 

Mr Millinder: Exhibits.   
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Fancourt J: Show, show me in your skeleton argument where, where you refer to the points, 

and then I will, I will pick it up from there.   

 

Mr Millinder: OK, no problem, yeah.  I mean, let us work, actually, from, from my first 

witness statement, which is the statement dated 28 August 2020.   

 

Fancourt J: Yeah, I have got that up, yes.   

 

Mr Millinder: The, so, the second page there, we have a table of contents also for further 

ease of, in navigation.   

 

Fancourt J: Yes, I have got that.   

 

Mr Millinder: Page 3, if we go, let us do it this way round then.  Let us go to page 3 and let 

us --   

 

Fancourt J: Yeah.   

 

Mr Millinder: Talk about the preliminary issues, OK?  Before we move to Drewitt, I will 

come to Drewitt in a minute, let us just focus on this because we can --   

 

Fancourt J: All right.   

 

Mr Millinder: Cut this to the chase here.  The point I am making is an extremely simple 

one, and that is that on 25 June 2015, when Middlesbrough Football Club made an 

unwarranted demand for payment, no rent was due until 15 September 2015 and no energy 

supply was due, anyway, because I could not get any satisfaction of the connection 

agreement that they refused.  So that means that on 25 June 2015, when they made an 

unwarranted demand in the sum of £256,269.89, they used that demand to unlawfully forfeit 

the lease when no money was owed, but they did so after refusing the connection, preventing 

me from performing on the rights granted under that lease.  And that is one salient point that 

actually goes to the heart of all of these proceedings that the Defendants have withheld from 

the ex parte proceedings, all three of them, in fact.   
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It is pertinent to note that my energy supply agreement is conditional upon my full 

satisfaction of two conditions precedent, namely the full satisfaction of the connection 

agreement, encompassing the three salient contracts that I referred to as being a completed 

collateral contract.  If, My Lord, at paragraph 7, you can actually click on the link Completed 

Collateral Contract, that will take you through to a part of my website that deals with the 

specific point which is also absolutely critical to my case, because there is a completed 

collateral contract affirming the connection configuration for the wind turbine that was 

completed during the option period.   

Fancourt J: Yes.  

Mr Millinder: So what I am getting at there is that this is a side contract that affirms the 

configuration that was pre-agreed in open email correspondences during the option period, 

the purpose of the option being that if either party became aggrieved with either the technical 

or commercial terms being proposed, then the aggrieved party could negate without financial 

commitment.  Having that flexibility, as I am sure My Lord will appreciate, is the 

very purpose of having an option in the first place.   

Fancourt J: Yes.  

Mr Millinder: So, therefore, these people did indeed negotiate that connection agreement 

with me, and the completed collateral contract was effected on 7 November 2012 during the 

option period.  The option period ran from 15 June 2012, and it was extended by Mr Bloom 

of the First Defendant on 7 November 2012 on the specific basis of securing the terms of 

that very same connection offer.  Did My Lordship have chance to look at the (break in 

connection) --   

Fancourt J: Sorry, I have lost you, Mr Millinder.  Can you, you have frozen, I am afraid, 

and I cannot hear you now.   

Mr Millinder: Sorry, I lost you there for a second.  I am back now.  

Fancourt J: Yes, I lost you.  

Mr Millinder: Are we all there?  OK.  
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Fancourt J: If you would like to --  

Mr Millinder: Sorry about that.  

Fancourt J: Repeat that, yes.  

Mr Millinder: OK, so what I am saying is that the grid connection, the entire agreement for 

the grid connection, was made up of three salient contracts, namely something called the 

connection offer, then there is the connection deed and then there is the Northern Powergrid 

Middlesbrough Football Club agreement for making the connection.  It just so happens that 

Middlesbrough Football Club withheld those three salient contracts from the first ex parte 

hearing.  They also made no mention of the fact that they did in fact breach the completed 

collateral contract affirming the terms of the connection, rendering the project entirely 

useless.  Now, given the fact that these people did indeed complete these agreements with 

me and pre-negotiate them prior to completing the option agreement and that the lease and 

the salient energy supply agreement was appended to the same agreement, there was indeed 

an absolute understanding between the parties in respect of the terms of those completed 

contracts.   

And the point I make, My Lord, is that the energy supply agreement was conditional upon 

my full satisfaction of, in fact, two conditions precedent.  The first one is the 

connection agreement that I clearly could not get any satisfaction of, and the 

second one is commissioning of the wind turbine.  Clearly, the two go hand in 

hand, i.e. without a connection, the turbine is defunct.  It cannot be commissioned.  And 

that is really the heart of all of this, and it is a, the, the position is actually already found.  

It has been found by Nugee J, on 5 February 2018, and it just so happens that that 

document, namely the judgment of 5 February 2018 and indeed the transcript of those 

proceedings, were withheld from the last ex parte hearing.   

Fancourt J: Will you show me --  

Mr Millinder: What these people --  

Fancourt J: You will, I will need you to show me where, where --  
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Mr Millinder: Absolutely --  

Fancourt J: Nugee J so, so found as you say he --  

Mr Millinder: Absolutely.  

Fancourt J: Found in his judgment.  

Mr Millinder: The easiest way of working on that is to refer to my report at tab 07.  

Fancourt J: Sorry, your report?  

Mr Millinder: My 54 page report at tab 7 that the Defendants also withheld from the ex 

parte hearing.   

Fancourt J: Where do I find that report?  

Mr Millinder: I will refer to my report.  It, in fact, let us go further into my witness statement 

that we are on at the moment.   

Fancourt J: OK.  

Mr Millinder: And let us go to page, bear with me, I gave a list.  Oh, no.  Where are we 

here?  Bear with me.  Yeah, if we turn to page 17 of my witness statement that we are on 

now …   

Fancourt J: Yes.  

Mr Millinder: We have got a list here of, which is a non exhaustive list, may I add, of 

material documentation that was withheld by the Defendants at this last ex parte hearing, 

and paragraph (d) of seventy, 73(d) is that report dated 2 June 2020, and that is my 54 page 

report that I condense all of the issues, and that report, at page 1 (break in connection) 1, all, 

have you seen (break in connection) --   
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Fancourt J: I cannot access --   

 

Mr Millinder: Have you seen --   

 

Fancourt J: That on this.   

 

Mr Millinder: The report?  Have you seen --   

 

Fancourt J: I --    

 

Mr Millinder: The report, My Lord?   

 

Fancourt J: I cannot access that.   

 

Mr Millinder: Well, it is, it is on the CE-File and it has been, it is actually on the CE-File 

as a separate document as well.  Let me just log on to the CE-File.  You should be able to 

see the report dated 2 June 2020.   

 

(pause)   

 

Mr Millinder: All right, gents, they are not on the same page.  Bear with me.  I wish I had 

have known that we were going to have these problems.  I would have delivered a hardcopy 

bundle to you.   

 

Fancourt J: There would have been a limit to what I could read anyway, Mr Millinder, I 

afraid.  And this is --   

 

Mr Millinder: Ah.   

 

Fancourt J: This is an application that is limited to two hours, including pre reading --   

 

Mr Millinder: Well, we are --   

 

Fancourt J: Time.   
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Mr Millinder: Not going to get it done in two hours.  It is as simple as that.  I mean, there 

is a lot of stuff to go through that are salient points that are pertinent to the issues in question.  

We are not going to get it done in two hours.  I did not give two hours on my application to 

deal with it.  And there are issues here that need to be addressed because they are all pertinent 

to the issues in question here, and there has been material non disclosure.  And we must get 

to the bottom of this because there has been this consistent attempt by the Defendants and 

their counsel Mr Staunton, who has gone AWOL, the colleague of Mr Ohrenstein, and Mr 

Ohrenstein himself knows about the full background but he is being rather dishonest in 

concealing all of the material facts from this Court.  We need to get to the bottom of this --   

 

Fancourt J: Well --   

 

Mr Millinder: Because Mr Ohrenstein has presented a false case.   

 

Fancourt J: Let, let, let me try --   

 

Mr Millinder: So specifically --   

 

Fancourt J: And approach it this way, Mr Millinder, to cut --   

 

Mr Millinder: Yeah.   

 

Fancourt J: Cut through --   

 

Mr Millinder: Yeah.   

 

Fancourt J: This.  What, what, what are the relevant facts --   

 

Mr Millinder: Well, certainly.   

 

Fancourt J: You, you --   

 

Mr Millinder: The relevant --   

 

Fancourt J: Say --   
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Mr Millinder: Facts are --   

 

Fancourt J: Mann J should have, no, no, just listen to me first.   

 

Mr Millinder: Yeah.   

 

Fancourt J: What are the relevant facts that you say Mann J should have been told about 

the background or anything else that he was not told about?   

 

Mr Millinder: Absolutely --   

 

Fancourt J: Not, not what --   

 

Mr Millinder: Simple.   

 

Fancourt J: Documents.  What, what --   

 

Mr Millinder: No, no.   

 

Fancourt J: Facts?   

 

Mr Millinder: That is fine.   

 

Fancourt J: Not documents.    

 

Mr Millinder: That is fine.  I can work on that basis.   

 

Fancourt J: OK.   

 

Mr Millinder: Number --   

 

Fancourt J: OK, Mr --   
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Mr Millinder: 1, number 1 is that Middlesbrough Football Club were never owed any 

money. They unlawfully forfeited the lease on the basis of payments that were never due 

after they refused the connection.  That is how the unlawful forfeiture of the lease came 

about.  That is number 1.   

 

Fancourt J: Right.   

 

Mr Millinder: Number 2 is that they did in fact lie about the in, the assignment, and they 

did the same at the first ex parte hearing, of 9 January 2017.  And in Mr Bloom’s ex parte 

witness (break in connection) they never had any sight of, but actually it is proven beyond 

reasonable doubt that Mr Bloom had the assignment in his possession, in fact by hard copy 

in June 2015, on, on or around the 30th, but then, on 3 January 2017, he had that in, in email 

copy and he responded to the email containing that assignment.  And then, on 6 January 

2017, when I served the demand with the assignment on him, he had it in hard copy, the 

confirmation of service.   

 

Fancourt J: When you say --   

 

Mr Millinder: And Mr Bloom --   

 

Fancourt J: The demand, is that a reference to the board minutes?   

 

Mr Millinder: It is a reference to the counterpart assignment, and that counterpart 

assignment was already served on the Defendants, Middlesbrough Football Club, in June 

2015.  It was then served with the statutory demand, wherein part B of the demand refers 

specifically to that assignment counterpart.   

 

Fancourt J: Right.   

 

Mr Millinder: And the demand itself shows how the sum was accounted, namely accrued 

through unlawful forfeiture of the lease.  Now this is an irrefutable position in law here that 

we need to get to because it is absolutely relevant to the issues in question, and I am going 

to talk about Section 136(1) of the Law of Property Act 1925:   

 

“Legal assignments of things in action.”    
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Fancourt J: Before you do that, can, can we see whether --   

 

Mr Millinder: Yeah.   

 

Fancourt J: We have completed the list of things that you said Mann J was not told that he 

should have been told?   

 

Mr Millinder: Well, no, I, I, I mean, there is a long list of things that he has not been told.   

 

Fancourt J: What, what are --   

 

Mr Millinder: Number 1 --   

 

Fancourt J: Key points?  Give, give me the --   

 

Mr Millinder: OK.   

 

Fancourt J: Five key --    

 

Mr Millinder: Number 1, OK, let me --   

 

Fancourt J: Five key facts.   

 

Mr Millinder: Sure, OK.   

 

Fancourt J: You have given me --   

 

Mr Millinder: Number 1 --   

 

Fancourt J: Two so far.   

 

Mr Millinder: Number 1 is that we do not owe the people any money and therefore the 

unlawful forfeiture of the lease is proven.  Number 2 is that the Defendants misrepresented 

the assignment.   
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Number 3 is that they withheld the report of 54 pages that proves an, an array of criminal 

offences committed by the Defendants, fraud by false representation where they have made 

numerous random false representations in insolvency proceedings to stymie the liquidation, 

with the third claim being over £4.1 million, pursuant to the energy supply agreement, when 

Mr Staunton himself, on 9 January 2017, admitted in writing in the ex parte note of hearing 

that, for the purpose of the energy supply agreement, force majeure has effect, but yet they 

omitted that the energy supply agreement was conditional upon my full satisfaction of the 

connection that they refused.  So, on 9 January 2017, it is proven beyond reasonable doubt 

that the Defendants and counsel were abundantly well aware that no such claim could be 

established pursuant to the Energy Supply Agreement.  24 days later, Mr Gill of Womble 

Bond Dickinson Solicitors made that claim, of which over £4,000,000 was sought pursuant 

to that conditional agreement.  That is a fraud by false representation and it --   

 

Fancourt J: Right, and --    

 

Mr Millinder: Was made to --  

 

Fancourt J: You are getting that from the --    

 

Mr Millinder: Stymie --   

 

Fancourt J: Report you say, you, 54 --   

 

Mr Millinder: Everything --   

 

Fancourt J: Pages effectively --   

 

Mr Millinder: Is in the 54 --   

 

Fancourt J: Covering four --    

 

Mr Millinder: Page document.    

 

Fancourt J: Allegations, right.   
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Mr Millinder: And the page 1 of that report --   

 

Fancourt J: Got that.   

 

Mr Millinder: Covers an array of criminal offences committed by the Defendants, and I, 

they also knew that I was relying on the defence of illegality.  One cannot found a civil cause 

of action if the cause is dishonourable, i.e. ex turpi causa non oritur actio.  The, the cause is 

dishonourable.  Their cause is founded by illegality, namely a conspiracy to defraud where 

they have made various fraudulent claims in insolvency proceedings.  And Mr Ohrenstein 

was abundantly well aware of these particulars, but nowhere within any of their submissions 

have they made any mention of it whatsoever.  Mr Ohrenstein had that report in his 

possession some months ago.  He made absolutely no disclosure of it whatsoever.   

 

Fancourt J: All right, so I have got (1) and (2) we have covered, (3) they withheld the report 

of 2018 showing fraud, (4) they did not refer the judge to the ex turpi causa defence, no 

claim arising from, from --   

 

Mr Millinder: Well, no, there is --   

 

Fancourt J: Illegality.   

 

Mr Millinder: More to it than that.  There is more to it than that because they --   

 

Fancourt J: I am trying to take five key points --   

 

Mr Millinder: Yeah.   

 

Fancourt J: That, that will help me.   

 

Mr Millinder: Yeah, yeah.  Yeah.   

 

Fancourt J: OK.  If that, if that is not number --   

 

Mr Millinder: OK.    
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Fancourt J: 4, tell, tell me what the next point is that --  

Mr Millinder: The point I am --  

Fancourt J: Mann J --  

Mr Millinder: Making --  

Fancourt J: Was not told.  

Mr Millinder: Here is, the point I am making here is that had that report been disclosed, all 

of the instances of fraud committed by these people would have been brought to light.  In 

addition, we have another irrefutable position, and that is the continuing duty of disclosure 

ex parte, where I made Mr Ohrenstein aware that there was this disclosure actually on the, 

immediately after receiving the order on the 23rd of last month.  And Mr Ohrenstein, even 

having that email in his possession, failed to disclose it to the Court.  Therefore, they have 

breached their duty and continuing duty of candour ex parte.  The order was founded by 

fraud.   

Now the next point, and the next point is the one I am going to come on to in relation to the 

law, and that is that the assignment that they contend is disputed cannot possibly be disputed 

in any way, shape or form.  The assignment meets the criteria of Section 136(1) of the Law 

of Property Act 1925.  The assignment is valid.  Therefore, in addition to this, the Defendants 

withheld the order of Nugee J of 21 March 2018 where Nugee J, in consideration of my 

application of 1 March 2018, listed my application for a hearing, and that was the application 

to set aside the order of 16 January 2017.  The report is material because the report itself 

refers specifically to Mr Staunton lying, and therefore the order winding up my company 

Earth Energy Investments LLP was in fact founded by fraud because Mr Staunton, in full 

knowledge of the crossclaim that he by his own admission admitted was in existence, lied 

about that crossclaim, and the Defendants (break in connection) --   

Fancourt J: Sorry, Mr Millinder, you are, you are --  

Mr Millinder: But also the --  
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Fancourt J: Breaking up again.  I lost you there.   

 

Mr Millinder: Oh dear, OK.   

 

Fancourt J: Only for the last --   

 

Mr Millinder: Sorry, I will repeat.   

 

Fancourt J: 20 seconds.   

 

Mr Millinder: The Defendant --   

 

Fancourt J: If you repeat 20 seconds.   

 

Mr Millinder: Oh, I, no, OK, all right.  The Defendants withheld not only the salient order 

of 21 March 2018, thereafter listing their alleged petition debt for a hearing, but they 

withheld the transcript of ICC Judge Barber when they knew that I referred to that transcript 

to prove that Staunton has fraudulently abused his position, committing perjury by lying 

about the assignment and lying about the order of Nugee J.  And I am going to take you to 

these parts because this is very relevant to my case because their 25 grand alleged petition 

debt is a nullity.  On the, on 28 March 2018 that alleged petition debt was subject to challenge 

by order of a High Court Judge.  It is irrefutable that a, an alleged debt that is subject to 

challenge by order of a High Court Judge is indeed disputed on genuine and substantial 

grounds, and that is not and cannot possibly be a petition debt.   

 

In addition to that, My Lord, were Mr Staunton candid in my absence, it would have been 

discovered by ICC Judge Barber that in fact the crossclaim extinguishes their alleged petition 

debt anyway.  And because of this fraudulent misrepresentation by Staunton, the judge failed 

to apply the applicable rule in setoff, namely Rule 14.25 of the Insolvency Rules 2015, sorry, 

2016, and I am just going to pull up that rule.  If My Lordship is not acquainted with it, I 

will just read out the specifics.  Rule 14.25(1) of the Insolvency Rules 2016: 

 

“This rule applies in a winding up where, before the company goes into 

liquidation, there have been mutual dealings between the company and a 
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creditor of [a] company proving or claiming to prove for a debt in … 

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 

(break in connection) must be set off against the sums due from the other.”   

 

That did not happen, My Lord, because Staunton lied about the crossclaim and he said that 

the crossclaim was the claim that vested in Empowering Wind MFC, namely the claim that 

they had stymied with their £4.1 million fraudulent claim.  But Staunton knew, and it is 

proven beyond doubt in my report, that actually the crossclaim was the claim of the demand 

that I had served on them, and he had that all in his possession and he made the conscious 

and deliberate, premeditated intent to mislead the Court by stating that all proceedings had 

terminated, when he knew of the order of 21 March 2018 that they have repeated and 

withheld from this ex parte proceeding.  It --   

 

Fancourt J: Right.   

 

Mr Millinder: Is proven beyond reasonable doubt that all of the ex parte orders were 

founded by fraud.  Therefore, they are a nullity.  They cease to exist from the outset.   

 

Mr Dov Ohrenstein has known about all of this, and I am going to produce in this trial that 

I have requested in my application all of the evidence that I refer to in this proceeding and 

on this hearing to substantiate every single part of my allegation, because these people are 

in contempt of court.   

 

Fancourt J: Right.   

 

Court Clerk: Sir, sorry to interrupt, but can I just check Mr Ohrenstein --   

 

Mr Millinder: Well, no.   

 

Court Clerk: Is totally --    

 

Mr Millinder: I have not finished, Mr Ohrenstein.   
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Fancourt J: Just a moment.   

 

Mr Millinder: I need to come on to the --   

 

Fancourt J: OK, just a --   

 

Mr Millinder: Other points.   

 

Fancourt J: Just a moment, Mr Millinder, it is my clerk.  It may be something to do with 

the --   

 

Mr Millinder: Oh, OK, sorry.   

 

Fancourt J: The recording.   

 

Mr Millinder: Sorry, yeah.   

 

Court Clerk: Sorry, Mr Millinder, I was just wondering if Mr Ohrenstein had, had 

disconnected from the hearing, because he has just --   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: No, I am still, I am still here.    

 

Court Clerk: Oh, OK.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Am I too stationary, sorry?   

 

Court Clerk: Sorry.   

 

Fancourt J: Sorry, Mr Millinder, carry on.   

 

Mr Millinder: OK.  The other pertinent points within this non disclosure are the three 

affidavits that I made before the Queen’s Bench that were never heard nor tried, but indeed 

it is proven to the criminal standard of proof that these people are in contempt of court, they 

have made false statements that they have known were false, and all of that has been 
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disregarded by Murray.  These people have perverted the course of justice.  They have 

prevented justice from being served on one another and they have colluded to ensure that 

these matters were never brought to the attention of the Court.  There has been dishonest 

concealment throughout these entire proceedings.  The rule of law has been extremely far 

departed, and it is your duty, My Lord, to make right this wrongdoing.   

 

Fancourt J: It would help, help me, Mr Millinder, if you, you could explain what, what, 

why you say that there cannot be any genuine dispute about the amount of the debts --   

 

Mr Millinder: Absolutely.   

 

Fancourt J: That are claimed in the statutory demand.   

 

Mr Millinder: And I, I can explain it all extremely clearly.  Firstly, when Middlesbrough 

Football Club unlawfully forfeited the lease that I paid them the £200,000 for on 17 June 

2013, it was the purpose of the lease and the intention of the completed contract that the 

wind turbine be capable of commercial operation.  They refused the connection and 

prevented it from being capable of commercial operation, but when they, when they 

unlawfully forfeited the lease in August 2015, they were not owed any money.  And these 

people completely rejected any mention whatsoever of the operative provision of force 

majeure.  In fact, Staunton twice lied about the existence of the operative provision of force 

majeure that is a very wide definition within both my lease and my energy supply agreement, 

and that operative provision of force majeure applies solely in my favour.  The lease has a 

12 month period free of rent from which I had to commission the wind turbine.  The first 

event of force majeure was incurred just three months into the 12 month period free of rent.   

 

The issue of force majeure, which was found by Nugee J to be an issue of force majeure 

beyond my reasonable control, suspended that 12 month period free of rent accordingly, and 

therefore no rent was due until 15 September 2015.  The Defendant have been abundantly 

well aware of this material in particular.  It is somewhat material, given the fact that no 

money was ever owed to Middlesbrough Football Club and they used that demand after 

refusing the connection, to unlawfully forfeit the lease.  But furthermore, they withheld that 

very same judgment, order of 5 February 2018 by Nugee J, that found just that.  So, therefore, 

issue estoppel applies to the finding.   
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Fancourt J: Yes.   

 

Mr Millinder: Likewise, issue estoppel applies to the fact that the claims that these people 

have been making in insolvency proceedings, the claims that they have known have, were 

false, were found to be false on 5 February 2018, but Hannon retained the false claims, 

breaching his duty, his fiduciary duty to me, otherwise majority creditor with over 90% of 

the requisite majority voting interest in the SPV, which clearly does have an asset, namely 

the claim founded by unlawful forfeiture of the lease.   

 

And these are issues that have been proven and found to be true and correct by Nugee J on 

5 February 2018.   

 

Fancourt J: Will you show me that in his judgment?  I would like to --   

 

Mr Millinder: Yeah.    

 

Fancourt J: Read that.   

 

Mr Millinder: Absolutely.  Let us turn to, I mean, I do wish you could access my index of 

exhibits.  It would make life a whole lot easier because that bundle is actually at tab, bear 

with me, it is at tab 8.   

 

Fancourt J: I cannot, I --   

 

Mr Millinder: Transcript --    

 

Fancourt J: Cannot get it there, but the, the judgment is in the Applicant --   

 

Mr Millinder: It is in there.   

 

Fancourt J: Bundle somewhere.    

 

Mr Millinder: I mean, I have referred to it very clearly, but I also refer to it very clearly in 

my report and --   
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Fancourt J: Mr --   

 

Mr Millinder: Also in --   

 

Fancourt J: Mr Millinder, I need you to take me to the judgment please.  If you are (break 

in connection) what, what Nugee J said in his judgment --   

 

Mr Millinder: Well --   

 

Fancourt J: You must show me --   

 

Mr Millinder: Well, at the --    

 

Fancourt J: The judgment please.   

 

Mr Millinder: I mean, and I have referred to it in my submissions, in my skeleton and in 

my, in my exhibit.   

 

Fancourt J: Take me, please, to the judgment --   

 

Mr Millinder: Well, I cannot --   

 

Fancourt J: And the page references to --    

 

Mr Millinder: You know, you have got, you have got access to open a PDF portfolio.  This 

is --   

 

Fancourt J: Mr --     

 

Mr Millinder: Not in fact --   

 

Fancourt J: Ohrenstein, can you help us with where the judgment is in your bundle?   

 

Mr Millinder: Well, it is not in their bundle.  They have withheld it.  That is the whole 

purpose.  It is not in --   
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Fancourt J: Mr Ohrenstein --     

 

Mr Millinder: Their bundle.  It is in my bundle --   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: The --   

 

Mr Millinder: Not theirs.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: The judgment of Nugee J that we have is the one at 162.  I am not sure --   

 

Mr Millinder: Yeah, but he put that in after.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: What Mr Millinder is, I am not sure what Mr Millinder is referring to.   

 

Mr Millinder: You put that in afterwards.  You did not put in the transcript and the judgment 

until after I informed you of the material non disclosure.   

 

Fancourt J: 162.   

 

Mr Millinder: You cannot, you cannot steal sweets off the shelf and then put the sweets 

back on after you have been caught out.  That does not --   

 

Fancourt J: Well, I --   

 

Mr Millinder: Work.   

 

Fancourt J: I think Mr Ohrenstein, he, he is referring to Nugee J’s judgment of 5 February 

2018.   

 

Mr Millinder: 2018, correct, yeah.   

 

Fancourt J: Is that in the bundle?   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: I am not sure that it is.   
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Mr Millinder: Well, it is not, because that is of --  

Fancourt J: I have got --  

Mr Millinder: The list that has been fraudulently withheld, but yet you do know that I was 

relying on that position of issue estoppel.  I do want to take you to it, My Lord.   

Fancourt J: All right.  

Mr Millinder: Shall --  

Fancourt J: So let us see if you can direct me to it.  

Mr Millinder: Right, I am going to just log on to CE-File.  I am sorry that there is this 

problem with the PDF portfolios.  I thought it would actually be very convenient for the 

Court to access the PDF portfolio, which is what we all use now.  It is what we have been 

using in the Magistrates’ Court, where I am prosecuting these people.  It makes a navigation 

of the various exhibits much easier and more seamless because --   

Fancourt J: Which case reference --  

Mr Millinder: One can just click on --  

Fancourt J: Are you --  

Mr Millinder: The tab --  

Fancourt J: Relying on please?  

Mr Millinder: And be taken straight --  

Fancourt J: Which reference --  

Mr Millinder: To it.  
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Fancourt J: Which case reference are you looking up on CE-File?  And what did you --   

 

Mr Millinder: The one ending 140.   

 

Fancourt J: 140.   

 

Mr Millinder: 140 please.  Let me just log on to it at the same time from this end and I will 

direct you into it.  Bear with me.   

 

(pause)   

 

Mr Millinder: I mean, fortunately, I did actually upload all of this stuff anyway, but the 

Defendants never took Mann J or any other judge to it, because they have been relying on 

concealing all of these material facts.  I am just logging into it now.   

 

Fancourt J: All right, if you give me the I, ID, the event number, then I will be able to find 

that judgment.   

 

Mr Millinder: Cool, OK, bear with me one second.   

 

(pause)   

 

Mr Millinder: Oh, that is a pain.  OK, now then, the report that I refer to is, if you scroll 

right down to the bottom of the first page, page 1, on 2 June 2020 you have got the report 

there.  It is titled For Nugee J: Police Report on Systemic Corruption.   

 

Fancourt J: What I am asking for is Nugee J’s judgment of the 5th of --   

 

Mr Millinder: Yeah.   

 

Fancourt J: February 2018 please.   

 

Mr Millinder: Yeah, let us go to that.  Let us go to it.  Bear with me, I will find it in here.   
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Fancourt J: If it is there.   

 

Mr Millinder: It will be here because I will have uploaded it.   

 

Fancourt J: OK.   

 

(pause)   

 

Mr Millinder: I mean, it was served in hard copy on these people.  I find it very frustrating 

that we cannot actually access the bundle, the PDF portfolio that I have put with these 

proceedings to make everything absolutely seamless.   

 

Fancourt J: Transcript of judgment, I have got it at event 36.  This might be the one.  Let 

us have a look.   

 

Mr Millinder: You are quicker than me if you have got through there.  Right, OK.  There 

is quite a bit of activity on there.   

 

Fancourt J: Yes.   

 

Mr Millinder: Have you got it?  Is that the one with the transcript as well?   

 

Fancourt J: It is the whole transcript by the look of it, yes.   

 

Mr Millinder: The transcript, and the judgment is right at the bottom of it.  I have put it all 

into one for ease of navigation.   

 

Fancourt J: Yes, I think on the court file it is two separate documents, but …   

 

Mr Millinder: All right.   

 

Fancourt J: Right, now show, show me what it is you want me to see that Nugee J found if 

it is --   

 

Mr Millinder: OK.   
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Fancourt J: Relevant to today, that is.   

 

Mr Millinder: Sorry, I am just trying to find where you have found that within CE-File.  My 

system is probably a bit slower than yours this end.   

 

Fancourt J: It is event number 36, dated 19 March 2018.   

 

Mr Millinder:  

 

“Filing transcript of judgment.”   

 

Got you, OK, thank you.  Transcript of judgment is just opening up.  I am scrolling right 

down to the bottom.  Where is the judgment then?  That is only the transcript.  OK, they are 

in two parts, sorry, yeah.   

 

Fancourt J: It is in two parts.  Yes, the second one is the judgment.   

 

Mr Millinder: All right.  OK, so we turn to page 2 of 6 and 3 of 6, [3].   

 

Fancourt J: Go on then.    

 

Mr Millinder: Let me just get through to the middle of the paragraph:   

 

“… Empowering Wind, or EW as I will call it, being able to generate 

more electricity which could feed into the National Grid.  In the event 

the project did not succeed …  I have heard some explanation from 

Mr Millinder as to why the 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 EW was unable to generate any money.  That meant it was 

neither (break in connection) pay the rent under the lease, nor pay 

what were quite substantial charges ostensibly payable under 

something called the energy supply agreement.”   
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Now if we go on to page 3, [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.”   

 

Fancourt J: Yes.   

 

Mr Millinder: And then if you go further down in this judgment, [6]:   

 

“It is now …”   

 

Sorry, [5]:   

 

“It is now suggested by Mr Millinder on behalf of EEI that 16 January 

was obtained as a result of material non disclosure before Arnold J on 

a without notice application, [19th of] 9 January.  He relies on this non 

disclosure of a large number of documents, which, as I understand it, 

supported the statutory demand and which explain the background to 

the dispute, in particular the collection 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 (break in 

connection)” --   

 

Fancourt J: Sorry, we have lost you again, Mr Millinder.   

 

Mr Millinder:  

 

“Arnold J …”   

 

Oh, no.   
CASE FILE: Page 2043                   PDF: Page 804 of 994

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight



 
 
 

Page 57 of 81 
 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

H 

 

 

Fancourt J:  

 

“It is not disputed that those documents …”   

 

You had just reached.   

 

Mr Millinder: OK, thank you, yeah.   

 

“were not put before Arnold J.  I was also shown a note of 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 a period of time from 

performing on its obligations under this lease by reasons of force 

majeure, that party shall not be in breach of such obligations for so 

long as and to the extent to which such reasons shall subsist’.  It is true 

that that provision was in fact referenced in the evidence, being a 

witness statement of Mr Bloom, but actually it was not referenced in 

the witness statement.”   

 

That is not correct.   

 

“But in any event, this judgment was not presented, when this 

judgment is absolutely pertinent because it found fundamentally, as 

any judge would do in any detailed or standard review of the 

particulars, that no money was ever due to Middlesbrough.”   

 

If we go further into this judgment, it is also absolutely material that unfortunately Nugee J 

did in fact misrepresent the terms of the assignment, and when he conveyed the terms of the 

assignment, he conveyed it in such a way at [10] to make the assignment not absolute, when 

the terms of the assignment are absolute.  And they came with the part B of the statutory 
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demand referring to that assignment that was served (break in connection) and it cannot be 

disputed, My Lord (break in connection) --   

 

Fancourt J: I am afraid you are breaking up again.  Cannot hear you.  You have frozen, Mr 

Millinder.   

 

Mr Millinder: Sorry, I lost you there for a second.  So, what --   

 

Fancourt J: OK.   

 

Mr Millinder: I am getting at is this position that they have invented on the assignment is a 

nonsense.  Can you hear me OK?   

 

Fancourt J: I can hear you now, yes, thank you.   

 

Mr Millinder: OK, thank you.  So what I am getting at now is this position that they have 

invented on the assignment is also a nonsense, but what they have done is that they have 

withheld this additional order of 21 March 2018 from the ex parte hearing and yet they seek 

to rely on the fact that this petition business was legitimate and bona fide, when actually if 

that order had been presented, it would have been proven to the Court that in fact on 28 

March 2018 there was no petition debt, because Nugee J had listed the application that I 

made to set aside the order of 16 January 2017 for a hearing in the usual way, proving beyond 

doubt that the petition of 25 grand never even existed.   

 

Fancourt J: Now, Mr Millinder, we need to progress this, this hearing.   

 

Mr Millinder: Well, we do, yeah, yeah.   

 

Fancourt J: I am going to give you another 15 minutes maximum to make any further points 

you want to make, then I am going to ask Mr Ohrenstein to reply briefly and then I am going 

to give a, a judgment.  So 15 minutes now please.   

 

Mr Millinder: Well, yeah, number, where I want to go from here is that we have fraud in 

this case, and fraud that has never been tried by, in any proceedings.  Your Lordship will not 

be able to take me to a single judgment where any of these issues have been tried.  It has 
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never been tried.  And I, in my application I have requested a 21 hour trial to try all of the 

issues, amounting to perjury, contempt of court, false statements of truth certified as true 

when the Defendants knew they were false, fraudulent non disclosure, false representations 

in insolvency proceedings that makes any, any such representation a criminal offence.  We 

need to get to the nitty gritty.  We are going to get justice.  These issues are not going to be 

evaded and concealed any longer.  I want a trial.  It is my right to have a trial, and these 

issues are already proven beyond reasonable doubt, to the criminal standard of proof.  I am 

prosecuting them.  We need a trial, and I want restitution in this court for the damages that 

these people have caused me over six years with their utter nonsense.   

 

Fancourt J: Yes, I understand.   

 

Mr Millinder: That is where we need to go, My Lord, thank you.  You know, let us cut to 

the chase.  This is where we are at.  It is proven that there has been material non disclosure.  

All of these matters that I have raised and all of the information is clearly material to 

advancement of the case part, but furthermore this letter to Drewitt, Ms Drewitt, at tab 13, is 

absolutely critical to the case because it highlights all of the relevant points and it also proves 

beyond reasonable doubt that none of my applications were ever without merit.  We need to 

get to the nitty gritty of all of this.    

 

Fancourt J: I, I do not understand.  Please explain to me the, the email --   

 

Mr Millinder: Sir --   

 

Fancourt J: To Mrs Drewitt.  I do not understand how an email --   

 

Mr Millinder: Well, it is not --   

 

Fancourt J: Can lead me to --    

 

Mr Millinder: An email.  It is a, it is a ten --   

 

Fancourt J: Form an opinion on --     

 

Mr Millinder: Page letter --   
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Fancourt J: On anything.   

 

Mr Millinder: Dated 20 May 2020, at tab 13 of my, my PDF portfolio --   

 

Fancourt J: But I have --     

 

Mr Millinder: Of exhibits.   

 

Fancourt J: Already explained I cannot access that, but just explain it to me.   

 

Mr Millinder: Well, we are --   

 

Fancourt J: What --   

 

Mr Millinder: On a sticky --   

 

Fancourt J: Is it that is --   

 

Mr Millinder: Wicket, are we not?   

 

Fancourt J: That is said in that --   

 

Mr Millinder: We are at --   

 

Fancourt J: That is material?   

 

Mr Millinder: You, how can you, how can you possibly try the issues when you have not 

even got the evidence before you?   

 

Fancourt J: Explain --   

 

Mr Millinder: You know, let us --   

 

Fancourt J: To me, Mr Millinder, why that --   
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Mr Millinder: Because, read it.   

 

Fancourt J: Is a significant email.   

 

Mr Millinder: OK.   

 

Fancourt J: I just do not --   

 

Mr Millinder: Fine.   

 

Fancourt J: Understand.   

 

Mr Millinder: I will explain it, no problem.  Let us get to the nitty gritty, all right?   

 

Fancourt J: Please.   

 

Mr Millinder: I am going to turn to page 3 of that letter.  Can I email it to you now so you 

have got it in front of you?  Shall I email it to your clerk?   

 

Fancourt J: You, you, you can if you like, if you can do it quickly.   

 

Mr Millinder: Let us deal with that.    

 

Fancourt J: But there is not --   

 

Mr Millinder: Let us do that.   

 

Fancourt J: Very much time now.   

 

Mr Millinder: Well, let us do it, because these things do need to be dealt with.  They do.   

 

Fancourt J: If you think this is the most important point and it is worth spending --   

 

Mr Millinder: Well, it is --   
CASE FILE: Page 2048                   PDF: Page 809 of 994

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight



 
 
 

Page 62 of 81 
 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

H 

 

 

Fancourt J: Time --   

 

Mr Millinder: Far from --   

 

Fancourt J: On it, then --   

 

Mr Millinder: The --   

 

Fancourt J: Do it.   

 

Mr Millinder: Most important points.  They are all important points.  The fact is --   

 

Fancourt J: I believe that you have got --   

 

Mr Millinder: There has been material non disclosure.   

 

Fancourt J: Got another 11 minutes now.  That is, that is the --   

 

Mr Millinder: OK.   

 

Fancourt J: Time that I am giving for this hearing, have to move on.   

 

Mr Millinder: Well, we need to cover all of the issues.  That is where I am going with this.  

But bear with me.  Let me just pull it up.  I am going to email this to you immediately.   

 

Fancourt J: Send it to Mr Brilliant, who will forward --   

 

Mr Millinder: Yeah, yeah.   

 

Fancourt J: It to me.   

 

(pause)   

 

Mr Millinder: Oh, for fuck’s sake.   
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(pause)   

 

Mr Millinder: This is a pain.  It is actually not letting me send this for some reason.  I do 

not know what is going on here, but I am going to cut to the chase now if you are pushed for 

time.  Let us get to the nitty gritty of this letter.  I want these issues to be dealt with at trial, 

as I have made clear, and I want you to be able to review, even if I send them in separate 

exhibits, I want you to be able to review all of the evidence that I refer to.  It would only be 

right to do so.  But I am going to cut to the chase and I am just going to refer to page 3, 

paragraph 13 of that letter on the record.   

 

Fancourt J: OK.   

 

Mr Millinder: And what this says is:   

 

“I refer to Wasif and Another v The Secretary of State for the Home 

Department [2016] [full citation not said] …”   

 

And at point 2 of the finding I quote:   

 

“no judge [should] certify an application as [totally without merit] unless 

he [or she] is confident after careful consideration that the case [is truly] 

bound to fail.”   

 

And the other point, at point, at paragraph 14, I, I cite the other point from this, the, the, what 

is the known as the seven inescapable points that Your Lordship will be acquainted with.  

Point 5:   

 

“Where a judge suspects that there [may] be an arguable claim, even 

if the point in question has not been pleaded properly or at all, then it 

should not be certified as ‘totally without merit.’”   

 

Right, that is point 1 within the letter, and now I go to page 4, paragraph 15, and I cite that:   
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“There is clearly an arguable claim in this case, and that is of unlawful 

forfeiture of the lease that founded all of this litigation in the first 

place.  That unlawful forfeiture was founded by fraud, the tort of 

fraudulent misrepresentation in contract law, for which there must be 

restitution.  The further, more serious, frauds all came about because 

of that initial fraud, and dishonesty is at the heart of it all.  It is that 

fraud and dishonesty that this judiciary appear to have sought to 

evade.”   

 

This brings me on to the next in the checklist, point 7 of the, of the Court of Appeal finding: 

 

“Where a claim is (break in connection) ‘… without merit’ then ‘peculiar 

care must be taken to ensure that all the arguments raised in the grounds 

[have been] properly addressed’ …”   

 

I will just cut to the chase.  That has never been done, because none of the issues have 

actually ever been tried.   

 

Now I will cut to the chase further.  I give an evaluation in there why none of the applications 

are totally without merit, and I list the points at paragraph 17, at page 4 through to, bear with 

me, through to the end of para, page 5.   

 

And then at page 6, I also include some very relevant case law, and that is that the judge, 

bear with me.  Let me just get to the relevant part.  I refer to the judgment of Fielding v Hunt, 

and I was talking there about Hannon and his duty to have adjudicated on the proofs of debt 

when, from March 2017, I was calling a meeting of creditors and Hannon retained the 

fraudulent claim in breach of his fiduciary duty, and all of this was because of the 

Defendant’s fraud by false representation.  (break in connection) cannot be made against an 

officeholder personally.  Something more is required, so I talk about unreasonable conduct.  

Well, Hannon had that note of hearing in his possession, ex parte, where Staunton himself 

admitted, for the purpose of the energy supply agreement, force majeure had effect.  

Therefore, on 9 January 2017, they all knew that no such claim could be established.  

£4,000,000 of it was dead straightaway.   
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The next part that I quote is the judgment of Re Home & Colonial Insurance Co Ltd [1930] 

[full citation not said]:   

 

“It has long been the law that an office-holder is under a duty to examine 

every proof and consider the validity of [a] debt which is sought to be 

proved …  He should require satisfactory evidence … the debt on which 

the proof is founded is a real debt …”   

 

And then I quote the older judgment, of 1892, from In re Fraser: Ex parte Central Bank of 

London.  It was also found that:   

 

“if there is not a debt in truth and reality … the consideration must be 

looked into.”   

 

The actions of both Mr Hannon and the Insolvency and Companies Court in concealing these 

fraudulent claims, aside from being a legal act, conflicts directly with this long established 

precedent.  I quote from Lord Eldon:   

 

“‘Proof upon a judgment will not stand merely upon that, if there is not a 

debt due in truth and reality, for which [the condition] the consideration 

must be looked [in]to.’  Can this judgment be treated as conclusive in 

bankruptcy because the debtor has unsuccessfully attempted to set it aside? 

I think not, and I cannot see how the matter is any more [or less] res 

judicata because there has been an unsuccessful appeal [in] this Court.  I 

agree in all that the Master of the Rolls has said on this point.”   

 

The point I make here is that all these people knew that the claim against Empowering Wind 

was fraudulent.  There has been no mention of this fraud whatsoever.  All of the material 

facts have been withheld from the ex parte hearing.  I could go on.   

 

And I have then talked about the precedent which applies in all three of these ex parte cases.  

At paragraph 20 of page 6, I refer to Bank Mellat, which Your Lord will be very familiar 

with --   

 

Fancourt J: Yes.   
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Mr Ohrenstein: One of the ex parte authorities:   

 

“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:” …”   

 

And I cite some of the other relevant authorities that Your Lordship will already be very well 

acquainted with, so I need not recite that further, but you know where I am coming from.   

 

So, in short, to round off and conclude, there is no debt owed to Middlesbrough, the unlawful 

forfeiture of the lease has been found and proven and the assignment is indisputable, so 

therefore I have an indisputable debt that does accrue interest at 8%.  And therefore it is 

proven beyond reasonable doubt that I have a claim that is recoverable by means of statutory 

demand and they cannot defend it.  They could not defend it the first time, which is, they, 

why they withheld (break in connection) 9 January 2017.  History repeats itself, My Lord.   

 

Fancourt J: Thank, thank you very much.   

 

Mr Millinder: OK.   

 

Fancourt J: Mr Ohrenstein, could you just deal, deal with the allegations that various 

important matters were not disclosed to Mann J, or Mann J was misled?  I, I asked Mr 

Millinder if he would enumerate his five main points, and I think it may have gone up to six 

or seven in the end, but can you just deal with that --   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Yes.   

 

Fancourt J: By way of brief reply please?   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Yes.  What Mann J was told in my skeleton argument that was before him, 

which is at page 272 and is, the relevant bit is paragraph 7 there, was almost the same as 

paragraph 8 of the skeleton argument for today, is that I fairly put before the judge that Mr, 

and I quote:   
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“Mr Millinder has argued that …”   

 

Sorry, I repeat, I said, I told the judge:   

 

“The lease was forfeited and the ESA terminated by the Applicant.  

Mr Millinder has argued that this was wrongful, which the Applicant 

disputes, and that this gave EMW causes of action against the 

Applicant which were then assigned to Earth Energy Investments, 

another entity of Mr Millinder.”   

 

So I fairly put to the Court that Mr Millinder’s position was that the, the forfeiture was, was 

wrongful, and that seems to be at the heart of the allegations that he is making today.  There 

was --   

 

Fancourt J: Yes.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Certainly no material non disclosure.  There were lots of things that were 

not shown to the judge.  There are over 1,000 pages in today’s bundle, and there were nearly 

1,000 pages last time, but the, but the point was clearly made there that Mr Millinder was 

asserting that there was a debt owed to his company and that the forfeiture was wrong and 

that that debt has since been assigned first to his other company and then on to him.  That 

was made very clear to Mann J, and Mann J, I think, may have referred to it in his, in, in his 

judgment.  That was certainly not concealed.  And that is also set out in the witness statement 

of my instructing solicitor --   

 

Mr Millinder: You are lying --   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Who, who --   

 

Mr Millinder: About that, Mr Ohrenstein.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Who, who --   

 

Mr Millinder: You are --   
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Fancourt J: Mr --   

 

Mr Millinder: Lying about that.   

 

Fancourt J: Mr Millinder, please do not interrupt Mr Ohrenstein.  He did not interrupt you.  

Give --   

 

Mr Millinder: OK, no problem, I, but I have something to say when he has finished.   

 

Fancourt J: Mr Ohrenstein --   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: My --   

 

Fancourt J: May continue.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: My, my, my, my solicitor has, has fairly put the material facts in his witness 

statement.  We can see, for example, at page 8 of the bundle, at paragraph 11:   

 

“Empowering Wind and Mr Millinder subsequently argued that no 

payments were due and that as a result MFC had wrongly terminated 

the relationship and/or thwarted the project by not agreeing to take 

responsibility for the required high voltage connection to the National 

Grid.”   

 

So again the case that Mr Millinder is arguing was, it, what was highlighted to the Court.  So 

there is, there is, there, there is, there is absolutely no basis for any suggestion of material 

non disclosure.   

 

So far as the, the, the next allegations, I think, concern the assignment.  Mann J was taken, 

in, in my skeleton argument and in Mr Stewart’s witness statement, to the references that I 

have taken the Court to today.  Mann J read the, had, told us that he had read the judgment 

of the Chancellor, and that is certainly something that I had highlighted, and that is, that is 

where the assignment was addressed, and the issues on the assignment.  But again, Mann J 

was aware that Mr Millinder rejects in vehement terms all the findings of the courts in 
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relation to the assignments and so forth.  He had seen some of that material where Mr 

Millinder attacks the findings of the judiciary and the basis for the judiciary’s conclusions.  

So there was no concealment on that basis.   

 

Fancourt J: You, you did not in fact show Mann J what Mr Millinder calls the counterpart 

assignment.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: No.   

 

Fancourt J: No.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: He, he, he, he, he, he saw the, the, he said he had read the --  

 

Fancourt J:  Right.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Judgments.  I did not show him the underlying, any underlying document 

behind the judgment.   

 

Fancourt J: Yes, thank you.  And did you show him Mr Millinder’s report of 2 June 2018 

about alleged fraud?   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: I, I do not have that report, so I did not --   

 

Mr Millinder: You had that report.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Show that to him.   

 

Fancourt J: So you did not show that.  Mr Millinder --   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: May I make --   

 

Fancourt J: Says, he --   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: May I make it clear --   
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Fancourt J: Said he --   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Just --   

 

Fancourt J: Told --   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Just, just --   

 

Fancourt J: You after the, the hearing that you had not referred to that, that document, is 

that right, and you did not then draw the Court’s attention to that, that document?   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Let, let me make clear I do not receive any emails from Mr Millinder.  He 

has been --   

 

Mr Millinder: Oh, right.    

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Blocked from my email, from the chambers’ email system for a number of, 

well, certainly months if not years.  Any emails that he may have attempted to send to my 

solicitors which my solicitors received, some of which may have referred to me as a, as one 

of the many parties on, on, on, on the receipt, those are exhibited to the bundle.  I believe 

that bundle is up to date.  It may be that something came this morning that did not quite make 

it to the bundle, but certainly everything else in the bundle.  Any attachment to any email 

that he sent is, is in the bundle.  Things have not been necessarily accessed if he has put links 

to videos or to websites and so forth.  That, that is not, those have not been pursued, but all 

the emails which he has sent with attachments are in the bundles today.   

 

Mr Millinder: No.   

 

Fancourt J: And finally, was, were the orders of Nugee J or Nugee J’s judgment referred 

to, Mr Ohrenstein?   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: The, the, the additional orders, no.  The, I have seen them today, the, just 

during the course of this, this hearing.  The order that Nugee J made in February 2018, it 

simply says:   
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“Upon the application of the Respondent [that is Earth Energy] by 

application notice dated 30 January …”   

 

And then:   

 

“[on appearing] on hearing counsel, the application is dismissed.  The 

Respondent do pay [pay] the Applicant’s costs of the application, 

summarily assessed in the sum of £10,000.”   

 

I fail to see how an application, an, an order where his application has failed, has been 

dismissed, how that is of any material relevance and certainly how it could help Mr 

Millinder.  If anything, it is another one of his applications which has been unsuccessful 

which would be chalked up potentially, I do not know the detail of that, but potentially as 

something where he was pursuing an application which he should not have done.  But I do 

not see that as a, certainly as --   

 

Mr Millinder: Certainty --   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: A material non disclosure or why it is relevant to the injunction application 

that was being made two weeks ago before Mann J.  It seems to me an attempt to relitigate 

very much old matters.   

 

Mr Millinder: Lies.     

 

Fancourt J: Right, and as to those documents that you did not show Mann J, you say those 

simply were not material, given that you would indicate, you were indicating to Mann J there 

was a genuine dispute about the underlying merits.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Yes, we certainly said there is a, we, we, we, we made clear that there was 

a dispute about the merits and we made clear that there was a dispute about the assignments, 

and the, the force behind the dispute on the assignments was reinforced by judicial comments 

that have, that were, that I drew the Court’s attention to.   

 

Fancourt J: Yes.  Mr Millinder, you wanted to come back on a particular point.  I will give 

you --   
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Mr Millinder: I --   

 

Fancourt J: One minute.   

 

Mr Millinder: I did, yeah.  If we turn to Mr Stewart’s witness statement, the witness, his 

second witness statement please, My Lord, and turn to page 3, at paragraph 10 Stewart is 

saying that:   

 

“Empowering Wind became liable to MFC for various payments 

under the lease and the FESA.  When these were not paid, MFC 

exercised its right to terminate the contractual relationship.”   

 

Fancourt J: Yeah.   

 

Mr Millinder: There was no candour in relation to the completed collateral contract that I 

have drawn the Court’s attention to.  There was no mention whatsoever that in fact 

Middlesbrough Football Club refused the connection and refused to sign the Northern 

Powergrid agreement for making the connection, rendering the project entirely useless, and 

there was no mention to the fact of the applicable application of force majeure respective of 

the actions of the landlord themselves, i.e. the act beyond my reasonable control, in them U 

turning on the completed collateral contract, rendering the project useless, and that is 

undoubtedly material.  It is also material that no money whatsoever was owed under either 

the lease or the energy supply agreement.  So therefore Stewart has known this all the way 

along and he knows that there is no money owed, because I have told him that many times.  

And in addition, My Lord, they did with, withhold that email that I sent to them in relation 

to the complaint of material non disclosure, and that has not been presented in the bundle.  

They are lying.   

 

Fancourt J: All right, thank you, that, that is it.   

 

Mr Millinder: Thank you.   

 

Fancourt J: And I will give a, give a short judgment.   
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(judgment given)    

 

Fancourt J: I am willing to arrange at an early date a resumed hearing of that matter so that, 

if he wishes, he can make further submissions --   

 

Mr Millinder: Yes.   

 

Fancourt J: In that regard.   

 

Mr Millinder: Yes, please --   

 

Fancourt J: If you give my clerk --   

 

Mr Millinder: My Lord, yeah, thank you.  If I may, when you are ready, Sir …   

 

Fancourt J: Yes.   

 

Mr Millinder: Would, I would just, I would like to make an oral permission to appeal on 

three simple grounds.   

 

Fancourt J: Yeah.   

 

Mr Millinder: The first ground, My Lord, is that you have not viewed the report, and the 

point that I am making in relation to this assignment is one that cannot be disputed in law.  

You yourself had admitted during this hearing that the issue around the assignment has never 

been tried.  In actual fact, the relevance of and the materiality of it is all centred around the 

order of 21 March 2018 that lists my application to set aside the order of 16 January 2017 

for a hearing.  The reason that this his material is because one week later they wound, the 

club wound up on the basis (break in connection) is disputed on genuine and substantial 

grounds, by your own admission, is not a petition debt.  But the Court failed to set aside that 

petition, but the petition never existed, because it was extinguished by my claim, my 

crossclaim, and it was the duty of the Court pursuant to 10, sorry, 14.25 of the Insolvency 

Rules to consider the mutual dealings in setoff, but that was not applied, because Staunton 

lied about the assignment.   
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Those are material facts that we need to get to the bottom of because they are relevant to this 

issue.  They are entirely relevant, because if the petition is a nullity and my assignment is 

valid, which has not been tried, then they are stuffed.  We need to get to the bottom of it, and 

it is all within my report of 54 pages, so you cannot possibly make a ruling, a legitimate 

ruling and absolute finding until we get to the issues in question.  You yourself have admitted 

that you have not even read the report.   

 

Fancourt J: Thank you.   

 

Mr Millinder: It has got to be done.   

 

(judgment given)   

 

Fancourt J: Mr Millinder --   

 

Mr Millinder: OK, I --    

 

Fancourt J: You are entitled to renew your application to the Court of Appeal, the Civil 

Appeals Office in the Court of Appeal, if you want to pursue your application.   

 

Mr Millinder: The problem I have with that, My Lord, right now, the problem I have with 

that is that no money was owed to Middlesbrough, and in law the assignment cannot be 

disputed, so how the hell can you say that the debt is disputed?  You cannot, you are not 

acting lawfully and you are not considering the points in question, so your order is a nullity.  

It ceases to exist from the outset because you have failed in your duty to properly try the 

arguments.   

 

Fancourt J: You --   

 

Mr Millinder: The order --   

 

Fancourt J: You are --   

 

Mr Millinder: That you have --   
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Fancourt J: Perfectly entitled --   

 

Mr Millinder: Made is just difficult to --    

 

Fancourt J: Mr Millinder, to make --   

 

Mr Millinder: Yeah, OK.   

 

Fancourt J: That submission to the Court of Appeal, asking for permission --   

 

Mr Millinder: Well, I am going to.   

 

Fancourt J: To appeal.  If they --   

 

Mr Millinder: The --   

 

Fancourt J: If they think it is arguable, they will give permission to appeal.   

 

Mr Millinder: (break in connection) failed in your duty?  Well --   

 

Fancourt J: Right, this --   

 

Mr Millinder: What I understand --   

 

Fancourt J: Is what I am saying to you.   

 

Mr Millinder: My Lord, it is for you.  You are the Judge.   

 

Fancourt J: Mr Ohrenstein --   

 

Mr Millinder: You are the Judge.   

 

Fancourt J: Is there anything else?   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Yes, yes, there, there are three things.   
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Fancourt J: Yes.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Firstly, we will deal with the, the adjourned hearing of the Extended Civil 

Restraint Order or General Civil Restraint Order as soon as the Court is, that is convenient 

for the Court.   

 

Fancourt J: As it --   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: If My Lord should list --   

 

Fancourt J: Happens, I, I was due to be doing something else on Wednesday next week, 

which has gone, so Wednesday is immediately a, a possibility for, for me, but it may not be 

convenient for everyone else.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: That is Wednesday the 11th.  I am, I am, I am certainly available on the 

11th.   

 

Fancourt J: Mr Millinder, do you wish to deal with the ECRO application --   

 

Mr Millinder: I --   

 

Fancourt J: On Wednesday next week?   

 

Mr Millinder: Sorry, I am, I just lost you for about ten seconds there.  It is just --   

 

Fancourt J: We --   

 

Mr Millinder: Very intermittent.   

 

Fancourt J: We were just saying that both of us can make next Wednesday, 11 November, 

to continue the hearing on the Civil Restraint Order if that is convenient for you.   
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Mr Millinder: Well, well, yeah, but there is nothing to consider in that respect, because you 

have not tried the arguments that go to the heart of it.  You have not even read the report.  

You have not even --   

 

Fancourt J: It is a matter for you --    

 

Mr Millinder: Read any of --   

 

Fancourt J: Mr Millinder.   

 

Mr Millinder: The witness statements.  You have failed in your duty.   

 

Fancourt J: I am --   

 

Mr Millinder: That is --   

 

Fancourt J: Suggesting --   

 

Mr Millinder: What you have done.   

 

Fancourt J: I am suggesting a further hearing at which, if you wish to, you, you can make 

submissions about whether there should or should not be a new Civil Restraint Order.  That 

is, it is up to you.   

 

Mr Millinder: Well, no, I think, I think what we need to do, well, firstly, I will take you up 

on that, but secondly you have not tried the issues pertaining to my application.  It is history 

repeating itself, and you are not acting lawfully.  The law states that the assignment is valid, 

and if you are changing that position, you are affronting the supremacy of the rule of law 

and you will be found in contempt of court --   

 

Fancourt J: All right, Mr Millinder --   

 

Mr Millinder: Because you are perverting --    

 

Fancourt J: I am not --   
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Mr Millinder: The course of justice.   

 

Fancourt J: Not asking for your commentary on my performance.   

 

Mr Millinder: Well, that is the facts.   

 

Fancourt J: Tell --   

 

Mr Millinder: The law --   

 

Fancourt J: Tell the --   

 

Mr Millinder: Cannot be --   

 

Fancourt J: Court of Appeal.   

 

Mr Millinder: Diminished.   

 

Fancourt J: So Wednesday the 11th at 10, 10.30?   

 

Mr Millinder: Fine, yeah.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Yes, My Lord.  The, the other, the other two matters, costs we can, we can 

either deal with today or at the hearing on, on Wednesday, and then the other point is that, 

whether you will find that the application of Mr Millinder of the 29th was entirely without 

merit.   

 

Fancourt J: Yes.  Costs, I, I think we should deal with today.  I will give some thoughts to 

whether that is totally without merit, and we will pick that up again first thing on Wednesday 

morning.  Costs, you, you ask for your costs of the application and resisting --   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: That is right.   

 

Fancourt J: Mr Millinder’s application.   
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Mr Ohrenstein: Yes.   

 

Fancourt J: Mr Millinder?   

 

Mr Millinder: Well, as I have said, their cause is dishonourable and founded by multiple 

frauds that you have not even looked at.  And how can you possibly allow these people to 

make gains founded by their own dishonour?  It is illegal and you are not acting 

constitutionally.  The fact of the matter is that this is not a fair trial.  The principles of natural 

justice have been violated and, furthermore, you have failed to consider the evidence on my 

side, and I have been disallowed the opportunity to present my case, looking at the issues in 

question.  Those issues need to be tried.  Until they are tried, there can be no order for costs, 

because the point I am making and the defence that I seek to advance is the fact that they 

cannot pursue any action in restitution, including costs, because their action is dishonourable.  

You do know about the doctrine of illegality.  You know its application in this civil court.  

So that is what I am saying.  There can be no order for costs, because their cause is illegal,  

they have committed fraud.   

 

Fancourt J: All right, thank you.  I will make an order that Mr Millinder must pay the Club’s 

--   

 

Mr Millinder: Well, you are breaking the law --   

 

Fancourt J: Costs of --   

 

Mr Millinder: Goodbye.  Goodbye, I am not listening to this any longer.  You are acting 

unconstitutionally, and I am going to deal with you in the criminal courts.  Goodbye.  Bye.  

I am not interested in --   

 

Fancourt J: Mr Millinder --   

 

Mr Millinder: Speaking with you.   

 

Fancourt J: Will pay the Club’s costs of the --   
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Mr Millinder: I am not paying the costs.   

 

Fancourt J: Application --   

 

Mr Millinder: I disagree.   

 

Fancourt J: For an injunction and his own application dated 28 October, on an indemnity 

basis.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Thank you.  There is a statement of costs in the bundle, at page, I think it 

is 1067 if the bundle is …   

 

Fancourt J: I am not, I am not going to summarily assess them now, because I am due in a 

--   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Thank you.   

 

Fancourt J: Meeting elsewhere at 4.30, I am afraid, so we will pick that up again on --   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Yeah.   

 

Fancourt J: On Wednesday --   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: On Wednesday, thank you.   

 

Fancourt J: At 10.30.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Thank you.   

 

Fancourt J: Thank you very much.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Good afternoon.   
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The Transcription Agency hereby certifies 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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Claim No: CR-2017-000140; CR-2017-008690; CR-2018-001137
IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE
BUSINESS AND PROPERTY COURTS OF ENGLAND AND WALES
INTERIM APPLICATIONS LIST (ChD)
IN THE MATTER OF THE INSOLVENCY ACT 1986
AND IN THE MATTER OF MIDDLESBROUGH FOOTBALL & ATHLETIC 
COMPANY (1986) LIMITED 
Before: the Hon Mr Justice Fancourt
6th November 2020

B E T W E E N:
MIDDLESBROUGH FOOTBALL & ATHLETIC COMPANY (1986) 

LIMITED
Applicant

AND
MR PAUL MILLINDER

Respondent

ORDER

PENAL NOTICE

To the Respondent, Paul Millinder:
This Order prohibits you from doing the acts set out in 
this Order.
If you, Mr Paul Millinder, disobey this Order you may be 
held to be in contempt of court and imprisoned, fined or 
your assets seized.

UPON the application of Middlesbrough Football & Athletic Company (1986) 
Limited (“the Company”) dated 22 October 2020 for an injunction restraining 
presentation of a winding up petition and other relief
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AND UPON interim injunctive relief being granted without notice by Order of Mann 
J dated 23 October 2020

AND UPON the Company’s application being adjourned to be heard further on 
notice to Mr Millinder

AND UPON the application of Mr Millinder dated 28 October 2020 (sealed on 29th 
October) to set aside orders of the Court made on 9 January 2017, 16 January 2017 
and 23 October 2020 and to strike out the Company’s application for an Extended 
or General Civil Restraint Order

AND UPON hearing Mr Ohrenstein of Counsel for the Company and Mr Millinder 
in person

IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED THAT:

1. Mr Millinder (whether by himself or by instructing or encouraging or permitting 
any other person) must not:

a) issue or present any Petition to this Court, or to any Court, for the winding 
up of the above-named Middlesbrough Football & Athletic Company (1986) 
Limited based on the Statutory Demand dated 5th October 2020 served on 
the Company by Mr Millinder;

b) issue or present any Petition to this Court, or to any Court, for the winding 
up of the above-named Middlesbrough Football & Athletic Company (1986) 
Limited based on any allegation relied on in the Statutory Demand dated 
5th October 2020, whether such allegation is encapsulated in a further 
Statutory Demand or not; or

c) without further order of the court serve any further Statutory Demand on 
Middlesbrough Football & Athletic Company (1986) Limited in respect of the 
same or substantially similar allegations as are relied on in the Statutory 
Demand dated 5th October 2020.  

2. The application of Mr Millinder dated 28 October 2020 (sealed on 29 October 
2020) is dismissed.  The application to set aside the orders dated 9 January 
2017 and 16 January 2017 was totally without merit.

3. Mr Millinder shall pay the Company’s costs of and in relation to the Company’s 
application for an injunction and of and in relation to Mr Millinder’s application, 
to be summarily assessed on the indemnity basis.

4. The hearing of the Company’s applications to extend the Extended Civil 
Restraint Order against Mr Millinder and/or for a new Civil Restraint Order and 
the summary assessment of the costs is adjourned to be heard at 10.30 am on 
Wednesday 11 November 2020.

5. Mr Millinder is refused permission to appeal.  A further application for permission 
to appeal may be made by issuing an appellant’s notice in the Civil Appeals 
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Office in the Royal Courts of Justice, Strand, London WC2A 2LL by no later than 
4pm on 27 November 2020.

6. This Order will be served by the Company on Mr Millinder.

Service of this Order
The court has provided sealed copies of this order to the serving party: Womble 
Bond Dickinson (UK) LLP, St Ann's Wharf, 112 Quayside, Newcastle upon Tyne, 
NE1 3DX, reference PRS2X/MID/0083.00015.

 

CASE FILE: Page 2071                   PDF: Page 832 of 994



 
 

Neutral Citation Number: [2020] EWHC 3159 (Ch)  
Case No: CR-2017-000140 

 
IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE 
BUSINESS AND PROPERTY COURTS OF ENGLAND AND WALES 
INSOLVENCY AND COMPANIES LIST (ChD) 
 
(Remote hearing via Microsoft Teams) 
 

Rolls Building 
7 Rolls Buildings 

Fetter Lane 
London 

EC4A 1NL 
 

Date of judgment: 6/11/2020 
 

Before: 
 

THE HON. MR JUSTICE FANCOURT 
 

 
Between: 

 
  MIDDLESBROUGH FOOTBALL & ATHLETIC 

COMPANY (1986) LIMITED 
Applicant 

  - and -   

  MR PAUL MILLINDER Respondent 
 
 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

 
Mr Dov Ohrenstein (counsel instructed by Womble Bond Dickinson LLP) appeared on 

behalf of the Applicant 
 

Mr Paul Millinder, the Respondent, appeared in person 
 

Hearing date: 6 November 2020 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Approved Judgment 
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MR JUSTICE FANCOURT:  
  
 
 
1. I have before me three applications.  The first is an application by the Applicant, 

Middlesbrough Football & Athletic Company (1986) Limited, which I will call “the 
Club” for convenience, issued on 22 October 2020 for an injunction restraining the 
Respondent, Mr Paul Millinder, from presenting a petition to wind up the club and also 
for a new Extended Civil Restraint Order (“ECRO”) to be made against Mr Millinder.  
The second is an application issued on 23 October 2020 by the Club for a new ECRO 
to be made.   
 

2. The third application was issued by Mr Millinder himself on 29 October 2020.  It is an 
application to set aside the order made by Mann J on 23 October 2020, on the ground 
that it was obtained by fraudulent non-disclosure, and to set aside the orders of 9 
January 2017 and 16 January 2017 on the basis that he had an indisputable debt.  The 
application also seeks to strike out the Club’s application for an ECRO, on the basis 
that their cause is said to be illegal.  Mr Millinder requested in his application a trial 
of those issues over a period of seven days, lasting 21 hours in total.   

 
3. In a helpful continuation sheet attached to his application, he set out the basis on which 

he seeks to have the ex parte order made by Mann J and the orders of 2017 that I have 
referred to set aside. Those are essentially grounds that he has previously advanced as 
to why (he says) there was serious non-disclosure of various matters to Arnold J on 9 
January 2017 and to Norris J on 16 January 2017.  He also submits, and I will come to 
this in a while, that there were important matters that were not disclosed to Mann J 
himself on 23 October when dealing with the Club’s ex parte application for injunctive 
relief.   

 
4. Mann J made an order for injunctive relief in the terms asked for over until the end of 

today, being the return date of that application, and he adjourned the application for a 
renewed Civil Restraint Order to be heard today too.   

 
5. I have heard submissions by Mr Dov Ohrenstein on behalf of the Club, and Mr 

Millinder in person.  Mr Millinder, albeit restricted in the amount of time available by 
virtue of the nature of this interim application hearing in the applications court, 
nevertheless made his points before me clearly and I understand the nature of his 
complaints.  This is not the first time that his complaints have been ventilated in the 
court.   

 
6. The first issue that I have to decide is whether the injunction granted by Mann J on 23 

October should be continued. As I have said, that is an injunction to restrain 
presentation of a petition to wind up the Club based on a statutory demand dated 5 
October 2020.  The amount claimed in the statutory demand is well over £1,000,000.  
The origin of the amount, which Mr Millinder confirmed in the hearing today, are sums 
of £200,000 and £330,000 arising from a dispute between the Club and Mr Millinder’s 
company Empowering Wind MFC Limited (“Empowering Wind”)  back in 2015.   
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7. The dispute was about whether Empowering Wind had failed to make payments due 
to the Club and whether the Club was entitled to terminate a lease of a wind turbine 
site next to the Club’s stadium and a power supply agreement that it had entered into 
with Empowering Wind.  The Club, at that time in August 2015, purported to terminate 
the supply agreement and forfeit the lease, and it has always been Empowering Wind’s 
and Mr Millinder’s case that it was not then entitled to do so.   

 
8. On that basis, Empowering Wind first and now Mr Millinder claim that they are 

entitled to a repayment of £200,000, which was the premium originally paid for the 
lease, together with £330,000 said to be consequential damages resulting from the 
termination of the lease and the electricity supply contract and, in addition to that, 
substantial sums for costs incurred at the time, and interest since then, which all go to 
make up the sum of over £1,000,000 in the statutory demand.   

 
9. The dispute between the Club and, initially, Empowering Wind, was ventilated in 2017 

in court, when a claimed assignee of Empowering Wind’s rights, Earth Energy LLC, 
itself presented a statutory demand to the Club, and the Club, at that time, sought 
similar injunctive relief restraining presentation of a winding up petition.  That was 
granted by Arnold J on 9 January 2017 on the basis that the underlying claim as to 
liability between the Club and Empowering Wind was known to be disputed and the 
validity of the assignment by Empowering Wind to Earth Energy was also disputed on 
genuine grounds.   

 
10. Allegations of non-disclosure of various matters to Arnold J have since been raised by 

Mr Millinder.   
 

11. There was then a further hearing, on 16 January 2017, when the injunction previously 
granted was continued by consent by an order of Norris J.   

 
12. About a year later, Earth Energy applied to set aside that Consent Order on the basis 

of alleged non-disclosure of material information.  Nugee J, on 5 February 2018, 
rejected the application to set aside the Consent Order.   

 
13. Notwithstanding that, there was then a further application by Earth Energy on 1 March 

2018 to seek to set aside the Consent Order and, indeed, Nugee J’s order too. By that 
time there had been a petition to wind up Earth Energy, and a proof of debt by the Club 
in the liquidation of Empowering Wind was admitted by the Companies Court in 
March 2018, at which time Earth Energy was itself wound up.   

 
14. On 7 June 2018, HHJ Pelling QC dismissed the application of 1 March 2018 to set 

aside the Consent Order and Nugee J’s order, and shortly after that Judge Pelling made 
an Extended Civil Restraint Order against Mr Millinder.   

 
15. Notwithstanding the Extended Civil Restraint Order, an application was heard by the 

Chancellor, Sir Geoffrey Vos, in 2019, reviewing all of the previous history that I have 
just recited but in more detail and, ultimately, addressing the validity of the Extended 
Civil Restraint Order made against Mr Millinder.  The Chancellor also reviewed the 
merits of the underlying arguments as to whether or not Empowering Wind was 
indebted to the Club or the Club was liable to Empowering Wind.   
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16. In a lengthy and detailed judgment, he held that it was simply too late for Mr Millinder 
to seek to challenge the validity of orders that had previously been made.  The 
Chancellor also held that the Club was clearly entitled to the injunction that Arnold J 
had granted, on the basis that at the very least the underlying liability alleged by Mr 
Millinder was a matter of genuine dispute, and therefore seeking to recover alleged 
debts by presentation of winding up petitions was an abuse of the process of the Court.   

 
17. Notwithstanding the Chancellor’s decision, Mr Millinder has continued to make 

various applications during the two year period of his Civil Restraint Order to seek to 
reopen various matters.  These attempts were comprehensively rejected by Nugee J in 
an order made on 18 June 2019.  One of the attempts made and rejected was an attempt 
by Mr Millinder to bring, in his own right, a claim for the debt or damages that were 
said to be owed by the Club.  Nugee J held that the allegations that Mr Millinder sought 
to rely upon could not at that stage be pursued.   

 
18. The position as it is before me today is in principle very simple because the statutory 

demand on which Mr Millinder relies is based upon the same underlying claimed debt 
or damages that Empowering Wind originally asserted and Earth Energy sought to rely 
upon in its statutory demand in 2017.   

 
19. The question I must decide is a straightforward one.  It is whether the amount claimed 

in the new statutory demand served by Mr Millinder in his own name is bona fide 
disputed on substantial grounds.  The Court considering whether or not to restrain 
presentation of a bankruptcy petition or a winding up petition does not decide the 
merits of the underlying dispute.  It only seeks to ascertain whether or not there is a 
genuine dispute. If there is, a petition is inappropriate as a means of resolving the 
dispute.  

 
20. Mr Ohrenstein, on behalf of the Club, submits that at three levels there is very clearly 

a genuine dispute, and at two of those levels the courts have previously held that there 
is a genuine dispute.  The first level is the validity of the forfeiture of the lease and the 
termination of the electricity supply agreement and who, as a result of that, was liable 
to whom.  Then, second, there is the validity of the assignment by Empowering Wind 
to Earth Energy.  And the third level, which is new, is the validity of an assignment, 
on which Mr Millinder relies, from Earth Energy to himself.   

 
21. What is now alleged is that there was an assignment on 18 March 2018 of the rights 

that Earth Energy had, which it derived from an assignment by Empowering Wind.  A 
deed purporting to show such an assignment has been produced in evidence, and at 
face value it appears to be an assignment by Earth Energy acting by Mr Millinder to 
himself personally.  The amount of the claim assigned by the deed was the same claim 
in relation to which Earth Energy had previously served its own statutory demand.   

 
22. However, the problem at that level for Mr Millinder is that the assignment by deed, if 

indeed it is such an assignment, was made after the date of the presentation of the 
petition to wind up Earth Energy.  The petition was presented on 12 February 2018, 
and the deed of assigned is dated 18 March 2018, so any such assignment, if it was 
made on that date, became void under Section 127 of the Insolvency Act 1986 upon 
the making of a winding up order against Earth Energy on that petition, which is what 
happened in due course.   
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23. It seems to me, therefore, that on any view there is a real dispute and a very real 

difficulty for Mr Millinder in having himself, personally, any valid claim based on 
Earth Energy’s rights.  Nugee J, in considering the validity of an intended new claim 
by Mr Millinder, considered that it had no reasonable prospects of success.   

 
24. I emphasise that it is not necessary for me to decide the merits of these issues.  All I 

need to decide is whether there is a genuine dispute on substantial grounds.  It seems 
to me to be impossible to escape the conclusion that there is a genuine dispute, 
whatever the right answer is.  There is a genuine dispute at all three of the levels that I 
have identified, and the dispute at levels 1 and 2 was well known to Mr Millinder, even 
if he personally considered that he and his companies had always been in the right on 
the underlying claim and on the assignment from Empowering Wind to Earth Energy.  
As a matter of law, to present a winding up petition to seek to recover a genuinely 
disputed debt is an abuse of the process of the Court (see a decision called Re a 
Company (No: 0012209 of 1991) [1992] 1 WLR 351, decided by Hoffmann J as he 
then was, and many, many decisions of this Court since then).   

 
25. For Mr Millinder to present a petition based on his statutory demand of 5 October 2020 

or based on any statutory demand that relies on the original claims of Empowering 
Wind or Earth Energy against the Club, would therefore in my judgment be an abuse 
of process.  I am satisfied that Mr Millinder intends, if he can, to present such a petition 
unless he is restrained from doing so.  The Club, therefore, in my judgment is entitled 
to an injunction in the terms sought and in the terms that Mann J granted on an interim 
basis, save that if no petition has in fact by now been presented to the Court, then 
paragraph (d), the fourth limb of the injunction sought, is unnecessary and should be 
excluded.   

 
26. I turn then to Mr Millinder’s own application to set aside the order of Mann J.  As will 

be apparent, it matters not ultimately whether Mann J’s order is now set aside, because 
I am satisfied that the Club is entitled to an injunction going forward from today to 
restrain an abuse of the court’s process.  But Mr Millinder argues that the position was 
materially non-disclosed or misrepresented by the Club when it appeared before Mann 
J.  I asked him to summarise his five headline points on non-disclosure, as a way of 
trying to identify the nature of the complaints that he is making.   

 
27. The complaints, as Mr Millinder explained to me, were first that the Club did not 

properly explain to Mann J that Mr Millinder contended that he was owed substantial 
money by the Club and that he did not owe the Club any money at all, and that there 
had been an unlawful forfeiture of Empowering Wind’s lease and unlawful termination 
of the electricity supply agreement; second, that the Club lied about the nature of the 
assignment by Empowering Wind and did not show to the judge the counterpart 
assignment; third, that there was withheld from the judge a report prepared by Mr 
Millinder himself dated 2 June 2018 showing a fraud or a series of frauds allegedly 
perpetrated by the Club and various other persons in the course of the insolvency 
proceedings; fourth, that he pointed out to the Club’s counsel after the order of Mann 
J was made and served that there had been a failure to draw this report to Mann J’s 
attention but still nothing was done to remedy the matter, and fifth that orders of Nugee 
J previously made and a transcript of a hearing before Judge Barber were not shown 
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to Mann J, which would have demonstrated that the Court had previously been misled 
by the Club.   
 

28. In my judgment, there is nothing in any of these allegations, so far as I can see.  It was 
squarely put before Mann J in Mr Ohrenstein’s skeleton argument that Mr Millinder 
disputed the position as between Empowering Wind and the Club so far as forfeiture 
of the lease and termination of the electricity supply agreement were concerned.  Of 
course, in the witness statement in support of the application, the Club’s own position 
was set out in its evidence, but I am quite satisfied that Mann J would have understood 
there was a dispute and that Mr Millinder considered that he was entitled to the monies 
claimed.  Indeed, the whole basis on which Mann J considered it appropriate to grant 
an injunction was that there was a genuine dispute about such matters.  He did not 
decide the issue one way or the other.  He did not have to decide who was right about 
it.   

 
29. As to Mr Millinder’s contention that the Club did not show Mann J various documents, 

it is accepted that a counterpart assignment was not shown to him, but again the 
disputed issue about the validity of the original assignment by Empowering Wind was 
sufficiently identified.  The Club was not trying to persuade Mann J that it was right 
on the issue and concealing contrary arguments.  It was simply attempting to show 
Mann J that there was a genuine dispute.  There was therefore no reason for it to 
conceal these matters and showing Mann J the document would have added nothing 
to the explanation that the Club disputed that there was a valid assignment (and indeed 
the Club could have said that the assignment had previously been held to have been of 
doubtful validity).   

 
30. It is true that Mr Millinder’s report of 2 June 2018 was not shown to Mann J either 

before or after he made his order and that the transcript of Judge Barber’s hearing was 
not referred to him and that the orders of Nugee J were not specifically referred to him, 
but, in my judgment, these matters were not sufficiently material to the narrow issue 
that Mann J had to decide.  Mann J was not deciding the rights and wrongs of the 
underlying dispute or even whether the Court had been misled on an earlier occasion.  
He was only concerned with the question of whether there was a genuine dispute about 
the amount of the debt claimed in the statutory demand.   

 
31. In those circumstances, I consider that there was no improper misleading of the Court 

nor was there material non-disclosure to the Court.   
 

32. Insofar as Mr Millinder’s application seeks to set aside the orders of 9 January 2017 
and 16 January 2017, this is, for all the reasons given by the Chancellor in his lengthy 
judgment, far too late - indeed even later now than it was in 2019 before the Chancellor 
- to seek to reopen those orders previously made. Mr Millinder has attempted to do 
that before and failed. He cannot seek to have yet another go in an interim application 
of this nature, and probably not at all, though I do not have to decide that point. I 
therefore dismiss Mr Millinder’s application.   

 
33. I have not dealt with the part of the Club’s application to make a new or extended Civil 

Restraint Order. I should say in full frankness to Mr Millinder that I can see 
considerable force in the application that is being made, given the long history of 
applications being made totally without merit and the previous ECRO that has recently 
expired.  However, it would be wrong today, given the shortness of time, to make such 
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an order without giving Mr Millinder the opportunity to address submissions on it.  He 
has so far only taken the time that was available to him to address the injunction and 
the setting aside application.  He has not yet addressed the Civil Restraint Order matter.  
I am willing to arrange at an early date for a resumed hearing of that matter so that, if 
he wishes, he can make submissions in that regard.   
 

(proceedings continue) 
 

34. I refuse the application for permission to appeal.  Mr Millinder appears to be 
mistakenly under the impression that my responsibility is to conduct an inquiry into 
everything that has happened in this case and to decide the substantive merits of the 
underlying dispute.  That is simply not right. I am hearing these applications as urgent 
interim applications in the applications court. The only matters that were before me 
are those that were raised in the applications which I have disposed of.  In my 
judgment, there are no grounds of appeal on which there is any reasonable prospect of 
succeeding on an appeal.   

 
 

This Transcript has been approved by the Judge. 
 

The Transcription Agency hereby certifies 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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Applicant’s address to which documents about this application should be sent

If applicable

Phone no.

Fax no.

DX no.

Ref no.

E-mail address

Postcode

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

Statement of Truth

(I believe) ( eves) that the facts stated in this section (and any continuation sheets) are true.

Signed Dated
Applicant(’s legal 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. Signatur ils

If necessary, please continue on a separate sheet.

Signed Dated
Applicant(’s legal representative’s)(’s litigation friend)

Position or office held
(if signing on behalf of firm or company)

✔

Witness statement dated 10/11/2020 (WITNESS_STATEMENT_P_MILLINDER_10_11_2020)

Application notice dated 28/10/2020 (the witness statements, skeletons and evidence that was all evaded 
by Fancourt who has perverted the course of justice) 

The exhibit referred to in my witness statement dated 10th November 2020. 

10th November 2020 

Paul Millinder

Intelligence UK International S.A 

Director

10th November 2020 

3rd Floor
277-281 Oxford Street
London  0207 866 2401

 0207 734 9021 

W 1 C 2 D L  CR-2017-000140 

pm@intelligenceuk.com 

✔
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In the High Court of Justice                                                                     CR-2017-000140  
Insolvency & Companies List        
___________________________________________________________________ 

N244 Continuation Sheet 
___________________________________________________________________ 

1. This is an application to set aside the order of 6th November 2020, 23rd

October 2020, the order of 9th January 2017 and 16th January 2017 on the
following grounds:

A. Fancourt has acted with malicious intent to prevent justice from being
served on the offenders by interfering with the due administration of justice
to prevent a trial to deal with the multitude of frauds and contemptuous
issues that he, by his own admission knew have never been tried.  Fancourt
was conflicted and failed to disclose his conflict, he was judicially
disqualified from the outset.

B. During the hearing, Fancourt expressed that he had not reviewed any single
part of the Claimant’s case, the written submissions, or the evidence that
was relied upon.  He sought only to take the word of Ohrenstein, who is
proven to have acted dishonestly, along with his instructing solicitors in
presenting an entirely false case. Fancourt evaded all evidence of
dishonesty on the part of the offenders and failed in his duty to act in the
public interest and prosecute what is yet another case of extreme dishonest
non-disclosure ex-parte, history repeating itself.

C. Fancourt sought to make an injunction that was founded by fraud in full
knowledge that the Claimant has an indisputable debt exceeding £1.1
million. Fancourt has sought to assist the offenders in defrauding the
Claimant and  by maliciously certifying the application to set aside the
orders of 9th January 2017 and 16th January 2017 aside as “totally without
merit” but without providing any reasoned judgment whatsoever. Fancourt
has knowingly compromised his impartiality and has acted with dishonest
intent to defraud the Claimant whilst perverting the course of justice.  As
such, the Claimant has issued an application for a warrant for his arrest for
the indictable offence he has committed and for criminal contempt of court
respective of section 1 of the Contempt of Court Act 1981.
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2

D. The order by Fancourt of 6th November 2020 is void as ultra vires and in any
event is unjust and illegal to prejudice the Claimant’s constitutional right to
recover an indisputable debt by means of the appropriate method in law
from which to do so. It must be set aside.

E. Fancourt’s judgment given orally and later written by the defendant,
Womble Bond Dickinson entirely lacks rationale.  There is solely the
admission that none of the evidence on which the Claimant relies or the
arguments advanced were considered, invalidating the order.

F. The Claimant reserves his constitutional right to be heard and to prosecute
the offenders accordingly for the multiple frauds they have committed
against me in conspiracy for a protracted period of time.   The conduct of
Fancourt during the premeditated hearing of 6th November 2020 is a
flagrant and deliberate breach of Article 6 of the Human Rights Act 1998.
The Claimant reserves his right to be heard and to have all of the arguments
that have, by Fancourt’s own admission, never been tried, tried by impartial
judge who is coming to the case with clean hands. That has never happened
to date.

G. Fancourt found that the matter in relation to the assignment has never been
tried, the Claimant proved that in law the assignment is valid and meets the
criteria of section 136(1) of the Law of Property Act 1925, both assignments
do, yet Fancourt attempted to rule to the contrary, whilst admitting he
never even considered any of the evidence or the Claimant's submissions.

H. Fancourt and his co-conspirators sought to rely on the petition presented by
the offenders, but without first establishing the indisputable fact that the
£25k petition is a nullity, it ceased to exist from the outset. It was
extinguished by the cross claim that Staunton then fraudulently
misrepresented.

I. The issue in relation to the order of 28th March 2018 being founded by
Staunton’s fraud by false representation respective of that cross claim and
the order of 21st March 2018 has also been concealed by the corrupt
judiciary.  That order was founded by fraud and same is proven to the
criminal standard of proof.    In this application, I seek to set-aside the order
that was founded by fraud and I seek a declaration that the petition is a
nullity on the grounds set out clearly in my witness statement supporting.
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J. I refer to my second affidavit (tab_10 of the bundle) that Fancourt also
evaded, along with each and every single piece of evidence and written
submission on which I seek to rely.    It is clearly material that the
defendants withheld those affidavits from the ex-parte hearing when same
is directly related to the case I seek to advance against them, namely that
all of the orders have been founded by a most serious and protracted
fraud upon the court, founded by their principal frauds of plenty.

K. I turn to page 2, paragraph 9 through to paragraph 66 of the affidavit.  It is
clearly material that none of my applications are without merit and all of
the submissions in this respect have been withheld, along with all of the
material information.

L. At page 12, paragraph 67 through to 69, I refer to “manifest mistake” and
at paragraph 69 I correctly define as:

“in complete disregard of case facts and the applicable rule or law as an 
indisputable error of judgment”. 

M. That is precisely what Fancourt has done here, he has deliberately evaded
each and every single law, the evidence and facts to assist the offenders in
defrauding me of my rightful assets whilst knowingly perverting the course
of justice.   Judges that pervert the course of justice, are not judges.

N. At paragraph 70, I refer to the principles of natural justice, which have been
entirely absent in these protracted rigged proceedings designed to assist
the offenders in using the Court to defraud.   The point I make is that all of
the orders in this case are void ab initio, they were founded by a fraud upon
the Court. I am asking for them to be set aside.
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O. I am being deprived the right to be heard and Fancourt seeks, acting 
entirely dishonestly, to deploy another false instrument ECRO to further 
conceal the frauds whilst misusing the Court.

P. Fancourt is disqualified from this case, he is conflicted but furthermore he 
has perverted the course of justice so I am asking you, Master of the Rolls, 
to recuse him and to hear my case, as it should have been heard nearly 3-
years ago when Jones circumvented by application that was “to be heard by 
a High Court Judge”

Q. I refer to tab_27 of my evidence with my application that Fancourt illegally 
disposed of without hearing any part of it.   Those are the applicable 
authorities. They apply equally to the £4.1 million fraudulent claim as they 
do the £25k non-existent petition that was extinguished by that cross claim. 
The significance of that is that my cross claim is proven and the offenders 
cannot rely on their own illegality to found an action in the civil courts, yet 
this Court has been acting illegally. 

R. Rule 14.25 of the Insolvency Rules does apply, but it has never been applied 
by this corrupted public authority that has consistently acted in an 
unconstitutional way, to assist the offenders in using insolvency legislation 
that is designed to recover assets for creditors, as the means of defrauding 
creditors.

S. My rights to a fair and unbiased trial and have been violated, I will not stand 
for it. I am honest, I know the law, I know this case and what all of it is 
about. I have proven it to the criminal standard of proof, now I demand 
remedy for the numerous wrongdoings.    It is the duty of this public 
authority and all officers under the Crown to act in a way that is compatible 
with both Convention Rights and our basic constitutional principles. Where 
there is wrongdoing, there must be restitution.

T. I request that these issues are now determined at trial and that the 
defendant’s applications for ECRO / GCRO are dismissed and that the 
hearing of 10.30AM tomorrow is vacated, or in the alternative, that the 
listing is used productively in a lawful way, to deal with everything in my 
application of 28th October 2020 that has been evaded.
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Wednesday 11 November 2020 

Mr Millinder: You have read my transcript, have you, Mr, my skeleton, Mr Ohrenstein, 

have you?  Is he playing conveniently -- 

Mr Ohrenstein: I am not going to engage in conversation with you, Mr Millinder.  I am 

going to -- 

Mr Millinder: Well you will do when you end up in -- 

Mr Ohrenstein: Say what I need to say to the judge. 

Mr Millinder: You will do when you are in Crown Court and that is all I can say because 

you are a liar and a cheat.  That is what you are.  The evidence proves it, a liar and a cheat 

and a colluder.  You have been perverting the course of justice.  You are going to prison.   

(pause) 

Mr Millinder: So, all of this funny business about evasion of evidence and everything else 

is finished.  Now it is game up.  We are going to get to the nitty-gritty of what all this is 

about, like it or lump it.  Nobody plays this game with me and then gets away with it.  

Enough, enough of your nonsense. 

(pause) 

Fancourt J: Steve, am I audible? 

Court Clerk: Yes, so, sorry, Sir, I muted myself.  I will just call the case.  This is an 

application hearing before Mr Justice Fancourt in the matter of Middlesbrough Football 

Athletic Club Company Ltd v Mr Millinder. 

Fancourt J: I will just mention two matters at the outset before we proceed further.  The 

first is that this being 11 November the court building where I am observes a two minutes’ 

silence at 11 o’clock and I propose therefore to observe that silence.  My, my clerk will mute 

the hearing for, for two minutes at 11 o’clock and then we will resume two, two minutes 
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later.  That is the first thing.  The second thing is that this is a hearing to deal with two 

matters.  First of all, the applications by the Club for a Civil Restraint Order against Mr 

Millinder.  I, I heard Mr Ohrenstein on those applications last Friday, I have read his further 

skeleton argument.  I do not know whether he wishes to add anything to, to that but I will, if 

he does I will hear him briefly then I will hear Mr Millinder in opposition to that application.  

The other matter that I am dealing with today is the summary assessment of costs and I will 

deal with that after we have finished the ECRO application.  Mr Ohrenstein, do you wish to 

say anything further in support of your application? 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Only just very briefly.  As the Court is aware the jurisdiction to make a 

Civil Restraint Order, whether an Extended Civil Restraint Order or a General Civil Restraint 

Order, arises in circumstances where there have been repeated claims or applications which 

are persistently without merit.  The Court can look at previous applications and claims where 

there has been no express finding of totally without merit, however, and, and the Court may 

take a view for example on the applications that were considered by Mr, Mr Justice Nugee.  

However, in the circumstances of this case I say that there is sufficient, there are sufficient 

findings of previous judges expressly recording that applications or claims have been 

persistently without merit.   

 

Now Mr Millinder may dispute that those judges came to the correct conclusions and he may 

be very keen to try to re-litigate those findings but in circumstances where those are findings 

that have been made and recorded on the face of various orders there is no need to go behind 

those judgments and I say it would actually be not just unnecessary but it would be wrong 

to go behind the judgments and to go down the path that Mr Millinder is, is, is clearly trying 

to take of reopening all the issues over the last few years and re-arguing about the 

circumstances of the forfeiture and the lease and so forth.   

 

His conduct over the last few days in the context of the mass of material that he has, that he 

has sent and the threats and so forth underline that this is not simply a gentleman who has in 

the past persistently made applications and claims which are totally without merit but it is 

quite clear that he has every intention of continuing with this behaviour.   

 

Mr Millinder: In the Crown Court. 
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Mr Ohrenstein: So, unless there is, so unless there is anything further that I can address at 

this stage I, I rely really on what has, what has already been said. 

Fancourt J: Thank you very much.  Well, Mr Millinder, I have received, amongst other 

things from you, since the last hearing a skeleton argument for this morning’s hearing, which 

I have read, thank you. 

Mr Millinder: You have read it, have you?  If you have read it, My Lord, why at 9.14 this 

morning did your clerk write back to me to ask me to send you individual copies of my 

exhibits that I sent you on Friday when if you turn, please, to page 2 of my skeleton, turn to 

page 2 of my skeleton.  I will just read out paragraph 3 there just so we are clear and we are 

putting this on the record: 

“During the last hearing the judge implied that he could not access my 

pdf evidence nor could he access my website when anyone anywhere 

can do both.” 

Right?  This was an excuse used to evade all of the evidence.  The fact of the matter is here 

that if we go down to paragraph 6.  Can you read paragraph 6, My Lord?   

Fancourt J: I have it in front of me. 

Mr Millinder: What does paragraph, what does paragraph 6 say?  Mr Lord, what does 

paragraph 6 at page 2 of my skeleton say? 

Fancourt J: If you wish to draw my attention to something in the skeleton -- 

Mr Millinder: Well, no, I am asking you.  You have read it so you know what it, what it 

says.  I will read it out for you, OK?  It says: 

“I am going to make this very clear.  I have separated from the pdf 

portfolio the loose-leaf table of exhibits across three pages.  I repeat 

the judge has received all of those exhibits individually by email so 

there can be no other possible rationale for spoliating my evidence to 

assist the offenders.” 
CASE FILE: Page 2088                   PDF: Page 849 of 994

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight



Page 5 of 44 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

H 

The loose-leaf index is the one here and if you just click on that, you have got it in front of 

you in your PC, you can be taken to it, anyone can and I know that all of the rest of the judges 

can.  The ones in the Magistrates’ Court can as well, so can you because you are on the same 

system.  So, why did you say that you could not access the links? 

Fancourt J: Mr Millinder -- 

Mr Millinder: I am asking you. 

Fancourt J: I am not here to answer these questions. 

Mr Millinder: I am asking you.  Well it is -- 

Fancourt J: I am here to listen to any submissions you wish to make. 

Mr Millinder: Well I am here to ask you questions because you, you have a duty -- 

Fancourt J: (inaudible) made against you. 

Mr Millinder: You have a duty, My Lord, you have a duty to act with integrity, with honesty 

in accordance with the Nolan Principles.  Now there has been a lot of deceit going on here.  

My evidence has been ignored.  You admitted that all of my evidence was ignored at the last 

hearing.  I made it absolutely clear to you that I was relying on the transcript and now 

mysteriously the transcript goes missing.  What a coincidence.   

Fancourt J: Mr Millinder, would you like me to assist you to -- 

Mr Millinder: Well I do not need any assistance. 

Fancourt J: Make submissions -- 

Mr Millinder: I do not need any assistance.  You know what, you have heard me in Court.  

I do not think I need any assistance.  My Lord, let us move on. 
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Fancourt J: Mr Millinder, can I just, can I just clarify one thing, Mr Millinder?  I have seen 

the application that you have issued seeking a hearing in front of the Master of the Rolls -- 

Mr Millinder: Yeah. 

Fancourt J: Which amongst other things invites him to recuse me -- 

Mr Millinder: Yes. 

Fancourt J: From any further hearing.  Are you making any application this morning that I 

should recuse myself? 

Mr Millinder: No, no, we are going to proceed.  You, you think it is appropriate for you to 

proceed on these matters so we are going to proceed. 

Fancourt J: You want to continue with the case, right. 

Mr Millinder: OK?  So, you, you -- 

Fancourt J: And, that that is -- 

Mr Millinder: You tell me that you have read your, my skeleton.  That is what you are 

saying categorically.  You have read it, yeah? 

Fancourt J: Yes, I have read it.  I read it this morning, Mr Millinder. 

Mr Millinder: OK.  So, therefore why at 9.14 this morning did your clerk specifically write 

to me to ask me to send the exhibits when it is very clear at page, at paragraph 2, sorry, page 

2 paragraph 6 that I made it abundantly clear in the first start of my skeleton that actually it 

was already provided to you on Friday and all you had to do was click on the link?   

Fancourt J: Mr Millinder, let me explain that to you. 

Mr Millinder: Please, yeah. 
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Fancourt J: The reason you received an email from my clerk was because I was reading 

your skeleton argument and I wished to be able to access any exhibits during the hearing that 

you wanted to draw my attention to and we do not access external websites from this court 

building where there is a potential security risk.  Your own witness statement says that: 

“The website is all tracked using sophisticated tracking -- 

Mr Millinder: Absolutely. 

Fancourt J: 

“So, I know who has read it and how long they have spent reading it.” 

Mr Millinder: Correct. 

Fancourt J: The way the Court operates is that evidence to be relied upon is filed on the CE 

file, the Court system. 

Mr Millinder: Which is what, My Lord? 

Fancourt J: Which is was not without -- 

Mr Millinder: You are saying it was not?  Hang on. 

Fancourt J: Without being able to access your own company’s website.  

Mr Millinder: No. 

Fancourt J: That, that the Court and judges do not do.  That is the reason why I asked for 

pdfs -- 

Mr Millinder: OK. 

Fancourt J: Of all of the exhibits this morning, OK? 
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Mr Millinder: Fine, I accept that but you already had them on Friday, so why would you 

ask for something that you already had and in addition the pdf portfolio of exhibits, which 

anyone could access, you could access it, was filed with my application on 28 October?   

Fancourt J: Mr Millinder, this is not assisting with the application. 

Mr Millinder: Well it is assisting because I want to know why you have ignored all my 

evidence.  You made an order but you ignored all my evidence.  Why did you make an order 

in absence of hearing the other side?  I am asking you, why?  You are meant to be the judge. 

Fancourt J: I am not sitting here answering your questions. 

Mr Millinder: Well you will answer it in the appropriate jurisdiction.  OK, we will move 

on.  We will move on.  OK, so here we go.  I shall turn to page 3 of my skeleton and we will 

just cut to the chase here.  We will turn down to paragraph 8, right: 

“I strongly object because it is the duty of the Court to ensure that the 

parties are on an even footing and it was Mr Brilliant undoubtedly 

under instruction of the judge who has ensured that the transcript on 

which I rely contains the fresh evidence of dishonesty of the part of 

Mr Ohrenstein when he knew that the statements he was making were 

lies.” 

I needed to rely on that because I am adducing fresh evidence in these proceedings in relation 

to Ohrenstein’s blatant outright dishonesty.  We need that transcript.  Nothing can really 

happen in absence of me being able to access the transcript which I am paying for on a 48-

hour turnaround that I requested at 6 o’clock on Saturday morning.  It is unacceptable.  There 

is no excuse for it.  We need the evidence.  It proves dishonesty on the, on the, against the 

other side and it is absolutely material to the rest of the dishonesty and Your Lordship will 

be aware of all of the dishonesty if you have read my skeleton.  We are not getting away 

from it.  This is serious fraud.  This is a conspiracy to defraud.  I do not make up stories.  I 

do not make up allegations unless I can prove the allegations and I can prove fraud, a 

conspiracy to the criminal standard of proof.   
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Now we all need to get with the programme, right?  So, let’s carry on, right?  Let’s just get 

to, cut to the chase here.  I turn to page 4 at paragraph 10, My Lord.  Paragraph 42 quoting 

from my witness statement: 

“I quote the finding from the last hearing.  It seems to me that the 

assignment from EWMFC to EE was never actually decided by a 

judge.” 

Do you not consider that is rather pertinent because I do know for a fact that the assignments, 

both of them, do indeed meet the criteria set out in Section 1361 of the Law of Property Act 

1925 and that cannot be diminished for any diminishment of that argument is not disagreeing 

with me it is affronting the supremacy of the rule of law itself that makes those assignments 

valid.  Therefore, on the, on 29 June 2015 the funds were assigned, all of the investments in 

the project were assigned, all of the investments, the £770,000, and these Defendants have 

known that all the way along and therefore they have known all the way along that I do not 

owe them 25 grand, I never have done.  Their petition was a nullity from the outset, right?  

That is what we need to focus on.   

These people have kidded you, they have misled the Court and they could get everyone in a 

whole lot of unbearable trouble because of their deceit.  Ohrenstein has known all of this.  

He has known it all the way through.  The man is just a liar.  He is a waste of space and a 

total and outright liar.  It is proven that Ohrenstein has lied to you, My Lord, at the last 

hearing because if you recall, and it was not long ago, I think we have all got very good 

memories, certainly Your Lordship, you know, I know that you are a very intelligent man, 

that is why you are a High Court judge.  We are all smart people.  We all know what this is 

all about.  We all know the law.  The position I am conveying is that Ohrenstein told you 

that the email that I had sent on 24 October was presented in the, in the bundle but he failed 

in his duty to disclose that.   

He also lied and told you that the 13 attachments in that email were also disclosed when he 

knew that they were not and the tracking report that I refer to, and you have obviously read 

through my skeleton so you know what I am referring to, proves that Womble Bond 

Dickinson read that email over ten times on ten separate occasions.  And all of that material 

is absolutely critical and pertinent to the case that they were advancing ex parte both for the 
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injunction and for the ECRO.  Therefore, the disclosure was intentional, premediated and 

material.   

 

These people are guilty of serious fraud.  They have conspired to defraud me of my assets 

under the façade of this Court using insolvency legislation, which is principally designed to 

recover assets for creditors of insolvent estates as the means of defrauding me, otherwise 

majority creditor of Empowering Wind MFC Ltd with otherwise over 90% of the requisite 

majority voting interest, of my assets by colluding with Hannon who owes me a fiduciary 

duty.  The purported Official Receiver of London I aptly describe as the Official Deceiver, 

who has colluded with these hoodlums to retain a £4,100,000 fraudulent claim that they have 

all known was fraudulent from the outset.  You, My Lord, know about Section 2 of the Fraud 

Act 2006 and the actus reus of the offence, well that is the offence that they have committed 

in conspiracy in fact on five separate counts.   

 

They have also committed the offence of fraud by failing to disclose information, a serious 

indictable offence, on four separate counts.  And we are sitting here arguing about an ECRO 

to cover all this up.  What are these people actually doing?  Are they absolutely mental?  Are 

they completely deranged?  Who are these people?  What are they, what has actually got into 

their minds?  What are they thinking of?  They have given false statements.  Anyone, you 

know, any, it does not take a rocket scientist, anyone with half an ounce of common sense 

could look at the terminology of the energy supply agreement.  No claim could be established 

because over £4,000,000 of the, of the claim that they sought was effectively sought pursuant 

to the energy supply agreement that required my full satisfaction of the connection 

agreement that they refused.   

 

But moreover Staunton himself admitted this on 9 January 2017 in the note of hearing ex 

parte, so therefore it is proven beyond doubt that the criminal standard of proof it was in fact 

Gill who made the claim who provided me with a copy of that note of hearing but they all 

knew that the claims that they were making were false and therefore the actus reus of the 

offence is complete.  They are all going to prison.  Anyone else that supports them in 

concealing this fraud is also going to prison.   

 

Now we will move on.  At paragraph 11 of page 4 that at least is one correct factual position 

but actually so is this from page 2 paragraph 9, out of the horse’s mouth from the judge 

himself: 
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“Issue estoppel applies in relation to the finding.  The substantive 

issues have never been tried.” 

 

I move onto paragraph 12.  The problem with this should in fact be rather obvious in so far 

as both findings are correct, therefore it is proven beyond doubt that the ECRO, the first one, 

is unlawful because none of my applications are without merit.  They cannot possibly be 

because none of the issues have ever been tried.  They have all evaded.  They have been 

evaded principally because of these hoodlums, these Defendants have been misleading the 

Court presenting a false case right the way throughout all of these proceedings, ex parte and 

otherwise.  They are liars.  They are cowards.  They are liars and they are wholly reliant on 

collusion and deceit to procure pecuniary interest by deception using the Court as the means 

to achieve injustice.   

 

My Lord, where there is wrongdoing, and these wrongdoings are absolutely prolific, there 

must be restitution.  And the point that I make is a very, very simple one and that is it is 

proven to the criminal standard of proof that I have never owed Middlesbrough a single 

penny and they unlawfully forfeited the lease.  The two issues that come to mind are the 

same two issues that they sought to conceal from the original ex parte hearing, the same as 

they have done in this one and that is that on 9 January 2017 they could not defend my 

statutory demand so they withheld the assignment and they failed to disclose in their duty of 

candour that they refused the connection, they breached the completed collateral contract 

rendering the project entirely useless, preventing me from performing on the rights granted 

under the lease in the first instance.   

 

One cannot rely on one’s own wrongdoing to found a restitution in this civil court.  The 

doctrine, as I am sure My Lordship knows, is the doctrine of illegality.  It applies in this case 

therefore their applications for an ECRO false instrument are totally without merit.  On that 

note I ask that you dispose of the ECRO applications first and foremost.  Now we will move 

onto the detail.  I am stickler for detail.  I am sure Your Lordship has now picked up on that 

fact.  You will see -- 

 

Fancourt J: Mr Millinder, before you move, you move on. 

 

Mr Millinder: Yeah. 
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Fancourt J: Could I invite you to address in particular two matters which I have to consider 

-- 

 

Mr Millinder: Yeah. 

 

Fancourt J: On the CRO application?  First of all, whether you have persistently issued 

claims or made applications which are totally without merit.  That, that to some extent is a 

matter of record in the sense that a number of previous judges have declared that various 

applications were totally without, without merit.   

 

Mr Millinder: But they have been acting illegally. 

 

Fancourt J: Well if that, if that is your -- 

 

Mr Millinder: And they are all being prosecuted. 

 

Fancourt J: Argument then I, I, I understand it but if there is anything else you want, want 

to say. 

 

Mr Millinder: There is a lot, there is a real lot that I want to say, My Lord. 

 

Fancourt J: Hear, hear me out, Mr Millinder. 

 

Mr Millinder: Yeah, yeah, sure, yeah. 

 

Fancourt J: I will let you continue.  If there is anything else you want to do to explain why 

you say you have not persistently issued applications which are totally without merit it will 

help me to understand on what basis -- 

 

Mr Millinder: Absolutely. 

 

Fancourt J: You can say it. 

 

Mr Millinder: Absolutely.   
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Fancourt J: The second, the second matter is if, if I come to the conclusion that you have 

issued persistently applications totally without merit then there is the question of whether, 

whether it is appropriate and necessary to, to make a Civil Restraint Order in order to protect 

the resources of the court system judiciary and to prevent unnecessary costs being incurred.  

So, that also I would welcome any, any arguments that you wish to advance. 

 

Mr Millinder: Well, yes, I think really my skeleton does say it all.  Everything that has gone 

on in this Court to date has been founded by fraud and collusion and the corrupt judiciary 

covering it all up to assist the offenders in evading justice.  That is precisely what has been 

going on.  But if you recall, My Lord, we talked about tab 13 of the index of evidence during 

the last hearing, first of all I am going to turn to page 3 of tab 13 and this is the law that is 

set in stone by the Superior Court here, Secretary of State Home Department 2016, the Court 

of Appeal judgment that I refer to.   

 

Fancourt J: Sorry, which, which tab are you going to, please? 

 

Mr Millinder: 13.  13. 

 

Fancourt J: 13, just a moment. 

 

Mr Millinder: Yeah. 

 

Fancourt J: Tab 13 is the letter to Pauline Drewitt. 

 

Mr Millinder: Miss Drewitt, yes.  Yeah, that’s correct.  So, if we turn there to page 3, please.  

Got it? 

 

Fancourt J: I have, yes. 

 

Mr Millinder: OK, thank you.  So, what I have done at paragraph 13 there I talk about the 

judgment from the Superior Court Wasif v Secretary of State Home Department [2016] 

where the Court of Appeal set out that inescapable checklist that it is inescapable when any 

judge is considering certifying any one application as totally without merit and I quote from 

paragraph 2 of that list: 
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“No judge should certify an application as totally without merit unless 

he or she is confident after careful consideration that the case is truly 

bound to fail.  He or she will have no doubt in mind the seriousness of 

the issue and the consequence of his decision in a particular case.” 

 

I move on to paragraph 14, note how the finding, finding refers to case truly bound to fail 

and not the application itself.  The point I make is at point 5: 

 

“Where a judge suspects that there may be a reasonably.” 

 

Oh sorry, it says: 

 

“May be an arguable claim even if the point in question has not been 

pleaded properly or at all then it should not be certified as totally 

without merit.” 

 

But I did plead it all properly.  It has just been all ignored, all deliberately evaded to assist 

the offenders in evading justice.  I continue to page 4 paragraph 15 and I state: 

 

“There is clearly an arguable claim in this case and that is of unlawful 

forfeiture of the lease that founded all of this litigation in the first 

place.  That unlawful forfeiture was founded by fraud.  The tort of 

fraudulent misrepresentation in contract law for which there must be 

restitution.  The further more serious frauds all came about because 

that initial fraud and dishonesty is at the heart of it all.  That fraud 

and dishonesty is what this judiciary has sought to evade.” 

 

And this brings me onto the next in the checklist, point 7: 

 

“Where a claim is certified as totally without merit then peculiar care 

must be taken to ensure that all the arguments raised in the grounds 

are properly addressed.” 
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That has not happened, not in one single application that these purported judges have 

certified as without merit, not anywhere in any application can you take me to any properly 

reasoned judgment that in any way shape or form covers any element of the preliminary 

considerations in my case.   

 

Fancourt J: Mr Millinder, I am sorry, I am going to ask you to pause for the, the two 

minutes’ silence, which starts in five seconds’ time.  Thank you. 

 

Mr Millinder: OK. 

 

(two minutes’ silence observed)  

 

Fancourt J: Yes, thank you very much.  Would you like to continue? 

 

Mr Millinder: Yeah, so we were at page 4 of tab 13 and I was just explaining the peculiar 

care that must be taken to ensure that all the arguments raised in the grounds are properly 

addressed and the fact that that has never been, that has never happened and separate reasons 

should be given for the certification.  So, that has never happened, right?  So, now we move 

on.  At paragraph 17 I define and I provide an analysis of the applications relied upon as 

being totally without merit.  Just before I go on with this particular submission, I will draw 

Your Lordship’s attention to the fact that this was amongst the plethora of material 

information that was withheld from the ex parte injunction hearing, which is absolutely 

pertinent to the advancement of their ECRO application.  It is material.  It contains my 

version of the case.  They knew it was material and they fraudulently withheld the evidence, 

all of the evidence that I later refer to in my skeleton.   

 

Anyway, let us cut to the chase.  Let us turn to where I have got under 17, the application 

that was determined by Snowdon J, right?  Now this was in fact the application to deal with 

the fact that Mr Briggs was conflicted and had no locus from which to have heard the 

application to rescind but actually there is more to it than that because the petition never 

even existed, so that one cannot possibly be without merit.  I need not harp on.  We have cut 

to the chase.  Let us now talk about the application to rescind.   

 

Briggs was conflicted because he met with Hannon on the evening of 22 November 2017 

after Briggs himself approved the confidential filings to do with the second of three 
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unwarranted demands with menaces originating from false instrument applications made by 

the Defendants, Middlesbrough Football Club, to Bristol County Court for a High Court writ 

in the sum of £555,000 when no such order of the Court existed.  Both of those High Court 

writ applications were certified as true by the lawyers acting for Middlesbrough Football 

Club when they blatantly knew that no money was owed to them whatsoever.  That is 

perjury, Section 5 of the Perjury Act 1911, an indictable offence for which it must be tried 

in the Crown Court by judge and jury.  That will happen.  I move on.   

 

So, the point I make is that the application to rescind Earth Energy Investments was 

frustrated because Briggs was perverting the course of justice to prevent his cohorts from 

being prosecuted, to prevent justice from being served when Briggs himself found during 

that rescission application that the assignment was valid and indeed he also found that the 

application was on foot, meaning the application of 21 March 2018 where Mr Justice Nugee 

himself listed the application of 1 March 2018 relating to setting aside the order of 16 January 

2017 originating the alleged 25 grand that never even existed in the first place for a hearing.   

 

What my point is here is the law must work in both ways, however in my case there was no 

petition debt.  There was no petition debt on the grounds that it was subject to challenge in 

any event but there was no petition debt because it was extinguished.  I do not owe these 

people a penny.  So, we move on.  So, so that cannot possibly be without merit because in 

fact it is proven beyond reasonable doubt.  It was adjourned to Pelling, so Pelling could be 

factored in to assist the offenders in evading justice.  That is what he did.  He evaded all of 

the evidence and maliciously certified applications as totally without merit without due cause 

or concern for the underlying merits of the case.  He was perverting the course of justice.  

He was effectively factored in by Briggs to do what he done.   

 

Right, so, so that application is not and cannot possibly be in any way shape or form 

determined as being totally without merit and yet that, that was one of the three applications 

that Pelling relied upon as being totally without merit.  It cannot possibly be.  So, therefore 

the ECRO that they have created, a false instrument, was dead.  He created himself false 

jurisdiction to make it knowing that he had no jurisdiction to do so.  So, I move on -- 

 

Fancourt J: But, Mr Millinder, you, you, you have applied to the Chancellor to set aside the 

CRO -- 
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Mr Millinder: And he is corrupt as well.  He is going to get it as well because he is also a 

Defendant in my prosecution who has perverted the course of justice.  I will come onto that.  

Let me finish, please, if you may. 

 

Fancourt J: You, you applied to the Chancellor to set aside the CRO. 

 

Mr Millinder: I do not care, he is corrupt. 

 

Fancourt J: He reviewed the matter and he declined to do so.  You cannot go behind the 

fact that he has -- 

 

Mr Millinder: Well yes you can because the man is corrupt and he has perverted the course 

of justice.  Yes, you can.  No order is allowed to stand if the order is founded by a fraud upon 

the Court and I will come on to proving that beyond reasonable doubt to the criminal standard 

of proof and I will explain how in this hearing because it is pertinent that we get all of the 

issues tried so that you, My Lord, can make a properly reasoned decision based upon the 

submissions that have been made before you.  That is your duty -- 

 

Fancourt J: Mr Millinder -- 

 

Mr Millinder: And you have to afford me that right -- 

 

Fancourt J: You have a misunderstanding of the, the nature of this -- 

 

Mr Millinder: No, I do not. 

 

Fancourt J: Application and the -- 

 

Mr Millinder: I am absolutely 100% clear. 

 

Fancourt J: I am not, not conducting an enquiry and a review into everything that has 

happened previously.  I am solely dealing with the application to make a Civil Restraint 

Order today. 
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Mr Millinder: Well, heartening news.  And this all is part of it because this is what you are 

basing it on.  So, you have to deal with all of the issues.  There is no way round it.  I know 

what you are up to.  I know what it is all about, right.  You are playing with the wrong people.  

You are only fooling yourselves really.  Anyway, so let me carry on, right?  So, the point I 

make -- 

 

Fancourt J: If you take 20 minutes to, to do this. 

 

Mr Millinder: No, you know full well -- 

 

Fancourt J: So, take the best bits. 

 

Mr Millinder: No, no, you know full well that I have the right to be heard. 

 

Fancourt J: 20 minutes, Mr Millinder. 

 

Mr Millinder: No way am I going to be heard in 20 minutes.  It is not going to happen.  You 

have read my skeleton.  There is no way that I can cover these pleadings in 20 minutes. 

 

Fancourt J: I have read it.  I have read it, right.  I have read it but it does not focus on the 

right issue for today. 

 

Mr Millinder: Well that, it does.  It focuses on all of the -- 

 

Fancourt J: (inaudible) the one I mentioned to you previously.  Now have you -- 

 

Mr Millinder: OK, well let, OK, if you want do that then, all right, let us turn to tab 28.  

Turn to tab 28, right?   

 

Fancourt J: Just give me a moment to get it up. 

 

Mr Millinder: Do not forget what I said in my emails because I am, I am a man of my word.  

I do what I say.  I know the law.  I know what all this is about.  Everyone responsible for 

this conspiracy are going to prison, just bear that in mind.   
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Fancourt J: I am not sure whether that is meant to intimidate me in some way, Mr -- 

 

Mr Millinder: Well, no, it is not meant to intimidate.  It is a fact.  That is a fact.  Everyone 

that has conspired to pervert the course of justice will be going to prison.  Nobody is above 

the supremacy of the rule of law.   

 

Fancourt J: Well we agree on that. 

 

Mr Millinder: Good, well at least we agree on one thing, My Lord.  So, have you got tab 

28? 

 

Fancourt J: I cannot find tab 28 in the exhibits to your, your emails.   

 

Mr Millinder: That is convenient, is it not?  Very convenient.   

 

Fancourt J: No, no, it is because it is not there. 

 

Mr Millinder: Well actually it is there because it is there -- 

 

Fancourt J: It is not in the emails. 

 

Mr Millinder: Well, OK, in the emails, the three emails that I sent to your clerk, bear with 

me. 

 

Fancourt J: Yeah. 

 

Mr Millinder: Oh Jesus.   

 

(pause) 

 

Mr Millinder: How do I maximise this screen?  The screen has gone small here.  OK, so I 

have got the index of exhibits, right?  And in the email that I sent over to your clerk I included 

the additional exhibits going up to tabs 38 in fact, right, but the one that I have got -- 
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Fancourt J: The last of the three emails has got tabs 23, 20, 24, 22, 21, 26, 25, 29, 31, 33, 

34 and 35 attached to it. 

 

Mr Millinder: OK, well you should have 28 as well.  Let me just get the email up here.  

This is a bit frustrating.  My apologies if I have actually made a legitimate error but I do not 

believe, in any event it is in -- 

 

Fancourt J: I think, I think the error may be mine.  It is just showing up in a different format 

for some reason. 

 

Mr Millinder: OK, yeah, it is an, it is actually an image rather than a pdf.  That is probably 

what it is, right. 

 

Fancourt J: Yeah. 

 

Mr Millinder: OK, so the point I am making here is that here on 12 November 2018 

Staunton has U-turned on the claims just like Middlesbrough Football Club U-turned on the 

connection.  If you look here at paragraph, sorry, paragraph 37 -- 

 

Fancourt J: Yes. 

 

Mr Millinder: In the highlighted bits here: 

 

“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 R’s claim for 25 grand under the Consent Order.” 

 

Which does not exist anyway.  So, he U-turned on the claims but he himself admitted in the 

ex parte note of hearing on 9 January 2017 that for the purpose of the energy supply 

agreement that is conditional upon my full satisfaction of the connection that they refused 

and the start date being the date that those conditions are satisfied, namely my full 

satisfaction of the connection agreement encompassing those three salient contracts that they 

withheld from the ex parte hearing and commissioning of the wind turbine, clearly the two 

go hand in hand, there is no agreement by me, i.e. entitlement to agreed output, to supply 
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them any energy whatsoever.  And furthermore, any invoicing and payment is also 

contractually prohibited.   

 

This is absolutely critical to my case because Staunton firstly admitted that the claims cannot 

be established on 9 January 2017 and then 24 days later the same Julian Gill who provided 

me with that ex parte hearing went and made the claim for £4,100,000.  That is a claim, a 

proof of debt, made against Empowering Wind MFC that Hannon has retained to defraud 

me of my democratic right as majority creditor to prevent me from calling a meeting to 

replace him knowing that I had engaged with another liquidator.  I wanted to call a meeting 

to get rid of Hannon because they were using the claim to defraud me and in full knowledge 

that the claim for unlawful forfeiture is proven.  They cannot defend it.  They could not 

defend it on 9 January, which is, ’17, which is why they withheld 172 pages of witness 

exhibit, which is undoubtedly the most serious and prolific case of material non-disclosure 

ex parte in the history of UK law.   

 

Who is covering it up?  I mean who are these people?  What do they think, who do they think 

they are dealing with?  I know what it is all about.  It is pathetic.  But the long and short of 

it here, so Staunton has then U-turned on the claims, right, and at paragraph 40 here, 

paragraph 40 of the same exhibit -- 

 

Fancourt J: I am with you. 

 

Mr Millinder: Here Staunton is saying the club’s sole solicitors were not under any 

obligation to inform me that the petition had been presented because the petition was made 

covertly.  Actually, it was made after 5 February 2018 when they all had in their possession 

the directions application I made to Nugee J in relation to their dishonesty during that 

hearing.  So, all of this is just total madness.  Anyone would know, and CPR Part 6 

determines that all, all, all petitions must be served but it was never served because it was 

all kept hush-hush because they all knew that the alleged 25 grand never even existed.  It, 

you know, I mean this is where we are going.  It is just, it is wholesale madness.  Nobody 

can condone it, you know.   

 

So, now we move onto the authorities that I quoted at tab 27, please, My Lord.  Tab 27, and 

this also is absolutely pertinent to the entire case in relation to the 25 grand non-existent 

petition debt as it is the £4,100,000 and all of the rest of the claims that they have been 
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bringing in insolvency proceedings, starting with the one that they used to wind up my 

company, Empowering Wind MFC Ltd, in the sum of £256,269.89, which Staunton 

presented when he knew that the claim was false.  So, £181,269.89 was sought pursuant to 

the energy supply agreement and the other part was sought pursuant to the lease where no 

payment was due until 15 September 2015.  That is when the first instalment was due.  So, 

the point I make here at tab 27, I quote, in Home v Colonial Insurance it was found: 

 

“It has long been established.” 

 

Sorry: 

 

“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 sought 

to be proved.” 

 

And then this is the most pertinent one underneath.  In Fraser ex parte Central Bank of 

London [1892] it was found by Lord Eldon that: 

 

“And the obligation is not negated even where the proof is based on a 

judgment.  Proof upon a judgment will not stand merely upon that if 

there is not a debt due in truth and reality for which the consideration 

must be looked into.  Can this judgment be treated as conclusive in 

bankruptcy because the debtor has unsuccessfully attempted to set it 

aside?  I think not and I cannot see how the matter is any more res 

judicata because there has been an unsuccessful appeal in this Court.” 

 

To this Court is the correct terminology.  So, what I am getting at here is a very critical 

position in that the claim was false but Jones, who has got a long affiliation with Staunton 

and Hannon, who was also not a High Court judge when the application of 15 November 

2017 sought to deal with all of these frauds collectively and at the first hearing Jones said, 

oh well, dishonesty has not been a matter because I cannot judge, actually when fraud is an 

issue dishonesty matters.  The correct test is the test that I have applied in Ivey v Genting 

Casinos, the new two stage test for dishonesty that I have applied in the prosecution against 

these hoodlums.   
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The point I make is that Hannon even had this admission from Staunton that the proof was 

false and he still retained it.  They are a joke.  They are a complete and utter joke.  They have 

conspired to defraud using insolvency as the vehicle to do so.  Fraud against creditors is an 

indictable offence punishable with up to 10 years’ imprisonment.  There is a range of 

indictable offences here but the point I make is that it is not res judicata for me to make an 

application for this Court to amend down pursuant to the rule of law, namely Rule 14.11 of 

the Insolvency Rules where the company does have a very substantial asset to amend down 

or remove the proof that is frustrating the insolvency accordingly.  

 

 Jones failed to act in accordance with the law.  That is not his problem, it is my, no, sorry, 

it is not my problem it is his because he is the one that is going to get dealt with for it and 

anyone else that acts in a similar way, rightfully, deserves to be dealt with because nobody 

is above the supremacy of the rule of law.  I know these laws.  Even by Vos’s own admission 

he says, you are no fool, Mr Millinder, you know this game as well as I do, and described 

me as an expert in insolvency law.  Well lo and behold I do actually know about insolvency 

law.  I know what all these laws mean.  I know their application and the fact is that there is 

an asset that is to be distributed as a dividend to creditors and Jones retained the £4,100,000 

fraudulent claim to assist the offenders in evading justice.   

 

But the point that I make here is, with the authority that I have just quoted, it is no, it is not 

res judicata for me to make another application to remove the fraudulent claim because Jones 

actually had no jurisdiction to hear any part of it in the first place.  The application was to 

be heard by a High Court judge.  Jones is not a High Court judge.  He knew he was acting 

without judicial standing and therefore his order is void ab initio but moreover the 

application itself sought to set aside that order, that, that proof of debt, the claim in 

insolvency that they have all known was false.  So, all of the orders by Jones were founded 

by fraud.  They ceased to exist from the outset.  He had no locus from which to have 

circumvented the applications.  That is the second of the applications that Pelling sought to 

rely upon in certifying as totally without merit when in fact in law it is proven beyond 

reasonable doubt.   

 

So, nobody can go anywhere with this because doing so would only affront the supremacy 

of the rule of law and anyone that deliberately affronts the supremacy of the rule of law will 

be found in criminal contempt and they will be dealt with accordingly.  So, you want to 

squash it all down to 20 minutes but there is no way, you know, which is why I requested a 
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21 hour trial to deal with all of the instances of fraud because we have not come anywhere 

near the quantum, you know, substantial amount of perjuries, false witness statements and 

all of the other instances of fraud, including the fraud on the part of Staunton during that 

hearing of the 28th where he deliberately and knowingly misled Judge Barber where I 

evidenced that exhibit, I evidenced the transcript where it is proven beyond doubt that 

Staunton had the premediated intent to mislead the judge in relation to the cross claim he has 

known about all the way along.  He did it.  It is on the transcript.  It is proven to the criminal 

standard of proof.  Nobody can hide that.   

 

It is there and Vos perverted the course of justice because all of that was before him and he 

deliberately evaded it because that is what people have been doing, siding with the offenders 

to prevent justice from being served on them.  And that, My Lord, does indeed meet the 

criterion that I set out in Section 1 of the Contempt of Court Act 1981.  He is in contempt of 

Court.  He has perverted the course of justice. But in the other submission that I need to 

make is that I made Vos well aware of Staunton’s dishonesty within his skeleton of 12 

November 2018 and Vos allowed him to retract and replace his skeleton minus the 

dishonesty.  That is why he is facing a prosecution.  That is why he is off to Crown Court 

with the rest of these hoodlums.   

 

Fancourt J: And me apparently.   

 

Mr Millinder: Well the choice is yours, My Lord.  I am giving you the opportunity to 

remedy this wrongdoing and act as an honourable and decent judge to apply and administer 

the law and to deal with the offenders appropriately because they have caused all of this.  I 

am a reasonable and honest man.  I act with integrity.  I know what I am doing and I am 

willing to deal with the offenders.  That is why we are here.  That is why I came to Court in 

the first place for a remedy for the absolute wrongdoings and the injustice that these people 

have inflicted upon me.  If the Court has not applied that then rightfully it needs to be dealt 

with.  I am here to deal with it.  That is why I came to Court in the first place.   

 

I am not a vexatious litigant.  I have got bigger and better things to get on with, with my time 

than all of this.  All I wanted to do is build a wind turbine.  To build a wind turbine we need 

a connection.  The point I am saying is I do not want to come into a battle with the judiciary.  

You people have been misled by the, these hoodlums and that is the result of all of this.  That 

is why it has happened.  That is why we are in this position.  That is why you yourself 
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admitted at the last hearing, you know, in fact 2 years 11 months and 21 days after I 

submitted the application to, that was circumvented by Jones that nothing has ever been tried.  

It is pathetic.  There is no excuse for it.  It is what it is.  It needs to be dealt with.  I am here 

to deal with it sensibly in a balanced and professional manner.  I am also, I appreciate people 

make mistakes and I am willing to take that into consideration but we need to deal with the 

issues. 

 

Fancourt J: Well as I said all I am dealing with is an application to make a Civil Restraint 

Order against you. 

 

Mr Millinder: Well it is dead.  Let us deal with it.  It is dead.  Get rid of it.  There are no 

applications without merit.  Nothing has been tried.  You have admitted that yourself.  You 

cannot go against your own finding.  So, therefore in accordance with what I have read out 

to you, namely the order of the, the judgment of the Superior Court setting out those points, 

you cannot find to the contrary.  You cannot go against a judgment of the Superior Court.  

You know what it is all about.  It is what it is. 

 

Fancourt J: All right. 

 

Mr Millinder: I mean there is a lot more that I need to get out really but I, I need the 

application to be dealt with that I have made to be heard by the Master of the Rolls to properly 

get to the heart of the fraud that -- 

 

Fancourt J: You are, you are -- 

 

Mr Millinder: These people have committed.   

 

Fancourt J: You are trying to achieve something different, Mr Millinder.  You are trying to 

achieve belatedly a trial of the underlying issues -- 

 

Mr Millinder: Well it is not belatedly. 

 

Fancourt J: And, and the allegations of fraud. 
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Mr Millinder: How can you say it is belated when in fact the Supreme Court judgment just 

recently that I sent you in the bundle of authorities, bear with me, you know the one that I 

am referring to, the one of 23 October this year, says that you can relitigate to prove fraud 

and in fact that particular one set aside the order from ten years prior.  So, we are not out 

beyond the statute of limitations here.  Nothing has been tried so why are you trying to limit 

my access to justice in this way when you full well know that nothing has been tried? 

 

Fancourt J: I am only dealing with the applications that are before me, Mr Millinder. 

 

Mr Millinder: Well, yeah, but nothing has been tried but -- 

 

Fancourt J: I heard the applications as the judge in the applications court last week, which 

is for urgent relatively short applications.  It is not a -- 

 

Mr Millinder: You cannot get to the nitty-gritty. 

 

Fancourt J: Forum for conducting a fraud trial.   

 

Mr Millinder: Well agreed, I mean but that is what I have applied for.  That was my 

application and that is what needs to happen, the one of the 28th.  There is all kinds of wide-

ranging issues in there that have not been tried in any way shape or form.  They do, we do 

need to get to the bottom of it, My Lord.  You know, it is only fair and in the interests of 

justice.  You people need to be punishing these Defendants because they, you have to be 

penal by nature in relation to any fraud by lawyers.  You owe a duty in the public interest to 

do that.  You owe a duty in the public interest to conduct a diligent standard of review in 

relation to the most serious nondisclosure at all these ex parte hearings.  We are not going to 

get that done in a few hours.  You know that as well as I do.  That is why I requested a, a 21 

hour trial.   

 

Fancourt J: Now coming, coming back to the ECRO application is there anything you want 

to add to what you have said.  I have understood what you have said about the unlawfulness 

of the underlying orders. 

 

Mr Millinder: You cannot, you cannot, well I, I go back really to the doctrine of illegality.  

These people cannot found a civil cause of action founded by their own illegality and 
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wrongdoings therefore they had no locus from which to have made the ECRO application.  

They had no locus to make it in the first place.  All they are trying to do is circumvent and 

prevent justice from being served on themselves and their cohorts.  That is what it is all 

about.  So, it would be contrary to the interests of justice to make the application knowing 

that all of the issues have not been dealt with.  So, we have got to deal with them and we will 

deal with them properly in a professional, calm and balanced way so that justice will be 

finally served.  I am not going to make any vexatious applications.  I am a sensible guy.  I 

know what all this is about.  I want to deal according to the law in the interests of justice to 

get the justice that I rightfully deserve for the wrongdoings.   

 

Fancourt J: I understand.  And I dealt last week with the application for an injunction to 

restrain presentation of a winding up petition and I dealt with your application to set aside 

the orders that were made on earlier occasions.  I have now got to deal with the application 

for a Civil Restraint Order.  I have listened to what you have said.  I have understood your 

point of view and your argument.  Is there anything else you want to say before I see whether 

Mr Ohrenstein wants to reply? 

 

Mr Millinder: Well other than the fact that you cannot make, lawfully you cannot make the 

ECRO against me because there are not applications that are without merit and that there are 

arguments that have more than a reasonable prospect of success.  In fact, the underlying 

arguments at the heart of it all were in fact proven beyond all reasonable doubt and I am 

correct in so far as stating the issue estoppel does apply to the findings in both the transcript 

and the order of 5 February 2018 by Mr Justice Nugee.  It does find that the claims were also 

false but nothing was actually done to further that when I did in fact ask Mr Justice Nugee 

to recuse Jones because he had no locus.  That was not done either.  Maybe it is because, 

you know, you guys are so busy that you have to deal with things in the interim applications 

court and you are under such pressure that you probably do not have chance to try all of the 

arguments.  Maybe that was the reason for the errors but there has been a miscarriage of 

justice.  There has been serious errors that we need to get to the bottom of.   

 

Fancourt J: Right, thank you very much.  Mr Ohrenstein, is there anything you want to add? 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Only very briefly.  What Mr Millinder is saying today is very much a repeat 

of arguments that he has put before the Court on previous occasions and it may assist the 

Court to see what, and I am sure, and I know the Court have already read it, what the 
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Chancellor said in his judgment, which is at page 155 of the bundle, when he was reviewing 

the previous ECRO because we seem to be facing a recycling of the same, the same 

arguments once more and everything that the Chancellor, most of what the Chancellor said 

on that occasion applies to Mr Millinder now.  The classic scenario of someone who receives 

judgments from the Courts but does not, does not take no for an answer.   

 

Fancourt J: Yes, sorry, what are you asking me to look at in the Chancellor’s -- 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: So, page 155 of the bundle. 

 

Fancourt J: I have it. 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: It is paragraph 136 to the end of the judgment.  It is only a page or so, page 

and a half. 

 

(pause) 

 

Fancourt J: Yes, I have read that. 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Thank you.  I am not sure there is anything more that I need to add at this 

stage.   

 

Fancourt J: I will give a short judgment in that case. 

 

(judgment given) 

 

Fancourt J: Right. 

 

Mr Millinder: My Lord, if I may when you are ready, please. 

 

Fancourt J: Yes, Mr Millinder. 

 

Mr Millinder: The problem that we have with all of this is that orders can be set aside if 

they are founded by fraud.  One nullity does not make right another and you yourself in the 

last hearing stated categorically that the assignment has never been tried and that the 
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substantive issues have never been tried but you yourself know in your heart of hearts having 

read my skeleton, which I am going to rely on in the Crown Court in prosecution because I 

do know the law, I do know what all of this is about, you are using the Extended Civil 

Restraining or the General Restraining Order to prevent me from my right of access to justice 

to conceal these blatant and outright frauds that are proven -- 

 

Fancourt J: Not to prevent it, to control it. 

 

Mr Millinder: Yes, you do because you know what Mr Justice Nugee has been doing.  But 

furthermore, you seek to rely on the order made by Mr Justice Murray but Mr Justice Murray 

never even tried the application.  What Mr Justice Murray actually did, and you must 

consider this, My Lord, with all due respect, right, what Mr Justice Murray did is he certified 

my application, which was actually a combined application for an order for disclosure of the 

proofs of debt that Hannon is under a legal duty to disclose but did not but also disclosure of 

the exhibit known as AH1 that I refer to at, in my bundle tab 26, the submission against 

Hannon that proves to the criminal standard of proof that Hannon is guilty of perjury and it 

is that that I wanted to advance in my committal application against them.  No committal 

application has ever been brought against them but yet it is proven that they are in criminal 

contempt of court, so, so therefore that cannot be relied upon because the application is not 

-- 

 

Fancourt J: Mr Millinder, it does not, it does not apply, it does not apply to criminal 

proceedings, it, it only frustrates you -- 

 

Mr Millinder: Well you are wrong. 

 

Fancourt J: From issuing High Court and County Court proceedings. 

 

Mr Millinder: No, no, with all due respect, if I may, practice direction 2(b) precludes the 

Master in law from making any order whatsoever in any case that affects one’s civil liberties.  

The stay is an order.  The law, the rule of law precludes the Master from making any order 

whatsoever.  That is the law and there are two issues therefore.  There is the practice direction 

2(b) and there is, if you may, if I may take you to it, practice direction 2(b) the rule on the 

High Court states that a Master is precluded from making any order in a case that affects 
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civil, one’s civil liberties and likewise, sorry, one’s freedom, and likewise precluded from 

anything that touches upon criminal proceedings.   

 

Fancourt J: Yes. 

 

Mr Millinder: So, the point I make -- 

 

Fancourt J: Because those are dealt with in the Magistrates’ Court and the Crown Court. 

 

Mr Millinder: Well, no, actually they are dealt with in the Queen’s Bench as well and the 

application I made was for -- 

 

Fancourt J: That is a different issue, Mr Millinder, let, just allow me to explain -- 

 

Mr Millinder: Yeah, sure. 

 

Fancourt J: The effect of the order in fairness to, to both sides.  It, it prevents you from 

issuing new proceedings or new applications in the High Court or the County Court without 

the permission of the judge.  To obtain permission you have to make a formal application 

for permission and issue it.  Not send an email to the judge’s clerk or the judge but -- 

 

Mr Millinder: No, no. 

 

Fancourt J: Issue an application.  Before you issue the application you have to serve it in 

draft on the Club first and give them seven days in which to send any comment they wish to 

send.  That is the process. 

 

Mr Millinder: Yeah, well we have been through the process before.  We know how it works. 

 

Fancourt J: It does, it does not in any way preclude the request to issue -- 

 

Mr Millinder: Of course it does. 

 

Fancourt J: Proceedings in the Magistrates’ Court or the Crown Court. 
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Mr Millinder: That is already in, that is already done.  As you know that has already been 

done. 

 

Fancourt J: Whether it is done or whether you wish to do it again.  What I am saying is a 

Civil Restraint Order, the clue is in the name, does not -- 

 

Mr Millinder: Money, my money. 

 

Fancourt J: Have any effect in relation to criminal proceedings. 

 

Mr Millinder: OK, I hear perfectly what are you saying there. 

 

Fancourt J: So far as civil proceedings are concerned -- 

 

Mr Millinder: Yeah. 

 

Fancourt J: Let me, let me try to assist.  I understand your underlying complaint and concern 

that orders some years ago were, were falsely made, that the only way you can now attempt 

to deal with that -- 

 

Mr Millinder: Appeal, yeah. 

 

Fancourt J: Is to make an, well either appeal, the Chancellor’s order is out of time, if you 

can get permission to bring an appeal out of time. 

 

Mr Millinder: Yeah. 

 

Fancourt J: Or to bring a new application but it would have to be on the basis of new 

evidential material -- 

 

Mr Millinder: Which we have done. 

 

Fancourt J: That was not available, could not have been available at an earlier stage. 

 

Mr Millinder: Which we have done. 
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Fancourt J: If you attempt to do that and a judge who is your dedicated judge for your CRO 

thinks there is something in it then they will give permission for it. 

 

Mr Millinder: OK, well the problem I have got with that, right, and I am not arguing with 

you I am just stating my case, which I am entitled to do, the problem I have with that is the 

application that came before the Chancellor sought to deal with the frauds but Lord Justice 

Vos never touched upon any of the frauds.  He evaded everything and focussed on making 

the Civil Restraining Order because the fact of the matter is that this is being used to conceal 

the multitude of indictable offences that I have pleaded succinctly before you today that you 

know about that you have had in writing before you.  So, all of the orders in this case have 

been founded by fraud because you yourself admitted nothing has ever been tried.  

Furthermore, you did in the last hearing, we have got note of it and I am going to refer to it 

in the appeal -- 

 

Fancourt J: There has never been a trial, indeed, there has never been a trial of the, the -- 

 

Mr Millinder: There has never been a trial, no. 

 

Fancourt J: The dispute. 

 

Mr Millinder: But, but the issues have never been tried and this is the problem.  So, where 

I am going with this, and in particular in relation to your own order with the application I 

have made to set aside, is that there is no money owed to the Defendants.  They have 

unlawfully forfeited the lease.  That is already proven and it is proven that the assignment is 

valid, so how can you possibly certify the application seeking to set aside my right to issue 

a statutory demand when the debt is already proven?  There are other grounds to set aside 

the orders because ultimately -- 

 

Fancourt J: I am not arguing with you now. 

 

Mr Millinder: Those orders -- 

 

Mr Millinder: I am not arguing with you. 
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Mr Millinder: Well, yeah, it is relevant, My Lord because they are preventing me from my 

right of recovery of an undisputed debt that cannot be disputed in any way shape or form.  

There has never been a petition against me.  The whole thing is invalid.  All of the underlying 

frauds have been evaded.  We cannot go on like this.  It is absolutely, it is an absolute 

injustice.  You know it is as well as I do. 

 

Fancourt J: Mr Millinder, I think I have gone as far as I can in trying to indicate to you in, 

in complete fairness the way in which a -- 

 

Mr Millinder: I understand that, no, no, I understand that. 

 

Fancourt J: Legitimate way might, might be advanced.   You have got -- 

 

Mr Millinder: OK, My Lord, can I ask you to be -- 

 

Fancourt J: We are not arguing the case now and we are not debating it further.  I have 

given my judgment.  I have dealt with the application and you must make -- 

 

Mr Millinder: Can you be the judge assigned -- 

 

Fancourt J: As you think fit. 

 

Mr Millinder: I do not need advice.  You know I do not need advice.  Can you be the judge 

assigned to the CR, the GCRO because ultimately Mr Justice Nugee is conflicted.  I would 

like you to be the judge. 

 

Fancourt J: Mr Justice Nugee is now Lord Justice Nugee, so he -- 

 

Mr Millinder: Well I know, so he is sitting in the Court of Appeal.  Let us get it right, he is 

sitting in the Court of Appeal ready to circumvent this appeal when it comes and that is why 

I have never appealed because we have a bunch of criminals pretending to be judges who 

have been perverting the course of justice because they are connected with the offenders.  

So, there is no justice, so all of this business is actually one big fraud upon the Court and 

everyone is going to end up getting locked up.  That is the reality of it. 

 
CASE FILE: Page 2117                   PDF: Page 878 of 994

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight

pmill
Highlight



 
 
 

Page 34 of 44 
 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

H 

 

Fancourt J: Let us, let us -- 

 

Mr Millinder: That is what -- 

 

Fancourt J: Move on, please.  We, we have dealt with the -- 

 

Mr Millinder: Well, no, nothing has been dealt with.  You know as well as I have nothing 

has been dealt with. 

 

Fancourt J: Mr Ohrenstein -- 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Yes. 

 

Fancourt J: Will you submit in due course a draft of the order that you say is appropriate?  

I will consider it and make -- 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Yes. 

 

Fancourt J: Make the order that I think -- 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: There, there -- 

 

Fancourt J: But it will be useful to have a draft. 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: There is, there is a draft, I will do a draft order, a freestanding order and -- 

 

Fancourt J: Yes. 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Then the GCRO would be the, would be on the, on the form and there is, I 

will send a blank form through but there is a draft of the form that that would need to be 

completed by the Court to allocate the correct judge -- 

 

Fancourt J: Yes. 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: For the supervision and so forth but I will deal with that. 
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Fancourt J: Yes. 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: That leaves the matter of costs.   

 

Fancourt J: Yes. 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: We seek the costs of the Civil Restraint Order application on an indemnity 

basis.   

 

Fancourt J: Yes, we have a -- 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: We have a, we have a schedule 11.83 and that is a combined schedule. 

 

Fancourt J: I have got a separate document that was emailed to my clerk.  Let us just check 

it is the same one.  Is it a grand total of £60,247? 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: That is, yes, that is the same document. 

 

Fancourt J: Right, and this is the costs of the ex parte application to Mr Justice Mann, the 

return date of that application, the applications for a CRO -- 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Yes. 

 

Fancourt J: And responding to Mr Millinder’s application to set aside. 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: That is, that is correct.  This covers the three hearings and, and, and the 

two applications, and dealing with Mr Millinder’s application, yes. 

 

Fancourt J: Right, can you help me with this first of all?  The office location of your 

instructing solicitors and the applicable guideline rates? 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: I will just check that. 

 

(pause) 
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Mr Ohrenstein: Sorry, bear with me a moment, I just want to check their address.  I cannot 

see it on the emails.   

 

(pause) 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Sorry, I am waiting for a message from my solicitors.  Hopefully they can 

hear and they can send me and confirm which office it is that applies.  I think everyone is 

working from home, so it is slightly artificial. 

 

Fancourt J: Yes, yes. 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: It might be in the -- 

 

Fancourt J: Is there -- 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: It might be on, on, it might be on Mr, it might be on Mr Stewart’s witness 

statement.  Let me see that.   

 

Fancourt J: Or a letter in the -- 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Newcastle.  Newcastle is -- 

 

Fancourt J: Newcastle. 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Is, yeah, I am looking at page A6, yes.  That is the address that is given. 

 

Fancourt J: Right, let us have a look at the, the bands.  Is it Newcastle City Centre or other 

Newcastle?  City Centre is two mile radius of St Nicholas’ Cathedral.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: I have not checked on Google Map, I -- 

 

Fancourt J: Let us assume it is City, City Centre.   

 

Mr Ohrenstein: I would assume so. 
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Fancourt J: I imagine a firm like your instructing solicitors would be City Centre. 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: I mean they are a national firm, so -- 

 

Fancourt J: Yes, indeed. 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: It is there. 

 

Fancourt J: So, the guideline rates, and my emphasis guideline. 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: The guidelines now I understand are, are woefully out of date. 

 

Fancourt J: Well I understand that but they are nevertheless a guideline. 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Yes, of course.   

 

Fancourt J: So, it is £201 for Grade A and £177 for Grade B, which are the only two that I 

think are material on your costs schedule, which is in the case of Grade A approximately a 

half of the rate that has been charged, in the case of Mr Stewart anyway.   

 

(pause) 

 

Fancourt J: If you are looking it is -- 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: My Lord -- 

 

Fancourt J: Page 1459 of the -- 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: 1459, thank you.  I was about to ask.  1459.   

 

Fancourt J: Go up to the top it is Band 1. 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Yes. 
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Fancourt J: Newcastle City Centre, amongst other places. 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: And so, I am looking … 

 

(pause) 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Yes, I am just, I am looking at the notes at the bottom of 1457, I mean 

clearly these are guidelines: 

 

“The rate to allow shall not be determined by reference to locality or 

postcode alone.” 

 

Fancourt J: Yes. 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: And I think these, these are rates which have been in place for ten years. 

 

Fancourt J: A starting point, no more than that. 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: A starting point, yes.   

 

Fancourt J: What, what do you, you say -- 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: And I would also be, because we are seeking indemnity costs because this 

is, this is a case which falls outside the norm, to use the, the phrase that is normally the test, 

far beyond, so it is only the rates that have been set in the schedule of the rates that my client 

is paying.  It is for the Court to assess what is reasonable clearly.   

 

Fancourt J: Now in terms of the costs that are claimed the other initial question I have is, 

how can you possibly justify 88 hours of work on preparing witness statements?  £26,000 

worth of work. 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Yes, that item, Item 2, has been, sorry, bear with me a moment, where, 

where it says dealing with the witness statement that is an umbrella term that in dealing with 

the witness statement as in dealing with the bundle and the documents and all matters 

associated with it.  That time for the, the bulk of it was by one of the more junior solicitors 
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and that has been broken, we should have a, there should be a breakdown of that.  Let me 

see if I can find it.  That was provided to you, because I did ask, let me see if I can find that.  

Yes, if, if, the costs schedule that was sent to you separately it -- 

 

Fancourt J: Yes. 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Deals with, sorry, it does not seem to be there, but that, but essentially, 

sorry, I thought there was a bit more of a breakdown on that but there is not, what that 

essentially dealt with and the bulk of the time was in collating the documents for the bundle, 

going through the history trying to find the relevant documents, putting them in some sort of 

framework order and when dealing with the documents that came from Mr Millinder and so 

forth, trying to avoid duplication and having a bundle that was ultimately only about 1,000, 

1,200 pages rather than one that was several times that length.  Although, it is put under the 

heading witness statement a lot of that is to do with the, the collation of documents, 

ultimately they did not go into the exhibit, it was thought more convenient rather than 

exhibiting 1,000 documents to have them referred to in the bundle, in the witness statement 

but outside the exhibit.  But that is where the bulk of the time was spent and the witness 

statement itself took time just go to through long history, multiple hearings over several 

years and so forth.  Although the witness statement is, deals with things in, in summary form 

it is, it was necessary to go through the history and work, and extract the, the relevant parts 

and that took a, a significant amount of time.   

 

Fancourt J: Is there an exhibit to the witness statement? 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: The witness statement does have an exhibit, yes. 

 

Fancourt J: Where is it? 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: The witness statement exhibit is, starts at page 21, page 20 is the coversheet 

to the exhibit. 

 

Fancourt J: And where is the exhibit itself? 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: The -- 
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Fancourt J: Oh, I see, it is all of what it is -- 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: It is what follows.  The exhibit then goes on to page -- 

 

Fancourt J: 233, is that right?  234? 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: I, it is hard to tell exactly.  I can see some numbering from it.  I know that 

documents that were originally exhibited in a draft were later extracted not to exhibit a 

witness statement to another witness statement and so forth, so it was -- 

 

Fancourt J: Yes. 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: But I, we can see certainly, certainly page 80, A80, is, is, is, oh no, that is 

Mr Millinder’s, I think it is, I think up to page 80 appears to be the exhibit because it exhibits 

the statutory demand and the documents that came with the statutory demand but then the 

approach was taken that previous court orders and so forth did not need to be part of an 

exhibit.  That would have I think just, just confused matters, so those were then extracted 

and not formally within the exhibit but they still had to be collated for the purposes of the 

witness statement and they are referred to.  And one of the features of this case is that the 

documentation has continually increased over the last few weeks and every time something 

has been put together further material has come from Mr Millinder.   

 

Fancourt J: Glancing through Mr Stewart’s witness statement it seems to me that the exhibit 

various pages of which are identified by him goes up to about page 230.  Page A231 for 

example referred to in paragraph -- 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Yes. 

 

Fancourt J: 51. 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: That does seem to -- 

 

Fancourt J: So, there is a reasonably substantial exhibit -- 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Yes, yes. 
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Fancourt J: Of material, I can see that.  Even so it is a heroic number of hours to spend 

preparing a relatively short witness statement and an exhibit.  Yes, well shall we see what 

Mr Millinder wants to say -- 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Yes, of course. 

 

Fancourt J: About the amount of costs?  Are you still there, Mr Millinder? 

 

Mr Millinder: Yes, My Lord.  I have listened to Mr Ohrenstein blabbering on about all of 

his fandangle ideas about witness statements and how much work they have done.  The fact 

of the matter is that there is no substance to anything that they have done whatsoever.  The 

fact of the matter is that all of their costs are founded by their own fraud and illegality.  Just 

because this has not been tried substantively it does not alleviate the fact that these people 

are prohibited from making any gains founded by their own dishonourable course and this 

Court cannot lawfully issue costs against me when they, when in knowledge that they have 

committed serious frauds against me.   

 

Furthermore, the costs are absolutely over-egged.  It is a joke.  There is no excuse for it.  You 

know, there is no, there is no reasonable explanation that they could possibly come to as to 

why the costs are so high.  They are just trying it on.  They are using the Court as the vehicle 

to defraud, pumping out all of these costs, which they have done all the way along, whilst 

they continue along being unpunished for the frauds that they have committed.  I mean look 

at Ohrenstein, let us be real here, you know, who is this bloke?  He sits here waffling on with 

all of this gibberish, what has he actually done?  He has submitted a less than one page 

skeleton.  They have not done anything.  They have never addressed any of my arguments 

that I have put forward.  They, they, they have just done nothing.   

 

They are just a bunch of clowns.  They are using the Court as a cash cow.  That is what they 

are doing.  There should be no order for costs.  What about all the time I have spent putting 

together all of this stuff against them?  What about my cross-claim that extinguishes all of 

theirs in the first place?  I do not owe them a penny.  They owe me millions.  You cannot 

order costs.  I do have a claim against them.  I do have a cross-claim and it extinguishes all 

their costs.  You cannot, you know, if they owe me 20 grand I am not going to pay them 

back a pound.  That is how it works.  It is dead, finished.   
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Fancourt J: Is there anything you want to say about the amounts of individual items of 

costs? 

 

Mr Millinder: Well it is all, it is all overinflated total nonsense.  That is what it is.  It is all 

overinflated.  You know, there is no other way around it, it is overinflated.  They are using 

the Court as the means to defraud.  That is it.  You know, the, the costs should not be 

awarded.  They cannot make gains founded by their own frauds.  You know that they have 

committed frauds, so how can you possibly issue them gains founded by their frauds?  Just 

because these orders have not been set aside it does not alleviate the fact that they are still 

guilty of fraud.  That is the position.  You cannot lawfully allow these people to make gains 

in the civil context founded by their own illegality.  You cannot do it.   

 

Fancourt J: In Civil Courts costs usually follow the outcome of the, the applications.   

 

Mr Millinder: Yeah, but -- 

 

Fancourt J: The applications that I have heard I have already decided last, last Friday that 

the Club should have its costs of those two applications.  It seems to me they should also 

have their costs of the Civil Restraint Order application because, only because they have 

succeeded on the application as, as brought, so the remaining question is about the amount 

of the costs. 

 

Mr Millinder: That does not alleviate the fact that their cause is dishonourable and in law 

the doctrine precludes them from founding any action in the Civil Court because it is all 

founded by their own illegality.  You cannot go against the law and that is what is happening 

here.  You are not, you are not acting in a lawful way unfortunately.  You are not acting in a 

constitutional and proper way, My Lord, and that is the problem.   

 

Fancourt J: You are asking me to assume that there is illegality when there has never been 

a trial and no illegality has been found. 

 

Mr Millinder: Well you, you and I -- 

 

Fancourt J: But it is not, it has to be proved and it has not been proved. 
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Mr Millinder: You have (inaudible) and you know what it is all about.  Well it is never 

going to be proved because you have refused my trial and you yourself has refused the right 

of access to justice, preventing justice from being served on them.  That is the reality of it.  

You yourself admitted, have admitted that nothing has been tried and then you prevent me 

from the right of a trial.  How does that work?  It is not rocket science.  It is outright 

(inaudible).  It is nonsense, absolute nonsense.  There is no use for it.  You are asking me to 

appeal but what is there to appeal when none of the issues have ever been tried?  It is all a 

big farce.  A big spin of legal trickery and deceit to prevent justice from being served on the 

offenders.  That is the reality of this position.  None of my applications are without merit.   

You can harp on till the cows come home but there is no legal validity here and I know it as 

well as you do.  So, it is just a nonsense.  Let us get with the programme.  Deal with it. 

 

(judgment given) 

 

Fancourt J: Is the, the Club presumably is VAT registered, so it can recover the VAT that 

it has to pay, Mr Ohrenstein? 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Yes, I believe this does not actually include VAT on the figures. 

 

Fancourt J: No, probably for that reason.  Very well, then the, the total amount is £45,000. 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Thank you. 

 

Fancourt J: Costs assessed in that amount.  Right, thank you very much. 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: Thank you. 

 

Fancourt J: That concludes the hearing.  Thank you very much. 
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The Transcription Agency hereby certifies 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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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 Mr Paul Millinder for the court to issue a warrant of arrest or in the alternative 

a summons against the proposed defendant. 

Applicant’s address:  C/O 3rd Floor, 277-281 Oxford Street, London, W1C 2DL 
Email address:           pm@intelligenceuk.com  
Phone:             0207 866 2401  

Alleged offence(s):  Fraud by abuse of position – S.4 of the Fraud Act 2006 and criminal contempt of 
court convened to prevent justice from being served on the principal offenders as in s.1 of the 
Contempt of Court Act 1981.  

Date(s) of alleged offence(s):   On 6th November 2020 between the hours of 2PM and 3.46PM 

Proposed defendant:  Timothy Miles Fancourt 

D.O.B:  30th August 1964  

Address:   Royal Courts of Justice, 7 Rolls Buildings, Holborn, London EC4A 1NL       

Email address (if known):   mrjustice.fancourt@ejudiciary.net 

Phone (if known):          07971 062109  

(1) Consent to prosecute

Do you need consent to prosecute?         Yes  No 

___________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

(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 

(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 

Tab_E5: Pages 142 - 147
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(4) Details of the alleged offence(s)

On 6th November 2020, Fancourt, in his role as a Chancery High Court Judge, sitting in the Insolvency 
& Companies Court at 7 Rolls Building, Fetter Lane, London, EC4A 1NL fraudulently abused his 
position with deliberate and pre-meditated intent to assist the principal offenders, Middlesbrough 
Football & Athletic Company (1986) Ltd (“MFC”) and their conspirators in defrauding the applicant.  

Fancourt acted in a deliberate and pre-meditated way to breach his judicial oath, acting with ill-will, 
contrary to the law, to assist the offenders in using the corrupted, unconstitutional Court as the vehicle 
from which to defraud the Applicant in the sum exceeding £50,000 in costs he awarded to MFC and in 
causing a loss to the Applicant exceeding £1.17 million when he knew that the Applicant’s claim within 
the statutory demand cannot be defended.    

Fancourt acted in a way in which he knew and was made aware by the Applicant would interfere with 
the proper administration of justice to prevent justice from being served on MFC and their conspirators 
constituting criminal contempt of Court as in; 

Section 1 of the Contempt of Court Act 1981: 

The strict liability rule. 
In this Act “the strict liability rule” means the rule of law whereby conduct may be treated as a 
contempt of court as tending to interfere with the course of justice in particular legal proceedings 
regardless of intent to do so. 

Section 4 of the Fraud Act 2006:   

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.

Fancourt, as a Judge occupies a fiduciary role wherein he expected to safeguard the financial 
interests of another and is to act according to his judicial oath to administer justice fairly and impartially 
according to the law.    

Fancourt knowingly and intentionally prevented justice from being served on the offenders by 
deliberately evading the Applicant’s written submissions whilst disallowing the Applicant the right to a 
fair trial.    Fancourt knowingly evaded all of the evidence presented by the Applicant and even when 
made aware of the multitude of criminal offences committed by Middlesbrough FC and their 
conspirators, Fancourt continued with the pre-meditated intent to prevent justice from being served on 
them when he knew his actions would have tendency to interfere with the proper administration of 
justice.    

Fancourt made the admission that he had not read any of the Applicant’s material nor any of the 
evidence relied upon yet made a decision, acting without jurisdiction to do so.  
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Fancourt is under a fiduciary duty to act impartially and yet he admitted during the 2.5 hour hearing 
that he had only read the Defendant’s bundle and made the admission that he had not read any part of 
the evidence on which the Applicant sought to have relied.      

Fancourt was made aware of a report referred to as tab_07 and made the admission he had not 
considered any of the evidence when it was his duty to do so.    Fancourt continued irrespectively, in 
full knowledge that MFC and their cohorts has committed indictable offences, to assist the offenders in 
evading justice, acting in a malicious way, preventing the Applicant from a fair and unbiased hearing, 
evading all of the evidence, to interfere with the proper administration of justice.  

Criminal contempt of Court 

Criminal contempt is conduct which goes beyond mere non-compliance with a court order and 
involves a serious interference with the administration of justice - Director of the Serious Fraud Office v 
B [2014] A.C. 1246. The general description of the nature of criminal contempt in Robertson and 
Gough [2007] HCJAC 63 is; 

“conduct that denotes wilful defiance of, or disrespect towards the court, or that wilfully challenges or 
affronts the authority of the court or the supremacy of the law itself”. In short, it is behaviour which so 
threatens the administration of justice that it requires punishment from a public point of view. 

Fancourt made the deliberate and pre-meditated attempt to assist the offenders in defrauding the 
Applicant when he knew and when it is proven beyond reasonable doubt that there is a valid 
assignment of the abortive costs meeting the criteria of section 136(1) of the Law of Property Act 
1925.    The Applicant had explained as a forewarning to Fancourt that any deviation away from this 
proven fact affronts the supremacy of the rule of law itself, yet Fancourt continued irrespectively, 
assisting the offenders in defrauding the Applicant by undermining the law that proves that the 
assignment is a valid legal instrument.  

Fancourt also established that issue estoppel applies to the finding that Middlesbrough FC unlawfully 
forfeited the Lease, originating the Applicant’s abortive costs, being the sum of the demand referred to 
in the bundle exceeding £1.17 million.  Fancourt continued acting with premeditated intent to defraud 
the Applicant of those funds that were recoverable by statutory demand.  

It is established that Fancourt has a pre-existing relationship with Thomas Ulick Staunton and 
Christopher Nugee, the defendants of the Applicant’s prosecution for conspiracy to defraud.   Fancourt 
socialises with these individuals, whom he resides close to in Islington.    

Fancourt knew he was conflicted and yet he failed to disclose his conflict. He was operating non-
judicially knowing he had no jurisdiction to it.    
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(5) Summary of the circumstances

The summary of circumstances are highlighted concisely in section 4, above.   It is necessary for the Applicant to 
refer to the doctrine of judicial immunity that does not apply in cases where a judge has broken the law, acting 
with ill-will or where a judge has acted with premeditated intent to interfere with the proper administration of 
justice, nor likewise, as applies here, where Fancourt was acting under orders to assist the offenders in evading 
justice whilst hearing a case in which he knew he had a conflict of interest.  

The Applicant refers to Sirros v Moore 1974, highlighting and quoting the applicable passages from that 
judgment accordingly:  

LORD DENNING CITED THAT: 

‘Ever since the year 1613, if not before, it has been accepted in our law that no action is maintainable 
against a judge for anything said or done by him in the exercise of a jurisdiction which belongs to him. 
The words which he speaks are protected by an absolute privilege. The orders which he gives, and 
the sentences which he imposes, cannot be made the subject of civil proceedings against him. No 
matter that the judge was under some gross error or ignorance, or was actuated by envy, hatred and 
malice, and all uncharitableness, he is not liable to an action. The remedy of the party aggrieved is to 
appeal to a Court of Appeal or to apply for habeas corpus, or a writ of error or certiorari, or to take 
some such step to reverse his ruling.  

Of course, if the judge has accepted bribes or been in the least degree corrupt, or has perverted the 
course of justice, he can be punished in the criminal courts. That apart, however, a judge is not liable 
to an action for damages. The reason is not because the judge has any privilege to make mistakes or 
to do wrong. It is so that he should be able to do his duty with complete independence and free from 
fear . . These words apply not only to the judges of the superior courts, but to judges of all ranks, high 
or low.’ However the doctrine of judicial immunity does not apply: ‘if it be shown that [a judge] was not 
acting judicially, knowing that he had no jurisdiction to do it.’ 

Fancourt knew he was conflicted, it is indisputable that he knew he had a personal relationship with 
the defendants in this case, namely, Nugee, Staunton and Ohrenstein.    

The Applicant refers further to my detailed statement accompanying this application dated 10th 
November 2020 setting out the detailed summary of circumstances and referring to the 
comprehensive evidence and indexes of exhibits with this application and with the application for trial 
that Fancourt disposed of to prevent justice being served on the offenders.  
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(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.

The Applicant conducted a search of the electoral records and found that the defendant is de-
registered and no other public searches yielded his address.  

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. 

(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:  9th November 2020 

1462036
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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:]]1 

 
 
 
 
[The proposed defendant gave me additional information [the essence of which was:]]2 
 
 
 
 
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]3 

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: …………………………. 

 
 

 
1 Include a brief summary of any information unless it is recorded elsewhere. 
2 Include a brief summary of any information unless it is recorded elsewhere. 
3 Complete only if the application includes an application for the issue of a warrant. CASE FILE: Page 2134                   PDF: Page 895 of 994
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE                                                           CR-2017-000140 

INSOLVENCY & COMPANIES LIST 
___________________________________________________________________ 

IN THE MATTER OF THE INSOLVENCY ACT 1986 AND IN THE MATTER OF MIDDLESBROUGH 
FOOTBALL & ATHLETIC COMPANY (1986) LTD  

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 
 

MIDDLESBROUGH FOOTBALL & ATHLETIC COMPANY (1986) LTD 
(First Defendant)  

 
GIBSON O’ NEILL COMPANY LTD  

                (Second Defendant) & others named in the Claimant’s first affidavit dated 5th August 
2020  

 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Witness Statement of Mr Paul Millinder dated 10th November 2020  
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

1. I, Mr Paul Millinder, an energy infrastructure developer, investor and private intelligence 

expert specialising in domestic anti-corruption operations, do say as follows: 

 

2. To the best of my knowledge and belief the facts and information on which I seek to rely in 

this statement and in the continuation sheets, appendices and related statements and 

submissions made by me are true and accurate.   

 
3. All of the information contained in my index of exhibits with this application shall be 

available at trial.     

 
4. This statement is made in support of my application to recuse Fancourt J and to set aside 

the order of 6th November 2020 because Fancourt has perverted the course of justice.  

Tab_E6: Pages 148 - 175
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5. This statement is also my statement pursuant to section 9 of the Criminal Justice Act 1967 in 

support of a warrant of arrest against Fancourt and Ohrenstein.  

 
6. I refer to my PDF Portfolio of exhibits with this statement:  EX-PM-08-11-2020 containing 

the exhibits on which I seek to rely and along with all of the evidence within my application 

of 28th October 2020 that Fancourt illegally disposed of after twice making the admission 

he had not reviewed any of my evidence whatsoever.     

 

APPLICATION FOR RECUSAL & TO SET ASIDE THE ORDER OF 6TH NOVEMBER 2020:  

7. Fancourt deliberately failed in his duty to act impartially, the hearing was pre-determined 

and by his own admission, he never reviewed a single part of the Applicant’s evidence, nor 

statements referring to the comprehensive evidence I cited in those statements.     Fancourt 

deliberately evaded the evidence to provide dishonest and unjust assistance to the 

offenders.    

 
8. My application of 28th October 2020 requested a fraud trial to have tried all of the issues 

that have never been tried.  I requested a trial over for 21 hours.   Fancourt acted illegally, 

seeking to dispose of the application to prevent justice from being served on the offenders, 

working for them in continuing the pattern of fraud and deceit, by failing to try any of the 

issues,  disposing of the application that required at least 21 hours to hear, without even 

reading any single part of my case and evading all of the evidence.   He did so knowing his 

actions would blatantly interfere with the proper administration of justice.   The hearing 

was entirely and most obviously predetermined to assist the offenders in evading justice. 

Fancourt has been colluding with Womble Bond Dickinson and Ohrenstein.   

 
9. I refer to tab_02D of my PDF portfolio.  The detailed email sent to Ohrenstein, Fancourt and 

Womble Bond Dickinson contains substantive detail from the hearing of 6th November 

2020.   I have 3 witnesses who attended the hearing and made detailed notes accordingly 

who have offered to give evidence at trial.    At page 1 paragraph 1,  it was recited from 

Fancourt himself that “The substantive issues have never been tried”. 

CASE FILE: Page 2136                   PDF: Page 897 of 994

https://intelligenceuk.com/FANCOURT_OTHERS/EX-PM-08-11-2020.pdf
https://intelligenceuk.com/FANCOURT_OTHERS/Tab_02D---EXHIBIT_EMAIL_B_GOODMAN_07_11_2020_INTEL.pdf


3 
 

 
10. Nothing was tried whatsoever all the way through these protracted proceedings that have 

been predetermined to interfere with the proper administration of justice, to evade all my 

evidence of fraud, indictable offences and breaches of the law and to provide impunity to 

the offenders whilst assisting them in effectually using the court as a “cash cow” to further 

compound the multitude of serious fraud offences committed in conspiracy.     The hearing 

of 6th November 2020 was a repetition of precisely the same acts of corruption.  Fancourt 

focused only on assisting the offenders.  

 
11. At paragraph 2 of page 1, the other salient issue is referred to, where Vos, the defendant in 

an ongoing criminal prosecution who has also acted with ill-will to prevent justice from 

being served on the offenders cited that it is “too late for Mr Millinder to raise issues now” 

when all of the issues that were raised have been deliberately evaded to prevent justice 

being served.  By Fancourt’s own oral admission, nothing has actually been tried.  

 
12. At paragraph 3, the recent judgement in Takhar v Gracefield Developments 2020 was cited. 

A judgment in that case that was founded by fraud was set aside 10-years form the date it 

had been made.   This was based on the original Supreme Court judgement, Takhar v 

Gracefield Developments Ltd & Ors [2019] UKSC 13, where the Court held that a claimant 

could bring an action to set aside an earlier judgment, which was alleged to have been 

obtained by fraud.   In the present case, all of the judgments have been obtained by and 

founded upon fraud, yet in this case, by admission of both Vos and Fancourt, the 

substantive issues that “go to the heart” of all of my applications and indeed the claim, have 

never been tried.    The originating unlawful forfeiture occurred on 19th August 2015, we are 

not beyond the statute of limitations but furthermore, the claim that I issued, which is 

founded by unlawful forfeiture, was issued on 1st November 2018 and has never been tried.   

Arnold, a fellow member of this criminal racketeering enterprise operating at the heart of 

our justice system was the judge allocated by Pelling to the false instrument ECRO used to 

prevent justice being served on the offenders.    Arnold, following the strategy of his fellow 

conspirators, consistently certified all applications I made as “totally without merit” without 

considering a single part of them whatsoever.    
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13. Fancourt has done precisely the same here, but Fancourt knew that all of the orders have 

been founded by fraud, which is why he made the conscious and premeditated decision to 

interfere with the proper administration of justice.  Fancourt made the admission he had 

not read a single part of the evidence on which I sought to have relied.   

  

14. None of the issues which go to the heart of my application of 28th October 2020 were tried 

and yet Fancourt, following the same pattern as the rest of the corrupt judiciary, certified 

my application to set aside two orders that are founded by fraud as “totally without merit” 

whilst at the same time dismissing the application for trial in full knowledge that the issues 

in that application have never even been tried.    Undoubtedly Fancourt knew his actions 

would interfere with the proper administration of justice and that is why he has behaved in 

this way.      

 
15. The judicial oath is a prerequisite duty of all officers under the Crown to uphold and 

maintain.  In this case, Fancourt has acted illegally, contrary to the law, with favour and ill-

will.  Fancourt is therefore disqualified as a judge and has no standing in law to continue in 

his role.  The constitutional oaths were established by the good and honourable law makers 

of the United Kingdom to protect the public from the lawlessness and tyranny I have 

encountered throughout these protracted, malicious proceedings that have been 

engineered by the corrupt judiciary to defraud me of my rightful assets whilst preventing 

justice from being served on the offenders.   All of the purproted judges responsible have 

flagrantly breached their judicial oaths, seeking to then provide one another and the 

principal offenders with impunity, also contrary to the law and the interests of justice.  The 

oaths that have been breached by the co-conspirators purporting to be judges, Fancourt, 

Vos, Pelling, Arnold, Briggs, Jones, Murray, Jones, Briggs, Fanning and Ikram, but also 

Burnett, the instigator of this corruption and Buckland, who has been coercing the judiciary 

since 16th November 2017 state as follows: 

 

Form of official oath: “I,   , do swear that I will well and truly serve Her Majesty Queen 

Victoria in the office of ,   , So help me God.” 
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Form of judicial oath:     “I, , do swear that I will well and truly serve our Sovereign Lady 

Queen Victoria in the office of , ,  and I will do right to all manner of people after the laws 

and usages of this realm, without fear or favour, affection or illwill. So help me God.” 

 
16. Knowingly acting to conceal indictable offences whilst deliberately evading evidence and 

statements of one side is illegal and it has tendency to pervert the course of justice.  Judges 

that behave in this way are not judges from the date they violate their constitutional oath 

undertaking not to behave in that way.  They have broken their promise to Queen and 

Country and that is precisely what all of the purported judges have done that I name in 

paragraph 15 above.    They are all, by default, disqualified to act as judges, they have no 

standing to make judicial decisions and any order they have made is void ab initio.  That is 

the correct position in law. These white-collar criminals who have behaved in this entirely 

unconstitutional, deliberate and illegal manner are one and the same as the principal 

offenders they have been supporting.    

 

THE ACTUS REUS OF THE INDICTABLE OFFENCES 

17. Fancourt, as do the rest of the offenders I refer to, occupies a fiduciary duty to act in the 

interests of and to safeguard the financial interests of another by acting in a constitutional 

way, impartially, according to their official and judicial oath undertakings.   Fancourt and all 

of the offenders I refer to in bold at paragraph 15 above, have conspired to defraud, in 

abuse of their positions, whilst acting in a premeditated way to prevent justice from being 

served on the offenders.     The actus reus of the indictable offence of fraud by abuse of 

position as in s.4 of the Fraud Act 2006 is complete and the offences were commissioned in 

conspiracy by these judicial office holders over a protracted period of time and the offences 

are by no means in isolation.  

 

18. The Contempt of Court Act 1981 denotes the applicable rule of law being one of strict 

liability respective of criminal contempt of Court.  That strict liability rule is defined at 

section 1 of the Act as:  
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“the rule of law whereby conduct may be treated as a contempt of court as tending to 

interfere with the course of justice in particular legal proceedings regardless of intent to do 

so” 

 
19. It is plainly evidenced that the intention of all of the defendants, including the defendants at 

paragraph 15, was to conspire to prevent justice from being served on the principal 

offenders, Middlesbrough FC, Womble Bond Dickinson, Staunton, Ohrenstein and Hannon.  

 

20. The admission by Fancourt himself during the hearing is that “none of the substantive 

issues have ever been tried” and he had before him an application for trial to try those 

multiple issues of serious fraud in conspiracy, indictable offences and fraudulent non-

disclosure on 3 counts.    I refer to tab_04D of my exhibit, there is some extremely telling 

evidence where in fact all of this malfeasance was set out prior to Fancourt making his mala 

fide order designed to prevent justice being served.  At page 4, I set out the position 

precisely in that email to Brilliant, Fancourt’s clerk and I did so in response to receiving the 

email from Bremner of Womble Bond Dickinson at page 1 (A).   The email from Bremner 

contained the draft order contained at pages 14 and 15 of same exhibit.    At page 14 it was 

cited by Bremner, as I had highlighted “AND UPON reading the evidence”.   Bremner clearly 

knew, as any lawyer would do, that for the order to be valid, the evidence and statements 

of both sides would in fact need to be considered but Fancourt knew, by his own admission, 

none of my statements or evidence was considered in any way shape or form.  It was all 

predetermined and everything submitted both in writing and orally was evaded to provide 

dishonest and unjust assistance to the offenders to defraud me of over £1.1 million whilst 

intentionally perverting the course of justice in full knowledge of the multitude of offences 

committed by the principal offenders in conspiracy.    

 

21. At page 16 and 17 is the sealed order that came after I had served the notice email on 

Brilliant, in response to Bremner’s email containing that draft order.  Here, in full knowledge 

that Fancourt did not read any of my statements and in the full admission he did not even 

look at a single piece of evidence referred to, Fancourt retracted from the draft order the 

part that cited “AND UPON reading the evidence”, because he knew nothing was. 
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22. Fancourt knew what he was doing was dishonest, which is why he removed that reference 

to the evidence being read in his order, because he knew his order was void and he only 

worked to assist the offenders in defrauding me.  Cheating is dishonest and cheating, in 

context with the applicable test for dishonesty that I have applied in this case and equally in 

respect of the actions of all of the offenders, is precisely what they have all done.   In this 

respect, I refer to tab_05D, the letter I sent to Mr Stansfeld in relation to Nugee’s 

dishonesty and manipulation of the rule of law.     

 
23. At page 1, paragraph 2 of that letter, I included a link to the document described as 

“dossier” referring to acts of corruption and dishonesty that has tendency to pervert the 

course of justice on the part of Arnold and Nugee.   Using the username and password 

credentials provided therein, we access that document by simply clicking on the link.  For 

good measure, I had however included the same as tab_016 with my application for trial 

that Fancourt illegally disposed of without considering a single part of it.  The entire bundle 

PDF portfolio and all of the statements with that application are clearly referred to in this 

prosecution.   The entire submission at tab_016 proves dishonesty on the part of both 

Nugee and Arnold, who have conspired to defraud, made and deployed a false instrument 

ECRO against me to further conceal the frauds (clearing interfering with the proper 

administration of justice), whilst dishonestly misrepresenting the applicable laws and 

maliciously certifying applications that are proven beyond doubt as “totally without merit” 

when nothing has ever been tried, even by Fancourt’s own admission.   If nothing has been 

tried, which is the correct factual position, how can they lawfully certify any one of my 

applications as totally without merit?   The answer is that legally, they cannot.  

 

24. All of this court business in the malicious, utter nonsense legal fiction in certifying 

applications as “totally without merit” without trying any of the issues and concealing the 

multiple frauds originating the orders in the first instance is, in itself, convened with intent 

to prevent justice from being served on themselves, they cohorts and the principal 

offenders.  That is how the first false instrument ECRO came about and Fancourt clearly 

honestly believes he can continue that cause of action.      
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25. In this respect, the submissions contained at tab_13, my 10-page letter to Drewett really 

did hit the nail on the head. The defendants and Fancourt knew this, which is why Fancourt 

attempted to assert that the disclosure was not material when he knew it was.  He was 

mirroring Nugee’s perversion of the course of justice to prevent the offenders from being 

prosecuted for what was, categorically, the most serious case of fraudulent non-disclosure 

ex-parte in the history of UK law.   I refer to tab_13, in fact the entire contents of that letter 

dated 20th May 2020 sums up the case generally, there is a serious and protracted fraud 

upon the Court, the judicial mechanics are compromised and have been perverting the 

course of justice, assisting the offenders, all of the orders made in the case are void ab initio 

on that ground alone, but in fact, there are many more grounds on which I will elaborate on 

herein.     

 
26. Fancourt attempted to certify my application to set aside the two orders that are indeed 

founded by fraudulent non-disclosure as “totally without merit” whilst himself admitting 

that he never even considered any part of the evidence whatsoever.   The position makes a 

mockery of the principles of justice and the law in the first instance.   At page 3, paragraph 

13 of that letter (tab_13), I recited the applicable authority in which the superior court set 

out a checklist which is inescapable when any judge is considering certifying an application 

as totally without merit;  Wasif and another v Secretary of State for the Home Department [2016].  

 
27. At paragraph 13 (2) I quoted the second in the checklist, it applies to all of my applications. 

At paragraph 15 (5) I quoted the fifth in the checklist, it equally applies to all of my 

applications, but in fact, by Fancourt’s own admission himself during that hearing of 6th 

November 2020 “the substantive issues have never been tried”, which is the correct factual 

position but in fact, the “substantive issues” he refers to are the ones that are already 

proven beyond reasonable doubt. They were on 9th January 2017 when the defendants 

could not defend my claim for unlawful forfeiture so they dishonestly withheld 172 pages of 

witness exhibit that proved the statement of the demand instead and this time around, on 

23rd October 2020 they withheld the same counterpart assignment that they did on 9th 

January 2017 and Fancourt found the same.   He evaded it all, just as Nugee had done, 

because they have conspired to pervert the course of justice.    
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28. The submission at paragraph 27 above brings me on to the next in the inescapable checklist, 

which is also contained in that same letter to Drewett that the offenders again dishonestly 

withheld from the ex-parte hearing and then Ohrenstein lied and said that the letter 

complaining of non-disclosure and the 13-attachments referred to in it (See: tab_03D page 

1 through to the separation line at the first quarter of page 6.     It is clearly material that 

Ohrenstein continued the lie, just as Staunton did before Nugee, but these idiotic white-

collar criminals are not judges at all, they are there only to assist the offenders in evading 

justice whilst themselves committing indictable offences in office, then one covers for the 

other to further pervert the course of justice.   Again, that is not an allegation, it is a fact 

and one proven to the criminal standard of proof.   The transcript of those proceedings (and 

the original CD recording) is critical evidence that I require in a criminal prosecution against 

the offenders.    Nothing can happen without that, same also needs to be considered with 

this present application to get to the heart of all of the issues in question.  

 

29. At tab_03D, page 3, paragraph 1, through to page 4, paragraph 9, I provided a non-

exhaustive list of material information that was dishonestly withheld by the offenders 

during the ex-parte injunction hearing of 23rd October 2020 where, once again, for the 3rd 

time running, their outright failure to disclose came in tandem with presenting a case that 

they all knew to be false.  It is clearly material that both Stewart and Ohrenstein then relied 

upon Fancourt to cover for them, whilst they continued to present a false case in that first 

hearing on notice, safe in the knowledge that Fancourt would in any event cover for them 

and prevent them from being prosecuted.   It was all articulately premeditated in 

conspiracy.      

 
30. At the bottom of paragraph 9 of page 4 of that critical complaint of material non-disclosure, 

I asked the offenders to explain why they failed to put that information before the Court 

when they all knew that it was this information that proved a range of indictable offences 

committed by them in conspiracy. It was information on which they knew I had sought to 

have relied and they made the conscious and premeditated intent to withhold it.   
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31. By virtue of the corrupt officers under the Crown, these white-collar criminals disguised as 

lawyers have been, for a protracted period of time, provided with impunity so that they can 

break as many laws as they like, putting me, an innocent party who only wanted to build a 

wind turbine in accordance with the contracts, through extreme and protracted emotional 

distress, whilst the corrupt judiciary conceal multiple indictable offences, including, but not 

limited to conspiracy to defraud, perjuries that are plentiful, fraud by failing to disclosure 

information, fraud by false representation, malfeasance and acts of corruption (conspiracy 

to defraud on the part of Hannon), whilst Fancourt and his conspirators, all of those named 

in paragraph 15, continue their protracted scheme to prevent justice from being served on 

them.    All of the evidence withheld is absolutely material to the ex-parte case the 

offenders were advancing, they knew this, but they knew that they could rely on Fancourt 

and their fellow conspirators disguised as judges, to assist them in making further gains, 

founded by their outrageous and blatant frauds.  That is precisely what Fancourt has done, 

but it is what all of those referred to in paragraph 15 have done from 16th November 2017 

onwards, which is why, after all of the hearings, now, on 6th November 2020, 2-years, 11 

months and 21-days later (1086 days), Fancourt himself made the admission that “the 

substantive issues have never been tried”.  The purpose of the Court is to try the issues.  

The fact of the matter is and it is indeed proven, is that the preliminary considerations, so 

simple and proven as they are have not once been tried, apart from in one transcript and 

judgment that came close to it, being the transcript and judgment of 5th February 2015 

(item 5 in the list of material information contained at tab_03D at page 4). Indeed, all of the 

information and contents of that email itself are material, they indicate that there has been 

fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte and had that email had been disclosed, the materiality 

of the non-disclosure would have been established and the order of 23rd October 2020 

would not have been continued.    The fact is indisputable, there is a continuing duty of 

disclosure ex-party and history repeats itself, because the position was exactly the same 

respective of the material non-disclosure ex-parte of 9th January 2017 that has been 

concealed by Nugee and others to provide impunity to the offenders, contrary to the 

interests of justice and the public interest.   Again, these points were pleaded and proven in 

my evidence that Fancourt deliberately evaded. 
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32. The submission above brings me on to the fact that Fancourt and his conspirers, Womble 

Bond Dickinson, Orehstein and MFC wanted to fabricate another false instrument ECRO on 

Wednesday 11th November 2020 and to pave way for that, following suit with the rest of 

the offenders, the white-collar criminals who have perverted the course of justice and 

breached their judicial oaths, Fancourt, in his mala fide void order of 6th November 2020, 

certified the prospect of setting aside the two orders of 9th January 2017 and 16th January 

2017 aside as “totally without merit” whilst, by his own admission, failing in his duty as a 

judge to try any of the issues whatsoever.     

 
33. The submission above brings me back to the same material exhibit, tab_13, that was 

dishonestly withheld from the ex-parte hearing along with all of the other evidence 

Fancourt deliberately sought to evade, nullifying his order.   Page 4 of the exhibit, paragraph 

15, where I recite the seventh of the inescapable criteria set by the superior court when 

certifying any application as totally without merit.    I quote and highlight this part 

accordingly, it goes to the heart of the case and it also absolutely material to the 

advancement of the offender’s ex-parte case for a false instrument (s.3 of the Forgery & 

Counterfeiting Act 1981), ECRO, when it is proven in law that not a single one of my 

applications are totally without merit in direct context of what is quoted in that authority 

from  the superior court.   These people are lawless white-collar criminals, the lowest of the 

low, traitors to Queen and country; 

 
“7. Where a claim is certified as “totally without merit” then “peculiar care must be taken to 

ensure that all the arguments raised in the grounds are properly addressed” when the judge 

gives reasons for coming to his or her decision. Separate reasons should be given for the 

certification (as opposed to the refusal of permission), even if those separate reasons rest on 

what has been said previously. The reasoning need not be lengthy, but it should be 

structured” 

 

34. Fancourt admitted that he knew that the “substantive points have never been tried” and 

therefore he knew that none of my applications are without merit and he made no mention 

whatsoever about certifying the application as “totally without merit”; 
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whilst disposing of the application without first trying any of the issues during his rigged 

hearing of 6th November 2020.   It is for this reason he failed altogether to provide any 

reasoning for his mala fide, malicious decision in any way shape or form. He could not, 

because he knew full well that what he has done is illegal and he knew what he has done is 

dishonest and undoubtedly, for which it will be proven by Judge and in the opinion of the 

Jury, his actions would indeed be viewed and incontrovertibly dishonest in the opinion of 

any ordinary and reasonable adult.  He had the premediated intent, working in conspiracy 

with Ohrenstein, Womble Bond Dickinson and the 1st Defendant, to defraud me of over £1.1 

million, acting dishonestly, in abuse of his position.  His motive for doing so, is because he as 

been “got at” by Burnett and Buckland, the kleptocrat white-collar criminals at the heart of 

this ruination of our justice system and the rule of law.  He has deliberately allowed, acting 

dishonorably, to allow his independence to be compromised by a third party, that in itself 

vitiates his judicial oath, but the actions of Fancourt are in fat, far more sinister.  

APPLICATION TO SET ASIDE THE VOID ORDER PURSUANT TO CPR 3.1(7) 

35. The order of 6th November 2020 is void as ultra vires and as such, I seek to set it aside, 

pursuant to CPR 3.1(7) for manifest error. The Applicant’s case was not tried, all of the 

evidence, facts and statements were evaded and the Applicant’s right to a fair trial was 

compromised, constituting not only an act of corruption and a criminal contempt of Court, 

but also a flagrant violation of Article 6 of the Human Rights Act 1998.  

 
36. The manifest error is firstly the fact that the Judge, by his own admission, failed to consider 

any part of the Applicant’s statements or evidence, because he was perverting the course of 

justice.  Therefore in any event, his order is void.  

 
37. Secondly, because I have adduced fresh evidence of collusion and dishonesty founding the 

order on the part of both Stewart and Ohrenstein who have knowingly presented a false 

case that was supported, in conspiracy by Fancourt, who acted in this way, even in light of 

being told, categorically and very clearly that the sum of the statutory demand cannot be 

disputed in any way shape or form.  

 
38. Thirdly, for that reason, because the sum of the statutory demand cannot be disputed: 
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THE CLAIM OF THE DEMAND CANNOT BE DISPUTED 

39. Fancourt fraudulently abused his position, working in conspiracy with Ohrenstein and the 

First Defendant, seeking to defraud me of over £1.1 million when he knew that the 

offenders could not dispute the claim of the statutory demand.  The position is irrefutable.   

 

40. There are three absolutely simple positions at the heart of the demand.  The first is: 

 
(A) The fact that the claim is founded by unlawful forfeiture of the Lease which has already 

been found (issue estoppel applies) in that same order of 5th February 2018 that was 

amongst the plethora of material exhibits withheld.  In fact however, this fact was 

proven in the statements and evidence I had referred to, but Fancourt evaded all of 

that. His job was to assist the offenders in defrauding me of over £1.1 million.  At page 2 

of my witness statement dated 28th October 2020 that Fancourt evaded, I included a 

table of contents for ease in navigation.  Clicking on this title; “Unlawful forfeiture of 

the Lease founding the claim in the demand” we are taken to page 3.  Paragraph 7 

proves beyond doubt that the claim for unlawful forfeiture is as read.  Therefore, on this 

ground the claim, the abortive costs founded by unlawful forfeiture cannot be disputed.  

The defendants knew this all along, which is why they fraudulently withheld all of the 

evidence ex-parte on 9th January 2017, because they could not defend the claim and for 

presiely the same reason, which is why they submitted the fraudulent £4.1 million false 

representation they all knew was false, by Staunton’s own written admission, against 

Empowering Wind MFC Ltd, on 9th January 2017 and just 24-days later, Gill, of Womble 

Bond Dickinson, made that claim.  All of that is covered in the 54-page report, that was 

also dishonestly withheld.   

 

(B) The assignment:    The counterpart assignment, an absolute assignment of the abortive 

costs, all of the investments in the project, was withheld from the ex-parte hearing of 9th 

January 2017 and the ex-parte hearing of 23rd October 2020.   Fancourt discovered this, 

but he made no attempt to carry out any standard of review, because he was perverting 

the course of justice.  He just ignored it, just like Nugee did, only in fact, Nugee did not 

ignore it, he assisted the offenders, by misrepresenting the terms of the assignment.  
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Again, this fact is proven, to the criminal standard of proof, within the 54-page report, 

which is why Fancourt deliberately and dishonestly evaded all of my evidence.  Because 

he was perverting the course of justice to prevent justice from being served on the 

offenders.  I refer specifically to that report (tab_7), which becomes a bit monotonous, 

because everything is again condensed in there and Fancourt knew this formed a 

fundamental part of my fraud case against the offenders, which is why he evaded it 

altogether.    I refer the Judge and Jury to page 1 of that report and ask you to take your 

pick, all of it is relevant, just click on the selection in the table of contents and hey 

presto, it is all proven to the criminal standard of proof.    I will complete this submission 

by citing that:  

 

41. At approximately 40 minutes into the hearing, Fancourt and Ohrenstein were seeking to 

diminish the rule of law, namely section 136(1) of the Law of Property Act 1925 which 

makes any absolute assignment of a thing in action valid from the date such assignment was 

served on the debtor / affected party.  This is the law, the law cannot be diminished, the 

law makes the assignment valid and Fancourt sought to affront the law to assist the 

offenders in defrauding the Applicant of the sum of the demand, exceeding £1.1 million.    

 
42. At approximately 42 minutes into the hearing, Fancourt cited that:  

 
“It seems to me that the assignment from EWMFC to EE was never actually decided by a 

Judge 

 
43. Ohrenstein however, lied prior to that finding and cited that the assignment had been 

decided by a Judge and sought to mislead the Court when he knew the argument he was 

advancing was completely nonsensical.  They were using the façade of insolvency to 

defraud, that in itself is material, because it proves the Applicant’s case beyond doubt.   

 

44. At approximately 25 minutes into the hearing, Ohrenstein stated that: 
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“At page 23 of the bundle and from the detail that were put with the statutory demand 

you can see that what Mr Millinder is concerned with originated from an agreement with 

Empowering Wind MFC Ltd and an agreement it had with MFC.  The company had a Lease 

which was forfeited and then there was a dispute between the parties” 

 

45. Ohrenstein went on to state that: 

 

“The allegation is then that, ur, Empwering Wind, er, assigned the benefit of its dispute to 

another entity” 

 

46. The statement made above by Ohrenstain is a fallacy and he knew the statement he was 

making was false.   So did his instructing solicitor, Stewart, who also lied in his ex-parte 

witness statement when he knew that no money was ever owed to the First Defendant. 

   

47. A “dispute” was not assigned, there was no “dispute” to start with, because no money was 

ever owed to the First Defendant and that cannot be disputed in any way shape or form.  

What is assigned is the “investments” and this is where the materiality of the report of 54-

pages again comes into play.    

 

48. The Applicant refers briefly to that report in respect of this part of my written submission; 

(tab_07) of the application bundle.    We turn to page 34 of the report, line 28 and 29. From 

Ohrenstein’s colleague himself, Staunton, he refers in the transcript of 5th February 2018 to 

the fact that what’s assigned to EEI are “the investments, the £200k”.    

 
49. It is absolutely material that Ohrenstein’s fellow white-collar criminal, Staunton, his co-

conspirator, the purported Radcliffe Chambers barrister who was acting for the First 

Defendant but has now gone “AWOL”, admitted himself, on 5th February 2018 that what’s 

assigned are the investments.   Ohrenstein has “stepped into his shoes”, he is another 

white-collar criminal intent on abusing his position to defraud the Applicant under the 

façade of “justice” and insolvency, working in cahoots with the white-collar criminals 

purporting to be judges.  
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50. Ohrenstein knew there was an absolute assignment of all of the investments in Empowering 

Wind MFC Ltd on 5th February 2018 and therefore, by Staunton’s own admission, both he 

and his instructing solicitors knew that their alleged claim for £25,000 was extinguished in 

full by the cross claim that was assigned to Earth Energy Investments LLP.    

 
51. This proves beyond reasonable doubt, to the criminal standard of proof, that on 5th 

February 2018, the offenders all knew that Earth Energy Investments LLP does not owe the 

1st defendant £25k.    That is absolutely material, because it proves that the alleged £25k 

petition debt never existed on 5th February 2018, just one-week prior to Gill, the same Gill 

who has conspired to defraud me, a creditor in proceedings pursuant to the Insolvency Act 

1986, made the covert, without notice presentation of a winding up petition in full 

knowledge that neither I nor my companies owed the 1st Defendant a single penny.  The 

position is absolutely steadfast and therefore, I set aside the orders of 9th January 2017 and 

16th January 2017 because in law, (it cannot be disputed) I have a cross claim that 

extinguishes their non-existent petition debt but they continued the fraud and again, this is 

where the materiality of the report comes into play, but first, I reiterate, it was the 

counterpart assignment that Ohrenstein and his conspirers withheld from the last ex-parte 

hearing when same was served with the statutory demand.  During the hearing of 6th 

November 2020, Ohrenstein himself was forced to admit that the assignment counterpart 

was withheld, but he knew that formed an integral part of the case I am advancing as in law, 

the assignment is valid and any deviation away from this position is not a disagreement with 

me, but it is a challenge to the law itself which makes it so, together with the original 

demand in that sum of £530,000, the “investments” that were assigned from Empowering 

Wind MFC Ltd on 29th June 2015 and in fact served on the offenders 3 separate times 

thereafter up until 6th January 2017 when they were served in hard copy again, with the 

demand.   It is absolutely material that the offenders withheld the assignment counterpart 

when I clearly referred to it within the demand, but they did it twice over, history repeating 

itself, but safe in the knowledge that the corrupt judiciary would support them no matter 

how many times they break the law.  
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52.  Now I come into the report, but in fact, to condense, I refer to my witness statement that 

Fancourt evaded, it is all covered in there, referring to the evidence he also evaded.  The 

key part is really at page 15 “The order of 21st March 2018 and the transcript of the 

hearing on 28th March 2018 was withheld from the ex-parte hearing” of that statement of 

28th October 2020, but equally in the 54-page report that was amongst the deliberate non-

disclosure.  Again, I am fed up having to make statements, skeletons, oral submissions that 

are just evaded by these utterly useless, cowardly white-collar criminals pretending to be 

judges, so I suggest you, the reader, the learned judge, if that is what you are, actually just 

go to tab_7, the first page, and read it all from start to finish.   I will spell it out, yet again, at 

the hearing of this application to set aside, as I will in the Magistrates and Crown Court 

when I prosecute all of the offenders.    All of my evidence is complete and indexated, there 

is no non-disclosure on my part, everything on which I seek to rely has been presented to 

the courts, but the courts have been acting in an entirely unconstitutional way, proving that 

in fact, one cannot rely on those courts, because the judicial mechanics are up the creek, an 

outright failure to perform or to run as the Queen and our country intended.  That is the 

problem, fundamentally, not me, or the case, but the corrupt judiciary.  It is all proven to 

the criminal standard of proof.    I reiterate, judges that wilfully act with malicious intent to 

conceal fraud, are guilty of perverting the course of justice and they are not judges form 

that day on, they are one and the same as the principal offenders.  

 

(C) The third issue, (A), (B) and now (C), is the fact that orders that are founded by fraud 

cease to exist in law from the outset.    There never was a petition debt, because no 

money was ever owed whatsoever.   

 

It is absolutely material to the ex-parte case in this respect, that the defendants 

disclosed the report, because same proved just that but specifically, in the email 

Ohrenstein lied about (tab_03D)  and said was disclosed, along with the 13 attachments, 

when he knew it was not at all, I referred specifically to both the report (see tab_07 

page 37 “The cross claim extinguished the alleged (non-existent) petition debt”) and 

the transcript of the hearing proving beyond doubt that Staunton knew the statements 

he was making in my absence; 
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just one week after receiving that order from Nugee at line 28 of same report (also 

withheld from the ex-parte hearing of 23rd October 2020), were false and proving to 

that effect that the order of 28th March 2018 was founded by fraud. Stating the obvious.   

 

My evidence however, was much clearer, which is why Fancourt was forced to lie and 

make up pathetic, absolute nonsense stories “I can’t access your PDF” whilst evading 

the fact that all of the evidence was linked where referred to in any event.  The fact is 

that he was perverting the course of justice and he considered nothing, as nothing has 

ever been considered from start to finish in these absolute nonsense  rigged 

proceedings designed to conceal indictable offences and to provide impunity to the 

offenders.   

 

This brings me on to the next and final part, which is the salient part of the skeleton of 

12th November 2018. When I informed Vos that Staunton had “u-turned” on the claims 

he himself admitted could not be established by virtue of “Force Majeure”, but whilst 

dishonestly omitting the correct application, namely the conditional nature of the 

Energy Supply Agreement that I had also explained at tab_22, that was also dishonestly 

withheld both during the ex-parte hearing and in that same email asking Ohrenstein to 

disclose.  I refer to tab_28. Vos perverted the course of justice to assist the offenders by 

allowing Staunton to retract and replace his skeleton containing the clear admission in 

the citation that I had exhibited from it, namely at tab_28, where Staunton “U-turned” 

on the claims he knew, by his own written admission were false on 9th January 2017 and 

cited there, in writing that the offenders now “don’t bring any claims”.   That exhibit is 

equally material, because at paragraph 40, Staunton makes the admission that “sols” 

meaning the white-collar criminals, Womble Bond Dickinson, were under no obligation 

to inform me of the £25k winding up petition, nor to serve the petition when it is proven 

beyond doubt that they all knew, on 5th February 2018, that no debt even existed, but in 

fact, they knew long before, they have known since 9th January 2015, but in fact, on 25th 

June 2015.  
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53. The point I make off the back of the submission in the paragraph above is also a very simple 

one, it is one in application of the law: 

 

54. I refer to the Practice Direction respective of Insolvency Proceedings. The Civil Procedure 

Rules are part of the laws of the United Kingdom that set out the process in which civil 

justice is to be administered and the processes that are to be adhered to both by the courts 

and litigants.    Part 5 of the PD deals with service of documents and the salient part is that 

CPR Part 6 applies respective of service of a winding up petition.  The nullity winding up 

petition when no money was owed, was not even served and Staunton made that 

admission in that very same exhibit (tab_28).  Aside from the fact that no money was owed 

to them anyway and the alleged £25k was extinguished by the assigned investments 

exceeding £530,000 but in fact all of the investments I had made in the project that exceeds 

£770,000, non-service of the petition, which is admitted, invalidates the proceedings on this 

ground alone.   

 
55. The process set out in CPR Part 6 applies to winding up petitions.   The petition was never 

served, it is a nullity but aside from that, it is proven beyond reasonable doubt in the report, 

that the winding up order was founded by Staunton’s premeditated dishonesty (perjury and 

fraud by false representation. (See: tab_7, page 38, reading from line 1 through to line 37 of 

page 53).  My case is proven to the criminal standard of proof.   Neither I nor my companies 

owed the 1st Defendant a single penny and they have engaged in a most serious and 

protracted conspiracy to defraud and conspiracy to pervert the course of justice of which all 

the defendants referred to at paragraph 15 are equally culpable.   

 

56. All of the purported judges involved in this case have consistently behaved in the same way, 

favouring the defendants whilst deliberately and maliciously evading my arguments and the 

evidence to prevent justice from being served on those defendants.  

 
57. The warrants of arrest against all the defendants in this prosecution are mandatory, for they 

have committed indictable only offences of plenty that can only be tried in the jurisdiction 

of our Crown Court by Judge and Jury. 
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FANCOURT WAS CONFICTED AND FAILED IN HIS DUTY TO RECUSE – HIS ACTS WERE 

PREMEDITATED  

 
58. Fancourt is conflicted, he has a long established personal and business relationship with 

both Nugee and Staunton, the defendants in my private prosecution.   Fancourt had no 

locus from which to have heard the case in the first instance and he did so knowing that he 

had no jurisdiction, with the predetermined motive in preventing justice from being served 

and in preventing the trial I had applied for in going forward.   

 
59. All of my written submissions prove a multitude of indictable offences and issues that 

amount to criminal contempt of Court.    Fancourt knew this, but he continued with his 

malicious predetermined scheme.  

 
60. At the start of the hearing, Ohrenstein commenced by citing that he seeks to extend the 

false instrument ECRO that was deployed by the First Defendant and their conspirators to 

conceal their multiple wrongdoings and to prevent the Applicant from prosecuting the 

offenders in the civil courts.     

 
61. Ohrenstein was talking about the claims that vest in the companies, but he made no 

reference to the fact that the corrupt purproted Chancellor of the High Court, Vos, 

perverted the course of justice by doing precisely what Fancourt has done on 6th November 

2020.       

 
62. The application that came before Vos sought to deal with the multiple frauds collectively, 

Vos failed to do so, after concealing all of the frauds. Nothing has ever been tried. Jones 

perverted the course of justice by circumventing the application of 16th November 2017 

that sought to deal with the frauds collectively.   Nugee perverted the course of justice 

during the application of 5th February 2018 by failing to deal with the frauds by false 

representation and by wilfully failing to prosecute the offenders for what is the most 

significant case of material non-disclosure ex-parte in the history of the UK. 
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63.  Pelling was factored in to do precisely the same and to originate the ECRO false instrument 

whilst failing to try any of the issues at the heart of the case whatsoever and on 6th 

November 2020, Fancourt has done precisely the same.   All responsible have conspired to 

pervert the course of justice and by Fancourt’s own admission, nothing has ever been tried.  

 

64. Early into the hearing, Fancourt cited that “I cannot access any of your evidence” citing that 

he “cannot access your PDF portfolio”.  Further into the hearing, approximately 1 hour into 

the hearing, I wanted to take Fancourt to one of the many material exhibits that were 

withheld by the 1st Defendant and their cohorts ex-parte.  I referred to “tab_13”, the 10-

page letter I sent to Drewett addressing all of the issues in question relevant to the ex-parte 

hearing.  I cited that we could condense matters by just focusing on the contents of that 

letter dated 20th May 2020.  I made it clear that the letter was amongst the plethora of 

material information withheld from the ex-parte hearing by the defendants.   I told Fancourt 

that I had also included links directly to the evidence contained within my bundle and the 

statements and skeletons for seamless ease in navigation.    Fancourt responded by saying 

something along the lines of “I’ve got a number of electronic documents that you’ve filed”.    

 
65. The bundle, being that PDF portfolio, contained all of the evidence referred to in the 

statements and skeleton.  I told him again that the bundle was filed with the application I 

made on 28th October 2020.    I recited the title of the bundle (EX-PM-27-10-2020). I made it 

clear that this is the bundle of evidence I was referring to in my written submissions.  

 
66. Fancourt then sought to ask his clerk, Steven Brilliant about the exhibit, clearly indicating 

that he has been nowhere near it whatsoever.  I then stated clearly that I had included links 

to all of the evidence on which I sought to rely in my first witness statement.  The 

statement dated 28th October 2020.  Page 2 of the statement clearly refers to the PDF 

portfolio of exhibits and paragraph 5 of page 1 also provided a username and password so 

that the reader could simply follow the links as and when referred to and be taken to the 

document that I had hosted on my secure 256-bit encrypted folder which offers the same 

level of security as the Courts main technical infrastructure systems.     
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67. I explained again to Fancourt during the hearing that all he needed to do to access the 

evidence was click on the link after saving the username and password, to make viewing 

those exhibits simple.  

 
68. Fancourt stated “it’s not allowing me to access the PDF portfolio, its asking me for a 

username and password”.  Fancourt had clearly not even read page 2 of my witness 

statement of 28th October 2020. He considered nothing, because he was focused only on 

the defendant’s submissions and how he could assist them.  It was clear to me that 

Fancourt had not pre-read any single part of my case, yet his clerk confirmed by email he 

would do.  

 
69. At tab_01D, the Applicant’s 11-page exhibit, I refer to page 9. The email I sent to Mr Brown 

of Chancery Listings on 3rd November 2020 at 09.52AM respective of the application for 

trial.   The highlighted part makes it clear that it is the duty of the interim applications judge 

to have set aside the injunction to enable the collective issues amounting to a conspiracy to 

defraud to be aired at trial.   Fancourt wanted to ensure that did not happen, which is why 

he has done what he did on 6th November 2020.   

 
70. Turning to page 9, the email dated 4th November 2020 at 09.28 is addressed to Steven 

Brilliant from the Applicant enclosing my first and second witness statement and citing that 

there is a significant amount of pre-reading to do.     

 
71. The extent of the index is across 3-pages at tabs A through to tab 35, with the remaining 

additional exhibits from tab_28 through to 35 filed separately after the bundle was filed on 

28th October 2020 with my application.   

 
72. All of those exhibits referenced within my first witness statement and were clearly referred 

to.   There is no way on earth that the complexities of those matters could possibly be dealt 

with in 2.5 hours, the standard of review was deliberately non-existent.  
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73. When the Applicant proved that Ohrenstein was lying, Fancourt wilfully failed to conduct 

any form of review whatsoever and continued with his conspiracy to prevent justice being 

served on the offenders, completely evading all of the evidence, the facts and the 

applicable laws.     

 
74. I made Fancourt aware that there has been criminal offences committed by the defendants 

and that the evidence on which I seek to rely is pertinent to my case.  I explained to 

Fancourt that I have always filed a PDF portfolio of exhibits and no other judge has had any 

issue whatsoever accessing the evidence.   In fact, filing a PDF portfolio of tabulated exhibits 

makes navigation of the evidence much easier than working off a huge long paginated 

exhibit.   It is a standard process, nothing extraordinary whatsoever. In reality, anyone can 

access a PDF portfolio and anyone that can’t could simply Google “how to access a PDF 

portfolio” and within about 2-minutes any issue, if there was any genuine issue, could be 

easily resolved.    If Fancourt really did have an issue in accessing the evidence contained in 

the PDF portfolio, he could have asked his clerk to ask me to email the exhibits separately.  

He did not, because he wanted to deliberately evade all of the statements and evidence to 

prevent justice being served on the offenders and to circumvent my right to a fair trial.   It 

was all premeditated.    

 

75. When I again referred to the salient piece of evidence, namely the letter from me to 

Drewett (tab_13) that was withheld from the ex-parte hearing and was absolutely material 

to all of the issues being advanced ex-parte, Fancourt replied again by stating “I don’t have 

access to that”.  There has been deliberate evasion of evidence and submissions by the High 

Court of Justice throughout these proceedings.   

 
76. I expressed by frustration at Fancourt during the hearing because he failed in his duty to 

consider any part of my case or the evidence whatsoever.  I explained that all of the 

evidence that I sought to rely on was in that exhibit and was referred to in all of my written 

submissions. It was clear to me that Fancourt had not read any single part of it.   
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77. I then wanted to test Fancourt to see if he was in fact paying any attention whatsoever 

during the hearing.  I made reference to my statement, being by first statement as being 

dated “August 2020”, I did that twice and at no point did he seek to correct me, because 

frankly he never considered a single part of it and on the balance of probabilities he was not 

even following my oral submissions, I believe he was just paying lip service.     

 
78. During the hearing I made it very clear to Fancourt that no money could possibly be owed 

to the 1st Defendant. I referred to the “Preliminary Considerations” set out clearly in my 

witness statement of 28th October 2020.   I referred to an “unwarranted demand of 25th 

June 2015” and that on 25th June 2015 , no rent was payable until 15th September 2015 and 

no payments for energy supply were due because the 1st Defendant had refused the 

connection and therefore the conditions precedent could not be satisfied.  I explained the 

position in a clear, calm and authoritative way so that any lay person could understand the 

submissions I was making.    I made it absolutely clear that the 1st Defendant had effectually 

unlawfully forfeited the Lease on the basis of unwarranted demands for payment that was 

never owed after they refused the connection.    

 
79. In my written submissions I included links to a part of my website that is not in the public 

domain, but that can only be accessed by this Court and the other side’s lawyers.  The site 

contains a detailed report on the case from start to finish.  Fancourt did not even access a 

single link within the report.   Nothing was considered whatsoever.  However, I had proven 

very clearly that no money was owed to the 1st Defendant and that they unlawfully forfeited 

the Lease after refusing the connection, preventing me, the Tenant from performing on the 

rights granted.     

 
80. In particular, my first witness statement addressed the list of material exhibits that were 

withheld from the ex-parte hearing.   Fancourt owes a duty, in the public interest and to act 

in the interests of justice, according to the law, to diligently examine the evidence in a 

party’s case and particularly so when non-disclosure during ex-parte injunction or financial 

hearings are in issue.    
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81. It was the intent of Fancourt and Ohrenstein, his conspirator, to dispose of the application 

for trial, to defraud the Applicant of over £1.1 million, being the sum of the demand that 

cannot be disputed in any way shape or form and to go on, on Wednesday, in absence of 

trial of the arguments, to make a false instrument ECRO (Extended Civil Restraining Order) 

to further prevent justice being served on the offenders.  

 
82. Anyone legally trained could determine that all of the information withheld is material in 

proving the Applicant’s case.  

 
83. In full knowledge that he has failed in his duty as a judge to read any single part of the 

Applicant’s case, Fancourt disposed of the application without trying any single part of the 

Applicant’s case and ordered the Applicant to pay the 1st Defendant’s costs on an indemnity 

basis when he knew, or ought to have known, that the Applicant’s demand is proven 

beyond doubt and cannot be disputed in any way whatsoever.      

 

GAIN AND LOSS 

 
84. It is proven beyond doubt that Fancourt has dishonestly abused his position with intent to 

make a gain of over £50,000 in costs that he had intended to apply after deliberately failing 

to exercise his rightful and proper statutory duties as a judge, a fiduciary duty by nature.  

Fancourt knew, as any judge hearing the case would do, that the claim of the statutory 

demand is not and cannot be disputed in any way shape or form and that the sum of the 

demand exceeding £1.1 million is proven.   

 

85. Fancourt sought, in full knowledge of the circumstances, not only to prevent justice from 

being served by concealing the multitude of indictable offences committed by the 

offenders, but he sought to make a false instrument, granting injunctive relief to take away 

my democratic right in law to recover the indisputable debt by means of the appropriate 

legal mechanism to do so.    Fancourt has fraudulently abused his position and has 

perverted the course of justice.  
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PREMEDITATED CONSPIRACY  

86. It was the intention of Fancourt, Ohrenstein and their conspirators to have Nugee as the 

assigned judge on the ECRO false instrument so that he could continue in his malicious and 

protracted scheme, as he has done throughout, from 5th February 2018 onwards, in 

concealing the multiple frauds, perjuries by false statements worn as true and a multitude 

of oral statements that were made when the offenders knew the statements they were 

making were false.   

 
87. There has been a “Jimmy Saville” style cover up, only worse, by the corrupt establishment 

and the compromised judiciary they control, to prevent justice being served on any of the 

offenders, including Hannon.   We have a most serious and protracted conspiracy to pervert 

the course of justice.  

 
88. The standard of review that is absolutely inescapable in the public interest when fraud and 

material non-disclosure is an issue was deliberately non-existent.   As I correctly stated, a 

case of history repeating itself, the corrupt judiciary in this case, all of them, including 

Fancourt have been instructed by Burnett and Buckland to prevent justice from being 

served on the offenders, they are all guilty of the principal indictable offence of conspiracy 

to defraud and conspiracy to pervert the course of justice for which they must all be 

arrested and returned to the Crown Court for trial and sentencing.  

 

THE PUBLIC INTEREST 

 

89. The offenders, all solicitors and Hannon, acting as a liquidator all owe a duty to act with 

honestly and integrity. They have breached that duty and the failures by the state to 

apprehend, but rather to prevent these offenders from being apprehended by perverting 

the course of justice is absolutely contrary to the public interest.   Dishonest lawyers and 

insolvency practitioners pose a significant risk of financial and emotional harm to anyone 

they come into contact with.  It is clearly in the public interest to prosecute all of the 

offenders.   
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90. Likewise, without reliance on an honest and properly functioning judiciary who act 

according to the constitutional oaths they undertook, investor confidence in the UK as a 

whole is diminished, posing a threat to our democracy as a whole.   The offenders named at 

paragraph 15 herein have acted in a premeditated and protracted way to prevent justice 

being served on the offenders.   They have manipulated evidence, spoliated evidence, 

dishonestly attempted to misrepresent the applicable laws and whilst intending to assist the 

offenders not only in evading justice, but in using the court as the means to further their 

frauds and whilst attempting to reverse the victim of their frauds into the defendant, 

seeking to apply over £250,000 in maliciously awarded costs against the victim, me, when 

all of those costs were founded by fraud and conspiracy.    

 

91. It is absolutely in the public interest to prosecute and sentence all of the offenders to the 

fullest extent permitted by the law, so that nobody else has to suffer at the hands of these 

taxpayer funded state terrorists who hide behind the façade of justice to inflict their 

atrocities.  

 
92. This case is only one example of the level of abuse these cowardly white-collar criminals are 

prepared to inflict on an innocent party who has acted at all times honestly, with integrity 

and according to the law, seeking restitution for blatant and obvious wrongdoings and 

illegality.   The acts of corruption inflicted by these terrorists has affected many hundreds if 

not thousands of innocent civilians.   These terrorists have been responsible for more 

deaths by suicide, through loss of hope in ever getting justice, homelessness, loss of wealth 

and loss of livelihood than all of the Islamic State terrorists on British soil combined.   They 

must be made an example of, to be sentenced to the maximum extent possible under law, 

to send out the correct message to any other officer under the Crown who considers 

behaving in this way in the future.  

 
93. It was the intent of these terrorists and their conspirators, the principal offenders to 

defraud me of over £18.7 million, when my claim, founded by unlawful forfeiture was 

proven from the outset.   
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94. Their actions have had a terrible impact on my life, causing irreparable damage to my 

quality of life, wasting over six years, resulting in the break up of my family and loss of 

confidence in the UK as a whole due to their acts of conspiracy and corruption.    

 
95. I request that this Court now sets aside the void order and all of the orders in this case, for 

they were founded by dishonour and a most serious and protracted fraud upon the Court.   

I request that this Court finds the 1st Defendant, Middlesbrough FC and their conspirators in 

contempt of Court and that those parties are returned, in the interim for sentencing.  

 
96. I request that my application for trial over 7-days be reinstated and that in the interim, this 

Court awards me the sum of £5 million in aggravated damages compensation in accordance 

with the cross undertaking given in the order of 23rd October 2020 and I request that the 

Court orders that the defendants, including Paul Stewart, Anthony Hannon, Julian Gill, Ulick 

Staunton and Dov Ohrenstein are made jointly and severally liable for payment of the 

aggravated damages compensation forthwith, along with the sum of the demand they 

sought to defraud me of.  

 

 

Declaration of truth:  

This statement (consisting of 28 pages) is true to the best of my knowledge and belief and I 

make it 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. 

 

 

Paul Millinder  

Dated:  10th November 2020  
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In this skeleton I refer to my exhibit, the PDF Portfolio:  PM-26-11-2020 

1. I make this skeleton upon review of the two transcripts, the first of which I intended to 

adduce as evidence of dishonesty ex-parte and to prove the case, this was held back until 

19th November 2020 when I made the 48 hour turnaround request on 7th November 2020 at 

6.00AM.   

 

2. The transcript of 6th November 2020 proves that firstly, nothing has ever been tried in these 

proceedings from start to finish, secondly, because Fancourt admitted he has twice evaded 

all of my evidence for both the hearing of 6th November 2020 and later on 11th November 

2020 when by 11th November 2020 he was in any event disqualified from the hearing and 

thirdly, because the statutory demand of 5th October 2020 is not and cannot possibly be 

disputed.      

Indisputable manifest error – miscarriage of justice and fraud upon the Court 

3. In this case there is substantive evidence of miscarriage of justice.  Irt is never too late to 

remedy a miscarriage of justice. In Dawodu v American Express [2001] BPIR 983, Etherton J 

considered an appeal by Mr Dawodu against a bankruptcy order founded on a petition in 

respect to a ‘series of judgment debts and interest’ amounting to £15,000. None of the 

orders relied upon by the petitioning creditor American Express had been appealed by Mr 

Dawodu.    After referring to the established threshold of ‘some fraud, collusion, or 

miscarriage of justice’, Etherton J in Dawodu said at 990D: 
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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.  

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 [1892] 2QB 633.’ 

 

4. The case referred to, Re Fraser [1892] 2QB 633, concerned a judgment debtor, who had 

exhaustively challenged in the ordinary civil courts, the imposition of a judgment debt upon 

him, but without success. In the ordinary civil courts, his application to set aside the 

judgment debt had failed before a Master (twice), Judge (once), Divisional Court (once) and 

Court of Appeal (once). But this presented no bar in the Bankruptcy Court.  It is that 

authority in Fraser that I had referred to, but as usual, it was ignored by the corrupt 

judiciary who seek to sustain the fraudulent claim to deprive me of my democratic rights as 

majority creditor of Empowering Wind MFC Ltd.  It was the aim of this cabal to sustain the 

fraudulent claim, contrary to the public interests and the law, to assist the offenders in 

defrauding me under the guise of the Insolvency Act 1986 that is designed principally to 

recover assets for creditors of insolvent estates.    It is total outright corruption, but 

rightfully, there is fraud and miscarriage of justice, there is also collusion and fraud upon the 

Court.        

 

5. I refer to tab_27 of my trial bundle of evidence that was ignored by Fancourt, just as all of 

my evidence and submissions have been ignored throughout by the corrupt judiciary. I 

quoted two authorities that apply in this case.  The first deals with the duty of Hannon as 

liquidator to establish the validity of proofs of debt. In this case, Hannon knew the proofs of 

debt were false, which is why he admitted them, to assist the offenders in defrauding me of 

the claim.   I referred to Re Home and Colonial Insurance Co [1930] 1 Ch 102 where it was 

cited that:  
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‘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” 

 

6. The second is Re Fraser [1892] 2QB 633 referred to above wherein I quoted the precedent:  

It was found by Lord Eldon that: 

 

"Proof upon a judgment will not stand merely upon that, if there is not a debt due in 'truth 

and reality,' for which the consideration must be looked to." Can this judgment be treated as 

conclusive in bankruptcy because the debtor has unsuccessfully attempted to set it aside? I 

think not, and I cannot see how the matter is any more res judicata because there has been 

an unsuccessful appeal to this Court. I agree in all that the Master of the Rolls has said on 

this point. 

 

7. It is this law that has been evaded by the corrupt judiciary, who sought, following in the 

footsteps firstly of Hannon, the fraudster and Jones the white-collar criminal, to sustain the 

claim, a fraud by false representation, exceeding £4.1 million to permanently stymie the 

liquidation.      

 

8. Indeed Hannon has breached his fiduciary duty, constituting misfeasance but much more, in 

accord with section 212 of the Insolvency Act 1986.    The application of 20th July 2020 is 

one of the applications relied upon by Fancourt has being “totally without merit” due to the 

malicious certification by Nugee, who has been perverting the course of justice and was 

conflicted from the outset, due to his personal affiliation with Staunton.  Tab_10 of my 

evidence is dedicated to analysis of that particular decision.    

 
9. It was evaded entirely, both by Murray, the white-collar criminal who has perverted the 

course of justice and then by Fancourt, who admitted he ignored all of my evidence during 

the hearing of 6th November 2020 and on 11th November 2020 invalidating his orders.        
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10. I refer to tab_10, my affidavit dated 5th August 2020.  None of the issues raised with the 

claim were ever tried, the claim was illegally disposed of my Murray who was instructed by 

the defendants, Burnett and Buckland to dispose of it. There was no consideration 

whatsoever of any of the matters addressed in the claim because from the outset, the 

corrupt court has been providing impunity to criminals disguised as lawyers and an 

insolvency practitioner.  That malfeasance spilled over into the magistrates courts, the 

instructions are coming from the top, which is why they have become the offenders.  

 
11. Tab_10 provides a most detailed and comprehensive analysis of the application of 20th July 

2020.    It was relied upon as evidence during the hearings of 6th November 2020 and 11th 

November 2020 but it was evaded entirely.   All my evidence has been evaded by the 

corrupt judiciary from the outset.   At page 2, paragraph 9, I set out clearly why the 

application is not and cannot possibly be without merit.  The affidavit from paragraph 9 to 

the end proves that Nugee has been perverting the course of justice, that is, in reality why 

the corrupt judiciary have been evading all of my evidence.   The affidavit was evaded 

altogether, indeed, the entire claim, that sought to deal with the multiple false statements, 

frauds and fraudulent non-disclosure was disposed of by Murray in its entirety.  Murray 

adopted the same mala fide under handed tactic as the rest of the white-collar criminals 

purporting to be judges.  He certified as “totally without merit” without any consideration 

of the case whatsoever.    In fact however, no committal application was ever made 

previously, but Murray asserted bringing the claim is an “abuse of process”, yet the issues, 

by Fancourt’s own recent admission, had never been tried.  These people are some kind of 

comedy act, total and outright abuses of the public’s trust, they must all be jailed for 

conspiracy to pervert the course of justice.  

Nugee has perverted the course of justice on 5th February 2018 and several times 

thereafter – Nugee committed fraud by false representation  

12. Likewise, moving to tab_07, my 54-page report, page 36, it is proven beyond doubt that 

Nugee tampered with the evidence and committed fraud by false representation conveyed 

in his order of 5th February 2018 to assist the offenders in evading justice whilst defrauding 

me of £530,000 plus interest.    
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13. It is proven beyond reasonable doubt therein that Nugee did dishonestly manipulate the 

terms of the assignment to make it not absolute when there is an absolute assignment of 

the “investments”, being all of the investments made in Empowering Wind MFC Ltd to Earth 

Energy Investments LLP and the principal offenders have been aware of the assignment 

from 29th June 2015 onwards.   It was served on them 4 times from 30th June 2015 (hard 

copy), then on 3rd January 2017 (by email) and on 6th January 2017 (hard copy with the 

demand) and then on 12th October 2020.      

 

14. There is proven evidence of fraud on the part of the judiciary in this case, a proven fraud 

upon the Court, in fact on multiple levels.  Where there is a fraud upon the court, all of the 

orders in the case are void ab initio, one does not have to appeal a void order founded by 

fraud, for it ceases to exist from the outset.      

 

15. The evidence has been evaded entirely, nothing has ever been considered, least of all the 

report that was also withheld from the ex-parte hearing of 23rd October 2020.  

 

16. Total evasion of all of the evidence, facts, points of law and moreover, proven evidence of 

dishonesty constitutes indisputable manifest error for which the orders must be set aside.  

 

17. Both orders must be set aside, for Fancourt was disqualified from hearing the case on 11th 

November 2020 by virtue of the fact that he perverted the course of justice and that he 

heard only one side and deliberately evaded all of my evidence that proves fraud beyond 

reasonable doubt.  Fancourt evaded the evidence by his own admission.  All of my evidence 

has been evaded throughout these premeditated proceedings designed to prevent justice 

being served on the offenders.  

 
18. There has been a fraud upon the court and all of the orders in this case are void ab initio 

and setting aside orders founded by collusion, miscarriage of justice and fraud upon the 

court is a fresh cause of action and there is fresh evidence of dishonesty adduced.    
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19. My application of 28th October 2020 and my application of 10th November 2020 have never 

been heard or dealt with.  

 
20. Likewise, the application for committal was never heard or dealt with by Murray, there is a 

deliberate pattern in these purported judges perverting the course of justice, evading doing 

what they are duty bound in law to do, to prevent justice being served on the offenders.  

That pattern is prolific, it started with Jones and ended with Fancourt.     

 
 

21. Fancourt was deployed only to assist the offenders in evading justice and even in light of 

being served with an application for a warrant for his arrest on 10th November 2020 he still 

proceeded with the pre-conceived plan to make the GCRO knowing he was conflicted and 

had no locus from which to have heard the case whatsoever.  One cannot be a judge of his 

own cause, the doctrine of nemo judex in causa sua applies.  

 
22.  The GCRO was originated once again to further conceal the frauds but they failed 

altogether to identify any single application that is “totally without merit” because in fact, 

none of my applications ever were.    My evidence, the facts, the applicable laws and all of 

my submissions have been completely and recklessly disregarded in all of the proceedings 

from start to finish, but yet my case has been proven from the outset.     

 
23. There is no excuse for this malfeasance, it is disgraceful, outright corruption and perversion 

of the course of justice.  I will not stand for it, I know the law, I have integrity, I am sensible, 

I will not tolerate this nonsense and spin of trickery and deceit.  I will not tolerate this 

unconstitutional ruination of the rule of law and the principles of natural justice.   

 
24. If these purported judges behave like this with me, when I do know the law, how many 

hundreds of innocent parties have been defrauded by them in a similar way?   It is out of 

control, complete and utter madness.  Nobody is concealing this any longer, the system is 

rotten to the core, this will be exposed internationally and anyone else that attempts to 

follow in the footsteps of these perverse idiotic, state terrorists will join them. That is not a 

threat, it is a promise and I always keep my promises.  
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25. For ease in reference I have marked the transcripts Tab_T1-06-11-2020 and Tab_T2_T2-11-

11-2020. I start with the first one of 6th November 2020, being the one that I had requested 

an urgent turnaround on, making the request at 6.00AM on Saturday 7th November 2020. 

 
I made the urgent turnaround request so at least I had it as evidence on which I sought to 

rely with the application of 10th November 2020.  On today’s date, although the application 

was accepted by the Court on 10th November 2020, I don’t have a hearing date or a sealed 

application.   

That, in itself has tendency to interfere with the proper administration of justice, all part of 

the conspiracy by this corrupt, unconstitutional Public Authority that has been “got at” to 

provide impunity to the white-collar criminals.  

 

26. It was in fact my application of 28th October 2020 for trial that was to be heard first.  It was 

not heard at all, it was disposed of when Fancourt admitted he “could not access your 

evidence”, being tabs_01 to tab_37 in the PDF Portfolio; EX-PM-27-10-2020.    I enclose 

below, a copy of the filing record, proving that indeed that PDF Portfolio was filed with the 

application for trial on 28th October 2020. . Fancourt lied at the later hearing and attempted 

to assert that the PDF was not filed, when he knew it was.  It was just a pathetic excuse to 

prevent justice being served on the offenders, which is what all of the purported judges 

involved in this case have done from the outset.   

Filing record showing that Fancourt had the evidence he evaded and then lied 

about in his possession on 28th October 2020 

29-10-
2020 

30-10-
2020 

Non Originating Application (Insolvency Act) - 
Within proceedings on notice 

Within proceedings on notice - Mr Millinder to 
email Judges Listing 

    

 

27.  That is the application I made for a 21 hour trial to try all of the instances of fraud and 

dishonesty that have been concealed by the corrupt judiciary who are, in this case, one and 

the same as the principal offenders.  There were three filings:  
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APPLICATION_NOTICE_N244_28_10_2020_FNL_PM_01.pdf  

 

WITNESS-STATEMENT-P.MILLINDER-28-10-2020.pdf  

 

EX-PM-27-10-2020.pdf  

 

28. The application was evaded entirely and was not tried by Fancourt in any way shape or 

form. The 3rd filing is the bundle of evidence Fancourt evaded, by his own admission.   The 

witness statement of 28th October 2020 and all of the written submissions refer to the 

evidence in that bundle of evidence.    

 

29. The 30-page witness statement with the application is concise and sets out the issues that 

are proven to the criminal standard of proof.   It was evaded entirely by Fancourt.   Page 2 

contains a drop-down table of contents for ease in navigation of the issues to be tried and 

page 1 refers to the same PDF portfolio of evidence.   All of those issues in that table of 

contents have never been tried and they need to be tried with this application of 10th 

November 2020.   Likewise, the issues in my skeletons and this one in particular, need to be 

tried.    

 

30. The application of 10th November 2020 to recuse him and set aside the mala fide order of 

6th November 2020 was also to be heard first, prior to the application by the offenders for 

the ECRO false instrument, yet both my applications of 28th October 2020 and 10th 

November 2020 had not been dealt with in any way shape or form.  The application of 10th 

October 2020 sought to recuse Fancourt as he is biased and has deliberately evaded all of 

my evidence to favour the white-collar criminals with zero standard of review when he 

owes a duty in the public interest and to me to conduct a diligent standard of review 

respective of the further instance of fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte.  It was all 

deliberately evaded, because the purproted judges have been perverting the course of 

justice to provide impunity to white-collar criminals disguised as lawyers and Hannon, they 

co-conspirator.  
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Fancourt himself found that nothing has ever been adjudicated upon by a Judge  

31. I refer to tab_T1, the transcript of the hearing of 6th November 2020 that was held back 

from me, because it proves further dishonesty on the part of Ohrenstein and his instructing 

solicitors.   At page 10 of 81 (B) Ohrenstein lied and asserted that: 

 

“it has already been determined by the courts that the chain of assignment breaks down at 

the first stage” 

 

32. The correct position is this:   Fancourt J: “Well, it seems to me the position is that the, the 
validity of the assignment by EW MFC to EE was never actually decided by a judge at a, at a 
trial.” 

33. Ohrenstein knew the statement he was making was blatantly false, which is in fact why they 

dishonestly withheld the 54-page report that he later lied about having been disclosed 

knowing it was not.     In fact, the materiality of the report is abundantly clear, but, as I say, 

the purproted judges have been perverting the course of justice throughout, the standard 

of review in the public interest has been deliberately non-existent, yet it is the public that 

pays these criminals to act “without favour or ill-will” “according to the law”, what a joke.   

The point I make is a very simple one, the assignment cannot be diminished, neither of 

them can, for the law makes the assignments valid from the date they were served on the 

offenders.  Moreover, Staunton himself admitted that the assignments were valid, twice, on 

two separate occasions:  

 

34. I turn to that report at tab_07.  At page 37 of 54, lines 23 & 24, Staunton acknowledged the 

correct factual position on 5th February 2018; 

 
Mr Staunton: “Second page in. Reading that second paragraph, what’s assigned to EEI are 

the investments, the £200,000” 

 
35. It is proven beyond doubt therefore that on 5th February 2018, Staunton and his instructing 

solicitors knew that the assignment of the abortive costs, in fact totaling £770,000 were 

assigned.   That fact is clearly material, issue estoppel applies to that as it does the later 
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36. During the predetermined hearing by Briggs, who met with Hannon at Radcliffe Chambers 

on 22nd November 2017 after approving the filings relating to the unwarranted demands 

with menaces originating from the two false instrument applications to Bristol County Court 

certified as true by the lawyers acting for the 1st Defendant when they were both false, the 

lies on the part of Staunton and the cover up by Briggs were absolutely obvious and prolific. 

The report made all of that abundantly clear, which is why it was dishonestly withheld form 

the ex-parte hearing of 23rd October 2020.     

 
37. I refer to page 42 of 54 (tab_07), reading line 25 through to 32. Knowing of Nugee’s 

misrepresentation, Staunton sought to rely on that to further fraudulently misrepresent the 

assignment when he himself admitted that the assignment is valid.   Both Nugee and 

Staunton, who have a close personal relationship, knew the assignment was valid on 5th 

February 2018, which is why Nugee fraudulently misrepresented its terms, making it not 

absolute when he knew it was.  That is a big part of the protracted conspiracy to defraud.  

Vos also sought to undermine the assignment, but the assignment cannot be undermined, 

for any disagreement as to its validity, is not a disagreement with me, but it is one that 

affronts the supremacy of the rule of law itself that makes the assignment valid, namely 

section 136(1) of the Law of Property Act 1925.    

 
38. At page 43 of 54, Staunton reenforced his lie by stating: 

 
MR STAUNTON: That's an exact quote by Mr Justice Nugee of the resolution 

 

39. Both Nugee and Staunton had the premeditated intent to fraudulently misrepresent the 

assignment, that was, in any event, deliberately withheld from the ex-parte hearing of 9th 

January 2017 but yet the assignment is valid, they all knew it was from the outset.  The fact 

of the matter is that the assignment, together with Part B of the demand, with the demand 

also explaining how the abortive costs were incurred cannot be disputed and the 

assignment was valid from 30th June 2015 when it was first served on the offenders.   From 

that date on, interest continued to accrue.   
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40. Also at page 43 of the 54-page report, there is another important finding at line 15 and 16 

on the part of Briggs, one that extinguished the alleged petition debt of £25k that was 

extinguished anyway in its own right: 

 
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. 

41. There are two indisputable facts here.  The first is that the alleged petition debt never 

existed because it was extinguished by the £770,000 “investments” that were assigned to 

Earth Energy Investments LLP and then back to me on 18th March 2018 because I knew 

these offenders and their conspirators were colluding to defraud, using insolvency law to 

defraud me, a creditor.   The second is what Briggs alluded to insofar as, stating the obvious, 

an alleged debt that is subject to challenge is not and cannot possibly be a petition debt, but 

they all knew that.  Nugee knew it, which is why he evaded his duty to give the directions I 

requested on 7th February 2018, it was all premeditated, but that directions application was 

served on the offenders on 7th February 2018, as was the application of 1st March 2018 and 

the subsequent order of 21st March 2018.   They all knew, from 29th June 2015 and from 

then on, that neither I, nor any of my companies owe the defendants a single penny.   It was 

all orchestrated conspiracy to defraud under the guise of insolvency, when none of my 

companies were ever insolvent.   As I said, a cesspool of lawlessness, fraud and corruption, 

the court is as much a part of the fraud as the principal offenders and the Insolvency 

Disservice sham entity that conspires to defraud creditors.  

The directions application proving dishonesty that Nugee evaded of 7th February 

2018  

42. It is necessary to carry out a standard of review on that directions application at tab_T7.  

My case is defined in that directions application itself.  Nugee knew that, which is why he 

evaded altogether providing those directions and from then on, those matters have been 

concealed by the collusive, dishonest, corrupt traitors of the people pretending to be 

honourable when they are entirely dishonourable.   
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The purported judges, including Vos, Murray and Fancourt have been “cheating” the rule of 

law, the principles of justice and me. Cheating is dishonest, in direct context with the 

applicable test for dishonesty in Ivy v Genting Casinos 2017. 

 

43. One of the many points that comes out of that, is that Nugee refused to certify the 

application as “totally without merit”, because, in fact, he knew that the application was 

“proven beyond doubt”.   

 
44. Issue estoppel applies to that finding, but yet, the corrupt underling, who was factored in by 

Briggs, who failed in his duty to set aside the malicious winding up petition when he knew 

the petition never even existed, came along and certified the application that Nugee 

refused to certify as “totally without merit” as totally without merit when in fact, it is 

proven beyond doubt.  I do not owe the offenders £25k and the application sought to 

recuse Jones, because Jones was perverting the course of justice.    

 
45. The fact that Hannon has continued the conspiracy, fraudulently abusing his position by 

disposing of Empowering Wind MFC Ltd knowing that it has an asset to be realised does not 

alleviate the issue any more than the corrupt court retaining the £4.1 million fraud by false 

representation it has a duty to have removed.    Any subsequent application to remove the 

fraudulent claim and set aside Jone’s order is not without merit, but it is proven.   The asset 

is still an asset that vests in Empowering Wind MFC Ltd. The fact that Hannon has 

continually fraudulently abused his position, working in conspiracy to defraud me under the 

façade of the fraudulent claim does nothing to assist.  

 
46. The fresh evidence of dishonesty on the part of Hannon I adduced in the application of 20th 

July 2020 was evaded by Nugee, who is one of the defendants.  

 
47. Jones, by his own admission, did not have the locus to do what the application intended to 

do, in dealing with the frauds. Jones admitted on 21st December 2017 that: 

 
“For my purposes, dishonestly is not going to matter because I can’t judge” 
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48. It was the application that came later to set aside the fraudulent proof of debt and the void 

order made by Jones knowing he had no jurisdiction to make it that Pelling falsely certified 

as “totally without merit” to originate the false instrument ECRO.    

 

49. Pelling had no jurisdiction to certify the application of 1st March 2018 as totally without 

merit because the application is proven beyond doubt.  Pelling cannot certify the 

application that Nugee refused to as “totally without merit” when he spoliated all of my 

evidence.   

 
50. All of those points were advanced in the 10-page submission to Drewett that Arnold evaded 

altogether, because he, like the rest of them, have been perverting the course of justice, 

relying on sustaining the false instrument to prevent justice being served on the offenders, 

it is all part of the fraud.  

Two counts of making and using a false instrument – The ECRO and the GCRO  

51. At tab_13 of the hearing bundle that Fancourt evaded, I made it expressly clear that none of 

my applications were without merit, they cannot possibly be.   One must conduct a diligent 

standard of review respective of that submission, it has never been considered by any 

judge.   Everything that does not suit their corrupt and sinister motives is just evaded, this is 

how the UK’s courts now operate.     I refer to page 3 of the 10-page letter addressed to 

Drewett, paragraph 12.    I refer there to “tab_14”, that I exhibit with this skeleton at 

tab_T3. Again, that exhibit has also been evaded but its contents are absolutely material.  

 

52. It is in fact necessary to follow the written submission, because it proves that the order 

made by Vos, the dishonest white-collar criminal, is also founded by fraud, yet it is what 

they all seek to rely on to sustain the false instrument ECRO and to conceal the frauds. 

 
53. It is necessary to read it in conjunction with that judgment, easiest to do so using the online 

version; https://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWHC/Ch/2019/226.html  

 
54. The application in question sought to deal with the multitude of frauds and the fraud upon 

the court that founded the false instrument ECRO in the first place.    
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55. The common synergy is that Vos sought to evaded entirely to do what the application 

sought to do.    Vos lent credence to Jones and the fraudulent claims in insolvency 

proceedings that criminalises any such activities, because, essentially, he was perverting the 

course of justice.  That is why and how that order originated.    The proof is all in the 

pudding as it were, namely tab_13. I do not have to appeal a void order for some other 

white-collar criminal who has been promoted for following orders by the kleptocrats at the 

helm of the injustice system who will do the same as the rest have done.     I will make this 

absolutely straight forward; 

 
56. At page 3, paragraph 13 of my 10-page submission to Drewett that was ignored entirely, 

along with every single submission I have made in these proceedings from start to finish, I 

refer, correctly to the applicable authority of the Court of Appeal; Wasif and another v 

Secretary of State for the Home Department [2016].   I expand on the submission 

somewhat, because I also rely on it herein respective of the second false instrument ECRO 

concocted by Fancourt to assist the offenders.  I refer to the 7 inescapable points when any 

judge is considering certifying an application as “totally without merit” and I highlight the 

passages applicable to this case accordingly:  

 
1. Judges should “certainly not” certify applications as “totally without merit” as an 

automatic consequence of refusing permission. The criteria are different. 

 

2. No judge should certify an application as “totally without merit” unless he or she 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 consequence of his decision in the 

particular case.” (per Maurice Kay LJ in Grace).  

 

3. A case should only be certified where the judge is satisfied that a hearing could serve no 

purpose in allowing the claimant to address perceived weaknesses or omissions in the case. 
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4. As a “thought-experiment” it may assist a judge to consider whether he or she can 

conceive of a judicial colleague taking a different view on the granting of permission. (The 

Court was careful, though, to stress that this was not a formal test – “the point of a renewal 

hearing is not that the claimant is entitled to another dip into the bran-tub of Administrative 

Court of Upper Tribunal judges in the hope of finding someone more sympathetic.”) 

 

5. Where a judge suspects that there may be an arguable claim, even if the point in 

question has not been pleaded properly or at all, then it should not be certified as 

“totally without merit”. 

 

6. A case should not be certified as “totally without merit” on the basis of a point raised in 

the summary grounds of defence to which the claimant may have an answer (given that 

at that stage the claimant would not have seen the summary grounds). 

 

7. Where a claim is certified as “totally without merit” then “peculiar care must be taken to 

ensure that all the arguments raised in the grounds are properly addressed” when the 

judge gives reasons for coming to his or her decision. Separate reasons should be given 

for the certification (as opposed to the refusal of permission), even if those separate 

reasons rest on what has been said previously.  The reasoning need not be lengthy, but it 

should be structured 

 

57. None of my applications are totally without merit, on the contrary, the evidence, facts, 

statements and points of law have been spoliated to provide unjust assistance to the 

offenders, in other words, a conspiracy to pervert the course of justice.  

 

58. No single judgment provides any rationale or reasoning as to coming to the conclusion that 

any one application is totally without merit.  All of the orders have been founded by a fraud 

upon the court and the principle frauds that have been evaded in the process.  It is an utter 

disgrace, total ruination of our justice system, but furthermore, serious corruption and 

human rights abuse on the part of a compromised, utterly corrupt, dishonourable judiciary 

who have failed in every way possible.   
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It is all about preventing justice being served on the offenders.    None of the 7 points 

highlighted above have been applied, but yet the preliminary considerations that “go to the 

heart” of every application have been evaded.     Fancourt knew this, which is why, during 

the hearing of 6th November 2020 he cited (See: Tab_T1, page 11 (E), that:  

 

“The Chancellor was saying was that, that the underlying substantive issues have never in 

fact been tried” 

 

59. So therefore it is proven beyond doubt that Fancourt knew that the “substantive 

underlaying issues have never been tried”.    

 

60. From the Court of Appeal judgment, the 7 -points I quoted at page 15 and 16 above, point 2 

does not come into the equation because nothing has ever been tried.  Point 3 was evaded 

altogether respective of Murray, the other white-collar criminal who perverted the course 

of justice when it is proven that firstly the Master was precluded in law from making any 

order in the case (Practice Direction 2B), secondly that Hannon has dishonestly withheld 

both the exhibit and the proofs of debt in his possession he is under a continuing duty to 

disclose and that thirdly, the defendants have made false statements constituting criminal 

contempt of Court, as they have, dishonestly withheld all of the evidence that would have 

otherwise proven my case against them ex-parte.   That application is not and cannot 

possibly be without merit, on the contrary, it is proven to the criminal standard of proof, 

but further, Murray did not even try the issues, the claim was illegally disposed of, when he 

knew doing so would pervert the course of justice, that’s why he did it.  For precisely the 

same reason, Fancourt disposed of the application for trial of the issues that have been 

evaded, being the application of 28th October 2020.   The petition for mandatory order was 

addressed to the President of the Queen’s Bench Division. Petitions for mandatory order 

must be heard, that too was disposed of by Murray without any consideration whatsoever.  

In order to certify as “totally without merit” the issues first need to be tried and heard, that 

has never happened.  
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Short chronology – Fraud upon the court and evasion of the applications to deal 

with fraud  

61. There is a clear and obvious pattern of collusion and dishonest concealment convened to 

prevent justice being served on the principal offenders.  Here is the chronology: 

 

(a) The application of 15th November 2017:  “To be heard by a High Court Judge”.  Sought 

to deal with the fraud by failing to disclose information ex-parte of 9th and 16th January 

2017.  The frauds by false representation in insolvency proceedings, the fraud by failing 

to disclose information against Hannon, the false statement ex-parte on the part of 

Bloom, the false instrument applications to Bristol County Court certified as true when 

the offenders knew they were false.  The 3 unwarranted demands with menaces, with 

the first being the one in the sum of £256,269.89 used to unlawfully forfeit the Lease.  

The application was circumvented by Jones, under the instruction of Briggs, who 

“crossed out” the request that the application be heard by a High Court Judge and put it 

before Jones, so that Jones could dispose of it without trying any of the issues 

whatsoever.  At the first hearing of 21st December 2017, Jones made the admission 

“dishonesty is not going to matter, I can’t judge”.  When fraud is an issue, dishonesty 

does matter.   

 

(b) The application of 28th February 2018 that came before Nugee who was conflicted in 

any event:  Sought to deal with the fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte, to recuse Jones, 

because he, by his own admission, had no jurisdiction to do what the application 

intended to do (therefore his orders are void as ultra vires).   Sought to deal with the 

offences (s.5 of the Perjury Act 1911), the false instrument applications to Bristol County 

Court resulting in two further unwarranted demands with menaces and the indisputable 

case that the offenders failed in duty of candour to disclose the fact that they “u-

turned” on the completed collateral contract affirming the connection configuration 

they themselves agreed in open email correspondences during the option period.  

Nugee refused to recuse Jones.   
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Refused to set aside the orders of 9th January 2017 and 16th January 2017 when it is 

proven beyond doubt that both were founded by fraud and failure to disclose 

information in what is the most prolific case of fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte in the 

history of UK law.   Nugee fails to conduct any standard of review whatsoever, but does 

manage to dishonestly misrepresent the terms of the assignment, working in conspiracy 

with his close personal associate, Staunton.   Nugee fails to deal with the fraudulent 

claims that he found to be false, knowing that they were frustrating the insolvency.    

Nugee finds, stating the obvious, that the offenders did unlawfully forfeit the Lease, 

therefore he knew that the demand was proven, both in relation to the assignment and 

the claim founded by unlawful forfeiture.  Nugee dismissed my application and ordered 

I pay costs of £10,000 for the privilege of being defrauded by the corrupt court and his 

personal associate, Staunton, who even lied twice about the operative provision of 

Force Majeure within the Lease.  

 

(c) The directions application of 7th February 2018:  I make the directions application two-

days after the hearing to address what Nugee failed (deliberately) to address to prevent 

justice being served on his cohorts.   Nugee failed altogether to deal with the directions 

application.   

 

(d) 12th February 2018: A covert (without notice and without service) winding up petition is 

presented against Earth Energy Investments LLP by the principal offenders for the £25k 

they knew (by Staunton’s own admission during the hearing of 5th February 2018) that 

was extinguished by the cross claim, but yet they also knew any such alleged debt was 

subject to challenge in the ongoing proceedings for fraud by failing to disclose 

information ex-parte founded the alleged costs in the first instance.  

 
(e) 1st March 2018: Application is made to set aside the orders of 9th January 2017 and 16th 

January 2017 on the basis of what Nugee failed to deal with in the directions application 

and on the basis of the irrefutable position that the offenders also failed in their 

continuing duty to disclose the Penningtons Manches LLP complaint of material non-

disclosure of 11th January 2017 (See: tab_23 of my trial bundle).   
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There is an absolutely indisputable position that proves my case beyond doubt, but yet 

again, that too was ignored by the corrupt judiciary who have been perverting the 

course of justice:  

 
Had the defendants fulfilled their continuing duty to disclose (a legal duty) ex-parte 

and acted accordingly, on 11th January 2017, by disclosing that letter, any judge would 

have discovered what is the most prolific case of non-disclosure ex-parte in the history 

of UK law and no judge would have made the order of 16th January 2017.   

 

Likewise, had that disclosure been made, it would have been made clear that there is 

no consent to the alleged £25k costs that were founded by their own fraud and on 

both grounds, the order of 16th January 2017 would not have been made.  

 

The position conveyed in bold above proves my case beyond doubt, that the non-

disclosure was material and was convened with dishonest intent to conceal their 

material non-disclosure during the ex-parte hearing of 9th January 2017.  The non-

disclosure was convened to prevent justice from being served on the principal offenders 

and their conspirators.   That position is not “totally without merit” as the corrupt, 

beetroot faced stuttering white-collar criminal dotard who was acting under orders 

attempted to apply so that he could found the first ECRO false instrument, but it is in 

fact proven beyond reasonable doubt.     The orders of 9th January 2017 and 16th January 

2017 were founded by fraud.   No order made since can remedy the position, for the 

correct position is that conveyed at page 2, paragraph 8 of my skeleton with that 

application dated 1st March 2018 (tab_T8); 

 

“fraud vitiates all transactions known to the law of however high a degree of solemnity”. 

 

Likewise, the applicable authority at paragraph 13 of page 2: 
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“No Court in this land will allow a person to keep an advantage he has obtained by 

fraud. No judgment of a court, no order of a Minister, can be allowed to stand if it has 

been obtained by fraud. Fraud unravels everything” 

 
Likewise at page 3, paragraph 14:  

 

“Fraud is conduct which vitiates every transaction known to the law. It even vitiates a 

judgment of the Court. It is an insidious disease, and if clearly proved spreads to and 

infects the whole transaction (Jonesco v Beard [1930] AC 298 at 301-302).” 

 

Yet the skeleton, which was evaded completely by the parasite white-collar criminal, 

Pelling, who was factored in to originate the false instrument ECRO.  Pelling entirely evaded, 

not only the indisputable point in relation to the continuing duty of disclosure ex-parte and 

that Penningtons complaint and the fact that in order to be consent, there must first be 

genuine consent by the parties which there was not, but the fact that the skeleton also 

proved fraud respective of the false representations (s.2 of the Fraud Act 2006) and the 

false instrument applications to Bristol and the unwarranted demands, but yet all of those 

frauds are also proven.   

 

This was one of the applications Pelling relied upon as being “totally without merit” when 

the judgment of the Court of Appeal proves that it cannot be, not in any way, shape or 

form, for in fact, the application is proven beyond reasonable doubt on all counts.   It is this 

malfeasance, originated by Nugee, then continued by Pelling, Arnold, Vos and then Nugee 

and now Murray and Fancourt that was principle cause of this outright fraud upon the court 

and gross miscarriage of justice and likewise, it is this application that Fancourt, the idiotic 

white-collar criminal who has evaded all of my evidence twice over to favour the offenders, 

also sought to again certify as “totally without merit”, but in fact, the position is that:  

 

In Wasif and another v Secretary of State for the Home Department [2016].   The 

inescapable points set by the Court of Appeal that must be applied when any judge is 

considering certifying an application as totally without merit, point 5:  
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5. Where a judge suspects that there may be an arguable claim, even if the point in 

question has not been pleaded properly or at all, then it should not be certified as “totally 

without merit”. 

 

Nullifies these proceedings entirely, because there has been a fraud upon the Court, the 

purported judges have been perverting the course of justice and the Court has been the 

aider and abettor of fraud.  The corrupt judiciary have consistently evaded doing what they 

are duty bound to do in law and the applicable authority is that set out in page 34 below.  

The Court has a duty to remove any proof of debt in insolvency proceedings if there is not  

“a debt due in truth and reality for which the consideration must be looked into”.  

 

The position invalidates the ECRO that was founded illegally only to pervert the course of 

justice in any event, for one of the other applications relied upon by Pelling as being “totally 

without merit” is the application to set aside the orders of Jones that are void as ultra vires 

in any event and there is no bar on asking to set aside a void order and likewise there is no 

res judicata on setting aside a proof of debt that is not due in “truth and reality”.  

 

On precisely the same basis, there is an extremely wide jurisdiction of the court to set aside 

orders founded by fraud or orders that were otherwise made improperly, including orders 

that were founded by collusion and fraud upon the court.  That is not an abuse of process, 

but it is a rule of law.   I had addressed that substantially within by affidavit that Murray 

evaded.  I turn to tab_10, page 9, paragraph 47, reading from there to paragraph 63 of page 

12 of that affidavit.  In reality, that is the reason both Fancourt and Murray wanted to evade 

all of those submissions, because they are proven beyond doubt. They have all been 

conspiring to pervert the course of justice. Indeed, doing so, does constitute perverting the 

course of justice.    

 

I need not in fact continue with the chronology of the mala fide orders founded by fraud for 

all I need do is consolidate by focusing on the fact that Pelling certified the application for 

rescission also as totally without merit when it is proven beyond doubt on these grounds; 
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(a) That the £25k petition debt never existed because it was extinguished by the cross 

claim; 

 

(b) That the £25k petition debt never existed because it was subject to challenge; by order 

of a High Court Judge and an alleged debt that is subject to challenge is disputed on 

genuine and substantial grounds and is not and cannot possibly be a petition debt 

(double standards corruption) 

 
(c) That the alleged petition or bundle was never even served; and Staunton admitted it 

had never been served in the skeleton that Vos allowed him to retract and replace 

minus the dishonesty because he was perverting the course of justice (invalidating the 

order of Vos that did not deal with the application in any way, shape or form). I refer to 

tab_28 of my bundle of evidence with my application for trial of 28th October 2020.  At 

paragraph 37, Staunton “U-turned” on the claims he himself admitted were false by 

reason of “Force Majeure” on 9th January 2017, but dishonestly omitted the conditional 

nature of the Energy Supply Agreement and the operative provision of Force Majeure 

within the Lease that applies for the same reason, the effect being, that the first 

instalment of rent was not due until 15th September 2015, after the unlawful forfeiture.   

Vos sought to cover all that up in his nonsense, mala fide order designed to assist the 

offenders and to sustain the false instrument ECRO (a fraud).     At paragraph 40, 

Staunton stated that:  

 
“The Club’s sols were under no obligation to inform A that a petition had been 

presented”  

 

Implying that it is perfectly fine for anyone to present a petition with no notice or 

service whatsoever, but moreover, even knowing that no money is owed to the 

offenders in any event.   All of those issues (that were again deliberately evaded by 

Fancourt) hark back to the same authority and that is:   “if there is not a debt due in 

truth and reality the consideration must be looked into”.  
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It was not looked into by this corrupt court because they have all been conspiring to 

defraud under the façade of insolvency.    That is why Vos allowed Staunton to retract 

and replace his skeleton.  

 

Likewise, that is why Vos evaded the proven, conscious and premeditated dishonesty on 

the part of Staunton that I had addressed in some finite detail within my report at 

tab_07 wherein it is proven beyond reasonable doubt that in any event the order of 28th 

March 2018, the winding up order was founded by fraud, fraud by false representation 

on the part of Staunton and his perjuries.   Likewise, it is for that reason the offenders 

dishonestly withheld the 54-page report, along with the 13-attachments and my email 

of 24th October 2020 complaining of material non-disclosure and which is why 

Ohrenstein then lied about it at the hearing of 6th November 2020 and why Fancourt 

then ensured that the transcript was held back from me so he could rush through and 

make another false instrument restraining order to pervert the course of justice.  

 

62. To be clear, I refer to the report, (tab_07), working from the first page (is it all absolutely 

material), but clicking on “Staunton lied to Registrar Barber and falsely misrepresented the 

cross claim that extinguished the (non-existent) alleged petition debt” taking you to page 

39 of 54 and carrying out the standard of review that has been deliberately absent by you, 

Vos, and the rest of your conspirators, reading from line 9 through to line 39 of page 40.   

 

63. The point I make should now be obvious.   They all knew, on 5th February 2018, but actually 

long prior, on 30th June 2015 when they had the assignment in their possession, that my 

cross claim, being the “investments”, in fact all of the investments I had made in 

Empowering Wind MFC Ltd had been assigned to Earth Energy.  Staunton himself admitted 

that on 5th February 2018 and just two-days after, they had that directions application in 

their possession (tab_T8) that also referred to the assignment and the dishonesty.   

Therefore it is proven beyond doubt that they knew I did not owe them £25k, but the 

position is entirely the opposite.   
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64. That is why Staunton then made the conscious and premeditated decision to lie to ICCJ 

Barber and misrepresent the cross claim they had all known about all along and it is for 

precisely the same reason Ohrenstein did the same during the hearing of 6th November 

2020.   

 
65. The point I make is that the £25k petition debt is a nullity, it ceased to exist from the outset, 

as did the order of 28th March 2018 and therefore it is proven beyond doubt that; 

 
66. None of my applications are without merit, because my case is proven beyond reasonable 

doubt.   The applicable authority that applies also to the illegal winding up on the basis of 

the alleged nullity petition debt is basically, those authorities I refer to more fully at page 34 

below.  

 

67. Point 5 of the inescapable points that must be applied when certifying as totally without 

merit also applies to all of my applications, none of them are without merit, because in fact, 

it is proven that the 1st Defendant did unlawfully forfeit the Lease after refusing the 

connection that was the entire purpose of the contracts in the first place.  

 
68. Likewise, it is proven that all of the claims made by them are false, but the Court is an 

absolute failure, a reckless and protracted failure to do justice and to administer the law. 

That is the only part that is without merit, the perpetrator’s continued existence as judges.  

 
69. This brings me on to the authorities respective of claims in insolvency proceedings that are 

blatantly false (see page 13 below).   It is all causally linked to the material non-disclosure 

ex-parte that both Nugee and Fancourt were concealing, again, to prevent justice being 

served on the perpetrators.     The point I make is a very simple one, that is, the during the 

first ex-parte hearing of 9th January 2017, Staunton himself admitted that no claims could 

be established owing to “Force Majeure”, which is my advancement entirely, but in fact 

there is much more to it than that.    Staunton made the conscious and premeditated 

decision to present a false case ex-parte, by failing in his duty of candour to disclose the 

following critical material particulars that prove my case beyond doubt;  
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(a) His client “U-turned” on the connection configuration that was affirmed by collateral 

contract during the option period (See: Chapter 17 – The grid connection – a completed 

collateral contract)  

 

(b) That the Energy Supply Agreement is conditional upon my “full satisfaction of” the 

Connection Agreement, his client refused, encompassing the 3 salient contracts they 

also withheld from the ex-parte hearing of 9th January 2017.  Likewise, it was the same 

facts that the offenders failed to disclose during the ex-parte hearing of 23rd October 

2020 complete with presentation of a false case.  

 
(c) That there is a Force Majeure provision in the Lease that suspends obligations 

accordingly and in particular the 12-month period free of rent from which to 

commission the wind turbine that suspended any obligation to pay rent whatsoever 

until 15th September 2015 had the 1st Defendant not then refused the connection, 

rendering the project useless and preventing me from performing on the rights granted.  

Moreover, all of that was readily available to the offenders, but they dishonestly 

concealed it all from the Court when they knew my case was proven.  

 
Fancourt just assisted them because he one and the same as the principal offenders, as 

are the rest of the purported judges involved who have been actively aiding and 

abetting fraud whilst abusing the rule of law to procure pecuniary advantage in abuse of 

their duties to assist likeminded white-collar criminals disguised as lawyers and 

insolvency practitioners.     

 

Those three material facts above are somewhat relevant, because they prove I have 

never owed the 1st Defendant a single penny and indeed, that Staunton and his 

instructing solicitors have presented an entirely false case from the outset, in tandem 

with their fraudulent non-disclosure.  
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The false instrument GCRO invented by Fancourt   

70. It was the premeditated intent of Fancourt to dispose of my application for trial, knowing 

that nothing has ever been tried and then to make another false instrument GCRO after 

himself attempting to follow in the footsteps of what Pelling did.  This is how they behave, 

they spoliate all of the evidence and then certify what they have not even considered as 

“totally without merit”.  The submissions I made however, at both hearings, make it 

absolutely clear that none of my applications are without merit, they cannot possibly be.  

 

71. Fancourt made the false instrument GCRO based on “a further 3 applications being totally 

without merit” but those applications were not specified. No reasoning was given, but in 

fact, I gave ample reasoning as to why they were not, but Fancourt evaded all of that, as he 

evaded all of my evidence and the proof that the sum of the statutory demands cannot be 

disputed in any way shape or form and that the alleged £25k petition debt never even 

existed.  The 7 inescapable points set out by the Court of Appeal were, once again, 

deliberately evaded.  The strategy of these white-collar criminals, who have been colluding 

with the offenders from the outset, is to make the ECRO / GCRO and then constantly refuse 

permission to bring applications as the means of perverting the course of justice.  

 
72. That is, in reality, why both false instrument ECROs came about and whilst is why there is 

absolutely no reasoning whatsoever in even beginning to come close to justify why even 

one of my applications are totally without merit. They cannot.  These people are the 

scourge of our society, a law unto themselves, traitors to the people. They all need to be 

jailed.   The position I conveyed in my 10-page letter to Drewett is the correct position 

respective of the first false instrument ECRO, it applies equally to the second, only this time, 

the GCRO has been made “blind” and there is no identification of any one application that is 

said to be “totally without merit”.   

 
73. Fancourt certified the applications to set aside the orders of 9th January and 16th January 

2017 as “totally without merit”, whilst admitting that he had not even considered any of my 

evidence or written submissions.   
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74. If he had, he would know that in fact the applications cannot be disputed in any way shape 

or form, because the orders are founded by fraud and fraud upon the court but moreover, 

the additional ground to set them aside is because they prevent me form my democratic 

right to recover the indisputable debt by instigating winding up proceedings.   That is what 

the 1st Defendant was permitted to do to my company, when their alleged debt does not 

even exist, but the corrupt court prevents me from any remedy whatsoever even in light of 

the multiple frauds.  I will not mince my words, it is a total sham and a cesspool of 

corruption.  The court is the fraud, the judges are fraudsters and aiders and abettors, all 

part of the conspiracy.  

 
75. The malicious and nonsensical certifications as “totally without merit” are convened to 

conceal the multiple frauds and indictable offences, preventing the matters from being tried 

at an oral renewal hearing when nothing has ever been tried.  Likewise, the malicious 

certifications as “totally without merit” is to deprive me of the right to appeal and to send a 

message to the Court of Appeal that the applications appear to be without merit when 

nothing has ever been tried. Those actions clearly interfere with the proper administration 

of justice. Under CPR 54.12(7), where a case is considered “totally without merit”, no 

additional oral hearing is allowed.  This is done to circumvent my right of access to a fair and 

unbiased trial when the frauds have been deliberately and dishonestly concealed.  

 
76. Now I come on to the evidence that Fancourt evaded.  I refer to the transcript of the 

hearing of 9th January 2017 that I recently obtained to prove my case at the trial Fancourt 

deprived me the right of having.  I turn to tab_18, the transcript of the hearing of 9th 

January 2017 ex-parte.    All of the submissions made by Staunton ex-parte are lies and 

fallacies.    There is no candour whatsoever of the correct factual circumstances, but this 

utterly corrupt, unfit for purpose Court that is infiltrated by criminals disguised as judges, 

just cover for the offenders anyway.   Nugee, Staunton’s drinking associate, then awarded 

them £10,000 in costs for their fraudulent non-disclosure.  Fancourt then dismissed my 

application for trial without trial and certified the application to discharge the two orders 

ex-parte (9th January 2017 and 16th January 2017) and the order ex-parte of 23rd October 

2020 as “totally without merit” when in fact, the applications are proven beyond doubt.   
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77. The fact of the matter is, that the claim for unlawful forfeiture is proven, because no money 

was ever owed to the 1st Defendant and likewise, the assignments are valid and therefore 

none of my applications are without merit and likewise, my abortive costs, plus standard 

interest, cannot be disputed and I am owed over £1.1 million that can be recovered by 

statutory demand and that is what I was doing.    The orders of 9th January 2017 and 16th 

January 2017 need to be discharged with the order of 23rd October 2020, because they 

prevent me from my democratic right to serve a winding up petition for the indisputable 

debt.  

 

78. Moving to the transcript (Tab_T1); At page 4, (E), Ohrenstein refers to the fact that I have 

served a demand for the indisputable debt plus interest. That is correct and I am entitled to, 

the debt cannot be disputed.  

 
79. At page 5, (B) and (C), Ohrenstein talks of the issuance of a fresh restraining order, which 

was the premeditated conspiracy   

 
80. The GCRO was founded, but no applications were identified as being totally without merit, 

yet all of my evidence was ignored when that evidence proves that none of my applications 

can possibly be without merit.     

 
81. At page 5(H) and 6(A) Fancourt indicates his intent to dispose of my applications without 

any consideration of the evidence whatsoever.  

 
82. The contents of (A) at page 6 prove that Fancourt is assisting the offenders and that it’s all 

predetermined as it has been throughout;  

 

Conscious and premeditated dishonesty on the part of Ohrenstein who continued 

to present a false case as he, his client and instructing solicitors have done 

throughout these proceedings 

83. At page 11, paragraph (A) and (B) Ohrenstein stated this: 
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“It was never open to Mr Millinder to allege that his companies' claims, whether in contract 

or fraud, were open and shut, as he seems to have thought. The windings up of Empowering 

Wind MFC and Earth Energy were not the product of any conspiracy or fraud as Mr Millinder 

repeatedly alleges. They were simply the inevitable result of non-payment … and the failure 

to take a valid assignment or to enunciate clearly any substantial cross claim in Earth 

Energy.” 

 

84. The premeditated dishonestly quoted in paragraph 28 above falls in tandem with 

Ohrenstein and his instructing solicitor’s fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte on 23rd October 

2020 and failure in their continuing duty to disclose my email of 24th October 2020 at 

06.34AM complaining of material non-disclosure: (See: EX-PM-08-11-2020 , tab_03D).     

 

85. At the second paragraph of my email complaining of material non-disclosure during the 

hearing of 23rd October 2020 I specifically reminded Ohrenstein and his instructing 

solicitors, who received the same email, of their continuing duty to disclose and I expressly 

requested that the email is presented to the Court with evidence it had been done.   

The standard of review in the public interest when fraud and material non-

disclosure is an issue was once again deliberately non-existent  

86. The standard of review that is inescapable when fraudulent non-disclosure is an issue, when 

the Court owes a duty in the public interest to do so, was, once again, deliberately non-

existent.       

 

87. Hence, the evidence on which I see to rely to prove dishonesty was completely evaded, but 

that evidence is absolutely steadfast.  

The public interest and the duty of full and frank disclosure ex-parte  

88. The Court owes a duty in the public interest to be penal by nature respective of any non-

disclosure ex-parte.  The general rule that where there have been breaches of the duty of 

full and frank disclosure the court should normally discharge the order and not re-grant it.   
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89. That has never happened in the three instances of significant material non-disclosure in this 

case, fundamentally, because the judiciary have been “got at” by corrupt central 

government officials who are intent on providing impunity to the defendants, the white-

collar criminals and their conspirers.  That is why justice has never been served in this case.    

 

90. The court must consider all relevant circumstances, including: 

 
(a) The need to protect the administration of justice and public interest in requiring full 

and frank disclosure; 

 

(b) The degree and extent of culpability with regard to the non-disclosure; 

 
(c) The importance and significance of the matters not disclosed to the outcome of the 

application; 

 
(d) The merits of the applicant’s case, but this should not be allowed to undermine the 

policy objective of the principle; 

 
(e) The principle should not be carried to extreme lengths or become an instrument of 

injustice; and 

 
(f) Proportionality between the punishment and the offence. 

 

91. In the four instances of material non-disclosure in this case, namely on 9th January 2017, on 

11th January 2017, on 23rd October 2020 and on 24th October 2020, the offenders have been 

allowed to profiteer from their own wrongdoings, the Court has provided them with 

impunity, disregarding the legal precedents and the culpability of the non-disclosure 

altogether.  The malfeasance was not accidental, it was pre-meditated and deliberate.  

92. The legal principles in compliance with the duty of full and frank disclosure are: 

 
(a) The applicant must draw to the attention of the court all matters that would be 

relevant for the judge to know. 
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(b)  The question of materiality is a matter for the court, not the subjective judgment of 

the applicant or the legal advisers. 

 
(c) Adverse facts and matters, such as potential arguments or defenses that would be 

available to the respondent, must also be disclosed. 

 
(d) The presentation of relevant matters must be fair. Burying a material fact in an 

exhibit, or only partially explaining a disclosed matter will not be sufficient. 

 
(e) The applicant must not only disclose what he knows, but also what he ought to have 

known had he made reasonable and proper enquiries. 

 
(f) The duty also applies to the applicant’s legal advisers as well as to the litigant. 

 
(g) The court has a discretion to re-make or continue an order notwithstanding material 

non-disclosure, though the discretion is exercised sparingly. 

The authorities – breaches of the duty of full and frank disclosure ex-parte  

93. I had adduced many authorities respective of material non-disclosure ex-parte, but once 

again, all of my evidence has been evaded with intent to interfere with the proper 

administration of justice.   

 

94. In my skeleton of 5th November 2020 that Fancourt evaded (SKELETON-PM_05_11_2020), I 

referred to my authorities bundle.  I referred to some of the many authorities respective of 

breaches of duty of candour ex-parte (paragraphs 3, 18,19).   At page 2 of that skeleton, 

paragraph 3, I headlined the authority that is essentially mirrored in the applicable 

authorities I quoted:  

“The litigant has an absolute duty to provide full, frank and clear financial disclosure 

whether within the context of informal and voluntary discussions and negotiations or as part 

of financial remedy proceedings. If a party is in breach of the duty, whether by failing to 

disclose certain relevant facts and circumstances or actively presenting a false case then the 

court may set aside the order and make a costs order against that party” 
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95. In my written submissions that were all consistently evaded, I referred to those precedents 

several times. Not one single judgment deals with the materiality of the non-disclosure.  It is 

a shocking, total and outright deliberate failure to penalise the offenders, not only for what 

are the most serious breaches of full and frank disclosure ex-parte on four counts, but also 

failure to deal with the frauds by false representation in proceedings under the Insolvency 

Act 1986 that criminalises any such fraud against creditors.   

 

96. The multitude of false statements made by the 1st Defendant and their purported lawyers 

and the fact they have presented a false case both ex-parte and on notice.   The false 

instrument applications to Bristol County Court certified as true by the lawyers acting for 

the 1st Defendant when they knew they were false.  

 
97. The unwarranted demand used to unlawfully forfeit the Lease and the subsequent 

blackmails stemming from the false instrument applications to Bristol County Court when 

they all knew I do not owe the 1sst Defendant a single penny.   It is a case of “justice subject 

to status”, not one law fits all, but impunity provided to criminals disguised as lawyers and 

insolvency practitioners irrespective of the number of offences they commit.   

 

98. None of my submissions were even read by Fancourt, it was his job to continue perverting 

the course of justice, evading my proven case, whilst concealing the frauds, denying my 

right of access to a fair and unbiased trial and rushing through another false instrument 

restraining order acting under instructions so that more corrupt judges could continue 

perverting the course of justice by carrying on the pattern of evading (spoliating evidence) 

of fraud whilst refusing permission to make any application whatsoever irrespective of the 

contents, to conceal the multiple indictable offences.  

 
99. It is the intent of the corrupt judiciary to provide impunity to Hannon and his conspirators , 

who has dishonestly abused his fidicuary duty to me, otherwise majority creditor.  The 

interests of justice and the public interest, protecting the public by prosecuting dishonest 

lawyers and insolvency practitioners is non-existent.   
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100. The applicable authorities I have presented time and time again respective of the frauds 

by false representation in insolvency proceedings have been evaded.  Jones, working in 

conspiracy with Hannon, sought to degrade and misrepresent the applicable law (rule 14.11 

of the Insolvency Rules 2016) to sustain the £4.1 million fraud against creditors.    Fancourt 

did precisely the same, yet those authorities prove indeed that none of my applications to 

deal with Jones’s malfeasance or to apply again to set aside the proofs of debt were without 

merit, on the contrary, the Court has failed to administer the law, because its judicial 

officers have breached their oaths by perverting the course of justice.   

 

The authorities – False proofs of debt and duties of the liquidator 

101. The Insolvency Act 1986 provides for actions against liquidators who act in breach of 

certain duties. Section 212, the summary misfeasance provision, applies also to liquidators 

(The misfeasance provision for trustees-in-bankruptcy, who are liable on the same 

principles as liquidators, is section 304). The liquidator’s misfeasance may consist of 

negligence in admitting to proof claims against the insolvent estate, as is the case here, 

without making proper inquiry. (Re Windsor Steam Coal Co [1929] 1 Ch 151).   It is the 

summary misfeasance provision that founded my application that was disposed of by Nugee 

J who was conflicted since 5th February 2018 for the reasons made absolutely clear in the 

same report (tab_07) that was withheld by the defendants during their last ex-parte 

hearing.  

 

102. Nugee then went on to dispose of the application for permission to appeal the order he 

has no locus to make (because he has perverted the course of justice), being the application 

of;  

 
9th July 2020.  It is that application that is relied upon as being “totally without merit” when 

in fact it is also proven beyond doubt.    I refer to the statement with that application at 

tab_38 of my trial bundle.  The application is “to be heard by Lady Justice Thirlwall”, but it 

was again circumvented by Nugee who has continually perverted the course of justice from 
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5th February 2018 onwards.  He then gets rewarded for following his orders, along with 

Arnold and gets promoted to a Lord Justice of Appeal.   

This is why the corrupt judiciary involved are so keen to push me up the ladder into the 

Court of Appeal so that fellow white-collar criminals can repeat the process of abuse I have 

endured in the lower court, spoliating my evidence and providing dishonest assistance to 

the fraudsters when nothing has ever been tried.   There was in fact nothing to appeal, 

because Nugee did what he has always done, which is the same as what Arnold has done, 

because they were using the ECRO false instrument to pervert the course of justice. They 

consistently refuse permission to bring the applications. That is why the ECRO was 

originated in the first instance and that is why Fancourt has originated yet another.  It 

ceases to exist from the outset, all part of the conspiracy.      

 

103. I turn to page 3 of that statement (tab_38), again, there is a clear tool for navigating the 

statement, the dropdown table of contents. The headlines of that table makes the position 

absolutely clear.   I click on this one “Breach of fiduciary duty on the part of Hannon as 

Liquidator – a fraud”, taking us to page 9.   Paragraph 35 recited the applicable authority in 

Re Home and Colonial Insurance Co [1930] 1 Ch 102.  I quote:  

 

‘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” 

 

104. That is a fiduciary duty Hannon owes to me and it is a duty he has breached respective 

of malfeasance (s.212 of the Insolvency Act 1986), but this corrupt public authority has 

been supporting white-collar criminals.   I will elaborate substantially on the criminality and 

the real reason Fancourt deliberately evaded all of my evidence and written submissions 

further into this skeleton.  

 

105. At page 10, paragraph 36, I quoted another applicable authority in Re Fraser, ex parte 

Central Bank of London [1892] 2 QB 633, CA.  I recite it here for good measure, it applies to 

one of the 3 applications Pelling certified as “totally without merit” to originate the first 

false instrument ECRO:  
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"Proof upon a judgment will not stand merely upon that, if there is not a debt due in 'truth 

and reality,' for which the consideration must be looked to." Can this judgment be treated as 

conclusive in bankruptcy because the debtor has unsuccessfully attempted to set it aside? I 

think not, and I cannot see how the matter is any more res judicata because there has been 

an unsuccessful appeal to this Court. I agree in all that the Master of the Rolls has said on 

this point” 

 

106. I repeat, for clarity, it was Briggs who met with Hannon on the evening of 22nd 

November 2017 after approving the confidential filings I made in CR-2017-008690, 

respective of the unwarranted demand in the sum of £619,774.48 stemming from the false 

instrument application to Bristol County Court (one of two counts of s.5 Perjury 1911 in that 

respect).   Briggs knew of the fraud and criminality and implemented Jones after “crossing 

out” my request that the application be heard by a High Court Judge, because it sought to 

deal with the instances of fraud and dishonesty collectively.  None of it has ever been dealt 

with at all, the corrupt judiciary have perverted the course of justice too cover it all up.     

The fact of the matter is that Jones, by his own admission at the first hearing cited 

“dishonesty is not going to matter, I can’t judge”.   Jones was operating non-judicially, 

knowing he had no jurisdiction to hear the application.   It was Jones’s job to dispose of it, 

to conceal the fraud against creditors, preventing justice being served on Hannon and the 

1st Defendant.  

 

107. The fact of the matter is however, that the 1st Defendant, Womble Bond Dickinson, 

Staunton, Ohrenstein,  Hannon, Jones, Briggs, Nugee, Pelling, Arnold, Briggs, Vos, Murray 

and Fancourt, all knew there was no debt due in truth and reality, but they did not want to 

look into it, because they were perverting the course of justice, using the façade of 

insolvency legislation that is designed to recover assets for creditors of insolvent estates (of 

which I was otherwise by far majority with over 90% of the requisite majority), to defraud 

creditors.    This is where I come onto some other relevant authorities that effectually 

provide a duty on the Court to investigate and act if there is not a debt due in “truth and 

reality”.    
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108. Likewise however, it is the rule of law, namely rule 14.11 of the Insolvency Rules 2016 

that provides a duty on the court to “amend down, exclude or remove a proof of debt” 

“where the office holder declines to interfere in the matter”.  

 
109. In Ex parte Kibble, re Onslow, (1875) LR 10 Ch App 373 James LJ said, at 376–377: 

 

‘It is the settled rule of the court of bankruptcy on which we have always acted, that the 

court of bankruptcy can enquire into the consideration for a judgment debt. There are 

obviously strong reasons for this, because the object of the bankruptcy laws is to procure the 

distribution of a debtor's goods amongst his just creditors. If a judgment were conclusive, a 

man might allow any number of judgments to be obtained by default against him by his 

friends or relations, without any debt being due on them at all. It is therefore necessary that 

the consideration of the judgment should be liable to investigation.’ 

 

110. It is, in fact, that authority that founded the basis of the application pursuant to rule 

14.11 of the Insolvency Rules 2016. The one that Jones disposed of because he was 

perverting the course of justice, but likewise, Vos, the other dishonest little coward white-

collar criminal, condoned when he knew that the Court has a duty to remove the fraudulent 

proof of debt.  It was in fact both the application that Jones circumvented and the 

application that Vos evaded dealing with, that asked the Court to remove the fraudulent 

proof of debt and to assign the right of action respective of the proven damages claim, to 

me.   The Court did neither, but yet it is proven beyond doubt (and found by Nugee) that 

indeed the 1st Defendant did unlawfully forfeit the Lease, founded the claim in damages.  

That claim is, quite categorically an asset of the meaning conferred in rule 14.25(5) of the 

Insolvency Rules 2016.  (See: tab_B of my trial bundle).  

  

111. It is the claim that the conspirators have defrauded me of. The applicable rule of law, 

namely rule 14.25 of the Insolvency Rules 2016, applies equally in conjunction with the 

applicable authority “if there is not a debt due in truth and reality then the consideration 
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must be looked in to” respective of the nullity £25k alleged petition debt that was 

extinguished in full by the cross claim of £530,000 plus interest.    

 
112. I address that part substantially later into this skeleton, but in fact, I did address it, also 

in the report that was dishonestly withheld form the ex-parte hearing of 23rd October 2020. 

(See: tab_07, page 37 “The cross claim extinguished the alleged (non-existent) petition 

debt”). Again, that position is absolutely material to the ex-parte case being advanced by 

the 1st Defendant and their conspirators, particularly because both Stewart of Womble 

Bond Dickinson and Ohrenstein were citing a “void disposition” knowing that their alleged 

petition debt never even existed.     

 
113. It is absolutely material that Ohrenstein’s own colleague, Staunton, his predecessor who 

has gone “AWOL” because his dishonesty and fraud in this case has caught up with him, 

made the sound admission on 5th February 2018 that “what’s assigned to EEI are the 

investments, the £200,000”.  That is in context with the law on assignments (tab_A), which 

makes the assignment of the “investments” (£770,000 invested by me in Empowering Wind 

MFC Ltd) valid.  That position cannot be diminished in any way shape or form, for doing so is 

not disagreeing with me, it is affronting the rule of law that makes it do.  I repeat (for good 

measure, as I have done in detail further into this document), the assignment extinguished 

their alleged £25k petition debt and they all knew it on 5th February 2018, but in fact, they 

all knew it long before.  I refer specifically to tab_35, of my trial bundle evaded by Fancourt, 

page 8.  The email is from me to Brown of Womble Bond Dickinson,  dated 23rd June 2017 at 

11.52AM.   It is plainly evidenced in that exhibit that Womble Bond Dickinson responded to 

that email in June 2017 and therefore they were abundantly well aware of the assignment.  

They knew therefore that the assignment extinguished the alleged £25k “debt” that was 

never a debt.     

 

114. At tab_34, we have the first of the two false instrument writ applications to Bristol 

County Court made under instruction of Womble Bond Dickinson.  The application is 

certified as true, when the applicants, the instructing solicitors knew that it was false.   
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115. At tab_36, we have the email chain dated 22nd November 2017 bearing a court seal on 

the same day.   

 
116. This was served on Womble Bond Dickinson by email by me on the same day. Likewise, I 

has served on them, on 21st November 2017, a copy of the unwarranted demand with 

menaces (s.21 of the Theft Act 1968) which also bore a seal of the same date (see: tab_32).  

The point I make is, again, an absolutely indisputable one, substantiated by the evidence I 

refer to in this paragraph and paragraph 37 above.   At tab_36, pages 1 and 2 of 14 Stewart 

of Womble Bond Dickinson is responding to my emails contained at pages 3 through to 14.   

 
117. At page 4 of 14 (tab_36), there are some important submissions, it is necessary for My 

Lordship to read that email and carefully consider the context in line with the fact that they 

knew, in fact as it is evidenced, on 9th January 2017, that neither my companies or I owe the 

1st Defendant a single penny, not £256,269.89, £541,308.89, circa £4.1 million, £555,000, 

£619,774.49 or £25k, but not a single penny, the position is entirely the opposite.   Again, I 

reiterate, the point I make is absolutely simple, it is respective of the two false instrument 

applications certified as true by the lawyers acting for the 1st Defendant when it is proven 

beyond doubt against the evidence that all of the offenders knew I do not owe them a 

penny.       

 
118. At page 1 of tab_36, Stewart responded to my chain of emails on 22nd November 2017 

at 14.22PM, points 1 – 3 onto page 2.     

 
119. I quote from point 3 of Stewart’s nonsense:  

 
“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” 
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120. In full knowledge of the application of 16th November 2017 that had been served on 

them and in full knowledge I do not owe them a single penny, Stewart made yet another 

false application to Bristol County Court.  I refer to tab_34.  The application is certified as 

being true and that there is: 

 

“I certify that the details I have given are correct and that to my knowledge there is no 

application or other procedure pending” 

 

121. Womble Bond Dickinson knew that there was an application and other procedures 

pending and it is proven beyond doubt by virtue of the evidence I have just addressed that 

they did. Therefore it is proven that the declaration made on both writ applications is false 

and it is proven beyond reasonable doubt that both the 1st Defendant and Womble Bond 

Dickinson knew the details they had certified as true, on both occasions, were blatantly 

false.  Womble Bond Dickinson and the 1st Defendant are guilty of two counts of section 5 of 

the Perjury Act 1911 and of three counts of blackmail, as in an unwarranted demand with 

menaces and of five counts of fraud by false representation as in section 2 of the Fraud Act 

2006 and of 4 counts of fraud by failing to disclose information but all of the offences were 

committed in conspiracy to defraud.  

 

122. The fact of the matter is that there never was any legitimate consent.  Womble Bond 

Dickinson were colluding with Penningtons, who I promptly sacked in January 2017 after 

finding out of their wrongdoings.  The letter dated 11th January 2017 that was withheld 

(breaching their continuing duty to disclose ex-parte) denoted a “shopping list” of material 

exhibits withheld from the ex-parte hearing of 9th January 2017 but also clearly stated that I 

did not consent to costs.    By that time, there was a police investigation in place and 

therefore I did not want to do anything that may impede or frustrate the investigation that 

Cleveland Police failed to investigate, because they are also one and the same as the 

offenders and the corrupt judiciary, but the fact of the matter is, absolutely indisputable, 

that had that disclosure been forthcoming, any judge would have discovered what is the 
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most prolific case of fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte in the history of UK law and no 

judge would have made the order of 16th January 2017.  The order was founded by fraud.  

 
123. Further, there was no consent to costs, I would not agree to pay the offenders a single 

penny after they defrauded me of over £770,000 and left me with over 4 years of solid 

commitment in developing a wind turbine, without a connection, down the drain.   They all 

knew, that without a connection, the turbine is defunct.  

 

False proofs of debt – fraud against creditors & fraud by false representation – The 

indictable offences 

124. That is what Hannon and his conspirators, including the corrupt judiciary, wanted to 

avoid at all costs, because the conspiracy was to sustain the £4.1 million fraudulent claim to 

defraud me of the £9.2 million damages claim, founded by the proven unlawful forfeiture of 

the Lease.     They were all, acting in conspiracy, using the fraud by false representation (s.2 

of the Fraud Act 2006), to make a gain for the 1st Defendant and to cause a loss to me, 

otherwise majority creditor, when they all knew, long prior to 19th September 2016, that 

the claims, all of them, they were advancing were blatantly false.  The report that was 

dishonestly withheld from the ex-parte hearing of 23rd October 2020 proves those frauds to 

the criminal standard, which is why they withheld it and which is why Fancourt then evaded 

all of my evidence and disposed of my application for trial after admitting that “the 

substantive issues have never been tried” and that “the issue around the assignment has 

never been tried”.  The fact of the matter is that there has been a protracted fraud upon the 

Court and that in addition, nothing has ever been tried, so these malicious certifications as 

totally without merit are just part of the protracted conspiracy to defraud under the façade 

of “insolvency” and “justice”.    

 
125. What use is a judge that deliberately evades evidence?  As much use as a chocolate 

fireguard, but Fancourt deliberately evaded the evidence to prevent justice being served on 

the offenders.   We shall conduct a standard of review on the evidence, namely tab_03D, 

that email complaining of material non-disclosure.       
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126. I retain my right to be heard and I retain my right to a fair and unbiased trial of the 

issues, not a “rush through”, completely evading all of my evidence, statements, facts and 

the applicable laws to assist the offenders. That’s all that has happened to date, who is 

falling for this nonsense?  It certainly is not me.  

 
127. At page 2 of tab_03D, the paragraph I marked as (1), I cite the obvious, insofar as the 

assignment cannot be diminished nor degraded, for the assignment meets the criteria of 

section 136(1) of the Law of Property Act 1925.  Any deviation away from this position is not 

a disagreement with me, but it is a flagrant challenge to the supremacy of the rule of law 

itself, which makes both of the assignments valid.   So, on this ground, the sum of the 

demand cannot be disputed, yet Fancourt evaded that entirely, he has been assisting the 

offenders.   Judges are meant to do justice, not join the fraudsters. 

 
128. I would have thought, turning to page 3, the first paragraph, that would have made the 

position clear enough, but it did not matter, the offenders knew they were safe in the hands 

of Fancourt, who is one and the same as them.   At (1), I refer to my first affidavit, the 

matters in that affidavit have never been tried, but they are absolutely material to the ex-

parte case being advanced by the offenders.  Page 5, paragraph 18 refers to the transcript 

and order of 5th February 2018 that was withheld from the ex-parte hearing of 23rd October 

2020 when the offenders knew I sought to rely on the issue estoppel position respective of 

the fact that (stating the obvious), unlawful forfeiture of the Lease is proven.    That position 

however, was made much clearer at paragraph 1.1, where I list the next material exhibit 

that was also attached to same email (the 13 attachments withheld).   That paragraph itself 

is material, because it proves that when the offenders unlawfully forfeited the Lease on the 

grounds of non-payment after they refused the connection, the first instalment of rent was 

not payable until 15th September 2015 and no energy supply was due.     In reality, that is 

why the offenders dishonestly withheld all of those exhibits I refer to in that email, but then 

to withhold the email complaining of non-disclosure is absolutely dishonest and was 

convened with intent to conceal their own wrongdoings during that ex-parte hearing, 
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breaching their continuing duty to disclose, yet again, history repeats itself, as it does with 

the purported judges providing impunity to the offenders.   

129. I focus on the materiality.  I refer to that exhibit, being just one of the 37 exhibits 

Fancourt deliberately evaded for the same reasons as the offenders did, namely, because 

he has been perverting the course of justice as the rest of the dishonest cretins have done, 

including Vos.   As I said, one seeks to rely on what the last never did as an excuse not to do 

what he should have done and the rest is that nothing ever gets done.  That is why Fancourt 

cited during the hearing that “The substantive issues have never been tried”, well, 

heartening news, hey ho, what an achievement, after 20 odd hearings and nearly 3 years 

later and still the preliminary considerations have been evaded.   Absolutely pathetic, total 

ruination of our justice system because of kleptocrats who have broken down the 

independence of our judiciary, coercing them to behave in this way.   Now, let’s turn to that 

exhibit, tab_22 of my index of exhibits with the application of 28th October 2020 that 

Fancourt did not try.  As I said, we are now embarking on the standard of review; 

 

130. The second paragraph refers to the report that was also dishonestly withheld from the 

ex-parte hearing of 23rd October 2020. The materiality of which I shall make absolutely 

clear.  It is necessary for you, My Lord, to read and digest the contents of that exhibit.   The 

reason this was withheld is actually self-evident. The clue is in the highlighted parts of that 

2-page email.   It is absolutely material to the ex-parte case that no money was ever owed 

to the 1st Defendant, but Ohrenstein has known this all the way along, which is why he lied, 

as I said, the offenders have consistently presented a false case, they have used the court to 

defraud and the purported judges have assisted them.     I quote again from the passage of 

the transcript I cited at paragraph 9 above:  

 

The windings up of Empowering Wind MFC and Earth Energy were not the product of any 

conspiracy or fraud as Mr Millinder repeatedly alleges. They were simply the inevitable 

result of non-payment 

 

131. But yet that exhibit in its own right proves fraud to the criminal standard.  It refers to 

the fact that Staunton himself, Ohrenstein’s predecessor in the conspiracy to defraud, 
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admitted on 9th January 2017 “For the purpose of the Energy Supply Agreement, Force 

Majeure has effect”; 

but yet they all dishonestly withheld the correct factual circumstances; insofar as what I 

recited in paragraph 1.2 of page 1, through to paragraph 2 of page 2.   All of that harks back 

to the report of 2nd June 2020 (tab_07) of the 37 exhibits Fancourt evaded to assist the 

offenders.   

 

132. The report is item 4 at the bottom of page 3 of tab_03D, being one of the 13 

attachments that was dishonestly withheld from the ex-parte hearing.   I think, in fact, the 

contents of that email of 24th October 2020, setting out the position in my own words (I 

believe in being direct and exercising freedom of speech, calling a spade a spade), does 

make the position clear, which is why the offenders failed in their continuing duty to 

disclose any material change in circumstances ex-parte and which is why Ohrenstein then 

lied about and likewise, which is why Fancourt twice evaded the evidence and wanted to 

rush through making another false instrument restraining order.  

 

133. The material withheld proves that in fact there is a conspiracy to defraud and that there 

was no non-payment and Ohrenstein, as well as his instructing solicitors have known this 

from the outset, but they are liars and cheats.    The Court has consistently acted against the 

public interest and the interests of justice by supporting these cretin white-collar criminals, 

assigning them in defrauding me when my case was proven from the outset.    

Staunton himself admitted that the assignment is effective on 5th February 2018 – 

That is why the report was dishonestly withheld from the ex-parte hearing   

134. I will cut to the chase.  We move to page 1 of the report (tab_07), also containing a 

dropdown table of contents.   In fact, the titles in the table of contents are rather self-

explanatory, but the corrupt judiciary just ignore everything that does not suit their sinister 

motives in abusing their positions to defraud me whilst preventing justice being served on 

the offenders.   I have already proven that no money was owed to the 1st Defendant for rent 

or energy supply, so that part is covered.  Now I focus on the evidence contained within 

that report, it is absolutely critical to my case, none of the issues have been tried, Vos 
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evaded it altogether, but yet there is proof of conscious and premeditated dishonesty 

(fraud) on the part of Staunton.   

135. Ohrenstein and his white-collar criminal instructing solicitors, the aptly named 

“Womble” Bond Dickinson, with its head office located in Atlanta, USA.  Follow this very 

carefully, My Lord;  

 

136. At page 37 of the report “The cross claim extinguished the alleged (non-existent) 

petition debt”, at lines 23 and 24, I quoted from the transcript of the hearing of 5th February 

2018, out of the horse’s mouth, from Staunton himself:  

 
Mr Staunton: “Second page in. Reading that second paragraph, what’s assigned to EEI are 

the investments, the £200,000” 

 
137. He is correct, what is assigned are the “investments”, the £770,000 I had invested in the 

project on the basis of the completed collateral contract affirming the connection that 

required the 1st Defendant to take ownership of its substations so that the connection for 

the wind turbine could be established.    

 

138. Anyone with half an ounce of common sense could determine that there was dishonest 

concealment of the fact that the offenders failed altogether to disclose anywhere (during 

the first ex-parte hearing of 9th January 2017 and during the second on 23rd October 2020), 

that the 1st Defendant “U-turned” on the connection, rendering the project useless.  That is 

in fact somewhat material, because, stating the obvious, without a connection, it is 

impossible for me to perform on the rights granted by the Lease and the Energy Supply 

Agreement, which is why, the option period came about in the first instance.    If one cannot 

rely on the terms of a completed contract (Lease, Energy Supply Agreement, Connection 

Deed, Collateral Contract during the option period), then one cannot have  any faith in the 

courts or the UK market, because it is absolutely corrupt and rotten to the core.  A cesspool 

of fraud and corruption.    
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139. The point I make is that the offenders, in particular Staunton, but all of them, knew of 

the assignment from 9th January 2017, but Bloom of the 1st Defendant knew about it much 

earlier, on 30th June 2015 when he was served a hard copy.   

 
140. On 3rd January 2017 when he was served a copy with the demand by email and on 6th 

January 2017 when the 1st Defendant was served a hard copy with the demand (together 

with Part B of the demand constituting a valid assignment in accord with s.136(1) of the Law 

of Property Act 1925.   It is clearly material that they all knew that neither I, nor Earth 

Energy Investments LLP, or Empowering Wind MFC Ltd owed the 1st Defendant a single 

penny.       

 
141. On 5th February 2018, Staunton himself admitted that the “investments” were assigned 

to Earth Energy, therefore it is proven, to the criminal standard of proof, he knew that the 

alleged £25k that was founded by fraud on two counts (fraud by failing to disclose 

information ex-parte), was extinguished by the cross-claim.      Nugee, Staunton’s co-

conspirator, also knew that the assignment was valid, which is why he perverted the course 

of justice and then, stepping into the shoes of the principal offenders, dishonestly 

misrepresented the terms of the assignment to make it not absolute so he could formulate 

his mala fide order designed to pervert the course of justice so that he could assist the 

offenders in furthering the fraud.  Defrauding me of £530,000 plus interest off the back of 

the £25k that was founded by failure in duty of candour to disclose the material fact that; 

 
142. The 1st Defendant rendered the project useless by breaching the completed collateral 

contract that went in tandem with Bloom’s false statement he knew to be false and in 

tandem with fraudulent non-disclosure of 172 pages of witness exhibit constituting what is, 

categorically, the most prolific case of fraudulent non-disclosure ex-parte in the history of 

UK law. Nugee, the pathetic, dishonest criminal, then awarded costs, assisting them in 

making further gains, the fruits of their multiple frauds.   Nugee was conflicted form that 

day on, which is why Vos, after removing Arnold, put him in charge of the ECRO false 

instrument, to continue where Arnold left off, failing to try a single part of my case, but 

refusing every application as “totally without merit” whilst concealing the proven frauds.  
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That is why Fancourt wanted to make the second false instrument GCRO, to continue 

perverting the course of justice in this way.    

 
143. Now, back to the premeditated dishonesty that Ohrenstein has sought to conceal with 

the assistance of Fancourt. Read from line 25 of page 37 of the report, through to line 37 of 

page 47.   It is therein proven beyond reasonable doubt that firstly the alleged £25k petition 

debt never even existed and secondly, that Staunton himself admitted that the cross claim 

was valid both before Nugee and Briggs but the purproted judges were part of the 

conspiracy, so they just assisted the offenders in furthering the frauds anyway.     The point I 

make is a very simple and a proven one. The highlighted parts of page 47 provides all of the 

answers.    That is why the offenders dishonestly withheld both the email of 24th October 

2020 and the 13 exhibits of material information I refer to.    

 
144. The fact of the matter is that the report proves the conspiracy to defraud. Ohrenstein 

knew this, which is why he lied (s.5 of the Perjury Act 1911) and cited that: 

 
“The windings up of Empowering Wind MFC and Earth Energy were not the product of any 

conspiracy or fraud as Mr Millinder repeatedly alleges. They were simply the inevitable 

result of non-payment” 

 
145. Ohrenstein knew that the winding up of Empowering Wind MFC Ltd was founded by the 

false representation claim in the sum of £256,269.89, being the unwarranted demand.  

146. Ohrenstein also knew that Staunton had committed fraud by false representation that 

founded the winding up of Earth Energy Investments LLP, so he knew that both winding ups 

were founded by fraud and that no money was ever owed to the 1st Defendant, the position 

is entirely the opposite.   

 

147. Now we come on to the dishonestly I wanted to rely on in the transcript of the hearing 

of 6th November 2020, the predetermined hearing by Fancourt to assist the offenders in 

defrauding me of over £1.1 million whilst preventing justice being served on the principal 

offenders.  
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148. We move back to that transcript:  T1-06-11-2020, turning to page 15 of 81. Read page 

15, My Lord.  Now we move to page 17, read page 17 very carefully, My Lord.   At (H) 

Fancourt states this:  

 
Well, it seems to me the position is that the, the validity of the assignment by EW MFC to EE 

was never actually decided by a judge at a, at a trial 

 
149. Yet the correct factual position is that issue estoppel applies to the finding of Staunton 

himself who admitted on 5th February 2018 that “What’s assigned are the investments, the 

£200k” so nothing needs to be decided by a judge at trial respective of the assignment 

because it is in fact how the law on assignments states and that is, the position that was in 

fact conveyed to Briggs by Staunton himself who again lied. I refer to page 45 of the report, 

quoting lines 32 and 33 of the transcript of the rigged rescission hearing before Briggs (who 

was conflicted anyway): 

 

MR STAUNTON: --and paras.17 to 24. So there's a cross claim which extinguishes the liability 

to pay 32 £25,000. 

 

150. That is the correct factual position, there is a cross claim that extinguished the alleged 

£25k petition debt founded by fraudulent non-disclosure, twice, ex-parte.   At line 34 of 

page 45, Briggs agrees with Staunton’s assertion quoted above.    

 

151. Now, My Lord, read line 35 of page 45, through to line 37 of page 36. I can and will 

expand on the detail.  You need to pay attention to both of those transcripts.   I will make 

the point right now: 

 

152. Read page 36 also very carefully.  Now we come on to page 47, I quote the fraud by 

false representation made by Staunton to defraud me of the “investments” he himself 

admitted were assigned on 5th February 2018:  
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“Well, the subsidiary has a significant claim for damages against Middlesbrough”, but it 

never brought any proceedings” 

 

153. That comment is linked directly to the fact that Staunton was part of the conspiracy to 

defraud, wherein he knew, by his own admission, on 9th January 2017 that “for the purpose 

fo the Energy Supply Agreement, Force Majeure has effect”, but in fact, he knew it had 

effect respective of the Lease for the same reason, namely, because his client and his 

instructing solicitors “U-turned” on the connection, rendering the project entirely useless. I 

repeat, that is the material fact concealed from the first ex-parte hearing and likewise, 

history repeats itself.   

 

154. Fancourt then has the audacity to attempt to certify the application to set aside all 3 ex-

parte orders founded by fraud as “totally without merit” whilst himself admitting he evaded 

each and every single part of my evidence.   Fancourt then lied about reading my skeleton 

during the second rigged hearing of 11th November 2020 when in fact, it is proven he read 

nothing whatsoever, it is all fraud and perversion of the course of justice, all peas of the 

same pod, dishonest cowardly colluders, strength in numbers.  They are all going to prison.  

 

155. I don’t think I need to further spell out that Ohrenstein has deliberately presented a 

false case, he is guilty of perverting the course of justice and conspiracy to defraud.   I am 

going to go into much more detail with the indictment, but just to prove his conscious and 

premeditated dishonesty, I refer back to that transcript: T1-06-11-2020 and I turn to page 

18. At page 18 (A), Fancourt and Ohrenstein stated this:  

 
Fancourt J: But there is no, there is, the point has never actually squarely been decided at 

a, at any sort of trial, has it? 

 

Mr Ohrenstein: There has not been a trial of these matters. 

 
156. Earlier during the hearing, Ohrenstein sought to mislead the Court by lying and stating 

that the assignment and all of the issues had been decided, but in fact nothing has ever 
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been decided because it has all been concealed. There has been a most serious and 

protracted fraud upon the court.  

157. The judicial mechanics are compromised. All of the orders in the case are void ab initio, 

including the false instrument ECRO and GCROs used to pervert the course of justice.   

 

158. The matter that Ohrenstein and his instructing solicitors, but also the 1st Defendant 

were abundantly well aware of from the outset is that no rent is due and no energy supply 

was due but yet they made fraudulent claims (s.2 of the Fraud Act 2006) to stymie the 

liquidation to prevent me from calling a meeting of creditors to remove Hannon, their co-

conspirator white-collar criminal, who was retaining fraudulent claims to assist the 

offenders in defrauding me under the guise of insolvency.    I repeat, Ohrenstein knew all of 

this, yet he asserted:  

 
“The windings up of Empowering Wind MFC and Earth Energy were not the product of any 

conspiracy or fraud as Mr Millinder repeatedly alleges. They were simply the inevitable 

result of non-payment” 

 
159. The fact of the matter is that the 1st Defendant, their instructing solicitors and 

Ohrenstein had all of that evidence in their possession, they knew no payment was ever 

owed.  The email they withheld of 24th October 2020 had all of that evidence with it, they 

made the conscious and premeditated decision to withhold it to prevent justice from being 

served on themselves and their conspirators.     It is absolutely material that Staunton “U-

turned” on the claims he knew were false by his own admission on 9th January 2017.  I refer 

back to the report (tab_07), working from page one (just read it and follow the titles), but I 

refer to this: 

160. “Ulick Staunton – Counsel for MFC admitted in writing that the claims are false on 9th 

January 2017” – Reading page 14, line 5 to line 33.  

 

161. “Gill of Womble Bond Dickinson, Bloom and MFC knew the claims were false long prior 

to 9th January 2017” – Reading page 15, line 23 through to line 12 of page 18.  

 

CASE FILE: Page 2212                   PDF: Page 973 of 994



51 
 

162. Now, staying on page 18 “STAUNTON “U-turns” on the claims on 14th November 2018” 

reading from line 13 through to line 38 of page 20.  

 
163. This is where the “authorities” I quoted come in, but Fancourt evaded all of my 

evidence, the facts, the law and everything that did not suit his sinister motives in assisting 

the offenders to defraud me of the indisputable claim exceeding £1.1 million whilst 

concealing the conspiracy to defraud (perverting the course of justice).     I refer to tab_27, 

where I clearly refer to the applicable authorities.  Jones kept the fraudulent claim there, 

because he was working in conspiracy with Hannon, the 1st Defendant, Staunton, 

Ohrenstein and the aptly named “Womble” Bond Dickinson to defraud me of the proven 

£9.2 million claim in damages founded by their unlawful forfeiture using the £4.1 million 

fraudulent claim to do so.   This is where all the rest of my evidence, statements and 

submissions come into play, which is why I requested a 21 hour trial of the issues that 

Fancourt, by his own admission, knew had never been tried, but yet those issues are already 

proven.    Fancourt wanted to dispose of it in less than 2 hours, knowing that his actions 

would prevent justice being served on the offenders, that was his motive.  

 
164. Lastly, I refer to the conscious and premeditated dishonesty on the part of Ohrenstein, 

but also his instructing solicitors respective of the 13 attachments that were dishonestly 

withheld, along with that email of 24th October 2020 (tab_03D).   

 
165. We move now to the transcript; T1-06-11-2020, to page 18 of 81. At (F) and (G) 

Fancourt continued to assist the offenders in progressing their utter nonsense argument 

that the sum of the demand is disputed.  

 
166. At page 29 of the 81 page transcript, Fancourt admits he does not have any of my 

evidence, yet it was filed with the application of 28th October 2020 and relied upon in all the 

submissions.  Now read pages 31 and 32.  I made it clear that all the evidence I rely on is 

within the trial bundle I filed on 28th October 2020 with the application for a 21 hour trial to 

deal with the multitude of frauds and false statements.   It was all evaded.  
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167. Now we move to page 33 of 81, reading my submission from (F) through to (F) of page 

34. The submission is clear, it proves that no money was owed to the 1st Defendant 

pursuant to the Lease or the Energy Supply Agreement.  

 
168.  That clearly extinguished the £256,269.89, the £541,308.89 and the later £4.1 million all 

founded by the unwarranted demand with menaces of 25th June 2015 the 1st Defendant 

used to unlawfully forfeit the Lease after refusing the connection and preventing me from 

performing on the rights granted (Force Majeure).  

 
169. At page 35 (B) through to (G) I make it clear that the transcript and the order of the 

proceeding of 5th February 2018 was withheld by the offenders during the ex-parte hearing 

of 23rd October 2020.   Now read page 36 (A) through to page 44 (H).    

 
170. Staying on page 44, reading my submission between (C) and (E), I was talking about the 

proven fact that the offenders dishonestly withheld the email of 24th October 2020 with the 

13 attachments (including the report), being tab_03D.  In summary of that submission I cite: 

 
“And Mr Ohrenstein, even having that email in his possession, failed to disclose it to the 

Court. Therefore, they have breached their duty and continuing duty of candour ex parte. 

The order was founded by fraud” 

 

171. At page 45 (D) through to (F) of 46, I round off, rightfully, by stating that Ohrenstein and 

his co-conspirators are in contempt of Court.    In response to those substantive 

submissions, Ohrenstein further lied.   At page 50 (H) I cited that: 

 

“Well, it is not in their bundle. They have withheld it. That is the whole purpose. It is not in” 

 

172. Fancourt then asked Ohrenstein. Now read page 51 of 81, My Lord, you will need to 

digest that in relation to the position of issue estoppel on which I sought to rely, being the 

transcript and order of 5th February 2018.   It is absolutely material that my position on 

Force Majeure was found and proven at that hearing.  
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173. At (G) of page 51, Fancourt correctly cited this: 

 
“I think Mr Ohrenstein, he, he is referring to Nugee J’s judgment of 5 February 2018” 

 
174. But I was in fact referring to both the transcript and the judgment at tab_08 of my trial 

bundle.  Ohrenstein then responded as follows: 

 

Fancourt J: Is that in the bundle? 

Mr Ohrenstein: I am not sure that it is. 

 

175. At page 60 pf 81 (G), I asked Fancourt a simple question: 

“You, how can you, how can you possibly try the issues when you have not even got the 

evidence before you?” 

176. At page 62, Fancourt, in full knowledge he has not even read a single part of my 

evidence to get to any of the matters in question, he seeks to limit my timing to make 

submissions to just 11 minutes when he knew full well all of the evidence was evaded 

entirely.  That action in itself has tendency to interfere with the proper administration of 

justice.  Fancourt did not seek to adjourn the hearing, he was working for the offenders, he 

wanted to make the costs order and dispose of the application of 28th October 2020 

without trying a single part of it whatsoever. That is precisely what he did.   

 

177. Now, I draw your attention to the rushed submissions I had to make that prove beyond 

doubt none of my applications are without merit, referring to the evidence Fancourt evaded 

and the authority I quoted in tab_13, one of the 37 exhibits he evaded.  Read from page 

62(F) through to page 66 (D).   

 
178. Now read page 69.  Ohrenstein admitted that the counterpart assignment had been 

withheld from the ex-parte hearing of 23rd October 2020. History repeating itself, as this 

was also withheld from the ex-parte hearing of 9th January 2017 and without it, the 

assignment is not complete. The assignment is that, which is the absolute assignment of the 
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“investments” together with part B of the statutory demand, both of which were served on 

the offenders multiple times constituting a valid assignment.  

 
179. At page 69, Ohrenstein lied and said he did not have the report, when the report is one 

of the 13 attachments with the email of 24th October 2020 that was addressed to him.  I 

refer to that exhibit (tab_03D).  At page 6 of the 13-page exhibit, it is evidenced that Mr 

Justice Mann read the email, because I had blind copied him to it as I knew the offenders 

would withhold that material information from the Court.   As I said, history repeats itself.   

 
180. At page 7 of the 13-page exhibit it is evidenced that Simmons, of Womble Bond 

Dickinson, had read that email complaining of material non-disclosure on 10 separate 

occasions from 25th October 2020 to 3rd November 2020.  It is proven beyond reasonable 

doubt that non-disclosure of this email and the 13-attachments was therefore deliberate 

and of dishonest intent to conceal the material facts of the case.  

 
181. At page 70 of 81, here is where Ohrenstein lied yet again.  At (E), Ohrenstein stated: 

 
“Any emails that he may have attempted to send to my solicitors which my solicitors 

received, some of which may have referred to me as a, as one of the many parties on, on, 

on, on the receipt, those are exhibited to the bundle” 

 
182. Ohrenstein and his instructing solicitors withheld the emails I refer to complaining of 

material non-disclosure.  They did precisely the same with the Penningtons Manches LLP 

complaint of material non-disclosure of 11th January 2017 (tab_23), on both occasions the 

non-disclosure was convened with dishonest intent to conceal the most significant material 

non-disclosure ex-parte, but with intent to pervert the course of justice.   

 

183. Ohrenstein went on to continue his lies:  

 
“It may be that something came this morning that did not quite make it to the bundle, but 

certainly everything else in the bundle. Any attachment to any email that he sent is, is in the 

bundle. Things have not been necessarily accessed if he has put links to videos or to websites 
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and so forth. That, that is not, those have not been pursued, but all the emails which he has 

sent with attachments are in the bundles today” 

 

184. The ex-parte bundle used during the hearing of 23rd October 2020 did not contain any of 

the 13 attachments referred to in the email of 24th October 2020 (tab_03D) and none of 

those 13 attachments, nor same email were in the bundle Ohrenstein and his cohorts 

presented for the return date hearing.  This is conscious and premeditated dishonesty, 

providing beyond reasonable doubt that the orders of 23rd October 2020 and 6th November 

2020 were founded by fraud and should therefore be set aside accordingly for the reasons 

made absolutely clear herein.  

 

185. Fancourt was conflicted, from 6th November 2020 and thereafter. There never was any 

jurisdiction to make the GCRO, it was all premeditated conspiracy, as such the GCRO must 

be set aside as must all of the orders in this case.  

 
186. Now, all I am missing is the long awaited remedy.  The same remedy I sought before 

you, Lord Justice Vos, if that is what you are supposed to be, when I made an application for 

you to assign the right of action, the proven claim in damages exceeding £18.7 million to 

me.  You ignored every part of my application and just prior to that,  Arnold, the white-

collar criminal came along and disposed of my damages claim that sought financial 

restitution for the multiple frauds and wrongdoings, all originating from the unlawful 

forfeiture of the lease.  

 
187. The proceedings were irredeemably void from the outset, when the originating 

application sought also assign the right of action to me, but Jones evaded it and when I 

made the claim, seeking to remove the fraudulent £4.1 million claim, you, Lord Justice Vos, 

sought to fetter the Court’s jurisdiction to do so, citing res judicate when you knew the 

claim was a fraud, but you cited “I see no evidence of fraud and collusion” when the fraud 

and collusion has been concealed by you and your cohorts from the outset.  You are, I can 

confirm, guilty of conspiracy to defraud and conspiracy to pervert the course of justice and 

any judge that behaves even close to the way the purported judges have done in this case, 
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have breached their oaths and judges that breach their oaths and pervert the course of 

justice, acting with favour and ill-will, are not judges, they are one and the same as the 

offenders and therefore all of your orders are void as ultra vires, because you had no 

standing to make any order after you breached your oaths. 

 

I rely on this skeleton of 56-pages in the prosecution accordingly, along with all of my written 

submissions, evidence and statements submitted in CR-2017-000140 that have been evaded by 

the corrupt judiciary.  

 

Paul Millinder  

Dated: 26th November 2020  
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MR JUSTICE FANCOURT:  
 
 
 
1. I have now to give judgment on two applications issued by the Applicant, which I will 

call Middlesbrough Football Club, or “the Club”, the first on 22 October and the 
second on 23 October 2020 for a new Civil Restraint Order to be made against the 
Respondent, Mr Millinder, and alternatively (by the second application) for the 
previous Extended Civil Restraint Order, which expired on 28 June 2020, to be 
extended.  Mr Ohrenstein of Counsel appeared on behalf of the Club and Mr Millinder 
appeared in person. 
 

2. I can start a brief summary of the background with the Extended Civil Restraint Order 
that was made against Mr Millinder by His Honour Judge Pelling QC on 28 June 2018.  
Judge Pelling was satisfied in the light of previous applications that had been certified 
by judges as having been made totally without merit that it was appropriate and 
necessary to make an Extended Civil Restraint Order.   

 
3. In due course, Mr Millinder made an application to set aside that Extended Civil 

Restraint Order and it was heard by the Chancellor of the High Court, who prepared a 
long reserved judgment reviewing the whole factual background to the dispute, which 
was handed down on 8 February 2019.   

 
4. The Chancellor found that the Civil Restraint Order had been wholly correctly made; 

that the applications that had been certified as totally without merit were correctly so 
certified; and that the order Judge Pelling made was justified.  He described Mr 
Millinder’s suggestions that the Civil Restraint Order was an unlawful false instrument 
and an abuse of process used to conceal fraud and misconduct as “unfounded 
nonsense”. 

 
5. The challenge of Mr Millinder to the legitimacy of the original Civil Restraint Order 

is still maintained.  He contends that the applications that were certified as totally 
without merit were made in orders that were void.  However, the matter was reviewed 
by the Chancellor and there has been no appeal against the Chancellor’s judgment and 
therefore it seems to me that, as a matter of law, it is now impossible in the absence of 
any appeal for Mr Millinder to seek to go behind the original Civil Restraint Order. 

 
6. He says that he is entitled to do so because fraud unravels everything, but he has had 

one attempt to set aside the order, which has failed, and he has neither appealed that 
decision nor sought on the basis of new material that was not available to be deployed 
before the Chancellor to set aside the original order.   

 
7. Following the Civil Restraint Order made by Judge Pelling, numerous further 

applications were made informally by Mr Millinder to the designated judge during the 
period of the restraint order for permission to pursue further applications.  A significant 
number of these were dealt with by Nugee J, who refused permission on several 
occasions, in particular by his order of 18 June 2019 where he deals with a very large 
number of emails from Mr Millinder, who had sought to raise further arguments and 
pursue further remedies. 
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8. The Extended Civil Restraint Order expired on 28 June 2020, as I have said, and for 
whatever reason the Club did not seek in advance of that date to extend it.  Since the 
expiry of the order a number of further applications have been made by Mr Millinder.  
The first such application was an application of 20 July 2020, in which he sought to 
set aside all orders founded by fraud upon the Court. In his mind, that means all orders 
that the Court has made in connection with or arising from the underlying dispute 
between the Club and his company, Empowering Wind MFC Limited. 

 
9. That application was dismissed by Nugee J on 4 August 2020 and he determined that 

the application was totally without merit.  On 7 August 2020, Mr Millinder issued a 
new claim against a number of senior judges and indeed the Lord Chancellor and other 
lawyers and government officials, including the Official Receiver and various others, 
in which he alleged human rights violations and a conspiracy to defraud.  That claim 
was stayed by Master Yoxall and Mr Millinder then made an application to set aside 
the stay. 

 
10. That application was considered by Murray J on 24 August 2020 and he dismissed that 

application certifying it as having been made totally without merit, and he also struck 
out the new claim in its entirety and certified that it had been brought totally without 
merit. 

 
11. Following that, the statutory demand that I explained in my judgment of 6 November 

2020 was served by Mr Millinder on the Club and the Club applied for injunctive relief 
in that regard.  Mann J granted interim injunctive relief ex parte. In advance of the 
return date, Mr Millinder then issued his own application on 28 October 2020 to set 
aside two historic orders of the Court (9 January 2017 and 16 January 2017) and the 
order made by Mann J.   

 
12. I heard that application last Friday, 6 November, 2020, and I dismissed it and certified 

that the application to set aside the two historic orders had been made totally without 
merit.  My reason for doing so was that that part of the application was an attempt to 
relitigate once again an issue that has been determined before.  That had been 
determined adversely to Mr Millinder’s companies on 5 February 2018 by Nugee J 
and again on 7 June 2018 by Judge Pelling, and the basis for those decisions was 
explained and endorsed by the Chancellor in his judgment. 

 
13. None of those decisions were appealed and therefore the question of whether the two 

2017 orders should be set aside had been finally determined.  The issue of a yet further 
application seeking to set them aside was therefore an abuse of process and totally 
without merit. 

 
14. Mr Millinder maintains today that all of the orders that were made certifying 

applications as totally without merit are invalid and therefore there have been no 
applications lawfully certified as totally without merit.  He says that they were invalid, 
as far as I can understand, on essentially two grounds.   

 
15. First, that all the orders were made as part of a corrupt conspiracy involving the judges 

in question in an attempt to defraud Mr Milliner and/or his companies and favour the 
Club.  Second, on the basis that the underlying case that his companies originally 
sought and now he seeks to advance did have merit in terms of the contractual dispute 
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and therefore any application made by him in that regard cannot have been made 
totally without merit. 

 
16. However, I cannot go behind the orders that have previously been made and the 

certificates that various applications were made totally without merit.  Those are 
matters of record.  They are orders made by the High Court, which is a court of 
unlimited jurisdiction. Those orders are therefore valid unless and until they are set 
aside.   

 
17. Mr Millinder has tried to set aside those orders, or at least some of them, but has failed 

in his endeavours.  The orders therefore stand and mean what they say.  It is clear to 
me that Mr Millinder has, on the basis of those orders, persistently made applications 
that are totally without merit.  That was true in terms of the applications made before 
Judge Pelling’s Extended Civil Restraint Order, as confirmed by the Chancellor, and 
it is true in relation to the applications that were certified this year as having been made 
totally without merit.  It is inappropriate on this sort of application to seek to go behind 
those orders and reopen the matter. 

 
18. Given that I am satisfied that Mr Millinder has continued persistently to make 

applications that are totally without merit, the question is what I should do about it.  
There is, in my view, a genuine need to restrain Mr Millinder from issuing hopeless 
applications that involve both the Club and the court in spending many hours and 
valuable resources in dealing with them. The Club seeks an Extended Civil Restraint 
Order.  It submits that it is a matter for the court whether a General Civil Restrain 
Order is needed to confer additional protection on the court’s resources.   

 
19. The effect of an Extended Civil Restraint Order under paragraph 3.2 of Practice 

Direction 3(c) to Part 3 of the Civil Procedure Rules is that Mr Millinder would be 
prevented from making any application in the High Court or the County Court 
concerning any matter involving or relating to or touching upon or leading to the 
proceedings in which the order is made without first obtaining the permission of a 
judge. 

 
20. Those words give wide effect to an Extended Civil Restraint Order because any 

application with any link to the subject matter of the existing proceedings may easily 
be seen to involve or relate to or touch upon or lead to the issues in those proceedings.   

 
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, judges’ clerks’ time 
and the time of the Court staff time in dealing with applications that have no merit; 
and also to prevent any Respondents from such applications 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 allegations of judicial impropriety 
(and impropriety on the part of the Club’s lawyers) that he routinely makes.  The 
applications are burdened with 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 considerable 
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time to attempt to digest and understand.  The applications that are made therefore 
impose a very substantial burden on anyone – respondent or judge – who has to deal 
with them.   
 

23. Since the hearing on 6 November 2020, there has been 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 reopen 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 pursued. 

 
26. The remaining question is whether or not the Civil Restraint Order should be an 

Extended Civil Restraint Order or a General Civil Restraint Order.  The effect of a 
General Civil Restraint Order above and beyond an Extended Civil Restraint Order is 
that Mr Millinder would be restrained from issuing any claim or making any 
application in the High Court or the County Court. 

 
27. In view particularly of the claim form that Mr Millinder issued on 7 August 2020 

alleging fraudulent conspiracy and breaches of the Human Rights Act against senior 
judges and officials, it seems to me that there is evidence of a real risk of further claims 
or applications being brought that do not only involve or relate to or touch upon or 
lead to the issues in the underlying insolvency proceedings.  For that reason, in my 
judgment, it is now appropriate that the Civil Restraint Order should be a General Civil 
Restraint Order and I therefore consider that there should be a new General Civil 
Restraint Order starting today that lasts for a period of two years, and I will so order.   

 
(proceedings continue) 

 
28. I am going to deal now with the summary assessment of costs.  The summary of costs 

that the Club has filed amounts to £60,247.  That includes £12,000 in total for counsel’s 
fees, a small amount for court fees and, otherwise, the solicitors’ fees.   

 
29. Although the applications relate to a serious matter for the Club and there is some 

complexity involved in them nevertheless a total bill of £60,000 does seem to me to 
be somewhat on the high side.  When I look for the possible reasons for that I fasten 
on two matters.   
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30. First, the appropriate guideline band for solicitors in the centre of Newcastle, as these 

solicitors are, is a rate of £201 for a Grade A fee earner and £177 for a Grade B fee 
earner.  The rates charged to the Club are £390 for a Grade A fee earner and £340 for 
another Grade A fee earner and £275 for a Grade B fee earner, so they are very 
substantially in excess of the guidelines. 

 
31. I must take into account two matters.  First, as is generally recognised, these guideline 

rates are significantly out of date, being based at 2010 rates and they are therefore no 
more than a starting point as to what is a reasonable rate at which the legal work should 
be charged for this kind of case by solicitors in this location. 

 
32. Second, I have determined that the costs should be payable on an indemnity basis, so 

no issue of proportionality arises and it is not for the Club in those circumstances to 
prove that the rates are reasonable.  I do nevertheless consider that some reduction is 
appropriate because the rates charged are very significantly higher than the guideline 
rates. 

 
33. The second matter that I have identified is that in the schedule of work done on 

documents an enormous sum of almost £26,000 is identified as work done on preparing 
witness statements, including just over 10 hours of work by Grade A fee earners and 
over 80 hours of work by the Grade B fee earner.   

 
34. There was in fact only one witness statement that was prepared by the Club, comprising 

some 13 and a bit pages signed by Mr Stewart on 22 October 2020.  That had a very 
substantial exhibit to it and the explanation for the hours spent is that it was necessary 
to spend considerable time collating the appropriate documents to exhibit.  The content 
of the witness statement itself, however, was not particularly complex.   

 
35. I am not satisfied that anything like £26,000 should be allowed for that item.  It seems 

to me to be an unreasonably large amount of time to spend preparing a witness 
statement explaining why an injunction should be granted to restrain a petition based 
on a disputed debt. What I have in mind therefore is to make an adjustment to the 
overall amount of the costs taking into account those two factors. 

 
36. Bearing those matters in mind and looking at the overall level of costs globally it seems 

to me that an appropriate amount at which to assess the costs on the indemnity basis is 
£45,000. 

 
 

This Transcript has been approved by the Judge. 
 

The Transcription Agency hereby certifies 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
Business and Property Courts of England and Wales
Insolvency and Companies Court (ChD)

Case Numbers: CR-2017-000140; CR-2017-008690; CR-2018-001137

BETWEEN:

Middlesbrough Football & Athletic Company (1986) Limited
Applicant

and

Paul Millinder
Respondent

Before the Honourable Mr Justice Fancourt sitting at the Rolls Building, 7 Rolls Buildings, 
Fetter Lane, London, EC4A 1NL on the 11th day of November 2020

UPON HEARING Mr Dov Ohrenstein of Counsel on behalf of the Applicant and the 
Respondent in person

AND UPON IT APPEARING THAT the Extended Civil Restraint Order made against the 
Respondent on 28 June 2018 expired on 28 June 2020 

AND UPON NOTING THAT since expiry of that ECRO the Respondent has made three 
applications and issued one new claim, all of which have been certified as being totally 
without merit

AND UPON THE COURT BEING SATISFIED THAT the Respondent has persistently issued 
applications or claims that are totally without merit and, unless restrained, is likely to issue 
further applications and /or claims which are without merit

ORDER
(NOTE: THIS IS A GENERAL CIVIL RESTRAINT ORDER)

IT IS ORDERED:

TO Paul Millinder:

PENAL NOTICE

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.

1. Paul Millinder is forbidden for a period of two years from the date of this Order (until 
11 November 2022), whether personally, or through any other person on his behalf or 
acting on his direction, from issuing any new proceedings against any defendant in 
the High Court of Justice or in the County Court in England and Wales, or from 
issuing any application, appeal, or other process in the above actions or in any other 
action without first obtaining permission in accordance with paragraph 2 below.
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2. If Paul Millinder wishes to apply for permission to issue any further claim, 
application, step, appeal or any act as described in paragraph 1 above, then an 
application notice must be issued in The Rolls Building, 7 Rolls Buildings, Fetter 
Lane, London, EC4A 1NL, to be considered on paper alone by Mr Justice Miles or if 
he is unavailable Mr Justice Snowden. If Mr Justice Miles and Mr Justice Snowden 
are absent or otherwise unavailable, such application shall be passed to another High 
Court Judge at The Rolls Building.

3. If Paul Millinder wishes to appeal from any decision of Mr Justice Miles (or other 
High Court Judge) made in accordance with paragraph 2 above, he must seek 
permission to appeal from the same judge, adopting the same procedure (i.e. issue 
an application in writing to be dealt with on paper alone); or, if unavailable, from 
another High Court Judge in the Rolls Building. For the avoidance of doubt, no further 
appeal shall lie to any judge or to any court from a decision refusing permission to 
appeal.

4. If Paul Millinder wishes to seek an amendment or discharge of this order, he must 
first seek permission of Mr Justice Snowden to make the application. Such 
application (for permission to make the application to amend or discharge the order) 
is to be dealt with in accordance with paragraph 2 above (i.e. it must be made by 
issuing an application in writing to be dealt with on paper alone by Mr Justice 
Snowden). Any refusal of permission to make the application is subject to the 
procedure set out in paragraph 3 above in respect of any application for permission to 
appeal.

5. Not less than 7 days before issuing and making an application under paragraph 2 or 
paragraph 4 above, Paul Millinder must serve notice of the intended application on 
the Applicant, Middlesbrough Football & Athletic Company (1986) Limited, setting out 
the grounds and nature of the application and giving Middlesbrough Football & 
Athletic Company (1986) Limited at least 7 days in which to respond.  The application 
issued under paragraph 2 or paragraph 4 above must include or annex any written 
response of Middlesbrough Football & Athletic Company (1986) Limited.

6. If any form of Proceedings, Application Notice, Appellant's Notice, Petition, or any 
other form of document which is within the scope of this order is purportedly issued, 
or filed, or served upon any party (other than under paragraph 5 above) without the 
said permission having first been obtained (which acts or any of them for the 
avoidance of doubt will constitute a breach of this order and a contempt of 
Court) that party shall not be required to appear and respond, and the purported 
application / proceedings shall stand struck out without being heard. Further, no such 
application or other process will be issued by the Court.

7. In the event of the retirement, indisposition, or other unavailability of Mr Justice Miles, 
another High Court Judge may be assigned to this order by Mr Justice Snowden. In 
the event of the retirement, indisposition, or other unavailability of Mr Justice 
Snowden another judge may be assigned to this order by any High Court Judge.

8. NOTE TO Paul Millinder: 

(a) This Order prevents you from making any further application or appeal or from 
taking any other step in this case without first obtaining permission except as 
provided in paragraph 9 below. 

(b) If you repeatedly make applications for permission under 1 above which are totally 
without merit, the court may direct that if you make any further application for 
permission which is totally without merit, the decision to dismiss the application will be 
final and there will be no right of appeal, unless the judge who refused permission 
grants permission to appeal.
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9. THIS ORDER does NOT  prevent you from taking any one or more of the steps set
out below without the prior permission of Mr Justice Miles or Mr Justice Snowden.
YOU MAY:

(i) Apply, without obtaining prior permission, for permission to appeal against
this order by filing no later than 2 December 2020 an Appellant's Notice in the
Court of Appeal (Civil Appeals Office) Registry, Room E 307, Royal Courts of
Justice, Strand, London, WC2A 2LL).

Service of the order

The court has provided a sealed copy of this order by email to the parties and/or their legal 
representatives.
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Claim No: CR-2017-000140; CR-2017-008690; CR-2018-001137
IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE
BUSINESS AND PROPERTY COURTS OF ENGLAND AND WALES
INTERIM APPLICATIONS LIST (ChD)
IN THE MATTER OF THE INSOLVENCY ACT 1986
AND IN THE MATTER OF MIDDLESBROUGH FOOTBALL & ATHLETIC 
COMPANY (1986) LIMITED 
Before: The Hon. Mr Justice Fancourt
11 November 2020

B E T W E E N:
MIDDLESBROUGH FOOTBALL & ATHLETIC COMPANY (1986) LIMITED

Applicant
AND

MR PAUL MILLINDER
Respondent

ORDER
UPON the application of Middlesbrough Football & Athletic Company (1986) 
Limited (“the Company”) dated 22 October 2020 for a Civil Restraint Order 

AND UPON the Company’s application dated 23 October 2020 to extend the 
duration of the Extended Civil Restraint Order against the Respondent (“Mr 
Millinder”) dated 28 June 2018

AND UPON the Court on 6 November 2020 having adjourned the Company’s 
applications to extend the Extended Civil Restraint Order against Mr Millinder 
and/or for a new Civil Restraint Order and the Court having adjourned on 6 
November 2020  a summary assessment of the costs of the Company’s application 
for an injunction and Mr Millinder’s application to set aside orders of the Court 

AND UPON reading the evidence in support of the applications and the parties’ 
skeleton arguments

AND UPON hearing Mr Ohrenstein of Counsel for the Company and Mr Millinder 
in person

IT IS ORDERED THAT:-
1. A General Civil Restraint Order shall be made against Mr Millinder with effect 
from 11 November 2020 for a period of two years, the terms of which are set out 
in a separate order.
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2. Mr Millinder shall pay the Company’s costs of and the Company’s applications 
for a Civil Restraint Order on the indemnity basis. 

3. The total costs to be paid by Mr Millinder to the Company under paragraph 2 of 
this Order and under the Order of 6 November 2020 are summarily assessed at 
£45,000. 

4. This Order shall be served by the Company on Mr Millinder. 

Service of this Order
The court has provided sealed copies of this order to the serving party: Womble 
Bond Dickinson (UK) LLP, St Ann's Wharf, 112 Quayside, Newcastle upon Tyne, 
NE1 3DX, reference PRS2X/MID/0083.00015.
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In the High Court of Justice 
Business and Property Courts of England and Wales 
Insolvency and Companies Court (ChD) 
 
Case Number: CR-2017-000140 
 
BETWEEN 

 
Middlesbrough Football & Athletic Company (1986) Limited 

Applicant 
 

and 
 

Paul Millinder 
Respondent 

 
 

ORDER 
 
 
Before the Honourable Mr Justice Miles sitting at the Rolls Building, 7 Rolls 
Building, Fetter Lane, London, EC4A 1NL on the 27th day of November 2020 
 
UPON considering the Application issued by Mr Paul Millinder dated 10 November 
2020 made pursuant to CPR 3.1(7) to set aside the order of 23 October 2020 and the 
order of 6 November 2020 
 
AND UPON the court considering that a hearing would not be appropriate. 
 
 
IT IS ORDERED THAT: 
 

1. The application of 10 November is dismissed. 
 

2. The Court certifies that the application was totally without merit. 
 

This order having been made without a hearing either party may apply (by application 
notice) to set it aside within seven days of service of this order on such party. 
 
 
REASONS   
 
1. Mr Millinder has made an application by notice dated 10 November 2020 

pursuant to CPR 3.1(7) to set aside orders of 23 October 2020 (Mann J) and 6 
November 2020 (Fancourt J) “as they were both founded on fraud and fraud by 
the Court but also manifest error wherein Fancourt admitted that he did not read 
or consider any part of the Claimant’s case nor apply any standard review 
irrespective of fraudulent non-disclosure.” He has also sought to recuse 
Fancourt J.  The grounds are set out in a Continuation Sheet.  I have read this 

Tab_E9: Pages 243 - 246
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material carefully.  I have also read the skeleton argument submitted by Mr 
Millinder dated 26 October 2020 and the supporting material. 
 

2. The order of 23 October 2020 was made ex parte on an application by 
Middlesbrough Football & Athletic Company (1986) Limited (“the Club”).  It 
restrained Mr Millinder from presenting a petition to wind up based on a 
statutory demand dated 5 October 2020. The debt specified in the statutory 
demand arose from dealings between the Club and a company called 
Empowering Wind MFC Ltd (“EW”) in 2015 (“the underlying claim”). The 
claims of EW were claimed to be assigned to another company Earth Energy 
(“Earth”) in 2017.  Earth presented a statutory demand against the Club based 
on the underlying claim. 

 
3. On 9 January 2017 Arnold J granted an injunction preventing Earth from 

presenting a petition based on Earth’s statutory demand.   That order was 
continued by consent by Norris J on 16 January 2017. 

 
4. Earth applied to set aside the 16 January 2017 order for alleged non-disclosure.   

Nugee J dismissed that application on 5 February 2018.   
 

5. Earth then applied again to set aside the order of 16 January 2017 and the order 
of 5 February 2018.  On 7 June 2018 HH Judge Pelling QC dismissed that 
application and shortly afterwards made an Extended Civil Restraint Order 
against Mr Millinder. 

 
6. In 2019 Sir Geoffrey Vos C conducted a hearing at which he reviewed the entire 

history. He held that it was too late to challenge the orders already made; but in 
any event held that the order of Arnold J of 9 January 2017 had been made 
correctly, as there was a genuine and substantial dispute about the underlying 
claim. 

 
7. Despite this judgment Mr Millinder sought again to reopen the earlier orders.  

He applied to Nugee J for leave to bring an application.  Nugee J made an order 
on 18 June 2019 rejecting numerous Mr Millender’s applications to do so.  

 
8. The statutory demand of 5 October 2020 is based on the same underlying claim 

as that made by Earth in 2017.  Mr Millinder claims the benefit of an 
assignment of the claim by Earth to him dated 18 March 2018.   

 
9. The order of Mann J of 23 October 2020 restrained Mr Millinder from 

presenting a winding up petition based on that statutory demand. Fancourt J’s 
order of 6 November 2020 continued that injunction. 

 
10. I have read a transcript of the judgment of Fancourt J. He concluded that there 

was a genuine and substantial dispute as to the underlying claims.  This had 
already been determined by earlier decisions, including by the Chancellor in his 
2019 judgment. Fancourt J also concluded that there was a genuine and 
substantial dispute as to the legal validity of the assignment from Earth of its 
rights to Mr Millinder of March 2018 arising from the fact that Earth is deemed 
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to have entered liquidation on 12 February 2018 (so that the assignment 
arguably became void under s.127 of the Insolvency Act 1986).   

 
11. Fancourt J directed himself (correctly) that he did not need to decide the merits 

of these disputed points; only whether there was a genuine and substantial 
dispute. He concluded that there was and that any winding up proceedings based 
on the statutory demand of 5 October 2020 would therefore be an abuse of 
process. He decided that the Club was therefore entitled to an injunction. 

 
12. Fancourt J went on to consider an application by Mr Millinder to set aside the 

order of Mann J for material non-disclosure.  He noted that it would not make 
any difference because he would still have granted an injunction in any case. 
But he carefully considered Mr Millender’s submissions and concluded that 
there had been no material non-disclosure.   

 
13. Fancourt J continued the injunction and dismissed Mr Millinder’s application to 

set aside Mann J’s order. 
 

14. I should also note that on 11 November 2020, after hearing argument from the 
Club and Mr Millinder, Fancourt J made a General Civil Restraint Order against 
Mr Millinder.   

 
15. By his application notice of 10 November 2020 Mr Millinder applies to set 

aside the two orders. He says that the two orders were procured by fraud and 
fraud upon the court.  His supporting evidence contains nothing at all to support 
this very serious allegation. He has made a series of wild and unsubstantiated 
allegations of fraud and corruption against many parties including the various 
judges who have ruled against him and the Club’s lawyers. He has also accused 
the Court officers of being part of a conspiracy.  That is wholly unjustified. 

 
16. A party dissatisfied with a Court’s order cannot seek to set it aside without 

proper reason. Simply saying that the order was founded on fraud is not enough. 
There must be proper evidence, and here there is none. This aspect of the 
application is totally without merit. 

 
17. He also says that Fancourt J did not read or consider his case. This too is totally 

without merit. Fancourt J clearly gave careful consideration to Mr Millinder’s 
arguments. Fancourt J did not entertain extensive argument about the merits of 
the underlying claims. He was entirely right: the question for the Court was 
whether there was a substantial and bona fide dispute.  Mr Millinder has 
misunderstood the nature of the winding up jurisdiction: the winding up court is 
not for the trial of disputed claims.  This has been explained to him by a number 
of judges but he chooses to ignore it. A measure of Mr Millinder’s approach can 
be seen from his request to Fancourt J that there should have been a hearing of 
his application of some 21 days over a period of 7 days. Fancourt J addressed 
Mr Millinder’s arguments with proper care and attention and came to a decision 
that cannot be faulted. I also reject Mr Millinder’s application to recuse 
Fancourt J.  There is nothing in the application or the supporting evidence to 
justify it. I also add that Mr Millinder’s accusations that this judge and the other 
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judges who have found against him were dishonest are wholly inappropriate and 
should not have made. 
 

18. This is in my view a wholly misconceived attempt to reopen the outcome of the 
hearing before Fancourt J. The Court has limited resources and there are many 
other court users who seek access to those resources.  The Court will not allow 
disappointed litigants to waste those resources by attempting repeatedly to 
reargue hearings they have lost without proper reason.   

 
19. The application is therefore dismissed.  It is totally without merit. 

 
20. Mr Millinder’s application notice asked for a telephone hearing with a four hour 

estimate. Fancourt J made his order after a contested hearing at which Mr 
Millinder had the opportunity to make submissions. I consider that I should 
dispose of this application without a hearing pursuant to CPR 23.8. I have taken 
account of the need to allot to the application an appropriate share of the court’s 
resources while taking into account the need to allot resources to other cases. I 
consider the position is entirely clear and it does not require or justify a hearing.  

 
21. Finally I note that Mr Millinder asked for the case to be assigned to the Master 

of the Rolls. As explained by the listing officer the Master of the Rolls sits in 
the Court of Appeal.  His application was not an appeal, but an application to set 
aside an order. In any case it is not for a litigant to demand the judge of his 
choice.    

 
SERVICE OF THE ORDER 
 
The Court has provided a sealed copy of this order by email to the parties and/or their 
legal representatives. 
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